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Preface

The Fair Share Amendment is a proposal to amend the Massachusetts Constitution, creating an additional
tax of 4 percentage points on the portion of a person’s annual income above $1 million. The new revenue,
approximately $2 billion annually, would be spent on “quality public education and affordable public
colleges and universities, and for the repair and maintenance of roads, bridges and public transportation.”
One of our Commonwealth’s greatest strengths is our world-class education system, and the success of
our economy depends on the state remaining a leader in education. The Fair Share Amendment would
help ensure that the state can support public education in prekindergarten through college.

This paper explores and explains five ways this dedicated funding can be used to support public
education:

e Increasing teacher salaries.

e Reducing class sizes.

o Investing in healthy and safe buildings.

e Creating debt-free public higher education.
e Addressing teacher shortages.

The revenue derived from the Fair Share Amendment is necessary to continue investing in our public
schools and give all our students access to a complete education. This is especially true of our most
marginalized students, such as those who often are low-income, students of color, immigrant students,
and emergent bilingual, or those who have special needs.

This document represents the first edition of staff analysis. It is intended to be interactive. Later editions
will include revisions in response to member feedback.
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Data Supporting Increasing Educator Salary
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State-by-State Data

The National Education Association’s most recent Teacher Salary Benchmark Report' provides the
average starting teacher salaries by state, as well as the District of Columbia, in the 2019-2020 school
year. This data showed the averages ranged from $32,871, in Montana, to $56,313, in Washington, D.C.,
with Massachusetts ranking number 8 at $47,396. However, the data does not consider the starkly
different costs of living in each state.

The 2021 Annual Cost of Living Index' produced by the Missouri Economic Research and Information
Center gives us that relative cost of living. Based on a U.S. average of 100 percent, the cost-of-living
index ranged from 83.3 percent, in Mississippi, to 193.3, in Hawaii. Massachusetts ranked in fifth place
at 135 percent. The index reflected the average cost of living on an annualized basis in 2021, and did not
account for recent price increases attributed to inflation."According to the center’s index, housing ranked
as most expensive in Massachusetts, costing about 77.6 percent more than the national average.”

To get the true picture of teachers’ starting salaries in each state, we divided the starting salaries by the
relative cost of living in each state. With this calculation, we see the starting salaries ranged from
$25,053, in Hawaii, to $50,003, in Wyoming. The Massachusetts ranking dropped to number 43, at
$35,108.



Teacher Starting Salaries By State
Adjusted by Cost-of-Living Index

Wyoming — 49,372
Texas — 48,406

. Alabama - 46,676
New Jersey — 46,161
New Mexico — 45,290
Mississippi - 43,869
Tennessee —~ 43,606

Utah — 43,461

Georgia ~ 43,366

Oklahoma - 43,222

lllinois - 42,931

lowa - 42,167

West Virginia - 41,965
District of Columbia ~ 35,619

New Hampshire — 35,478
Massachusetts - 35, 108
California - 34, 672

. Vermont - 34,394
Colorado ~ 33,516
Montana - 32,463
Hawaii - 25,053

A National Education Association report published in March also documents the profound effects of the
pandemic on higher education.¥ Mandatory furloughs and layoffs have affected thousands. Previously,
for several years, the number of faculty teaching full-time had increased. Faculty purchasing power,
which declined during and just after the 2008 Great Recession, due to inflation, had recovered and rose
to pre-recessionary levels. After decades of disinvestment, federal and state funding of higher education
were on the rise. The pandemic caused a decrease in the number of full- and part-time faculty between
2019-2020 and 2020-2021. Faculty at all levels experienced a sharp drop in purchasing power in 2020-
2021. These declines ranged from $600 to $2,600, or from 1 to 3 percent, depending on faculty rank.
The current high rate of inflation is likely to undermine any gains. New revenue is necessary to
counteract inflation.

During the pandemic, $77 billion dollars in federal relief funds nationally were directed to colleges and
universities. Half of that amount was spent on student aid. An additional $7.5 billion was disbursed to
states. The Higher Education Emergency Relief Fund, as the name implies, must be spent on pandemic-
related expenses and it is not a permanent source of funding. Winning approval of the Fair Share
Amendment and providing a continuous and predictable stream of funding is critical, particularly given
the undesirability of tuition increases.

Massachusetts Data

The erosion of wages and compensation for teachers, relative to that of other college graduates and those
who have earned a master’s degree, persists nationally as well as in Massachusetts. This is particularly
concerning given the challenge of staffing needs. A report released in 2020 by the Economic Policy
Institute and the Center on Wage and Employment Dynamics"' found that the “teacher wage penalty”
has grown substantially since the mid-1990s. The wage penalty refers to “how much less, in percentage
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terms, public school teachers are paid in weekly wages relative to other college-educated workers (after
accounting for factors known to affect earnings such education, experience, and state residence).”
Comparing samples of public-school teachers with samples of nonteacher graduates within
Massachusetts reveals an 18 percent, regression-adjusted teacher wage penalty in data pooled from 2014
through 2019. This means that teachers make 18 percent less than other comparable college-educated
workers in the state. According to U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics data, the average salary in virtually
all business and financial operations occupations in the state exceeds $90,000. The figures range from
$96,960 for project management specialists to $102,170 for computer programmers.

The salaries of teachers are not the only concern. A recent NEA report explained that Massachusetts
ranks seventh nationally for an average faculty salary, among those who hold nine- or 10-month
contracts, at four-year public higher education institutions. The average salary for faculty at two-year
public institutions in the state ranked 19" nationally, significantly below other high-cost, northeastern
states such as New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut.'

The average salary for faculty on a nine- or 10-month contract at a public four-year institution is
$101,745. At a public two-year institution, it is $68,956. Aside from cost of living, many faculty
members also carry considerable student loan debt. According to the Education Data Initiative, the
average debt among those who have earned a master’s degree is $71,287. Among faculty who have
earned a doctoral degree, it’s $159,625.1ii

Increasing the wages of Education Support Professionals in preK-12 and that of professional staff in
higher education is crucial. The average paraprofessional wage in the state is $18.59 per hour. Many
preK-12 educators must work additional jobs to live in the community where they work. According to
an almanac published by The Chronicle of Higher Education, many of the 1.5 million full-time workers
in noninstructional roles in U.S. colleges had average incomes below $50,000.* The inequities that
contingent faculty face are severe. Contingent appointments, whether contract-renewable or adjunct, are
the least secure, lowest remunerated and least supported faculty positions, according to the American
Association of University Professors Annual Report on the Economic Status of the Profession, 2020-
21.* This year, the Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry at UCLA sought applications for an
assistant adjunct professor on a without-salary basis. This is among many examples in which the
pandemic has damaged the professional status of faculty labor. This is especially true for women and
people of color who are concentrated in lower-rank and contingent positions.

Conclusion

It’s imperative that Massachusetts raise the salaries of educators to ensure competitiveness with other
states, especially given the relatively high cost of living in the Commonwealth. Providing the state’s
educators with a decent starting salary commensurate with other professionals of similar educational
background is critically important to recruitment, retention, and equity. Increasing the wages of
Education Support Professionals and seeking both pay parity and job security for contingent faculty is a
matter of justice.



Fair Share Can Make Smaller Classes Possible

Parents and educators value small classes and education policy research has demonstrated that small
class sizes can improve the quality of the education students receive. The evidence shows that they can
be particularly beneficial for low-income students and students of color. With additional funding, many
more schools in Massachusetts could create small class sizes that would benefit their students
academically, as well as creating a better environment for their social and emotional well-being.

The policy research on smaller class sizes is compelling:

Bruce Baker, a leading Education Policy Researcher at the Learning Policy Institute finds:*!

“A significant body of research points to the effectiveness of class-size reduction for improving
student outcomes and reducing gaps among students, especially for younger students and those
who have been previously low-achieving. X! These reductions for young children have long-term
effects on outcomes many years into the future X! Often studies find that the effects of class size
reduction on achievement are greatest when certain smaller class thresholds (such as 15 or 18)
are reached and are most pronounced for students of color and those in schools serving
concentrations of students in poverty.”V

Colin Jones of the Massachusetts Budget and Policy Center, describes evidence from the STAR class
size reduction program in Tennessee:*"

“Project STAR supported small class sizes for early elementary students (kindergarten to 3rd
grade) over four years. Research on this effort has consistently found positive academic
improvement for kids whose classes were reduced to roughly 15 students. Kids in these smaller
classes continued to do better throughout the later grades and did better on college entrance
exams. The positive impacts were greatest for low-income students, students of color, and those
in urban schools.... The STAR program allowed the most rigorous evaluation because it randomly
assigned teachers and students to either large classes with 22 to 26 students or small classes with
13-17 students.*" This ensured that any differences in academic performance could be attributed
to smaller classes.”
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Susan Dynarski of Harvard, on smaller classes increasing college attendance, with effects more than
twice as large for Black students. *'"

“We find that assignment to a small class increases the probability of attending
college by 2.7 percentage points, with effects more than twice as large among
blacks. Among those whose predicted probability of attending college is in the
bottom quintile, smaller classes increase the college attendance rate by 11
percentage points. Smaller classes increase the likelihood of earning a college
degree by 1.6 percentage points and shift students towards high-earning fields
such as STEM (science, technology, engineering, and medicine), business and
economics.”

Data on small class sizes

In Massachusetts, there is evidence that districts that can afford smaller class sizes have smaller class
sizes. Chapter 70 divides districts into five categories based on the wealth and incomes of each school
district. The data shows that as wealth and income increases, class sizes get smaller: !

Districts have smaller class sizes when they can
afford smaller class sizes

19.0
18.5
18.0
17.5

17.0
16.5
16.0
15.5
15.0
14.5
14.0

Lowest wealth Next lowest Middle Next highest  Highest wealth

While some of our highest-wealth districts have relatively smaller class sizes, many of our lower- and
middle-income districts have average class sizes that are larger than the size the research suggests can
create the best learning conditions. While the evidence suggests that districts that serve more low-income

1 DESE methodology on data:

This analysis is from before COVID-19. Enrollment declines have created anomalies in the most recent years.

Figures are based on district reported and certified data from three collection sources: SIMS, SCS, and EPIMS.

Total # of Classes: Number of classes is based on classes that could be linked between SIMS, EPIMS, and SCS by School, Course, Section, and Term. The
class must have a class count greater than 1 (one) and have students in the class who have a SCS enroliment status of enrolled, completed, or
incomplete.

Average Class Size: Average Class Size is calculated by dividing the total number of students in classes by the total number of classes. Students taking
multiple classes will be included in multiple class size averages.

Number of Students: This figure is de-duplicated count of students at the subject, district, and school levels.

source: SIMS, SCS, EPIMS



students would benefit the most from smaller classes, the data shows those districts are least likely to
have them.

Data from local contracts shows the same pattern. While there is wide variation, many districts have
provisions that aim to cap class size at about 25 students, but for some lower-income districts the cap is
as high as 30. As school districts work to provide safe learning environments and address the social,
emotional, mental health, and academic impacts of COVID-19, class size and the influence it has on the
ability to meet the needs of the most vulnerable students is even more pronounced.

Very few states across the country provide the funding needed for optimal class sizes. Massachusetts has
a better teacher-to-pupil ratio than most (12.8-to-1, compared to a national average of 15.9-to-1). This
likely contributes to our school performance ranked at the top of the nation. But there are eight states
with better teacher-to-pupil ratios. (Note: since there is not good comparative data on class size, the
teacher-to-pupil ratio is used as a proxy.) Our positive showing is likely driven by our more affluent
districts and does not reflect the reality in school systems serving more low-income students.

It is also useful to compare how class sizes in the most elite schools in Massachusetts compare to what
we can afford in our public schools. Many of the schools identified as the “best” private schools in
Massachusetts tend to have teacher-to-student ratios of about 6-to-1, which translates to twice as many
teachers per student as most of our public schools.Xvii



Policy Research and State and National Data
Support Investing in Healthy and Safe Buildings

Policy research on the need to ensure students and educators work in safe buildings

The 2021 State of Our Schools report from the 21t Century School Fund, the International WELL
Building Institute and the National Council on School Facilities finds that no matter how good the
curriculum, teachers or administrators, we can’t achieve world-class education with crumbling school
facilities. The report estimates that our nation is now underinvesting in school buildings and grounds
by S85 billion each year, up by $25 billion since 2016. With chronic underfunding of capital needs,
building and site deficiencies accumulate. Facility deficiencies have negative effects on human health
and safety, the quality of the educational experience, working conditions for teachers and other school
staff, as well as a depressive effect on community vitality. Our school facility infrastructure is facing a
national emergency. Such severe and routine underinvestment is eroding the country’s ability to
provide quality student education in a safe, healthy, and sustainable setting. Examining spending data
from 13,483 public school districts across the country tells the same unacceptable story: districts with
the highest-need students continue to see the lowest funding levels when it comes to spending on
maintenance and operations and school construction.*

Washington Post staff writer Valerie Strauss noted in an article, "What Education Secretary Cardona
Didn't Mention in His Vision for Education," the sorry state of many of America’s school
buildings. More than half of U.S. public schools need to update or replace multiple systems or features
in more than half their buildings. The failure to address them could pose health and safety problems for
children and adults, according to a 2020 report from the U.S. Government Accountability Office.** Mary
Filardi, a school facilities expert and executive director of the 21st Century School Fund, said Secretary
Cardona's Vision for Education in America said nothing about how critical for America’s future it is to
have safe, healthy, and modern learning and teaching environments. In 2020, the Government
Accountability Office issued a major report that found nearly 50 percent of the nation’s public-school
districts required upgraded heating-and-ventilation and air-conditioning systems in more than half of
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their school buildings. Crumbling facilities are a barrier to teaching and learning, and to the socio-
emotional and instructional benefits that come with modern public-school buildings and grounds.**!

The Massachusetts Public Education Infrastructure Profile 2021 examined elementary and secondary
public school facilities in Massachusetts, with a focus on understanding the gap between current levels
of funding for facilities and the level of investment necessary to provide healthy, safe, sustainable and
equitable spaces for all students to learn and thrive. School buildings require continuous maintenance to
be healthy, safe, and operationally efficient. The COVID-19 pandemic caused the necessary closure of
schools statewide. This heightened public awareness of just how poor school HVAC systems were and
prompted efforts to repair or update them. However, revenue was needed, and is still needed, to ensure
all our school buildings have proper ventilation. School district responsibilities for school buildings and
grounds fall into two categories:

1. Maintenance and operations: regular and routine facilities maintenance and operations,
including cleaning, groundskeeping, preventive maintenance, minor repairs, utilities and
building security, which are funded from the annual operating budget.

2. School construction capital outlay: periodic major facilities projects that involve planning,
design, construction, renovation, retrofitting, and replacing of buildings, and building systems,
components, and features, as well as site acquisition, site improvements, and new construction,
which are funded from a multiyear capital budget, and usually financed with bonds.

Massachusetts public school districts spent an annual average of $1.3 billion, about 8.1 percent of their
total education spending, on maintenance and operations of facilities for fiscal years 2017 through
2019. Compared to the 3 percent current replacement value, maintenance and operations budget
benchmark, public-school districts in the state are under-funded for annual maintenance and operations
by $1.3 billion every year.
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M&O Annual Average Standard for Good Stewardship, Actual Expenditures, and Projected Gap

Massachusetts Maintenance & Operations Per Student 2018- Per Gross
of Plant 19 Square foot
Standard: M&O (3% of CRV) $2,610,796,929 $2,895 $14.39
Actual: M&O — Annual Avg FY2017-19 | $1,342,541,000 $1,489 $7.40
Gap: Annual Shortfall for M&O $1,268,255,929 $1,406 $6.99

Meeting the 3% M&O standard means increasing district operating budgets for facilities by $1.3 billion a year, or $1,406 per student.

In Massachusetts, school district maintenance and operations and school construction capital
investments vary by student family income, race/ethnicity, and by geography. Students who are
economically disadvantaged, of minority race or ethnicity, and who live in rural communities
disproportionately attend schools that have not had the funding needed for school facility modernization.

Where students live is a factor that affects the level of investment in public school facilities. School
districts in rural and small communities have had, on average, lower spending per school on maintenance
and operations and school construction than any other geographic area. The Massachusetts School
Building Authority data indicates that students of color and/or whose families have low socioeconomic
status disproportionately attend older, poor quality school buildings.

If we are to address widening educational disparities, our buildings must be part of the solution.

FY18 Average M&O Expenditures per School, by School District Locales (actual $)

City Suburb Town Rural

$1,000,989 $921,449

il

The American Society of Civil Engineers gave America’s public K-12 infrastructure a D+ grade in its
2021 Report Card for America’s Infrastructure, the same terrible grade as in its prior 2017
report. i Fifty-three percent of schools, the report found, need improvements just to rise to a ranking
of “good” condition. Twenty-four percent were rated “fair” or “poor.” Thirty-one percent had temporary
buildings — which spikes the “fair” or “poor” rate to 45 percent. And 40 percent of schools lack a long-
term educational facility plan to address these challenges.!

Carolyn Goldthwaite of the Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships finds fifty-three percent of public-
school districts report the need to update or replace multiple building systems, including HVAC
systems.**ii Schools in the NEEP region, on average, are more than 50 years old. And generally, they
are not being properly maintained, updated, or replaced. This is not due to lack of effort. More often,
maintenance budgets get cut due to budget shortfalls, and this creates inefficient systems at the budgeting
and planning level. We have a systemic problem across the country of not maintaining our school
buildings. Schools are the center of our communities; they should be the center of the infrastructure
plan. The air quality issues, the lack of proper building maintenance, and the challenges within our
schools are not new. States and communities should focus on upgrading their infrastructure — especially
HVAC systems. For too long, our students, teachers, and staff have had to contend with high rates of
asthma and absenteeism due to poor indoor air quality. We need to provide safe and healthy
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environments that are conducive to learning for children of all ages and backgrounds. School buildings
need to be in good condition and provide working heating and air conditioning, clean water, and modern
technology to fulfill a host of other functions. We should take “returning to normal” off the table and
instead put schools at the center of the infrastructure plan.”

In a news report, Maria Godoy, the senior science and health editor at NPR, noted that Tracy Enger, who
works at the Environmental Protection Agency's Indoor Environments Division, has been fighting to
improve the air quality inside America’s schools. Getting school districts to prioritize indoor air quality
hasn’t been easy even when asthma rates were escalating. When the COVID-19 pandemic arrived, its
spread by virus particles could easily build up in indoor air and linger, sometimes for hours. The key to
clearing out those infectious particles was good ventilation and filtration. Anisa Heming, director of the
Center for Green Schools at the U.S. Green Building Council noted that in the past, it's been hard to
make a health case for improving air quality in schools because the health impacts tend to be longer
term. But research shows the health and academic benefits are substantial — and go beyond Covid. When
a room is better ventilated, influenza rates, asthma attacks and absenteeism go down, and reading and
math test scores go up. Less carbon dioxide accumulating in a room helps students think more clearly."!

Mindy Domb, Patricia A. Duffy and David Allen Robertson wrote a petition (accompanied by a bill, H.
2268, An Act for Healthy and Green Public Schools), which asked the state Department of Public Health
and the state Department of Elementary and Secondary Education to implement a healthy and green
public schools' initiative.**"" Massachusetts is an education leader in the U.S. The quality of our schools
is a great indoor environmental justice issue — but it is also an education crisis. Research from the Harvard
T. H. Chan School of Public Health shows that both indoor and outdoor environmental quality are
fundamentally linked to human health, thinking and performance, particularly in our schools."

Erika Eitland and her colleagues on The Nine Foundations of a Healthy Building synthesized more than
40 years of scientific research.**" The research led to insights into how the indoor environment influences
student health, well-being, and productivity. School building conditions such as ventilation, indoor air
quality, thermal comfort, acoustics, noise and lighting and views play an important role in a student’s
ability to focus, process new information and feel engaged at school. These environmental factors can
have both detrimental and positive impacts on student health and performance. The report examines
when and how these various building conditions affect a student and pays special attention to articulating
the nuanced effects these parameters have on how our students feel, think, and perform. i

Claudia L. Persico, an assistant professor at American University, in an article for the Brookings
Institution, wrote that COVID-19 has changed the way we understand school building ventilation and
its importance in keeping us safe from viruses and bacteria in the air.**¥! The pandemic has motivated
many school leaders to invest in improvements to ventilation systems, but the benefits of investing in a
safe learning environment extend far beyond protecting children from the coronavirus. The evidence
suggests that pollution exposure is not only a factor in student academic outcomes but also a major driver
of inequality in outcomes between wealthier and lower-income children, and between white and non-
white children.

The U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and the Environmental Protection Agency
outline ways that schools and IHEs can improve ventilation, including:

e Bringing in as much outdoor air as possible.

e Using heating, ventilation, and air conditioning settings to maximize ventilation.

e Ensuring exhaust fans in restrooms and kitchens.
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¢ Filtering and/or cleaning the air. CDC guidance on ventilation in the home may be relevant for
residential dormitories.

e Considering the use of portable carbon dioxide monitors.

e Communicating clearly to school communities, parents, students, faculty, and staff on college,
or university webpages. Walking through school or higher education buildings with custodial
engineers. i

In addition, the CDC guidance for institutions of higher education recommends:

e Checking for hazards such as mold, Legionella, and lead and copper contamination from
plumbing that has corroded. The temporary shutdown or reduced operation of college institutions
and reductions in normal water use can create hazards for returning students, faculty, and staff.

e Institutions improve ventilation in indoor settings for sporting events, training, practices, locker
rooms, and other facilities by bringing as much fresh air into buildings as possible. **ii

Writer Jon Marcus, in the Hechinger Report, wrote that long-neglected maintenance threatens to further
escalate the cost of college, and that after years of budget cuts and continuing austerity, universities and
colleges collectively face a shortfall of a record $30 billion for what they variously call deferred
maintenance or “deferred renewal” to deteriorating buildings and other infrastructure.

All of this complicates even the most innovative attempts to reduce the price of college. Along with
pension liabilities and the bill for healthcare they provide for their retired employees, it means colleges
and universities face even higher, not lower, costs to do business. “It’s an endless game of chasing
your tail,” said Brian Swanson, assistant vice president for university services at the University of
Minnesota, told Marcus. “Every year we lose ground and costs increase. And if we don’t get the
money from the Legislature, the only place we have to get it is tuition.” Students help pay for the
maintenance backlog. **iii
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Debt-free Public Higher Education

The problem: reductions in state funding have led to higher tuition and fees, less financial aid, obstacles

to access and rising debt for all students, particularly students of color.

Our Commonwealth is strongest when we make sure that each of us has the capacity to reach our full

potential. When hardworking young people and adults want to be able to attend college but financial

barriers keep them from enrolling and staying in school, we harm those individuals and the future of
our economy and society. Over the past two

5 9 % 1 3 % decades, state funding for public higher education

has declined by 20 percent per full-time equivalent
student, after adjusting for inflation. As a result,

Increase in Increase in tuition, fees, and debt have increased dramatically.
Tuition and fees Median Real Between 2000 and 2020, students at community
at public 4-year Household colleges saw a 52 percent increase their tuition and

institutions Income Growth  fees; after adjusting for inflation. At four-year
public universities, the increase was 59 percent.**""
While tuition and fees have increased, the per-student state funding for scholarships has declined by 18
percent.**iit This has forced students to
take on more debt. This burden has hurt
all students, with the greatest impact felt
by students of color.

Financial Aid Per Student
Down 18% 2001 to 2021

$733
$598
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Percentage of graduates with debt from 4-year public MA colleges Since fiscal ycar 2001, the
share of graduates of public
four-year colleges with debt
has increased from 54
percent to 71 percent.

In addition, the average
amount of debt has
increased by about 50

71% percent — from $20,700 to
$31,900.xxix

National data shows
African Americans with a bachelor’s degree now carry an average debt of 113 percent of their
income.***
Ratio of Student Debt to Income after BA

completion by Race The dangers of these long-term structural
flaws became clear in the pandemic as overall
first-time enrollment in community colleges
declined by 23.6 percent in fall 2020, while
first-time enrollment of Black students
declined by 32.6 percent.** As we recover
from the health and economic crisis brought
on by COVID-19, the wurgency and
importance of addressing affordability and
expanding access to higher education for all
students — and particularly students of color —
is greater than ever. But even before the
pandemic, financial pressures were making it
extremely difficult for lower income students to balance long hours of work with school. For years, more
than a third of full-time, first-time degree-seeking community college students have left school before
their second year., i

White Black or Africar Hispanic or Asian

American Latino

The Solution: Debt Free Higher Education

Students who are willing to work hard and pay their fair share should be able to attend college without
being forced to take on debt. Creating a path for debt-free higher education is not the same as making
college free. It is a strategy that looks at the needs of students and provides enough financial aid so that
all students can afford college without debt. For many low-income students, the elimination of tuition
and fees doesn’t make college affordable because — particularly at community colleges — those costs are
often only a third to a quarter of the cost of attendance. To survive while attending college, students also
need to pay for housing, food, transportation, childcare if they have young children, and other basic
necessities.

Students also have resources. Low-income students have Pell Grants. Middle- and upper-income

students can afford a reasonable “Expected Family Contribution,” as calculated on FAFSA forms. Most
students can work 10 to 15 hours-a-week without harming their ability to succeed in school. A debt-free
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plan simply needs to fill the gap between those resources and the full cost of attendance, including living
expenses.

With funding from the Fair Share Amendment, the state could create a debt-free path for all in-state
students (including “Dreamers,” people who would have qualified for immigration protections under the
never-adopted DREAM Act.) at state two- and four-year public colleges and universities.
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Teacher Shortages

The educator preparation pipeline in Massachusetts is not meeting the staffing needs of schools and
districts. Public school districts still rely on employment waivers to fill open positions in high-need areas.
Waivers, provisional and emergency licenses allow districts to meet legal employment requirements
without ensuring students have fully qualified educators.

Entry Level Educator Preparation

Massachusetts requires that all educators employed in a public school hold the appropriate license issued
by DESE. il Emergency and provisional licenses permit legal employment for a fixed period and have
no coursework or preparation program requirements. When districts are unable to find licensed and
qualified candidates for open positions, the district may apply for a waiver to legally employ an educator
who does not hold the appropriate license. **V The number of waivers issued each year to districts is

one signal that the educator

Provisional Initial . . .
preparation program pipeline
Massachusetts 5 Years of 5-10 Years of . . ;
Entrv-Level Educat Employment Employment is not keeping up with the
ntry-Level tducator needs of districts. ¥

Licensure Requirements
Educator
Preparation Program
for License

Waiver
Bachelor’s Degree

1 Year of Bachelor’s Degree Bachelor’s Degree
Employment

Content Area
MTELs

Emergency Content Area MTELs

Fall 2020-2023

Bachelor’s Degree
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Declining Completers in High Need Programs

Program Completors for Initial License Programs

.. . . 6513
Initial licensure preparation programs are the

5983 6061 cg99
required entry-level teacher training programs in
Massachusetts. Candidates for licensure may enroll s s s
in an initial preparation program with no prior 3
experience or coursework related to education.
Each preparation program establishes its own
application requirements and admission standards.
There is a well-documented decline in the number

of completers in all initial licensure educator
preparation programs in Massachusetts.**"i Initial
preparation programs may operate at the
undergraduate leVel as part Of baccalaureate degree 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20
requirements. At the post-baccalaureate level,
candidates who enroll in programs may have prior experience in education including employment as a
classroom teacher under limited-term licenses or a waiver.
In the 2018-19 program year, DESE reported 3,659 candidates completed initial teacher preparation
programs (excluding administrative and other education licensure programs). **¥i Program
characteristics include undergraduate, post-

Initial Teacher All Completers baccalaureate programs in institutions of higher
education, and residency programs. Each approved
program undergoes a review and approval process
and is subject to regulatory requirements for

Preparation 2019
Undergraduate 1207

Post-Baccalaureate 2191 program content and quality.
Apprentice/Residency 261
Initial Program :
lotal 3659 Teacher Field Completers :\(I)T;e;; e
2018-19 .
Fewer individuals are studying to become teachers and ~ Moderate Disabilities 684 572
preparation programs ~are not producing enough ¢ .ol 178 194
teachers for the specialty fields most needed by )
districts. The use of waivers is one measure of this gap. ~ English as a Second Language 116 121
In the 2019-2020 school year, DESE issued 1,579 Mathematics 219 85
individual waivers to fill these gaps.. ***Vil Elementary 891 31
The deficit for qualified teachers is most visible in ~ General Science (Middie school) 65 38

roles that serve high-need students. Nearly 70 percent
of the waivers issued in the 2019-2020 school year were for special education, English as a second
language, mathematics, and elementary and middle school science.
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The preparation pipeline gap disproportionately
affects urban districts. Nearly 40 percent of the
waivers issued that year went to educators in
Springfield, Holyoke, Lawrence, New Bedford,

Waivers by

District for Total Moderate  Severe ESL
2019-20 Waivers Disabilities Disabilities
Springfield 179 95 0

Holyoke 128 32 6

Lawrence 105 34 0

New Bedford 104 28 1

Fall River 70 25 0

and Fall River. All are urban districts where DESE
partially or entirely controls the district
administration. Teachers who are employed under
a waiver are vetted and supervised by their district
administration. These teachers may have
professional backgrounds that align with the role
and may also be concurrently enrolled in an initial
teacher preparation program. While employment
under a waiver may satisfy the legal requirements
for staffing or schools, the teacher employed under
this provision may not be eligible to accrue time
under the Massachusetts Teachers Retirement
System or toward Professional Teacher Status.
Under-prepared teachers and unlicensed teachers
may not return the following school year, which
perpetuates the gap between the preparation
pipeline and district staffing needs.

Fill the Toolbox for Districts to Support Teacher
Candidates

In 2019, just over 30 percent of candidates
completed initial preparation programs at the
undergraduate level. DESE has failed to publish
the related guidance for districts to implement the
supports for teachers employed without full
training and preparation. The DESE mentoring
resources presume teachers enrolled in mentoring
and induction program have completed educator
preparation program requirements. *** New
teachers may be assigned to participate in
mentoring and induction program activities
without regard for gaps in preparation, licensure,
pedagogy, or prior experience.
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I MA G.L. Ch 71 Section 38 G

The commissioner shall establish standards for
the training, support and supervision of
provisional educators. During the period of
employment, a person holding a provisional
teaching certificate pursuant to this section shall
be under the direct supervision of the principal or
other appropriate supervisor who shall regularly
observe and evaluate the performance of assigned
duties by such holder of a provisional teaching
certificate. Such evaluation shall be according to
relevant to nationally recognized professional
standards for personnel evaluation.

Each public school district seeking to hire a
provisional educator must submit an provisional
educator program plan to the department of
education. No district shall be authorized to
employ a provisional educator unless it has
submitted a plan for such a program and received
approval of the commissioner. Each plan shall
describe the key elements of the proposed
provisional educator program in accordance with
guidelines established and published by the
department. Such guidelines shall require that
provisional educators in district-based programs
meet the equivalent standards that provisional
educators with advanced standing meet in
approved college and university programs.
Districts shall show either evidence of joint
sponsorship or collaboration of training programs
with (1) colleges or universities, or (2) other
districts, or (3) other programs approved by the
commissioner to provide such programs. The
department shall issue standard district plans
which districts may implement in lieu of
developing original plans. The department shall
coordinate the training efforts of districts, shall
insure that district programs meet fair, substantive
and comprehensive professional development
standards and shall establish regional programs for
provisional educators. The department shall also
provide orientation programs for support team
members. Provisional educators shall be observed
by a professional support team.



MA G.L. Ch 71 §38G presumes district-based teacher preparation programs are widely available and
prohibits the employment of teachers with a provisional license unless the district has program available.

DESE does not enforce the employment conditions for teachers under provisional licenses. The statutory
language and regulations for waivers and emergency licenses have no stated expectations for support or
evaluation specific to the needs of teachers with limited-term licenses. The commissioner has likewise
not established any standards or guidance for the “training, support and supervision of provisional
educators.” The current education evaluation system established under 603 CMR 35.00 makes no
mention of supports for any provisional-licensed educators. X!

District-based teacher preparation pathways have better retention rates than independent
apprentice/internship programs. As of 2020 reporting, only 45 percent of licensure program completers
from the nonprofit Teach for America were employed in a Massachusetts public school. 2 The
Collaborative for Education Services, Catherine Leahy Brine Institute and Cambridge College offer
programs that support current teachers completing the requirements for initial licensure, and have
employment retention rates at or above 90 percent.*!

Support training in
Teacher
Development and
Mentoring for
experience teachers.

Structured pracitum
experiences in
collaboration with
approved preparation
porgram.

Financial support for
required tests and
program expenses.

District Supported Teacher

Preparation Programs

Ongoing mentoring
and support
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Offer professional
development and
coursework aligned to
licensure
regruiemnts.

Provide release time
for observations and
field experiences.




Districts that are not geographically close to existing preparation programs can invest in one or more
areas to support their own pipeline.
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