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FOREWORD

This repert ptesents the results of an on-site review of data gathered \
in 1971 by the Consolidated Program Information Report), a survey instru-
ment designed to fulfill the data needs of the Office of Education and
State education agencies in relation to federally funded elementary and
secondary education programs. :

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates the
work of the contracting agency——RMC Research Corporation--which per-
formed the study. NCES personnel--Anita Turner, Harold Nisselson, -and
the undersigned--provided guidance in the performance of the study.

Yeuell Y. Harris, Chief
Survey Design and Implementation Branch
Division of Intergovernmental Statistics
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1. INTRODUCTION

In June 1969, representatives of the Council of Chief State School Officers
and the U.S. Office of Education (USOE) signed a joint work plan to
"reduce overlap in Federal reporting requirements and to increase the usefulness
of data collected for planning and evaluation purposes." To this end the Joint
Federal-State Task Force on Evaluation agreed to implement a“common survey in-
strument designed to meet the basic, common management requirements of the Office
of Education (OE) and the State education agencies (SEA's) for evaluating elemen-
tary and secondary education programs.

This reporting and evaluation system was designed for Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) Titles I, II, III, V, VI, VII, VIII; National Defense Educa-
tion Act (NDEA) Title III; the Vocaiional Education Act (VEA) Amendment of 1968;
Adult Basic Education (ABE); Follow Through; and Civil Rights Act (CRA) Title IV.

In order to measure the quantitative impact of these federally aided programs,
the Consolidated Prégram Information Report (CPIR) was developed and is sent annu-
ally to a sample of qugl{educﬁtion agencies (LEA's) throughout the country.

The CPIR collects statistical information on the following:

e number of children and number of schools in the district by pupil
population groups, grade levels, and services and activities pro-

vided;:

e number of staff members by activity and pupil population group
-served, number of staff members participating in Federal programs,
and Federal expenditures for inservice training by source oﬁ_funds;

- e

e dollars expended, by source of funds, on pupil population groups,

services or activities, and by age/grade level; and

e supplemental information appropriate to specific progranms, such as
ESEA Title III.

Since the CPIR is intended to collect uniform data from each of the 2,000
local public school districts in the sample, the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) was concerned that the data gathered yield an accurate picture
of the impact of various programs on target populations. Data validity is impor-
tant because the data are intended to be a basis of program and budget recommend-

ations made to Congress oy OE. -
N
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Yet, as anyone who has dealt with surveys is aware, not all questions are
interpreted in the same way by different people, nor are.all data always report-
ed accurately. Variations in the accounting systems employed by the LEA's and
States, differences in definitional terms, and other factors have caused the X
quality of some data to be suspect. Therefore, NCES contracted with RMC Research
Corporation (RMC) in June 1972 to conduct a field validation and an error anal-
ysis of the CPIR data. .

This validation and error analysis of CPIR data was undertaken to accomplish
three objectives: .

5

1. To examine the existence of both systematic and random errors in
data repofted on the CPIR forms.

To suggest changes in CPIR procedures, forms, concepts, instruc-
- tions, etc., in order to prevent errors from being repeated in
future surveys.

|38

3. To identify the needs for further research in validity study areas.
Y The results of this study are presented in this volume.

'Chabter 2 describes the methodology RMC utilized in performing the study,
discussing both the theoretical questions which underlie the study and the prac-
tical problems RMC faced and solved.

Chapter 3 presents the analysis of the case study materials which were col-
lected during site visits. Included in this chapter is a discussion of common-
alities, trends across LEA's and States, etc.

Chapter 4 presents an analysis of the discrepancies found between the data
collected by RMC and those originally submitted by the LEA.

Chapter 5 contains a series of recommendations for changes in the CPIR in-
‘struments, procedures, and instructions.. The reasons for the recommendations
are documented and the impact on the CPIR data-collection effort has been dis-
cussed both in terms of ease of collection and data accuracy.

A series of appendixes presenting specialized materials developed during the
study is included. Appendix A contains the Interview Guidelines and CPIR Work-
sheets, appendix B consists of the site-visit reports prepared as a result of our
visits to the LEA's, and appendix C consists of the error-resolution sheets com-
pleted by RMC showing the data collected by RMC, the data submitted by the LEA's,
the magnitude of the difference, and the reason for the discrepancy.

It




2. METHODOLOGY “
Overvieﬁ

In performing the validation study on the 1971 Consolidated Program Inform-
ation Report, RMC followed a certain sequence of events negessary for completion.
The first step RMC undertook was to develop a model, which was accomplished in
two phases: Phase I, the response-error medel, and phase II, the methodological
model. The second step in the study was to develop the analysis plan, designed
to allow RMC to search for two error distributions: :

e distribution of errors by questionnaire data element, and
e distribution of errors by type of error.

The third step was to develop the data-collection methodology, which consisted
of an interview with the person who originally completed the CPIR instrument for
1971 and an independent completion of the CPIR by an RMC staff member utilizing
basic data sources available at the LEA. In accomplishing this, RMC assembled a
package of instruments consisting of a series of interview guidelines, the orig-
inal CPIR 1971, and a series of worksheets developed to allow RMC to g0 from the
basic data sources at the LEA to the CPIR instrument. The next step in the study
was selecting the sample LEA's RMC would visit. NCES accomplished the sample se-
lection, choosing with the purpose of providing a broad range of LEA character-
istics. After developing the methodology, RMC made the site visits, conducted
the interviews, and collected the basic CPIR data. Following this, RMC processed
the data and completed the CPIR for each of the LEA's visited. - The final step in
the study was to analyze the data, developing the distribution of errors, assigning
causes to each, and developing a series of recommendations for changes in the CPIR
instruments, procedures, and instructions. ' .

Sgggle

At the outset of the study, RMC anticipated visiting 36 sites, 4 in each of
9 States. The plan of visiting 36 sites for data collection was based on the
original estimate contained in the RFP of 2 man-days required at each site.
However, RMC found that the early site visits required 8 man-days per site, and
the sample was therefore reduced to 10 sites. Table 1.-shows the number of pupils
and the amount of State, local, and Federal funding for each district visited.

Procedures for Site Visits

Realizing that in order to receive maximum benefits from the site visits at
the LEA level, all data collections must take place in an open atmosphere that was :
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not threatening to LEA personnel, RMC began by contacting by telephone the CPIR

represefitative in each of the selected States. The gelephone conversations were

followed by letters confirming the contents of the tel}phone conversations, spe-

+ cifically delineating the type of information the partifjpants would be requested
to provide dutring the interview, and identifying the LEA%s selected in the State.
RMC followed a similar procedure for each of the LEA's selected, first contacting
them by telephone and then following with letters.

The first step in the validation of the data submitted on the 1971 CPIR was to
conduct an interview with the individual who had actually completed the form.
When this was impossible, the interview was conducted with the individual who was
currently responsible for the LEA's data-collection and reporting efforts. The
interview was structured by the interview guidelines (contained in appendix A)
and consisted of 26 questions focusing on some of the known areas of confusion
(discussed in OE's report on the 1972 CPIR briefing sessions), as well.as an
analysis of the errors occurring most frequently in the 1970 CPIR. Additional
data were collected concerning background information on the .LEA's accounting
system (degyee of computerization, use of HEW Handbook II, etc.). This CPIR inter-
view procedure was designed to detect and guard against the principal causes of
error in the original survey. For example, RMC attempted to ensure that the def-

. initions of the various categories were understood and properly applied. Morggver,
when exact expenditure information was not available in the LEA| records, RMC dt-
tempted to determine whether it was applied uniformly. RMC took care to ensure

. that interviewer error was minimized by using personnel thoroughly familiar with
both the CPIR and school-system data. |

The second step in the validation study was to complete a ¢PIR for the 1970-71
school year, using the LEA's basic data sources. In moving from thgse basic data
sources to a properly completed CPIR, 'RMC utilized the 18 worksheetS and their ac-
companying instructions, also included in appendix A. These worksheets, revised
after each pretest, proved fully adequate for collecting and reporting the CPIR
data. Thus, the major thrust of the site visit was to gather data which could be
compared to the data previously submitted by the LEA to OE. Comparisons were made
while still in the field, and discrepancies were resolved where possible.

»

On returning to the office, RMC completed each of the CPIR's, made comparisons,
and attempted to resolve all the data inconsistencies. Where this was not possible,
RMC either contacted the LEA's by telephone with the questions or visited the LEA
again.

o

Materials Developed

In perforting this study, RMC developed a comprehensive package of data-
collection instruments. The rationale for this was|twofold: First, to ensure
the collection of accurate data across LEA's and, second, to ensure consistency
among the various analysts who were utilized in the data-collection effort. The
materials consisted of three separate sections: the interview guidelines, the
CPIR instrument for 1971, and a package of 18 worksheets and their accompanying
instructions. All of the instruments developed by RMC have been included in
appendix A. : 40
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The interview guidelines were developed in four basic sections. .Jhe first
section consisted of questions concerning genmeral information about the school
district. Questions in this section included a listing of the Federal programs
that were in operat%gn during the year, the individuals who were responsible for
the completion of thHe CPIR, the role of the State' in assisting the LEA's in com-
pleting the CPIR, and information on the necessity for estimating and prorating
data. The second section contained questions concerning the pupils and schools
section of the CPIR. This section was designed 'to collect information about the
methods the LEA's used to obtain a nonduplicate account of Federal program par-
ticipants and to learn the definitions the LEA used for terms such as ''low-income
participating students," "most significant treatment," “generaf‘elementary and
secondary students," etc. The third section of the interview guidelines com-
prised questions on staffing. The major item reviewed here was whether the LEA
included in its staffing matrixes all staff members assigned to Federal projects
whether wholly, partially, or not at all paid by Federal funds. The last section
of the guidelines consisted of a series of questions concerning the program ex-
penditures- by the LEA, such as the LEA treatment of carryover funds from the pre-
ceding or current year, the method utilized to determine the amount of money spent
in each of the various subject areas' included in direct e ucational services, and
whether the LEA utilized the CPIR instruction manual and HEW Handbook II classi-
fication of accounts. ’ ‘

The second section of the CPIR validation study instrument consisted of the
original 1971 CPIR. This instrument was used in its original form to permit RMC
to collect data comparable to those submitted by the LEA originally and to make
direct comparisons while searching for errors.

The third section of instrumﬁnts developed by RMC consisted of a package of
data-collection worksheets and their accompanying instructions.’ This package
specified the steps necessary for transferring existing source data from original
documents at an LEA to the CPIR. These worksheets were designed to permit the
analysts to record a summary of programs in operation, including the number of
pupils involved in both the regular .and summer terms, information concerning the
nonpublic school participation in the programs, the number of staff members as-
signed to programs, the training conducted for staff members, expenditures by serv-
ice and activity (following the HEW Handbook II definitions), and State and local
spending during the school year 1970-71.

Data Processing

The data processing which RMC performed consisted of two phases. The first
phase was to complete a case study for each of the sites visited, to provide quali-
tative information about the LEA, the Federal programs in existence, and the rela-
tionship of the CPIR to local accounting methods. RMC designed an outline allowing
development, from the data collected onsite and the responses to the questions in
the interviews, of a consistent report for each of the LEA's. The outline is given
in table 2. The site-visit reports have been included as appendix B to this report.
The second section of the data-processing aspect of this study was quantitative in
nature, consisting of the determination of errors in the data collected.

2A
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RMC's format for presenting the data collectéd onsite and the errors found
in the data is shown in table 3, a table shell for error resolution. The com-
pleted table shells have been included as appendix C to this report. These tables
were prepared to permit RMC to determine the gross and net error rates, for each
data element in the CPIR. '

Description of the Analyses .

As previously stated, RMC searched for two distributions of errors:

1

e those by questionnaire data element, and
e those by type of error.

Consequently, we concentrated our analysis on those areas appearing with high
frequency. In the first case, we reviéwed those data elements in which errors
were most frequently made regardlesé of the type or cause of error. From this
review, RMC determined which data element or columns, matrixes, or sections con-
tained the greatest error in the CPIR 1971 apd thus deserved the most careful re-
view in the CPIR 1972 and 1973 analyses. A review of thé frequency of each type
of error (arithmetic, transcription,\etc.) allowed RMC to determine whether a
need existed for ‘sp~>cial instructionf.

Basic statistical analyses focused on the computation of gross difference .
rates and net difference rates for items reported in the CPIR and alsc for such
classes of items as expenditures, staffing, and participation. Difference rates
were computed between the RMC-validated data and the school-district-reported
data.® Whenever there were wide differences between the actual data and the re-
ported data, RMC conducted a resolution interview to determine the cause of the
error. We realize that with the small sample this statistical analysis is not
totally conclusive. However, it can provide necessary directions for a full-
scale implementation of the study. An analysis of the case study materials RMC
collected during the study is presented in chapter 3 and an evaluation of all the
errors is presented in chapter 4.
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Table 2

LEA SITE VISIT REPURT OUTLINE

I. School district description

AT Size
'
1. Pupils--total, elementary, secondary
2. Staff--total

3. Expenditures--State and local

4. Schools--elementary, secondary
. B. Federal fundthg--amount (1970-71) ’

Type/source of funds
: / ‘ Table 1: Opérating Federal Programs: 1970-71

Fed. Program Expenditures
-Source 9/1970-8/1971

(“ . LEA contacts

1. Person and title
2. Type of assistance provided

II. Description of school district records

A. Pupil records
B. Staffing records
C. Expenditure records

II1. Description of the LEA process of completiné the CPIR

A. Introduction

Who completed CPIR, title -
Time required h
Assistance provided by State
Estimation vs. actual data

Problems encountered

VT N -

B. Pupils and schools
*C. Staffing
Expenditaures

P a
)




- Table 3 o

' / TABLE SHELL FOR ERROR RESOLUTION
Incorrectly Reported Data

<

.

CPIR Locatien ﬂ’ CPIR Data Error
| . . . Code
Matrix | ‘Line [Column | RMC - Origin4l Differcnce
!
! 5
! [
“ . i
/
' .
- —_— 7
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¢ 3. " ANALYSIS OF CASE STUDY MATERIAL§
. , e .

Asjres&ribed in chapter 2/ and disgussed in detail in appendix B, RMC visited
a crosd section of school districts during the course of the study. The school
districts were quite varied in their characteristics, as may be seen below:

. _ﬁ‘_i ’ v =

e The school districts ranged in size from 955 to 192,458 students,

with distribution by stratum as follows:

r

. #
Stratum ) -
Stratum \:l ‘

Stratum ' -
Stratum 3
Stratum

e Total expeﬁaitu;e\vper pupil varied from $584 to $1,544.

o . Federal revenues per pupil ranged from $1§.51 to $84.93.
' o N
) Nogpublfé schoolg in six school districts were not.involved
in Federal oprograms but they did participate in five LEA's,
their participation ranging from eight pupils in one district
_to thousands of pupils in some others.

° _ﬁQEﬁ‘COmpletiOn varied-as follows: >
. b

LEA only 7
SEA only 2
LEA and SEA 1
LEA and USOE 1

1

i

Thus, while the sample was not large enough to permit stafistically valid
statements to be made, it did provide a broad range of characteristiés which
. allowed RMC to search for errors of all types and causes, a condition which would
not have been possible with a more uniform sampie.

In general, the individual who completed the CPIR at the LEA was q&ite pre-
dictable:*® at large LEA's, the CPIR was completed in the office of statistical
services, while in the smaller LEA's, the CPIR was completed by the coordinator of
Federal programs, ‘often the ESEA Title I director. In completing the CPIR, the
respondent would rarely search for data that were not immediately at hand, often
strongly relying on project applications and budgets rather than final.reports and
actual expenditg;es. former data sources often presented the projected data.
in a format which permitked it to be transferred to the CPIR much more easily than
the latter sources. Even though the respondents generally realized the inherent

A
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‘limitations of the use of applications and budgets in reporting project-end data,
they are likely to continue to utilize these sources as long as the formats remain
similar and as long as the CPIR is viewed as a significant imposition.

With regard to this latter observation, thé CPIR seriously suffers from three
strongly held criticisms:

L. The size of the instrument in terms of the detail required is too great.
- 4 +
2. There is a considerable amount of redundancy both within the CPIR and
between the CPIR and other data-collection efforts.

3. The data are collected but never used.

The first criticism {that of the size of the instrument) is one that was
voiced by each respondent interviewed during the study. The CPIR instrument
of 45 pages combined with the 66-page instruction manual compriges an imposing
package for the respondent, expecially for the small school districrs which
have limited staff. The quantity of data requested ~nd %the detail required
place a strain on the staffs of all school districts included in the sample.
One comment made by a school district included in the 1970 CPIR reflects the
feelings of a number of LEA's, stating that: "Any reporting program that must
have 70 pages of instructions for form completion is in need of massive and
immed{ate change.' - -

That the CPIR results in a great degree of redundancy is also a very common
opinion. RMC saw an example of the reason for this feeling during the visit to
a State education agency in New England. RMC learned that the State department
of cducation requires that school districts complete and submit to the State
over 170 forms of varying length and complexity concerning the operation of its
programs throughout the vear. In addition to these forms, many school districts
are required to complete the Statistical Survey of Elementary Schools (SSES),
various sections of the Elementary-Secondary General Information System (ELSEGIS),
the Census of Government Survey of Local Government Finances and Employment--Local
School and<eollege Systems, the CPIR and other Federal forms. As each of these
forms. collects similar types of data in terms of school-district descriptors and
participation, staffing, and expenditures of Federal and other school district
programs, respondenrts viewed them as merely repetitive and resented them.

The final general criticism deals with the uses to which the data are put.
Once the CPIR is completed by the school district, it loses contact with the data ¥
completely. Contact is not aaintained between OE and the respondent concerning X
the validity of the data submitted, nor do the school districts receive a copy of |
the reports produced from the data. On a survey of the magnitude of the CPIR, it
is cssential that school districts be mac. to feel that their efforts contribute
significantly to the improvement of educational programs. One or both of these ,
approaches would solve this problem. In this light, almost all of the individuals
with whom RMC had contact welcomed the validity study performed by RMC for NCES,
not merely because it involved a search for errors in the CPIR, but mainly because
.someone was interested ~nough in the problems and opinions of the SEA and LEA per-
sonnel to ask. N &

12 - ‘




In addition to these general comments, some more specific comments regarding
the CPIR sections 1ncluded:

various individuals complete the CﬁiR: While the respondent for the CPIR 1s
generally the coordinator.of Federal programs, often different persons would com-
plete different portions of the CPIR, yielding inconsistent results among sections.
This was especially the case in the medium-sized school distrjcts where the coor-
dinator of Federal programs felt he lacked sufficient data to respond to the form
without assistance. -

Many programs are not reported: This observation was tric in almost every
State visited. The individual who completed tne CPIR would enter all the programs
he could remember (usually the large programs in terms of dollars), but this often
meant that he missed -some programs, especitally the small ones. Programs that were
not reported include Drug Education, National Forest-Shared Revenues, ESEA Title
IT1I, and Vocational Education. When this is combined with”the next two general
observations, it becomes evident that there is a serious amount of underreporting
on the CPIR. - ’ :

Programs operated by intermediate -agencies are not ‘reported: Unless the
sthool district is directly responsible for administrating a program and has
actually received program funds, the program is frequently not reported on the
CPIR. An example of this is the case of the LEA's visited in a north-central
State. 1In these school districts, the ESEA Title 111, Neighborhood Youth <«
Corps, and Head Start programs were all operated by intermediate agencies about
which the district had no information. Thus, this was a problem for validation
of the CPIR's, as the LEA's had no records to indicate the existence of these
pro~rams and they were discovered only through considerable research. There is
no way to be certain that all of the programs were reported eyen with the effort
that was put forth. The CPIR instrument requests a count of pupils-''who parti-
cipated in Federal progranms," implying that- participation-in all Federal pro-
grams listed in the Instruction Manual should be included. The Instruction
Manual, on the other hand, lists "Federal sources from which your district may
be receiving funds,'" indicating that the determining criterion is the district's

receipt of funds. NCES should decide whether programs of this type are to be
included and, if so, instructions to this effect should be 1ncluded in the CPIR,
as current instructions are ambiguous at best. '

iPrograms operated by nonpublic school districts are often not reported:
Puﬁlic school systems believe that the response burden for the Federal programs
they operate 1is great ‘enough without the extra effort required to report programs
opérated by nonpublic schools. In some cases, the school district would contact
the nonpublic school for data, but this was usually done by telephone with a mini-
mal amount of information required. A specialized adllection method should be
d¢veloped to gather data from nonpublic schools, as discussed in chapter 5.

¥

I Joint State-Federal programs are usually reported 1ncorrectly: For programs
that are completely funded by State or Federal sources, school districts can man-
age data reporting. Those programs that are funded jointly by the State and Fed-
eral Governments present a serious problem for the respondents, however.! For the
'support of programs such as school lunch ang'yyrﬂtlonal education, school districts

: - !
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typically receive one check from the State with neither the source of funds nor
the portion provided by the State and Federal Governments shown. The result of
this condition is that school districts typically report the programs as funded
entirely out of State or Federal sources, with the tendency toward the latter.

The fiscal and academic years typically do not coincide: This is not a new
problem with the CPIR, and has been obvious for some time. Unfortunately, some
school districts are sti1l not aware of the discrepancy, especially those small
districts that only occasionally complete the CPIR. The adjustment of all data
(especially financial) to the time frame required for the CPIR is a genuine burden
for the respondents, and few do it correctly. Even when the conversion from one
year to the other was attempted, items such as FICA, State retirement, and insur-
ance payments which are mddg quarterly, and goods and services for which the in-
voice is paid in a different time period, are rarely handled correctly. Where '
the summer progrdms are approximately the same size and provide the same seryices
using similar inputs, the differences are small. This obviously is not the case
where program size or emphasis changes. The time frame must be stressed and noted
in large type on the form. Instructions should be written to assist the school
districts in translating thé*f fiscal year to the CPIR reporting year.

The remedial/nonremedial split is arbitrary: With the changes in teaching
techniques and the proliferation of specialized programs, the distinction between
what is remedial and what is nonremedial is becoming increasingly blurred. What
may once have been clear has now become a matter of judgment, and often it was
not possible to be completely certain of the proper category in which to place a™~
given program. This problem has been resolved in the 1972 CPIR.

Staffing section_is extremely difficult, .f not impossible, to complete accu-
rately: By far the most difficult section of the CPIR to validate (and, from our
interviews, to complete) was the staffing section. The two major difficulties were
with staff "involved" in the programs and staff training. The definition of the
term involved is not specified and the word may be interpreted to include only
those who teach, administer, or observe in the classroom. The full-time equiva-
lent approach taken in the 1972 CPIR will help, but may over- or understate the
involvement depending on iterpretation. Also, a definition is needed to determine
how far up the administrative ladder the respondent should report administrative
involvement. Theoretically, at least, the superintendent of schools in a large
system is involved in the ESEA Title I program, although his level of involvement
is likely to be quite low. RMC believes that the approach to be taken in the CPIR
staffing section should be such that whatever data are reported are accurate and
can be validated. "Involved with," 'assigned to," and "engaged in" are extremely
loose and subject to wide interpretation. We suggest that the reportjng of staff
should be limited to paid staff only, with provisions made to handle all others if
justified by user need.

Staff training was equally difficult. Formal training sessions held away from
the school district will usually be reported, as expenditures will have been made,
but formal training in-house or more casual training programs will ®e missed or
ignored. The latter is especially true when there are no direct co.ts incurred
for the training. A statement is needed concerning the types of training to be

{qcluded (e.g., l-hour discussion sessions) in a succinct fashion, with the clear
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understanding that a large proportion of the training will 1e¢main unreported.

Allocations rather than expenditures are often reported: It is typically much
casier for the school districts to complete the CPIR if they work from program
applications than to research interim and final reports and other records for ac-
tual data. Unfortunately, the differences between the data found in these two
sources are substantial, with applications proving to be very inaccurate sources.
In cases where the State completes the forms, applications are generally used be-
cause final reports are often not available. It is critical to stress in the CPIR
that actual expenditures are to be reported, not proposed expenditures as shown in
project applications.

Total number of participants is difficult to ascertain: The CPIR instructions
are not specific as to whether it is interested in the number of program part.ci-
pants-at a given point in time, or whether the figure is to include the total num-
ber of students served, or perhaps something in between, such as a modified full-
time equivalent. Naturally, the difference in the data reported can be substant-
1al. If a program provides services for 30 different pupils each month, it would
be possible to report either 30 (for students at a point in time or for FTE) or
270 (30 different pupils in each of 9 months). Specific problems are encountered
with reporting participation in general programs (those not specifically designed
to meet the needs of a particular population group) , ‘such as-school lunch, ESEA
Title 1V, and NDEA Title III. It appears to be clear through the site visits that
each student in a school ‘district received services from these programs when they
were in operation, if only for a few lunches or books or equipment purchased
through Federal programs. Further, no account is taken of the fact that the pfo-
gram may be serving two types of participants whose training may vary considerably
in length and/or intensity. Both would be reported identically under the current
format. Some survey forms have been designed to take into account both the prim-
ary and secondary participants 1n Federal projects, emphasizing the former and
yielding a measurg,of the intensity of services provided. RMC believes that a
strict definitio yarticipation should be made that is consistent with user
need. . .

The subject area breakdown is arbitrary: With the introduction of new teach-
ing approaches and comprehensive programs, the distinctions among the various
basic skills listed in matrixes 5-12 (i.e., English language arts, reading, and
social science/social studies, and natural science and mathematics) are not clear
and pupil ajlocation becomes quite arbitrary. The answer to the problem is un-
clear, but NCES should be aware of the difficulties existing in this area and
should be certain that the subject areas are included only to the extent that they

dre responsive to user need. . |

Incompicte program orientation: In validating the CPIR, all record checks
were made using program-related data. In translating that to the CPIR only the
expenditure and staff training are reported on a program basis, with participation
and staffing reported on the basis of pupil population groups. As the user need
for th.s type of duta is at the program level, the instrument should be revised to
retlect these needs.  This revision would, of necessity, be extensive but it would
Ineredse the utility of the CPLR. 4 ¢ .
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Totals for elementary and secondary participation are erroneous: The CPIR
instructions permit the school districts to define pupils as either elementary
or secondary, depending on the respective State's definition. This leads to a
significant inconsistency, as_elementafy may be defined to include grades 1-6,
1-7, or 1-8, so that totals become meaningless.
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4. ANALYSIS OF ERRORS

This chapter addresses the errors found as a result of RMC's independent com-
pletion of the CPIR. As such, this chapter wiil deal only with what is wrong
with the CPIR and will not discuss what is correct. While we have reported all
" errors discovered, we have concentrated mainly on systematic errors, those either
by type or by data element which appear with great frequency.

A thorough understanding of the total data-generation and -collection processes
and recordkeeping practices was essential for an effective review or data-valida-
tion study. Thus RMC developed a model to serve as a guide for project activities.
Using operational terms, the model was designed '

e to provide a background for interpreting and evaluating observed
discrepancies in the data validated,

to provide a schematic method for field interviewers to under-
stand the data-géneration and -collection processes at the LEA
and SEA levels, and

to translate the initial findings of the project team into a pre-
liminary report on the revisions necessary in the CPIR.

The model presented in this report was developed on the basis of interviews
with SEA and LEA personnel directly involved in planning, coordinating, and evalu-
ating Federal program operations at the LEA level. The model was then pretested,
revised, and implemented in the project. .

As a result of the initial discussions, the approach to the data-collection
effort was shifted from the SEA level, as originally envisioned in the RFP and
proposal, to the LEA level. The States contacted during our design work indicated
that little or no data were available for CPIR validation at the State level and
that all expenditure, staffing, and participant data would have to be developed at
the LEA level. Only a few States had records that were usable at the SEA level.
Therefore, RMC developed the validation model for the LEA level and, where neces-
sary, modified it to fit those States with data available at the State level.

B§§Bonse-Error Model

There arc two dis<ributions of errors with which the model must be concerned:
. ® distribution of errors by questionnaire data element, and

e distribution of errors by type of error.

(\1
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RMC reviewed individual data elements in the CPIR, noting all errors. Aggrega-
tion across pupil population groups, staffing functions, program area, service,
etc., followed in order to search for systematic rather than random errors.
RMC then reviewed both the magnitude and the frequency of appearance of the
errors. ’

There are a number of ways in which errors may be entered into the original
data. Knowledge of these is important in order to search for them in a review
of previously completed CPIR's and to prevent them from occurring in the CPIR in-
strument that was completed for validation purposes. While the categories of
errors are not mutually exclusive, it is useful to categorize them for analytical
purposes. From our experience in editing the CPIR and our discussion with SEA
and LEA personnel, we think the principal types of errors that may have entered
the CPIR-71 forms are:

1. Arithmetic errors 7. Lack of thoroughness

2. Definitional errors 8. Lack of source data

3. Estimation errors 9. Misunderstood instructions

4. Formatting errors 10. Repéat (carry-over) errors (this
] includes total line errors unless

5. Timing errors ’ they were arithmetic)

6. Transcription errors 11. Other--specify

12. Unknown

Arithmetic errors occur in the basic addition or subtraction used to build
the CPIR records, or where a percentage of the LEA figure was incorrectly calcul-
lated and entered on the CPIR form.

Definitiona] inconsistencies occur when the SEA or LEA utilizes a different
definition than OE used for the same term. Examples of this occur in the varying
definitions of low-income, handicapped, and potential dropouts.

Estimation errors occur when thé respondent had no data at hand for a given
data element and was forced to make an estimate. Further, estimation errors may
occur where data are partially recorded on LEA records or where an incorrect pro-
ration method was employed. ./

Formatting errors arise because data are maintained at the SEA or LEA in a
di1ffercnt format from that required for completion of the CPIR. This type of
crror will generally be found in conjunction with one or more of the errors previ--
ously described.

Timing errors occur when more accurate data became available after the CPIR
R TaY

was completed. 1o
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Transcription errors occur when numbers are incorrectly transcribed from
one form (or matrix) to another.

Lack of thoroughness. This ~ode is used when there appears to be no reason
for an error other than respondent carelessness.

Lack of source data. Errors of this nature occur when required data are not
avaiiable to the respondent. -

Misunderstood instructions. This type of error occurs when the respondent
does not understand the instructions given in either the CPIR instrument or the
instruction manual.

Répeat {carryover) eTrrors are solely the results of previously reported
erroneous entries. ’

Other errors are all errors for which a cause is known other than those above.

Unknown errors are those errors for which the analyst is unable to assign a
cause.

The response- error model was implemented within a methodological framework
as shown in figure 1. This operational methodology was developed to show the
logical flow of events in validating CPIR data, delineating each step from the,
start of the fieldwork to final report publication.

Evaluation of Errors

This section discusses the e¢rrors RMC found during its site visits to the.
LEA's. As previously described, two" types of error may enter into the CPIR:
random and systematic. Although RMC reported all errors (including random errors),
we placed much more emphasis on the systematic errors and will concentrate on those
in this report. We will begin with an analysis pf error by type or cause, will
present an evaluation of the errors by CPIR matrix and section, and, finally, will -~
present an analysis of the gross and net error rates where the data permit this
type of analysis.

Analysis of Errors by Type of Error

Table 4 and figure 2 present a summary of the errors found by type or cause
of error. These two illustrations show the most common type of error RMC found
was 10--repea®, or carryover errors. Over 31 percent of all the errors RMC found
were of this type. The reason this error appears with such frequency is that al-
most all matrixes required that data entering a given cell be summed with those .,
of other cells to provide a total. In the expenditure matrixes, an error in ene
of the data elements for direct educative services would be repeated on line 45,
Total Current Operating Expenditures, and line 53, Total Expenditures, in the same
column, and would be carried over in the same line to column p, Total Federal Ex-
penditures. Little can be done to eliminate errors of this type, as they are
merely repeats of previous errors. The main emphasis must therefore be placed on
eliminating the various other types of errors.

ERIC
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The second most common type of error that appeared in the CPIR's can pe
attributed solely to the lack of thoroughness on the part of the respondent.
RMC.thought that these er;ors_did not result from misunderstandiag the instruc-
tions or definitions, a lack of source data, or some other reason. When we de-
velopeh'the model as a basis for this study, we included lack of thoroughness as
one of the possible sources of error, and estimated that this error type would
occur very infrequently. Thus, it was quite surpri$éing to learn that over 25
percent of all the errors reported on the CPIR were a result of this. The reason
this type of error appearsfon the CPIR is due more to the state of mind of the
:individual complceting thd form than the s ate of LEA data reporting. Thus, the
only way this type of error™can be elimindted from the CPIR form is to reduce the
burden on the respondents, to provide them with feedback so that they believe the
data are useful to OE and program management, and to make them understand that
' the validity of the data is important, as decisions will be based on the‘numbers.

The third most common txpg’of error was due to misunderstanding the instruc-
tions included with the CPIR forms. Examplés of this erroaptype'follow:

1. In the Pupils and:Schools Section, Matrix 3, Column b, school districts

. swould occasionally report only those pupils participating in a Federal
program in the district during that year, and not all pupils who could
be catégorized by the specific descripgives such as children from low-
_1ncome areas, handicapped children, etc. In matrix 5, occasionally
schoo! distrizts would not show that low-income pupils -benefited by or
received services from the ESEA Title II program, and would report the
program aﬁﬁserving only  the general elementary and secondary pupil pop-
ulation. ) '

i . o
2. .In the staffing matrixes, respondents would frequently report only those
staff members paid by Federal funds and would not include all those staff |
members involved with the programs, as they were directed to by the
instructions. ’

3. In the Expenditure Section, respondents would frequently include as re-
® ceipts from Feueral sources for vocational educational or school lunch
program, all funds received by the school districts from both State and
Fedgralgsources.

4. In the Supplemental Matrixes section, and in Matrix 52 ig, particular,
school districts would frequently report only those teachers directly
dealing with ESEA Titl. II services, and would not report all school
district personnel, as they were directed to by the instructions.

NCES has taken a major step in reducing the frequency with which instructional
errors will appear on the CPIR by joining thg instructional manual with the CPIR
instrument. This was not. the case with CPIR'1971. By bringing the- instructions
closer to the CPIR matrixes themcelves, Trespondents are much more likely to read
the ‘instructions und use them when completing the form. NCES then began printing
the major instrugtions in red, drawing the respondents' attention to them. Both
these steps must be continued. In addition, each of the instructions should be

. o~
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in light of the types of errors found in this study in order to revise them so

there wi1ll be less confusion. .
N\

The fourth most commory.-type of error found on the CPIR's had to do with de-
finitional incnnsistencieé. Included here are differences between Federal and
State definitions for a term and differences among LEA's within a State.

1. Staff participating in Federal projbcté is variously defined among the
school districts. Ffrequently, schoal districts would not define admin-
istrators as having any involvement with a federal project unless that
administrator was directly respdusible for the funding.

There are various definitions for what constitutes a low-income family
among the States and school districts included -in the sample. The

(o8]

definition in the CPIR for low-income families includes only families |

with less than' $2,000. in annual. income. Although respondents were di-
rected to use whatever number was used by their State to define a low-
income family, this inconsistegcy yielded an unusable figure for low-
income residents served by the®school districts. .

3. The term testing was variously defined by the LEA's igzluded in t£%
sample. For some, the term meant a formalized testing procedure
designed for a specific end, while for others it included the normal
use of testing in classrbom activities.

4. The definition' for an ESEA Title II teacher was misunderstood by most ,
' respondents to the survey. This definition needs to be clearly stated
and included in the CPIR itself. /
Estimation and proration errors were the fifth most common type made by
respondents to the CPIR survey Thesc errors included an incorrect proration
of expenditures by service and activity, and improper estimation of pupils served

by programs such 2c national school lunch and NDEA Title III. To eliminate esti--

matien and proration erroth requires defining clearly the methodology to be wsed,
in mdking the estimation and having the respondents indicate when the data have
been ostimated, as is done with the ELSEGIS finance form. -,

" Timing errors accounted for 4.4 percent of all &rrors reported in the CPIR
study. These errors were especially comuon when the State completed the CPIR's
rather than the school districts themselves. The only way these errors can be
eliminated 1s for NCES to strongly suggest that the CPIR's be completed by the
school districts and not by the State.

Slightly over 4 percent of the total errors in this study fall into tﬁk cat-
egory of "other." There was no particular pattern of types of errors found here,
hence there is li;tlg NCES can do to-eliminate these errors.

i

Lack of source data was the cause ot 3.7 percent of all the errors in ddaia
reported. The two areas in which this was éspecially thue were reporting data
for nonpublic school participation in Federal programs, and the intermediate-
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size school districts where the individual who was completing the form was not
completely informed of all aspects of the programs in his district. These errors -
can be eliminated if the school districts know what types of data will oe required
of them and if these data requirements remain consistent for a number of years.

4

Formatting errors ranked ninth in the list of error causes. These errors
will be particularly difficalt for NCES to eliminate, as they result from differ-
ing data requirements placed on the school districts by their respective States.
As discusked previously, once States and school districts become aware of the

~data requirements that OE will place on them, they will be better able to respond
to these needs. OE has the unique opportunity to pursue this now with the intro-
diction of the revised Handbook II. This new handbook should be accompanied by’
technical assistance to the States to implement it fully, and OE should make States
aware of the data fequirements. ,
A3

Errors of unknown cause were the 10th most frequent type RMC found. This
error code was used onfly when RMC was unable to detevmine theg@cause for the error
made by the School district in completing the CPIR. As the cause for the error
remains unknown, nothing can be done to eliminate these errors at this time.

Slightly over 1 percent of all the errors encountered in the CPIR were defined
as transéription errors. These occurred when school districts erréneously tran-
scribed data from their sources to the CPIR, or among matrixes of the CPIR.
Clearer definitions and reduction of the data-reporting burden on the school dis-
tricts will help to eliminate these errors.

Th? least frequently occurring errors on the CRIR were arithmetic ones.
These constituted only half of 1 percent of all errors found. These errors may
be eliminated by not requiring the respondent to total the data entered in a line
or column and by doing‘the calculations by computer. '

Error Analysis by CPIR Matrix and Section
re

Tables 5 and 6 present a summary of the errors .8iscovered in the CPIR by

matrix and section, respectively. If one reviews the errors indicated in table
6, it appcars that the best section in terms of frequency of errors wes the Pupil
Summary Section, Matrixes 2-4, while the worst, in terms of errors, was the
Edpenditure Section, Matrixes 30-46. In all, the Pupil Summary Section (Matrixes
2-N contained the best data in eight vf the nine sample districts, the ginth
being the Supplemental Matrixes (Matrixes 47-62). The Expenditure Section was
the worst in six cases in terms of errors discovered, with the Staff Section

. (Matrixes 13-22), the Staff Training Section (Matrixes 23-29), and the Supple-

' mental Matrixes (Matrixes 47-62) the worst in one case each. On the surface
this would contradict the statement made earlier that the Staff and Staff Train-
ing Matrixes were the worst in terms of data reported and the most difficult
overall to complete. In fact, the statement remains true. Adequate data are
typically not available to complete the forms initially or to provide a thorough
validation for the Staff Section. Had better data been available to RMC, we .
think the Staff Section and Staff Training Section would have contained the et

~y
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most errors. We anticipated that the Pupil Summary Section (Matrixes:2-4) would
prove to be the most accurate. This section reports data on the total member-
ship in public schools, Federal program participants (with the exception of those
participating in general elementary and secondary school programs), the number of
pupils in the district who can be classified as coming from low-income families
or as handicapped, migrant, etc., and the total number of program participants
from each of the preceding areas. When these relatively accurate data must be
allocated to specific services and activities, as is the case in matrixes 5-12,
the percentage of errors increases significantly. Whereas, only 42 percent of
the data reported contained errors in the Pupil Summary Section, over 77 percent
of the data reported in matrixes 7-12 contained errors. We did not anticipate
at the start of the study that the Expenditure Matrixes would contain the greatest
number of errors. Retrospectively, however, this should have been anticipated for
the following reasons:
N
e relatively detailed data from program financial reports were
available to RMC, and

. @ each error in the Pupil Summary Section yields a corresponding
error in the Expenditure Section. The reason for this is that
in the absence of a methodology which fully allocates precise
program costs to each participant, expenditures must be prorated
on the basis of the total number of pupils receiving each of the
ipecific services and activities.

Table 5 presents an error summary by CPIR matrix. The table indicates that
data were reported in 45 of the 62 CPIR matrixes. Of these 45 matrixes, only 2
reported only correct data, while 12 reported only incorrect data. The matrixes
which reported only correct data were 1 and 53. The matrixes which reported only
incorrect data were 5, 17, 18, 40, 45, 46, and 57-62. Seven matrixes consisted
of data which were correct the majority of the time: 1, 2, 6, 24, 26, 47, and 53.
Reviewing table 5 on a matrix-by-LEA basis indicates that a majority of the school
districts reporting data had a majority of thd data reported correct in 10 cases,
while th¢ majority of the school districts reperting data had a majority of the
reported data in error for 37 matrixes. Interestingly, reviewing the data on
this basis indicates thac the Staff Training Section and Supplementary Matrixes
Section appears to be the easiest to complete on an accurate basis for a majority
of the school districts. Again, especially in the case of the Staff Training
Section Matrixes, this is likely because data were not available for RMC to use
in its validation study.

Totally Erroneous Data

Table 7 contains a listing of the frequency with which school districts re-
ported data that were completely erroneous. For this study, the term completely
erroneous is defined such that either the school district entered data in a
specific data element on the CPIR, while the RMC validation study found that no
data should have been entered in this element, or that the school district did

20N
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not report data in a specific data element, while RMC found that data should have
been reported. In other words, rather than the error being that the school dis-
trict reported three rather than two teachers, the error occurred when the school
district reported no teachers, while RMC found that two were assigned to the Fed-
eral program. In total, over 41 percent of all data reported on the CPIR con-
tained errors of this type, ranging from only 13 percent in District E to

over 62 percent in District C.

Gross and Net Exror Rates

The final portion of the error analysis for tbis project consists of an
evaluation of the gross and net error rates for the data reported on the CPIR.
Unfortunately, because of the limited sample involved in the CPIR (only nine
school districts provided data), a complete error analysis of this type could
not be performed. Therefore, we will discuss those data elements which were re-
ported with great enough frequency to admit an analysis.

Table 8 contains the gross and net error rates for significant data elements
in the CPIR to which five or more respondents in the sample reported data. This
table indicates there is a considerable amount of underreporting of data on the
CPIR. Of the 55 data elements included in this table, 16 had errors in excess of
the true value of the data, while 39 reported data at less than the true value.
This fact was consistent for the majority of the sections of the CPIR, as can be
seen from table 9. While the sample is small, and projection irfto national
totals is unreliable, if this condition were to prove true on 2 national basis,
it would indicate that the CPIR is reporting a smaller impact for Federal pro-
grams than these programs actually have on the school districts.




B § 7 - 106 0191 098 0L132 " §TIVIOL
1R A7 921 912 L9 €82 T 30TI13ISTQ
1°L2 \ 111 9832 $21 o1¥ H 39123510
2°8% 26 LSZ 69 92¢ 9 32TI1STq
0°9% 66" gyl oL 512 1 1911351q
0°'¢t p1 €S gs g 80T, 3 31°1I3s1q
L°%S ¥e1 $81 19 +j 44 a 1dota3isiq ~ =
v'g9 & $91 €€2 0% €92 5 15113510 Y
i o L'€9 LO1 ov1 82 891 g 19113s1d
) g ge® . S 96 96 2¢T. v 10TI3ISTA
(€101 JO juddiad JaquinN 310133 sorIud. satajuy
SoTa3Ug snoauoaay I3ayia3olTv 1el10L 1091300 18301
HIdD NO SIIYINI SNOANOYYT HIHLIDOLTY 20 DNILSTI
wr / Oﬂﬂﬁh‘. ) -
, .
O
&l

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




. d ¢
\?
b R
‘Table 8
. L
GROSS AND NET ERROR RATES
CPR Data Elcment Total~ Gross Errors Net Erzomn .
Value
Matrix Column Line of Data Value Percent Value Percent
s b 1 8,406 4,436 52,77 -4,370 -51.98 -
c b 2 462 106 22,94 -92 -19.48
b 10 2,984 1,400 46.91 -1,400 -16,91
¢ 1 3,199 849 26,53 -849 -26.53 - ~
e [ 28,563 10,602~ 37.11 -10,536 |* -36.83
4 b 1 2,119 351 16.56 +153 +7.22
b [ 31,043 13,337 42.96 -7,451 =24.00
b 9 33,307 15,028 47.82 -10,276 ~-30 85
-] c 2 4 945 800 84.65 -218 -25.06
c 25 1,091 358 32.81 | -358 -32,81
c 33 1,655 , 411 28.82 -255 ~15.40
10 c . 25 13,999 4,766 34,06 +102 40.72
) ¢ 33 13,140 5,930 45.12 -4,256 ~36.19
[ 25 4,270 1,659 38.85 -315 -5,07
[ 33 12,383 5,740 - 46.35 -3,126 -25,24 L
13 [} 1 50 99 198,00 +51 +102, 00
22 b 1 152 366 240,78 +246 +161, 94
b 2 122 109 89,54 -69 -56.55
b 3 170 128 75.29 -102 ~G0, V0
b 4 277 249 66.04 -185 -41,07
23 b 14 71 44 61.97 +8 211,26
30 c 2 152,704 129, 290 84.65 456,484 436.9>
[ 26 2,011 2,564 127,49 -818 -40, 67
4 27 2,238 2,417 107.99 -2,051 -91,04
c . 45 573,344 35,479 6.18 -1,795 -0.82
c 53 586,279 27,552 4.69 -1,790 -0.61
[} 53 3,5M 3,457 98,74 ~1,443 c41.21
31 ° 36 203’191 34,692 166,81 +21,430 +103. 04
p 45 611,311 269, 693 44.11] -233,436 -33,19 |
q 45 654,402 342,916 52,40 -249,440 -33.11
40 4 26 34,791 20,893 60,05 -20,653 -59.36
[ 27 11,744 3,159 26,89 4787 «6.70
. 4 45 47,718 24,112 50,53 -19,086 -41.75
41 ° 36 237,045 180,727 , 16,24 497,175 T 440 99
o 45 233,016 76,381 32,05 42,399 17 79
p 45 334,651 171,564 52,16 ~14,510 -1.13
q 45 12, 647,543 | 1,289,185 10,19 -1, 231,269 -9,%% 3
[} 53 20,629 11,561 65,04 47,531 +36. 50
o 53 285, 858 73,310 25,64 -10,242 -3.58
p 53 395,543 165,977 41,96 +81, 875 +20.69
q 53 29,663,539 | 11,341,228 38,231 42,478,056 +8.45
46 b 1 56,304 42,126 74.81 -30,878 -54. 53
N b 2 797,125 422,195 | 52,96| =-341,789 -43.r8
b 6 855, 379 29,303 49.72| ° -360,619 - -12.15
. c 6 146, 428 95,56 51.25 -G1,870 -34,78
. w 47 b 1 2,161 . 134 6.20 -134 -6. 20
. [} 1 1,903 129 6.77 -129 -6.%17
. e 1 1,065 51 4.78 -51 -1
g 1 984 19 1.9 -19 -1.43
50 b 1 170, 612 a8, %7 34.50 -36,381 =212
b 2 109,250 9,400 /1, K? 475,912 16y 4]
b 3 222,612 151,931 68. 25 99, 546 10, 6%
' b ‘ 502,484 207,111 a0y 170,086 05 R
54 c 14 17,972 A, G 46, 2 -u, 001 -13.10
c 1" 20, 410 EEY: 7.9 -.0,309 ity -8 , :
.
o b




Table 9

SUMMARY OF NET ERROR RATES BY CPIR SECTION

/
L

CPIR Section

Total Data
Elements
Included

' Frequency
That Data
Exceeded
True Value

Frequency
. That Data
Were Less Than}-
True Value

Pupil Summary {Mx 2-4)

Pupi] Activities (Mx 5-12)
Staff (Mx 13-22)

Staff Training (Mx 23-28)
Exppnditures (Mx 30-46)
Supplementary Data (Mx 47-62)

8
7
5
1

24
10

rd

All Scctions

55




5. RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter is a direct outgrowth of the material covered in the preceding *
two chaptersgp which discussed the site visits RMC performed and the errors we
discovered in the CPIR's completed for the sample school districts. The rec-
.ommendations cover four areas:

e general recommendations,

e recommendations ‘concerning instructions,

e recommendations concerning the CPIR instrument, and
>

e recommendations for further reSearch.i‘

General Recommendations

Provide technical assistance to States--NCES should attempt to provide two
types of technical assistance to States: direct information and guidance, and
technical assistance funds. The first area is being addressed currently through
the conferences and letters from DIS-NCES, but must be continued and strengthened.
This type of technical assistance could reduce the number of definitional errors,
errors due to misunderstood instructions, and particularly those errors resulting
from a lack of thoroughness on the part of respondents. The second area may
prove to be impessible Lozause of lack of funds, but tecncical assistance funds ,
paid to States, as is done for ELSEGIS, could measurably ®mprove the quality of
the data reported. This step would permit the States to conduct training meet-
ings and review sessions or to complete the CPIR's themselves (although this
partially conflicts with the next recommendation), and would provide incentive
to the States to focus more attention on what is done regarding completion of
the CPIR. ’ o .

Attempt to have all CPIR's completed at the school district level--The ques-
tion of who is the best respondent for the CPIR is not clear-cut. The school
districts are familiar with their own programs and data but tend (especially for
the smaller stratum 4 and stratum 5 school districts) to be relatively unsophis-
ticated in terms of completing the CPIR's. The State education agencies, on the
other hand, tend to know better how to complete the forms, but lack adequate
knowledge of the programs and data to complete the forms properly.

~ The CPIR's that the States complete will be consistent for all school dis-
tricts included in the State. If there are errors, the CPIR's will be incorrect
on a consistent basis and adjustments may be made retrospectively to all CPIR's
submitted through a postsurvey validation study. The validation study, conduct-
gd at the State level, would encounter problems similar to those found in this

5 O
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study (lack of sufficient data, inadequate knowledge of projects operated by
the school districts, etc.), however. We believe that the optimal situation
would be te provide technical assistance funds to States with the condition
that. these funds be used either for meetings and training sessions for all
school districts in the State's sample or for completing the CPIR,at the State
offices, spending the funds for collecting more accurate data. '

Provide separate forms for intermediate agencies, nonpublic ggﬁbols--As ,
stated previously, a decision should be made regarding the inclusion of programs
conducted by intermediate agencies. However, regardless of the outcome of that
decision, this recommendation is valid for nonpublic school data. Data from
these two sources tend not to be reported as was discussed previously. While
the individual completing the CPIR for the public schools may not have detailed
knowledge of the Federal programs in operation in the nonpublic schools, he is
generally aware of their existence. To aid him in collecting and reporting non-
public and intermediate agency data, a separate tear-out form could be reproduced
and sent to each of the other data sources. The form should look something sim- s
ilar to matrix 6z (CPIR 71) or matrix 37 (CPIR 72) which has been provided to
collect supplementary information for ESEA Title III. With these matrixes as a
format, it would not require much time or effort to design a new form that could
be extremely useful. If intermediate agencies and nonpublic schd®is completed a
matrix for each of their programs, school districts could integrate the data into
the final raeport submitted to NCES. . .

Less revision to the instrument annually--The gquality of the data collected
by a standard instrument improves each year as respondents become accustomed to
what is expected. When the instrument is radically revised or dropped and a new
form introduced, respondents myst begin again to determine the type of data that
are requested and how the form 1s to be completed. , Thus, we recommend that the
CPIR be revised slowly so that the reports preduced from the data can be of high
quality. v : e 4

Recommendations Concerning Instructions ‘
A

Refer to the ébderal handbook series--The Federal handbook series has been
,stigned to serve as a—pguide for collecting and reporting data on Federal forms,
but nowhere is this mentioned on either the 1971 or 1972 instruments\(although
it is discussed in the 1971 Instruction Manual). As many States use Handbook 11
as the basis for their school accounting $ystems, the inclusion of an instruc-
tion referring to this handbodk and the others in the series would improve the
data reported on the CPIR.

‘.bk Include _a Handbook II translation device--To assist the school districts in

completing the financial section of the CPIR,.a translation device similar to the

one developed by RMC as a part of our validation worksheet and included in this
report as page 63 should be added to the instructions;/ Including this device
wotid reduce both the number of errors and the amount-of effort required by the
school districts. This device would appear as shown below
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Service and Activity Handbook II Account Numbers

~
Vocational Skills 213, 215a, 215d, 216, 240, 250a-d
Textbooks 220 .
School Library Resources .
AV Materials 230c ' '
Books, Periodicals 230a, b, d

School Library and AV Personnel 214a and b
The account numbers are from the old Handbook II. Handbook II (Revised) is now
available but, as we learned, is not likely to be in general use across the Nation
for a number of years. !

During the period of increasing acceptance and use of Handbook II (Revised), a
dual system of account numbers would be useful, assisting those States which have
converted their accounting systems to the new approach. Until this system has be-
come widely accepted, however, references should continue to be made to the old
account numbers. .

L

Emphasize the use of Federal project data--As discussed previously, there is
a tendency for respondents, especially when the State completes the CPIR, to
utilize project applications and budget data for the report rather than final
reports and actual expenditure data. The magnitude of the error between these
two sources is considerable. An instruction should be added to-~the CPIR direct-
ing the respondents to usc oniy project-end data and to indicate if any other
data source is used.

Develop and publish consistent definition for low income--Each State and
. school district appears to have accepted a dif ferent definition for low income:
most are aware that there is a problem with the definition included in the CPIR’
instructions. District C accepted the $2,000 figure. while District I used
$3,000 and State C accepted whatever data were reported by the school districts.
Needless tg say, this severely reduccs comparability of the data. A fixed ..
definition should be developed and communicated to all school districts included
in the sample. Unless this is done, the data should be designated in published
reports as '"low income as locally defined."

-

Define "assigned" for statt and "participating in" for pupils--As discussed
previously, these two terms are Open to a broad rarge of interpretations.
Reporting staff in terms of full-time equivalents may help to some extent, but
will not solve the problem completely. Still unresolved are questions of how to
handle administrators, visiting teachers, and volunteers. Similarly, program
participation is not clearly defined. For instance, if ESEA Title I funds are
used to purchase a film which is viewed by all pupils in the school, are all pu-
pils to be included as participants? A clear statement must be included in the
CPIR instructions.

-

Reporting of intermediate agency programs--In a number of school 9istriccs
included in our sample, educational programs were conducted and funded by agen-

cies other than the school district. These intermediate agencies provided Neigh-, .
borhood Youth Corps, Head Start, Vocational Education, and ESEA Title III pro-
L]
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grams for districts included in our study. The school districts did not report
] data on these programs in their CPIR's. Thesesprograms do, however, providc edu-
cative services directly to pupils, so to eliminate them is questionable. A de-
™ cision must be made concerning thesg programs and, if they are to be included, a
special form must be developed (as discussed above) so that data can be collected
from the sponsoring agency with the minimum of effort on thd part of both the
_ acency and the school distrigt. Qnly if the procedure is made easy will the -
school district undergo the effort of collectiry these data. i

Clarify the term "testiqgf—-Testfhg occurs_in almost all school programs,
yet few school districts report providing services in the area. If the term
were deﬁiﬁﬁd to include testing in all phases, it would significantly increase
the pupil count in this area. Clarification is necessary to identify whether
tWe term-referé to general testing or a specific testing program.

v

g

4 Revise the repérting of handicapped children-4Children receiving specialized
services for the handicapped (lines 36-45) or partred ting in a differentialize
curriculum for the handicapped (lines 13-22) and reporte 11 matriv 6 are to be
reported on only one line in each of the above service areas, yet this irstruc-

. tion is not stated. It should be added along with an extra category for multiply
handicapped.

»

Use second color for instructions--People in the field were pleased with the
printingy of -pecial instructions in red, as was done for the 1972 CPIR. This
should be continued so that attention'is drawn to ¢r.-ical points about each
matrix.

-

.

Combine instrument and instruction manual jinto one book--Respondents also
appreciated combining the Instruction booklet with the CPIR instrument for 1972.
The amount. of paper and the imposing appearance were reduced, }eading respondents
to react more favorably to the 1972 CPIR than to that of 1971. The only com-
plaint about the new format was-the size; the document was too large to fit eas-

.

ily into a file drawer.
2 Recommendations ConcerJ{;gthe CPIR Instrument  ° )

] , . .
Matrixes 5—f2—-Thg distinction’ between remedial and nonremedial education is

difficult and very subjective in nature. Questionnaire data elements that permit

- subjectivitygto enter #houid be eliminated from the CPIR unless they serve a well-
defined purpose. This has heen done in the 1972 CPIR and the revised format
should be maintained for 1973.




~ ? »
Q
A. Duwect educative services .
{Teaching any a.ching teaching)
1. Bamcskills
) 8. Remedia!
1]
* (4] 1} English longuage arts
{except i2ading)
02 2) Reading .
03 3) Culturel
\ 04 4) Socid! science/social studies
05 B) Natura! science end . <
mathematics
[ 6) Other .
™ b. Nonrems did {reoular) & enrichmaent
: 07 1) Enghsh language arts ,/
fexcept reading)
08 “eading !
2] Sultural .
10 4} Socal science/social
virhes
' T
1" 6) Natural science end
mathematics
12 6} Other [

Matrixes 30-45 (Matrix 19,
cussed previousiy should be developed and entere

CPIR 72)--The Handbook II translation device dis-
d in all of,these matrixes.

.

Matrixes 30-45 (Matrix 19, CPIR 72)--The matrixes Or instructions should be

revised to indicate that Row 45, Col. q, Total State and Local Current
Expenditures, is to be completed and is not t
* lacked out in col.

3

Operating

he sum of lines 1-44 (which are
q), as is stated in the instructions and shown next.

i

Amount Expended by Source of Funds (dollert) (comm‘uod)
Total Federal Total State
SERVICES AND AETIVITIES Expenaitures | and Local
{conuinued) {excl. SA F.A)| Expenditures
Code {sum of cols. {inciude
number NDEA tHl CRA-IV b-0} S.AF.A)
2 f S
TOT CUR OF EXP (Sumof Lines 0144|2099
1t Capital Outlay |
46 A Sites and buidings 3100
"8 Egquipment
1) Audiovisual 3101 -
2} Other instructional equipment 3102
3) Nonminstrucv:onal equipment 3103
1 Dept Service
A Prncipal 3201
B8 Interest 3202 *
1V Outgoing Transfer Accounts 3500
TOTAL EXPENDITURES {Sumol Lines 45 %21 {0999
*—_—
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A further comment concerning these items is ig order. Having respondents pro-
rate State and local expenditures by pupil population group is a questionable
procedures. If school districts reported actual expenditures on each of these
groups, the data could be useful in developing cost-of-education indexes. As
this is not done, the data do not serve a useful purpose and the proration,-if
V\deemed necessary, could be sone more accurately by the computer as a part of the
data analysis.

Matrix 51 (Matrix 27, CPIR 72)--In view of the way participation in ESEA
Title II programs is determined, lines 1 and 2 proved redundant in the schooil
districts included in the sample. Until a more discriminative measure is dev-
eloped, the utility of having both lines is minimal.

2. Number of chuldren ehigible and pariicipating in the ESEA Tatle H Program

Public Nonpublic
NUMBER OF CHILDREN
€ \d S dary €lementery Secondary

I {a} Ib{ (3} td) le
{3 1220 21 1739 P
{9) {9} [t:1] {8)

ol A. Engible

02 8. Purticipeting

Matrixes 54 and 55--The format for these matrixes was confusing to some re-
spondents as there are totals at the top, middle, and bottom. The revisions in-
stituted.in the 1972 CPIR (matrix 30) may help, but care will have to be taken
to be certain that liQf 14 is not the total of lines 1-13.

PAAT IV = SUPPLEMERTAL PROGRAM INFORMATION
Socnen § - Titte 11, ESEA (continved)

§ Number q materiais and eapendituras ber lesnt to children and uxnm?uu ESEA TG I “ ‘
;‘ Puvic Schaoh
| catecomies of waTEmiaLs Eiementory Sacerdory
| Number T €apendirores idettont Number Eupond:tures Woltend
ot [ 3] «l w o}
B e W “
P averoabiughd by - i Yoy TOTAL| LINE
-] 1 Sooky Iwiumes
<] 2 Perodicaly {bacnpthim)
o4 3. Other prinved materdis Itemsd
N -] & Audiovinsl materaty (Tots! of knm 0G-11) T OTA L LINE
. [} &  Motion pectursy
(2] » Famnnos
o8 & Macordings [14ne end S}
o s ‘Sl-dﬂlﬂd tranIDRANCIe
"0 8 Progaromed \nstruclion matergiy N
" 1 MIp1 Charts /aphe, gobes and olher T
12 | 8 Teutnohs tvolumest
13 | C Ordenng procemng cautepng snd deivery
14 | D TOTAL fSumof bae 01 128nd 130 T TOTAL T LIy
3
- -
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Matrix 57 (Matrix 31, CPIR 72)--ldentifying courses influenced by NDEA

Title II1 is impossible.
may be easily identified by school districts

especia.ly retrospectively.

New or advanced courses
, but "courses following expanded

or updated content' “is much more difficult. In{fheory, at least, the purchase
of a package of materials in any subject area should result in at least onme

course being revised.

.2.lmmemeofNOEATnuIchcunumum

£

kourm following

-

57

Coursas using new

New courses | Advanced courses expandcd of technological methodology (e g..
SUBJECT AREAS nroduced introduced updated content 1TV, CAI IPi)
/ {number) {number) {number) {aumber]
(al {b} {c) (o {e)
: 12:20 2230 PNt 4: 8
w {9 [B]] 181 8
01 | Naturalscience
02 |Mathemotics
————]
03 | Sociat scienzelsocial studies
04 |Modern foreign languages
05 | Enghsh Lincluding reading)
06 |} Arts and humanities
07 |industrial ar's
03 |TOTAL

<R

Q

ERIC

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

Matrix 58 (Matrix 3$3, CPIR 72)--

follows immediately after NDEA Title III,
the matrixes in the Supplementary Information
grams in the following order:
The order o

ESEA Titie III.

names should be highlighted.
g

ESEA Title I, ESEA Title II,
£ the last two should be reversed and the program

This matrix refers to ESEA Title III and
a potential for confusion.

Further,

Section of the CPIR address pro-
NDEA Title III, and

Matrix 62 (Matrix 37, CPIR 72)--This matrix is really an expansion of pre-

vious matrixes, and respondents view 1t as repetitive.

ticular need, 1t should be eliminated.

[

A

41
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Recommendations for Further Research

Based on the findings of this study, RMC recommends that a validation study
be completed for the CPIR for all States. The bases for this recommendation are:

e the overall large number of errors found in the CPIR data,

e

o the existence of varying State account{ng systems, and
e the variance between true data and the numbers projected by the CPIR.

This validation study should be updated to the 1973 CPIR data. A sample should
be drawn that is large enough to enable adjustments to be made in national pro-
jections of the data. If conducted as an ongoing process, the cost of the val-
idation study could be reduced each year as familiarity with the State account-
ing systems grows.

The work required to complete a validation study as proposed is not extensive.
The methodology for this study has been fully developed and tested. Modifications
would have to be made £6r new forms, but the methods would remain the same.
Emphasis in this §2ﬁﬁ;£ghou1d be on validating data, with instrument changes of
secondary importance. As the sauple would include more than nine respondents,
clearance would be required from OMB for the study. This should present no ma-
jor difficulties, however, as the output from the study would be an improved
series of data to permit program managers and Other interested professionals to
make more c¢asily the decisions that must be made .
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WORKSHEET INSTRUCTIONS

INTRODUCTION

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) in the U.S. Office of
Education* collects statistical data on federally aided programs through various
survey instruments. One survey instrument, the Consolidated Program Information
Report (CPIR), is sent to a sample of local education agencies (LEA's) in every
State. In 1970-71, this reporting instrument was designed to collect data on
ESEA Titles I, II, III, V, VI, VII, VIII; NDEA Title II1I; the VEA Amendments
of 1968; ABE, Follow Through, and CRA Title IV.

NCES, as one of its fundamental obligations, must provide an objective
evaluation of the quality of these data. Accordingly, NCES is conducting a post-
survey study to confirm the accuracy of the data provided on the 1970-71 CPIR

instrument. RMC Research Corporation has been awarded the contract for this
pilot validation study, which is to include an error analysis of the CPIR data.

II1. PURPOSE OF STUDY
The three major objectives of this study are:

to discover the existence of both systematic and random errors in
data reported on the CPIR form;

to suggest changes in CPIR procedures, forms, concepts, instruc-
tions, etc., in order to prevent any errors from being repeated
in future surveys; and

to identify the needs for further recearch validity study areas.
II1.  STUDY DESIGN

Por this pilot study a sample was drawn by the Office of Education, cover-
ing a variety of LEA sizes and record-keeping systems.

*Until August 21, 1974; NCES is now part of the Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Education as a result of the Education Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380).

A
45




The major goal of this project is to complete a CPIR using the basic source
documents available. These data will then be matched against data previously
submitted by the LEA in its original report. All discrepancies will be noted
and the reasons for differences recorded, with follow-up interviews--if neces-
sary--to resolve discrepancies. Each person will be responsible for data
accuracy and completeness: and the error resolution process for the LEA's visited.

At the conclusion of the field visits, a final report will be prepared in-
Py cluding major discrepancies enc  untered, areas where it was necessary to go from
hard data to estimates, and variability patterns among the States.

IV, PURPOSE OF THIS PACKAGE ,

The purpoée of this package is to specify the steps necessary in the trans-
ference of existing source data from original docuhents at an LEA to a CPIR.

Because of the variability of recordkeeping procedures, accessibility of
source dacuments, and personalities inveolved, it is impossible to specify all
situations that may be encountered during any one site visit. It is possible,
however, to establish guidelines explaining what kinds of data are generally
available, how they are to %e recorded on worksheets, and other steps delin-
eating procedures. Each RMC analyst will be able to use these instructions and
fully develop the data necgssary for completion of a CPIR.

This document contains worksheets, arranged so that each program's data are
handled scparatcly, and procedures for transferring source data to a worksheet,
There are also supplemental worksheets used to distribute data from various
programs by pupil population groups so that expenditure prorations can be com-
puted. The procedures for all these transactions are found in the instructions

below.
V. INSTRUCTIONS
A. General Instructions

At each LEA site there will be one primary person with whom the interview
team will be dealing, usually the coordinator of Federal programs. If he per-
formed the actual compietion of the CPIR, then the Interview Guidelines (shown
as attachment A) will be directed at him. In addition. there may be one or more
program persons whom it will be necessary to interview (for, example, the title I
coordinator), especially if the LEA has several large Pederal giants.

It is advisable to work as a team while interviewing, with one person asking
the questions while the other records responses. Through this method, and because
the(pfstions are logically grouped, it is quite possible for the interview to
take on a conversational tone rather than appearing to be a question-answer period.
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The purpose of the Interview Guidelines is to obtain basic information
on the Pederal programs operating in 1970-71. This information will later
serve as a guide when dealing with source documents. It is important to note
that information provided in the interview is not always complete. Por this
reason tﬁe interviewer must be alert to any clues which might indicate that
another program was being operated but overlooked on the CPIR, perhaps because
of the small grant amount. Often, the best source of this information is the
superintendent's annual report submitted to.the State each year.

\\\\B. Instructions for Collecting Program Data

One of the most useful documents one can obtain is the LEA's enrollment
figures by school and grade level. This generally is a 1-page document and
easily hand-copied if a copy cannot be obtained. It will become part of your
source documentation. Caution: check the addition on all your source docu-
ments.

The most Systematic way of approaching the data collection is to deal with
one program at a time, with one person collecting pupil and staffing data while
a second person collects expenditure data. This is easily accomplished because
expenditures are kept in a set of books separate from the other data. Frequent
consultation will be necessary, however, because some records, such as payroll
figures, will be instrumental in building the CPIR staffing seqtion. 1f, dur-
ing this process, a question is resolved by a member of the LEA staff, make
certain this is noted and does not appear as an entry from a source document.

’

-

8K
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Tabte A-1

BASIC WORKSHEETS

v
WORKSHEET TITLE ! . gg:bclg“a ou RP&E
*« g ~ 1V
NUMBER OF WORKSHEET DATA .
orksheet 1 Program Summary | 1. Evaluation Reports This worksheet is designed to collcet the
2. Final Reports "soft" data on each program. I should
3. Published Brochure | state the major components of the
about Program program, in order to give\meaning to
’ the "hard" data that is collected.
Watch for inservice training and non-
public participation. These reyuire
Worksheets 4 and 5. respectively.
Worksheet 2 Regular Term Pupil| 1. Eval1ation Reports., This worksheet is a replica of pupi}\
Counts’ (Public) 2. Final Reports matrices 5-12 in the CPIR and can be
3. Superintendent's transferred directly when combincd
Annual Report with other Wor%sheets 2 for the same
pupil population group. It is used to
record the number of regular term
students who receive services undeli
this program. If the program reached
more than one pupil population group,
complcte a different Worksheet 2 for
each group served.
Circle on the worksheet any areas which
secem inconsistent or questionable, v
s Check out these areas against other
sources and note how the discrepancy
4 was resolved.
Give special attention to the distinction
between "Remedial” and "Non-Remedial "',
Enter as many notes as necessary.
Worksheet 3 Summer Term 1. Evaluation Reports Same Purpose as Worksheet 2
Pupil Counts 2. Final Reports
+ (Public) 3. Superintendent's
Annual Report*
*Note: When using
this report, it is
important to ascer-
tain if the summer
roferred to is 1970
or 1971!

[AFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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POSSIBLE
WORKSHEET TITLE
NUMBER |0OF WORKSHEET SOURCES OF PURPOSE
DATA
el e———
Worksheet. 4 Non-Public Pupil 1. Coordinator of This worksheet is designed to record
Counts { Reguiar Federal Programs nonpublic participation in federal

rand Summer Terms)] 2. Evaluation Reports programs.
8. Final Reports

Most of these programé will be directed

. toward the General Elementary/Secondary

-~ population and, as such, do not require a

grade level brenkdown. When this is the

case, the data is transferred from Table &

to the appropriate CPIR Matrix 10,

Column ().

On any line, there are two entries {(one

for regular torm and one for summer);

they should be added together and tho sum

entered in Column (j) of Matrix 10.

If, however, the program {s designed for:
a pupil population group othcr than )
General Elemcntary/Secondary, the
participants by grade level should he
recorded on Table B of Worksheet 4. Thig
breakdown is then transferred (along with
data from other Table Bs of Worksheets 4}
to MT 02, Columns (d) and/or (f).

Worksheet 5 Staff-Paid or 1. Final Reports This workshect is designed to collect data
Assigned 2. Payroll Records on program staff.

3. Interview Data .
With the exception of Title I, it is often

diffieult to obtain a list of persons paid hy
or assigned to federal programs. Such
records often are simply not kept.

As a last resort, use interviow data to
supplement the information you are able to
gather, at all times noting your source.

If more than one pupil population group is
served, complete a different Worksheet 5
for each group. This data should be
transferred to staffing matrices 13
through 21 in the CPIR.

.
L.'j_
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WORKSHEET
NUMBER

TITLE
OF WORKSHEET

POSSIBLE
® SOURCES OF
DATA

PURPOSE

'Worksheet 6

Staff Trained -- By
Name

. Interview Guidelines

Question 16.

. Worksheet 1

. Final Report

. Expenditure Data
. Interview Data

This worksheet is used to gather informa-
tion on staff training when name-by-rame
records exist. (This data wjll later be
combined with Worksheet 7 for the same
program and transferred to CPIR Matrices
23 through 29.

Instructions are on the Worksheet, Use a
separate worksheet for each different
federal program.

Worksheet 7

Staff Trained--
General

-

. Interview Guidelines

Question 16.

. Worksheet 1

. Final Report

. Expenditure Data
. Interview Data

This worksheet is used to gather informa-
tion on staff training when name-by-name
records do not exist.

Use a separate worksheet for each different
federal program. Instructions are on the
worksheet.

Worksheet &

—

General Staffing

. Sunerintendent's

Annual Report

It is helpful to know what the general
staffing in an LEA consists of without
regard to federal programs.

This worksheet is designed to collect this
data.

Worksheet 9

Expenditure by
Account

1.

2

"Accounting Record

. Vouchers

This worksheet is designed for use with all
fedcral programs except ESEA 1II, NDEA
101 and the School Lunch Program.
Complete a separate worksheet for each
federal program.

Worshecet 10

Expenditures by
Service and Activity

1.

_1

Worksheets 2 and 3.

This worksheet breaks the expenditures
for each program into service and activity
Areas.

Use & different worksheet for each federal
program and for each pupil population
group withinthat program.

ERI
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Worksheet 11

State and Local
Funds

R — —

1,

Superintendent's
Annual Report

This worksheet is designed to collect
the total state and local funds expended
by the LEA. These monies will then be
prorated by Pupil Population Group.




B-1. Basic Worksheets

A basic packef of 11 workshests, listed below, will be completed for each pro-

gram. In addition, there are supplemental ‘workshe‘ets designed specifically for

-

various federal programs. These are dealt with in Section B~2.

B-2. Supplemental Worksheets

Some programs are so broad that supplemental worksheets are needed to provide

the additional information necessary for the completion of the CPIR. These work-

sheets and the programs they pertain to are listed below:

Table A-2

SUPPLEMENTAL WORKSHEETS

p—— - --—-—-—-— & L}
P
SUPPLEMENTAL
WORKSHEET NUMBER I?}iOGRAM SOURCE OF INFORMATION
1 ESEA I Final Report, Interview Data
- \
2 ESEA I Final Report, Interview Data
3 ESEA 11 Title II Requisition for
Reiimbursement
4 ESEA II Financial records for both
public and non-public
schools.
b ESEA I Title II Requisition for
. Reimbursement '
6 School Lunch School Lunch Requisition
and for Reimburscment
Milk Program
7 NDEA III Final Report, Vouchers,

Checks, or Accounting
Records.




ST-LEA

Date

Federal Program
Pupil Population

WORKSHEET 1 . Group
PROGRAMSUMMARY

Describe briefly what this program was composed of and what the emphasis
was on. (Whenever possible, obtain a copy of the final report, especially for
ESEA I!)

<

Fall Session:

Summer Session:

Make certain that the summer referred to in your source 1s1971. If not,
you will have to obtain a different year's report in order to get data for the
summer of 1971,

Sources of Data:




’ Vid
‘ ~ ST-LEA
: Date __
Federal Program .
_ Pupil Porulation
~ WORKSHEET 1__ont'd.) Group
’ ce PROGRAM SUMMARY
: 1. wi hools were eligible to reegive services under this program? 3
J (Indicuce also whether or not the schyol participated jin the program.)
Seurce of Dala: S - i
. Membership . Non- | Parhcipaled, Did Not
SC '
I,‘:I‘IGIBLE SCHOOLS Qctoher 1970 J Public Public | in Proeram! Participate
\ ]
>
" -

a. Total membership in eligible schools.

b. Number of Public sthools participating 1n program.
* (Enter’this figure on Matnix 03, quumn (¢c), appropraatelinz.

2 N
( c. Number ol Non-Public schools participating in program.
_ (Enter thus Digure in Matrix 03, Zgolumn (), appropriate lme.)

2. How magy children, ages 5 to 18, fit the descriptors for this population group
‘but are not enrolled 1n the above sclools ( or not enrolled anywhere) ?
(Add this number to the number in "a'" above and enter the total in Matrix 03,
' Column (b), appropriate line.)

Source of Data:

' 3. 1s there any inscrvice traimmng under this program? If "'yes," complete
Worksheets 6 and 7.

Yes
NO
N
4. Is tlus program operated i a non-publ ¢ scuool 2 1f "yes, ' complete Worksheet 1.

' Yes
No : r-;
53
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ST-LEA

WORKSHEEFT 2 )
Date
REGULAR TERM PUPIL COUNTS rederal Program
Public School Pupil Population Group

Source of Data-

Regular schoot term, 1870 71

Out of Total

SEPVICES AND ACTIVITIES
Other and
Kindergarten | clementary® Secondary * adults
¢ o 1o} i (e}

’ 27 1973 S TT

“y

Prekindergarten youth
nd r

A D o T It e ety s
(Teach rga das finateach v i
1 Basic shiis

8 ReineLsal

1: Eoghsh tanguage arey
lexcet reading}

3 Cattural

4) Socra! sc-encr socidl studdes

&1 Natural science and
methematics

g —
6l Oeher X
b Nenremedial trequtar) & enrnichment

T Eng Shiang o\;_alu_
(except reading:

2} Reading

3) Cultural

ES

41 Sociar sc ence sowal
studhes

S MNatury sounceant
mrathrrtgtics

T ore S R -

¢ Dfeent +zedustnwglum
* tor the ha v ~at ped

[ e e — -

2 Vocat @y ter tard it turdes

3 Texitooks l N

* If any of the rccipicnts of this program are designated as "Handicapped, " get
brepkdown of most signiticant handicaps as shown in MT 06

B 5ipportoin servic ey

1 Audiovisual miatenialy beoks
period cals 80d other printed
rateria's funcluding textboons)

2 Puplservigrs
s Gutheandoounseling

1} Vorational

21 e ]

b Teary

¢ Sche o poyrhotogr !
Servi e L

d  Attendacce and scrm o
oy wwark

AREA 114

Banhbe S T

- - SRS & S———

ralth iy o s

£ Pupd traeponate 0 l

O S B -4 -

q Fondenrscr
- .

h o C'orheog I
TV fes aea T T T
b ———— .

!
t
oot ]
|
!
)

Tt L | ]

7 *T A’A,” ] W te B -A! B i [

Pras dang, sbco o tranc b it o e Monheneots (2) for the same Pupil Population
Group, is direcetiy Ganslernenle to Puprl Mals :c*;s‘b‘ihrough 12 in the CPIR

54 “. D ,
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Q1T E T ST-LEA
WORKSHELRT 3 Date
SUMMER TERM PUPIL COUNTS Federal Program
ublic School Pupil Population Group

Source of Data:

Summer school term, 1971
SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES ]
‘ Quiol | Totals ¥
Prekindergarten youth
nd Other ”ng
kindergaricn |elementary® | Secondery® adults S 4
(a) L] tg) th) 1)
2) 404 . 4752 54 59 61 66 6873
() (6) ti) | A 16}

A Direct educative services
(Teaching and siding teaching,
1 Basic sknls

s Remedal

1} Enghish langusde arts
(axcept reading)

2
J
4) Social scrence/socisl studses

8|

Reading

Cuttucal

Natursl scrence snd
mathematics

6} Other
b Nonremed:#! (requiar) & ensichment

1 Enqhsﬁ_langulw arts
{except readingi . .

2} Reading

J) Culrsl

4} Social science/socia!
swdies

51 Na‘ural «cience and
mathgmatics
6) Other

* ¢ Drtferentialized curricutum
{or the hanchcapeed

e A —

2 Vocational skiiis and atitudes
SR At ih bR e

3 Textbcoks

|
|
!
.LL.'—.L—L-L.&- .

* If any of the recipicnts of this programn are designated as "Handicapped, " get
breakdown of most significant handicaps as shown in MT 06

B Supporting wrvices

1 Audiovisual materials, books,
periodicats and other printed
% matenaly {excluding textbooks)

2 Pupt services
s Guigence and counseling

il 1} Vocsuonal
27 2) Other
b Testing
< ¢ Schoo! psychologed!
w 29 mrvices
4 SR Wy -— -
< d Attencance and school
0 100181 WOT R
n & Heaith seeviced -
2l f Pupsl transportation J
- 2 A 4 — S e e —
N 14 q Food Serviee
k7Y b Clathang
ES W Stardde ot subpraches
3 yooSgm e aer. ator
45 had o tebdren
& PR L) SO S ST RN o LY {
L

S
‘Lhis data, vhen combined with ather workshects@)lor the same Pupil Population

Group, 1s dires tly transferrable fo Pupil mat riees 5 through 12 in the CPIR
5 oy
Q > ..




ST-LEA
WORKSHEET 1 Date
TF'ederal Program
NON-PUBLIC PUPIL COUNTS *Pupil Population Group
.
Source of Data:
Reg. Totals
TABLE A TABLE B
$ERVICES AND ACTIVITIES * If the Pupil Population Group
No hi No bl Nonuubh . -
koo un::oln" orwutic g other than "General Elem/
far A o Secondary,’ it will be necessary
e - e
0 N BN B to record the grade level break-
BT | ATD e eau an 1 downs below:
(Teaching o § a-qu teaching)
1 Bavnc skilis
8 Remrdial Grade p:!l'ticipflnts
L N - ) e —
™ 1) English fanguage 2rts Regular | Summer
{excent readingt
b —— ~ B e K
2} Hecdorg l
D ulv - 7
v e e e 2
4] So7al sucncv- w)uul st ey
5) Natural srience and 3
rmathemalics 4 1
- T e oee % 5
a 7" b Nonremedial treguier} & en e -
oo T e aras VT TR 6
< ) {except reart ng! 7
F 08 | 2! ﬂ!df;ﬂvig T o B B 8
4] 3 Cural 9
—— — = —_——— - . il
10 A) S o scence socal 10 7
stickes
T e e e ] 11
R T 1mathemanes o 12
) 12 L o) (ST . . Fd
13- *x ¢ Ditlcreatad sed currautum
22 for e rand copped Record this breakdown on Mt 02,
23 | T2 Voc ot amsand st s Celumns (d) and/or (f).
24 3 T xrn

# If any of the recipients of this program are designated as "Handicapped, " get
breakdov n of most cdgnificaat handieaps, as shosnin MT 0€,
B Sineotrar viee - Participating School:

e

1 Aurdoeisudl matee at books
perior c1sune othe pronted
materals {exclud ng texthioxst

2 Pup!ervicsy |
8 Gudaeand counselicy |

- 1} Vocationdt
2 Ohey

R R e S e - —

b Testing ~
\

¢ Schoul psychologicst

d Attendance and st ocl
socral work

RS NI

o Health saryices

——

f Pun [tanrportst o n

33 n er‘ Wevn @

34 h (Ol'yvq

*, St u( uh o

W §ose abanes s tor

a, T v apg o Meen r
- s —- - - - o ————e I____._,,_

1 N . be e

- _— —————— - — ]

This wata, vheon comnmoa with other Worlsheels (1) or e siune Pupil Population
Group, is divectly transferrable to Pupil Matrices 5 through 12 in thc CPIR.
56 ~
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Federal Program
Pupil Population Group

ST-LEA
Date

STAFF-- PAID OR ASSIGNED

WORKSHEFET 5
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ST-LEA
Date
WORKSHEET 6 Federal Program

STAFF TRAINING -- BY NAME

This worksheet can only be used when the names of persons traired

are available. More general training data should be recorded on Worksheet 7.

In Column a enter the names of those persons who received training under this

program, Enterin Column b the occupational code, as shown below. Place a
check mark in Columns c through i which indicate the type(s) of training this
person received. At tne bottom oi each column enter the total amount spent on

each type of training.

When this 1s complete, divid: each colunnar total oy the nuraber of checi

marks in that column and enter the ''per person'' cost on each appropriate line.

CCDES: T-Teacher A=Education Aide
P-Other Professional N=Other Non-Professional
”8.” an ucn Hdn ch nfu Hgn nhn jYivv
Orientation Workshons - Rerular WorKshogs-Summer College Credit
Name Code — - T .
Less than 1-4 I'TE More than 1-4 FTE] More than Courses
One Week weeks | 4 FTE Wks.] Weeks 4 FTl: Wks)Regular " Summey
] $ $ $ $ 3 $ $

This data, combined with Worksheet 7 for the same program, should be transferred to
Staffing Matrices 23 through 29.

Sources of data: {'ﬂ v /A\

Comments: 58
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ST-LEA
Date
WORKSHEET 8 Federal Program

GENERAL STAFFING

The Superintendent's Annual Report (or some simi’lar document) tists by

type the number of positions in each LEA.

This is a good basis of information from which inferences about programs can

be drawn. (For example, it is very helpful to know the number of cafeteria workers,

especially since it mayﬂot be obtainable from the school lunch reports.) ,

S S —

NUMBER OF POSITIONS

CLASSIFICATION -
REGULAR SUMMER
e ——

[ ASA
Source of Data: 4 60




ST-LEA
Date
WORKSHEET 9 * Fedeéral Program

EXPENDITURES BY ACCOUNT

N

This worksheet is to be used if total expendiiures and obligations have not been
determincd for each program in operation between September, 1970, and August, 19 71.

Go to the accounting records for a program and classify each voucher into the
Handbook II system of accounts. Be certain that the vouchers are only for funds
allocated to be spent during academic year 1970-71 and summer 1971. Such
accounts as, FICA and state retirement contributions should be reviewed carefully.
The fiscal year is likely not to correspond with the academic ycar, so summer
cxpenditures wil} have to be subtracted and added to get the September-August
breakdown that is needed.

Logic checks must be made also. If there is an instructional supervisor, be sure.
that his secretary's salary ic counted as 215b (salaries for secretaries tor Supervisors
of Instruction), and not as a 110 account (secretary for adminmistrative personnel).

Next, complete Worksheet 10 following the Handbook II codes shown for each .
service and activity item. Prorate these expenditures by the PPG (s) served.

CONDENSED OUTLINE OF BASIC ACCOUNTS

Clearing Accounts .

The drtsiled classification and dcfinitions of clearing accounts with explination of the use of clearing accounts and their relationthip

1o the regular receipt and espenditure accounts wiil be found in chapters 5 and 6 0f Jlandbook JI.

ASSET ACCOUNTS OTIIER OPERATION ACCOUNTS
1500 SERIES 1800 SERIES
1810, PETTY CASH FUND 1810, RTUDENT-BODY ACTIVITIES
15%. STORES 1811, ATHLETICS -
1630. PREPAID INSURANCE PREMIUMS 1512 SCHOOL ENTERTAINMENTS
18¢0. PRLPAID RENT 1818. SCHOOL PUPLICATIONS
1880, SECURITIES 1814. SCHOOL CLUBS AND OTHER CO-CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES
1568, SINKING FUND ACCOUNT 1820. MATERIALS FOR RESALE
1830, TEXTBUOKS
LIAB{I({)’EYQ;\&%QSUNTS 1846, OPERATION OF INVESTMENT PROPERTIES
t) Pl ¥ .
1610. CURRFNT AND SHORT-TERM LOANS MISCELLANEOQUS ACCOUNTS
1620, DEDUCTIONS FROM PAYROLL 1900 SERIES
1910, REFUNDING BONDS
FOOD SERVICT.S OPERATION ACCOUNTS 1920, ABATEMENTS
1700 SERILS 1930. INSURANCE ADJUSTMENTS
1118. MONEY RECEIVED 140, INTERFUND TRANSFERS
1711. MONEY RLCFIVED 'ROM THE STATE
1712. MONEY RI(: IVED FROM OTUCTR SOURCES
1726. MONEY PAID OUT

* For usc with all programs cxeept ESEA 1, NDEA 111 and School Lunch, Thesc programs
are covered Ly Supplemental worksheets. i

r '; Continucd
61
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Date

WORKLHL LT 9 (cont'dy Federal Program

Expenditure Aecou.
Y The detalled clawification and definiiions of accounts will ba fomnd (n chapters 3 and 4 Df‘"ﬂl\dbool\ 1I.

ADMINTISTIIATION
100 SLIUL
116, BALARITS
110, CONTRACTTD SERVICES
18, OTNi t CXTLMSES

|

\

f
|

. INSTRUCTION DATES COVERED: | A
I 200 SERIES B
§is, BALARIES
211, PRINCIPALS
311. CONSULTANTS OR SUPERVISORS to

I

315, TEACHERS
354 OTHER INETRUCTIONAL S™AFP
16, SEC & CLER ASS TS -
316, OTHER SALARIES TOR INSTR.
19, TEXTBOOMS
230 SCHOOL LISRARIES & AUDIOVISUAL
246, TPACMING SUPPLIES
20 OTUER LXI' NSES

ATLEND.NCE. AND 1ILALTH
SLAVICCS
300100 SFHILS
$00. ATTENDANCE SERVICES
SALARIES
820 OTHER EXPCNSES
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i

I
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710 CONTRACTTD SETVICLS
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318 EMPLOYEE RETIRLMENT
230, INSURANCE AND JULG'IENTS
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840, INTEREST ON CUNRENT LOANS
980 OTHER FIXED CHAPGLS -
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900-1000 SERIES
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#1e SCPARATE FUND OR ACCOUNT _—
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WORKSHIFI T 10

Dato
Federal Program
Pupil Popul.ation Group,

SXPLNDITURLS BY SERVICE AND ACTIVITY

From Workshects 2 and 3 indicate the service and activity
arcas in which fcderal funds were spent
SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES For each area and program indicated, develop costs by
coa: | following tho list of acoounts contained fn Workshcet 9.
— i accounting codes shewn according to Handbook 11,
)
K w Handbook II Codes Dollar Amounts
T Cariens (hwt 1o+ o Fapwrickiutes
A Oureit echucative wTvices
(Teaching and schig taachng) N
Basec thitis -
a Penwchol
ot 1) Ergtih ang 1age st (€nec redchng) 114 211 215¢.1 2154 216
07 2 Readig 2 o1 v i .
03 I Cuinral 113 i
04 41 Soc1al $Cencet/social Sudked AL f,
_ 0% $) Natutal icance snd mallematicy 11
«f 08 6 Orher B 1119 N
H b _finnit med [eguiar) & enrichment ¥
<p o7 11 Enghish longuogh sty (evec raackng) [1121
o8 2} Resding 1122 )
(] 35 Cuttwrs 123
10 4) 30ciat scncesiocial Stutey 1124
1" 8) Natursl soences snd nuthemsticy 1128
12 § Ormer . 1126 A
¢ Offeventslized curticuium far
13 1he handespped v | 213, 21Gc,] 216d, 216
14 2 Vocuional shilts and stirtudn 1200 _240, 250a+4d
15 3 Trabooks 1300 non
8 Supporiing wreces -~
1__Genessl adrmnintration
18 & _tnlormation desemnanion 2110|100 series
L) b Oer X 1100 serica’
2 10 1tuct 0nal s ion "
_3 3 Shoo! wede Guectan & momt bik.) )
Pq KLl B System wnde derection & mome 2140 00 Ci
w
4 K. € Inmteuct:ansl wpttnion 2180 1212 216h
< 3 Proyam neveinprent v
kil 2 Hosearch & dweloomant Lil m )
B ¥l b Penning M 7170 80 Bcn‘m%____ -
3 ¢ Evaraton : 7180 | 100 gerjes [ P
3 b rontraion 250 100 ScCre
4 _Posioniit drvcing.onent 200 {9 (]
3 Nl fls My 1ERAICE. B U
other instruc_meterial len equipment’
» *  Audovinus mefenels 50 2300 -
B Books perwchealt end orhe
n wu:lid matersals lex w-lb;oill 20 |230a,b,d
& School hbrary udhoviual > M
2 8 other medis pavsonnel 230 2148 &D
T Pupiseivnces v, p» ; -
#  Guichrnce end counmiing - ]
» 1) Vocstonst 21 {2140
z § o . 2) Ouher 248 | 214q
s |2 b Taitry M% | 214¢
cfn © Schoo! prychologaal s wees 2430 21dd
n d_ Atrendance & ool 30¢ o wovl 2440 { 300_so
2 & Hesith srnon 24%0 ;1_0' serics]
N » 1 Pup transportaton 2400 |5
» o Food wrvce 2470|900 serjes] (usc 1700 f150)
»n »_Cnthing s 11120 B
) L, Student jubudel 7480 1150 B
T Srecial arwca Tor handicepped
» thddren 24%0
40 ® W Other dupst services 2495
41 8 Mariensnce § 0per son of plant 2500 1600 & 700 [sexics
P 9 Fusederyrgr 2000 1500 8¢ ei
43 W10 Other wnperting wrvees 2700
“ C_Anciiary services 2800 | 1104
43 10T _CUR OF EXP tSum of Lines OF 441 | 2900
W_Copua Oty "
> Qs A8 A e e 11 Im:_f'ﬁo [~ L
hd [ A En ooeni g g j
Y KA ) At e 1200 — X
‘e 2) Other e reichion W emipement J102 11070 _ ]
) 11010 G st ETCY I LERLO n
] I - M‘a‘“1
0 e DR, 2 . - 3
LY ﬂ_ |u:r-¢u T)?Ll v ' N - [ » o
S A L A L TR — )
N 1OTAY PP NTINIF S (T im nt { ary AL e oy 1 i - B -

* Phoeno i s oees witl e entcies oody fa cseopti mal cacen,
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ST-LEA
WORKSHEET 11 Date

STATE AND LOCAL FUNDS
(Include SAFA, PL-824 and PL-815)

Total Staté
SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES | and Local

{continued) Expenditures
{'nclude
SAFa)

ta? {a)

- O —

ot e ouration of plent 0 o

79 Fiedbaas
10 Other SULLOTTING Services
{ Ancallyry r e oy
TOT CUR OGP EXP 1Sumol Lmes O 43) $2000)
FI_I__Cmd;I Qutiay i
A Stecadb b, RIIET)
S .

T A o Tua

20 Otnor e e 0y eapnpiment

VoNominstruct o egu prie at

Oty a Y oanele A Aunts

COTALEYE T e G e m Gt C e Ta R g

Prorate these exnenditures by Pupil Population Group (Sce MT 04, Columns b & ¢),
and enter mto approprinte odds numbered expenditure Matriees 38l through 15,
e
i
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ST-LEA
SUPPLEMENTAL WORKSHEET | Date

ESEA TITLE I

1. Was an ESEA Title I Survey taken? Obtain a copy of the survey.

Yes
No

2.  What is the number of children in the district who come from low-income

families?
Enter this number in MT 03, LN 10, Col. ().

Source of Dala:

3. What is the total number of schools in the district?

4. ‘Number of Pupils Participating in Title I Project.

GRADE PUBLIC PRIVATE *
LEVEL

TOTAL
REGULAR| SUMMER|REGULAR| SUMMER ;

&’re-K -

K
1 .
2

(]

(=220 I B A

0 @® -3
-»
+

10
11 -

12

Other:

*If private school participated, conmplete Worksheet 4.

Source of data:
[
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ST-LEA

SUPPLEMENTAL WORKSHEET 2 Date

ESEA TITLE I ’

1. Number of pupils participating in Title I, by activitye

N

ACTIVITY Regular Summer® | TOTAL NUMBER
=3 | OF PARTICIPANTS

NUMBER FROM
INSTITUTIONS

K-7 18-12 ¢ K-7

-

Source of data:

p =
2. How many students received remedial reading?
TERM j -7 8-12
REGULAR ‘
SUNMMIR l -
£
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( \
. : sT-LEA
SUPPLEMENTAL WORKSHEET 3 Date
S ESEA TITLE I1
* 1. Population groups recéiving Title 11-services, and student counts for
each term. ‘ S
Yo
' PUPIL POPULATION GKOUP PUBLIC NON- PUBLIC TOTALS
R Recular | Summer | Regular | Summer N
1.
2. ot
l *
3.
-4, ’
5. '
Fl ~ r‘ "
Source of data-
~ N N
Comments: . )
2. Librarians and/or library aides for participating Title II schools, public and
’ non- public . .
%
AMOUNT OF T'IME SPENT ON ESEA i1
y LIBRARIANS/ 1 Sec REGTLAR SUMMER
* LIBRARY AIDES |=¢™ | "' | Less than Less than ] ’
/o 1/21FT 1 1/2 | FT
2 . /2 t
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9
10. y
'1.
12,
N * Do not count students who serve as hibrary mides
Source of aata 1)
Comments: .
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ST-LEA
SUPPIFVIENTAL WORKSHEET 4 Date _

’

ESEA II -- Matrix 50

1f LEA received Title II ESEA funds, review LEA and non-public schogl
financial rccords to determine expenditures for textbooks, school library ’
resources, and other mstructional materials for the period September,1970
through August,1971. Vouchers, checks, or accountjng records muay be utilized.
If the Jatter are used, the following Iiandbook Il account numbers apply:

—p—

ACCOUNTS ACCOUNT NUMBERS EXPENDITURES *

Texthooks . 220 ' $

School Library
Resources 230a, b, c, d

Other Instr. .
Matcrials © 230a, b, ¢, d : $
T TOTAL ]

-~

¥ Transfer the data on this column to CPIR Matrix 50, Column b.

’

In djviding the materials between "School Library Resourcges" and "Other
Instructional Materials, ' take total state and local expenditurcs- (including
SATFA, PL 24, and PL €15 funds) and deduct those itc ns which were placed in
the invenlory of an A non-public school library. This deduction becomes
"School Library Resources." The remainder after deduction is 'Other Instructional

Materials. " - ,
- Be ccrtain to deduct all fees charged to pupils for texthooks or for the use of

library malcrials.

Source of data-
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SUPPLEMENTAL WORKSHERT 7

NDIZA JII ~- Matrix 56

Prior to the award of an NDISA Title UI grant, LIAs werce required to submit

~adetailed, formal application. After award, annyalrreports are required. These
should provide the necessary data, If data are not available directly, review

vouchers, cheeks, or accounting records, using the following Handhook II accounts

for assignment:

ACCOUNT ACCOLNT NUMBLER EXPENDIT URLS !
v = )
Instructional Materials WW
Audiovisual ) \[ 230c
Books, periodicals, ctc. V230 a, b, d,

Instructional Equipment e s //////l
- (all from 1230 ¢) ///////j/ g

Audiovisual A/V pari oL i23vc
Other Instructional 1230¢c less A/V
Tuipment equipment
j - |

If it is impossible tobuild the records and only a grant amount (total
expenditures) is available, prorate among subject areas on the basis of the
totzl number of courses influenced in each arca by NDEA Title III in Matrix 57
(d.e., sum Lines 1-8 in Matrix 57 horizontally). Prorate instructional materials
and equipment on cach line on the same ratio that Lines 26, 27, 46, 47, and 48,
Column J, Matrices 31, 33, 35, 37, 39, 41, 43, and 45 are distributed.

a )




INTERVIEW GUIDELINES

1971 CPIR Validation

State-LEA Identification #:

Name of Respondent:

Title: ’

Address:

Telephone Number:

Interviewer:

Date:

RMC Research Corporation
7910 Woodmont Avenue
Bethesda, Maryland 20014




GENERAL INFORMATION

1. What federally supported education programs were in operation durin;
regular school term 1970-71 and summer 19717

2. Indicate all of the people who were involved in completing the CPIR for

Program

Reg. Term

g the

Summer Term

1970-71.
¢« Name Title Work Performed on CPIR  Hours Spent
-t
3. What was the degree of SEA assistance in completing the CPIR?
) Very Moderately Non-
Type of AssistanceJ Explanation elpful Helpful Supportive

Telephone Contact

Training Session

SEA Visit to LEA

e

Other (explain)

4. To what degree was the LEA accounting system mechanized in 1970-717

-~

vai g
R ?

74




2

What other local, ctate, or federal reports or audits were completed on
federal programs operating in the district in 1970-717

6. How often was ii necessary to estimate data rather than enter it directly
from records?

CPIR Section Name and Type of Records Used Method Used to Estimate

Pupils & Schools

Staffing '

Program Expenditures

puibmy
L.




6. (Continued)

CPIR Section Name and Type of Records Used Method Used to Estimate

Supplemental Information

7. How does the LEA collect information on federal programs operating in
non-public schools?

8. What is the most significant problem (aside from lack of staff or insufficient
time) encountered in completing the CPIR?

PUPILS AND SCHOOLS

9. Are the LEA student receords broken down by subject area within each program?

10. How did the LEA obtain non-duplicate counts of federal program participants?

vay ;\3,




11. How did the LEA determme the "most significant’' treatment or characteristic
‘of a student?

12. Did the LEA send any of its students to another district for particip. ion in
a federal program m 1970-71? If yes, in which district were these siudents
included for CPIR reporting?

13. How did the LEA define 1ts low-imncome "participating' students?

14. How did the LEA determine who 1ts General Elementary and Secondary
students were?

15. For each population group below (whether or not served by a federal program),
what is the number of children in the district, ages 5 through 18, who can be
described by the specified deseriptors and are eligible for enrollment, whether “

or not enrolled.

Pupil Populaiton Group?* Number Source of Data

Low-Income

Handicapped

Non-Standard Enghsh ‘

Migrant

Neglected/delinguent

A child mayv be reported i more than one line.
77 O
o .
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STAFFING

16. In the staffing matrices, did the LEA count all assigned staff members,
whether paid wholly, partially, or not at all by federal funds?

17. What federal programs provided inservice training ?

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

18. Did the LEA use the CPIR Instruction Manual and the worksheets in the
back? (If so, get copies of the worksheets. )

19. Did the LEA use the HEW Handbook II classification of accounts and
definitions of expenditures?

20. Did the LEA determine {ndividual project expenditures from its records ?

t

Y

.2~1‘, _If the LEA received Title I funds, to which population group were they
directed?

29. Was this LEA the fiscal agent for funds that were used for children from
other districts?

23. Were carry-over funds that were spent or encumbered during the period
September 1, 1970 to August 31, 1971 included in the expenditure matrices?

24. How was the LEA able to determine the amount of money that went into each
of the subject areas? . an

78




25. Were Title II book monies used for library books or textbooks ?

.
-~

(26. Obtain a copy of the LEAs Chart of Accounts.)




*

APPENDIX B

SITE-VISIT REPORTS

(“‘l)
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STATE A, DISTRICT A . '

School District Description

This district was a stratum 5 LEA in the CPIR national sample in 1970-71.

There were 2,917 public school pupils enrolled in the district. Of this number,
1,702 were elementary students (including 17 ungraded elementary) and 1,215 were

secondary students. All of the public school pupils were considered as partici-
pating i1n one or more Pederal programs in 1970-71. In addition, 157 nonpublic
school pupils participated in a Federal program in this district, receiving
ESEA Title II services. There ave five public schools and one nonpublic school
in the district.

~In 1970-71, this LEA received a total of $36,489 in Federal funds. Total
receipts from Stdte and local sources amounted to $2,782,415; thus, including
Federal, State, and local funds, per-pupil expenditures in this school district
‘in 1970-71 were $966.

The Pederal programs in operation during the 1970-71 school year in this
LEA, with their respective levels of expenditures, are displayed in the follow-
ing table: :

Table B-1
OPERATING PEDERAL PROGRAMS
19.0-71
N \‘
Pederal Program Name ] Federal Expenditures
ESEA Title I - $13,613
ESEA Title i1 2,461
NDEA Title 1II 3,599 '
Vocational Educatior Act 1,035
National School Lunch Program 15,781 -
Total All Programs B $35,489

<]




The inte:view which RMC conducted for this district's CPIR was with the
coordinator for the CPIR's for 1970-71 for the SEA responsible for this dis-
trict. In addition, RMC spoke with specialists in the areas of ESEA Title II,
NDEA Title III, Vocational Education, and National School Lunch:. SEA personnel
were reluctant to allow RMC to visit the local district for two reasons: (1)
the SEA attempts to minimize contact between outside agencies and the local
scho .1 districts, and (2) the individual who completed the CPIR at the LEA had
left the school district. The new person was not familiar with the data con-
tained in the old CPIR. SEA personnel received the CPIR from the LEA incomplete
and with errors. Corrections were estimated by the State department -of education
from the data available there. While reluctant to allow RMC to visit the LEA,
fiies were made available when requested.

Because of the errors and incompleteness of the CPIR when received by the
State, numerous «ifficulties were encountered in originally completing the CPIR.
Among these problems were:-- (1) difficulty in determining the number of chiidren
receiving services through the Federal programs, especially in the areas of dir-
ect educative services; (2) difficulty in determining the number of staff
assigned to PFederal programs as opposed to those who were paid by Pederal pro-
grams, (3) data crn staff training were not available at the State department
offices, (4) difficulties in reporting summer school expenditures, participation,
and staffing, since the fiscal year for the State in question is July through
June, while the CPIR requests data to be reported on a September through August
year (often where the summer programs were similar to those of the previous year,
the data for the previous year were used dAn completing the CPIR), and (5) redun-
dancy both within the CPIR and between the CPIR and other documents completed
by the State and subritted to USOE.

In addition to these problems encountered on the CPIR 71, it was indicated
that there were some questions concerning the 1972 CPIR. These included: (1)
use of full-time-equivalent status for staff when reporiing nonprofessionals,
especially volunteers, although the determination of the number of professionals
in a school system was relatively easy (in cases such as this, only a count of
the number of volunteers participating could be provided and this was with some
difficulty); (2) matvix 19, in which, because of the nature of many compensatory
education prografis today, it was difficult to scparate expenditures into instruc-
tional, administrative and supplementary services; (3) matrix 28, column B, which
reports the same figure as matrix 14, line 1, because of the definitions used;
and (4) matrix 29, which was felt to have little utility because of the program
imolved and the amount of funds available.

Description of School District Records Available

All of the staff members at the State department of education with whom RMC
had the opportunity to work were most helpful. Copies of all applications,
reports, letters, etc., were made available when requested. Financial information
was reported on Statc form ED 001, and project tevel reports for the various

Federal programs were available. In terms of accounting proccedures, the State
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follows USOL Handbook IT directly, utilizing for 1ts system of accounts that
system prescribed by the handbook. ;

The ESEA Title¢ I program, the largest Federal program at the subject school
district for WIT0-71, with the exception of school lunch, had a complete set of
records available for RMC to review. Thus, RMC was able to follow the project
from 1ts inception to conclusion, reviewing the application forms, the title I
evaluation report for summer and regutar year, and the audited State report for
title I expenditures. Both the summer and regular year programs were reading
programs, while the summer nad u component for mathematics. Thus, it was pos-
sible to assign pupils to the services and activities they received without
extreme difficulty for title I. Staffing records were moderately complete, but
data on those staff members involved with the project but not paid through Fed-
eral funds were not available. In this case, because the report was completed
by the State, 1t was not possible to make an estimate of those involved with-the
project. [xpenditure data, because of the use of Handbook IT codes, was easlly
transferred to the CPIR form after proration by service and activity.

The LSIA Title II and NDIA Title IIT programs were aimed at the general ele-
mentarv and secondary pupils. \s such, the programs were assumed to provide
services equally to all pupils 1in the school district, and thus services received
by pupils could be reported. txpenditure data for the ESEA Title Il program was
available through the annual State report, while .data for the NDEA Title III pro-
gram were available form the NDE\ ledger sheets. Data concerning the staff mem-
bers 1nvolved with both projects were unavailable. It was possible, however, to
make estimates of the number of staff members involved 1n the program by making
assumptions of the likely participation of the staff members 1n the project.

Data concerning the Vocational fducation Program were avallable through school
district records, and data for the National School Lunch Program were avatlable
Rrough records of the State.

Description of the Process of Completing the CFPIR

fhe CPIR instruments for this State for 1970-71 were completed by an indi-
vidual at the LLA and submitted to the State offices. The¢ documents were then
reviewed, assuring thelr accuracy, and submitted to the Office of Education.
For the subject school district, as reported above, the CPIR “instrument was sub-
mitted to the State with numerous errors and innccuracies. The State was forced
to complete the CPIR us best as possible from the available records. Because
the individual who completed the CPIR at the LFA had terminated his employment
with the school district, 1t was impossible to obtain some of the information he
requived for completion. Jhe CPIR for this LTA required 2-3.days of effogt by
the State fer review and corrections. As stated previously, 1t was necessary to
estimate data 1n arcas such as pupil participation in variom- subrject areds, the
staff 1nvolved 1n Pederal programs, and expenditures for direct educative ser-
vices by service dared. .

L

Because of the limited number of tederal programs at the LFA during 1970-71

school year, it was possible to obtain i nonduplicate count of Federal program
K6 1
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. :
participants without great difficulty. The ESEA Title I program was designed to
address the needs of low-income students and the other programs were designed
for the general elementary and secondary student population. Thus, no difficul-
ties were involved in determining th most significant characteristics of the
students involved in Federal programs, and with the exception-of the ESEA Title I
program which was designed Tor low-income pupils, all Federal programs were
aimed at general elementary and secondary student populations; the latter con-
sisted of all pupils 1n the district, less those involved in the ESEA Title I
program.

As discussed above, staffing data available at the State department of
education were basically concerned with the number of staff directly involved
in the program, especially those paid by Federal funds. An attempt was made to
account for staff assigned to, but not paid by, Federal programs, but this
proved difficult because of the limited number of records available at State
offices. Data concerning the length, type, and amount of training received
by staff members were unobtainable.

i

The reporting of expenditures within this State by the local school dis-
tricts to the State is done through the use of the Federal Handbook II. The
Handbook II series of accounts has been adopted directly by the State, .and
reference is made to this handbook on each State form. Data were available on
each of the individual Federal projects involved in the district during the
year, and expenditures could thus be reported for these projects. While no
difficulty was encountered in reporting total funds available and used by the
programs, it was difficult to allocate funds by service received by the stud-
ents, and funds were prorated according to the pupils reported as receiving
services in section I of the CPIR.




STATE B, DISTRICT B

School District Description

This district was a stratum 5 LEA in the CPIR national sample in 1970-71.
There were 2,281 public school pupils enrolled; of this number, 1,277 were ele-
mentary students (including 15 ungraded elementary), and 1,004 were secondary
students. There are no nonpublic schools in the district.

There are 8 elementary schools in the subject district, 1 junior high, and
1 high school; of these 10 schools, Govermor Anderson Elementary was the only
one eligible for title I funds that year.

In 1970-71 this LEA received a total of $69,980 in Federal funds. Their
State and local funds amounted to $2,300,849. Expenditures per pupil (Federal,
State, and local) in the school district in 1979-71 were $1,071.

All Federal programs operating in this district in 1970-71 are shown in the
table below:

Table B-2

OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS
1970-71

Federal Program Name Federal Expenditures

S

ESEA Title I $43,404

NDEA Title III 535

National School Lunch , 26,041

Total All Programs / $69,980




During our visit to this LEA we spoke with those currently responsible for
completing the CPIR. Additional assistance was also received from the account-
ant, the superintendent's secretary, and the bookkeeper responsible for the
school lunch program accounts. In every case, we found them to be very willing
to assist us. There were some problems in resolving all discrepancies because
the person who had completed the CPIR for 1970-71 was no longer at the school
district.

Description of School District Records

The pupil records for the ESEA Title I program were somewhat lacking. In
1970-71, there was no director for the program: the superintendent was the
noverseer." In the summer of 1971, a director was appointed who was more than
willing to help but lacked knowledge of what had occurred during the previous
year in the title I program. In short, RMC was unable to obtain good descrip-
tive data from the director and thus had to rely on the reports which turned
out to be internally inconsistent.

Pupil records for the school lunch program were, of course, not availahle
on a name-by-name basis. The financial records for this program were kept 1n
the district office as were the total number of lunches served daily for each
month the program operated and the total reimbursement claimed for lunches and
mi 1t

For the title I program, RMC was able to determine through the accountant's
records the number of teachers on the title I payroll. We were also able to
determine through the annual evaluation report the number of volunteers, teacher
aides, etc., but were unable to obtain records indicating the amount of time
each staff member spent on the program. The staff count for the school lunch
program was obtained through the accountant and the school lunch director.

In January 1971, this district changed from a January-December fiscal year
to a July-June fiscal year. Therefor~, it was necessary to refer to three sets
of books: fiscal year ending December 1970, which covered January 1970 to
December 1970; fiscal year ending June 1971, which covered January to June 1971;
and the fiscal year ending June 1972, which covered July 1971 to June 1972. We
used this last set of books to obtain summer school 1971 data.

Much of the data collected by RMC was taken from the ESEA title I annual
evaluation teport, the payroll records, visitation reports, and the annual
financial report of Federal programs submitted by the LEA to the State depart-
ment of education. Another source of data was the audited reports for the school
district for that year.

Descrip.ion of the LEA Process of Completing the (PIR

The CPIR was completed for 1970-71 by the previous superintendent of schools,
assisted by his secretary, who estimated that 2 hours were spent in completing

the report. A State department official visited the school district to answer
((\
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questions pertaining to the CPIR, but apparently was unable to give the type

of assistance needed by this district to complete their CPIR. Another of the
problems encountered by the district in completing the CPIR was the fact that
they were on a cash basis that year and did not maintain records on the amount
of money actually encumbered for their Federal program. There were also a great
many problems due to definitional misunderstandings.

The LEA made several major errors in completing the CPIR. They reported
money spent from ESEA II, although they had no title II money that year. They
did not report their school lunch program and did not report State and local
funds and their NDEA III money.

In matrix 4, as nearly as car be determined, all the students were consid-
ered general elementary and secondary, even though some children from low-income
areas were also reported. In other words, they gave a duplicated, instead of
an unduplicated, count in matrix 4.

Staff records were poorly kept and it is believed that the LEA counted

people in their ESEA II program even though there was no program that year. .

LAY




STATE B, DISTRICT C

School District Description

This district was a stratum S LEA in the CPIR national sample in 1970-71.
It had a public school enrollment of 2,132, with 1,587 elementary students and
545 secondary students. There are no nonpublic schools in the district, al-
thcagh a former private academy is now used as the public high school.

There are approximately‘IOI teachers in this district, and the State and
local expenditures for 1970-71 were $1,477,906.

There are six schools in the district but they are housed in five buildings
with a primary school and a junior high occupying the same building. RMC cen-
sidered these to be separate schools, but the LEA counted only the number of
buildings in its CPIR report.

In 1970-71, the Federal funding in this LEA amounted to $45,887. When this

was added to the Stzce and local expenditure it was found that the per-pupil
expenditure in this district was approximately $175.

The Federal programs in operation in the district during the 1970-71 school
year -are displayed in the following tahle:

Table B-3

OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS
1970-71

Federal Program Name Federal Expenditures

ESEA 1 $23,358
ESEA 11 1,614

NDEA 111

National School Lunch

Total All Programs $45,887




A The interview conducted by RMC was with the individual responsible for
completing the CPIR in 1970-71, but much of the information was supplied by the
title I director. Unfortunately, RMC was unable to interview the ESEA I-°dir-
ector. It is not certain that he could have provided assistance with the
1970-71 data because title I was handled by an assistant superintendent that .
year who has since left the system. We did attempt to work with the title I
secretary but she was new to the program, so was unable to provide assistance.
We found all of the people with whom we dealt to be more than willing to help
and to provide any information or reports requested.

There seemed to be a general feeling of frustration in regard to the CPIR
at this LEA. Briefly, the opinions expressed indicate that the form requests
too much information, 1n a format which was not meaningful to the LEA, poses
too many definitional problems, and is a burden to complete.

Description of School District Records

Pupil data were obtained through the annual evaluation report for the ESEA I
program. Frequently it would have been helpful to discuss discrepancies with the
program director but he was not available on this visit. We were, however, able
to obtain valuable information through our interview with the superintendent.

The staffing records were incomplete. It was easy to determine who was
paid out of Federal funds, but very difficult to determine which staff members
were assigned to a program without being paid. Even when it was possible to-
determine the number, further 'itficulty was encountered in judging the amount
of time each person spent on the Federal program.

The accounting in this district is done by hand and the accounts are kept
on a cash basis. Their payroll system, however, has been computerized since
1966. The school district books are kept on a calendar year, but every year
an audit is done for the July-June fiscal year. The LEA uses the HEW Handbook II
classification of accounts.

Description of the LEA Methods Used in Completing the CPIR

Two people worked on completing the UPIR: the bookkeeper worked "a few
hours' on collecting much of the basic material; a secretary completed the pupil
and staff sections, counting only staff paid through the Federal programs.

[t was necessary for the LE% to ask the State department of education to
send a representative to the district to clarify some definitional problems.
According to the LEA, he was urable to provide the type of assistance needed.

In completing the CPIR, the LCA made several ma‘or errors: they did not
report the school lunch program which operated that year, and erroneously
reported an ESEA title III program which had ended in the summer of 1970. This
program was reported because the LEA paid the last bills after the 1970-71 school

a0
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year began and, since the system is on a cash basis, the expenditures appeared
on the books.

The superintendent estimated that about 30 percent of the program expend-
itures reported on the CPIR are estimated. The pupil counts came from the ESEA
annual evaluation report and the school membership report. The secretary re-
ported only staff paid by Federal programs.

L)
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STATE C, DISTRICTS D AND E

This site visig,repo}t will describe the methodology used in completing
the CPIR's for all LEA's selected from State C. The CPIR's are completed in
the Bureau of Urban and Community Programs Evaluation of the State Education
Department. Because the CPIR's are completed at the State level, our site visit
was conducted at the State Capitol and no visits were made to the local school
districts.

~

School District Descriptions

District D was a stratum 4 LEA in the CPIR national sample in 1970-71.
There were 4,375 elementary students and 3,691 secondary students for a total
of 8,066 public school pupils enrolled in the district. All the public school
pupils participated in one or more Federal programs in 1970-71. In addition,
eight nonpublic school students participated in the ESEA title I program,

There are 16 public schools in this school district, consisting of eight
elementary schools, and eight secondary school; of these, all eight elementary
schools participated in the ESEA title I program during the year and all schools
participated in the general programs.

In 1970-71, this district received a total of $223,537 in Federal funds.
Total State and local expenditures amounted to $12,231,958. Thus, including
Federal, State, and local funds, expenditures per pupil in the subject school
district in 1970-71 were $1,544.

The Federal programs in operation in this LEA during the 1970-71 school
year, with their respective levels of expenditures, are displayed in the foilow-
ing table:

i




Table B-4

OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS
1970-71

T

Federal Program Name | Federal Expenditures

ESEA Title $164,045
ESEA Title 26,017
ESEA Title 2,116
Head Start 115609

National School Lunch . 19,537

N

Total All Programs $223,537

District E was a stratum 5 LEA in the CPIR national sample in 1970-71.

There were 955 public school students enrolled. Of this number, 563 were ele-
mentary students, 381 were secondary students, and 11 were ungraded and consid-
ered by the LEA to be elementary students. All of the public school pupils part-
icipated in one or more Federal programs in 1970-71. Although there were non-
public schools in the subject school district, none of these schools partici-
pated in a Federal program during the year. There was one public school in
this s¢h001 district for all levels of instruction.

!

In 1970-71, this LEASreceived a total of $26,805 in Federal :funds. Total
State and local expenditures amounted to $1,411,615; thus, expenditures per pupil
from Federal, State, and local sources in this school district'in\1970-71 were
$1,506.

The Federal programs in operation here during the 1970-71 school year, with
their respective levels of expenditures, are displayed in the following table:

\
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Table B-5
OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS
197(,-71
District E
Federal Program Name Federal Expenditures .

ESEA Title I $14,466
ESEA Title II . 310
National School Lunch ’ 12,029
Total All Program $26,805

The interview which RMC conducted for Districts D and E was with the staff.
Approximately 1 man-year of effort goes into the CPIR's for the State as a whole.
The CPIR instructions state the instrument is not auditable and is to be com-
pleted on a good faith, best effort basis, and the SEA in this case often finds
it necessa;y,to make use of tnat provision. ,

v

Description of Records Used for CPIR Completion

~The basic data sourcés used for the completion of the CPIR's in this State
include project applications and final reports (where available), the Management
Information Report (MIR), the Basic Education Data System (BEDS), and an inter-
nally developed form listing programs in operation in each school district dur-
ing the year. Project applications formed the basic source of data for the CPIR,
although their inherent limitations were realized by the State staff. The major
difficulty encountered in this State that forces the use of project applications
and proposals is the fact that, in this State, expenditure accounts are closed
2 years after the school year is completed. Thus, expenditure data are never
available when the CPIR is completed. The Management Information Report is the
basic data-collection instrument and is distributed 3 times a year to all school
districts in the State to permit a discrepancy analysis to be completed. A census
of all the school districts receiving Federal funds, this form collects data on
what each project is doing, the number of participants involved in the project,
the number of staff members involved, and information on expenditures. The basic
purpose of this document is to determine the status of each of the projects at
three points in time during the year in order to ensure that they are doing
what was proposed. The Basic Education.Data System consists of a series of ques-
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tionnaires which are completed by all teachers in the State and serves as the w,
basic source document for State statistics for the year. The internally devel-
oped form discyssed above requests that school districts indicate the Federal
programs in operat1on in their district du—ing the regular school texm and the
summer school term during the year. This document is used by the State person-

nel to determine which Federal programs are to be included on the CPIR. Thus,

only those programs indicated by the school districts will appear on the CPIR,

" and m1stakes may be made as was jbund in one of our sample districts.

. 1 .
Most of the data entered on all of the sections of the CPIR are estimates.

The.State,education agency reviews project applicatidhs and repdrts that have N

been cumpleted as of the date the CPIR is submitted, and uses the numbers that

exist. For'those projects where only applications are available, all data are

estimates. Budget data are not available until at least 1 year after project \\\\\\

completion. Data on Federal programs ‘in operation in nonpublic schools would

" be included in the CPIR only if the d ta were submitted direetly to the State

offices. More often than not, they are not reported. The-most significant
problem, particularly a problem for the very large school districts in the CPIR
completion, is the development of an unduplicated count of program participants.
Data_concerning pupil participation by service received are drawn from the pro-
posals, which indicate the areas on which the project is expected to cong¢entrate.
The most significant treatment or characteristic of a student is derived by :
reading project proposals to determine the major aim of the project. Once this
is determined, all participants in thesproject are considered as being the same.
Stdffing matrixes are extremely difflffgt to complete. Most of the available
data at Statg offices relates to either the’ proposed staff or the staff actually
paid by the Federal projects. Estimates of the involvement of other staff mem-
bers are made byt are subject to signifficant error. While this State uses its
own series of acccunts, data were adjusted to fit into the HEW Handbook II class-
ification of accounts and definitions of expenditures. -
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STATE D, DISTRICT F

i <

School District Description P

This district was a stratum 4 LEA in the CPIR national sample in 1970-71.
It had a public school-enrollment of 3,537 with 2,309 elementary students and
1,228 secondary students.s

v There were approximately 149 teachers in the county--84 elementary and 65

“ secondary> Of the seven schools in the district, five were title I eligible N

schools, There was one nonpublic school with 60 students in the district, but
this school received no Federal funds.

In 1970-71, the State and local expenditures amounted td $3,522,738, When
this figure was added to the district's Federal expenditures of $300,400, per-
pupil expenditures were approximately $1,064. <

-~

The .Federal prbgrams in operation are displayed in the following table:

Table B-6

0 OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS
/ , : o I
. Fedex‘al Program Name Federal Expenditures
1>I"IJ :
ESEA Tifl€ $112,430
ESEA Title II 4,338 N
Vocational Education . 58,044
‘Other Federal Programs ’ . : 125,588
Total All Programs : 7 $300,400
S —+
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The interviews which RMC conducted in this LEA were with the director of
instruction and the ESEA title I Director. The director of instruction was
responsible for the completion of the CPIR, but the ESEA title I director com-
pleted the portions of the CPIR dealing with ESEA title I.

The director of instruction, forewarned of our coming by the State coordi-
nator and RMC's follow-up telephone calls, was very willing to discuss the form
and the problems he had encountered, expressing frustration with the form.

The ESEA title I director was much less approachable and indicated that we
were wasting her time and was not willing to get out her records for 1970-71 in
order to clear up some of the discrepancies we found. She did, however, grant
RMC about.one-half of her time to tell us what she could recall from memory.

We were unable to verify this information. T

-

~

Description of School District Records ~ N

All title I projects in the State are required to complete annually a 22-
page evaluation report which covers each school year and the following summer.
One copy of the report goes to the regional title I assistant supervisor and
two copies are sent to the title I evaluator.

The title I evaluation report on file at one of the district schools:
Therefore, it was necessary to work with two offices: the school/ board office
and the sthool. In addition to the title I evaluation report, RMC also utilized,
payroll records to determine the number of part-time and full-time employegs-
paid by title I, although this still did not yield the number of people who
were assigned ®o title I. A title I survey was taken by the LEA to determine the
' the nu;?;r of low-income students in the district. '

1

Th¢ title Ifl .requisitions for reimbursemqgt were used to complete the CPIR.

"This fprm is standard in this State and a1mo§¥ idéntical with the CPIR format,

except' that expenditures for books were not split into textbooks and library

books. Information on this division must be obtained from the Federal coordinator.
The National School Lunch Prpgram was operating in this district. The totals

from the monthly requisitions for“reimbursement were copies and added to arrive

at the annual ‘cost and total lunches served. It was impossible tq use parti-

cipant lists for this program as each school cafeteria keeps its own lists

- of free lunch recipients, and.no list is kept of the fiames of otRers partici-

pating in the’ program.

Every LEA in the State submits annually a "Superintendent's Report to the
State.", This report covers the school year and the summer preceding it, so it
is necessary;to use the superintendent's report for both 1970-71 and 1971-72
in order to obtain the full picture for the 1970-71 CPIR. This report often
points out Federal programs operating at the LEA which were not reported on the

CPIR.
09
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- The National School lunch program was operating in this district. The
totals from the monthly requisitions for reimbursement were copies and added
to arrive at the annual cost and total lunches served. It was impossible to
use participant lists for this program as each school cafeteria keeps its own
1ist of free lunch recipients, and no list is kept of the names of others
participating iq the program. .

Every LEA in the State submits annually a "Superintendent's Report to the
State." This report covers the school year and the summer preceding it, so it
is necessary to use the superintendent's report for both 1970-71 and 1971-72
in order to obtain the full picture for the 1370-71 CPIR. " This report often
points out Federal programs operating at the LEA which were not reported on

the CPIR.

o - / .
Description of the LEA Methods Used in Completing the CPIR

The CPIR was completed by the director of instruction, but he was unable
to estimate how much time it took. There was a 1-day regional meeting conducted
by the State to assist LEA's in completing the CPIR. Our contact indicated
that the State coordinator apparently was checking the title I data because he
received a telephone call from the State informing him that one of his entries
seemed wrong and was being adjusted by the State.

&

All accounting and record keeping are done by hand. One school board «_
clerk codes the bills and a bookkeeper records them in the books. The LEA
uses HEW Handbook II .account numbers, but not necessarily the same definitions.

'

A

There was some confusion in the reporting of students because it is unclear
to the LEA's whether théy should report the maximum number of participants or
the average number who received services. ]

|

In matrix 03, the edit check for line 01, column ¢, is not valid for either
of the LEA's we visited in the State. When new students enter a program in the
summer, they should be- counted as participants in matrix 03, but the edit check
is keyed off the regular term count. This edit check should be eliminated.

This LEA also regprted title I students participating in !testing,"tyut
there was no money for this activity. The LEA's seem to haVe ifficulty
discerning between those activities which are paid for by ‘Federal funds and
those which'are not. : ‘

There was an arraf of opinions regarding the "remedial" and "nonremedial”’
breakdowns. ' Generally, however, people used their owr difinition of "remedial ,"
regardless of the definition given in the instruction manual.

Information was not available on staff who were assigned to Federal
programs but paid by another source. In some instances the LEA overcounted
(such as for ESEA II teachers), and in other instances they undercounted
(counting only personnel paid by Tthe Ei%?)l program).

~f .
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The term "pgklﬂgsional" is misunderstood by the LEA's. Some feel that

a secretary who is given 4 great deal of responsibility is working in a

professional capacity, especially if she is the secretary to an administrator.

OE, however, defines a professional as one who has a college degree. )
. The LEA keeps its accounts on an accrual basis, and it is ‘on a July-June

fiscal year. We discovered that the man who completed the CPIR was not even

aware that the form covered the period September through August, and he had

reported July through June. Had there been a summer program in operation

during the time period covered by the CPIR, it would have been reported

incorrectly. ’

10% ,
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STATE D, DISTRICT G

x

School District Description

.

i

This LEA was a stratum 5 on the file when the:CPIR national sample
was distributed for 1970-71. However, with an enrollment of 3,419 students
in October 1970, the LEA was actually a stratum 4. Of the 3,419 public students
enrolled in Octobér 1970, 2,214 wert elementary and 1,205 were secondary.

There are seven public schools in the county: one high school, one inter-
‘mediate sehool, and five elementary schools. There is also one private
school in the district, which has 225 secondary students. Approximately 150
teachers are employed in the public schools. N . :

The State and local expenditufes for this LEA in 1970-71 were $1,864,883.
The Federal expenditures are shown by program source and amouht in the following

table: . -
[ 4
i [ Table B-7
OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS . o )
- 1970-71
Federal Program Name ) Federal Expenditures
)

ESEA Title I . $ 83,194
ESEA Title II ‘ 4,436 -
NDEA Title III 3,178
£ ) - ‘ "
Adult Basic Education - ”2{417
National School Lunch . 40,183
Forest Reserve 318
Drug Tréining Grant >0

Total All Programs ; $133,776 L
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When the Federal, State, and local expenditures are summed, then divided
by the number of students in the district, we found that the per- pupil expenditure
for public schools students is $584.

Our interview was conducted with the coordinator of Federal programs. g
He was very cooperative and also interested in learning where he had made -
mistakes. Since the LEA's receive no feedback on their CPIR, it is impossible
for them to know if they are repeating their errors year after year.

Descgip;ion of School District Records

All ESEA Title I projects in the state are requ1red to complete annually
a 22-page evaluafion report which covers each school year and the following
summer. One copy off the report goes to the regional title I assistant supervisor -
and two copies are sent to the title I evaluator. The report format for this
information differs considerably from the title I evaluation report required
by other States. Although the same general information is collected, there is
no ecomparability between the forms. The title I evaluation report was readily
available as the coordinator of Federal programs was also the title I supervisor.

In addition to the title I evaluation report, RMC also utilized payroll
records to determine the number of part-time and full-time employees paid by
title I, although this still did not yield.the number of people assigned to
title I. A title I survey was also used at both sites to determine the number ,
of low-income students in the district.

The ESEA Title II requisition for reimbursement was used to complete
part of the CPIR. This form is standard in the State and is almost identical
with the format used in the CPIR, except that expenditures for books are not
split into textbooks and library books. Information on this split must be
obtained from the Federal coordinator.

~/

The school lunch program was operating in 1970-71, and the totals from
the monthlyrequisitions for reimbursement were copied and added to arrive
at the annual cost and total lunches served. It was impossible to use participant
lists for this program as each school cafeteria keeps its own list of free
lunch recipients, and no list is kept of the names of others participating
in the program.

Every LEA in the State submits annually a '"Superintendent's Report to the
State." This report covers the school year and the summer preceding it, so it was °
necessary to use the superintendent's report for both 1970-71 and 1671-72 in
order to obtain the full picture for the 1970-71 CPIR. -
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This superintendent's report will often.indicate Federal programs operating
in the LEA which were not reported on the CPIR. For example, in this district
a Forest Reserve Fund of $300 and a Drug Training Grant of $50 were overlooked
by the LEA but were reported by RMC during the site visit. These programs and
monies were easily overlooked by the LEA because. they involved no student
participation.

Description of the LEA Process Used in Completing the CPIR

The CPIR was completed by the coorhinator“of federal programs who
estimated that he spent three days completing-the form after he had gathered
all his basic materials+ The State conducted regional training sessions and
he attended the one for his region. T

. A

It was discovered that the tftle'l records in the title I evaluation
report show only those students who have pre- and post-test: scores on all
tests that were given that year.' Others were not reported in the title I
statistical records even though they may have participated in the program. N
For example, there may be 270 title I participants but if only 231 of them
were given all the tests, then these 231 are the only students who will be -
reflected in the title. I evaluation report which is sent to the State each
year.

* There was also ‘the problem of timing. When‘reviewiﬁg the title I report,
we observed that there were 35 grade 7 students in one class. RMC reported
this number on the CPIR. The LEA, however, reported 30 grade 7 students
bécause it had checked the enrollment on the last day of school and there
wer~ 30 students in that grade 7 class. )

The LEA was told in a State training session to report as general
elementary and secondary only those gtudents who were in non-title I eligible
schools. This resulted in a discrepancy of —1,847 students in the general
elementary population gTORp.

The CPIR requests the number of children residing in the district who
come from families with less than $2,000 annual income. The LEA conducted a
title I survey and the result of that survey indicated there were 620, students
in this category. However, the LEA was .unable to produce the 1970 title
I survey results. In addition to-this title I survey sheet, the school also
used lists provided by the coynty which gave the names’ of people on welfare as
well as those receiving ADC. “The teachers also used their personal knowledge
of the families in order to count students in the proper category. The :
Federal coordinator told RMC that only about 84 percent of the title I surveys
are returned to the school by the children, and only about 70 percent of these
forms were considered valid because some people felt that they were an invasion
of privacy and therefore did not complete the forms even though they returned

them, 10,4
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The LEA is also asked to estimate the number of children who may be
classified in one of the following categories: Handicapped, Nonstandard
English Speaking, Migrant, Neglected, and Delinquent. None of these items
_ were reported because the LEA had no way of collecting this data. In other
words, even though the LEA realized that it had handicapped childreq in its
district, it had no way of collecting this data and therefore had no°record
of these childreén. »

Another problem seemed to be logistics. Records were kept at different
sites for different programs, and the LEA dbtained the data over the telephone.
Also, staff assignments change and the person who was in charge of the Adult .
Basic Education Program in 1970-71 is not the same person who is now in charge
of this program.

* Nonpublic school data were a problem. Although the nonpublic schools
were cooperftive in giving information, there is a lack of communication between
the LEA and’ the nonpublic schools. This resulted in the nonpublic schools being
overlooked on several of the items where there was nonpublic participation in
Federal programs. The staffing for nonpublic schools was also impossible to
- establish.

In order to complete the title I evaluation report at the end of the
year, the LEA had to determine the number of students who were being bused
during the summer. In order to do this, they asked the teachers to report
the number of students in each class who rode the bust One hundred and ninety-
three students were reported by the teachers. This is the number RMC used.
However, when the LEA completed the CPIR, they took the actual bus driver record
which reported the number of students riding the bus every day.” The LEA totaled
up the figures submitted by each bus driver at the end of one typical day and
used 'this figure. .

The staffing matrixes were the ones whic¢h are the most difficult to
substantiate and for which no real record exists except in the form of payroll.
This, 'of course, provided only the names of those teachers who were paid by
Federal programs and not the numbers of teachers who were agsigned to Federal
programs but not paid by them.

The LEA informed RMC that at a State training session they were instructed
that all teachers using NDEA III and ESEA Title II materials were to be counted
as general elementary/secondary teachers. This meant that the entire State
is wrong in this respect if the other LEA's counted teachers in the same way.

Other discrepancies, as in low-incomesStaffing, resulted from the LEA
being told by a State trainer that all teachers in title I eligible schools
were to be counted as title I teachers. This greatly inflated the number
of participating teachers in the low-income category.

Vocational education was handled properly by this LEA. The LEA requests
reimbursement quarterly from the State for vocational education and. the money
is received from the State. However, the LEA was told by the State that 50 percent
of this money is Federal funds. Therefore, they reported 50 percent of their
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vocational education money under Federal sources and 50 percent under State and
local expeditures.

Under adult basic education, the LEA correctly reported 90 percent of their

grant amount under Federal expenditures and 10 percent under State and local ex-
penditures.

In thg\expendlture matrixes, the LEA made one substantial error. It in-
cluded in the title I expenditures money which was being carried over to the
next school year. The LEA also failed to report a very small drug education
grant and some money it received from the Forest Reserve Program.
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STATE E, DISTRICT H

School Distxict Description
o ]

This was a stratum 4 LEA in the CPIR national sample for 1970-71.
There were 8,510 school pupils enrolled. Of this number, 4,480 pfipils were |
elementary students, including 97 ungraded elementary, and 4,030/were secondary
students, including 49 ungraded secondary. In addition, there were 2,824
students enrolled in nonpublic schools -during the year. .

There are 22 public schools in the school district. Of these, 18 are
. elementary schools, three are junior high- schools, and one is a senior high
school. Four elementary schools were designated title I schools during this
1970-71 year with a total enrollment of 917 students.

In 1970-71, this LEA received a total of $216,969 in Federal funds. The
total exRenditures from State and local sources amoumﬁed to $11,347,364. Thus,
per-pupil expenditures including Federal, State, and lrcal funds for the school
district in 1970-71 were $1,359. \ )

The FederaL>progf§ms operating in the school district in 1970-71
are shown in the table below:

TABLE B-8 \
OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS ., ‘
1970-71 R |
Federal Program Name Federal Expenditures
ESEA Title I $129,061
ESEA Title II 10,663
NDEA Title III 12,062
Vocational Education Act 18,635
School Lunch 46,548
Total All Programs o $216,969
17 1077
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During our visit to this LEA we spoke with the coordinator of Federal
programs for the LEA and the director of business services. Both were most
cooperative and provided all records that were requested by RMC. While the
files were not completely open to RMC as they were in some LEA's visitéd, -«

whenever a record was needed and requested, it was provided.

One problem which RMC encountered in this district’ is reglonal programS.
Federal programs such as ESEA Title III, Neighborhood Youth Corps, and Head
Start were in operation during the year but were conducted outside the preview
of the school district. Data on‘these programs were not available at school -~
district offices as there was no direct relationship between .the programs and
the district itself. The ESEA Title III program was operated on a regional basis
throughout-the State and the Neighborhood Youth Corps and the Head Start Programs
were operated by the city. As the programs did not operate through the schools,
they were treated the same as many other Federal programs (such as the health
and welfare programs supported by the Federal government) and were not reported.-

One complaint.expressed was that the CPIR requests data that have become

> « increasingly difficult to obtain. In particular, concern was expressed regardlng.
the use of subject-matter de51gnam10ns for the services received by pupiis.
Many of the more recently develop‘d educatlon\programs work across fields (by
combining readlng with social sciences, for example) and thus address two or more
of the identified service areas on the CPIR.
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7 : STATE E, DISTRICT [ : .

School District Description

This was a stratum 5 LEA in the CPIR naticnal sample in * . . e
There were 1,032 public school pupils enrolled. Of”this numb 3 '
were elementary students (including 7 ungraded elementary) and- 5UY were .

secondary students (including 4 ungraded secondary). All of thé Public
scheol pupils participated in one or more Federal programs in 1979-11.
Although there are nonpublic schools in the district, none of these schools
conducted & Federal program during the year. .However, 14 of thc nonpublic
school sgbdents participated in the title T program during the summer.

There.are four public schogds i the school district, consistiné’df two
elementagy-school§, one junior high school, and one high school. Of.these, .
’ both elementary. gpﬁoqls participated -in the title I program during the year. N

“In 1970-71, this LEA received a total of $32 400 in Federal funds. Total
© State and local expenditures imounteq to $829,714. "Thus, including 'Federal,
State ajpd local funds; expenditures per pupil in the school district in 1970-71
were $898. K : \

¢

The Federal programs in operation in this LEA during the 1970-71 sc’»ol
year with their respec*ive level of expenditures are displayed in the
following table: : .

-
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’ Table B-9 . }
- \ ' :
. . OPERATING FEDERAL\ PROGRAMS .
¢ 1970-71 - ..
Federal Program Name ,  ° Eederél Expenditures -
— > v : : - !
ESEA Title I ~ 7, " . " ~$12,176 .
ESEA Title II. - e : 15510 B
ESEA Title III Pl .. 139 .,
"INDEA Title ILI. ‘ S 1 2,189
SR Vocational Education Act = ¢ ' 1 7,368 -« -
National School Luntch h . : \ ‘9,018 - R
* ¢ © '
o - . ‘ . . .
g -] Total All Programs i _ ' -+ $32,400 " . /‘
w e L . v

The interview which RMC conducted was with the coordinator of Federal
programs responsible for completing the CPIR in,1970-71. 1In addition, RMC
spoke with the school district accountant responsible for preparing the
records utilized in completing the CPIR. Both were most willing to’ assist- .
us in completing this CPIR and make available all records at their disposal.
Because of ‘the type of data requested on the CPIR, RMC was not able to resolve
all the discrepancies that were found. This was especially true in Part 1 -
Pupils and School, where the respondent is requested to -distribute the pupils
according to the direct educative services received. .

Because of the size of the school district involved (approximately 1,000
students), the LEA was able to complete the CPIR without major dif iculties.
Problems did arise, however, in determining the number of pupils receiving
various services, the cost of those services, and the total number of staff
members involved with Federal programs as opposed to the number of staff paid
by Federal funds.

¢ e !
.
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. Description of Schgol District Records. - "
/ .
. All staff members with whom RMC had the opporgunity to meet ‘and to
work were most hg;pfﬁl. Copies of all applications, reports, letters, etc.,
were madé availabYe to us. :Project files Were made available to us ahd no
information was withheld. Information-coficerning the school system itself
was provide& through the annual superintendent's report to the State and by
+the ayditor's report on the finances of the schpol district. The school district
. does not follow Handbook II directly but utilizes the sgate system of accounts.-
. RMC was ableg however, to,convert these accounts to Handbook II format.
v . ‘
The title I program, the largS%t Federal program in the school district
for 1970-71, had an excellent sgt Of records detailing the complete project
from inception to copclusion. _Pupil records were quite detailed, showing
information on the sérvices and activities in which students participated.
Unfdrtunately, it was necessary to estimate the number of pupils participating
in each of the direct egucative services, since data on this aspect of student .
activities were mot available in sufficient gdetail to-allow-RMC to take it directly.
This problem is not unique to this districty but wag common across all LEA's ) N

.

surveyed by RMC. Staffing records were complete, especially with regard to
those staff members paid in whole or in part by Federal funds. Data on
those staff members involved with the project but not paid by Federal funds
were not available. Estimates could be made, however, and were utiliZéd for
the report. Date were available on the extent and types of training provided
to staff members on Federal projects. Expenditure data were available in a
format that permitted RMC to *ranscribe from the State system of accounts to
. the HEW Handbook II format. ‘

. ©
+  The ESEX Title II and NDEA°Title III programs were aimed at the pupil 4
population group of general elementary and secondary pupils. As such, the programs
_were assumed to provide services equally to all pupils ih the school district
and thus data could be derived from the annual .superintendent's .report to the
State for the number of pupils sérved by the project. Expenditure data were
available on the ESEA Title.II program throygh the 'Report of Local
Expenditures - Final Claim" and on’the NDEA 'title project, "Room Inventory -
Reimbursement Claim." These reports detailed how the funds were spent, indicating °
the subject areas covered by both programs. Data concerning the staff members
involved with both projects’ were in essence unavailable. Estimates could be
de on the number of staff members involved only by making assumptions * °
ncerning the likely participation of the various types of stiff members on the
project. The types of staff members that would be included are administration,.
. librarians, teachers, e}g.,

. Data concerning thé. ESEA Title III program were found by RMC on searching
through the LEA's records. This progr1¥ had not been reported by the LEA on
its coriginal CPIR submission. Federal Yunds granted to the LEA under the title

“II1 program were intended to provide testing materials for 109 ninth-grade
students. The tests cost a fixed amount each and were administered: by one .
staff membey. The source of data utilized by RMC was\fhe project application
aTd the grgfit award notification for the program. O
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The vocational eBucation program in this district was designed to provide
" career guidance and information to pupils in the areas of office practice and
agriculture. These programs were designed for general elementary and secondary
* pupils and served students in the 9th through 12th grades. As the program
was very small and directed towards a specific end, data were available
concerning the students involved in the programs, the courses they pursued,
the expenditures in each area; and the staff members involved.
. . P
The school lunch program was also designed to provide assistance to all
students in the LEA. Information on the number of pupils 'served monthly was
available on the Staterequisition for reimbursement. Data on a name-by-
name basis were not available. Thus, RMC assumed that each pupil during the
. » year would participate in the program and thus included all pupils in the LEA
as participants. Information concerning expenditures was available on the
.monthly requisition for reimbursement and data concerning the staff members involved
‘were available from the 'staff records on the annual superintendent's report
to the State.

Description of the LEA Process of Completing the CPIR
Y N

The GPIR for 1970-71 was completed by the coordinator of Federal programs
for the school district. He was assisted’by the secretary to the superintendent’
and the schodl accountant. Approximately 1 man-week was required for the
preparation o the CPIR, 16 hours in preparing the data, and 24 hours in
compbzting the\CPIR. State assistance was .considered to be moderately helpful «

-

angd consisted #f telephone contacts by the State representative to the LEA
i eripg’questions. As stated previously, #&stimation of data was required
_inwgeps such as student participation by subject areas, staff involved in

& Federal program (especially those not paid by Federal funds) and
expenditures: for the direct educative servites in which students participated.
This latter area was considered by the LEA to be the most significant problem
it had with the CPIR completion. .Data were nat maintained at the 'school district
in such a manner that they could be transcribed to the CPIR in the format required.

Because of the size of the LEA involved it was possible to obtain a non-
duplicate count of Federal program pafticipants. Considerably more difficulty
would have<been encountered had two or.more programs been specificaily designed
to serve pupils in the same pupil population group. Thus, the school district
had no problem in determining the most significant characteristics of the students
involved in Federal programs. With the exception of A ESEA Title I program, which
was -designed for low-income pupils, all Federal programs in the district were
_aimed at the general elementary and secondary student population. This

general elementary and secondary student population group consisted of all ’ '\J
pupils less those invelved in the title 1 program. , v
As uiscussed previously, staffing data maintained by the LEA were basically /
. concerned with the number of staff members who were phid by Federal funds and 7

an attempt .was made to account for those staff members who participated in Federal e
programs but were not paid by them. However, there were obvious weaknesses in

o A
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this area. The title I and vocational education programs both provided inservice
training to staff members. Data concerning the length of training, the type 3
of training, and the,amount of funds spent were maintained. )

, Rather than following the HEW Handbook II classification of accounts and

definitions of expenditures, the school district utilized the.State listing

of ‘accounts. These were, however, convertible to the Handbook II. format. Data
were kept on individual projects such that project expenditures could readily
be determined for each of the programs in existence for th€ year. Data were
maintained in sufficient format to permit RMC to determine expenditures for
both the regular year and the summer programs. Further, it.was possible

to accurately account for carry over funds that weré spent or encumbered

during the Septegber 1970 to August 1971, time period.




STATE F, DISTRICT J

School District Description

In 1970-71, this district had an enrollment of more than 192,000 pupils.
The elementary membership was about 116,500 and the secondary membership
was approximately 76,000.

The CPIR for this LEA presented a unique set of problems for RMC.
Rather than complete a single CPIR for the LEA as a whole, 16 separate CPIR's
were completed by the school district, one for each Federal program in operation,
and submitted to thd U.S. Office of Education. In addition, the individual
designated as the goint of contact for RMC at the LEA was not fully cooperative
and acted to limit'the ability of RMC to perform the validation study of the
data. Both of these problgms have been discussed in detail below.

Since RMC was able to ;hterview personnel at only two Federal programs,
it was not possible to develop our own figures for tgtal staff assigned to
Federal programs and total Federal funds in school year 1970-71 and summer term
1971. \ °

< s,

The CPIR compiled at the U.S. Offiee of Education from data submitted by
the various Federal program offices of this LEA indicates ‘that the total
staff assigned to Federal programs was 3,374. There were 1,745 professional
staff members and 1,629 nonprofessionals. e

_ Qur imitial contact was with the individual who directs the central
gathering point for the data from all Federal program offices. Rather
than aggregate the data from these offices and produce a unified report, his
office instead asked each Federal program office to complete a “cparate CPIR
on their program. These CPIR's were then sent togthe U.S..Dffice of Education
where the data were compiled into oné report. ) )

Our first meeting in this district was with this~ingakiduzl who then .
accompanied us to a meeting with the Follow-Through prog igector. RMC
. was also accompanied on this visit by a representative o ¢he#.5. Office of
Education, Mrs. Anita Turner. The following day we again met with our contact
and were taken to meet ‘the director of library services (ESEA Title II). After
our interview with the Follow-Through director, it was estimated that it took
two days to complete the Follow-Through portion of one CPIR, after all the data
had been gathered. Following the interview we asked to look at the Follow-Through
records for schogl year 1970-71. We found that few of the records were *available
at this office b&fause they were maintained in the Office of Research -and
Deve\opment. We were never permitted to interview the Follow-Through' researcher
and wgre unable to obtain the necessary data to perform a through analysis of
the Follow Through program, although RMC did attempt to piece together a
picture of the program based on correspondence and other documents gvailable
at the office of the Follow-Through dirTgoa.

-
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Description of School District Records

N A
s

Follow-Through:

|

RMC used the "Follow-Through Program Progréss Report for 1970-71 and
Projections for 1972" as a source for most of their data on pupils and staff.
A separate document concerning staff development explained briefly the types
of inservice training being carried on, but did not provide information on the
numbers trained.

\
\

There were four public schools with Foliow-Thréhgh programs in 1970-71.
Approximately 425 students in kindergarten through second grade received services
durlng the regular school term and another 10D kindergarten students participated
in the summer of 1971, bringing the unduplicated count tec 525. There was no
non-public participation.

- Various memos were read in an effort to determine the types of services and
activities conducted, and the Follow-Through application for 1970-71 was
used as the only available source of information on staffing. It was used as
a last resort, as RMC has found that.program applications often give a distorted
picture of project operations. .

The expenditure records for Follow-Through were obtained from a year-end

expenditure report. It was discovered that the Follow-Through office recorded *
salaries for aides under ancillary services in the CPIR and that the budget did
not separate inservice training from consultant fees.

T

ESEA 11: i
Our second ‘interview @@iie district was with the director of library ser-
vices. She estimated that least 40 man-hours were put into compiling the ESEA

II data for the 1971 CPIR.

RMC used the "Annual Report of Federal Assistance Programs--FY 1971" as a
source of information on the number of. staff members assigned to ESEA II. The
"Annual Library-Media Center Report for School Year 1970- 71--Public Schools"
was also used, in addition to various correspondence and tabulation sheets in .
the ESEA Title II files.

The ESEA II financial data were obtained from several sources: "ESEA II
Project Financial Status Report for Fiscal Year Ending Jume 30, 1971'*; "Statistics
for (State) Public and Private Schools'"; and "Report of Local Expenditures, Form
la-DLDS." ’ \

A few items were not reported in the RMC CPIR for ESEA II, such a; the number

of teachers handling ESEA II materials, the number of pupils in summer school, etc.

as the office could not provide this information.

4
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Summary .
RMC believes that our three trips to the LEA were not as productive
- ras they could have been if we had had the full cooperation of our contact.

Not only did he not provide the information requested, but he also tried to
redirect the thrust of the study by requesting that we confine our interview to
questions dealing only with improvements that could be made on the 1972
CPIR form. In both interviews with a program director he did indeed try to
limit the scope of our work.

. 146
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STATE G, DISTRICT K

In April 1973, RMC arranged an informal meeting with the individual (a re-
‘search statistician in the Office of the Director of Federal Programs) who com-
pleted the CPIR for this LEA in 1970-71 and 1971-72 in order tc learn about
CPIR completion at a second large school district.

The CPIR is greatly resented because of the time it requires to compile and
report the data. This district has over 100,000 students and the detailed re-
porting called for by the CPIR poses a tremendous burden. A record has been kept
of the time our contact and her clerk spend on CPIR-related activities--a total
of about 4 man-months each year, not including the time required for the various
programs to compile the data for her.

A training session was held for the LEA's in the State, but the difficulties
which this LEA was encountering with the CPIR were not discussed in enough detail.
A representative of the State education agency did visit' the district, but only
to pick up the completed report.

The accounting procedures in the school system are computerized, but their
accounts are not kept by HEW Handbook II account numbers. Futhermore, the CPIR
requires “that finapcial reporting include encumbrances as well as cash expendi-
tures. This does not coincide with the ‘LEA's regular system of financial accolnt-
ing.

There werc several Federal programs operating in this LEA in 1970-71:

ESEA Title I Loy-income program and programs for neglected and
delinquent 4

ESEA Title II

ESEA Title III Diagnostic and AdJustment Center, and Vocational Educat1on
Opportunities

ESEA Title VI  Michael Summer Program, Methodology of Dactylology, and
Mentally Retarded Deaf Program

ESEA Title VIII Project Stay

NDEA Title III

OEO Adult Basic Education

EPDA Career Opportunity Program; Teachers College Interns;
) Career 1I y

Follow Thruugh d

Manpower Levelopment Training Program
Model Cities Adult Education; Breakfast Program; Teacher Aides Program
Vocational Education Acts High School; Adult Education

2 National School Lunch Acts 14 ] ~
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Almost every program produced a final evaluation report, but ‘the ,Eading
cf these reports would take days. The ESEA 1 evaluation report, for instance,
wai 655 pages long., Information for the various Federal funds are found as
follows:

N

Separate funds for the fiscal.yedr covered:

ESEA Title I - two funds usually, regular year and summer term

ESEA Title II - each program is in a different fund

ESEA Title VIII

EPDA Career II - (last year for this project)

Model Cities Programs (in fiscal 72 all will be in one fund and must
be separated)

Funds which cover more than one year of the project:

ESEA Title II .

OEQ Adult Basic Education

EPDA Teachers College Interns

EPDA Career Opportunity Program
Follow Through

Manpower Dévelopment Training Program

In funds which also include other projects and/or State and local funds:

Title VI - all in fund 13, together with many other projects

NDEA Title III - included in fund 0l since it is reimbursement money

Vocational Educational Acts -~ High School included in fund 0l and
Adult Education in 05

National School Lunch Acts - included in fund 12

In addition to reading the evaluation reports, the CPIR staff questioned
program evaluators on points not covered in their reports, the original budget
was compared to see if budgeted activities occurred as planned, and the con-
ditions of appropriation were checked to see if moneys were spent féor programs
as budgeted.

It was seldom possible to enter data directly from records because the re-
porting year often did not match the CPIR year. Most of the figures reported
are based on proration and other means of calculating cost. It appears that
very little of the reported data could be considered raw estimates.

Pupils and Schools

Obtaining gross nonpublic sthool enrollment figures was not too difficult;
a phone call is often all that was needed. However, it was much more time con-
suming to compile unduplicated figures for nonpublic participants in Federal
programs. Most of the Federal programs (such as ESEA I, II, and III) have com-
mittees which are under the direction of public school personnel who work to-
gether with the nonpublic schools. The committees are able to provide the
number and names of nonpublic schools ir}' ;gnich each program took place.

:lJ~~ ,
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In order to obtain unduplicated counts of Federal program participants,
actual participant lists for each program in each school were checked for
duplication. When a pupil was found to be participating in more than one program,
the staff determined to which population group he should be categorized. They
also made trips to the various schools in order to clear up any ambiguities in

- class lists. Since a student is to be classified on the basis of the program

from which he derived the greatest benefit, it was necessary to wait until all
evaluation reports for the summer program were complete. (This was because

a summer program in which a student participates may be more important than

a regular program in another-area.)

-
th

Staffing

There is underreporting of staff for each pupil population group because
only those receiving Federal funds are counted. It was felt that it was an
unnecessary burden to ask that the staff be sorted into 24 categories, depending
on professional status, type of work done, length of werkday,; school-term, and
population group they serve. These same staff must then be resorted to determine
an unduplicated count in four basic categories (matrix 22).

The inservice-training matrixes also required both duplicated and
unduplicated counts. This required a lot of detailed cross-checking of payroll
information to determine whether staff members received more than one type
of inservice training during the year. Furthermore, the edit check in the
CPIR Mahual (page 51) was misleading because it stated that no gore than
.$1,000 per participant should be spent in taking courses for college credit.
This was not so--no such limit has been established.

7 .
The .Federal programs which provided inservice training are:

ESEA Title I, Low Income and Institutions
ESEA Title VI

ESEA Title VIII

Follow Through

EPDA

Adult Basic Education

Program Expenditures

The LEA was very well versed in use of the CPIR manual and worksheet, and
they also designed additional worksheets, of their own. The moneys for each '
Federal program were distributed into categories for the CPIR. Where a program
served more than one pupil population group, costs per pupil were determined and
then distribUted to each population group in proportion to the number of students
in that group who receive that particular service. State and local moneys were
determined by reviewing at least 10 different funds. Adjustments were to be made
to remove 1970 summer school expenditure and add }971 summer school expenditures.
Financjal reporting required that the conditions of appropriatiom must be checked
against the budget so that pupils are not counted where money is not spent and
vice versa. However, the conditions of appropriation do not reflect full summer
school costs until at least October 1.
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Miscellaneous Problems -

1. 1In ESEA Title III a statistical report was made by each director at
the completion of each project's fiscal year, but this usually did not coincide
with the CPIR year. All ESEA Title III projects must be combined for part IV
of the CPIR, while in part I they may serve totally different population
groups. This required that the ESEA III data be compiled in two ways. '
Furthermore, matrix 59 asks for ESEA III participation by race, despite the fact
that no child is to be identified by race, creed, or color.

2. Budget categ&ries in ESEA Title VIII do not coincide with terms used
in the CPIR.

3. In the NDEA Title III program, it is difficult to determine the number
of "schools" used in Adult, Basic Education because many of the classes are held
in stores, factories, community centers, etc. ‘

4. In several programs it was difficult to classify skills as remedial
or non/remedial.

5. For food service, it was difficult to translate meals served into
pupil participants. Separate calculations were made for free or partially
paid lunches and for regular lunches because there are differing proportions
of Federal moneys in the two types of lunches. '

6. It was misleading to report some programs as regular term and summer
<components. The MDTA programs, fornstance, run year round with no separate
summer component.
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This appendix reports all data collected during the course of the study.

It should be noted that no data have been reported for the two large city
districts in the study. In one case, this stems from the major difficulties .
encountered with school district personnel as described in the site visit
report (District J). 1In the other case, the purpose of the site visit was
solety to obtain background information on the methodology used by another
large district in completing the CPIR with no intention of collecting the data.
Data are reported in two formats--one for data incorrectly reported by the LEA

. as well as corresponding data considered correct by RMC and one for data correctly
reported by the school district. All analyses discussed in chapter 4 are based
on‘ghe‘data reported in this appendix.
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~ INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
' State A, District A

CPIR Location

CPIR Data

Error

Matrix | 'Line Colunm; . RMC bOriginal " | Difference Code
2 14! b 137 . b 140... 3 |, 7
2, 5] b 17 RN - 6
2 16| b 0 . 14 14 6
3 . 1 h 692 o . 23 - 669 9
3 1| ¢ | 33 23] - 10 9
3 2| © 1 3 |° - n 9
3 6| ¢ 2894 2917 23 2
3 a6l d 157 0 - 157 9
3 6 e 5 6 NEE:
3 s | f ’ 1 0 T 1 9
3 | 101 be |l 63 23 - 40 2
4 j.{ls| b 3051 2894 157 b
ry 9| b 3074 2917 - 157 9’
5 1 c 0 13. 13 1
Y 1] d 0 10 10 11
5 1 g 0 8 8 11-
.5 1| & 0 2. 2 11
5. 5 c’ 0 13 13 11,
5 5 d 0 - 10 10 11
5 25 | ¢ 13 0 - 13 9
5 25 | d 10 < 0 ~— 10 | 9
5 2| g 3 T - s "9
5 25 h 2 0} -2 9
5 28 | ¢ KEE ) 1 | s
5 23 | d 10 0 - 10 5
5 2y g ﬁ 3 o“; - 8 5

F=

CIN




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

v

~

State A, District A--continued

126

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error-
Matrix | ‘Line 1Co]ugm ” " RMC Original * |Ditference| €°%
L 5 28, h 2 0 -2 5
5 32| ¢ 13 0 - 13 7
5 32 | d 10 0 - 10 7
5 32 [ g 8 o } - 8 7
5 32| b 2 =" 0 - 2 | 7
5 31| ¢ | 13 0 - 13 2
5 B | 4 | . 10 0 - 1 2 -
“19 s | a | 0 1232 1232 9
0 9 | d 0 1232 1232 9
10-1 1mj} 4 | 0 . 820 820 9
10 25 |'c 1452 1448 - 4 9
10 | 25 ] 4 1205 * 1252 27 9
10 25 | : 157 0 - 157 _9
10 33¢| b : 105 237 132 3
10 £33 | ) 634 1110 476 3
10 33 | d 526 616 90 3
13 1y ¢ 1 0 -1 9
1 1} d 0 1 1 9
13 1| f 1 0 - 1 9
13 6 | h K o "0 - 2 7
13 6 j - ) 4 47 2
- 14 1| k 1 7 7 2
4 | 1| m 0 6 ef 11
14 1] p 0 1 T 1
14 6 + m 8 0 - 8 9
15 6 w 0 25 25 | 2
1725 !
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INCORRECTLY RLPORTED DATA °

State A, District A--continued

CPIR Location .

I -

CPIR Data

‘Error
Matrix | ‘Line |Column RMC Original Differencc Code
15 61 ¥ 34 22 - 12 2
19 1 c 1 0 -1 5
19 1y d 0 1 1 5
19 ¥ f 1 0 -1 5
.19 1l e | 0 1 1 5
20 1 m 0 1. 1 5
21 A v | ‘1 0 - 1 5
22 1 b 4 8 4 10
22 b 9 14 5 10
22 1| b | 34 47 13 10
30. | All c! 3
30 Al d 9
31 All _‘ 9
L._31_ All o 9
31 All p 10
21 LAl q 3
40 All d | 8
b ,
41 All | \L 5
41 36 0 15603 \ 15821 218 9
11 |45853| o 15821 - 82 10
41 Al | p 10
41 All q 9
46 All b 10
45 6 c 7
50 1 b 33933 34961 1048 4
g0} 2 b 1016€ 10576 410 4
1726 )




INCORRECTLY RRE PORTED DATA
State A, District A--continued

+ S
CPIR Location P B CPIR Dat.a ‘ Error )
. : o Code
Matrix | ‘Line |Column RMC Original Ditference

50 3| b | 155 47513 47418 | 4
> 50 1] b 144255 93130 | 48875 10
51 1 b 1702 1685 - 17 7
51 1 c 1215 1232 17” 7
51 1 d 284 0 -284 9 ‘
51 1f e 145 0 <145 9
51 2 b 1702 1685 - 17 6
" 51 2 c 1215 1232 17 6 ‘
51 2 d 110 0 -110 9 ¢
51 2 e 47 0 - 47 9
32 1] b 177 3 |* -174 9
52 1l < 19 2 -1 )
Z‘: All | An . 8
56 - 1 b 403 0. ~403 5
56 1 d 0 4647 464 5
56 1 e 1140 0 |+1140 5
56 8| AN 10

57 All:| Al " ' 8
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CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State A, District A--continued .
CPIR I'ala Elcinent u CPIR Data Element
Data Value ~ Data Value
<Matrix { L - {Celumn Matrix | Line Column y -

1 1 b K -4 1 | ¢ | Y 10

1 1 c 6 | .4 9 c’ 10

1 1 d 7 i os| 27| 13
1 1 | .e 12 TE 2 d 10

2 2 b 237 I s 2 g 8

2 3 b 255 5 2 h 2

2 4 b 237 5 5 g 8

2 5 «f b 240 J 5 5 h '

2 e b 251 | 0] 2 | 4 175

2 6 e 4 I 10 25 b 237

2 7 b 243 15 1 v 1

2 7 e 3 20 | 1 k 1

2 8 b 238 22 3 | b ¢ 2 =
2 8 . 13 30 | 35 ¢ "800

2 8 e 1 30 45 c 13484

2 9 b 235 ﬂ 50 | 47 } ¢ 129

2 9 ¢ 5 | 30| =3 c 13610 )

) 2 9 e 2 31 | 35 p 800

L 10 b 219, ]q 41 | 14 P 1035

.| 10 c 5 “ 41 | 52 q 16268 J
2 11 b , 218 1’ 47 1 b T 23

) 2 12 b 206 | 47 1° [ a < 23 .

2 13 b 200 || 47 1 e 10

2 17 b 2917 47 1 g .10

2 17 c 23 56 2 e 214

: 2 17 p 0 56 5 d 331 .
3 1 e 1 56 17 6 T e 1007
¢ 1 b 23 * 56 7 e s03  *
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‘. INCORIUJ(;TLY REPORTED DATA
State B, District B

CPIR Losntion

P .

CPIR Data

Matrix

‘Line

Columnj

RMC

.Original

Differcnce

‘Exror
Code

[\

™

0

2

2 3 ¢ 13 8 5
2 7 ¢ 37 8 29 2
2 5 e 20 - 15 -5 12
2 4 e 31 22 -9 12
2 5 e 33 23’ - 10 12
2 6 e 31 15 - 16 12
2 7 e 20 15 - 5 12
2 8 e H 16 15 -1 12
2" 9 e “ 1 15 14 12
2 17 e |l 152 120+ | - 32 10
3 1 I o1 - 378 - 13 12
3 > b 233 320 7 )
3 1 ¢ 254 84 -170 11
3 6 ¢ 2179 0 -2179 7
3 I K 1 0 -1 7
4 1 b 102 328 226 9
4 6 b 2179 2281 102 9
4 9 P 2281 328 ~1953 7
1 3 % ; 152 120 —32 10
5 2 g U J05 105 .- g
5 i z O - 5 15 ™7
5 8 ¢ 66 0 - 68 7
5 -8 g 152 0 -152 7
3 1 ¢ 68 0 T 7
5 31 2 0 - 2 7




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State B, District B--continued C
‘ .- *
CPiR Localion " CPIR Data E
L ‘ Error
. ) ’” . . Code
Matrix | Line |Column RMC Original Diffcrence
s | s} o s 0 -5 7
5 32 g 100 0 -100 -7
5 ) s3] e 102 0 -102 7
’ 10 5 b | 0 187 187 K
10 25 ¢ ﬂ 0 1090 1090 7
10 | 25] 4 " 0 1004 1004 7
10 25 g " 0 105 £ 105 7
10 25 h “ 0 15 15 ]
X 10 33 c | 1175 0 -1175 7
10 33 d 1004 0 ~1004 i
13 1 d 2 1 -1 7 .
> »
13 G| b 0 10 10 S
13 A d Y 1 1 9
14 - & k 1 R 1 12 )
15 1 v 4 3 - 1 7
18 1 w 3 0 -~ 3 7
18 4 w 31 0 - 31 7
19 d 4 1 - 3 T
3| f
, 20 ]l k 0 1 1 9
20 1{ m || 1 0 - 1 ~9
i
21 1] v 5 3 - 2 7
21 1w 15 0 - 15 7
21 1 v | 1 0 -1 7
22 1 b 6 1 -5 7, ,
22 4 b 3 0 - 3, 7"
22 1 b |l 8 3 - 5 7

131 130




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
St'ate B, District B--continued

-

CPIR Location n . CPIR Data Error
Matrif | ‘Line |Colupn RMC Original  |Difference Code
22 4| o v 38 0 - 38 7
30 2 29163 39612 10449 7
30 8 4209 0 -4209 7
30 12 ¢ 1329 ’ 0 -1329 7
30 15 ¢ 1778 0 -1718 7
- 30 17 < " 2467 : 0 -2467 k7,
30 23 c | 471 = 0 -477 7
30 34| .c 190 0 -190 7
~ 30 5 ¢ | 2200 2195 - 5 12
30 36| c | 244 ) ~244 7
"3 B < 12783 A 249 10
30 55| ¢ 13404 431555 TR BT
33 48]. 3 21 0 - 21 7
31 © 83 j q 21 0 - 21 10
31 36 o | 1042 0 -1042 7
31 5] o 1042 0 -1042 10
31 53] o 1042 0 -1042 10
31 s p |} 4209 2. ,-4209 7
31 12 p 1329 0 -1329 7
31 Bl e 1778 0 -17?3447 ‘:_Z____
31 17 ) MJ 2467 0 ~2467 7
3T P) P T ) =y 7
31 RE) P ~190 0 —To0 7

31 35 P 2200 0 ~2200 T
T T D o356 ) = v (
: 31 %1 4] B EM v ~-183 -

132 134
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mconmsm}} REPORTED DATA o
St‘ate B, District B--continued
CPIR i.oc:ntion " CPIR I)at;a K

. Exror

Matrix | "Line [Column RMC Original Diffcrence Codo
31 42 P 543 0 -543 7
31 45 p 43825 0 -43825 7
31 47 p’ 621 ) -621 7"
31 48 P 21 0 - 21 1
31 53 p | 44467 0 |-d4467 7
31 45 g " 85122 0o |-8s5122 7
31 47 g “ 118 0 118 7
31 48 g ]| 641 0 -641 7
31 49 g " 214 0 -214 7
- 31 50 a | 4138 0 -4138 7
31 51 q 1692 0 <1692 7
31 52 q 110 0 -11¢ 7
31 53 . q 92035 0 |-92035 / 7
40 26 d | 0 47 47 5
40 27 d o ¥ 1453 1483 5
40 45  d 0 1500 1500 10
40| 53 d 0 1500 1500 10
1 48 § 514 . 0 -514 7
4 53 § 514 0 -514 7
41 36 o | - 24999 0 | -24999 7
4 45 0 24999 0 | -24999 7
41 53 o 24099 o | -24999 10
41 36 24999 0| -24999 7
41 45 P 24299 0 | 24999 10
41 48 P’ 514 0 =514 7
41 53 p 25513 0 -25513 10

133 132 )
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INCORRLCTLY REPORTED DATA
State B, District B--continued -

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Matrix | ‘Linec |Column RMC | Original Difference Code
. 4 45 p 2042017 ! 0 -2042917 7
41 47 p 2827 0 - 2827 7
41 48 p 15383 0 -15383 7
41 48 p 5136 0 . - 5136 7
41 50 p 99302 0 -99302 7
41 51 p " 20600° 0 ~40600 7
41 52 p || 2649 0 - 2649 7
41 53 p 2208814 0 -2208814 10
. 46 1 b 54 0 - 54 K
g 46 2 b 65100 44655 -20445 | 10
46 6 b 65154 44655 -20499 | 10 ‘
46 6 c 4826 0 — 4826 10 |
47 1 b 102 84 - 18 10
47 1 d 102 84 - 18 10
47 1 e 152 F 120 - 32 10 o
47 1 f 152 120 32 10
50 1 .
50 2 b
50 3 b
50 T 17
51 1 b
51 1 c
51 2 b
51 2 c
52 1 b
54 2 b
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. INCORRECTLY R1;PORTED DATA
State B, District B——continuqd

u CPIR Localion " CPIR Nata . Error
Matrix | ‘Line |Column RMC Origival | Difference| €°%°
54 . 2 ¢ o' 108% 1082 7

54 9 c 0 .41 47 1
54 13. c 0 10 10 7
54 14 | ¢ 0 T 1139 1139 7
54 2 d | 0 70 - 70 7
54 3 'd " o | 2 2 7
54 2 e 0 322 322 7
54 3 e 0 16 16 7
54 13 e “ 0 23 23 T
54 14 { e 0 361 361 7
] \

|

I

o 135 131
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CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
Sy State B, District B--continued

[ ]

- CPIR Data Element

oy

CPIR Data Element

- ) Data Value Data Value

Matrix | Line [Column * [IMatgix | Line |Toluma

1 1 b K || 2 7 | e g 621

T 1| s |

1 1 d 7 ﬂ N

1 1 e 12 Ir .

2 2 b 17 ||

2 .3 b 160

2 4 b 181 “

2 4 c L/ 2 -

2 5 b 191

24 5 c 20

2 6 b 192 , .

2 6 c 10 ‘

2 | 7 b 185 N

2 8 b 176 - N

2 9 b 170 .

2 10 b 180

2 11 b T -

2 12 b 164 ﬂ .

2 13 b 161 ,

2 14 b 145 !

2 15 b 15
2 17 b |y 2281 T

3 2 b 24

5 2 c 84 \
14 1 k 2 ]
30 41 c 183

30 | 42 c 543 ‘




INCORRECTLY REPORTI.DDATA
State B, District C

CPIR Locution P
! . |
1

Matrix { ‘Line Column‘
7

4

Difference

bk
(=2

2

48

29

44

33

21

21

19

22

25

- 1
- 47

Ol

LI | |k Q‘N

[
[34]

bk
ijNNHHHN

4

[
=]

o o -

A ] ] W W Wl W WL WI NN NN NN NN NN,

[le

0
[\
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D'CORIIECTLY REPORTED ‘DATA
State B, District C--continued’

.

) ] [
CPIR Location “ . CPIR Data ( Exror
Matrix | ‘Line |Column "RMC *» ‘Orlginalr 1 Diffcrcnc-p Code
¢l .5 | - A3 176 143 9
. 5| 25 b - ., T8 25 -] - s3 10
5| 25 ¢ | S 176 <- 1 10
5| 28 ¢ s 0 Y 7
*5| 33 b 8 . 0 - 78 7
5| 33 c 177 o/, - 177 7
6 14 | ¢ | 26 - 26" -1 | 10
6| 25 e 26 S0 - 26 7
6f 33 | ¢ 26 0 - 26 7
10 5 | b | 0 25 25 7
10} 25 \% - 99 147 " 48 10
10 25 \ 1207 1204 -1 1
10 { 25 y 0 25 . 25 7
Bl 6.1 p | 0 * 42 42 9
13 6 |.Jg 0 1 T 12
14 1 ) 4 0 - 4 2
11| 6 K - 3 2 - 1 2
14| 6 A T 0 - 2 2
— . S— I
15 1 .V -0 3 3 2
1 1 y 0 1 7 1] -
15 T v ) c 1 T A
T T * TH MK - .12 R E
N £ 0 4, Fl'«z 7
20°] 6 m i, 0 1 \\ ‘{ 1 7
214 6 p ¥ o - 1\ 1 K
1 b 2




INCORRECTLY RETORTID DATA
—'«--‘gfate B, District C--continued

AJ 7,
CPIR Data

€

CPIR Loca!.iqn . Error

Mairix { ‘Lince |Column i RMC Original Diflcrence] . Code

221 2 b 1 3 . 10

22 3 b o 4 4 10

22 4 b 14 5 -9 - 10

, 23 2 b’ 1 0 - 1 7

23 2 c 1 0 -1 7

¢ 23| 14 b 1 0 -1 10
23| 14 < | 1 A -1 10

= 1 L & 0 - 10

- 23| 2 . d 1 0 - M 7

25 2 b 5 0 - - 5 10

25 2 c -5 0 - 5 10

T2 | 24 d 250 0 250 10 | .

25 [ 14 b 5. 0 5| B

25 14 c o5 Yy - 5 10

25 | 14 - d zs() 0 - 260 10

27 2 1 b 0 5 5 10

27 2 c o 5 ) 5 10

27 2 4. d 0 250 250 10

25 | 14 b 0 5 5 10

25 | 14 c 0 5 5 10
725 | it —d ) 250 750 0

30 bR G TI500 552 ~5013 3

30 5 G 2050 3 7¢I 3

50 25 g 750 0 =750 7

1) I c 0 55 55 )
30 | 31 c 197 0 T 197 2

139
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State B, District C--continued

CPIR Location " CPIR Data Exror
Matrix | ‘Line | cotumn M RMC Original |Difference| €%
30 | 42 c 829 334 - 495 ~ 7
30| 45 ¢ 17926 | 6990 ~10936 10
30 | 47 c | 0 22 22 12
30 | 49 c 0 302 302 12
30 53 c | 17926 7315 .~10611 10
30 | 27 d 194 0 - 194 7
30 | 45 d 194 6 - 194 10
30 | s3 d | 194 T - 194 10
31| 36 0 3274 0 -3274 9
31 | 45 o 3274 o -3274 10
31 | 53 o 3274 . 0 -3274 10
31 2 p 12600 6582 -8018 10
31 6 p 2050 9 -2041 .10
EUE P f 250 0 ~ 250 10
31 | 381+ p 194 65 - 129 10
. E1 47 j 62 - 0 62 9"
']31 53 j 62 0 - 62 )
IEREE ) 197 0 - 197 10
31 | 36 ) 3274 0 ~3274 10
3T | 22 P 529 334 ~ 495 10
3T 15 P 21394 991 ~13303 10
K5 G I (A D 2 37 -5 10
T 53 D 31350 315 —1314T 10
ST 45 q T/0I5T ) ~Ti0151 7
. 91 10 q : R 0 - 31 1
3T | 7 q 213 U = 213 T

140 1329




INCORRECTI.Y REPORTLED DATA
Sgate B, District C--continued

CPIR Locu'ion r CPIR l)ntg Error
Matrix | Line Column! RMC Original | Difference| €°%
¢ 31| 48 a | 213 0 - 213 K
31| 49 | q 212 0 - 212 7
31 | 50 q 3588 0 -3588 7
31 | 51 q 995 A0 - 995 7
31 | 52 q 1359 ‘ q | -13s9 7
BETH T 176762 L4 ~176762 10
' 32 2 ¢ 0 /6582 6582 © 12
32 6 c 0 9’ 9 12
32| 13 o 4175 0 -4175 4]
32 | 26 c 53 0 - 53 3
32 | 27 c 0 65 65 7
2| 2 < | 207 324 127 3
9z | 45 ¢ 4512 6991 -2479 10
T 32 | 47 c 0 22 22 2
32 | 48 c 72 302 230 3
2| ¥ | o 848 0 818 - 3
32 | 53 c 5432 7315 1883 10
32| 27 —a Tl 20 0 20 7
32| 45 d 20 0 20 10
32 | 53 d 20 0 =20 10
33 36 ) 737 0 =337 3
a3 40 [§) 301 0 - Ji4d - 10
J3J 03 . 0 RELS [ - ao4 10
33 | 47 j 6 0 - 6 9
33 R 6 0 - 8 10
33 2 p J! 9. 6582 6582" 10
SN 7
141 1.40)




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

-

State B, District C--continued

CPIR Location ﬂ CPIR Data Exror
Matrix | ‘Line {Column RMC Original Difference Code
33 6 p 0 9 9 10
33 | 13 4175 0 -4175 10
33 | 25 b 11 0 - 10
33 26 p 53 0 - 53 10
33 | 27 P ] 20 65 45 .10
33 | 36 p H 334 0 - 334 10
33 | 42 p 207 334 127 10
33 | 45 p " 4866 6990 2124 10
33 | 47 p ﬂ 6, 22 16 10
33 | 48 o | 72 302 230 10
33 | 49 p 848 0 - 848 10
23 | 33 p 5792 7315 1523 10
33 | 45 q | 17349- 0 -17349 7
33 | 46 q 3 N o - 3 7
33 | 47 q 22 N - 22 7
33 | 48 q 22 L\ o - 22 7
33 | 49 q 21 0. - 21 7
33 | 50 q 366 0 - 366 7
33 | 51 q 101 0 - 101 7
33 | 52 a | 139 0 - 139 T
33 | 53 q - 18023 0 -18023 10
40 2 ¢ G 6582 6582 4
40 6 i 0 9 9 3
40 | 27 c 0 65 65 3
20 | 41 ¢ 0 334 334 3
20 | 45 " 0 6990 6990 3.

2 111




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State B, District C--continued

CPIR Location i CPIR Data

1 : ) »
Matrix | ‘Line |Column ! Original Difference

P

40 47 c , 22 2

40 48
40 53
40 21
40 45

ot
o

~3

b
(=}

40 53

fon
o

40 4
0 | 17
40 | 18
0| 21
40 | 28
40 | 41
40 | 42
g0 | 44
a0 | 45
40 | 49
40 | 52
40 | 53

ojoc | o

3] NN I NN [N N~

-
o

2l o)l ol ol ojl O] O]l O] ©

41

41
41

41
41
41
41

41




INCORRECTLY REPURTED DATA

State B, District C--continued

) CPIR Locaticn !I CPli'{ Data Error |a

Matrix | ‘Line Ct{ﬂumng RMC Original” |Difference| C°%
a | 17 p 0 225 225 | 10
41 | 18 p 0 2882 | 2882 10
a| 2 p 0 1412 1412 10
a | 21 p 1400 1688 288 10
41| 28 p 0 1025 1025 10
a1 36 | . p 16777 0 ~16771 10
41 41 P 0 451 457 10
4 | 42 p 0 370. 370 10
a1 | 44 p 0 214 214 10
a1 4 p 18177 18317 200 10
4] 47 p 462 22 — 440 10
Ta | p 0 302 302 10
a1 | 49 p 0 531 531 10
41 | s2 0 0 4315 4315 — N7,

a1 ] 53 p 18639 23488 ' 4849 10
a1 | 45 q 1235113 0 1235113 7
41 | 46 q 227 0 - 227 7
a1 | 41 q 1547 0 -1547 7
a1 | 48 1 1547 0 T1547 7
31| 49 q 1546 0 153 ki
11 5 q 6040 ] =O5038 7
41 | ' o1 q w213 0 ~21Y 7
a1 | sz q 9876 0 -9876 7
41| 53 q 1283121 0 1283121 10
46 1 b 7425 0 7425 10
46 2 b 35649 26067 9582 B0

4
1ds 1X




INCORRECTLY REPORTLD DATA
State B, Distrigt C--continued
s

CPIR Locetion { .CPIR Data | Error
Matrix | ‘Line {Column } ' RMC Originél Difference Code .
. 406 £ L 132074 26067 ‘L’lge 10
46 6 c <2813 12051 9238 10
. 47 1 b 255 234 - - 21 10
47 1 d 255 234 - 21 10
50 3 b 35380 35793 413 12
50 4 b ]l 61191 61604 413 10
51 1 b “ 1587 1353 . - 234 10
51| . 2 b 1587 1353 - 234 10
52 1 b |/ 103 42 61 10
54 1 c | 386 0 - 886 7
54 e | e [ s 616 - 270 7
54 | 13 c | /| 0 - 181 7
54| 14 ¢ |-/ 1067 616 - 451 10
54 1 e ||/ 454 0 - 454 7
54| 2 e I . 454 202 - 251 7
54 | 13 e 93 0 Y 7
sa | 14 e 547 203 - 344 7
55 1 k ’ 7
55 2 k 1340 0 -1340 7
55 | 13 k 214 0 - 274 7
55 | 14 k 1614 0 “1614 7
56 1 d 265 0 ~ 265 7
56 3 d 265 0 = 265 7
’ 56 8 d 530 0 - 530 10
57 1 d 2 0 T2 12
57 3 d 2 0 =72 12
5T 3 3 1 0 1 12
hY
‘ 145 771




.;,,
€

CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

4 State B, District C--continued g,
CPIR Data Element - CPIR Data Element
Data Value Data Value
Matrix | Line {Colummn] . Matrix | Lige | Column
[ 1 1 b K 51 2 545
1 c 8 - 54 2 201
1 1 d o J 54 2 d 74
1 ' e 12
2 2 b 177 i
2 3 b 188 .
2 4 b 207 i
2 5 b 180 ’
2 6 b C183 ‘“
2 7 b 160
2 8 b 175 “
2 9 b 150
2 10 b 142 T
2 11 b 106
2 12 b 140 ]
2 13 b 146
2 14 b 153
2 15 b 25
3 1 e 5 '
3 2 e 1
13 2 d 2 -
14 1 . . i
14 2 h 1
14 6 m 1 %
50 1 b 14807 )
50 2 b 11004 H
51 1 e 545 -

146 1

A\)




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State C, District D

\\

CPIR Location " CPIR Data Error
Matrix | ‘Line |Column RMG Original Differen; Code
2 17 b 8066 8026 - 40 L1
3 1 c 732 692 - 40 \1
3 6 c °ff 7374 0 -7374 P

3 "6 e 16 0 - 16 7\
3 f 1 0 - 1 7
3 .10 b " NA 8
4 1 b 740 700 - 40 10
4 6 b “ 7374 0 -7374 7
4 9 b F 8114 0 b -8114 7
5 1 £ | 40 0 - 40 7
5 2 c 462 0 - 462 1
s 3 c “ 462 0 - 462 11
5 5 b 90 0 - 90 11
5 9 c 0 462 462 11
5 12 c | 0 462 462 11
5 27 c | 120 0 - 120 11
5 27 d 140 0 - 140 11
5 30 c 0 120 120 11
5 30 d 0 147 147 11
5- 32 d 0 170 170 .| 11
5 33 b 90 0 - 90 11
“5 33 c 462 435 - 27 3
5 33 d 140 170 30 3
10 25 b 625 0 - 625 2
10 25 c 3198 4301 1103 2
10 25 d 998 0 - 998 2
116 T




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State C, District D--continued

CPIR Location " CPIR Data En}or
Matrix | ‘Line [Colutin 'RMC Original Difference Code
10 33 b 625 715 - 90 3
10 33 c 3198 3220 22 3
10 33 d 3551 3221 -330 3
13 1 b || 48 0 - 48 | -2
’ 13 1 a | 13 9 - 4| 2
14 | 1 hof 3 0 - 3 2
14 1 m | 1 3 2 | 2
14 1 o ) 1 1 2
14 6 k " 1 0 -1 2
14 6 m ’ 6 0" - 6 2
14 6 p 0 191 191 2
15 1 t 30 0 - 30 2
15 1 v |l 0 5 5 2
15 | 1 w 6 0 - 6 2
15 N 6 x 53 0 - 53 7
15 6 y 43 0 - 43 7
19 1 d 3 0 - 3 7
21 1 t 76 0 -6 9
21 1 v, 4 0 - 4 9
22 1 b 40 0 - 40 7
22 2 b 27 0 - 27 7
22 3 b 110 0 -110 7
22 4 b 108 0 -108 T
23 3 b 111 ? -111 7
23 3 c 111 0 -111 7
23 3 d .L /2116 0 -2116 7

L
» &

148




«

INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State C, District D--continued

CPIR Location

CPIR Data

| Error
Matrix | Line |Column RMC Original Difference| €°%
30 1 e 25510 13300 |[-12210 3/10
30 2 c 25510 13241 -12269 3/10
30 3 c 21339 0 -21339 3/10
30 4 c 21339— 7000  |-14339 NN
30 5 c 25510‘“ 19200 ~ 6310 3/10
30 6 ¢ 0 10000 10000 3/10
30 9 c 0 22500 22500 3/10
30 12 c 0 7500 7500 3/10
30 15 c 369 o |- 369 7
30 25 e 176 0 |- 176 7
30 |26-27 428 0 |- 428 5
30 |26-27 d 1476 0 |- 1476 5
30 28 c 7315 0 - 17315 7
30 | 32 c 3000 o |- 3000 11-
30 33 c 0 36510 36510 11
30 12 c 30447 29427 - 1020 . 5
30 48 e 5 o |- s ki
30 45 164045 156456 |- 7589 10
30 45 d 1476 0 - 1476 10
30 45 e 181 0 - 181 10
30 45 c 0 7200 72000 5
30 53 c 164045 163656 |- 389 10
30 53 d 1476 0 - 1476 10
30 53 e 181 0 - 181 10
31 53 o 0 23252 23252 5
31 ! 53 o 25610 0 -25510 7
9 148




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State C, District D--continued

CPIR Location . ﬂ : GPIR Data

Matrix

e
E
)

Column RMC Original

Difference

i

31

26510

-25510

31

21339

-21339

31

21339

-21339

31

25510

-25510

31

. 2903

- 2913

31

|
| 2003

- 2903

31

| 2902

- 2902

31

| 2902

2902

31

2902

2902

31

wo|lw|lxm]| o]l ]|lw]|t

2902

2902

31

-
[\~

2902

2902

31

[
[ o]

>

0
0
0
0
0
-
0
0
0
0
0
0

2902

L

2902

Qloa|lw]lolalao]l|vn |22 |2

31

-
(4]

e

369

o
f

369

[
o

31

0

200

[3,]

31

iiék

-
o

31

11904

-
o

31

7315

-
o

31

332

5

31

3000 10

31

5

31

10

31

5

31

2

31

10

31

5

31

10




’
INCORRECTLY RLPORTED DATA

State C, District D--Pontinued

. s
CPIR Lt‘cation 1' CPIR Data Exrror
Matrix | ‘Line {Column RMC Original Difference Code
31 45 0 13827 ] 0 - 13827 7
31 45 p . 179529 0 -179529 7
31 5 | .q 0 0 o 8
31 46 o 0 3450 3450 5
31 47 a | - ~ - 8
‘31 48 q " - S - 8
31 49 q {l - - - 8
| 31 [ 50-51 q 148043 0 -148043 7
31 53 o || 13827 o - 13827 10
31 53 p 179529 0 -179529 10
. 31 53 q 1018279 ™ | -1048279 7
40 25 e | 1877, 0 - 1877 7
40 26\| d 24541 3035 - 18472 5
10 27 | d - 3034 - 5
40 12 e 58 0 - 58 7
40 45 d 24541 6069 - 16472 10
40 45 e - 1935 0 - 1935 10
40 53 d 24541 6069 - 18472 10
40 53 e J1935 0 - 1935 19
41 25 P, 1877 0 - 1877 10
41: 26 p 24541 0 -, 24541 7/10
41 27 p - 0 - 7/10
41 36 o 17532 138853 -121321 2
41 36 p 17532 0 - 17532 7
41 42 p 58 | 0 - 58 10
41 45 o 17532 0 - 17532 7
151 50




]

“@NCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State C, District D--continued

',,CPIR Location " p CPIR Data Error
Matrix | 'Line |Column RMC Original  |Difference| C°%°
a|f =] o» 14008 o | - dd008] 7
1 oal e a NA 10753437 | -10753437 8
41 46 - NA 5146473 5146473 8
2 41 |47-48-49 ¢ NA NA L 8
41 50 q }. 1579419 " ~985000 - 148843| 17/8
41 51 q ‘ - 742462 - 7/8
41-] 53 0 17532 0 17532 - 7/10
1 53 P 44008 0 44008 7/10
41 53 q 11183679 17627372 6443693  7/10
46 1 b 25718 0 - 25718 7
46 2 b 165256 * 0 - 165256 7
" 46 6 b 190974 0 - 190974 7
6| s6| "¢ 32563 0 - 32563] 7
" 50 1] » 30536 0 - 30536 7
50 1 c 252 0 - 252 7
50 2 b 13478 50091 36613 7
50 2 c a2~ | 1006 Cs32| 7
50 3| b 6077 0 - 6077 7
' \f : 50 3 c . 280 - 0 - 280 7
{ 51 1 b 4315 4301 ~ 14 1
‘ 51 2 b 4375 4301 - 74 2
51 2 c 998 0 - 998 2
}\ 52 1 b 240 179 - 61| "9
) 54| -1 c 5729 5829 100 <5
54 1 e 19873 0 - 19873] 8
54 2 ¢ 2844 3034 190 5 -
5 101




N INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
' State C, District D--continued

CPIR Location ﬂ : CPIR Data .Error
Matrix ;Lim; Column " RMC, Origimal |Difference| C°%¢
54 £ e 134 -0 - 134 . 8
54 | 5 c 2885 - 2795 - 90 5
54 5 e 19739 "o -19739 8
54 14 c 5729 0 - - 5729 100 |
54 14 e 19873 ° 0 -19873 10
55 1 - a7 [ 240 -1 | 8
55 1 | oy | 26019 6069 19950 | .10
55 2 £ 207 0 - 207 CH
55 2 ir 3185 3034 - 151 |- 10,
55 5 g 210 240 .| - 3o 18
55 5 h 22834 . 3035 - -19799 |, 10,
55 {14 g 417 T - 417 7
55 14 h 26019 - 6069 19950 10
58 1 b 70 0 {1 7
58 1 c 645 0 - 645 7
58 1 d 3660 . 0 - 3660 7
58 1 e 3691 0 - 3691 7.
58 1 | b 8066 0 -~ 8066 10
58 2 d 319 0 - 319 7
58 2 b N 0 - 319 | 10
% 3 g 111 0 - 1m .7
50 3 h 111 0 - 1m 10
61 3 d . 1 0 - 1 7
61 12 d 1 0 - 1 7
6l 13 d 2 0 - 2 7
my 17 d , 2 0 - 2 7
Co 153 152




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA \
State C, District D--continued .
CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
: i . Code
Matrix | Line {Column RMT -~ Original Liference
62 25 | -n | m 0 -1 7
62 | 25 i 2116 0 -2116 7
5 I
L I )
1
S
|




CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA.
State C, District D--continued

CPIR Data Elcment

Matrix’

f
5
®

»

Column

Data Value

o
' CPIR Data Element |

Matrix | Linc

Column

Data Value

1

-

b

11,

b

632

1

1

39

=

12

625

12

20

13

13

14

b
1S

|l ] ]| | ] W] O] LI | = ) | |

(4]

ol ]| Wlw|lw|lw|N|N{ND|IN|ININ]|N

ent Bl 0] B3| ) | b bt | ek ]

(4]

o] o] e

| 3] 9| ] ] ) | N NN N N N N N N N N NN N

Wl W] ]| W] | | ] A &

[
o

[
(=]




CORRECTLY REPORTLED DATA -

State C, District D--continued

CPIR Data Element CPIR Data Element -
] Data Value Data Value
Matrix | Line |[Column Matrix | Line |Column
¥
47 1 d 700
50 4 b 50091
50 4 c 1006 " i
51 1 & 3691
51 1 d 319
51 . 2 d 319
52 1

|

1

= |

c }F | _
I
li

'




INCORRECTLY REPCRTED DATA
: ) State C, District E

CPIR Location “ CPIR Data Error

Matrix | ‘Line [Column RMC Original  |Difference Code
3 2] b 16 ) o |- 16 7
3 6 c 955 0 - 955 7
3 10 b 163 0 - 163 7
4 6 b | 955 0 - 955 7
4 9 b 955 0 - 955 10
4 9| ¢ H 163 0 - 163 10
5 31 f 27 o | - 27 11
5 31 g ﬂ' 111 0 -1 11
5 31 b 25 0 - 25 11
5 23 b 0 27 27 2

T s 33 c 0 111 111 2
5 33 d 0 25 25 2
10 25 b 90 , 0 - 90 9
10 25 ¢ 479 0 - 479 9
10 25 d 386 0 - 386 9
10 33 b 90 65 - 25 9
10 33 ¢ 479 363 - 116 9
10 33 d 386 364 - 22 9
14 \s m 2 0 - 2 9
15 6 w 5 0 - 3 9
15 6 ¥ 5 0 - 5 9
19 1 b 2 . 0 - 2 5
21 1 w 2 0 - 2 5
22 All b ——- 0 -—- 7
30 2 C 2696 4800 2104 I 5

156

157




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

. State C, District E--continued
- 4
CPIR Location u CPIR Data __| Errer
Matrix | ‘Line {Column H RMC Original Difference Code
30 3 c 3033, 33 3300 266. 67 5
30 6 c 3371. 54 300 _3071.54 5
30 20 c 1500 1895 395 5
30 21 c 0 800 800 5
. 30 27 c 116.23 720 603.77 5
30 28 c 0 100 100 5
30 35 c 392 750 358 5
30 40 c | 89. 60 0 - 89.60 5%
30 41 c , 0 100 100 5
30 42 ¢ 1820.70 1975 154. 30 5
50 45 ¢ 13019. 33 14740 1720.67}] 19
30 47 c 1446. 86 1836 389,14 5
30 53 c 14166. 19 16576 2109.81{ 10
30 All d —-- 0 i 7
31 36 o 0 3639 3639 7
31 All p - — - 10
31 All q -—- 0 —~- 10
40 All d - 0 --- 7
41 36 o 12028. 89 17767 5738.11 2
41 All p -—- 0 - 9
41 45 q -— 1344345 - 8
41 47 q — 56391 -—- 8
41 50 n — 70000 -— 8
41 51 q 78223 21510 — 8
41 | - 33} 'q 1205943 | — -— 7
46 | 1,2,6] bkc | -—- . 0 - 7
50 All b , -— 0 1 ame T ]

iss A&7




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State C, District E--continued “~
CPIR Location ) CPIR Data Error
Code
Matrix| Line | Column RMC Original Differencﬂ
3
51 1,2 | b,e . |}~ —— 0 -— 7
52 1 b —— 0 -—— 7
54 ¢ T — —— 8
]
-"

Q 159 1558




(4

CORRECT LY REPORTED DATA

State C, District E--continued

CPIR Data Element " CPIR Data Element
Data Value N Data Value
Matrix | Line |Column J Matrix | Line Qoluum
1 | 1 b K 2 13| b 63
1 1 ¢ 6 2 14 | b 44
1 1 d 7 R 171 b 955
1 1 e 12 :H 2 17 163
2 1 b 12 ~N 3 1| b 163
2 2 b 90 "j >3 1 ¢ 163
2 2 e 15 Jl 3 1] e 1
2 | 3 b 82 I s 1| e 163
.2 | 3 e 25 [E 2 | ¢ 27
2 | 4 b 85 HE 2 | g 111
2 4 e 25 5 2| n 25
2 5 b 31 5 3 f 27
2 | s e 15 E 3 | g 111
2 6 b 82 1' 5 3| n 25 °
2 6 e 15 I 6 | f 27
2 7 b 75 . 5 6 | g 111
2 7 e 20 | s 6 | H 25
2 8 b 68 " 5 25 £ 27
2 8 e 11 ﬂ 5 25 | g 111
2 9 b 15 |l 5 25 h 25
2 9 e 10 | 5 32 f 27
2 10 b 72 ‘ 5 32 g 111
2 | 10 e 7 " 5 32 h 25
2 I n b 64 19 1 d 6
2 I n e 5 20 1 m 1
- T2 ] 12 b 63 20 1 q 1
2 | 12 e 3 47 1 e 163
417 1 g 163




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State D, District F

*C"IR Location

CPIR Data

[

Error
Matrix | ‘Line - |Colum., RMC Origimal |Difference| C°%
¢« 2 9 b 299 279 - 20 6
2 |17 b 3537 3517 - 20 .10
2 3 c 90 120 30 ‘7
2 5 c 30 60 30 7
2 7 c 30 0 - 30 C o7
2 8 c 30 0 - 30 7
2 |13 c 34 30 - 7
2 |14 c 22 26 4 7
2 3 e 289 279 - 19 7
2 |17 e 289 279 - 19 10
3 1 b 2554 1194 -1360 9
5 1 c €15 326 -259 11
3 1 e, 5 4 -1 7
3 6 c |, s 3191 - 20 10
1 6 b 3211 3191 _ 20 10
4 9 b 3527 3517 _ 20 10
4 1 c 289 279 - 19 10
1 9 c 289 270 - 19 10
5 2 c 0 270 270 7
5 7 c 270 0 ~270 7
5 8 e 70 0 270 7
5 9 ¢ 270 0 -2170 7
5 |2e c 0 270 270 2
5 |31 c 0 270 270 2
5 |28 c iE 56 56 2
5 9 g 289 0 ~289 9
61 160

1]




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State D, District F--continued \ "

CPIR chation CPIR Data Error
Matrix | ‘Line |Column RMC Original |Ditference| °°%°
5 12 g 0 270 270 9
5 25 g 0 270 270 9
5 28 g 0 270 270 9
5 33 g 289 0 -289 7
10 25 c " 2039 2052 13 10
10 | 26 c ]r 600 0 -600 9
10 | 33 c " 2039 2052 13 10
10 6 d " 0 685 685 9
10 23 d | 0 493 493 9
10 25 d 1172 1184 12 9
10 26 d 593 0 -593 9

10 33 d | 1172 1184 12 10
13 2 d 11 2 -9 .9
13 6 d 0 83 83 9
13 6 g | 0 52 52 9
13 6 i 0 11 11 9
14 1 1 0 1. 1 12
14 1 n 1 0 -1 7
14 6 k 1 0 -1 7
14 6 m 0 11 11 12
14 6 n 6 0 - 6 1
15 1 v 12 11 - 1 9
15 1 w 2 N 0 - 2 9
15 1 X 3 0 - 3 9
15 1 y 1 0 -1 9
15 6 v 0 10 10 12

2101




INCORRECTLY RIPORTED DATA
State D, District F--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error

Matrix | ‘Line |Column RMC Original  |Ditference| %%

15 6 w 1 0 -1 9

15 6 X 30 1 0 - 30 9

15 6 v 2 0 - 2 9

19 1 d 13 6 -7 12

20 1 m 2 0 -2 12

T 21 1 v 12 4 - 8 12

21 1 y | 1 0 - 1 7

) 22 1 b “ 26 150 124 9
22 1 b 10 0 - 40 9

. 23 3 b 11 19 8 9
< 55 | 11 | b 11 0 - 11 7
55 | 14 c 11 0 11 7

22 3 3 ) 0 10 10 9

- 33 2 . 0 1440 1440 9
52 2 3 0 11 11 9

eP) ) R 0 585 535 9

X S B T \ E— 11 I 3

23 2 j 0 1200 1200 9

37 | 14 b 10 0 - 10 7

27 | 14 p 10 0 ~ 10 7

27 ) J 100 1000 1000 9

30 2 e 0 50334 30334 2

30 7 c 21111 0 21111 11

30 8 c 30162 0 30162 11

30 ) c 21113 0 21111 11

30| 14 c 3171 15006 11859 3




) INCORRLECTLY RIEEPORTED DATA
State D, District F--continued

. CPIR JY.ocation ,r CPIR Data - Error
Matrix | ‘Line |Column " RMC Original Diffcr'once Code
30 | 19 e 0 3900 3900 2
30 20 c 15244 9779 -£465 9
30 25 c 4225 3002’ -1225 7
30 26 c 1194 0 -1194 7
30 |. 32 e | 750 0 - 750 5
30 34 ° c 2631 0o\ -2631 5
30 | 41 c | 567 0 - 567 7
30 42 c ]h 7528 0 -7528 7
30 45 c 107664 112013 4349 10
30 47 c 7908 0 ~7908 5
30| 53 c TI5572 112013 =3559 10
30 26 d 19 : 0 - 19 5
30 | 27 d 678 391 - 287 5
30 45 d 697 391 - 306 10
30 53 d 697 381 © | - 306 10
31 16 0 41 0 - 4 7
31 | 26° 0 1059 0 -1059 T 3
311 29 | o . 177 0 - 17 7
31 36 o 6349 6663 314- 3
31 42 0 9 0 - 9 3
31 | 4 o 7635 6663 - 972 10
31 46 o 3223 0 -3223 7
31 47 ) 167 0 - 167 7
31 49 ) 542 0 - 542 7
31 53 o 11567 6663 -4904 10
31 2 P 0 30334 30334 10
164 g ¢

\.3




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

-State D, District F--continued

~,

v
CPIR Location , ﬂ ' CPIR I;ata Error
Matrix | ‘Linc | Column l RMC " Original  |Difference Code
31 7 p 21111 0 -21111 10
3| s p 30162 0 -30162 10
31 p 21111 0 -21111 10
31 | 14 |, op 3141 15000 11859 10
31 | 16 p 41 0 - 41 10
. 81| 19 p | 0 3900 3900 10
31 | 20 p " 15244 9779 -5465 10
31 | 25 p M 4225 3000 -1225 10
31 | 26 p 2272 0 -2272 10

31 |- 27 p: 678 391 - 287 10 -
31 | 29 ) 177 0 - 177 10
.31 32 p 750 0 — 750 10
31. | 34 p 2631 0 ~2631 10
31 |. 36 p 6349 6663 314 10
31 | 41 p 567 0 ~ 567 10
31 | 42 P 7537 T 7537 0
.31 45 p 315996 119067 | 3071 10
31 | 46 p 3223 0 -3223 10
31 | 47 p 8075 0 ~8075 10
31 | 49 p 542 0 = 542 10
31 | 53 p u 127336 119067 ~8769 10
40 26 d “ 101 110 9 3
40 | 27 a 3540 3837 297 3
40 | 45 a i 3641 3947 300 10
20 | 53 d 3641 3997 305 10
ry) _14 | 0 53014 504a g

165 1014




N
3 b 2 . . S/
INCOLRL", TLY RFPORTED DATA co
State D, District F--continged . \
‘ \
.~ : 3 ’
CPIR Location L | CPIR Data T Error |17
Matrix }me (‘.01'.';}“ NMC OrTigina". Di[fc':cuc.e Code
41 45 m 0 58044 58044 10
4| 53 m [ . .0 58044 b 58044 10 )
i 4 6 1 o | "o | sc0s . 8208 2
4| 16 o |l “o 7 409 1819 1410 9
. a| 26 | o || . 1043 | o0 0443 | ° 7|
|
A 29 o o 1742 . 5490 3748 5
41| 36 0 62585 ) 65243 . 2658 3
a1 | 42 o 1 87* P~ 0 , -, 8% 31 «
, 41| 45 o 75266 80760 5494 10
41 46 - o ) 3'1773- 34988 3215 7
| a1 | o | de48 | 0 -1643 1
41 | ©49- © 5339 0 -5339 - MK
S Fal s | o 114021 115748 ETY 10 s
Y ERE p Al 0o 3208 8208 10
41 | 14 D 0 | 58044 58044 10
) 4 ESE R 109 1819 1410 10
a1 | 26 5 10544 110 10434 10
41 | 27 & T T 73540 - |- 3837 | 297 10
41 ! 23 ) 1742 5490 3718 10
. X
41 36 p - k585 | 65283 2658 10
- 41 | 42 p 87 0 - 87 ,:10
. 41| 45 p 78907 142751 63844 10
41 |. 46 p 81773 34988 3215 10
a1 | 47 p 1643 0 -1543 10
a| ® P 5339 o Z5339 10
| 8 | . P 117661 177739 60077 10

160 195




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State D, District F--continued

[

CPIR Location CPIR Data -

Error
. Code

Matrix | 'Line [Column RMC Original Difference
46 2 b 166793 0 -166793 7
46 6 b 166793 24320 -142473 7
" 46 6 c 78705 53486 -25219 7"
47 }. 1- ) 289 279 - 19 10
47 1 g - 289 270 - 19 10
50 |.1 b | 2965 0 -2965 6+
50 | 4 b | 17859 . 14394 2965 "6
s2 | 1 | ,b .|l 149 150 | 1 10
54 13- ¢ ¥ '166 180 14 6
54 | 14 c 2250 2264 14 10
-54 | 43 e 193 " o179 - 14 6

ry “%

54 e 2088 2024 - 64 10

b
»

X

167 4163




‘ conmgérm' REPURTCD DATA
State D, District F--continued

- ( _
CPIR Data E%rt . l CPIR Data Element

Data Value

Data Value

Matrix | Line P Matrix Column

[

14
22
23
23
24
24
24
24

v

P

1
1
1
3
4.
4
5
6
6
7
3
9

[y
w

[y
(3}

[
-3

alolaolaoala|lalw]lw]lw| ] ]|l 0| D00 D D R =
s | e
o |l
wlwlwli|m|o|lw]|~]m]|o]lom]e|[w o] lo o oo [0 o o oo |-




CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District F--continued

CPIR Data Element " CPIR Data Element
g Data Valug ’ Data Value
Matrix | Line [Columm ' Matrix |. Line | Column

207
110
110
3979
1231
3492
58

54
54
54
55
55 .
55

' 55
55
55
55
58

56

<

S

Qlo|w|lw| v ole] 9o w

—
w

[
L




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G

Location CPIR Data

Matrix

Column Origin al;,

Difference

[\

321

10

324

(1<)

[
-3

N]|Oo | vlw|lw | o=l [O]=]a s ]|w |

[\
[3,)

wW
(%

w
w
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- INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued
CPIR Location 'l . CPIR Data Error
Matrix | ‘Line |Coluna | RMC Original |Difference| C°%°
10 8| d 0 1205 1205 2
10 25| ¢ 1922 74 -1848 7
10 | 33 c 1922 74 -1848 9
12 1| 4 0 19 19 7
12 2 d | 0 19 19 7
12 7 d 32 0 - 32 17
12 8 d ﬁ 32 0 - 32 7
12 11| d " 32 19 - 13 7
13 1| d “ 12 Y 72 9
13 el 4 | 0 87 87 9
13 6] g 0 62 62 9
13 s| e 2 4 2 7
14 1] k& 6 0 - 6 2
14 1 1 1 o | - 1 2
14 1| m 0 12 12 2
14 1| o 2 0 - 12 2
14 1| p 0 2 2 2
14 6| p 0 5 5 9
14 6| q 6 0" - 6 9
14 8| k 1 0 -1 9
14 8| m 0 1 1 9
15 1] «x 1 0 - 1 7
15 1] y 4 55 51 12
15 6] v 0" 6 6 9
15 6| w 2 - 2 7
15 6] x 9 0 -9 T
1 170




)
INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, Diserict G--comtinued
CPIR Location 1' CPIR Data Error
Matrix | Line |Column RMC Original Difference Code
15 6| vy 19 64 45 12
19 1 d ) 15 14 -1 2
19 6 | d 0 1 1 10
20 1 k 1 0 -1 7
20 1 m 1 3 2 9 )
20 1 p 1 2 1 9
20 1| s | 1 0 -1 10
20 6 m 0 4 4 9
20 6|, p o - 1 1 9
21 1| v 15 14 -1 2
21 1 w 2 1 - 1 7
21 1 X 10 1 - 9 9
21 1 ¥ 2 9 7 9
21 6 | v 0 1 1 10 |
21 6 | w 9 6 -9 10
21 6 y 0 ” 9 9 10
22 1 b 29 . 155 126 9
22 2 ) 9 4 24 15 9
22 3, b 25 ! 29 4
22 4] b 45 64 19 12
23 14| b 26 0 26 7
23 14 c 12 0 - 12 7
23 14 d 252 0 - 252 7
24 14 i 14 0 - 14 7
24 14 | 943 0 - 943 7
25 14 b 3 0 - 3 7
172 1”1




INCORRLECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Matrix | Line [Cclumn RMC Original  |Diffcrence Code
25° 14 ¢ 3 0 - 3 7

25 14| d 63 0 - 63 7
26 14| i 3 0 - 3 7
26 14 j 202 0 - 202 7
27 “14| b 1 0 - 1 7
27 14 ¢ 1 0 -1 7
27 14| d 50 0 - 50 7
28 14| i 14 0 - 14 7
28 14 j 943 0 - 943 7
27 13| ¢ 1 0 - 1 7
27 13| d 50 0 - 50 10
30 2| ¢ 5580 3300 -2280 3
30 8| ¢ 33128 25879 ~7249 11
30 11| ¢ 0 25579 25579 11
30 12| ¢ 16511 0 -16511 11
30 19| ¢ 0 3716 3716 2
30 20| ¢ 10869 0 ~10869 9
30 26 | ¢ 2749 2775 26 5
30 27| ¢ ™o 16331 16331 9
30 28 | ¢ 600 0 ~ 600 2
30 ] e 0 300 300 5
30 31| ¢ 127 1009 £82 5
30 41 c S 1412 1401 - 11 5
30 12| ¢ 3587 3845 258 5
30 15| ¢ 80365 89637 9272 10
30 171 ¢ 2529 2676 — 153 2




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued

CPIR Location I CPIR Data Error
Matrix | Line jColumn RMC Original Differencc Code
30 9} e 0 152 152 2
30 53] e 83194 92465 9271 10
30 26| d 141 33 - 108 3
30 17| d 429 205 - 224 3
30 45| d 570 238 - 332 10
30 sa| a | 570 238 332 | 10
31 26{ j 237 140 - 9 3
31 21| 74 48 - 26 3
31 51 3 | 311 188 - 123 10
31 a7 104 76 - 28 3
31 4| 21 0 - 2 3
31 53| j 436 264 - 172 10
31 16| o 42 0 - 42 | 7
31 25 o 7 0 - 1 7
31 27! o 0 308 308 9
31 36| o 5509 3372 -2137 3
31 45 o 5558 3680 -1878 10
31 9] o 1444 884 - 560 5
31 53| o 7002 4564 -2438 | )10

31 2| p 5580 3300 -2280 107
31 s| »p 33128 25879 -7249 10
31 12 p 16511 25579 9068 6
31 16| »p 42 0 - 42 [ 10
31 19| p 0 3716 3116 L7 10
31 20 P 10869 0 -10869 *| 10
31 25| p 2664 2657 - 7 10

174 1773




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued

CPIR Location " CPIR Data Error

Matrix | "Line {Column RMC Original Difference Code
31 26 p 3127 2948 - 179 10
31 27 p 503 16892 16389 10
31 28y »p 600 0 - 600 10
31 31( p 0 300 300 10
31 34| p 427 1009 582 10
31 36 p 6280 4143 -2137 10
[ .31 41 p | 1412 1401 -1 10
31 a2 p | 3587 3845 258 10

31 45 p 86804 93743 6939 1(3/’
31 47 p M 2933 2752 - 181 10
/’31 48 i D 21 0 - 21 10
31 49 p 1444 1036 - 408 10
31 '53 p 91202 97531 6329 10
31 45 q 246622 140136 -106486 9
31 46 a 0 *16976 16976 8
31 48 q 0 . 7218 7218 8
31 49 q 0 1406 1406 8
31 50 a 6259 19912 13653 3
31 51 a 2494 1530 - 964 3
31 53 q 255375 187178 68197 10
40 - 26 d 956 378 - 578 3
40 27 d 2911 2249 - 662 3
40 45 d 3867 2627 -1240 i 10
40 53 d 3867 2627 -1240 10
41 26 3 1491 1538 47 3
41 27 j 163 526 63 3

175 1714




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Matrix | ‘Line Column RMC Original |Difference Code
41 45 | j 1954 2064 110 10
41 47 i 654 831 177 2
41 48 j 134 45 - 89 2
41 53 j 2742 2940 198 10
41 14 m 0 8806 8806 2
41 < 45 m 0 8806 8806 10
41 53 m 0 8806 8806 10
41 36 o 34674 36811 2137 3
41 45 0 34993 36811 1818 10
41 49 | <o 9087 9647 560 3
41 53 o 44080 46458 2378 10
41 14 p 0 8806 8806 10
41 26 p 2447 1916 - 531 10
41 27 p 3374 27175 -1599 10
41 36 p | 34674 36811 2137 10
41 45 p 40814 50308 9494 10
41 47 p 654 831 177 10
41 48 P 134 G - 89 10
41 49 P 9087 9647 560 10
41 53 p 50689 60831 10142 10
~ 41 45 q 1552226 1529322 -22904 3
41 46 g 0 186260 185260 8
41 48 q 0 78778 78778 8
41 49 aq 0 15333 15333 8
41 50 q 39393 217279 177886 3
41 51 q 15€97 16702 1005 3

5

Q 176




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data

Matrix | ‘Line {Column RMC Original Difference

41 53 q 1607317 2042674 435357
45 1 0 771 (&5
45 2 0 771 7M1
45 11 : 771 117
45 20 . .0 457
45 45 106
45 53 106
45 0 711
45 0 ) 711,
45 654 654
45 654 . 654
45 654 117
45 457 0
2419 2313
2419 2313
2142 2247
2142 2247

108725 137058
1961 2313

45
45
45
45
46
46
46
46
47
50

o|lo|jlo|lL|laljo | || |T|T |T

110686 134745
33623 ;6006
292 287
17244 11175
0 17685
30048
3200

© 50
50
50

o|lojo]| ol o

Nl w]| D= O] OV DN

o

177 176




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued
CPIR Location ﬂ CPIR Data ]
Error

Matrix | ‘Line {Ceclumn RMC Original Difference Code’

50 3 c 3200 1200 -2000 2

51 1 e 224 225 1 10

51 2 e 224 225 1 10

52 1 b 149 151 2 1

54 2 b 473 347 - 126 9

54 1 c 2473 1568 - 905 10

54 2 c 1783 1253 - 530 9 .
54 5| ¢ 690 315 - 375 19/

54 7] ¢ 457 / 173 - 284 /o

54 8 c 111 77 - 34 79

54 9| ¢ 0 10 10 9
54 31 c 122 55 - 67 9 -
54 13 c 88 70 - 18 9 o
54 14 c 2561 1638 - 923 10

54 2 d 190 284 94 9

54 1 e i 1475 1004 - 4m 10, |

54 2 e 1103 1004 - 99 9

54 5 e 372 \ 0 - 372 10

54 7 e 238 0 - 238 9

54 ~3 e 134 ' 0 - 134 - 9 |
54 13 e 53 — - 26 9

54 14 e 1528 1031 - 497 10

55 2 h 59 38 - 21 9

55 1 i 347 196 - 151 10

55 2 i 347 196 - 151 9

55 14 i 347 196 - 151 10

"
Q 178 1"7




INCORRECTLY RE]?QRTED DATA
State D, District G--continued

CPIR Location “ " CPIR Data Error
Matrix | ‘Line |Column RMC Original  |bittcrence| %
55 2 j _722 . 669 . - 58 9
55 1] « 1295 2768 | -1527 10
85 2| k 3234 2453 - 781 10
55 5| k 1062 315 - 147 10
55 6] k 0 173 173 | o
55 71 k 695 o - 618 9
55 sl x/ | 245 - 10 | - 285 9
55 n| k ( 122 55 - 6T 9
55 13 k 141 97 - 44 .9
55 14 k| 4437 2865 -1572 10
56 3] b 1491 . 137 - 14 |- 5

56 5] b 237 - 301 64 5
56 sl v 1728 1678 -, 50 5
5 3| ¢ 26 35 9 7
56 51 c 511 539 28 7
56 8l ¢ 537 574 37 . 7
56 3| d 185 330 143 5
56 5| d 574 . 517 3 5
56 8 d 758 907 149 5
56 5| e . 155 45 - 110 7
56 8 e 155 . 45 - 110 7
57 3| 4 11 3 - 8 8
57 3 12 3 -9 8
57 8 dV 23 6 - 17 8

179 178




CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State D, District G--continued

v/

e

CPIR Data Element . ) CPIR Data Elcment .
Data Value Data: Value

M‘atrix Colunmn Matrix | Line | Column : ~

1 1 1 3 10 b 620

1 1 7 4 1 c 246

171 8 5 2 |- & 15

1 1 1c 5 = 8 c 257

2 |-z 231 5 12 | 8 231

2 3 327 5 31 g 31 |

2 3 97 5 33 | .8 231 |

2 |3 7 10 a3 d 1205

2 4 309 15 [ 1 v 12

2 j c 88 15 \ 8 ‘ w 2

2 4 e 8 23 2 b 26

2. 5 C 72 - 23 2 ¢ — 12

2 7 b 306 23 4 d 252

2 . b 293 24 2 i T 14

2 9 b 291 "' 24 2 J 943

;- b 278 25 2 b 8

2 b 287 25 2 c .3

D) b = 239 25 2 d 63

2 b 195 26 2 i 3
2 » 212 26 | 2 j 202

2 b - & “ 27 A ) b 23

2 b 3415 “ 27 2 ’c T 12

2 e 246 " 27 ) d 554

3 214 28 . 2 i 14

3 3 *L% “ 2 ) 943

3 A 7 30 | 25 c 2657 3

3 36




. . .. CJORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued

[

. CPIR Data Elcment ° - CI;IR Data Element
T Data Value T Data Value -
Matrix | Linc' (Columnj ',') Mafri; Line | Column .
30 36 c | .7 m
- . 31 35 p 2074 .
4 17 0. 217"
41 17 P 217,
. 11 25 ) ., 43
41 25 P .43
‘ a1 | e 246
47 1 g 246
50 1 b 1188° ,
‘ 50 4 c Y 4400
1 s 1 > | . 2214
‘ ?1 1 c 12054 .
: '51 31 b 2214 .
~51 3 c 1205 jl ‘
R 1 c 5 |
|
|
‘ |
" | |
] II
- |
, I |
' . |
|
N i A
.

181 100




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H

3

~

CPIR Location CPIR Data

L

Matrix

Columnl]| * OQriginal

Difference

950

33

37

= 7

97

~ 49

90

- 5

5

[y
o

[y
o

[y
o

[y
N

N
g

oo
o

N
[34]

N
[34]

wclwo|]lojojea|llo]w]|ND o |2




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State E, District H--continued

AL }
CPIR Location “ CPIR Data ~ Err.or
Matrix | Line Colun'm RMC Original Difference Code
s | 25 | t 51, K - 51 9
5 25 g 158. 0 -158 9
5 25 j 44 0 - 44 9
5 31 g 38 0 - 38 2
5 31 j 3 0 -3 2 L
5 32 j 34 63 - 29 4
5 33 b 30 -0 - 30 9
5 | .33 g 118 0 -118 -9
5 33 j 34 -0 - 34 9
6 14 c 90 8 -9 2
6 -] 24 c 90 .0 - 90 9
6- 33 c 90 69 T2 C9
10 7 b 0 593 593 9/
10 7 c 0 2840 2840 .7 9
10 7 d 0 3753 3753 ©9
10 8 b o 593 593 9 .
10 8 ¢ 0 2840 - 1 2840 9 -
10 8 d 0 383 383 9 |
10 10 b 0 593 593 9
10 10 c .0 2840 2840 9
10 10 d 0 3174 3174 . 9 |
10 11 b 0 593 593 9
10 ‘] 11 c 0 2840 2840 )
10 11 d o | 2796 2796 _ 9 /
10 23 d 746 0 - -746 7’ ‘
10 24 b 726 239 -437 9
~




-

INCORRLECTI.Y REPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued

CPIR Location n CPIR Data Error
_ Matrix | Line [Colunm RMC Original. Difference Code
10 | 25 | e 3327 © 3479 152 3
10 28 d 0 1361 1361 2
10 33 { ¢ r3327 1123 -2204 3
10 33 | .d ( 4030 957 -3073 3
13 1 ‘e N4 1 - 3 3
¢ 13 |~ 1 d 4 6 2 3
. 13 6 j 6 0 - 6 9
14 1 p 2 0 - 2 7
I
14 - 6 k . 26 0 - 26 9
. 14 6 n N 6 0 - 6 7
14 61 o | 2 0 |l - 2 7
25 ! t 10~ 0 -0 2
15 1 v 0 10 10 2
" ) 15 6 w 29 28 -1 7
19 - 1 b 0 2 2 9
19 1 c 0 3 3 9
19 1 d 13 16 3 9
20 1 p | 3 0 -3 | 7
20 6 s 1 0 1 7
21 1 t 6 0 - 6 1
21 1 W /1 6 5 2
- 21 1 y Y 0 -1 7
21 6 ’ \ 0 -1 7
22 1 26 31 5 10
22 2 | ¢ 40 0 = 40 2
22 3 d 22 27 | 5 10

184 Y 4




A
INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
N State I, District l--continued
N *
CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Matrir | Line {Column F RMC Origiqal Difference Code
22 4 b 86 69 - 19 10
23 11 b 6 0 - 6 1
23 H c 6 0 - 6 1
23 11 d 57 ] 0 - 57 7
23 14 b 27 21 - 68 10
23 14 c 27 21 - 6 10
23 14 d 1123 1066 - 57 10
25 11 b 1 0 -1 7
25 11 c 1 0 -1 7
25 11 d 54 0 - 54 7
—
25 14 b 9 ' 8 oo 1 10
25 14 c 9 8 -1 10
RE 14 d 390 336 - 54 10
30 3 c 0 14380 14880 11
30 6 c 0 856 856 2.
30 12 c 30520 15732 -14783 11
30 15 d 49 0 - 49 3
30 26 d 287 1160 873
30 27 d 86 269 183 8
30' 34 c 1001 145 -856 2
30 36 ¢ 185  ° 0 - -185 3
30 44 ¢ 9166 9259 97 7
30 15 d 422 1429 1 1007 10
30° 53 d 422 1429 1007 10
31 g p 0 14880 1/41880 10
31 5 bl 0 856 7 w6 | 10
s 18001 (




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued

CPIR Location " | CPIR Data Error
Matrix | "Line |[Colunmn RMC Original Difference Code
31 12 p 30520 . 15732 -14788 10"
“a1 15 p ~ 49 0 - 49 10
31 26 j 208 0o . - 208 9
31 26 p 495 1160 665 10
31 27 j 2 0 -2 9
31 27 p 88 269 181 10
31 34 p | 1001 145 - 856 10
31 36 o 1843 9142 2299 3
31 36 p 2028 9142 7114 10
31 44 p 9166 9259 93 10
31 45 j 210 0 - 210 10
31 45 . 1843 9142 7299 10
31 45 p 1245358 132454 8096 10
31 45 q 177393 302411 25018 3
31 46 q 44598 44341 - 257 3
31 47 i 158 0 - 158 9
31 41 | . p 158 0 - 158 10
31 | 47 q 0 658 658 2
31 48 j 110 0 - 110 9
31 48 ‘p 110 0 - 110 10
31 48 q 2470 10056 7586 2
w31 |. 49 q 4509 1980 - 2529 2
31 50 q 106446 27680 ~78766 ]
31 51 q 13942 15139 1197 3
¢ 31 53 j 478 0 =418 10
31 53 0 1843 9142 7299 10




&
INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued
b p
CPIR Location ﬂ CPIR Data Error
Matrix | ‘Line {Column RMC Original Difference Code
31 53 p} 124626 132454 7828 10
31 53 q 449358 402265 47097 10
32 1 c 2290 2271 - 19 2
32 9 c 2076 1424 - 652 2
32 12 c 1431 2102 671 2
32 15 d | 13 0 - 13 3
32 26 d 77 0 - 3
32 27 d | 23 146 123 3
32 40 c 800 0 - 800 2
32 44 c 0 800 800 2
32 45 d 113 146 33 10
33 ? e 2290 2271 - 19 10
33 9 p 2076 1424 - 652 10
33 12 p 1431 2102 671 1C
33 15 p 13 0 - 13 10
33 26 j 56 0 - 56 9 i
’ 33 26 p 133 0 - 133 10
33 27 j 1 0 -1 9
‘23 27‘ p 24 146 - 122 10
33 36 o 493 2378 1885 3
33 36 p 493 2378 1385 10
33 40 o] 800 0 - 800 10
33 44 p 0 800 800 10
, 33 45 j 57 0 - 97 10
33 45 o 493 ¢ 2378 1885 10
33 45 p 7841 k3 9702 1861 10
-
" 187 494, 3 -
ERIC - ‘




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State E, District H--continued

CPIR Location " CPIR Data Error
Matrix | ‘Line |Column RMC Original |Difference| C°%
33 45 q 74252 77361 3109 3
33 46 q 11938 11343 595 . 3
33 47 o 42 0 - 42 9
33 47 p 42 0 - 42 10
33 47 q 0 168 168 2
33 48 i 29 o - 29 9
. 33 48 p 29 0 - 29 10
33 48 q 661 2572 1911 3
33 49 q 1207 507 - 700 2
33 50 q 28493 7081 ~21412 7
33 51 q 3732 3873 141 3
53 53 1 j 128 0 - 128 10
33 53 o 492 2378 1885 10
33 53 p 7912 9702 1790 10
33 53 q 12¢283 102905 -15588 10
40 15 d 1182 1123 - 59 3
40 26 d 68717 6024 - 853 3
40 27 d 2069 1946 - 123 3
40 3l e 0 2380 2380 7
40 45 d 10128 9093 -1035 10
40 45 e 0 2380 2380 | 10
40 53 d 10128 9093 _-1035 10
40 53 e 0 2380 2380 10
41 14 m 13581 0 -13581 7
41 14 p 13581 0 ~13581 10
41 15 p 1182 1123 - 59 10

188 1:?7




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DAT A
State E, District H--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data

Matrix | ‘Line |Column | Original Di{fience

41 20 , - 4943
41 20 4943

41 25 111

41 25 111
41 26 j 1816
41 26 1669

41 27 j 479
41 356
41 2380

41
11
41 ] . 5027
41 18635 0

11 : 44212 49795

41 78002 64958
41 6653240 6653047

41 1069681 975505 -94176
41 ' j 3793 16884 13091
41 3793 16834 13091
41 B 0 14485 14485
41 2636 170 2566
41 2636 170 2566
41 . 59247 221223 161976
41 108159 43562 -64597

41 5 2553097 608977 -1944120
41 334399 333062 7/1337
N

189 JOR




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State E, District H--continued

CPIR Location 1

CPIR Data

Error
Matrix | ‘Line |Column RMC Original |Difference| C°%
41 53 j 11456 20744 9288 10
41 53 m 18635 0 -18635 10
41 53 0 44212 49795 5583 10
41 53 p 84431 82012 - 2419 10
41 53 q 10777723 8849861 -1927862 10
46 1 b 18422 24046 5624 10
46 2 b 176157 171607 - 4550 10
46 6 b 194579 195653 1074 10
46 6 c 22390 28515 6125 10
47 1 b 427- 337 - 90" 10
47 1 d 453 363 - 90 10
50 1 b 74809 73010 - 1799 2
50 2 b 49408 84657 35249 2
50 3 b 146232 150138 3906 2
50 4 b 270449 307805 37356 .10
52 1 b 564 437 - 127 9
54 . 1 ¢ 5121 5188 67 4
54 1 e 4299 4357 58 4
54 2 b NA 360 --- 8
54 2 c 1047 1140 93 4
54 .2 d | NA 223 — 8
54 2 e 1046 1138 92 4
54 3 b NA 3 — 8
54 3 d NA 12 - 3
34 4 c 0 1969 1969 4
54 4 e 0 382 382 4
Aoy
190 “*°




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA J
State E, District H--continued
CPIR Location | CPIR Data
Error
Matrix | ‘Line [Column RMC | Original Difference 2Code
¢ 54 5 c 4057 2062 -1995 4 )
54 5 e 3185 2771 - 414 4 A
54 6 e 1199 1121 22 4
54 7 c 1369 1363 - 6 ‘| 4
54 8 c 453 490 37 4
54 8 e 746 805 59 4
1 54 11 c 2025 0 -2025 4
54 11 e 392 0 - 392 4
54 12 b. NA 250 - 8 .
54 12 © 1244 1123 - 121 4
54 14 | ¢ 6365 6311 v 54 4
54 14 e 4299 4357 58 4
55 1 h 9420 9545 125 4
55 2 g NA 583 1 --- 8
55 2- 1Y 2093 . 2278 185 4
55 3 j NA 15 - 8
55 | 4 h o 2351 2351 4
55 5. h 2242 4833 -2409 4
55 6 h 1199 1121 - 78 4
[ 55 7 h 2217 2208 - 9 4
55 8 h 1199 1295 96 4
55 11 h 2417 0 -2417 4
55 12 j NA 250 —-- 8
55 12 . h 1244 1123 - 121 4
56 1 b 0 469 469 7 ’
56 1 d 284 3900 _| 3616 7
10 100




INCORRECTLY RIEPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued

-

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Magrix Line {Column RNC Original Difference COd?
56 1 e 1888 170 -1718 7
56 3 b 1419 79 +1349 7
56 3 c 0 525 | 525 7
56 3 d 2189 6769 4580 7
56 4 b 2159 79 ’-]\zoso 7
56 | 4 c 49 . 525 e 7
56 4 d | 470 6769 6299 7

| 56 5 b 1667 2617 950 1
56 5 d 1050 6215 5165 7
56 6 e 887 0 Py 7
56 8 b 5245 3165 1 -2080 7.
56 3 c 49 525 476 7
56 8 U 3993 16884 12891\\ 7
56 8 e 27175 170 ~2605‘\‘ o1
57 1 d NA 2 - 8

G 1 e NA 1 — 8
57 EBE d NA 2 N 8
57 3 e NA 1 _— \ 8
57 5 b NA 6 - 8
57 5 c NA 4 - 8
57 5 d NA 1 — | 8
57 5 e NA 1 - 8
57 8 b NA 6 — |l s
57 3 c NA 4 - 8

/ 57 8 d NA 5 - 8
57 8 e NA 3 - T 8

1041 o
192




i CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued
CPIR Data Elcment r CPIR Data Element
Data Value ‘ Data Value
Matrix | Line |[Column Matrix | Linc¢” { Cclunm

2 2 b 766 2 6 e 16
2 2 ¢ 40 2 6 £ |- . -8 .
1 1 b K 2 7 b 55 |
1 1 c 2 T c 38
1 1 d 7 2 7 d 4
1 1 e T2 2 7 e 24
2 1 e 14 2 7 f 2
2 2 e 37 2 8 b 603
2 2 f 1 2 8 c 41
2 3 b 624 2 8 d "3
2 3 c 59 2 9 |° b 630
2 2 d 2 2 10 b 583 »
2 3 e 40 2 11 b, 724
2 iry T, 0 || 2 12 I 727
2 4 b 618 2 13 b. 685
2 4 ¢ 65 2 14 b 627 i
2 4 d 3 | 2 15 b 97
2 t e 34 2 15 c 90
2 4 f 9 2 15 e 5 .
2 5 b 600 2 16 b 49
2 5 c 51 2 17 r 8510
2 5 d |’ 8 2 17 c 427
2 5 e 39 2 17 d 26
2 5 f 7 2 17 e 209 |
2 6 b 613 2 17 f 37
2 6 c 43 3 1 c 580
2 T 6 3 1 o :




CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA ., . -
‘ “State E, District H--continued
- . s o
. | .
CPIR Data Element CPIR Data Element .
) Data Value Data Value.
Matrix | Line Cohgxm - Matr'u‘i Line | Column’
« 3 2 e 1 25 2 d 336
3 10 b 687 27 2 b 25
. 4 2l A e || 2| o 25
5 el ¢ T 23 27 4| b 25"
' s 2l 21 H " 27 14 ¢ 25
‘ 5 12 j 34 30 2 c 61319
5| . 30 c | 130 " 30 25’ ¢ 1402 ~
’ 5 31 N 5 30 33 c 16509 I
5 32 g 118 ﬂ 30 35 c 1781
) 5 33 c 297 || 30 45 c 121883
6 1 c 32 30 53 c 121883 . ‘
6 9 ¢ © 29 |L 31 2 p 61319 '
0 6 12 c 20 31 25 P 2402
: 6 31 c | 90 31 32 p | '-1e500
6| 32 c|y 9 | = 35 p 1781 t
"6 37 e | ¢ 90 32 35 c 581
10. 25/“ d 4030 32° 45 c 7178
13 . b 3 32 53 c | 7178
[ IS v 5 33 35 p 581
15 6 x 22 47 1| e 26
15 6 1 47 E [ e 209 "
v . 21 1 [\ _~# 22 47 1l f 37 R
L 23 2 b | 21 47 1 g 246
23 2 c 21 51 1 b 4480
23 2 d 1066 I[ 51 1 c 4030
25 2 b 8 " 51 1 d 1722 §
] 25 "2 c 8 | s1f 1] e \ 1102




-~ N
* CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued

. 1  CPIR Data Element

CPIR Data Element

Data Value Data Value
Matrix | Line {Column Matrix | Line | Column
51 2 b 4480 |
51| .2 c w03 [ ,
L 52 3| e | »
T 52 3 e 68 |l
52 7 e 848 ' )

52




INCOhRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District I ’

I

" CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Matrix | Line |Column RMC Original Diffe‘rence . Code

2 15 b 7- 0 -1 7
T2 16 b 4. 0 AV
2 17 b 1032 1021 - 11 10

3 .1 b 523 74 -449 9

3 2 b 17 0 - 17 9

3 -2 c 0 6 6 9

3 2 e | 0 -1 B 9

3 6 c 988 947 ~ 1 2

3 6 e 4 3- -1 2

3 10 b .77 74 - 3 6

4 | ¢ b 988 947 - 41 10

4 9 L - 1032 991 - 41 10

s | A b 2 0' -2 | n

5 1/ 1 c 42 0 42 11

5 Z1 g 16 0 - 16 11
I j 1 j 14 0 - 14 11
/. 8 2 | b o 2 0 -2 11
— 2 c 42 0 - 42 11
5 2 g 16~ 0 - 16 11

5 2 |..J 14 0 - 14 11

5 3 b 2 0o, - 2 11

5 4 3 c 2 . = - 42 11

5 3 g 16 0 - 16 11

5 3 j 14 0 - 14 11

5 5 b 2 0 - 2 11

5 5 c 42 0 - 42 11

I




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State E, District I--continued
CPIR Location " CPIR Data . Frror
Mat;ix ‘Line [Column RMC Original Difference Code
5 5 g 16 0 - 16 C 11
5 5 j 14 0 -14 | 11
5 8 c o - 33 33 11
5 8 g 0 30 30 11
5 9. c 0 44 44 11
5 9 g | 0 30 30 11
5 25, b || 2 0 - 2 9
5 25 c 42 o | -a 9 )
5 25 g 16 0 - 16 9
5 25 j 14 0 - 14 9
1 5 30 b 2 0 -2 7
; 5 30 c 42 44 y 2 7
, 5 | 33 c 42 0 - a2 9
‘ 10 3 ¢ 0 442 442 9 .
10 10 c 0 - 442 442 9°
0 | 10 d 0 - 505 505 9 -
, 10 11 c 0 442 442 9
v 10 11 d 0 505 505 9
-1 10 ﬁ%23 d 276 270 { - 6 6 -
J 10 25 b - 113 o0 -113 9 |
10 25 c +366 442 76 10
10 25 d 509 505 - 4 10
10 28 d 109 . +109 7
10 33 b 113 0 113 9
10 33 c 366 442 76 10
10 33 d 509 505 - 4 10
106

197




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District I--continued

CPIR Location —" , CPIR Data Error

Matrix | ‘Line |Column RMC Original  |Ditference| C°%°
13 i w 19 0 - 19 7 |.
13 1 £ 0 1 .2 7
13 6 b 2 0 - 2 7
13 6 e 2 o, - 2 2
13 6 t | o - 2 - 2 2
13 6 h 2 0 -2 q
14 1 no |l .3 0 - 3 9
14 6 k 1 0- -1 7 i
-15 1 w 1 0 '- 1 7
15 6 | w ‘1 3 2 |, 9

| 5 x 3 4 1 9
15 6 y 5 1 4. 4 9
17 6 n ol 1 0 T 7
19 6 i 2 0 -2 4
19 6 j 0 1 1 4
21 1 w 1 0 -1 4
21 1 X 0 1 1 4
22 1 b 11 4 -7 10
22 2 b n - 1 - 10 10
22 4 b 10 9 -1 10
23.1 2 d 484 387 - 97 7
23 | 11 c 2 <0 2 7
23 | 11 d’ 19 | 0 -149 7
23 | 14 c 6 0 - 6 7
25 | 14 d 633 387 1 -246 10
30 1 c . 2083 0 -2083 10

108 1077




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA .
State E, District T--continued
- . " A - : s
CPIR Location CPIR Data . Error
Matrix | ‘Line |Column RMC Original Diffe}'ence Code ’
30 2 c 2083 0 * -2083 1
30 3 e 2082 : 0 -2082 1 |
~ | 30 5 c 2082 0, | -2082. 11
.30 |8 P 0 9403 9403 || 1
30 9 c 0 1235 1235 11
~ 30 20 c 211 "0 - 711 7 |
30 25 c || - 484 0 - 484 T -
30 | 26 d 64 0 - 64 3
30 | 32 c 421 0 -421 {7
‘ 30 | 33 ¢ 1835 175 21660 6
‘ 30 | 35 c 28 0 - 21 7 2
30 || a2 c 367 : 0 - _ 367 7
30| 45 | e 12176 10813 ~1363 |. 10
30 |45 d 64 0 - 64 _10 .

‘-"!cg'c'c'c'o'c'c'cn.o




P
INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
. - State E, District I--continued

a

CPIR Location ’[ ' CPIR Data Error
’ Code -
Matrix | ‘Line |Column " RMC Original Difference »

31 26| p 82 . 0 - 82 10
31 32 p 421 ' 0 - 421 10
31 33 p 1835 175 1660 10
31 | B |- p | 28 “ 0 - 28 10
31’ 36 0 384 ° 749 - 365 3

‘31 | 36 p 384 749 365 10 .
a1 | 2| p | 367 0 - -367 10
31 5.1 m | 0 523 | ‘se3 10
31 °| 45 o . 384 749 365 10
31 45 p 12642 “ 12086 - 556 10
31 45 q 31734 53454 21720 3
51 45 q - 473 721 254 3
31 46 S | 18 S0 - 18 3
a1 | 41 | g 33 0 - 33 3
31 47 .1 p 33 0 - 33 10
31 48 j 42 0 - 42 '3
. 31 .48 m_ 0 89 89 3
31 - 48 0 1 0 271 271 © 10
31 48 p 42 " 360 318 10
< 31 48 q 425 1152 727 3
31 49 q 38 - 335 307 3
31 o0 q 3025 49170 1945 3
31 51 q 1634 2684 1050 3
31 52 q 4797 0 L - 797 7
31 L 93 o0 - 93 10
31 B [ m ﬂT 0 612 . 612 10

109




INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA |
Srate E, District I--continued

- CPIR Location j[ CPIR Data 0

Matri)é ‘Line |Column Original Difference
31 53 0 1020 636
31 | 53 p | 12446
31 53 a 38116 63372 25256 0|
40 26 { d 1446 | 1510 64 | 3
40 21 e 139 0 | - 139 7
s .| a5 | a ||° 1446 1510 64 | 10
40 45 e | 139 0 - 139 10
40 53 d 1446 1510 64 10 ‘
40 53 e 139 o - 139 10
41 4 | m 7219 ‘0 -7219 2
41 14 p 7219 ] ¢ 7219 | 10

a1 25 m 149 6950 6801 2
41 25 P 149 6950 " 6801 10 .
41 26 j 398 2001 1603 2 )
41 26 P . 1844 3512 1668 10

.41 27 j * 0 “155 155 4
41 27 aP 0 : 155 155 10 ,

T a 31 p 139 .0 - 139 10 -

41 32 o 0 468 . 468 7
a 32 P 0 468 468 10
41 36 0 8634 9930 1296 3.
41 36 p 8634 9930 1296 3 -
4 45 j 398 " 2156 1758 10
41 45 m 7368 6950 - 418 10
41 | 45 ) 8634 . 12730 | | 4096 10
a1 45 P 17985 23347 5362 10

200 <40 N
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L INCORRECTLY REPURTED DATA /
State E, District I--continued
CPIR Location Jl CPIR Data * Error
Matrix | Line |Column " RMC Original Difference Code
41 45 q "t 713185 710168 - 3017 3
4 46 | q. 10627 10324 303 3
4 47 j 746 0 - 746 7
4 47 p 746 0 - 746 10
41 48 j 952 0 - 952 7
41 48 m | 0 1187 187 | 2
41 48 p i 952 1187 235 10
41 48 a || ' 9560 15302 5142 | 2
41 49 q 631 4449 3818 2
41 50 q 67975 66036 - 1945 3
41 51 q 36715 35665 - 1050 3
41 32 q 17905 0 -17905 | - 7
4 53 i 2096 2156 60 10
41 53 m 1368 8137 769 10
4 53 o | 8634 12730 4096 10
. 41 53 p 19683 24533 4850 10_
41 53.1 gq 854598 841938 -14660 10
46 1 b 501 0 - 501 3
46 2 b . 28415 34910 6495 3 =
46 6 b 28916 34910 5994 | 10
46 6 a 3484 2020 - 1914 3
50 1 b 6368 0 - 6368 7
50 2 b 3036 5158 2122 | 7
50 3 b 24128 0 -24128 7
50 4 b 33532 6158 -28374 | 10
51 1 b 523 516 -1 10

200 D1
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State E, District.I--continued

CPIR Data

CPIR Location. " . Error
Matrix | Line' |Column || RMC Original  |Ditference| C°%
.51 |1 ¢ 509 505 - 4 10

51 | 2 b 523 516 -7 10
51 |2 c 509 . 505 - 4 10
s2 | 1 b 55 . 48 -7 9
" *54 1 c 1045 1194 149 10
54 1. e 464 316’ -148 10
54 5 c 1045 ° 1194 149 10
54 |5 L e 464 " 316 -148 10
54 | 7 c 1045 1194 14§ 7
54 | 8 e 357 237 -120 7
54 |9 e 107 19 - 29 7
55 | 7 k 1045 11})4 149 10
55 | 8 k 357 "o -357 © 6
55 9 k - 107 316 209 6
56 1 d . 365 776 411 7
56. | 1 e 844 808 - 32 7
56 | 5 c 0 155 155 1
56 o 5 d 414 0 -414 7
56 | 8 c 0 155 155 10
56 | 8 d 779 776 - 3 10
56 | 8 e 844 808 - 32 10
57 | 4 s NA 1 NA 8
57 | 7 d NA 2 NA 8
58 | 1 c 115 0 -155 10
58 | 1 d 408 0 -408 10
58 | 1 e 509 0 -509 10
s 203 2N
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA P

,State E, District I--continued -
. . |
A\ CPIR Location ﬂ CPIR Data \‘, Exror
[ i\l Cod
Matrix [ Line |Column ~ RMC Original Difference \ Code
58 1 h 1032 0 <1032 | 10
58 3 e 109 ~ 0 - 109 10
58 3 h 109 0 - 109 10
59 1 f 109 0 - 109 10 _
59 | 2 £ 100 0 - 100 10
60 1 e 100 0 - 100 10 r
62 | 30 e 109 ‘\ 0 -.109 10
62 | 30 i . 139 T\ 0 - 7139 10
\\
|
0 S
Q\

; 204 203




- CORRECTLY REEPORTED DATA
State E, District I--continued

CPIR Data Llement ” CPIR Duta Element i
Data Value — -Data Value
Matrix | Line {Column Matrix | Line {Column .
1 1 b K, 2 12 b 91
1 1 c 6 - 2 1] b .90
1 1 d 7 2 14 b 78
1 1 e 12 2| 1 c | 44
2 2 b '115 . 2 17 e . 16
2 2 c 2 2 17 f 14
L 2 3 b | 63 ! 1] e 44
© 2 3 c }! 3 1 d 14
"2 3, o | 3 3 1| e 2
2 3 |t | .4 1| b o4
, 2 |, 4 b 69 -4 1| e | - 30
2 1 ¢ 12 4 b | . ag ’
’ 2 4 e 3 5 29 c 15
2 4 f 4. 13 1 c 1
2 5 b 64 14 1 h A
: ) 2-1 " 5 c 11 19 1 d 3 I
2 5 e 6 | = 1 a 3 Y
H 2 f 2 22 3 b 3 - )
2 6 b | . 67 23 2 b 4 -
2 6 c 10 231 2| . ¢ 4
2 | s e T4 23 11 b L2 )
2 6 f 4 23 | b 6
2 7 b | 69 25 21t b 1
b 6 || 25| 2 c 1 ¢
b 68 25 147, b 1
b 68 25 | 11 |\ o 1 .
b 110 27 2 b -3

LA X4

205 ¢ 1




CORRECTLY REPORTLD DATA
State E, District I--continued

LY

. CPIR Bata Element

CPIR Data Elcment

Data Value Data Value
‘Matrix | Line {Column * Matrix | Linc | Coluimn
27 2 ¢ 3
27| 1| b N
’/‘37 Pia |7, e - 3 k‘r’ T |
t 47 1 b 44
47 1 d 44
47 1 e 16
. C 47 1 s o o
417 1 g 30
55 1 h 1509 "A'F g
S 55 5 ke 1509 ‘
L o557 14 "h 1509 ’
56 3 b 41k AR '
56{ - 8 b 416 * -
s -
o <. *
. -
ﬂ
’ . ‘e,
H T i
206 295
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