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KEY FINDINGS ON ASSESSMENT OF FAPE IMPACT

According to an analysis of prototype data, moving the speciat education standard
from MFB to FAPE could, at full implementation, shift between 2,200 and

35,000 students into different educational environments (prototypes) and could make
between $36 million and $8 million of the special education budget avaitable for
reallocation. The specific results are dependent on the impact of FAPE on inclusion
and whether eligibility changes are implemented. The range is provided because
there is no definitive evidence about whether MFB plays a role in keeping children in
the teast restrictive environment.

» Massachusetts currently places a higher percentage of special education children in
both the least and most restrictive educational environments relative to peer group
states who have FAPE

*» Data does not exist that would enabte the comparison between Massachusetts and
FAPE states for specific services and for special education costs

* Experts are in general agreement that the steady state standard of FAPE is close to
that of MFB; however, there is broad disagreement about what would happen during
a transition from MFB to FAPE

* If the standard is changed, steps would be needed to manage the transition (e.g.,
training, oversight)




Most children in special education in Massachusetts are educated pnmanly in
the regular classroom, which is, on average, one of the least expensive

educational environments.

MASSACHUSETTS DISTRIBUTION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS ACROSS EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS (PROTOTYPES) AND ASSOCIATED COSTS*

Percentage of students ages 6-21

in special education

Percent
Regular class
Resource room 138
Separate class 14.5
Separate facility :I 5.0
Residential facility 08
Home hospital 0.8

65.3%

Average cost per student
Dollars

$9,499**

11,770

17,576

34,242

43,473

8,419

* Distribution acrose prototypes Is based on 1698 data; costs are basaed on 1998 data

** Estimated cosis based on 1998 costs jor protolypes 502.1 - 502.4, broken out based on their relative weights in 1992
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Relative to other states, Massachusetts has more special education students in
regular classrooms, residential facilities, and the home hospital environment.

DISTRIBUTION OF MASSACHUSETTS SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS ACROSS iy Massachuselts
PROTOYYPES RELATIVE TO PEER GROUP - 1996 ' [__] Peer-group average

Percentage of speclal education students

25.90

13.80

14.50

Regular Resource
class room
Percentage 751% 383 1656 233
of total :
students
ages 6-21

Sowrce; Annual Report to Congress on the implementation of IDEA (1998)

24.30

Separate Separale Residential Home
class © facility facility hospital
1.77 217 062 048 009 0.7 008 0.05



Comparing the relative enroliment in Massachusetts prototypes to other states
emphasizes the larger share of Massachusetts special education students in both
the least and most restrictive environments.

RATIO OF MASSACHUSETTS SPECIAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENT TO PEER GROUP RATE FOR
DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS*

Ratio of percentage of total special education children in a proto'type in Massachusetts vs. the peer group**

2.5

2.0

0.0
Regular Resource Separale Separate Residential Home
class 00m class facility facility hospital
Total MA
headcount 105,600 - 23,200 25,000 8,800 1,300 1,100

* Distribution of students i for 1986 and total headcount is for 1908

** For example, Massachussits has roughly 1.5 imes more of s special education students in the regular classroom than the peer group
Somce:Nmuachpthotwonmeimplem_emﬂondIDEAﬁooa) '



If Massachusetts were to move to the peer group average for eligibility (assuming the
impact is only on specific learning disabilities), the mix of more restrictive
environments would shift even higher.

ENROLLMENT BY PROTOTYPE AFTER NORMALIZING FOR ELIGIBILITY DIFFERENCES — 1996

Normalized SLD enroliment
Percent

7.51%

241

5.10

Current MA Difference

regular between MA
classroom and peer group
special on SLD
education . enroliment
enroliment

Normalized MA
special education
enroliment in.
regular education
classroom

Adjusted enrollment by prototype
Ratio of MA to peer group

25

2.0

1.9

1.0

0.5

0.0

Regular Resource  Separate Separate Residential Home
class room class facility facility hospital

Total MA _
headcount 62,800 20,300 21,800 7,600 1,100 1,000

Source: Annual Report 1o Congress on the implementation of IDEA (19998); toam analysis



We faced several data limitations in assessing the impact of FAPE on services.

DATA LIMITATIONS IN ASSESSING IMPACT OF FAPE

Qualifying the impact of FAPE

Data limitations do not allow anatysis of

» The ideal way to estimate the impact of FAPE would be to
analyze data across states on the services provided to
children by disability and spending per disability

» However, most states do not collect data on services
provided and costs per disability, and the limited data
available are not comparable across states

« Consequently, the team used data based on the
educational environments in which students receive
services (prototypes), by disability, as a proxy for the
intensity of special education services students receive

« Even these data have limitations. While the overall

prototype data are up to date and accurate, Massachusetts

has not updated the distribution by disability data since
1992, though data for most other states are more current

» The intensity of services provided to
children with disabilities
under MFB and FAPE

» The frequency of services provided to
children with disabilities
under MFB and FAPE

+ The cost of these services

« Specific changes for individual children

Massachusetts should Iniprove Its special education
data collection, especially around services provided
to children and cost per service

o
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Although most people interviewed agree that FAPE is a relatively high standard
and not significantly different from MFB, much of the debate around the impact
of moving from MFB to FAPE focuses on what will happen during the transition
period. What happens during the transition will depend on how the process is

managed.

PERSPECTIVES ON FAPE IMPACT

*Six years from now, there wilt be no change. But
the transition will be chaos.”
— Advocate

"We're not saying kids in other states
don’t get expensive services. What
we're worried about is the perception in
Massachusetts schools that FAPE is a much lower
standard, which will lead to -
cuts in services."

-~ Advocate

‘I am most concerned about shori-term confusion.”
— Parent

“Some of the more strapped schools will
immediately cut their sped budgets as soon as they
hear of a change to FAPE. Children won't receive
the services they need, and many parents aren't
educated enough about their rights to fight for what
they deserve.”

— Advocate

Souwrce: Interviews

“The team doesn't use maximum feasible benefit
when making decisions about a child's education
program — they just do what is best for the child.
They'll do the same under FAPE.”

~ Schoof administrator

“In the short term, there will be no change in the level
of services provided to kids in special education.”
~ Special education expert

"After the change to FAPE, there will not be an influx
of litigation because we have 25 years of case law on
what FAPE means.”

— School attorney

"There are 49 states that have set a precedent out
there on what FAPE means. Any confusion in the
schools and courts wifl be very short-lived.”

- School administrator

“The Department of Education needs to be very clear
about what it expects from schools under FAPE and
will have to oversee this transition.”

— Member of General Court



If we assume nO cChange 1 SREIvItY DUt Change thie QISTIONRTON &IUGs CUUCAUOIAL CRVIIUIMIIRS TV tnat owen
in peer-group states, we estimate that 2,500 to 35,000 students couid change educational environments and
between $36 million and $8 million in the special education budget could be available for reallocation. The top
chart assumes no impact of MFB on inclusion of students in the regular class, but otherwise matches the peer
group distribution across prototypes. The bottom chart assumes Massachusetts’ success with inclusion is
driven by MFB, matching the peer group distribution for all prototypes. The model is run this way because it
is unclear whether MFB directly impacts inclusion.

POTENTIAL COST OF EDUCATING SPECIAL EDUCATION CHILDREN UNDER FAPE -1998
» [f students do nol

$ Millions move out of the

No movemant of students from regutar class (otherwise matches peer group distribution) regular classroom

1,819 —25= " — Roughly 2,600
: . o ——F— . - == - - -55 students could

==, B _L?_Bg_ change

educational
environments

~ ~$38 million in
special educatlon

axpenses coukd
be realiocated

Movement of students from regular class allowed (matches peer group distribution)

1819 e . .. C g T = o .. e + If students do move
B ou! of the regular
classroom

~ Roughly 35,000
students couid
change
educational
environmentis

— ~$8 mitlion in

MAtoday Changein Changein  Changein Changein  Changein  Changein  MAatPeer :E:g:;:: x‘l?n

rogular resource separate separate residential  home Group "FAPE" be reallocated
class room class facility fachity hosplital distribution

Change in No movement 300 +800 1,400 -1,600 -300 -600

number of ‘
children Movement -34,000 20,300 14,800 -400 =200 <500

* Chmummodobducmuu1MMMMmmmwmrdm.mun1996dblrbu!lonofuudonluumoducatbnalomlrmm
*= Assunes childron moving from reguler clessroom 10 resowrce room and separats class receiving the seme level of services es before with a 2evo net sffect on cash for that group
Source: Mwmhc«wmwdmwm _ :

-9




peer group prototype distribution. The charts show that prototype changes under FAPE could make
between $32 million to $16 million of the special education budget available for reallocation (depending
on assumptions about inclusion) and could result in a change in educational environments for 2,200 and
17,400 students. Additionally, an additional $125 million in the speCIal education budget could be

available for reallocation due to changes in eligibility.

POTENTIAL COST OF EDUCATING SPECIAL EDUCATION CHILDREN AFTER CHANGE TO ELIGIBILITY

AND FAPE -1998**
$ Millions + If students do not
move out of the

No movement of students from regular classroom (otherwise matches peer group distribution) regular classroom
— Roughly 2,200

$1539 .. -

C — — - O — =21 I:_""4E1 SN, b = 4 .. $1l507 2::‘:’:9':3 could
educational
environments

«— ~$32 million in
spectal education
expenses could be
reallocated

Movement of students from regular classrocom allowed (matches peer group distribution)

$1,539 + | students do move
TTOMe T T T O T L L — out of the regular
28 —273 .. =13 .. 4 . $1'523 classroom

- Roughly 17,000
students could
change learning
environments

- ~$16 million in
special education
aexpanses could be

Cos! of educating Changein Change in Change in Changeiln  Change In Change in MA at Peer

spaecial education regular resource soparate saparate residential home/ Group "FAPE"
children with classroom  room cosls  class costs  facllity costs  facility hospial distribution reallocated
ofigibliity changes cosls costs costs and algibility

Change In No movement 300 700 1,200 -1,400 -300 -500

number of

children Movement -15.800 8,200 8,200 -800 -300 -500

* MA sligibiity was modeled on pesr-group eligibility onlf for specific leaming disabled cliidven’ in the reguler classroom '
* Changes were modelod using 1088 costs par apeciel educetion student and total number of students and 1906 distributions across education environments
* Assumes childron moving from reguler classroom move 10 resource room and separate class and recaive the same level of services as bafore with a zato net effect on costs for

that group
Source: mmhmmmum_.um);mm



