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FOREWORD

This report presents the results of an on -sitjG 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 acid

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 ecommon 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 Vocaidonal Education Act (VEA) Amendment of 1968;

Adult Basic Educatio (ABE); Follow Through; and Civil Rights Act (CRA) Title IV.

In order to mea re the quantitative impact of these federally aided programs,

the Consolidated Pr gram Information Report (CPIR) was developed and is sent annu-

ally to a sample of local education agencies (LEA's) throughout the country. .

The CPIR collects statistical information on the fo .11owing:

number of chbldren and number of schools in the district by pupil

population groups, grade levels, and services and activities pro-

vided;

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 of funds;

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

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

supplemental information appropriate to specific programs, 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 by OE.
f;
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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 areall 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

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:

1. To examine the existence of both systematic and random errors in

data repOtted on the CPIR forms.

2. To suggest changes in CPIR proceduies, forms, concepts, instruc-

tions, etc., in order to prevent errors from being repeated in

future surveys.

3. To identify the needs for further research in validity study areas.

The results of this study are presented in this volume.

Chapter 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

vi:iits 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.

2



2. METHODOLOGY

Overview

In performing the validation study on the 1971 Consolidated'Program Inform-

ation Report, RMC followed a certain sequence-of events necessary for completion.

The first step RMC undertook was to develop a model, which was accomplished in

two phases: Phase I, the response-error model, 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:

distribution of errors by questionnaire data element, and

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 go 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.

Sample

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

S
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not threatening to LEA personnel, RMC began by contacting by telephone the CPIR

represetitative in each of the selected States. The elephone conversations were

followed by letters confirming the contents of the to hone conversations, spe-

cifically delineating the type of information the parti pants would be requested

to provide during the interview, and identifying the LEk 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 (degpe of computerization, use of HEW Handbook II, etc.). This CPIR inter-

view yroceddre 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. Morever,

when exact expenditure information was not available in the LEAirecords, RMC

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 CPIR for the 1970-71

school year, using the LEA's basic data sources. In moving from Uwe basic data '

sources to a properly completed CPIR,'RMC utilized the 18 worksheet 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 uhe 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.
P0-4

Materials Developed

In perforMing this study, RMC developed a comprehensive package of data-

collection instruments. The rationale for this wasitwofold: 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.

5



The interview guidelines were developed in four basic sections. Zthe first

section consisted of questions concerning general information about the school

district. Questions in this section included a listing of the Federal programs

that were in operatisn during the year, the individuals wtn were responsible for

the completion of the CPIR, the role of the State in assisting the LEA's in com-

pleting the C'IR, and information on the necetsity 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," "general 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 educational 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 instruments 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, infotmation 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 ohsite and the responses to the questions in

the interviews, of a consistent report for each of tWe 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.

A 1-
6



RMC's format for presenting the data collected

in the data is shown in table 3, a table shell for

pleted table shells have been included as appendix

were prepared to permit RMC to determine the gross

data element in the CPIR.

onsite and the errors found
error resolution. The tom-

C to this report. These tables

ana net error rates, for each

Description of the Analyses

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

those by questionhAire data element, and

those by type of error.

Consequently, we concentrated our analysis on those areas appearing with high

frequency. In the first case, we reviewed those data elements in which errors

were most frequently made regardless 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 and thus deserved the most careful re-

view in the CPIR 1972 and 1973 analyses. A review of the frequency of each type

of error (arithmetic, transcription, \etc.) allowed RMC to determine whether a

need existed for'sp-cial instructions.

Basic statistical analyses focused on the computation of gross difference.

rates and net difference rates for items reported in the CPIR and also for.such

classes of items as expenditures, staffing, and partitipation. 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.

7



Table 2

LEA SITE VISIT REPuRT OUTLINE

I. School district description

M Size

1. Pupils--total, elementary, secondary

2. Staff--total
Expenditures--State and local

4. Schools -- elementary, secondary

B. Federal fundthgamount (1970-71)
Type/source of funds

1

Table 1: Operating Federal Programs: 1970-71

Fed. Program
-Source

Expenditures
9/1970-8/1971

.LEA contactz

1. Person and title

2. Type of assistance provided

II. Description of school district records

A. Pupil records

B. Staffing records

C. Expenditure records

III. Description of the LEA process of completing the CPIR

A. Introduction

1. Who completed CPIR, title

2. Time required
3. Assistance provided by State

4. Estimation vs. actual data

S. Problems encountered

B. Pupils and schools

`C. Staffing

D. ExpendiUreg

4

8



CPUt Location
.

Matrix Line

a

Table 3

TABLE SHELL FOR ERROR RESOLUTION

Incorrectly Reported Data

CPIR Data

Difference

"WC

A
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Asliestribed in chapter ?!and disFussed in detail in appendix B, RMC visited

a cros section of school districts 4uring the course of the-study. The school

districts were quite varied in their characteristics, as may be seen below:

The school districts ranged in size from 955 to 4$2,458 students,

with distribution by stratum as follows:

3. 'ANALYSIS OF CASE STUDY MATERIAL

Stratum 1
Stratum 2
Stratton 3

Stratum 4
Stratum 5.

C.

2

.0

0

4

S

Total expenditureVer pupil varied from $584 to $1,544.

o Federal revenues er pupil ranged from $12.51 to $84.93.

NonpubliC schoolf in six school districts were not.involved

in Federaloprograms but "they did participate in five LEA's,

their participation ranging from eight pupils in one district

to thousands of pupils in some others.

.tPSf completion varied-as follows:

LEA only 7

en SEA only 2

LEA and SEA
LEA and USOE 1

Thus, while the sample was not large enough to permit statistically valid

statements to be made, it did provide a broad range of characteristic's which

allowed RMC to search for errors of all types and causes, a condition which would

not have been possible with a more uniform sample.

p

...

In general, the individual who completed the CPIR at the LEA was quite 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,q)ften 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, expenditwes. former data sources often presented the projected data.

/in a format which permIed it to be transferred to the CPIR much more easily than

the latter sources. Even though the respondents generally realized the inherent

A
11 ---
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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, the CPIR seriously suffers from three

strongly held criticisms:

L. The size of the instrument in terms of the detail required is too great.

a
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 compri§es an imposing

package for the respondent, expecially for the small school districrs which

have limited staff. The quantity of data requested ;-:nduthe 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

immedIkte 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 education 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 Year. 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 college 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, respondents 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 ,laintained between OE and the respondent concerning

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 essential that school districts be mad_ 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 ofthe 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 -hough in the problems and opinions of the SEA and LEA per-

sonnel to ask. r)
12



In addition to these general comments, some more specific comments regarding

the CPIR sections included:

Various individuals complete the CPIR: While the respondent for the CP1R is

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 thq, case in the medium-sized school districts 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 true in almost every

State visited. The individual who completed the 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, especially the small ones: Programs that were

not reported include Drug Education, National ForPst-Shared Revenues, ESEA Title

III, and Vocational Education. When this is combined witlrthe 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

school district is directly responsible for administrating a program and has

actually received program funds, the program is frequently not reported on the

CPIR. An exampleef this is the case of the LEA's visited in a north-central

State. In these school districts, the ESEA Title III, 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

procrrams and they were discovered only through considerable research. There is

no way to be certain that all of the programs were reported even with the effort

that was put forth. The CPIR instrument requests a count of pupils,"who parti-

cipated in Federal programs," implying ,that-participation'in all Federal pro-

gram listed in the Instruction Manual should be included. The Instruction

Man*, on the other hand, lists "Federal sources from which your district may

be receiving funds," indicating that the determining criterion is the district's

reccipt"of funds. NCES should decide whether programs of this type are to be

included and, if so, instructions to this effect should be included in the CPIR,

as current instructions are ambiguous at best.

Programs operated by nonpublic school districts are often not reported:

Public school systems believe that the response burden for the Federal programs

they operate is great 'enough without the extra effort required to report programs

operated 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 aidllection method should be

developed to gather data from nonpublic schools, as discussed in chapter 5.

! Joint State-Federal programs are usually reported incorrectly: For programs

that are completely funded by State or Federal sourceschool 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 ancty;cntional education, school districts



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 still 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 CPI5 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 made quarterly, and goods and services for which the in-

voice is paid in a different time period, are rarely handled correctly. Where

the summer programs 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'ize 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 th r 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 i---

given program. This problem has been resolved in the 1972 CP1R.

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 lot. 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 reporting of staff

should be limited to paid staff only, with provisions made to handle all others if

justified by user need.

Staff trainin was equally difficult. Formal training sessions held away from

the sc ool district will usually be reported, as expenditures will have been made,

but fo 1 training in-house or more casual training programs will be 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

ilcluded (e.g 1-hour discussion sessions) in a succinct fashion, with the clear

4_S 14
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under,tanJing that a large proportion of the training will iemain unreported.

Allocations rather than expenditures are often reported: It is typically much

easier 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 partici-

pantsat 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-

ial. 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 asschool lunch, ESEA

Title IV, 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 pio-

gram may he 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 in Federal projects, emphasizing the former and

yielding a measur9of the intensity of services provided. RMC believes that a

strict definitio )articipation 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 a) location 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 theX

are responsive to user need.

Incomplete 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 this type of data is at the program level, the instrument should he revised to

reflect these needs. This revision would, of necessity, he extensive but it would

increa,e the utility of the CPIR.

15
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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, aselementary may be defined to include grades 1-6,

1-7, or 1-8, so that totals become meaningless.

16



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 will 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

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-generation and -collection processes at thi 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.

Response-Error Model

There arc two distributions of errors with which the model must be concerned:

distribution of errors by questionnaire data element, and

distribution of errors by type of error.

1114
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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 hot 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. Repeat (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.

Definitional 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 the 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

different format from that required-for completion of the CPIR. This type of

error will generally be found in conjunction with one or more of the errors previ-

ously described.'

liming errors occur when more accurate data became available after the CPIR
.

was completed.
I 10
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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

available 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.

Repeat (carryover) errors 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 I. 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 errors 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,orrors 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 one

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.



Begin Fieldwork
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The second most common type of error that appeared in the CPIR's can be

attributed solely to the lack of thoroughness on the part-of the respondent.

RMC.thought that these errors did not result from misunderstanding the instruc-

tions or definitions, a lack of source data, or some other reason. When we de-

veloped-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 surpriting 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 appearsion the CPIR is due more to the state of mind of the

individual completing the form than the stpte of LEA data reporting. `thus, the

only way this typg 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 typeof error was Sue to misunderstanding the instruc-

tions included with the CPIR forms. Examples of this errotItype:follow:

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

,would Occasionally report only those pupils participating in a Federal

program in the district during that year, And not all pupils who could

be catZgorized by the specific descritTives such as children from low -

incOme areas, handicapped children, etc. In Matrix 5, occasionally

school districts would not show that low-income pupils,benefited by or

received services from the ESEA Title II program, and would report the

program as,serving only the general elementary and secondary pupil pop-

ulation.

0

2. In the staffing matrixe respondents would frequently report only those

staff members paid by Fe eral funds and would not include all those staff

Members involved with the proframs,,as they were directed to by the

instructions.

3. In the Expenditure Section, respondents would frequently include as re-

ceipts from Federal sources for vocational educational or school lunch

program, all funds received by the school districts from both State and

Fedpralosources.

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 th instructional manual with the CPIR

instrument. This was not. the case with CPIR 1971. By bringing the- instructions

closer to the CPIR matrixes the"" elves, respondents are much more likely to'read

the 'instructions and use them when completing the form. NCES then began printing

the major instructions in red, drawing the respondents' attention to them. Both

these steps must be continued. In addition, each of the instructions should be
11.")
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in light of the types of errors found in this study in order to revise them so

there will be less confusion.

The fourth most common-type of error found on the CPIR's had to do with de-

finitional inconsistencies. 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 projects is variously defined among the

school districts. Frequently, school districts would not define admin-

istrators as having any involvement with a federal project unless that

administrator was directly resp &sible for the funding.

2. There are various definitions for what constitutes a low-income family

among the States and school districts included n the sample. The

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 inconsistency yielded an unusable figure for low-

income residents served by the school districts.

3. The term testing was variously defined by the LEA's included in the

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 classroom activities.

4. The definition'for an ESEA Title II teacher was misunderstood by most

respondents to the survey. This definition needs to be clearly stat9A

and included in the CPIR itself.

Estimation and proration errors were the fifth most, common type made by

respondents to the CPIR survey Tilesc errors included an incorrect prnration

of expenditures by service and activity, and improper estimation of pupils served

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

matien and proration erroA requires defining clearly the methodology to be Ilse&

in making the estimation and having the respondents indicate when the data have

been estimated, as is done with the ELSEGI8 finance form.

-Timing errors accounted for 4.4 percent of all brrors reported in the CPIR

study. These errors were especially common when the State completed the CPIR's

rather than the school districts themselves. The only way these errors can be

eliminated is 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 the cat-

egory of "other." There was no particular pattern of types of errors found here,

hence there is 1:14ttle NCES can do to'eliminate these errors.

Lack of source data was the cause of 3.7 percent o4 all the errors in data

reported. The two areas in which this was especially flue 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 .le eliminated if the school districts know what types of data will de required

of them and if these data requirements remain consistent for a number of years.

Formatting errors ranked ninth in the list of error causes. These errors

will be particularly difficult for NCES to eliminate, as they result from differ-

ing data requirements placed on the school districts by their respectiiie States.

As discussed pleviously, 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-

dOction 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 requirements. 7

Errors of unknown cause were the 10th most frequent type RMC found. This

error code was used only when RMC was unable to dete" mine theelcause 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.

Slightli over 1 percent of all the errors encountered in the CPIR were defined

as transCription errors. These occurred when School districts errdneously 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.

ThZ least frequently occurring errors on the CRJR 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

Tables 5 and 6 present a summary of the errors discovered in the CP:R by

matrix and section, respectively. If bne reviews the errors indicated in table

6, it appears that the best section in terms of frequency of errors was the Pupil

Summary Section, Matrixes 2-4, while the worst, in terms of errors, was the

E enditure Section, Matrixes 30-46. In all, the Pupil Summary Section (Matrixes

2- contained the best data in eight a the nine sample districts, the qtrith

being the Supplemental Matrixes tmatrixes 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 surface4

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 INC, we

think the Staff Section and Staff Training Section would have contained the ---

(1)
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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:

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

specific 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 that data reported correct' in 10 cases,

while the majority of the school districts reporting data had a majority of the

reported data in error for 37 matrixes. Interestingly, reviewing the data on

this basis indicates that 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 2 contains a listing of the frequency wi.th 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

11)
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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 Error Rates

The final portion of the error analysis for this 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 bit() national

totals is unreliable, if this condition were to prove true on a 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.

30
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/Table 8

GROSS AND NET ERR011 RATES

'7A

CPIR Data Element 'Mal"
Value

of Data

Gross Errors Net talon,

Matrix I Column Une Value Percent Value Percent

3 b 1 8,406 4,436 52.77 -4,370 -51.98

b 2 462 106 22.94 -92 -19.45

b 10 2,994 1,400 46.91 -1,400 -16.91

0 1 3,199 849 26.53 -849 -:6.53

o 6 26,563 10,602- 37.11 -10,536 ' -36.8$

4 b 1 2,119 351 16.56 +153 +7.22

b 6 31,043 13,337 42.96 -7,451 -24.0,)

b 9 33,307 15,928 47.82 -10,276 -30 S5

5 c 2 945 800 84.65 -218 -25.06

c 25 1,091 358 32.81 -358 -32.81

c 33 1,655 477 28.82 -255 -15.40

10 c , 25 13,99/ 4,766 34.06 +102 +0.72

c 33 13,140 5,930 45.12 -4,256 -36.19

d 25 4,270 1,659 38.85 -345 -8.07

d 33 12,383 5,740 46.35 -3,126 -25.24

13 d 1 50 99 198.00 +51 +102.00

22 b 1 152 366 240.78 +246 +161.4

b 2 122 109 89.54 -69 -56.55

b 3 170 128 75.29 -102 -60.00

b 4 377 249 66.04 -135 -49.07

23 b 14 71 44 61.97 +8 .11.6

30 c 2 152,704 129.290 84.65 +56,484 +36.9s

d 26 2,011 2,564 127,49 -818 -40.07

d 27 2,238 2,417 107.99 -2,051 -91.64

c , 45 573,344 35,479 6.18 -1,795 -0.33

c 53 586,279 27.552 4.69 -1,790 -0.61

d 53 3 501 3,457 98.74 -1,443 ,-41.21

31 o 36 20797 34,692 166.81 +21,430 4103.04

p 45 611.311 289,694 44.11 -233,480 -10.19

q 45 654,402 342,916 52.40 -249,g40 -38.11

40 d 26 34,791 20,693 60,03 -26,653 -59.36

d 27 11,744 3,159 26.89 4787 .6.70

d 45 47,718 24,112 50.53 -19,986 -11,75

41 o 36 237,045 180,727 ,76.24 497,173 +10 99

o 45 238,016 76,381 32.05 -42,399 -17 79

p 45 334,651 174,504 52.16 -14,510 -1.13

q 45 12,647,583 1,289,182 10,19 -1,231,269 -9.75

J 53 20,629 11,561 65.04 +7,531 436.50

o 53 285,858 73,310 25.64 -10,242 -3.28

P 53 395,543 165,977 41.96 +81,675 420.69

q 53 29,663,539 11,341,228 38.23 42,479,056 48.35

46 b 1 56,304 42,126 74.81 -30,878 -54.54

b 2 797,125 422,195 52.96 -349,789 -43.49

b 6 855,379 420,363 49.72 -360,619 -12.15

c 6 186.430 95,506 51.25 -67,870 -34.78

47 b 1 2,161 134 6.20 -134 -6.20

d 1 1,903 129 6.77 -129 -6.77

e 1 1,065 51 4.78 -51 -1.14

6 1 984 19 1.91 -19 -1.91

50 b 1 170,612 58,447 34.2 -36,381 -21..2

b 2 109,239 89,400 81.82 475,912 461 41

b 3 222,612 151,911 68.25 ,.04,1146 .40.87

b 4 5-02,484 207,111 41.1.1 .110,086 I.:, Ri

54 c 14 17,972 PI, 519 46.G.1 -u,001 -11,10

c 14 21,410 21,11i 79.1 -..41,309 -79 -:

-----
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Table 9

SUMMARY OF NET ERROR RATES BY CPIR SECTION

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) 8 2 6

Pupil Activities (Mx 5-12) 7 1 6

Staff (Mx 13-22) 5 2 3

Staff Training (NLx 23-28) 1 1 0

Expenditures (Mx 30-46) 24 7 17

Supplementary Data (Mx 47-62) 10 3 7

All Sections 55 16 39

O

:77
, %I
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5. RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter is a direct outgrowth of the material covered in the preceding

two chapter" 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:

general recommendations,

recommendations concerning instructions,

recommendations concerning the CPIR instrument, and

recommendations for further research.d
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 impossible because of lack of funds, but techeical assistance funds,

paid to States, as is done for ELSEGIS, could measurably improve 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.

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-

ed at the State level, would encounter problems similar to those found in this
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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 to 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 Aools--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-

ilar to matrix 62 (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 schAtis completed a

matrix for each of their programs, school districts could integrate the data into

the final report submitted to NCES. 6

Less revision to the instrument annually--The quality 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 most begin again to determine the type of data that

are requested and how the form is to be completed., Thus, we recommend that the

CPIR be revised sloWly so that the reports produced from the data can be of high

quality.

Recommendations Concerning Instructions

Refer to the Feral handbook series--The Federal handbook series has been

/designed to serve as-l-guide 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 II

as the basis for their school accounting systems, the inclusion of an instruc-

tion referring to this handbo6k and the others in the series would improve the

data reported on the CPIR.

Include A Handbook II translation device--To assist the school districts in

Allitcompleting 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 .

w6bid reduce both the number of errors and the amount 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.

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 use only 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 different 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 t? say,,,this severely reduces 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 staff and "participating in" for pupils--As discussed

'previously, these two terms are open to a broad rage of interpretations.

Reporting stiff 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 districcs

included in our sample, educational programs were conducted and funded by aken-

cies other than the school district. These intermediate agencies provided Neigh-,

borhood Youth Corps, Head Start, Vocational Education, and ESEA Title III pro-
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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. These programs do, however, provide edu-

dative services directly to pupils, so to eliminate them is questionable. A de-

1,. cisioq must be made concerning these pro,grams 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 effo-z on th6 part of both the

agency and the school district. Only if the procdure is made easy will the

school district undergo the effort of collecting these data.

Clarify the term "testing " --Testing occurs in almost all school programs,

yet few school districts report providing services in the area. If the term

were ded to include testing in all phases, it would significantly increase

the pupil count in this area. Clarification is necessary to identify whether

tke term refers to general testing or a specific testing program.

Revise the reporting of handicapped children- Children receiving specialized

services for the handicapped (lines 36-45) or part Ling in a differentialize

curriculum for the handicapped (lines 13-22) and reporte matr:',- 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

printintof -peciAl instructions in red, as was done for the 1972 MR: This

should be continued so that attention'is drawn to cr,,ical points about each

matr

Combine instrument and instruction mandal_into 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, leading 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./

Recommendations Conce ing the CPIR Instrument

Matrixes
542--Thl distinction'between emedial and nonremedial education is

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

subjectivitwo enter ehould be eliminated from the CPIR unless they serve a well-

defined purpose. This has been done in the 1972 CPIR and the revised format

should be maintained for 1973.
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.-----........
01

A. Direct educahve services
(Teaching an..: a, ;,rag teaching)
1. BassciiittIs

a Remedial

1) Enosts language ails
(except leading/

02 2) Reading

03 3) Cultural

04 4) Social science/social studies

05 5) Natural science end
mathematics

00 61 Oilier

07

b. Rowers,. Mee (regular) 4 enrichment

I) English language arts /7-7
(except reading)

08 seadmg

09 2u1sural

10 41 Social science/social
t st!tkeS

n
.'"

5) Natural science end
mathematics

12 6) Other

Matrixes 30-45 Matrix 19, CPIR 72)--The Handbook II translation device dis-

cussed previously should be developed and entered in all of, these matrixes.

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

revised to indicate that Row 45, Cool. q, Total State and Local Current Operating

Expenditures, is to be completed and is not the sum of lines 1-44 (which are

`lacked out in cot. q), as is stated in the instructions and shown next.

111611MINIIIMeit

SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES
(continued)

Code
number

Amount Expended by Source of Funds (dollars) (comicsLed)

NDEA III CRAIV

Total Federal
Expenditures

lima S A F.A.)
(sum of cots.

bo)

Total Slate
and Local

Expenditures
(Include

S.A. F.A I

;

.

4. 40 l4 . 400' 0
10 4.
4P 4I 40"A-4P. 0 11,41..._...

45 TOT CUR OP EXF (Sum of Lints 01.44) 2199

46
II Cans tal Outlay

A Sites and buildings 3100
..--

47

443

v 8 womens
1i Aud.0,,,sual

3101

2) Other instructional equipment 3102

49 31 Noninstructonai quisamer,t 3103

50

WI Dept Servce
A Principal 3201

51 B Interest 3202

5. (V out9o.ng Transfer Accounts 3500

53
immimmomw

TOTAL EXPENDITu4ES (Sum c» Lines 4552)
Aullmommr

0900
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A furtJer comment concerning these items is Li order. Having respondents pro- .4

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

%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 school

districts included in the sample. Until a more discriminative measure is dev-

eloped, the utility of having both lines is minimal.

. Number of children eligible and participating in the ESEA Title II Program
111711.11

NUMBER OF CHILDREN

Public Nonpublic

Elementary Secondary Elementary Secondary

(al ( Icl Id/ le)

ill 12 20
t91

22 10
(91

37 39
(81

q i 4.is
(BI

01 A. Eligible

02 B. Prruic.pstmg

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 line 14 is not the total of lines 1-13.

PART Ilf iSVPIL PALAU( PROP R AM INFORMATION

SUMO e TAh II, ESEA Itentd040
s.

50O4111f 40 magmas and ocend.ross hw town to OWN.* snd teignin unify ESEA 704 /I

CAT9001111S OF MATINIALI

Po Ido kOsols

I Ioonisdf Ito Milos

Noner I Isogrdwas l0e1rs1 Auditions Ispso floodit 141014,1

lel Rd isl NO fa

13.

---,
12 70Ili

7230
01

7739
1111

41.9
in

01
A. 1104.0 .rb, VS. rlISOWC11 $06 Who ,,,,,,,,..no

1.01enah. IToul .1 1,nes 02 Ili,./11 051 TOTAL LINE

02 1 Cools /o7foodd

CO 2 M.O... Imbsenof mill

Of 1 00. pnAmd .N1115,111 131.1,1)

OS 4. at.14..114111 ouddOe Owe of Moo 06711 TOTAL LINE
o ....D.
07 I, .1,W..

oe e. 11cofoop 11.19 .00 docl

oe 4 51411 1,41 osoardorocdf

10 P osoow ..doff Ian oofiN

--

11 I M.00 dwIs y.000 Isobel onO <Wm

12 II 70. 'book. 1o1ornol

13 C Ordwoos 0,01111.11 C41.00,4 lowl *loos

7.11-A T. LIiqt,14 0 70,AL IStoo of ,o,so 01 12 sod 131.

7:3
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Matrix 57 (Matrix 31, CPIR 72)--Identifying courses influenced by NDEA

Title III is impossible- especially retrospectively. New or advanced courses

may be easily identified by school districts, but "courses following expanded

or updated content" "is much more difficult. In theory, at least, the purchase

of a package of materials in any subject area should result in at least one

course being revised.

t

,2. Influence of NOEA Title III on currtculum
f 71

SUBJECT AREAS New courses
introduced
(number)

Advanced courses
introduced

(number)

r,ourses following
expanded or

updated content
(number)

Courses using new
technological methodology le 9.,

ITV, CAI, IPII
(number)

tal ItiI fc/ (at le)

(31 12.20
(9)

22 30
191

.Z.' .../
ISt

4; S
t

tEli

01 Natural"' scecnce

02 Mathern:fics

03 Social scien.:e/sucial studies

04 Modern foreign languages
40

05 English tincluding reading)

,

06 Arts :Ind humanities

.

07 Industrial art

03 TOT AC

Matrix 58 (Matrix S3, CPIR 72)--This matrix refers to ESEA Title III and

follows immediately after NDEA Title III, a potential for confusion. Further,

the matrixes in the Supplementary Information Section of the CPIR address pro-

grams in the following order: ESEA Title I, ESEA Title II, NDEA Title III, and

ESEA Title III. The order of the last two should be reversed and the program

names should be highlighted.

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

vious matrixes, and respondents view it as repetitive. Unless it serves a par-

ticular need, it should be eliminated.
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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:

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

the existence of varying State accounting systems, and

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 r new forms, but the methods would remain the same.

Emphasis in this dy should be on validating data, with instrument changes of

secondary importance. As the sample 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 easily the decisions that must be made.
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WORKSHEET INSTRUCTIONS

I. 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 Informatithi

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 III; 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.

II. 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 research validity study areas.

III. STUDY DESIGN

For 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; NOES 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).
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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-

cluding major discrepancies enckumtered, areas where it was necessary to go from

hard data to estimates, and variability patterns among the States.

IV. PURPOSE OF THIS PACKAGE

The purpose of this package is to specify the steps necessary in the trans-

ference of existing source data from original docuMents at an LEA to a CPIR.

Because of the variability of recordkeeping procedures, accessibility of

source dacuments, and personalities involved, it is impossible to specify all

situations that may be encountered during any one site visit. It is possible,

however, to establish guidellines explaining what kinds of data are generally

available, how they are to Oe recorded on worksheets, and other steps delin-

eating procedures. Each RMC analyst will be able to use these instructions and

fully develop the data necessary for completion of a CPIR.

This document contains worksheets, arranged so that each program's data are

handled separately, 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 completion 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 Fedeedl

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 q4pstions 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 Federal 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. For this

reason the 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 section. If, 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.
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Table A-1

BASIC WORKSHEETS

WORKSHEET
NUMBER *

TITLE
OF WORKSHEET

POSSIBLE
SOURCE:, OF

DATA

PUB PO E

orkaheet 1 Program Summary 1. Evaluation Reports
2. Final Reports
a. Published Brochure

about Program

This. orksheet is des ed to collect the
"soft" data on each pro ram. It should
state the major compono is of the
program, in order to give . caning to
the "hard" data that is colle ted.

Watch for inservice training nd non-
public participation. These re v;re
Worksheets 4 and 5. respective) .

Worksheet 2 Regular Term Pupil
Counts. (Public)

1. Eval Wien Reports.
2. Final Reports
3. Superintendent's

Annual Report

1

This worksheet is a replica of mil
matrices 5-12 in the CPIR and can be
transferred directly when combined
with other Worksheets 2 for the same
pupil population group. It is used to
record the number of regular term
students who receive services under
this program. If the program reached
more than one pupil population group,
complete a different Worksheet 2 for

I each group served.

Circle on the worksheet any areas which
seem inconsistent or questionable. ..

Check out these areas against other
sources and note how the discrepancy
was resolved.
Give special attention to the distinction
between "Remedial" and "Non-Remedial ".
Enter as many notes as necessary.

Worksheet 3 Summer Term
Pupil Counts

(Public)

1. Evaluation Reports
2. Final Reports
3. Superintendent's

Annual Report*

"Note: When using
this report, it is
important to ascer-
tain if the summer
referred to is 1970
or 1971!

...
Same Purpose as Worksheet 2

*Before beginning any worksheets obtain u listing of the District's schools with
grade levet breakdowns. r"0

......
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WORKSHEET
NUMBER

TITLE
OF WORKSHEET

POSSIBLE
SOURCES OF

DATA

PURPOSE

Worksheet 4 Non-Public Pupil 1. Coordinator of This worksheet is designed to record
Counts (Regular Federal Programs nonpublic participation in federal

and Summer Terms) 2. Evaluation Reports programs.
3. Final Reports

o

Most of these programs' will be directed
toward the General Elementary/Secondary
population and, as such, do not require a
grade level breakdown. When this is the
case, the data is transferred from Table-. ,'
to the appropriate CPIR Matrix 10,
Column (D.

..

On any line, there are two entries (one
for regular term and one for summer);
they should be added together and the sum
entered in Column (1) of Matrix 10.

If, however, the program is designed for
a pupil Ovulation group other than
General klemcntary/Secondary, the
participants by grade level should he
recorded on Table 13 of Worksheet 4. This
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 Tbis worksheet is designed to collect data
Assigned 2. Payroll Records on program staff.

3. Interview Data
With the exception of Title I, it is often
difficult to obtain a list of persons paid by
or assigned to federal programs. Such
records often are simply not kept.

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

If mo e than one pupil population group is
sery , complete a different Worksheet 5
for e h group. This data should be
transferred to staffing matrices 13
through 21 in the CPIR.
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WORKSHEET
NUMBER

TITLE
OF WORKSHEET

POSSIBLE
SOURCES OF

DATA

PURPOSE

Worksheet 6 Staff Trained -- By
Name

1. Interview Guidelines
Question 16.

2. Worksheet 1
3. Final Report
4. Expenditure Data
5. Interview Data

This worksheet is used to gather informs-
tfon on staff training when name-by-came
records exist. (This data will 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

1

I

1. Interview Guidelines
Question 16.

2. Worksheet 1
3. Final Report
4. Expenditure Data
5. Interview Data

This worksheet is used to gather informs-
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 8

...,

General Staffing 1. Superintendent's
Annual Report

It 18 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. Accounting Record
2. Vouchers

This worksheet is designed for use with all
federal programs except ESEA II, NDEA

III And the School Lunch Program.
Complete a separate worksheet for each
federal program.

Worsheet 10 Expenditures by
Service and Activity

1. Worksheets 2 and 3. This worksheet breaks the expenditures
for each program into service and activity
Areas.
Use a different worksheet for each federal
program and for each pupil population
group within that program.

Worksheet 11 State and Local_
Funds

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 he
prorated by Pupil Population Group.

1.-" 0)
.....: :' I

50



B-1. Basic Worksheets

A basic packet of 11 worksheits, listed below, will be completed for each pro-

gram. In addition, there are supplemental, worksheets 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

SUPPLEMENTAL
WORKSHEET NUMBER

PROGRAM SOURCE 0 F INFORMATION

1 ESEA I Final Report, Interview Dat.

2 . ESEA I Final Report, Inter View Dat

3 ESEA II Title II Requisition for
Reimbursement

4 ESEA II Financial records for both
public and non-public
schools.

5 ESEA II Title II Requisition for

a
Reimbursement

6 School Lunch School Lunch Requisition
and for Reimbursement

Milk Program

7 NDEA III Final Report, Vouchers,
Checks, o r Accounting
Records.

..
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WORKSHEET 1

PROGRAMSUMMARY

ST-LEA
Date
Federal Program
Pupil Population

Group

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 is 1971. 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: 52



WORK-SHEET 1 .0nt'd.)

PROGRAM SUMMARY

ST-LEA
Date
Federal Program
Pupil Population

Group

WI ,hools Were eligible to re ive ser'vices under this program?
(Indicate also whether or not the sch of part-icipated,in the program.)

Source of Data:

ELTGII3LE SCHOOLS
Membership I

October 1970
Public

Non-
Public

Participated
in Program

Did Not
Participate

.1-

a. Total membership in eligible schools.

b. Number of Public sthoolsparticipating in program.
(Enter'this figure on Matrix 03, Column (e), appropriate lina.

c. Number of Non-Public schools participating in prooprogram.
(Enter this figure in Matrix 03, Column (f), appropriate line.)

2. How myy children, ages 5 to 18, fit the descriptors for this population group
but are not enrolled in the above schools ( 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. Is there any inservice training under this program? If "yes," complete
Worksheets 6 and 7.

Yes
No

sy-'4.6a

4. Is this prop ;ram operated in a non -pub] e sc ii001? If "VC;;,'' complete Worksheet I.

Yes
No ~ '
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WORKSHLIT 2

REGULA:l TEum pupii, couN1S
Public School

Source of Data-

ST-LEA

Date
Federal Program
Pupil Population Group

Rawls, school lerm, 191011

SE PVICES ANL) ACTIVITIES Prek mder9erten
and Other

kendergarten elvnentary

ul

01

02

01

04

05

or,

07

A e I ,%1 >e,
11,101 hg a hnn kith
I Basic ski Is

a Retne.,al

Enghth language Ir,
le.Leat readingl

2) Ft,sd g

31 Cultural

Soc.a, st.,ehrr sot lel %hitt.,

SI Natural se/et-tee and
,TNIIhematLs

08

09

10

b) 041', r

Nonre,edi31 et-trio-Intent

11 Eng, >1) ,ante qL alb
Sept readny,

21 Heading

31 C.Itntal

41 Sotoa, to enc.. scAoal
studies

11
5/ Nate/ :tIthL, ant

12 Othet

13 c D l'e/eht
22 tor the ha 1, t-et ten/

21 2 Voc/o n3 ar d-Itt runes

74 3 Tee ttbuks

.5

to
.5

secondary

Ibl Id)
121? 11174 70-31

n

Out of
school
youth
and

adults

Total

40-45
1.1

* If ar t of the recipients 'of this program are designated as "Handicapped," get

breakdown of rno,.L ,,igniticant handicaps as shown in MT 06

2,

B S tubt://hnn se/Antes

1 Anchn.1,at rhetehery brok,
Erred colt apt whet Opted
Tatetta'S l c.1.1n4 te.0.000

2 Puud set tnces
a C,. O I urinAl nuntothng

II Vot Ahnnai

7/ 2) (ilh,

YR It TOE!

c Scht tno-entoc,,e,

d Abenda.qe and IC, 'p
(7,71 vvor

31 e tteinth t

31 i hot-r1 t.,/ pp

It C/o/ h ott

/twit 1`,1
- -

IA I 54.5 A

4 t1 h o t.

11 t "

5-

1 I:- 3311 I t I I Jo! I 1 1 . 1 r. / 1 1 I Vt tt I It; /It CI:, it_/0 it/ I thi St1.1111 I 01)111a/ 1011

Gr011p, is slit t's'k II .111,IIII 1 I1 111' to PLIp/1 III! ICF.2;k till/IL/Ugh 12 in the ('I II(
54



WORKSHEET 3

SUMMER TERM PUPIL COUNTS
mrrSchool

ST-LEA

Date
Federal Program
Pupil Population Group

Source of Data:
Summer school term, 1975

Totals

t

SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES r

Prelondeesynten
and

kindergarten
Other

elernenteey Secondary'

Out of
school
youth
and

adults

la) (r) (91 (h) 61

17)
40-4 .

(b)
47 57.

(6)
54 59
lc.)

61 66
iG:

68.73
'NI

01

A Direct edu..ative services
I reas.hing and aiding reachiny,
I Basic skiils

a Remedial

____
1) English language arts

(accept reading(

02

03

21 Reading

31 Cultural

04 41 SOCia, 5i-tense/soccer studies

05 5) Natural science and
mathematics

a
isa
Cr
4

06
____

07

6) Other

.

ts Nonremedfal )regular) & anothment

11 English langaage arts
(except reading)

OB 21 Reading

09 3) Cultural

0 4) SOCIIII science/social
studies

11

12

51 Natural science and
mathematics . _ __ ____

6) Other _ _
13-
22

23

I- 24

___ _______
* c Ddlerentialited curriculum

for the handtropeed t-.
2 Vocational skins and arraudes

3 leathcaks

----.1

* If any of the recipients of this provram are decirrnaterl uQ ,,iJrinriinnnnori nit

breakdown of most significant handicaps as shown in MT '06

B Supporting services

75

1 Audiovisual materiels, books,
penodIcett and other printed
materials (excluding textbooks/

-

2 Pupil services
a Guidance and counseling

25 I) Voretional

27 7) Other
.

<

28 b Testing

c School psychological
IA, 29 IIVII,e,
CC

< d Attendance and school
facie, wore

f rte./lit, services

r
..i2 I Piroil Pansdoi !atm,

33 L ri Food 5i r ,te
_.--

34 I
i. cidloro

"ei i -.I itdo nt ;,,to .0,,

3ii i Ste c i, ,,,, .tor
45 lia id . I, ..,1,a,..,

......11=11i1 'am

I

Group, is (lire; ly trawl fe rabl c to Pupil mat tires 5 through 12 in the CPlit
his Gala, t. hurt umul»ticti ith other %Voris:411(4.1.4110r the same Pu PopiUtion

5;



N4'011KSHEE.T I

NON-PUBLIC PUPIL COUNTS

ST-LEA

Date
Federal Program

*Pupil Population Group

Source of Data:
Reg.

Nonpubtm
schools

sum.

/
Nonpublic

schools

1 Totals

N
N

Nonoublic
' scho6ls

TABLE A
$ERVICES ANL) ACTIVITIES

fdl 11

f i '..1

) It) II)

.....
02

01
---

04

05

,.
A f I re I 1.11,/ ..,se ler, es

I Teachrlsg dr 1.'13111 tedthrssgl
1

s
Elam

Rerned41

....___i

.

G'S ,,
0_,

rP 7

.I I Ersgbsh lang,,,vie arts
°.°"` reastrrsql

2) Read, ,$)

r

31 ( ,'t NO ___ _ ____ _ _ _ _
41 S-, al science 1,04,81 st 11,

5) Nalwal srene and
rnatherrt.ivis

06 61 Other

4

...4.

07

b Nor,re,..L1,411,gsdr) ft CII 1 it I s.,rt
.

....

-
11 Eng! -......: q ao, dr rs

1e.ceot reet 9,

08

CFI

2 ) ite..0,,

31 C., al

10

II
s-__

12---
13.
22

____
23

4) So, ,Ir 5,, n e soc,a)
st ,rlies

-- __
_

5/ x,, k, ' sr ersre d,1

61 UnF, ,

* c ()Moe., J, ned cwt., uf,,,,,
los srl. rdr-srlcdPtsr's1_ __ _ - . --

2 Voc ,, ,..1 ..,,,,,,i ,,,,,,i

-ow- -\

11
'=~_..

24 3 T k '

TABLE B
* If the Pupil Population Group
is other than "General Elem/
Secondary,"it will be necessary
to record the grade level break-
downs below:

Grade
Participants

Regular Summer

K
I

2

4
5
6

7
8

9

10
t

11
12

Record this breakdown on Mt 02,
Columns (d) and/or (f).

* If any of the recipients of Hiis program are designated as "Handicapped," get
breakrim,n of inw,t fn St handica F.hou n in MT OC,

E
sl

su
CL

<

5

26

77.
78

JO

31

31

14

8 Sk t4 -,tJ (. .7.s-sr,._-_`---
1 As.el,orsudi miss r a' b,csks

per,or .: s rs ,,c,' OIN pr ntr1
mrdler..sit fexclusl 04 set ils-soms,1

__ ___

._

__i

_
2 Pup , ,,,,v,r ,

G- ria ,te and Lou neili 4---- --- --.--
11 \,,calona,

Al _

__
71 Othr.

b Trst,sq---
.. school psychologrcdi

Sen., es

-.4

_______....

_

_____

d Attenctancp and H. Oel
=.J) ^~^

Health serynts

I VI, I I, osrssort st r is

71 F,rs-'`-drs...s.

--

-s.

___

____.

II I (1st, 17

---
P

sr,

1,
A 7

, .

. St ir, ',I '.'1, ., ' -
, ,,,, r il orss s ror

'', , .14 1 1 .,..1.r, fl

. , , , ,, .

Participating School:

'I his (Ltta, v 1.0111»111_t1 zill olhUr (I) or the same Pupil Popolatioli
Group, is directly tram,ferrable to Pupil Matrices 5 through 12 in 11,c CP111.
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WORKSIIEET 6

STAFF TRAINING BY NAME

ST-LEA
Date
Federal Program

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

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. Enter in 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 the bottom of each column enter the total amount spent on

each type of training.

When this is complete, divid..; e-,ch columnar total '3y the number of check

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

CODES: T- Teacher

P-Other Professional

A=Education Aide

N=Other Non-Professional

11E111

Name

trip

Code

flet1

Orientation
Less than
One Week

11(111

Workslions

Ile
- R.!.zillar

f r
Workshops-Summer

'lc trhi I

College

., 1

Credit

1-4 I. TE
Weeks

More than
4 FTE Wks.

1-4 1".11;
Weeks

More than
4 FTE Wks

Courses
Regular -Summe..

$ $ $ $ 3 $

.

$

4
This data, combined with Worksheet 7 for the same program, should be transferred to
Staffing Matrices 23 through 29.

Sources of data: 1' I)

Comments: 58
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WORKSHEET 8

GENERAL STAFFING

ST-LEA
Date
Federal Program

The Superintendent's Annual Report (or some similar document) lists by

type the number of positions in each LEA.

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

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

especially since it mayet(ot be obtainable from the school lunch reports.)

CLASSIFICATION
NUMBER OF POSITIONS

r
REGULAR SUMMER

A

Source of Data: f,yd 60



WORKSHEET 9 *

EXPENDITURES BY ACCOUNT

ST-LEA
Date
Federal Program

This v,orkshcet is to be used if total expenditures and obligations have not been
determined for each program in operation between September, 1970, and August, 1971.

Go to the accounting records for a program and classify each voucher into the

Handbook 11 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
expenditures will 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 is counted as 215b (salaries for secretaries for Supervisors

of Instruction), and not as a 110 account (secretary for administrative 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 OUTLIANE OF BASIC ACCOUNTS

Clearing Accounts

The detailed classification and definitions of clearing accounts with explanation of the use of clearing account. and their relationship
to the regular receipt and expenditure accounts wiil be found in chapters 5 and 6 01 handbook JI.

ASSET ACCOUNTS
1500 SERIES

1510. PRTTY CASH FUND
1510. STORES
UM. PREPAID INSURANCE PREMIUMS
1040. PRL.TAID RENT

BECURITIES
15141. SINKING FUND ACCOUNT

LIABILITY ACCOUNTS
1000 MAULS

1110. CURRFNT AND SHORT-TERM LOANS
1020. DEDUCTIONS FROM PAYROLL

FOOD SERVICES OPERATION ACCOUNTS
1700 SIIULS

1110. MONEY RECEIVED
1711. MONEY RIXFIVED mom THE STATE
1711. MONEY RI ;( WED FROM OTUBR SOURCES

MIL MONEY PAID OUT

OTHER OPERATION ACCOUNTS
1800 SERIES

1810. STUDENT-BODY ACTIVITIES
1811. ATHLETICS
IBM SCHOOL ENTERTAINMENTS
1818. SCHOOL PUPLICATIONS
1814. SCHOOL CLUBS AND OTHER COCURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

1120. MATERIALS FOR RESALE
1830. TEXTBOOKS
1140. OPERATION OF INVESTMENT PROPERTIES

MISCELLANEOUS ACCOUNTS
1900 SERIES

1010. REFUNDING BONDS
Inc ABATEMENTS
IMO. INSURANCE ADJUSTMENTS

INTERFUND TRANSFERS

For use vv 5th all programs execii ESEA II, NDEA III snd School Lunch. These programs
are covered by Supplemental %.fillo,lieets.

Lent inued
61



912,11P(1)

Dale
Fedui al Program

Expenditure Aceoui.
TIto atetatInI c/440114LioNs inut jatlnInono of account oil/ I.n l'oeuatI fa chptera 3 sad 4. of handbook II.

ADINICT7IITION
1(4 SLIDES

III. SALARIES
In. CONTILACTC.0 SERVICES
LW Olin 1 EXPLN3E5

INSTRUCTION
200 SEIIIES

Iii SALARIES
El& PRINCIPALS
OM CONSULTANTS OR SLITC7113011
Ill TEACHERS
214 OTHEr. INSTRUCTIONAL SPIT
III. SEC C1211. ASS TS.
210. 0 MILE SALARIES ISE INSTIL

In. TESTI:1004S
In SCHOOL UPRAISE! & LDIOVLIVAL
In. TFACNINC SUPPLIES
050 OTHER LXII4 N35S

ATIENDANCF. AND nr.ALTH
SERVICES

300-400 SFIIIES
M. ATTENDANCE SERVICES

SIC SALARIES
US OTISEIC EXPENSES

W. EEALTH .SERVICES
IN ALARIIS
425. OILIER EXPENSES

PUPIL TRAS:tPORT1T1 s SERVICES
SOO SERIF'S

Ill SALARIES
120. OONTRACT-S SEAL PUS rtmenzta
410. REPLACEIIFINTS Or VI .IICLES
III. TRANSPOTTATION INSURANCE
OW rarnvoitUe.F.SI IN ULN OF TRANS.
In. on( ER MP:- AILS

OPERATION OF PLANT
LOO *RIDES

III. SALARIES
CONTRACTED SERVICES02$.

US. BEAT SOR BUILDINGS
4411. UTILITIES. EXCEPT MGT
430. CUPFULS - -----
VA OTHER EXPENSES

IIAINITNANCE 01 PL1N I
700 SLIIICS

no& SALARIES
SETL ICES110 CONTRACT-L,

Is& REPLAt L orNTS Or L-LUITSfrNT
E5PL..453140 OTIIER -,----

FIXED CD RGLS
1100 SLIMS

VS EMPLOYEE 15E1 uLL11.4T
tn. INSURANCE A140 JUDGIENTS

AND DUN DINOSUS. RETAL OS LAND
4411. INTEREST ON CURRENT LOANS
SIO OTHER FIXED CliATGLS

FOOD srrtvicns AND
STUDENTOD ACTIN ITILS

900 -1000 SLIMS
VW FOOD SERVICES

OIL SALARIES
P.& OTHER EXpENEES
no SLTARATE FUND OR ACCOUNT

Inn. STUDENTDODY ACTIVISIES
Ins. SALARIES
NM Ono: a 17PCNSCS
Ian AHATE FUND OR ACCOUNTST.

COP'SIVNITY CrILVILX3
I IGO SERUS

IIIII. RECREATION
1120 CIVIC ACTIVITIES
nsa PUDLIC LIIIILAI IES
Ins CUSTOOIAL AND DETENTION CARS OP

CM LDRI N
ills WELFARE ACTIVITIES
ins /4044rLOLIC SCII0oL PUPILS

Int. INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES
1542 ATTEND 4 trFALT11 5: AVICZS
1143 TRANSPORT tTIOS CL.LVICES

cArt CAL Ill ILLY
II:00 SLAIra

I. RITESIF
IMO BUILDINGS
ISIS LOX IfitENT

DI Sir ' . RI Sri rr0-1
curd NT I l: DS

1100 to EILS
Isl& PRINCIPAL (II IN 0T
1121 1/471.1tr,T UV I. la --
Me 1 MD W10 SINATNI. fl,l'A - -------
MO OCI,OULII.,I,SINC AuTtoulLITY -------
1355, OTH t it At So11/ ftvfCt:

01114.1412. i u 5 \.I I II 5(I I/UNI,
51,4 "ol 1.1:1

1411 I'l,^11`Ier I 1 1 11.1 I o 1-
14 I l . I 1.I n, ilt 1,1,1 -
11n Tool I' , I III OrIll It 111111 i ,,, !Jo

to litm3L1

62
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WORkSIWI T 10

Date
Fedora Piogram
Pupil Population Group

.E.XPLNDITURLS IIY SERVICE AND ACTIVITY

-

SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES
Cale

191104

From Worksheets
areas in
For each
following
11180 It accounting

2
which federal
area and program
the list of

cocks

11 Codes

and 3 indicate the aervico and act
funds were spent

indicated, develop costs b:
accounts contained in Worksheet 9.

abeam according to Handbook I

Dollar Amountsbt
Handbook

1
C3

Pt
..

Wet, educe,. ...ors
0.04.4 .nd 41644 bad.*
1 lbw 0.114

a Rettled.41

11 ("31031.n4 Re lets lean 40:101,1 1111 214_23.4.;_2154_13.6,
94.n,71 ITT,K1110. 1117

1113

1114
31 Cul hey

04 41 Soctd te4e44ehetetI bubo.

OS 51 Nat.., wax. and 07114tna1l4 1115

Ell
II
ICI

GI 011/4. 1119

b eanntertequlael & tenttenenent
1121

A.
11 4 ntesh1.091 st ts le itee 0014404,1

71 41440.1 1122

GM 31 Why* 1173

El41 ft0<t4 Ixbroc44/4ectal 11044 4124

En 51 N..11u.1 wawa end erteternIdta 117$

UM 1001.. 1176 9

215d, 21G)

3-

14

EM

e 0.114.4114111/40 atettexbd XV
17/4 04446440401 1130 213, 215c,

7 Votexato..1 bah end booed. 1700
I.,

g40, 250a
f non vigientemakeittim

-
3 Tr

''

I Ge Onunittro.on
In10..6100011ITPMnsl.r. 2110 100 series

D 01 kw 3143 00_110'4 e44
2 In INN onal aGrxmet03410 -.110112ffigkilaiinilliiiEW

Iwo, +ode 0.0teTen 4 row. 7130 ool 1, 41_53,

re lb Sole," ens ebcleort 5 14/.41 7140 J00 series
217, In rth

.4°61121.1172111111211115PlYari

4
EN e Instructee41 4040.4100 2)30

IIII
3 4797 Ibetxweront

ow en ea amett
D 130004 2170 00 vales

Ini G ...OK. T 7190
'YIN

00 8
11/Vic:rat;ff,.7 . non.letlen

4 r,..10. t dr./dew/4p11 )300
...

9 a 0

...

, xt.rt,tee 141 we teldwar. 4. u
011000.4 tetetb,41 le. ettetpne4.11

Auderental tb31014 2310 2300

2310 230a,b,dS. books 140041.001 oqd 0111.1
1001..0 dbtatads Itte tv tboolt41

a Scboolitbry 43e1deebtal
2$ 011.4e teda coreconnt 2330 214 a trb

___PfillkIlliZain
.7

A

P, 1/eVTOTI
Copa,C140d axtenbl.n

I) Votattetbi 2411 2140
71 0,400 3" 2140

Go 'Imo 2470 214
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WORKSHEET II

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

ST-LEA
Date

SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES
(contmued)

z
Code

cunt

Total Statb
and Local

Expenchtuias
(mclude

SAFA,
(q)

,

4)
.,..,....*,..,

8 .' , .1 ,, 1 -, 0,erati0o uf i.'L't
1''

..

42_
43

9 Fixed Lhvo,
1)) Other shIolg tervq-es 2/

44 (, A,cd, iry r

45 TOT CUR UP E XP Surn of I we,, 0744) 2', ,1

46

47

48

48

II Cipo;I Ou,,3y
A St. ) .tf I, ,1 'i, 311'o

11 Awl ,, '.1, 110.

2) 01.1,1, I, . 1,' eqwurro,I 310?

3, No,,,,,trt, t , 1, ^), I'" 11C -,

`,2

.1

- --__301

".'
i

(1,,r ,1 ' , A ni.tc
4

rli:1_ t VI ' ,,111 ''', '-,,,,.' 1 . I k ,,,,

11 , ---
q ),,

Prorate these exocrulitul es h) Pupil Population Group (Sec MT 04, Columns b & c),
and critc.r into applopriute odd numbered expenditure Al:I! rIces 31 through 15.
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SUPPLEMENTAL WORKSHEET I

ESEA TITLE I

ST-LEA
Date

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. (b).

Source of Data:

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

4. Number of Pupils Participating in Title I Project.

GRAD E
LEVEL

7 PUBLIC PRIVATE

REGULAR SUMMER REGULAR SUMMER
TOTAL

Pre-K
i

K

1

2

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

Other:

*If private school particIpated, complete Worksheet 4.

Source of data: fs";4
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SUPPLEMENTAL WORKSHEET 2

ESEA TITLE I

ST-LEA
Date

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

ACTIVITY
Regular Summer \, TOTAL NUMBER

OF PARTICIPANTS
NUMBER FROM
INSTITUTIONS

K-7 , 8-12 K-7 8 -12

.

6

.

.

,

Source of cinta
)-

2. How many students received remedial reading?

I

1 ERM K-7

REGULAR

8-12

SUMMER



SUPPLEMENTAL WOHICSHEET

ESEA TITLE II

A

Dat e

1. Population groups receiving Tit le II-services, and student counts for

each term.

PUPIL POPULATION GROUP
PUBLIC NON- PUBLIC TOTALS

Rsr,ular Summer Re ular Summer

1.

2. .
3.

4.

5.

Source of datri

Comments:

2. Librarians and/or library aides for participating Title II schools, public and

non- public .

LIBRARIANS/
* LIBRARY AIDES

Morn. Sec.

ANIOUN 1. OF t IME SPENT ON 1.n.:A H
RF.G" EAR SUMMER

Less than
1/2

1/2 FT
Less than

1 2 1/2 FT

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

"9
10.
'1.
12.

* Do not count students who serve as library aides
Source of nata
Comments:

11
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SUPPLY \11.'NTAL WORKSHEET 4

ESEA H Matrix 50

ST-LEA
Date

If LEA received Title II ESEA funds, review LEA and non-public scho91
financial records to determine expenditures for textbooks, school library
resources, and other instructional materials for the period September '1970
through August,1971. Vouchers, checks, or accounting records may be utilized.
If the latter are used, the following Handbook II account numbers apply:

-r0
ACCOUNTS ACCOUNT NUMBERS

lamownowli.

EXPENDITURES *

Textbooks 220

School Library
Resources 230a, b, c, d

Other Instr.
Materials 230 a, b, c, d6.=7

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

In dividing the materials between "School Library Resources" and "Other
Instructional Materials," take total state and local expenditures- (including
SAM, PL 82.1, and PL 815 funds) and deduct those itc hs which were placed In
the inventory of an :A non-public school library. This deduction becomes
"School Library Resources." The remainder after deduction is."Other Instructional
Materials."

Be certain to deduct .all fees eha rged to pupils for textbooks or for the use of
library materials.

Source of data-
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SUPPLEMENTAL WORKSHEET 7

NDEA III Matrix 56

ST-LEA
Date

Prior to the award of an NDEA Title III grant, LEAs were required to submit

a detailed, formal application . After award, annual, reports are required. These
should provide the necessary data. If data are not available directly, review

vouchers, ehcas, or accounting records, using the following Handbook II accounts

for assignment:

ACCOUNT ACCO(.NT NUMBER

ral.......1.4101001.°11r'

EXPENDITURES

41.110.11r, .1.1Instructional Materials

Audiovisual 111 230c

Books, periodicals, etc. 230 a, b, a,

Ada

OMP IMII.

Instructional Equipment
(all from 1230 c) PePw. .4140117410111r0APP.P.

Audiovisual A/V part or iiiic
1230c less ATV

equipment
Other In;Aructional

Equipment

If it is impossible to build the records and only a grant amount (total

expenditures) is available, prorate among subject areas on the.basis of the

total number of courses influenced in each area by NDEA Title III in Matrix 57

(i. e. sum Lines 1-8 in Matrix 57 horizontally). Prorate instructional materials

and equipment on each 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.
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--.

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
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GENERAL INFORMATION

1. What federally supported education programs were in operation during the
regular school term 1970-71 and summer 1971?

Program Reg. Term Summer Term

2. Indicate all of the people who were involved in completing the CPIR for_
1970-71.

Name Title Work Performed on CPIR Hours Spent

.04

3. what vas the degree of SEA assistance in completing the CPIR?,
Type of Assistance Explanation

Very
elpful

Moderately
Helpful

Non-
Supportive

Telephone Contact
.

Training Session

SEA Visit to LEA

Other (explain) ,..
i

4. To what degree was the LEA accounting system mechanized in 1970-71?

74



5. What other local, state, or federal reports or audits were completed on
federal programs operating in the district in 1970-71?

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

.4 4...1
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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 records broken down by subject area within each program?

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

b.-4 fosi
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11. How did the LEA determine the "most significant" treatment or characteristic
of a student 9

12. Did the LEA send any of its students to another district for particip. ion in
a federal program in 1970-719 If yes, in which district were these students
included for C71311? reporting?

13. How did the LEA define its low-income "participating" students?

14. How did the LEA determine who its 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 descriptors and are eligible for enrollment, whether

or not enrolled.

Pupil Population Group* Number Source of Data

Low-Income

Handicapped

Non-Standard English

Migrant

Neglected/delinquent

*A child Ma 1 be reported in more than one line.
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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 prograins 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 individual project expenditures from its records?

If the LEA received Title I funds, to which population group were they
directed?

22. 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? rt't)
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25., Were Title H book monies used for library books or textbooks?

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

c: 1
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APPENDIX B

SITE-VISIT REPORTS
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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, 15 were

secondary students. All of the public school pupils were considered as artici-

pating in one or more Federal programs in 197.0 -71. In addition, 157 nonpublic

school pupils participated in a Federal program in this district, receiving

ESEA Title II services. There are 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 State 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 Federal 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 FEDERAL PROGRAMS
19,3-71

Federal Program Name Federal Expenditures

ESEA Title I $13,613

ESEA Title ii 2,461

NDEA Title III 3,599

Vocational Education Act 1,035

National School Lunch Program 15,781

Total All Programs $35,489

84



The intei,:iew 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 Lunchs. 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

schod 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 departmentof education

from the data available there. While reluctant to allow RMC to visit the LEA,

files were made available when requested.

Because of the errors and incompleteness of the CPIR when received by the

State, nomerous,difficulties were encountered in originally completing the CPIR.

Among these problems were: -(1) difficulty in determining the number of children

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 Federal programs as opposed to those who were paid by Federal pro-

grams, (3) data cr 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 An completing the CPIR), and (5) redun-

dancy both within the CPIR and between the CPIR and other documents completed

by the State and submitted 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 reporting 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), matrix 19, in which, because of the nature of many compensatory

educatiDn programs today, it was difficult to separate 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

involved 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 State norm CD 001, and project level reports for the various

Federal programs were available. In terms of accounting i,rocedurec, the State
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follows USOE Handbook II directly, utilizing for its system of accounts that

system prescribed by the handbook.

The [SEA Title I program, the largest Federal program at the subject school

district for P970-71, 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 its inception to conclusion, reviewing the application forms, the title I

evaluation report for summer and regular year, and the audited State report for

title I expenditures. Both the summer and regular year programs were reading

programs, while the summer nad a 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 hot paid through Fed-

eral funds were not available. In this case, because the report was completed

by the State, it was not possible to make an estimate of those involved with-the

project. Expenditure data, because of the use of Handbook II codes, was easily

transferred to the CPIR form after proration by service and activity.

The LSLA Title II and NDE A Title III programs were aimed at the general ele-

mentary and secondary pupils. \s such, the programs were assumed to provide

services equally to all pupils in the school district, and thus services received

by pupils could be reported. Expenditure data for the [SEA Title II program was

available through the annual State report, wh,ile clata for the NDEA Title III pro -

3ram were available form the NDF\ ledger sheets. Data concerning the staff mem-

bers involved with both projects were unavailable. It was possible, however, to

make estimates of the number of staff members involved in the program by making

assumptions of the likely participation of the staff members in the project.

Data concerning the Vocational Education Program were available through school

district records, and data for the National School Lunch Program were available

rough records of the State.

Description of the Process of Completing the CPIR

nie CPIR instruments for this State for 1970-71 were completed by an indi-

vidual at the LEA and submitted to the State offices. Thc: documents were then

reviewed, assuring their accuracy, and submitted to the Office of Education.

For the subject school district, as reported above, the CP1R 'instrument was sub-

mitted to the State with numerous errors and inaccuracies. The State was forced

to complete the CPIR as best as possible from the available records. Because

the individual who completed the CPIR at the LEA had terminated his employment

with the school district, it was impossible to obtain some of thc- inforMation he

required for completion. The CP1R for this LEA required 2-3.days of effort by

the State for review and corrections. As stated previously, it was necessary to

estimate data in areas such as pupil participation in kariou, subject areas, the

staff involved in Federal programs, and expenditure,' for direct educative ser-

vices by service area.

Because of the limited number of federal progroms at the LFA during 1970-71

school year, it wok possible to oh toin a nondupli<ato count of Federal program
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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't most significant characteristics of the
students involved in Federal programs, and with the exception-of the ESEA Title I
program which was designed for low-income pupils, all Federal programs were
aimed at general elementary and secondary student populations; the latter con-
sisted of all pupils in 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.

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 he 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 8, DISTRICT B

School District Description

This district was a stratum S 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, Governor 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 distriet in 197o-71 were $1,071.

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

table below:

Table B-2

OPERATINtt FEDERAL PROGRAMS
1970-71

Federal Program Name
Federal Expenditures

ESEA Title I
$43,404

NDEA Title III
535

National School Lunch
26,041

Total All Programs
$69,980
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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

"overseer." 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 available

on a name-by-name basis. The financial records for this program were kept in

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

mill

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 Bummer school 1971 data.

Much of the data collected by RMC was taken from the ESEA title I annual

evaluation report, 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.

Descripion of the LEA Process of Completing the CP[R

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
r
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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 CP:R. 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 can 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. 1
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STATE B, DISTRICT C

School District Description

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

It had a public school enrollment of 2,132, with 1,587 elementary students and

S4S 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 101 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 con-

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 StP..ce and local expenditure it was found that the per-pupil

expenditure in thi'i district was approximately $175.

The Federal programs in operation in the district during the 1970-71 school

year-are displayed in the following table:

Table B-3

OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS
1970-71

Federal Program Name Federal Expenditures

ESEA I $2.3,3S8

ESEA II 1,614

NDEA III 530

National School Lunch 20,385

Total All Programs $45,887



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, in 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 ifficulty 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 CPIR: 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.

It 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 LLA, he was unable to provide the type of assistance needed.

In completing the CPIR, the LLA made several major 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

()"
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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.

4

"VI



STATE C, DISTRICTS D AND E

This site visitrepo'rt 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 fol!0,4-

ing table:
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Table B-4

OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS
1970-71

Federal Program Name Federal Expenditures

ESEA Title I $164,045

ESEA Title II 26;017

ESEA Title III 2,116

Head Start 11;609

National School Lunch 19,537

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 school district for all levels of instruction.

In 1970-71, this LEAoreceived a total of $26,805 in Federal funds. Total

State and loch' 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 schoof year, with

their respective levels of expenditures, are displayed in the folfowing table:

Q
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Table B-5

OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS
197C-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 necessary to make use of tnat provision.

Description of Records Used for CPIR Completion

-The basic data sources 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 yeah 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-

f)C,
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tionnaires which are completed by all teachers in the State and serves as the
basic source document for State statistics for the year The internally devel-

Oped'form discissed above requests that school districts indicate the Federal
programs in operation in their d4stri-Ct doing the regular school term and the

summer school ter during the year. This document is used by the State person-
nel to determine which Federal programs ale to be included on the CPIR. Thus,

only those programs indicated by the school districts will appear' on the CPIR,
and 'mistakes may be made as was fund in one of our sample districts.

--._

Most of the data entered on all of the sections of the CPIR are estimates.
The.State,education agency reviews project applications and reports that have
been completed 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 an operation in nonpUblic schools would
be included in the CPIR only if the d to were submitted directly to the State
offices. More often than not, they a e'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 participanto.
Data concerning pupil participation by service received are drawn from the pro-
posals, which indiCate the areas on which the project is expected to concentrate.
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 the roject are considered as being the same.
Stiffing matrixes are extremely diffi ult 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 but are subject to signi icant error. While this State uses its
own series of accounts, data were adj sted to fit into the HEW Handbook II class-
ification of accounts and definitions of expenditures.
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STATE D, DISTRICT F

School District Description o-

.

This district was a stratum 4 LEA in the CPIRnational sample in 1970-71.

It had a public school-enrollment of 3,537 with 2,309 elementary students and

1,228 secondary 'students.e,

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

secondar?. Of the seven schools in the district, five were title I eligible

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 to $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 programs in operation are displayed in the following table:

Table B-6

OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Fede 1 Program Name Federal Expenditures

ESEA T. a $112,430
I.

ESEA Title II 4,338

Vocational Education 58,044

Other Federal Programs 125,588

Total All Programs
.

2 V9(1,400
e.

4
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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" f 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.

Description of School District Records

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 w44on file at one of the district schools:
Therefore, it was necessary to work with two offices: the school board office

and the school. In addition to the title I evaluation report, RMC also utilized,

payroll records to determine the number of part-time and full-time employ
paid by title I, although this still did not yield the number of people who

were assigned to title I. A title I survey was taken by the LEA to determine the

the number of low-income students in the district.

NN,

Th title I ,requisitions for reimbursemist were used to complete the CPIR.

'This f rm is s andard in this State and almogt identical with the CPIR format,
except that ex enditures 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 Program was operating in this district. The totals

from the monthly requisitions foeAreimbursement were copies and added to arrive

at the annual cost and total lunches served. It was impossible to, use parti-

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

of free lunch recipients, anddno list is kept of the flames of offiers 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.
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The National School lunch program was operating in this district. The

totals frompthe 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

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

is necessary to use the superintendent's report for both 1970-71 and 1971-72

in order to obtain the full picture for the luo-71 CPIR. This report often

points out Federal programs operating at the LEA which were not reported on

the CPIR.

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.

There was some confusion in the reporting of students because it is unclear

to the LEA's whether they should report the maximum number of participants or

the average number who received services.

In matrix 03, the edit check for line 01, column c, 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 *eyed off the regular term count. This edit check should be eliminated.

.0144LEA also relprted title I students participating in ytesting,"ut

there was no-money for this activity. The LEA's seem to haVe difficulty

discerning between those activities which are paid for by'Federal funds and

those which'are not.

There was an array of opinions regarding the "remedial" and "nonremedial"

breakdowns. Generally, however, people used their own 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 WThe ESEA I program).
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The term "pr ssional" is misunderstood by the LEA's. Some feel that

a secretary who is given h 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.

I
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STATE D, DISTRICT G

School District Description

This LEA was a stratum S on the file when theCPIR 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 October 1970, 2,214 were elementary and 1,205 were secondary.

There are-seven public schools in the county: one high school; one inter-

mediate school, 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.

The State and local expenditures for this LEA in 1970-71 were $1,864,883.

The Federal expenditures are shown by program source and amount in the following

table:

r

Table B-7

OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS
1970-71

Federal Program Name Federal Expenditures

ESEA Title I .
$ 83,194

ESEA Title II 4,436 -

NDEA Title III 3,178
w

Adult Basic Education -2;417

National School Lunch .
40,183

Forest Reserve
318

Drug Training Grant .

50

Total All Programs $133,776
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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.
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 kno0 if they are repeating their errors year after year.

Description of School District Records

All ESEA 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 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 comparability 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 monthly requisitions 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 1971-72 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 $30D and a Drug Training Grant af $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 coordinator 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.

It was discovered that the tttleI 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.

Fox 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'reviewing 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

l)cauSe 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 §tudents who were in non-title I eligible

schools. This resulted in a discrepancy of 1,847 students in the general

elementary population growp.

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 county which gave the namesof people on welfare as

well as those receiving ADC. The teachers also used their personal knowledge

of the familie3 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. 104
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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 childrelkin its
district, it had no way of collecting this data and therefore had nerecord

of these children.

Another problem seemed to be logistics. Records were kept at different

sites for different programs, and the LEA obtained 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 cooperjkive 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 bus% 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 which are the most difficult to
substantiate and for which no real record exists except in the form of payroll.
This,Lof course, provided only the names of those teachers who were paid by

Federal programs and not the numbers of teachers who were akfiigned 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-income5taffing, 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 SO 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-

pendituies.

In the\expenditure 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.

Zed
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STATE E, DISTRICT H

School Distct Description

This was a stratum 4 LEA in the CPBUnational sample for 1970 -71.'
There were 8,510 school pupils enrolled. Of this number, 4,480 pppils 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 expenditures from State and local sources amounted to $11,347,364. Thus,

per-pupil expenditures including 'Federal, State, and focal funds for the sthool
district in 1970-71 were $1,359.

The Federal...programs operating in the school district in 1970-71

are shown in the table below:

TABLE B-8

OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS
1970-71

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 $216,969
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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 visited,
whenever a record was needed and requested, it was provided.

One problem which RMC encountered in this district'is regional 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 prdgrams were not available at school
district offices as there was no liarect relationship between the programs and
the district itself. The ESEA Title III program was operated on a regional basis
throughoutothe 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 1ealth
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 regarding
the use of subject-matter designations for the services received by pupils.
Many of the more recently developed education,programs work across fields (by
combining reading with social sciences, for example) and thus address two or more
of the identified service areas on the CPIR.
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y STATE E, DISTRICT)

School District Description

This was a stratum 5 LEA in the CPIR naticnal sample in '
There were 1,032 public school pupils enrolled. Of'this numb 3

were elementary students (including 7 ungraded elementary) and509 were

secondary students (including 4 ungraded liondary). All of th4 Public

school pupils participated in one or more ederal programs in 1970-;1.

Although there are nonpublic schools in the district, none of these schools
conducted aFederal program during the year. .However, 14 of the nonpublic

school students participated in the title I program during the summer.

,

There.are four public schoglg the school district, consisting
9
of two

elementary- schools, one junior high school, and one high schodl. Of.these, .

.both elementary, schools participated'in the title I program during the year.

In 1970-71, this LEA received a iotal/ef $32 AO in Federal funds. Total

State and local expenditdres Impunted,to $A29,714. 'Thus, including 'Federal,

State'apd local funds; expenditures per pupil in the school district in 197.0-71

were $898.

The Federal programs in operation in this LEA during the 1970-71 scipol

year with their respec+ive level of' expenditures are'displayed in the

following table:

0
c
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Table 8-9

.
OPERATING FED,ERALt PROGRAMS

1970-71 -

,

Federal Program Name ,

,

Federal Expenditures -'',

, .

ESEA Title I
,4

ESEA Title II-
.

ESEA Title III

NDEA Title il.I.

Vocational Educatibn Act

National School Lunth

#

i

,

:

..

$12,176

o
1,510

. 139

2,189

/7 368 -,

'9,018-

,

,

.

. ;-.

_

.

:

Total All Poggrams $32,400

t

The interview which RMC'conducted was with the coordinator of Federal

programs responsible for completing the CPIR in,1970-71. In 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 p&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, Were the respondent is requested to distribute the pupils

according to the direct educative services received.

Because'of the size of the school district involved (approxiM4tely 1,000

studentss,:the LEA was able to complete the CPIR withgut major difficulties.

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.

0
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Description of School District Records,

All staff members with whom RMC had the opportunity to meet 'and to

work were most kelpf01. Copies of all applications, reports, 'letters, etc.,
were made availatite to us. 'Project files here made available to us and no

information was with4eld. Information- cofcerning'the school system itself

was provided through the annual superintendent's report to the State and by

,the aoditor'S report on the finances of the setvol district. The school district

. does not follow Handbook II directly but utilizes the sate system of accounts. -
RMC was abler however, thesp accounts to Handbook II format.

.

The title I program, the largegt Federal program in the school district
for 1970-71, had an excellent sq of records detailing the complete project
from inception to conclusion. (Pupil records were quite detailed, showing
information on the services and activities in which students participated.
UnfOrtunately; it was necessary to estimate the number of pupils participating

in each of the direct educative services, since data'bn this aspect of student
activities were not available in sufficient _detail to.allowRMC to take it directly.
This prOblem is not unique to this districts but wal common across all LEA's
survese by RMC. Staffing records were complete, especially with regird to
thsise staff members paid in whole or in pdrt by Federal funds. Data on

those staff members involved with the project but not paid b? Federal funds
were not available. Estimates could-be made, however, and were utiliad for

the report. Dar were available.onthe extent and types of training provided
to staff members on Federal projects. Expenditure data were available in a

format that permitted RMC to transcribe from the State systet of accounts to

the HEW Handbook II format.

The ESEK Title II and NDEMTitle III programs were aimed at the pupil
A

population group of general elemegtary 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 served by the project. Expenditure data were

available on the SEA Title.-II program throligh the "Report of Local

Expenditures - Final Claim" and on'the NDEA title ihojeci, "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

lfde on the number of staff- members involved only by making assumptions 4 '

ncerning the likely participation of the various types of staff members on the

project. :The types of staff members that would be included are administration,.

.librarians, teachers, e',..

.
Data concerning'.06:ESEA Title III program were found by RMC on searching

through the LEA's records. This progrm had"not been reported by the LEA on

its original CPIR submission. Federal'unds granted to the LEA under the title
`III 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 membe . The source of data utilized by RMC was,the project application

aild the gr t award notification for the program.

the
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The vocational eakication 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 areal and the staff members involved.

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 State requisition 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

The CPIR for 1970-71 was completed by the coordinator of Federal programs

for the sch 1 district. He was assisted'by the secretary to the superintendent'

and the school accountant-. Approximately 1 man-week was required for the

preparation o the CPIR, 16 hours in preparing the data, and 24 hours in

compllting the CPIR. State assistance,wasconsidered to be moderately helpful 4

an consisted f telephone contacts by the State representative to the LEA

eri .questions. As stated previously,Atstimation of data was required

in such' as student participation by subject areas, staff involved ih

Federal program (especially those not paid by Federal funds) and

e enditures- for the direct educative services 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 not maintained at tik'school district

in such a manner that they couldbe 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 patticipants. Considerably more difficulty

would have%been encountered had two or-more programs been specifically designed'

to serve pupils in the same pupil population group. Thus, the'school district

had no problem in determining the mst 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

pupils less those involved in the title 1 program. ,

As uiscussed previously, staffing data maintained by'the LEA Were basically

concerned with the number of staff members who were 'kid by rederal funds and

an attempt was made to account for those staff members who participated in Federal pi'

programs but were not paid by them. However, there were obvious weaknesses in

1 0:
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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
of training, and theo,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 IL format. Data

were kept on individual projects such that project expenditures could readily
be determined for each of the programs in existence for the 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 were spent or encumbered
during the Septemlber 1970, to August 1971, time period.

4
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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 theik U.S. Office of Education. In addition, the individual

designated as the pint 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 problems have been discussed in detail below.

Since RMC was able to interview personnel at only two Federal programs,

it was not possible to develop our own figures for total staff assigned to /

Federal programs and total Federal funds in school year 1970-71 and summer term

1971.

The CPIR compiled at th\U.S. Office 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 1045 professional

staff members and 1,629 nonprofessionals.

Our initial 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 -eparate CPIR

on their program. 'These CPIR's,were then sent tithe U.S.,Office of Education

where the data were compiled into one report. ,

4

Our first meeting in this district was with this'4 dual 100 then

accompanied us to a meeting with the Follow-Through pros lirector. RMC

was also accompanied on this visit by a representative o .the4U.S. 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 schog4 year 1970-71. We found that few of the records wereavailable

at this office biEause they were maintained in the Office of Research.and

,Deve opment. We were never permitted to interview the Follow - Through researcher

and re unable to obtain the necessary data to perform a through analysis of

the F llow Through program, although RMC did attempt to piece together a

picture of the program based on correspondence and other documents available

at the office of the Follow-Through dirAOA.
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Description of School District Records

Follow-Through:

RMC used the "Follow-Through Program Progress 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-Through programs in 1970-71.
Approximately 425 students in kindergarten through second grade received services
during the regular school term and another 100 kindergarten students participated
in the summer of 1971, bringing the unduplicated count to 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.

ESEA II:

Our second interview
vices. She estimated that
II data for the 1971 CPIR.

e district was with the director of library ser-
least 40 man-hours were put into compiling the ESEA

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 1970-71-4,ublic 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 June 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.

1 5'
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Summary

RMC believes that our three trips to the LEA were not as productive

"as 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.

Nit
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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 fel. this LEA in 1970-71 and 1971-72 in order to 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 Iraccount numbers. Futhermore, the CPIR
requires°that financial reporting include encumbrances as well as cash expendi-

tures. This does not coincide with the'LEA's regular system of financial account-
ing.

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

ESEA Title I Low-income program and programs for neglected and
delinquent o

ESEA Title II
ESEA Title III Diagnostic aid Adjustment Center, and Vocational Education

Opportunities
ESEA Title VI Michael Summer Program, Methodology of Dactylology, and

Mentally Retarded Deaf Program
ESEA Title VIII Project Stay
NDEA Title III
0E0 Adult Basic Education
EPDA Career Opportunity Program; Teachers College Interns;

Career II

Follow Through
Manpower bevelopment Training Program
Model Cities Adult Education; Breakfast Program; Teacher Aides Program

Vocational Education Acts High School; Adult Education

2 National School Lunch Acts 1_17
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Almost every program produced a final evaluation report, but the *eading

cf these reports would take days. The ESEA I evaluation report, 'for instance,

was 655 pages long., Information for the various Federal funds are found as

follows:

Separate funds for the fiscal year 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
0E0 Adult Basic Education
EPDA Teachers College Interns
EPDA Career Opportunity Program
Follow Through
Manpower Development 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 01 since it is reimbursement money
Vocational Educational Acts High School included in fund 01 and

Adult Education in OS
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 fOr programs

as budgeted.

It was seldom possible to enter data
porting yea4 often did not match the CPIR
are based on proration and other means of

very little of the reported data could be

Pupils and Schools

directly from records because the re-

year. Most of the figures reported

calculating cost. It appears that

considered raw estimates.

Obtaining gross nonpublic school 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 in which each program took place.
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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 grokip 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.)

t I

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 workday; school,term, and

population group they serve. These same staff mast 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 pore 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 worksheetsoof 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 distriblitedto 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 ht971 summer school expenditures.

Financial reporting required that the conditions o appropriation 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.

4 4 CI'
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Miscellaneous Problems

1. In 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.

i2. Budget categories 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.

S. For food service, it was difficult to transrate 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, for/instance, run year round with no separate

summer component.
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I

NOTE

This appendix reports all data collected during the course of the study.

It should be noted that no to 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). In the other ease, the purpose of the site visit was
solely 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'the data reported in this appendix.

4
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State A, District A

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix 'LineLine Column , AMC Original Difference

2 14 b 137 i , 3 , 7

2, 15 b 17 0 - 17 6

16 b 0 . 14 14- 6

a , 1 b 692 0 , 23 - 669 9

3 1 c 33 23 i - 10 9

2 b 14 3 - 11 9

3 6 r 2894 2917 23 2

3 R d 157 0 - 157 .9

3 6 e 5 6 1 , 2

6 f
.

1 0 - 1 9---
10

----
b 4 63 23 - 40 2

4. 16 b 3051 2894 ± 157 0

4 9 b 304 2917 - 157 9'

5 1 c 0 13. 13 11

,5 I d 0 10 10 11

1 g 0 8 8 11-

:. 5 1 h 0 2, 2 11

5, 5 c 0 13 13 11,

5 5

1

d 0 . 10 10 11

5 25 c 13 0 - 13 9

5 25 d 10

.8

0 .

1

- 10 :

, - 8 9
5 25 g

5 25 h 2 0- -4 2 9

5 28 c . 13 a 13 5

5 '3 d 10 ,0 - 10 5

1 g 8 0
.

- 8

125 124
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INCORRECTLY-RE'JORTED DATA
State ot, ilistrict A-- continued

CPIR Location
-

MR Data Error,
Cede

Matrix Lin Column RMC Original Difference

5 28,
*144

h 2 0 0 - 5

5 32 c 1 0 - 13 7

5 32 d
.

10 0 - 10 7

5 32 g 8 0 - 8 7

5 32 la, 2 , - 0 - 2 7

33 c 13 0 - 13 2

5 33 d 10 0 - iu 2

10 3 d 0 U32 1232 9

10 9 d 0 1232 1232 9

10 4 11 d 0 820 820 9

10 25 1452 1448 - 4 9

.10 '25 d 1205 1232 27 9

10 25 j 157 0 - 157 _9

10 33t, b 105 237 132 3

10 33 c' 634 1110. 476 3

10 33 d ..,,,u=i- 616 90 3

13 I% c 1 0 - 1 9

13 1 ' d 0 1 I 9

13 1 f 1 0 1 9

13 6 h 2 . 0 - 2

r13
6 j 0 4 4 2

14 l 1 k 1 7 7 2

14 , 1 m 0 6 6s1 11

14, p 0 1 I 11

14 ' 6 m 8 0 - 8 9

15 6 w 0 25 25

126 125
i



rNcorazEcTLY REPORT.ED DATA

State A, District A-- continued

CPIR Location . CPIR Data , Error
Code

Matrix 'Line Column RMC Original Difference

15 6 34 22 - 12

19 ] c 1 0 - 1 5

39 1 4 0 1 1 5

19 .1- f 1 0 - 1 5

19 1 1 g 0 1 1 5

20 1 m 0 1. 1 5

21 ,
N.'

1 -. '1 0 - 1 5

22 1 b 4 8 4 0
22 2 b 9 14 5 10

22 4 b 34 47 13 10

30, All c '
'.

d .

3

30 ,5.11 9

31 All j 9

31

31

All o 9

All p 10

31 . All q 3

40 All d 8

41 All j 1 5

41 36 o 15603 \ 15821 218 9

41 45&53 o' 15821 - 82 10

41 All p 10

41 All q 9

46 All b 10

46 6 6 7

50 1 b 33933 34981 1048 4

50 / 2 b 19160 10576 410 4

1,7 11`2T)
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INCORRECTLY P.E PORTED DATA

State cA, District A--continued

I-

CP1R Location . CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line Column RMC Original Difference

50 3 b 155 47573 47418. Q 4-

50 4 b 44255 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 1 n e 145 0 -145

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

52 1 c 19 2 - 17 9

54
55

All All . 8

56 -- 1 b 403 0 , -403
1

A
5

56 1 d 0 464 I 464 6

56 1 e 1140 0 X1140 5

56 8 All 10

57 All : All 8

128
127

J
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CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State A, District A--continued

CPIR

_,
Pala Element CPIR Data Element

Data Value

sMatrix Lr..! Column

Data Value

Matrix Line Column

1 1 b 1 c 10

1 1 c 9 c 10

1 1 d 7 5 c 13

1 1 e 12 5 2 d 10

2 2 b 237 5 2 g 8

2 3 b 255 5 2 h 2

2 4 b 237 5 5 g 8

2 5 b 224 5 5 h 2

2 '6 b 251 la 23

25

f , d

F b

175

2372 6 e 4 10

2 7 b' 243 15 1 v 1

2 i e 3 20 1 k 1

2 8 b 238 22 3 A b 2

2 8 c 13 30 35 c 800

2 8 e 1 30 45 c 13484

2

,2

9 b 235 30 47 c 129

9 c 5 30 53 c 13610

9 e 2 31 35. p 800

10 .b 219. 41 14 p 1035

2 10 c 5 '41 52 q 16268

2 11 b 218 47 1 b 23

2 12 b 206 47 d C 23

2 13 b 200 l 47 1 e 10

2 17 b 2917 I 47 1 g
*

10

2 17 c 23 I 56 2 e 214

2 17 e 10 I 56 5 d 331 ,

3 1 e 1 56 , 6
.,

e 1007

4- 1 I b, 23 56 7 e I 503
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,. INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State .B, District B

CPIR Location
)

.

CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix -Lino Column RMC , Original Difference

c 2 0 -

2 3 c 13 8 - 5 2

2 7 c 37 8 29 2

2 ., 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 e 20 15 - 5 12

2 8 e 16 15 - 1 , 12

2 9 e 1 15 14 12

2 1 i e 152 120 t - 32 , 10

3 1 1: 211 328 - 13 12

3 3 b 233 g40 7 3--t

3 1 c 254 84 -170 11

3 6 c 2179 0 -2179 7

3 .. 1 0 '1 7

4 1 a 102 328 226 9

.4 6 b 2179 2291 102 9

4 9 b 2281 328 -1953 -7

4 9 c , 152 1'0 32 10

5 Z g
e

U lUb lUb ,

lbb h U lb

5 8 c 68 0 - 68

5 ,8 g , 152 0 -152

5 12 . l 68 0 - 68 7

5 31 L 0 2 0 - 2

/ 130 129



INCORRECTLY REPORTE1) DATA
State B, District s--continued

CPUt Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line Column RMC
,

Original Difference

5 . 31 c 5 0 - 5 7 .

5 32 g 190 0 -100 7

5 33
V

c 102 0 -102 7

10 25 b 0 187
---,--.

187 7

10 25 c 0 1090 1090 7

10 25 d 0 1004 1004

10 25 g 0 105 ill 105 7

10 25 h 0 15 15 7

10 33 c 1175 0 -1175 7

10 33 d 1004 0 -1004 7

13 1 d 2 - 1 - 1
f-____-_

913, 6 h 0 10 10

13 6 d 0 1 1 9

14, k 1 2 1 12

15 1 v 4 3 - 1 7

18 1 w 3 0 - 3 7

18 b 31 0 - 31 7

. 19 1 d 1 4 1 - 3 7

20 1 0

ir
1

0

1

- 1 920 1 111 1

21 1 v 5 3 - 2

21 1 'w 15 0 - 15 7.--
721 3 y 1 1 0 - 1

22 1 b 6 1 - 5 7

22 2 b 3 0 3 7

22 5

131130
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State B, District B--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data
Error
Code

Matrik *Line Column RMC Original Difference

22 4, b Iv 38 0 - 38 7

30 2 29163 39612 10449 7

30 8, 4209 0 -4209 7

30 12 C 1329 0 -1329 7

30 15 c 1778 0 -1778 7

0 30 17 c 2467 t 0 -2467

30 23 c 477 0 -477 7

30 34 c 190 . 0 -190 7

30 35 c I 2200 2195 - 5 12
.

30 36 c 244 a -244 7

30 45 c 42783 42534
1' .

-249 10

30 5;) c 43404 431555 -249 10

33 48 . j 21 0 - 21 7

31 53 , j 21 0 - 21 10

31 36 o 1042 0 -1042 7

31 45 o 1042 0 -1042 10

31 53 o 1042 0 -1042 10

31 8 1 p 4209 0 .-4209 7

31 12 , p 1329 0 -1329 7

31 15 p 1778 0 -1778 7

31 17 p 2467 0 -2467 7

31 20 477 0 -477 7

31 p 190 0 '-190 .

31

..'jl------T271)
35 p 2200 . 0 -2200Mr-7

31 . ,11.

. .

(1 1...,..; ti -1d3

,...

, 132 131



1

INCORRE CTL1 REPORTE D DATA
State B, Dis rict B--continued

CPIR Location ,CP111 Data
-,

Error

Matrix Lin C Column I RMC

S

Original Difference
Code

31 42 p 543- 0 -543 7

31
1.

45 , p 43825 0 -43825 7

31 47 p 621 . 0 -621 ,

31 48 p 21 0 - 21
)

31 53 p 44467 0 -44467 7

31 45 g 85122 0 -85122

31 47 g 118 0 -118 7

7

-

1,.

31 48 g 641 0 -641

31 49 g 214 0 -214 7

31 50 q 4138 0 -4138
7

31 51 q 1692 0 -1692
/

31 52 q 110 0 -110 7

31 53 q 92035 0 -92035 7,

40 26 d 0 47 47

40 27 d i 0 1453 1453 5

4O 45 . 0 1500 1 00 0

40 , 53 d 0 1500 /500 10

41 48 j 514
,

0 -514

41 53 j 514 0 -514 7

41 36 o -24999 0 -24999 7

41 45, o 24999 0 -24999 7

41 53 o 24999 0 -24999 . 10

41 36 p 24999 0 -24999 7

41 45 p 24990 0 -24999 10

41 48 11'
514 0 -514 7

41 53 p 25513 D -25513 .10
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INCORRECTLii REPORTED DATA
State B, District B--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line Column RMC I Original Difference

41 45 p 2042917 0 -2042917 7

41 47 p 2827 0 - 2827 7

41 48 p 15383 0 -15383

41 49 p 5136 0 - 5136 7

41 50 p 99302 0 -99302 7 <

"41 51 p 40600 -40600 7

41 52 p 2649 0 - 2649 7

41 53 p 2208814 0 -2208814 10

46 1 b 54 0 - 54 7

46 2 b 65100 44655 - 0445 '10

46 6 b 65154 44655 -20499 10

4(3 6 c 4826 0 - 4826 10

47- 1 b 102 84 - 18 10

47 1 d 102 84 - 18 10

47 1 e 152 J 120 - 32 10

47 1 f 152 120 - 32 10

50 1 b 0
,

10245 10245 7 .

50 2 b 0 .8262 8262 7

50 3 b 0 51823 51823 1

50 4 b 0 70331 'TU331

51 1 1277 1277

51 1 c , 0 1277 1277 7

51 2 b 0 1004 1004 7

51 2 c 0 1004 1004 7

52 1 b 0 11 11 7

54 2 b 0 218
S__

218

134
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INCORRECTLY In:1'ORTE13 DATA

State B, District 8 -- continued f

CPIR Location CPIR Data
Error

Matrix Line Column RMC Origir;a1 Diffcrcnce
Code

54 , 2 c 0 1082 1082

54 9 c 0 47 _ 47
'

7

54 13, c 0 10 10 7

54 14 c 0 1139 1139 7

54 2 d 0 70 70 7

54 3 'cl 0 2 2 7

54 2 e 0 322 322 7

54 3 e 0 16 16 7

54 13 e 0 23 23 7

54 14 e 0 361 361 ' 7

. .

, .

135 134
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4P f
INCORRECTLY REPORTF.D.DATA

State B, District C

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix 'Line Column 1 RMC Original Difference
7t.,_/

2 16 b 2; 2
,

12...)

2 2 1 . c 78 30 - 48 12

2 3 54 25 - 29 12

2 4 c q9 25 - 44 12

2 5 c 54 \ 21 - 33 12

2 6 0 21 21 12

2 7 c 0 21 21 12

2 8 C 0 la' 19 12

2 9 c A. 22 22 12

2 :10 c 0 25 25 12

2 15 c 26 25 - 1 q.5

2 37 c 281 234 - 47 10

3 1 b 2132 220 -1912 2

3 1 c 255 201 - 54 1

3 1 e 6 5 - 1 1

2 b 36 30 - 6 9

3 2 c 26 25 - 1 5

3 *-6 b 1851 08 43 1

3 10 b 219 0 - 219 9

4 1 . b 255 201 - 54 10

4 2 o 26 25 - 1 10

4 9 1851 1908 43 10

1 2 2 10

5- 2 b 78 25 - 53 10

5 y 2 c 157 176 19 . 10\

5 5 b 0 25 .25 9

1
, 137 36

i
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z
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r'CORRECTLY IlLPORTEDDATA
State B, District C -- continued'

I

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix yin' Column RMC Original Difference

t. 5 c 43 176 143 9

5 25 b 1 ?kV- '25 -- 53 10

5 25 c 177 17.6 1 10

5 28 i c 94 - 0 -^ 94 7

. 33 b 78 . 0 - 78 7

5 33 c 177 0 - 177 7

6 . 14 c 26 ; - 1 10

6 25

c

26 0 - 26
4

7

6 33 c 26 0 - 26 7

10 5 .z, h 0 25 25 - 7

10 25 99 147 48 10

10 25 1207 12P4 - 1 1

10 25 h 0 25 25 '7

13 6 i.
0 ..42 42 9

13 6 g 0 1 '1 12

14 1 p 4 0 - 4 , 2

14 ,S k .- 3 '* 2 - 1 2

14, 6 - 2 0 - 2

15 1 . v ____ -0 3

4

3

4

42

12.\1 Y 0
,

15
.

1 v
. .

0 . 1 1 . 12

15 Y x 12 0 17 ,.,12

19 0 4
S.

7

20 6 0- 1 7

21 4 6 Y 0 . 1 1

22 1 b 2 , 49 47 10

138 137

1



INCORRECTLY REPORT]:') DATA
B, District C-2continued

3

Cali Location
A .

-
CPII2 Data . c Error

Cocie
Matrix 'Line Column IILIC i Original Difference

22' 2 b 11 - 7 10

22 3 b 0 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

7r-i3
14 c' 1 - 1 10

14 77 0 - 77 10

23 2 - d 77 0 - 77 7

25 2 b 5 0 - 5 10

25 2 C 5 0 - 5 10

25 2 J d 250 0 . - 250

- 5 .

10

it)25 14 b , .5. 0

25 14 c 5".
0, - 5 10

25 14 d .2 0 - 260 .. 10

27 2 C b - 0, 5 5 10

27 c 0 5 5 10

e 2 . d 0 250 250 10

25 14 b 0 5 5 10

25 14 c 0 5 5 10

d 25 i d 0 zso 230 ro

30 2- II I
30 5 2050 9 -2496

P--Tei 25 c 250 0 - 250

- 197

,

2

a
I

63--bT''2
030 31 c 11 197

139 13



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State 8, District C--continued

CTIRLocatien CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix *Lane Column FL= Original Difference

30 42 c 829 334 - 495 . 7

30 45 c 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 53 d 194 0 - 194 10

31 36 o 3274 0 -3274 9

31 45 o 3274 0" -3274 10

31 53 o 3274
I

0 -3274 10

31 2 p 14600 ' 6582 -8018 10

31 6 p 2050 9 -2041 10

31 25 p 250 0 - 250 10

31 31 a p 194 65 - 129 10

1 47 j 62 0 - 62 9

53 j 62 0 - 62 tio

31 31 p 197 0 - 197 10

31 36 p 3274 0 -3274 10

31 42 p 829 334 - 495 10

31 45 p 21394 699'91 -14403 10

31 47 62 22 - 40 10

7315 -14141 10

J1 45 q
0lo151 0 -170151 7

-731 46 ci 31 0 - al

J1 41/ q 413 213 .

140 139
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INCORRECTLY la:PORTED DATA
. State B, District C--continued.

CPLR Loczt. ion CPIR Data
Error

Code

A--
7

Matrix 'Lille Column RMC Original Difference

31 48 q 213 0 . - 213

31 49 q 212 0 - 212 7

31 50 q 3588 Q -3588

31 51 q 995 I. - 995. 7

31 52 q 1359
,

-1359 7

31 53 q 176762 -176762 10

32 2 c 0 6582 6582 ' 12

32, 6 c 0 9 9 12

32 13 c 4175 0 -4175 4

32 26 c 53 0 - 53 3

32 27 c 0 65 65 7

32
-4 -

42 c 207 334 127 3

32 45 c 4512 6991 -2479 10

32 47 c 0 22 22 2

32, 43 c 72 302 230 3

32 49 c 848 0 - 848 3

32 53 c 5432 7315 1883 10

32: 27 . d 20 0 - 20 7

32- 45 d 20 0 - 20 , 10

32 33 d 20
t

0 - 20

0 - 334

10

--tr--33 36 334

33 45 u 334 - 33407 - 3 .14

TO

TO3J b3 o 334

33 47 j 6 0 - 6 9

33 47 j
6 0 - 6 10

33 2 p 0. 6582 6582" 10

141 1,10 .



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State B, District C--continued

Call Location CP112 Data Error
Code

Matrix 'Line Column IIMC Orfginal Difference

33 6 P 0 9 9 10

33 13 p 4175 0 -4175 10

33 25 p 77 0 77 10

33 26 p\ 53 0 - 53 10

33 27 p 20 65
J 45 10

33 36 p 334 0 - 334 10

33 42 p 207 334 127 10

33 45 p 4866 6990 2124 10

33 47 p 6 22 16 10

33 48 p 72 302 4 230 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 0 - 3 7

33 47 q 22 \ 0 - 22 7

33 48 q 22 \ \ 0 -., 22 7

33 49 q 21 6 _ .- 21 7

33 50 q 366 0 - 366 7

33 31 q 101 0 - 101 7

33 52 q 139 0 - 139 I'

33 53 1 q -; 18023 r 0 -18023 10

40 2 0 6582 6582 4

40 6 c 0 9 r 9 3

40 27 c 0 65 65

40 41 c 0 334 334 3

40 45 c 0 6990 6990 3 .

142 1'11



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State B, District C--continued

CPIR Location
I

CPIR Data Error.
Code

Matrix
I

Column 1 RMC Original Difference

40 47 c 0 22 2

40 48 c O '' 4- 302 302 3

40 53 c 0 7315 7315 10

40 27 d ...1400 1623 - , 223 7

40 45 d

IA
. 1400 1623 l 223 10

40 53 d 1400 1623 223 10

40 4 e 0 3449 3449 7

40 17 e 0 225 225 7

40 18 e 0 2882 2882 7

40 21 e 0 - 1412 1412 7

40 28 e 0 1025 1025 7

40 41 e 0 547 457 7

40 42 e 0 35 35

40 44 e 0 214 214 7

40 45 e 0 9703 9703 10

40 49 e 0 .531 531 7

40 52 e 0 4315

14550

4315

N1.4550

7

1040 53 e 0

41 47 j 462 0 - 462 10

41 53 j 462 0 - 462 . 10

41 Ski o 16777 ',. 0 -16777 7

41 43 o 16777 0 -16777 10

41 53 o 16777 0 1 -16777 10

. 41 2 p 0 6582 6582 10

41 4 p 0 3449 _,..' 3449 10

41 6 p 0 9 9 10

143
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State B, District C--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data
Error

Cale
Matrix 'Line

r4.
Celumn

...

R MC Original. Difference

41 17 p 0 225 225 10

41 18 p 0 2882 2882 10

41 21 p 0 1412 1412 10

41 27 p 1400 1688 288 10

41 28 p 0 1025 1025 10

41 36 p 16777 0 -16777 10

41 41 p p 457 457 10

41 42 p 0 370. 370 10

41 44 p . 0 . 21.4 214 10

41 45 p 18177 18317 200 10

41 47 p 462 22 - 440 10

41 48 p 0 302 302 10

41 49 p 0 531 531 10

41 52 p 0 4315 4315 -"---11-170

41 53 p 18639 23488 `, 4849 10

41 45 q 1235113 0 -1235113 7

41 46 q 227 0 - 227 7

41 47' q 1547 0 -1547

41 48 1 1547 0 -1547 7

41 49 q 1546 0

0

-1546

-2604

T

741 50 q 26046

41 51 q 7219 0 -i219

41 52 9876 0 -9876 7

41 53 q 1283121 0 - 1283121 10

46 1 5 7425 0 -7425 . 10

46 2 b 35649 2067 -9582 10

144
13

e

,g,



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State B, DistrLt C=- continued

,

CPIR Location _ I ,CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix 'Line 1Column' RMC Original Difference

0 6

t

4

12051 , 9238

10--
1046 6 c '2813

47 1 b 255 234 - 21 10

47 1 d 255 234 - 21 10

50 3 b 35380 35793 413 12

50 4 b 61191 61604 413 10

. bl 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 2 c 886 616 - 270 7

54 13 c 181 0 - 181 7

54 14 c 1067 G16 - 451 10

54 1 e 454 0 - 454 7

54 2 e 454 203 - 251 7

54 13 e 93 0 - 93 7

54 14 e 547 293 - 344 7

55 1 k 7

55 2 k 1340 0 -1340 7

55 13 k 274 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 - 2 12

57 3 d 2 0 - 2 12

4 fr-

1 ,^
145
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State C, District D

CPIR kocation cm Data Error
Code

Matrix *Line Column RMG Original Difference

2 17 b 8066 8026 - 40

3 1 c 732 692 - 40

3 6 c n 7374 0 -7374

3 6 e 16 0 - 16

3 6 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 8114 -0 6 -8114 7

5 1 f 40 0 - 40 7

5 2 c 462 0 - 462 11

5 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 It° 170 30 3

10 25 b 625 0 - 625 2

10 25 c 3198 4301 1103 2

10 25 d 998 0 - 998 .

lie.147
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State C, District U-- continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data

Original 'Difference

_Errbr
Code

Matrix 'Line 'Co Intim RMC

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 t - 48 -2

13 1 d 13 9 - 4 2

14 , 1 h 3 0 - 3 2

14 1 m 1 3 2 2

14 1 o 0 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 0 5
. 5 2

15 1 w 6 0 - 6 2

15 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 -76 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 7

23 3
.

b 111 -111 7

23 3 c 111 0 -111 7

23 3 d '2116 0 -2116 7

148 1:427



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State C, District D--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

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 Th3.410

30 5 c
\_.

25510 19200 - 6310 3/10

30 6 c , 0 10000 10000 3/10

30 9 c 0 22500 22500 3/10

30 12 c 0 7.500 7500 3/10

30 15 c 369 0 369 7

30 25 e 176 , 0 176 7

30 26-27 c 428 0 - 428 5

30 26-27 d 1476 0 - 1476 5

30 28 c 7315 0 - 7315 7

30 32 c 3000 0 - 3000 11.

30 33 c 4

30447

36510

C 29427

36510

- 1020.

11

530 42 c

30 48 e 5 0 - 5 7

30 45 c 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 c A 25510 0 -25510



..,

INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
: State C, District D--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data - Error
Code

Matrix 'Line Column RMC Original Difference

31 2 p 25510 0 -25510

31 3 p 21339 0 -21339 7

31. 4 p 21339 0 -21339 7

31 5 p 25510 0 -25510 7

31 7 o . 2903 0 - 2913 5

31 7 p 2903 0 - 2903 7

31 8 o 2902 0 - 2902 51

31 8 p 2902 0 - 2902 7

31 9 o 2902 0 - 2902 5

31 9 p 2902 0 - 2902 7

31 12 0 2902 0 - 2902 5

31 12 p 2902 0;- - 2902 7

31 15 p 369 0 - 369 10

31 17 0 0 200 200 5

31 25 p 176 0 - 176 10

31 26-27 p 1904 0 - 1904 10

31 28 p 7315 0 - 7315 10

31 32 0 0 332 332 5

31 32 p I 3000 '0 - 3000 10

31 34 o \ 0 278 278 5

31 34 p 3278 0 - 3278 10

31 35 o 0 5448 5448 5

31 36 o 2218 18662 16444 2

31 36 I p 2218 0 - 2218 10

31 40 o 0 705 705 5

31 42 p 30452

_ _

0 -30452 10

150

1



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State C, District D-- continued

Or

CPIR L'cation CPIR Data
Error

Code
Matrix

I
'Line Column AMC Original Difference

31 45 o 13827 0 - 13827 7

31 45 p 179529 0 -179529 7

31 45 .q 0 0 0 8

31 46 o 0 3450 3450 5

31 47 q - - 8

31 48 q - - IL.
'" 8

31 49
, - - 8

\31 50-51 q 148043 0 -148043 7

31 53 o 13827 0 - 13827 10

31 53 p 179529 0 -179529 10

31' 53 q 1018279 '''0. -1048279 7

40 25 e 1877 0 - 1877 7

40 26 \ d

,
24541 3035 - 18472 5

40
\

27 , d - . 3034 - 5

40 42 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 1935 0 - 1935 10

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

s 1:;()
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**INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State C, Distrj.ct Dcontinuec

SIlltI,occdima P
CPIREWa Error

Code
Matrix 'Line Column Balc Original Diffenence

41 45' p 14008 0 - 44008

41 45 q - NA 10753437 -10753437 8

41 46 NA 5146473 5146473 8

41 47-48-49 c, NA NA -1--- 8

41 50 q 1579419 -985000 - 148843 7/8

41' 51 q - . 742462 -- 7/8

41' 53 o 17532 0 17532 -7/10

44008 0 44008 7/1041 53 p

.41 53 q 11/83879 17627372 6443693 7/10

46 1 b 25718 0 - 25718 7

46 2 b 165256 '. b 0 - 165256 7

I 190974 0 - 190974 746 6 b

32563 0 - 32563 746 ' 6 c

30536 0 - 3Q536 750 1. b

50 1 c 252 '0 - 252 7

50
.

2 b 13478 50091 36613 7

2 c 472 .\ 1006 532 7

3 'b 6077 ' 0 - 6077 7

3 c , 280 0

---.=--
4301

- 280

74

7

151 1 b 4375

51 .2 b 4375 4301 - 74 2

51 2 998 0 - 998 2

52 1 b 240 179 - 61 °9

54 . 1 c 5725 5829 100 '5

54 1 e 19873 0 .- 19873

54 2 c 2844 3034 190 5

152 151.



lb INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State C, District D--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix
,

Line Column RMC, Original Difference

54 c. e 134 0 - 134 8

54 5 c 2885 275 '90 5

54 5 e 19739 0 -19739 8

54 14 c , 5729 0 -5749 10,
.

54 14 e 19873. 0 -19873 10

55 1 f 417 240 - 177 8

55 1 11* 26019 6019 -19950 .10

55 2 g 207 0 - 207 8

55 2 1r 3185 3034 151 , 10,

55 5 g 210 240 39 18

, 55 5 h 22834 3035 . -19.799 10,

55 -- 14 g 417 0 - 417 7

55 14 h 26019 6069 .219950 10

58 1 b 70 0 - 70 7

58 1 c 645 0 - 645 7

58 1 d 3660 b 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 319 0 - 319 10

5S 3 g 111 0 - 111 . 7

5e 3 h 111 0 - 111 10

61 1 d 1 0 - 1 7

61 12 d 1 0 - 1 7

61, 13 d 2 0 - 2

61 17 d
v

2 0 2 7

,..

e

153 Itt;',:,°,



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State C, District D--continued

1

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line Column RMC--- Original Dliference

62 25 h 111 0 - 111

62 25 i 2116 0 -2116

..

.

.r,

154 1:7:3



CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA,
State C, District 0 -- continued

CPIR Data Elcment
Data Value

I.

CPLR Data Element
Data Value

Matrix' Line Column Matrix Line Column

1 1 b P 2 11, b 632

1 1 c 6 2 11 c 39

1 1 d 7 2 12 b 625

1 1 e 12 2 12 c 20

2 1 b 20 2 13 b 595

2 2 b 645 2 13 c 20

2 2 c 90 2 14 b 588

2 3 b 643 2 14 c 10

2 3 c 90 3 1 b 870

2 3, d 2 3 1 8

2 4 b 573 3 1 e 8

2 4 c 90 3 1 f 1

2 4 d 2 5 1 b 90

2 5 b 619 5 1 c 462

2 5 c 90 5 1 j 8

2 5 d 2 5 2 b 90

2 6 b 566 5 2 j 8

2 6 c 65 5 4 c 462

2 6 d 2 5 5 c 462

2 7 b 632 5 29 j 8

2 7 c 65 5 31 c 100

2 8 b 627 5 32 462

2 8 62 10 25 j 319

9 b 644 13 1 c -or 1

2 9 3U 30 .14 c 3278

10 b 607 47 1 b 692

2 10 c 30 47 1 c 8

N



CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State C, District D--continued

CPIR Data Element CPIR Data Element ,

Data Value
Matrix Line Column

Data Value
Matrix Line Column

47 1 d 700

50 4 b 50091

50 4 c 1006

51 1 e 3691

51 1 d 319

51 . 2 d 319

52 1 c 12

/

i

.

156 155



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State C, District E

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error

Matrix Line Column RMC Original Difference
Code

2
11
19

b --- --- ___ 11

3 2 f b 16 0 K- 16 7

3 6 c 955

163

0

0

- 955

- 163

L 7

73 10 b

4 6 b 955 0 - 955 7

4 9 b J 955 0 - 955 10

4 9 c 163 0 - 163 10

5 31 f 27 0 - 27 11

5 31 g 111 0 - 111 11

5 31 b 25 0 - 25 11

5 33 b 0 27 27 2

5 33 c 0 111 111 2

5 33 d 0 25 25 2

10 25 b 90 ' 0 - 90 9

10 25 c 479 0 - 479 9

10 25 d 386 0 I - 386 9

10 33 b 90 65 - 25 9

10 33 c 479 363 - 116 9

10 3 d 386 364 - 22 9

14 6 m 2 0 - 2 9

15 6 w 0 - 3 9

15 6 y S 0 - 5

19 1 b 2 0 - 2 5

21 1 w 2 0 - 2 5

22 All b

2
1

i
---

2696

0

4800

---
2104

7

530

Irx157 ''' ')

I
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State C, District E--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data
Error
Code

Matrix 'Line Column RMC Original Difference

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 5v

30 41 c 0 100 100 5

30 42 c 1820.73 1975 154.30 5

30 45 c 13019.33 14740 1720.67 10

30 47 c 1446.86 1836 389.14 5

30 53 c 14466.19 16576 2109.81 10

30 All d --- 0 --- 7

31

31

36 o 0 3639 3639 7

All p --- --- --- 10

31 All q --- 0 --- 10

40 All d --- 0 --- 7

41 36 o 12028.89 17767 5733.11 2

41 All p --- 0 --- 9

41 45 q _-- 1344345 -_- 8

41 47 q --= 56391 --- 8

41 50 --- 70000 --- 8

41 51 q 78228 21510 --- 8

41 53 q 1205943 --- --- 7

46 1,2,6 b&c --- 0 ....... 7

50 All b --- A
1.

1 .--.-
---

158 /57
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State C, District E continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line

.

Column RMC Original Difference

51 1,2 b,c , ---
f"

0 --- 7

52 1 b --- 0 --- 7

54 - -- ..... .....
'Et

--1)

159



CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State C, District E--continued

CPIR Data Element
Data Value

CHB Data Element
Data Value

Matrix Line Column Matrix Line Column

1 1 b K 2' 13 b 63

1 1 c 6 2 14 'b 44

1 1 d 7 2 17 b 955

1 1 e 12 2 17 e 163

2 1 b 12 .
-N,

3 1 b 163

2 2 b 90 '3 1 c 163

2 2 e 15 3 1 e 1

2 3 b 82 4 1 c 163

2 3 e 25 5 2 f 27

2 4 b ti 85 5 2 g 111

2 4 e 25 5 2 h 25

2 5 b 41 5 3 f 27

2 5 e 15 5 3 g 111

2 6 b 82 5 3 h 25

2 6 e 15 5 6 f 27

2 7 b 75. 5 6 g' 111

2 7 e 20 5 6 h 25

2 8 b 68 5 25 f 27

2 8 e 11 5 25 g 111

2 9 b 75 5 25 h 25

2 9 e 10 32 f 27

2 10 b 72 5 32 g 111

2 10 e 7 5 32 h 25

2 11 b 64 1 19 1 d 6

2 11 e 5 20 1 m 1

2 12 b G3 20 1 q 1

2 12 e 3 47 1 e 163

47 1 g 163

16o 119



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District F

`. C r'IR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix 'Line Column R MC Original Difference

t 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 . 7

2 8 c 30 0 - 30 7

2 13 c 34 30 - 4 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 2554r--, 1194 -1360 9

._. 1 c 615 326 -289 11

3 1 e, 5 4 - 1 7

3 6 c 3211 3191 - 20 10

4 6 b 3211 3191 - 20 10

4 9 b 3527 3517 - 2C 10

4 1 c 289 279 - 19 10

4 9 c 289 270 - 19 10

5 2 c 0 270 270 7

5 7 c 270 0 -270 7

5 8 e 270 0 -270 7

5 9 , c 270 0 -270 7

5 28 c 0 270 270 . 2

5 31 c 0 279 270 2

5 28 c 0 56 56 2

5 9 g 289 0 -289 9

irl)161 -



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District F--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line Column RMC Original Difference

5 12 g 0 270 270

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 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 j 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 7

15 1 v 12 11 - 1 9

15 1 w 2 0 - 2 9

15 1 x 3 0 - 3 9

15 1 y 1 0 - 1 9

15 6 v 0 10 10 12

162 ici



It,

INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District F--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data
Error
Code

ITatrix 'Line Column RMC Original Difference

15 6 w 1 0 : - 1 9

15 6 x 30 0 - 30 9

15 6 v 2 0 - 2

19 1 d 13 6 - 7 12

20 1 m 2 0

-.."1--

- 2 12

21 1 v 12 4 - 8 12

21 1 y 1 0 - 1 7

22 1 b 26 150 124 9

22 4 b 40 0 - 40 9

23 2 b 11 19 8 9

23 14 b 11 0 - 11 7

22 14 c 11 0 - 11 7

22 2 e 0 10 10 9

22 2 f 0 1440 1440 9

-2 2 a 0 11 11 9

22 2 0 585. 585 9

23 2 0 11 11 9

23 2 j 0 1200 1200

27 14 b 10 0 - 10 7

27 14 c
1

10 0 - 10 7

27 2 J 400 1000 1000 9

30 2 c 0 150334 80334 2

30 7 c 21111 0 -21111 11

30 8 c 30162 0 -30162 11

30 9 c 21111 0 -21111 11

30 14 c 3141 15000 11859

163 Icf-.:



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District F-- continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data ; Error

Matrix *lath e Column RMC Original Difference
Code

30 19 c 0 3900 3900 2

30 20 c 15244 9779 -F465 9

30 25 c 4225 300 -1225 7

30 26 c 1194 0 -1194' 7

30 . 32 , c 750 0 - 750 5

30 34 c 2631 0 k -2631 5

30 41 c 567 0 - 567 7

30 42 c 7528 0 -7528 7

30 45 c 107664 112013 4349 10

30

13-0-33
47 7908 0 -7908 5

c 115572 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 697 391 - 306 10

31 16 o 41 0 - 41 7

31 26 o 1059 0 -1059 3

31 29 0 . 177 0 - 177 7

31 36 0 6349 6663 314- 3

31 42 o 9 0 - 9 3

31 45 o 7635 6663 - 972 10

31 46 o 3223 0 -3223 7

31 47 0 167 0 - 167

31 49 o 542 0 - 542 7

31 53 o 11567 6663 -4904 10

31 2 p 0 80334 80334 10

164 1 ' 3



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
-State D, District F--continued

CTIRLocallon CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix *Line Column RMC Original Difference

31 7 p 21111 0 -21111 10

311 8' p .30162 0 -30162 10

31 9 p 21111 0 -21111 10

31 14 p 3141 15000 11859 10

31 16 p 41 0 - 41 10

31' "- 19 p 0 3900 3900 10

31 20 p I 15244 9779 -5465 10

31 25 p I 4225 3000 -1225 10

31 26 p '2272 0 -2272 10

31 27 p. I 678' 391 - 287 10

31 29 p . 177 0 - 177 10

,31 32 p I 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 0 -753'T 10

.31 45 p 1 115996 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 I 127836 119067 -8769 10

40 26 d I 101 110 9 3

3-40 27 cl I 3540 3837 297

40 45 d i 3641 3947 306 10

40 53 d 3641 I.
t

41 14 in I 0 58044 51044

165 I.1:4



INCOIOIL':TLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District F--continued

CPLR Location CP1R Data Error
Code

Matrix rLine Colunt n 1111C Original[ Diffor.ic'e
--r

41 45 m ) 0 58044, 58044 30

41

../

53.

6

m
r
o

. 0

0

58044 58044 10

41 8208 8208 2

41 16 o .
.
. 409 1819 1410 9

41 26 o . 10443 0 -40443 7

41 29 o 1742

62585

87'

65243

0

'

3748

2658

- , 84

5

3

3

41 36 ,o

41 42 o

41 45 o 75266 80760 5494 10

41 46 o
--Al=

4773 34988 3215 7

41 47 o 1643 0 -1843 7

41
4

C'49, u 533,9
_____

0 -5339 7

41 53 o 114021 115748 172!

41 ' G p 0 8208 8208 10

41 14 0 [ 58044 58044 10

, 41 a3 p 409 1819 1410 10

41 26 p 10544 110 -10434 . 10

41 27
CP

3540 . 3837 297 10

41 29 p 1742 5490 3748 10

41 36 p ' 62585 65283 2658 10

41 42 p 87 0 - 87 10

41 45 p 78907 142751 63844 10

41 46 p 31773 .34988 3215 10

41 4' p 160 0 -1643 10

41 49 p .5339 0 , -5339
.

10

41 53 p 117661 177739 60077 10

16o 1f 5
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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 X66793 24320 -142473 7

46 6 78705 53486 -25219 V

47 1 e 289 279 - 19 10

47 1 g 289 270 - 19 . 10

50 1 b- 2965 0 -2'965 6
50 - 4 .b 171359 14394 -2965 '6
52 1 b 149 150

1

i 1 10

54 13 c '166 180 14 6

54 14 c 2250 2264 14 10

54 43 e na . 179 - 14 6

54 14 e , 2088 2024 - 64 10

,

tr

I 167 if`f;

4



r

CORREhLY RE puatr.r, DATA
State D; District F--continued

GPM Data., ent .

4.

Data Value
CP11t Data Element

Data Value
Matrix Line Column

.,
Matrix Line Column

1' 1 b ] 14 1 m 1

1 1 c . 7' 22 2
:,

b 11

I , 1 d 8 I 23 2 MI 11

1 1 e 12 I 23 2 d 1200

2 3 b 428 i 24 2 m - 9

2 4 b 303 24

24

2

2

n .

o

'585

2 4 c 60 8

2 5 b 319 24 2 p 1440 ,

2 6 b 309 27 2 b 10

2 6 c 30 27 2 -c 10

2 7 b 318 47 1 b 326'

2 8 I) 292 47 1 a d 326

2 9 b 318 50 2 b 4248

2 10 b 294 50 3 c 10146

2 12 b 269 51 1 b 2309

2 13 b 184 51 1 c 1208

2 15 b 22 51 2 b 2309 ''

2 17 c 326 51 2 c 1208

3 6 e 7 54 1 c 2084

3 10 b 1194 54 1 e 1895

4 1 b 326 I 54 2 b 681

5 23 d 56 54 c 1804

5 25 c 270 54 1d 550

5 25 d 56 I 54 e 1688

5 29 c 15 54 3 , b 22

5 33 c 27Q 54 3 c 170

5 33 d 56 54 3 d 36

168 11-f-'7



'e*.1%.

CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State-D, Ditrict F--continued

CPtR Data Element CPIR Data Element
Data Value

Matrix Line Column
Data Value

Matrix , Line Column

54 3 e 207
,

54 5 c 110

54 7 c 110

55 1 k 3979

55 . 2 j 1231 I

55. , 2 h 3492

55 3 j 58

5'5 3 377

55 110 -----
55 7 - k 110 .

55 13 k 359 2/
55 14. , k 4338

e

r .

.

.

.
. .

.
. . .

. .-
I

.

,
1

AN.

169

..



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G

1' Location CPIR Data Error
Code

1

Matrix Line Column RMC Original.,
Y.--

321

Difference

102 5 b 311

2 6 b 334 324 - 10 1

2 9 c 35 34 - 5 2

2 17 c 292 287 - 5

.
10

3 2, b
,

0

.

0 0 8

3 3 b 0
.

0 0 8

3 4 . 0 0 0 8

3 4 b 0 0 0 8

3 1 c 523 237 -286 11

3 6 c 3127 3132 5 10

3 8 c 29 19 - 10 8

3 6 d 224 0 -224 7

3 6 f 1 0 - .1 7

4 1 b 292 287 - 5 10

4 6 b 3351 1504 -1847 "9

4 3 b 29 19 = 10 10

4 9 b 3672 1810 -1862 10

4 6 c 296 259 - 37 7

4 9 c 542 505 - 37 10

5 2 c 35 30 - 5 10

5 25 c 292 287 - 5 10

5 31 c 99 0 , - 99 2

6 33 c 292
r

287 - 5 10

5 28 g 0 231 2p 2 or 9'

5 32 g 193 - 191 - 2 11

10 8 c 0 74 74 2

170 1"
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G-rcorttinued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line Column R MC Original Difference

15 6 y 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 0 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 y 2 9 7' 9

21 , 6 v 0 1 1 10

21 6 w 9 0 - 9 10

21 6 y 0 9 9 , 10

22 1 b 29 155 126 9

22 2 b 9 24 15 9 ,

22 3 b 2.5 29 4 9

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 j 943 0 - 943 , 7

25 14 b 3 0 - 3

172 1..v.1



Es:CORRECTLIT REPORTED DATA

State D, District G--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data
Error

Matrix Line Column RMC Original Difference
Code

25 14 c 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 c 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 c 1 0 - 1 7

27 13 d 50 0 - 50 10

30 2 c 5580 3300 -2280 3

30 8 c 33128 25879 -7249 11

30 11 c 0 25579 25579 11

30 12 c 16511 0 -16511 11

30 19 c 0 3716 3716 2

30 20 c 10869 0 -10869 9

30 26 c 2749 2775 26 5

30 27 c t 0 16331 16331 9

30 28 c 600 0 - 600 2

30 31 c 0 300 300 5

30 34 c 427 1009 582 5

30 41 c 1412 1401 - 11 5

30 42 c 3587 3845 258 5

30 45 r 80365 89637 9272 10

30 Ii c 2629
.

2676 - 153
.

2

173 1,-":"'1.:



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data
Error

Code
Matrix Line Column RMC Original Difference

30 49 c 0 152 152 2

30 53 c 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 53 d 570 238 - 332 10

31 26 j 237 140 - 97 3

31 27 j 74 48 - 26 3

31 45 j 311 188 - 123 10

31 47 j 104 76 - 28 3

31 48 j 21 0 - 21 3

31 53 j 436 264 - 172 10

31 16 0 42 0 - 42 7

31 25 o 7 0 - 7 7

31 27 o 0 308 308 9

31 36 o 5509 3372 -2137 3

31 45 o 5558 3680 -1878 10

31 49 0 1444 884 - 560 5

31 53 o 7002 4564 -2438 l 10

31 2 p 5580 3300 -2280 10

31 8 p 33128 25879 -7249 10

31 12 p 16511 25579 9068 6

31 16 p 42 0 - 42 10

31 19 p 0 3716 37 6 10

31 20 p 10869 0 -10869. 10

31 25 p I 2664 2657 - 7 10

174 1":: 3



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued

CPLR Location CPLR Data
Error

Code
Matrix Line Column RMC Original Difference

31 26 p 3127 2948 - 179 10

31 27 p 503 16892 16389 10

31 28_ p
"st-----

31 p

600

0

0

300

- 600

300

10

1031

31 34 p 427 1009 582 10

31 36 p 6280 4143 -2137 10

.31 41 p 1412 1401 - 11 10

31 42 p 3587 3845 258 10

31 45 p 86804 93743 6939 10
or'

31 47 p 2933 2752 - 181 10

31 48 p 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 q 0 16976 16976 8

31 48 q 0 _ 7218 7218 8

31 49 q 0 1406 1406 8

31 50 q 6259 19912 13653 3

31 51 q 2494 1530 - 9e4 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 10

40 53 d 3867 2627 -1240 10

41 26 j 1491 1538 47 3

41 27 j 163 526 63

175 1:"`"1



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data
Error
Code

Matrix 'Line Column RMC Original Difference

41 45 j 1954 2064 110 10

41 47 j 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 I 34674 36811 2137 3

41 45 o 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 2775 -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 45 - 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 q 0 15333 15333 8

41 50 q 39393 217279 177886

41 51 q 15E97 16702 1005



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G -- continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix 'Line Column RMC Original Difference

41 53 q 1607317 2042674 435357 10

45 1 n 0 771 771 11

45 2 n 0 771 771 11

45 11 n 654' 771 117 3

45 20 n 457 0 - 457 2

45 45 n 2419 2313 - 106 10

45 53 n 2419 2313 - 106 10

45 1 p 0 771 771 10

45 2 p 0 771 771, 10

45 7 p
,

654 0 - 654 10

45 8 p 654 0 7 654 10

45 11 p 654 771 117 10

45 20 p 457 0 - 457 10

45 45 p 2419 2313 - 106 10

45 53 p 2419 2313 - 106 10

45 45 q 2142 2247 105 10

45 53 q 2142 2247 105 10

46 2 b 108725 137058 28333 10

46 5 b 1961 2313 352 10

46 6 b 110686 134745 24059 i 10
l

46 6 c 33623 26006 -7617 10

47 1 b 292 287 - 5 10

50 2 b 17244 11175 6069 2

50 3 b 0 17685 17685 8

50 4 b 18432 30048 11616 8

50 2 c 1200 3200 2000 2

177 171;



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line Column RMC Original Difference

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 c 690 .315 - 375

54 7 c 457 173 - 284

54 8 c 111 77 - 34

54 9 c 0 10 10 /
54 31 c 122 55 - 67 /i

- 18

9

954 13 c 88 70'

54 14 c 2561 1638 - 923 10

54 2 d 190 284 94 9

54 1 e 1475 1004 - 471 10--.--
954 2 e 1103 1004 - 99

54 5 e 372 0 - 372 10

54 7 e 238 0 - 238 9

54 8 e 134 0 - 134 , 9

54 13 e 53 27 - 26 9

54 14 e 1528 1031 - 497 10

55 2 h 59 38 - 21 9

55 1 i 347 196 - 151 10

55 z
..

i 347 196
..

- 151 9

55 14 i 347 196 - 151 10

178 lv."7



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District C -- continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix 'Line Column RMC Original bilicrence

55 2 j -722 . 669. - 53

55 1 k 4295 2768 -1527 10

, 55 2 k 3234 2453 - 781 10

55 5 k 1062 315 - 747 10

'55 6 k 0 173 173 9

55 , 7 k 695 77 - 618 9

55 8 k / 245 10 - 235 9

55 11 k 122 55 - 67 9

55 13 k 141 97 - 44 .9

55 14 k 4437 2865 -1572 10

56 3 b 1491 ,. 1377 - 114 - 5

56 5 b 237 301 64 5 ,,,---i

56 8 b 1728 1678 -." , 50 5

56 3 c 26 35 9 7

56 5 c 511 539 28 7

56 8 c 537 574 37 7

56 3 d 185 330 143 5

56 5 d 574 577 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 (I 11 3. - 8 8

57 3 d 12 3 - 9 8

57 A8 d\ 23 6 - 17

179 1".49



CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G--continued

CPM. Data Element
Data Value

CPIR "Data Element
Data' Value

Matrix Line .- Column Matrix Line Column

1 1 b 1 3 10 b 620

1 1 c 7 4 1 c 246

1' d 8 5 '2 15

3 e 14 5 8 c 257

2 2 e 231
I

12 g 231

2 3 b 327
I

31 g 231

2 3 c 97 1

I

5 33 231

2 3 e 7 10 33 d 1205

2 4 b 309 15 1 v 12

2 c 88 15 \ 6 2

".. 2 4 e' 8 23 2 b 26

2. 5 c 72 _ 23 2' 12

2 7 b 306 . 23 ' g d 252

2 b 293 24 2 i 14

9 b 291 24 2 3 943

10 b 278 25 b 3

11 b 287 25 2 c 3

12 b 239 25 2 d 63

2 13 b 195 I 2ff 2 i;.. 3

I 26 2 i 2022 14 , 212

2 -76 . b 43 27 2 23

2 16, b 3415

,246

27

27

2

2

c

d

12

2542 16, e

3 1 b 214 28 , 2 i 14

3 1 e 3 1 28 3 943

3 4r3 . ,
7 I 30 25 c 2657

3 . 8, 30 36 c 2074-
180 jr:



C MRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State D, District G-- continued

CPIR Data Element
Data

CPIR Data Element
Data Value r,

Matrix Line' Column
Value

c Matr4 Line Column

30 36 c , 771

31 35 p 2074

41 17 o. 217 ,

41 17 120- 217',

41 25 o , 43

41 25 p . 43

47 1 e 246

47 1 g I 246

50 1 'b 1188 ,

50 4 c 4400

51 1 b 2214' .

51 1 c 1205

51 3 ' b- 2214 .

N.51 3 c 1205

52 1 c 25

.

,----,

V

O

181



3

INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line Column Original Difference

d3 I , b 917 950 33 3

3 1 d 44 37 ,_ 7 7

3 2 b 146 97 - 49 3

3 2 c 95 90 - 5 7

-3 6 c 7835 7840 5 10

6 ' d 0 2787 2787 9

3 6 e I 22 17 - 5 9

3 6 f l 0 11 11 9

4 1 b 337 '363 26 7

4 1 c 204 246., 42 7

4 2 c 5 0 - 5 10

4 6 b 8083 10881 2798 10

4 9 b 8510 11334 2824 10

4 9 c I 209 4647 4438 7

5 2 c I 152 154 2 6

5 3 b 0 40 40 2

5 3 f 0 51 51 2

5 6 b
4

30 0 - 30 2

5 6 f 30 ti - 30 2

5 6 g 0 38 38 2 .,

5 6 a j 6 3 3 2

5 12 r g 11q 158 40

5 24 b 40. 0 - 40 --. 9

5 24 c 297 0 -297 9

5 25 b 40 0 - 40 .9 t

5 25 c f 297 0 -297 9

182 It'



I

INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data
Error

Matrix Line Column RIM Original Difference
Code

5
-

25 f 5t ,

4-

0 -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

5 32 j 34 631 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 S - 9 2

6 24 c 90 , 0 - 90 9

6- 33 c 90 69 - 21 9
,

10 7 h 0 593 593

10 7 c 0 2840 2840 9

10 7 d 0 3753 3753 ' 9

10 8 b 0 593 593 9.

ip 8 .c 0 2840
,,

/'. 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 .

10 11 b 0 593 593
.

.

10 '
11 c 0 2846 2840 9

10 11 d 0 0 2796 2796 9

10 23

24

d

b

746

726
Q-____

0

239
if

- -746

-437

7'

. 910

183 1,1.R.17;



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued

CF1R Location CPIR Data

-1

Error
Code

Matrix Line Column RMC Original. Difference

10 25 c 3327 ' 3479 152 3

10 28 d 0 1361 1361 2

10 33

33

c

d

3327

4030

1123

957

-2204

-3073

3

310

13 1 c 4 1 - 3 3

13 "--- 1 d 4 6 2 3

13 6 j 6 0 - 6 9

14 1 p 2 0 2 7

14 6 k 26 0 - 26 9

. 14 6 n

q

6

2

0

0

- 6

2

7

714 6'

25 1 t 10 0 - 10 '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

20 6 s 1 0 - 1 7

21 1 t 6 0 - 6- 1

21 1 w 1 6 5 2

21 1 y 1 0 - 1 7

21 6 y 1 0 - 1 7

'22 1 b 26 31 5 10

22 2 c 40 0 - 40 2

22 3 d 22 27 5 10

184



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State L, District IIcontinued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line Column RMC Original Difference

22 4 b 86 69 - 19 10

23 11 b 6 0 6 1

23 11 c 6 0 6 1

23 11 d 57 , 0 57 7

23 14 b 27 21 - 6 10

23 14 c 27 21 - 6 10

23 14 d 1123 1066 57 10

25 11 b 1 '`O 1 7

25 11 c 1 0 - 1 7

25 11 d 54 0 - 54 7

25 14 b 9 , 8 - 1 10

25 14
s

c 9 8 - 1 10

25 14 d 390 336 - 54 10

30 3 c 0 14880 14880 11

30 6 c 0 856 856 2

30 12 c 30520 k 15732 -14783 11

30 15 d .49 0 49 3

30 26 d 287 1160 873 3

30
,,

27 d 86 269 183 8

30 34 c 1001 145 -856 2

30 36 c 185 0 , -185 3

30 44 c 9166 9259 97 7

30 45 d 422 1429 1007 10

30 53 d 422 1429 1007 10

31 , 3 p 0 14880 1 880
4

10

31 6 p 0 856 856 , 10

185 ifl 1.



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State E, District H--continued

CPIRLocafon CPIR Data
Error

Code
Matrix 'Line Column RC Original Difference

31 12 p 30520 . 15732 -14788 10'

4
31 15 p -N, 49 0 - 49 10

31 26 j 208 0 - 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 , 210 0 - 210 10

31 45 1843
t

9142 '7299 10

31 45 p 124358 132454 8096 10

31 45 q 177393 302411 25018 3

31 46 q 44598 44341 - 257 3

31 47 j 158 0 - 158 9

31 47 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

..31 . 49 q 4509 1980 - 2529 2

31 50 q 106446 27680 -78766 ..., 7

31 51 q 13942 15139 1197 3

31 53 j 478 0 - 478 10

31 53 o 1843 9142 7299 10

1 Y-74
186



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H-- continued

CPIR Locat'on I CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line Column RMC Original Difference

31 53 13' 124626 132454 7828 10

31 53 q 449358 402265 47097 10

32 1 c 2290 2271 - 19 2

32 9 c I 2076 1424 - 652 2

32 12 c I 1431 2102 671 2

32 15 d 13 0 - 13 3

32 26 d 77 0 - 77 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 2 p 2290 2271 - 19 I 10

33 9 p 2076 1424 - 652 10

33 12 p I 1431 2102 671 10

33 15 p
I

13 0 - 13 10

33 26 j I 56 0 - 56 9

,33 26 p I 133 0 - 133 10

33 27
,

j 1 0 - 1 9

3 27 p 24 146 - 122 10

33 36 o 493 2378 1885 3

33 36 p I 493 2378 1885 10

33 40 p I 800 0 - 800 10

33 44 p 0 800 800 10

33 45 j I 57 0 - 57 10

33 45 o 493 t 2378 1885 10

33 45 p I 7841 9702 1861 10

a
187 V-4;



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District 11continued

CPLR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix "Line Column RMC Ori ginal Difference

33 45 q 74252 77361 3109 3

33 46 q 11938 11343 595 3

33 47 42 0 - 42 9

33 47 p 42 0 - 42 10

33 47 q 0 168 168 2

33 48 j 29 0 - 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

33 53 j 128 0 - 128 10

33 53 o 493 2378 1885 10

33 53 p 7912 9702 1790 10

33 53 q 12C283 102905 -15588 10

40 15 d 1182 1123 - 59 3

40 26 d 6877 6024 - 853 3

40 27 d 2069 1946 - 123 3

40 31 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 DATA
State E, District R--continued

CPIR Locatimi CPIR Data
Error

Matrix 'Line Column RMC Original Difference
Code

41 20 m 4943 0 - 4943 7

41 20 p 4943 0 - 4943 10

41 25 m 111 0 - 111 7

41 25 p 111 0 - 111 10

41 26 j 4981 3165 - 1816 3

41 26 p 11858 9189 - 1669 10

41 27 j 46 525 479 2

41 27 p 2115 2471 356 10

41 31 p 0 2380 2380 10

41 36 o 44212 49795 5583 3

41 .1,0
ot. p 44212, 49795 5533 10

41 45 j t 5027 3690 - 1337 10

41 46 m 18635 0 -18635 10

41 45 o 44212 49795 5583 10

41 45 p 78002 64958 -13044 10

41 45 q 6653240 6653047 - 193 3

41 46 q 1069681 975505 -94176 3

41 -47 j 3793 16884 13091 9

41 47 p 3793 16884 13091 10

41 47 q 0 14485 14485 2

41 48 j 2636 170 2566 2

41 48 p 2636 170 2566 10

41 48 q . 59247 221223 161976 2

41 49 q 108159 43562 -64597 2 ,

41 50 q 2553097 608977
:.,

-1944120 7

41 51 q 334399 333962 (1337 3

189 //:

r)Fi

a



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line Column RMC Original Difference

41 53 j 11456 20744 9288 10

41 53 m 18635 0 -18635 10

' 41 53 o 44212 49795 5583 10

41 53 p
.

84431
v

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 1501.38 3906 2

50 4 b 270449 307805 37356 ,10

52 1 b 564 437 - 127 9

54 1 c 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 .2 d r NA 223 --- 8

54 2 e 1046 1138 92 4

54 3 b NA 3 --- 8

54 3 d NA 12 --- 3

54 4 c 0 1969 1969 4

54 4 e 0 382 382 4

190

Ar e- 4,-)i,



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error

Code
4Matrix 'Line Column RUC Original Difference

54 5 c 4057 2062 -1995 4

54 5 e 3185 2771 - 414 4

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

54 11 c 2025 0 -2025 4

54 11 e 392 0 - 392 4

54 12 0, NA 250 --- 8

54 12 4-.. 1244 1123 - 121 4

54 14 ' c 6365 6311 = 54 4

54 14 e 4299 4357 58 4

55 1 h 9420 9545 125 4

53 2 j' NA 583 --- 8

55 2- 2093 , 2278 185 4

55 ' 3 j NA 15 --- 8

55 4 h 0 2351 2351 14

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 t 0 469 469 7

56 1 d 284 3900 3616 7

191 ino



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix 'Line Column RMC Original Difference

56 1 a 1888 170 -1718

56 3 b 1419 79 L1349 7

56 3 c 0 525 525 7

56' 3 d 2189 6769 14580 7

56
.

4 b 2159 79 -2080 7

56 4 c 49 525 1476 7

56 4 d 470 6769 699 7

56 5 b 1667 2617 950 7

56 5 d 1050 6215 5165 7

56 6 e 887 0 - 887 7

56 8 b 5245 3165 -2080 7-

56 8 c 49 525 470 7

56 8 d 3993 16884 12891 7

56 8 e 2775 170 -2605

57 1 d NA 2 I--- \ 8

SriL--1 e NA 1 --- 8

57 3 d NA 2 --- 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 --- 8

57 8 c NA 4 --- 1 8

57 8 d NA 5 --- 8

57 8 e NA 3 --- 8

192



CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued

CPIR Data Element
Data Value

CPLR Data Element
Data Value

Matrix Line Column Matrix Line" Column

2 2 b 766 2 6 e 16

2 2 c 40, 2 6 f , 8

1 1 b K 2 7 b 554

1 1 c 6 2 c 38

1 1 d 7 2 7 d 4

1 1 e 12 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 4,1t

2 3 b 624 2 8 d 3

2 3 c 59 2 9 b 630

2 .., d 2 2 10 b 588

2 3 e 40 2 11 ID/ 724

2 'f
+

3 f 10 2 12 'b 727

2 4 b 618 ,.,`) 13 b 685

2 4 c 65 2 14 , b 627

2 4 d 3 2 15 b 97

2 1 e 34 2 15 c
..

90

2 4 f 9 2 15 e 5

2 5 b 600 I 2 16 b 49
_.

2 5 c 51 . , 2 17 F 8510

2 5 d '3 2 17 c 427

2 5 e 39 2 17 a 26

2 5 f 7 2 17 e 209

2 6 b 618 2 17 f 37

2 6 c 43 3 1 c 580

2 6 d 6 3 1 e 4
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CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
'State E, District H -- continued

,
CPER Data Element

Data Value
CPIR Data Element

.. ,

Data Values
Matiix Line Column Matrix Line Column'

3 2 e 1 25 2 d 336

3 10 b 687 27 2 b 25

4 2 , 90 27 2 c 25

5 2 / g 23 27 14. b 25

5 2 j 21 27 14 c 25

5 12 j 34 30 2 c 613

5 , 30 c 130 30 25 c 1402

5 31 c i, 5 30 16509

5 32 g I18 30 35 c 1781

5 33 c 297 30 45 c 121883

6 1 c 32 30 53 c 321883

6 9 c 29 31 2 p 61319

6 12 c 20 31 25 p 4402

6 31 c 90 31 33 p - 16509

6 32 c 90 31 35 p 1781

6 37 c 90 32 35 c 581

10. 25 d 4030 32* 45 c 7178

13 .. b 3 32 53 c 7178

15 1 v 5 33 35 P 581

15 6 x 22 47 1 c 26

15 6 II
11.

1 47 r 1 e 209

21 1 22 47 1 f 37

23 .
2 b 21 47 ,,1 g 246

23 2 c 21 51 1 b 4480

23 2 d 1066 51 1 c 4030

25 2 b 8 51 1 d 1722

25 2 c 8
.

51 1 e
.

\ 1102

1e
194
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CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District H--continued

CPIR Data Element
Data Value

CPIR Data Element
Data Value

Matrix Line Column Matrix Line Column

51 2 b 4480

51 .2 c 4030
4

,

52 3 c 17
4

52 3 e 68

52 7 e 848

52 9 -,; c 210

53 3 h 85

53 9 h 210

CI 53 14 h 10664

54 3 c 17 .

54 3 e 6&

54 7 e 848

54 9 c 210

65 3 h 85

55 9 h 210

55 1 14 h 10664

. .
,

I
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA

State E, District I

CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

.Matrix 'Line Column RMC Original Difference

2 15 b 0 - *7 7

16 b 4- 0 - 4 7

2 17 b 1032 1021 - 11 10

3 A b 523 74 -449 9

3 2 b 17 0 - 17 9

3 -2 c 0 6 6 9

3 2 e 0 1 1 9

3 6 c 988 947 A- -'+.41 2

3 6 e 4 3- 1 2

3 10 b .77 74 - 3 6

4 6

9

b 988 947 - 41 10

4 b 1032 991 - 41 10

- 5 1 b 2 0 2 11

5 c 42 0 t-....--42 11

5 1 g 16 0 - 16 11

5 1 j 14 0 14 11

. 5 2 b 6 2 0 - 2 11

5 2 c 42 0 -42 11

5 2 g 164 0 - 16 11

5 2 j 14 0 - 14 11

5 3 b 2 0
:.

- 2 11

5 .._ 3 c 42 i.. 0-- - 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
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District I--continued

CPIR Location CPI Data Error
Code

Mari* Line Column RMC Original

I

I Difference

5 5 g le 0 - 16 11

5 5 j 14 0 - 14 11

5- 8 c 0 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 0 - 42 9

5 25 g 16 0 - 16 9

5 25 j 14 . 0 - 14 9

5 30 b 2 0 2. 7

5 30 c 42 44 2 7

5 33 c 42 0 ' - 42 9

10 8 c 0 442 442 9

10 10 c 0 442 442 9'

10 10 d 0 505 505 9

10 11 c 0 442 442 9

10 11 d 0 505 505 9

10 23 d 276 270 - 6 6

10 25 b 113 0 -113 9

'10 25 c t'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



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District I--continued

1410P,'
CPIR Location CPIR Data Error

Code
Matrix 'Line Column RMC Original

' 4

Difference

13 1 w 19 *0 - 19 7

13 1 f 0 1 , 2 7

13 6 b 2 0 - 2 7

13 6 e 2 0 - 2 2

13 6 f 0 2 - 2 2

13 6 h 2 0 - 2 7

14 1 n . 3 0 - 3 9

14 6 k 1. 0 1 7

-15 1 w 1 0 - 1 7

15 6 w ' 1 3

1-5 6 x 3 4 1 9

15 6 y 5 1 - 4 9

17 6 n 1 0' - 1 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 11 1 - 10 10

22 4 b 10 9 - 1 10

23 , 2 d 484 387 - 97 7

23 11 c ------;\ 0 2 7

23 11 d 149 0 -149 7

23 14 c 6 0 - 6 7

25 14 d 633 387 -246 10

30 1 c 2083 0 -2083 10

1()7198
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, DistriPt I--continued

CPUt Location CPIR Data - Error
Code

,Matrix 'Line Column RMC Original Difference

30 2 c 2083 -2083 11

30 3 2082 0 -2082 11

30 5 c 2082 0. -2082- 11

- 30 8 c 0 9403 9403 11

30 9 c 0 1235 1235 11

30 20 c 211
.,

0 - 711 7

30 25 c 484 0 - 484 7

30 26 d 64 0 - 64 3

30 32 c 421 0 - 421 7

30 33 c 1835 1'5 L1660 6

30 35 c 28 0 - 21. 7

30 42 c 367 0' - - 367 , 7

-30 45 12176 10813 -1363 . 10

30 45 d 64 0 - 64 10

30 53 c 12176 10813 -1363 10.

30 * 53 d 64 0 - 64 10

31 1 p 2083 0 -2083 10,

31 2 p 2083 0 . -2083 10
-

31 3 p 2082 0 __.,1 -2082 10

31 5 p 2082 ., 0 -2082 10

31 8 p 0 9403 9403 10

31 9 p 0 1235 1235 10

31 20 p 711 0 - 711 10

31 25 m 0 523 523 10

31 25 p 484 523 39 10 '

31 26 j 18 0 - 18 3
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District I -- continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data

Matrix *Line Column RMC Original Difference

Error
Code

31 33 P 1835 175 - 1660 10

31 35 P 28 0 - 28 10

31' 36 0 384 749 365 3

'31 36 P 384 749 365 10 ,
31 42 P 367 0 - 367 10

31 45 m 0 523 '523 10

31 ' 45

31 45

0 384 749 365 10

p 12642 12086 - 556 10

31 45 q 317 34 53454 23720 3

31 45 q - 473 727 254 3

.31 46
j 18 0 18 3

31 47 33 0 - 33 3

31 47 P 33 0 - 33 10

31 48 I 42 0 - 42 '3
31 .48 m 0 89 89 3

31 48 0 0 271 271 10 ,

31 48 p 42

48 425

360 318

1152 727

10

3

31 49 q 38 '' 335 307 3

31 50 q 3025 4970 "1945 3

31 51 q 1634 2684 1050 3

31 52 q
-

797
-I

0 - 797 7

31 5X
i .

r
93 0 - 93 10

1

0 612 . 612 10
AI Ar%
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
state E, District I--continued

' CPIR Location CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix 'Line Column RMC Original Difference

31 53. o 384 1020 636 10

31 53 p 12717 12446 - 271 10

31 53 q 38116 . 63372 25256 10

40 26 d 1446
/

.1510 64 3

40 21 e 139 0 `` - 139 7

40 ,, 45 d 1446 1510 64 10

40 45 e 139 0 - 139 10

40 53 d 1446 Ism 64 10

40 53' e 139 0 - 139 10

41 14 m 7219 *0 -7219 2

41 14 p 7219 0 -7219 10

41 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 0 0 155 155 10

41 31 p 139 , 0 - 139 10

41 32 o 0 468 ,, 46 7

41 32 p 0 468 468 10

41 36 o 8634 9930 1296 3

41 36 p 8634 9930 1296 3

41 45 j 398 2156 1758 10

41 '45 m 7368 6950 - 418 10

41 45 o 8634 12730 4096 10

41 45 p 179$5 23347 5362 10
L.
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District 1--continued

CPIR Location CPIR Data \ Error
Code

.Matrix Line Column RMC Original Difference

41 45 q 713185 710168 - 3017 3

41 46 q, 10627 10324 303 3

41 47 j 746 0 - 746 7

41 47 ' p 746 0 .- 746 10

41 48 j 952 . 0 - 952 7

41 48 m 0 1187 1187 2

41 48 p 952 1187 235 10

41 48 q 9560 15302 5742 2

41 49 q 631 , 4449, 3818 2

41 50 q 67975
1

66039 - 1945 3

41 51 q 36715 35665 - 1050 3

41 52 q '17905 0 -17905 7

41 53 j 2096 2156 60 10

41 53 m '1368 8137 769 10

41 53 o 8634 12730 4096 10

. 41 53 p 19683 27.533 4850 10_
41 53 . q 854598 841938 -14660 10

46 1 b 501 0 - 501 3

46 b . 28415 34910 6495 3

46 6 b 28916
ie....

34910 5994 10

46 6 . a 3484 2020 - 1914 3

50 1 b 6368 0 - G368 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 - 7 10
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District. I --continued

CPIR'Location., CPIR Data Error
Code

Matrix Line' Column RMC Original Difference

51 1 c 509 505 - 4 10 I

51 2 b 523 . 516 - 7 10

51 2 c 509 ,505 - 4 10

52 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 e 464 316 -148 10

54 7 c
*

1045 1194 140 7

54 8 e 357 2$7 -120 7

' 54 9 e 107 9 - 29 7

55 7 k 1045 114 149 10

55 8 k 357 0 -357 4 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 .4 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 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
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District I--continued

.

SCF1R Location CPIR Data Error
CodeII

Matrix Line Column RUC Original Difference,

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 f 100 0 - 100 10.

60 1 'c 100 0 - 100 10

62 30 e 109 0 -J09 10

62 30 i

i
139 0 - 139 10

4

,

204 2n1

14



CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District I--continued

CPIR Data Element

Data Value

CPIR Data Element

-Data Valiie

Matrix Line Column Matrix Line Column

1 1 b K, 2. 12 b 91

1 1 c 6 2_ 13 b 90

1 1 'd 7 2 14 b 78

1 1 e 12 2 17 c 44.

2 2 b

c

115 -

2
2

2

2'

17

17.

e

f

16

14

___

2 2

2 3 b ' 63 3 1 . c 44

' 2 3 c . , 9 3 1 d 14

. '2 3, fz:.
.

3 1 e 2n

2 3 f 4 4 1
1

b 4,4

2 4 b 69 4 1 c , 30

2 4 c 12. 4 !9 c 36' .

2' 4 e 3 5 29 c 15

2 f 4. 13 1 c 1

2 5 b 64 14 1 h 2

2' ' 5 , 11 19 1 d 3

.. 2 5 e 6 21 1 a 3

2. 5 f 2 22 3 b' 3-

2 6 b 67 23 2 b

2 6 c 10 23 2 c 4

2 6 e 4 23 11 b
,

2

92 6 f 4 23 14 b 6

2 7 b 69 25 2 b 1

2 8 b 69 25 2 c 1

-.2 9 b 68 Z5 1e, b 1

2 10 b 68 25 A N- c 1

2 11 b 110 27 2 b
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CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA
State E, District I--continued

CPIR Data Element
Data Value

CPIR Data Element
Data Value

Matrix Line Column Matrix Line Column

27 2 c 3

27 14 b 3

. 17 1 14 c ... 3

47 1 b 44

47 1 . d ' 44

47 1 e 16 I

47 1 I .14 ,

47 1 g 30

55 1 h 1509 ,

55 5 1r 1509 .

` 55 14 h 1509
6

55 3 h 416 . . -2s
.

56 8 b 416

,

i . .
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