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Introduction

l. Infroduction

A. Introduction to the expanded data files

In October, 2004 NCES released two files for researchers, the Longitudinal Fiscal-Nonfiscal
(FNF) and Longitudinal Unified Fiscal-Nonfiscal (UFNF) files. These two files contained school
district finance data for the years 1989-90 through 1999-2000. These data included general
categories of revenues and expenditures as well as enrollment data. Values were imputed for
missing and erroneous data. In the unified file, data for elementary school districts were
aggregated with data for their corresponding secondary school districts to create ‘pseudo-unified’
school districts that are financially comparable with unified school districts.

This document describes the release of two updated and more detailed data files, the
Longitudinal Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail (FNFD) and Longitudinal Unified Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail
(UFNFD) data files. These files include more detailed revenue and expenditure items as well as
two additional years of data (fiscal years 2000—01 and 2001-02). The same imputation process
was followed in creating this expanded version as was followed in the previous release. The
additional fields in this file are

e district location data, including street address;
detail items of the composition of federal revenues;
detail items of the composition state revenues;
expenditures for all categories of support services rather than simply a total; and
expenditures for salaries and benefits for instruction and for all categories of support
services rather than simply a total.

Some nonfiscal data included in the earlier FNF and UFNF files have not been included in the
FNFD and UFNEFED files. The specific items not included are

e enrollment counts by race/ethnicity;

e special education enrollment;

e counts of students eligible for school lunch programs; and

e district locale codes.

The imputed values for these variables covering the years 1989-90 through 1999-2000 are
included in the earlier FNF and UFNF files, which are available online at
http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/CCD13YR.ASP. Unimputed values for all years can be pulled from the
annual CCD data files, available online at http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/ccddata.asp. Please see section
C in the User’s Guide below for more specific guidance on merging related data with the FNFD
and UFNFD files.

B. School Finance Data

NCES has two annual collections of public elementary/secondary education finance data, which
are the National Public Education Finance Survey (NPEFS) and the School District Finance
Survey (Form F-33). The FNFD and the UFNFD files are based on the F-33 data. The data
collected by the F-33 consist of revenue and expenditure amounts in varying levels of detail.
Revenues are categorized by their source (e.g., local, state and federal). Expenditures are
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categorized by function and object. Functions describe the activity for which a service or
material object is acquired (e.g., instruction, support services, food services). Objects describe
the service or commodity obtained as the result of a specific expenditure (e.g., salaries, benefits,
supplies). The full array of revenue categories, functions and objects are detailed in the NCES
handbook, Financial Accounting for Local and State School Systems: 2003 Edition, available
online at http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2004318.

The F-33 does not collect data for all possible revenue sources, functions and objects. The
survey forms show in detail the data actually collected, including the source, function and object
codes. The grid shown below is from the FY 2002 F-33 survey form. (The complete form is in
appendix F). It shows the specific data items collected for elementary-secondary instructional
programs. The rows are function categories; the columns are two of the possible object codes
(salaries and benefits) and the total of expenditures for the function. There are other object
expenditures that are included in the total but not separately ennumerated in the F-33. Of the
items shown in this grid, the earlier FNF and UFNF researcher files included only a total for
instruction expenditures and a total for all support services. The FNFD and the UFNFD files
include the items in the grid.
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transiors andg amownts reporiea i parts AL TP3=6, Vl4d, g IXE=14,
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C. Background

One of the challenges limiting the capability for analysis of educational issues is that data on
school enrollments, staffing, and financing are collected through separate but annually conducted
fiscal and nonfiscal universe surveys. Because the data are collected and provided by separate
agencies, the available data from the nation’s school districts are often inconsistent or
incomplete. Analyses of trends in variation among school districts in enrollments, resources, and
finances are made difficult by these limitations.

e In some states, all districts are unified (i.e., serve grades from kindergarten through grade
12), but in other states some cities or counties have separate elementary and secondary
districts.
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e Over years, districts consolidate, and some districts disappear and others emerge as
populations move.

e ‘School districts’ include both agencies managing regular public schools and special
purpose agencies not involved directly in managing regular public schools.

e Some districts fail to report data for some years.

Ignoring these data limitations can dramatically distort the assessment of educational trends. The
limitations are especially problematic in analyses that attempt to examine trends in the
relationships between resource levels and achievement and trends in the extent of enrollment and
resource disparities among the units within a national school system.

This documentation describes the creation of a database to address this problem. The new
database updates the earlier FNF and UFNF files, and contains fiscal and nonfiscal district data
for each year from 1989-90 to 2001-02, for the universe of regular public elementary and
secondary school districts. At NCES, nonfiscal data are collected from school districts through
several separate surveys of the Common Core of Data (CCD). The data resulting from these
surveys are reported nationally in the United States.

Fiscal data on school districts are collected by the Common Core of Data School District Finance
Survey (F-33), which consists of data submitted annually to NCES by state education agencies
(SEAs, or state departments of education) in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.' The
purpose of the F-33 survey is to provide finance data for all local education agencies (LEAs or
school districts) that provide free public elementary and secondary education in the United
States. The fiscal data contained on the FNFD and the UFNFD data files encompass both 11
revenue and expenditure classes (e.g., total federal revenue, total state revenue, total local
revenue, total current instructional expenditure, total current expenditure for support services)
and selected ‘detail” variables (e.g., revenues from individual federal programs) which represent
components of some of the categorical totals. In the earlier FNF and UFNF files, the only fiscal
variables included were the 11 functional variables. The FNFD and UFNFD files include an
additional 47 ‘detail’ variables for the 1990-91 through 2001-02 school years: the components
of total federal and state revenues, and the components of current expenditures for instruction
and for support services.

Files in the CCD system of surveys, both fiscal and nonfiscal, are designed and developed to
include all types of school districts and other operating units. Accordingly, the CCD files contain
a substantial number of records representing administrative and operating units that are unlike
typical public schools and school districts. Definitions and categories used in the CCD
differentiate among these different types of units but are still sufficiently generic to include a

' Both NCES and the Governments Division of the U.S. Bureau of the Census collaborate in their efforts to gather
these data. Census is required to collect government finance data under Title 13 U.S.C. Section 182. NCES is
authorized to collect these data from the states by Congress through the National Education Statistics Act of 1995,
section 404(a), (20 U.S.C. 9003(a)). Census acts as the primary collection agent and produces two data files: one for
distribution and reporting by Census and the other for distribution and reporting by NCES. The two data files differ
in the inclusion in the NCES file of state government expenditures for and on behalf of school districts in certain
subtotals, in the classification of certain revenues as being from local or state sources, and in the inclusion of state-
chartered charter school districts. In addition, the data files differ in name. Census refers to its data file as the Annual
Survey of Local Government Finances: School Systems and NCES refers to theirs as the Common Core of Data,
School District Finance Survey. The financial data included in the two longitudinal files presented herein were based
solely upon the Common Core of Data School District Finance Survey released by NCES.

3
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varied range of organizational structures within each type of district. The system provides
features that enable state education agencies and data users to identify and select records
according to the categories of interest to them. The principal users of CCD fiscal data are the
federal government, the education research community, state and local government officials
(including school boards and LEA administrators), and the general public. The availability of a
longitudinal file, which combines demographic and other nonfiscal information with fiscal
information on regular public school districts, will facilitate their work.

The NCES Longitudinal School District Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail (FNFD) file, whose
development is described in this report, merges data extracted from the longitudinal CCD regular
district nonfiscal database® with extracts from the F-33 fiscal survey data for the school years
1989-90 through 2001-02. The database is designed for research use in testing hypotheses about
longitudinal trends in school districts over this period. To facilitate analysis, all missing data
have been replaced by statistical imputations, clearly erroneous responses have been edited and
replaced by plausible values, and subtotals have been edited such that the sum of them is equal to
the sum of the categorical totals, where all components of the function are present. In all cases of
the above, the imputation flag ‘M’ has been set to reflect that the values have been changed from
their original, reported values.

The database is available in two forms. The primary longitudinal Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail (FNFD)
file in the database contains a separate record for each regular school district that was operating
for some time during the 1990s. The other longitudinal file, the Unified Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail
(UFNFD) file, combines data from separate elementary districts with the secondary districts they
feed, so that each record contains data for a unified K—12 ‘pseudo-district.” (‘Elementary’
districts typically covered grades K-8, while ‘secondary’ districts typically covered grades 9—12.)
Both the FNFD and UFNEFD files contain the same aggregate numbers of students and dollars
each year, since folding the elementary districts (present in the FNFD) into the K—12 pseudo-
districts (in the UFNFD) neither lost nor created any students or dollars.

The decision to develop the earlier FNF database was a logical extension of a recently completed
NCES project that demonstrated the feasibility of using methods of imputation to convert
universe survey data into complete longitudinal data sets for analyses requiring data from several
variables across different surveys. In that project, annual data from the CCD Local Education
Agency Nonfiscal Universe Survey were transformed using methods of data editing and
imputation into a complete longitudinal data set, called the School District Universe Survey
Longitudinal File, which contains nonfiscal values for all CCD variables over a 13-year period.
The variables it includes cover school enrollments, student demographics, staffing, and other
areas. It has since proved to be very popular with researchers. The success of the creation of the
LEA Universe Survey Longitudinal File for CCD nonfiscal data spurred an attempt to replicate
the nonfiscal longitudinal work with the CCD school district fiscal (F-33) data for the school
years 1989-90 through 1999-2000 (FY 1990 through FY 2000) and merge the two longitudinal
series of files into a combined longitudinal research file containing both the fiscal and nonfiscal
data for the decade, for the 15,144 regular school districts that were open for at least a year

Zus. Department of Education, National Center for Educational Statistics, The NCES Common Core of Data
(CCD), ‘Local Education Agency (School District) Universe Survey Longitudinal Data,” 1986-1998.
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during this time.> The regular districts included in the longitudinal files serve the vast majority
of the nation’s public school students. Following the successful creation of the earlier FNF and
the UFNF database, the ‘Detail’ FNF (FNFD) and ‘Detail’ UFNF (UFNFD) data files were
developed. It provides researchers with 13 years of imputed fiscal data containing the additional
47 fiscal variables, together with a few selected nonfiscal variables, which also have been
imputed.

D. Procedures

To produce the earlier FNF database, analysts addressed four specific challenges that previous
school finance researchers had identified when attempting to construct a fiscal longitudinal data
set:

1. Identify which school districts to include as meeting the definition of regular public
elementary and secondary school districts.

2. Identify patterns of district consolidation and transfers of students from closed districts.

3. Identify links between separate elementary and secondary districts serving the same
students in different grades.

4. Impute values for missing data.

1. Identifying ‘regular’ districts

The first challenge to developing a longitudinal research file is that the variety of administrative
structures referred to as school districts in the nonfiscal universe of school districts and in the
fiscal (F-33) universe of school districts are not the same.

Because the F-33 survey is limited to local governments within the United States, it excludes the
state and federal school districts and the districts in the outlying territories, all of which are
included in the nonfiscal district universe. (Federal school districts include those under the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, and schools administered by the Department of Defense for DoD
dependents.)

This challenge is well summarized by the following paragraph:

District-level analyses and comparisons can be complicated by the variety of
administrative structures that exist across the nation in regular school districts. States
such as Florida, Maryland, Nevada, and West Virginia have large districts that are
coterminous with counties and encompass all levels and types of public schools. School
districts in other states may exist in small communities with only one school, or in larger
communities where all elementary schools are in one school district and all secondary
schools are in another. In some states, all special education schools are administered by a
few specific districts; while in other states each district may have all kinds of different
schools and programs. This variety in the types of school districts makes comparison of
school districts difficult. (Johnson 2003, p. 112)

The 15,144 regular school districts are aggregated into 11,481 unified (K-12) ‘pseudo-districts’ in a second step. It
should be noted that the database does not include data for the approximately 2,000 nonregular school districts
(special education districts, regional districts, state institutions, and charter schools identified by CCD as districts,
among others).
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In addition, the nonfiscal NCES ‘TYPE’ code (which classifies districts into quasi-administrative
types based on whether they stand alone administratively, receive administrative services,
provide administrative services locally or regionally, are state or federally operated, or have some
other administrative structure) fails to differentiate between districts with ‘typical’ or ‘regular’
expenditures and those with ‘atypical’ expenditures—districts that are exclusively special
education or vocational education districts, for example.

This challenge was overcome in part by the creation and use of a new agency finance typology to
facilitate analysis of district-level finance data. This typology is incorporated into these data files
as the variable FINANCE_TYPE. The FINANCE_TYPE has been use to restrict these data files
to regular, local education agencies. School districts that serve administrative functions
exclusively, provide only special or vocational education, or are administered directly by state or
federal governments have been excluded from these files. Nonoperational and charter school
districts have also been excluded. No attempt was made to distribute the funds used by these
excluded districts among the regular, local education agencies or to otherwise account for them
in the FNFD or UFNFD data files.

Table 1 shows the percentage of total mean annual expenditures, recorded in the unedited, yearly
F-33 files that are in ‘nonregular’ districts, and have thus not been included in the FNFD file.
Nationally, only 4 percent of total expenditures are attributable to ‘nonregular’ districts. Thus, the
vast majority of expenditures are included in the cases included in the FNFD file.

2. ldentifying district consolidation linkages

A second challenge that fiscal analysts encounter when attempting longitudinal analysis of school
district fiscal files is that school district reorganizations and consolidations occur, particularly
among those states with single-school and nonoperating school districts. The NCES CCD
nonfiscal data collectors spend a great deal of time and effort assessing the school districts that
either remain in operation, close, or are incorporated into other school districts. However, there is
no link on these individual files to show which school district takes responsibility for a district’s
students in the year after it closes. This challenge was addressed by using both enrollment and
geographic data to identify these linkages. The linkages are documented in the data file by the
variables NXTYRID1 and NXTYRID2 (next year ID-1 and next year ID-2) which contain the
NCES ID of the successor school district(s).
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Table 1. Mean annual total expenditures for all F-33 districts and for regular F-33 districts and the percent of
total expenditures not in regular districts, by state (unimputed figures): Fiscal years 1990 through 2002
[Numbers in thousands]

Mean annual total
expenditures, all

Mean annual total
expenditures, regular

Percentage of annual
total expenditures not in

State districts districts regular districts

United States $317,273,643 $304,897,585 41
Alaska $1,212,451 $1,209,139 0.3
Alabama $3,789,598 $3,789,598 0.0
Arkansas $2,323,608 $2,281,010 1.9
Arizona $4,773,094 $4,449,860 7.3
California $37,419,006 $34,191,038 9.4
Colorado $4,332,285 $4,277,272 1.3
Connecticut $4,680,248 $4,648,172 0.7
District of Columbia $775,293 $775,293 0.0
Delaw are $875,352 $784,852 11.5
Florida $14,199,897 $14,199,897 0.0
Georgia $8,316,755 $8,296,821 0.2
Haw aii $1,190,878 $1,190,878 0.0
low a $3,414,322 $3,237,059 55
ldaho $1,224,155 $1,200,199 2.0
lllinois $14,036,807 $13,567,924 3.5
Indiana $6,898,961 $6,815,440 1.2
Kansas $2,845,658 $2,842,295 0.1
Kentucky $3,586,886 $3,586,886 0.0
Louisiana $4,022,324 $4,022,324 0.0
Massachusetts $7,578,971 $7,083,288 7.0
Maryland $6,051,670 $6,051,670 0.0
Maine $1,551,798 $1,523,142 1.9
Michigan $13,780,093 $12,206,629 12.9
Minnesota $7,165,770 $6,679,103 7.3
Missouri $5,403,961 $5,225,296 3.4
Mississippi $2,320,985 $2,318,347 0.1
Montana $997,106 $983,727 14
North Carolina $7,546,008 $7,395,146 2.0
North Dakota $710,574 $663,409 71
Nebraska $2,013,366 $1,940,820 3.7
New Hampshire $1,410,895 $1,370,022 3.0
New Jersey $13,233,350 $12,415,871 6.6
New Mexico $1,779,142 $1,779,142 0.0
Nevada $1,793,228 $1,793,228 0.0
New York $28,657,135 $28,557,701 0.3
Ohio $12,537,471 $11,534,337 8.7
Oklahoma $3,371,927 $3,140,243 7.4
Oregon $4,088,228 $3,711,419 10.2
Pennsylvania $14,846,000 $13,749,518 8.0
Rhode Island $1,160,143 $1,160,143 0.0
South Carolina $3,909,614 $3,886,646 0.6
South Dakota $753,367 $751,985 0.2
Tennessee $4,476,838 $4,474,473 0.1
Texas $23,875,713 $23,154,960 3.1
Utah $2,074,720 $2,074,720 0.0
Virginia $7,369,902 $7,280,146 1.2
Vermont $1,042,316 $918,776 13.4
Washington $6,566,689 $6,455,112 1.7
Wisconsin $6,679,877 $6,643,399 0.5
West Virginia $1,923,795 $1,923,795 0.0
Wyoming $685,390 $685,390 0.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, The NCES Common Core of Data (CCD), "School District Finance
Survey (Form F-33)," 1989-90 through 2001-02
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3. Identifying linkages between separate elementary and secondary districts

The third challenge arises because of a particular variation in the organization of school districts
in the United States: although the majority of school districts in the United States are ‘unified,” in
that they manage schools serving all grades in the grade range from kindergarten through twelfth
grade, some states and municipalities maintain separate elementary districts, whose students
transfer to schools in separate secondary or unified districts for their secondary education.

Researchers should be aware that many measures, such as mean per pupil expenditures, are
different for districts with different grade spans.

(One) reason for examining elementary districts, secondary districts, and unified districts
separately is that there is a potential bias if all districts are examined together. This
happens because expenditures are typically higher for secondary students than
elementary students. In a state with mostly separate elementary districts and secondary
districts, this difference in expenditures will be reflected in artificially high values for
the disparity measures. In a state with mostly unified districts, these differences in
spending will still occur, but they will not be observed as spending for elementary and
secondary students is combined. (Hussar and Sonnenberg 2000, p. 7)

For example, the mean per pupil total expenditure for school districts open during the 1999-2000
school year (PTOTEXO00) is about $9,200 for K-8 school districts, compared to $10,800 for
districts with a grade 9—12 span. (Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics, Common Core of Data (CCD), Longitudinal School District Fiscal-
Nonfiscal File, Fiscal Years 1990 to 2000) Therefore, analyses that attempt to estimate the
relation between expenditures and other school characteristics will be distorted when they
compare school districts, ignoring the elementary/secondary differential.

To avoid these distortions, such comparisons should be carried out using the UFNFD file of
unified K-12 pseudo-districts. This file complements the primary longitudinal school district
Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail (FNFD) file. The nonunified FNFD file consists of one record for each of
15,181 regular public elementary and secondary school districts. That record contains both fiscal
and nonfiscal information for each year from 1989-90 to 2001-02 in which the school district
was open. For years in which the school district was open, any missing fiscal information has
been replaced with imputed values. The complementary UFNFD file in the database contains
unified K—12 pseudo-districts, and presents the same total information, but has combined the
information from separate elementary districts with the ‘target’ districts to which their students
transfer for secondary education after leaving elementary grades. That file contains one record for
each of 11,518 unified and pseudo-unified K—12 districts.

The selection of which of the two files in the database (FNFD or UFNFD) to use for analysis
depends on the purpose of the study. Many educational research and evaluation studies that aim
to compare school districts in a randomly selected sample will benefit from the availability of the
unified K-12 pseudo-district UFNFD file as a sampling frame: per pupil revenues and
expenditures, student characteristics, and outcomes can be compared across similarly situated
districts or district clusters (i.e., pseudo-districts).

On the other hand, the primary FNFD file, presenting data for elementary, secondary, and unified
districts in separate records, will be valuable for studies of (1) the differences in trends between
elementary and secondary districts, (2) the differences between unified districts and separate
elementary/secondary districts, and (3) district consolidations over time.
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4. Filling in missing data

A fourth challenge for longitudinal analysis is to eliminate biases created by missing data. Data
were missing for a variety of reasons. One reason for much of the missing data was that before
1995 the F-33 collection included only a sample of school districts for some states in some years
rather than the universe of all districts. In the 1993 fiscal year, for example, F-33 was a universe
survey in 41 states but a sample survey in 9 states. In the 1994 fiscal year the F-33 data come
from sample surveys in 8 states. Since 1995, the F-33 has been a universe collection of all public
school districts, excluding charter school districts.

Because of the different universe definitions, the sampling in earlier years of the F-33 collection,
and other reasons, there is not a perfect, one-to-one matching of records in the nonfiscal and
fiscal data files. This is illustrated by table 2, taken from a feasibility study, which showed the
number of districts in each year that were found only in either the fiscal or nonfiscal data files
and the number that were found in both.

Table 2. Number of districts w ith nonfiscal or fiscal CCD data, by source of data, type of district and year:
Fiscal years 1990 through 1998

F-33 Fiscal only CCD Nonfiscal only Matched CCD Nonfiscal and F-33 Fiscal

Regular districts Other districts Regular districts Other districts
Fiscal Invalid Without With Without With Without With Without With Without With
year NCESID| students| students| students' students| students students| students students| students students
1990 276 66 31 1 48 659 203 4 6,077 523 359
991 230 94 32 3 2,225 598 206 3 £81v 420 336
1992 238 48 54 1 53 489 88 4 #,890 578 321
1993 217 150 44 4 1745 706 260 1 13,062 543 15
1094 87 n° 0 0 2274 575 275 1 £,369 650 2]
1995 86 7 0 35 579 271 2 #,483 663 135
1996 93 43 1 0 90 593 258 1 #,453 670 45
1097 195 il 0 230 534 209 1 UuaB 73 97
1998 60 6 10 0 293 633 220 0 1,366 662 188

SOURCE: American Institutes for Research. (2002, November). Assessment of Effort Required to Incorporate F-33 Data Into the Longitudinal CCD

District File for Twelve Years (1986—1987 through 1997-1998 School Years. Palo Alto, CA: Don McLaughlin and Charles Blankenship.

Irrespective of reason, each year, sampled or not, had occurrences of missing data, with more
missing data existing in earlier years than recent ones. These missing data represented an
important challenge to overcome, because missing data introduce bias into analyses, when using
software that treat a data set as if it were complete. To address this challenge, American Institutes
for Research (AIR) imputed values for missing finance survey data. For a district missing a value
in a particular year, fiscal information received from that district in other survey years was used
along with other district characteristics that were not missing. For the 20 districts for which the
file contained no fiscal information for any year (e.g., for districts included in the nonfiscal
survey but never in the fiscal survey), AIR randomly imputed fiscal information from the
distribution of nonfiscal information for similar districts. Because educational policy analyses are
concerned with correlates of per pupil finance measures, all computations for imputation were
carried out on per pupil revenues and expenditures, rather than total revenues and expenditures.
More particulars about the imputations are presented in the methodology section of the User’s
Guide below.
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A similar challenge existed with regard to differences in reported values between the fiscal and
nonfiscal membership counts (i.e., total fall enrollment), which appear in both data sources, and
which would be essential for calculating per pupil fiscal measures. In the vast majority of cases,
the enrollment counts match. However, in some cases they do not (see table 3 in the User’s
Guide for a summary count). To address this challenge, AIR identified all cases where the
reported numbers were different in the fiscal vs. the nonfiscal files for investigation, viewed the
trends in membership for plausibility, and chose the more plausible of the two reported values. In
most cases, that was the nonfiscal membership, as those numbers had already undergone data
validation and had been previously edited with imputed values. Of note,

...[these] differences do not necessarily indicate errors in either data collection system.
F-33 only collects data on local school systems, while NCES collects information on all
schools in a state, including those operated by state agencies. Also, many states
administer fiscal issues differently than nonfiscal issues. For example, it is not unusual
for some states to have a number of districts independent for nonfiscal purposes (day-to-
day operation, curriculum, personnel), but consolidated for fiscal purposes. Hence, the
NCES effort involves a listing of local education units and all their data, while the F-33
survey focuses on the fiscal aspects of governments only. (Hussar and Sonnenberg 2000,

p. 6)

To summarize, analysts faced a number of challenges when attempting to construct the
Longitudinal School District Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail (FNFD) Database. The combined file
required extensive editing and imputation, and resolution of long-standing gaps in knowledge
about school districts, such as their sending-receiving relationships and consolidation patterns.

The FNFD database is designed for research use in testing hypotheses about school districts’
longitudinal trends. Unlike the individual yearly CCD files from which they were assembled, the
two longitudinal files are not just a combination of ‘snapshots’ of the best available information,
submitted by each LEA, at a given point in time. Rather, by linking the individual yearly CCD
files together, each yearly element of each district’s data could be used to identify reporting
abnormalities in yearly trends, which were edited/imputed using modeling techniques.

The remainder of this documentation consists of a user’s guide and appendixes. The user’s guide
contains a detailed description of the imputation methodology.

Appendix A—Record Layout (Primary File) gives the variable names and labels of the data
elements discussed throughout the documentation, as well as their location on the data files.

Appendix B—Record Layout (Unified File) gives the variable names and labels of the data
elements discussed throughout the documentation, as well as their location on the data files.

Appendix C—Glossary defines all of the fiscal and nonfiscal data items.

Appendix D—Frequencies of Categorical Variables provides information about the frequency
and distribution of data elements across local education agencies.

Appendix E—Ranges of Selected Variables provides information about the distribution of
selected data elements across local education agencies.

Appendix F—Sample Survey Form includes a facsimile of the F-33 data collection instrument
for FY 2000.

Appendix G— Sample SAS Program shows how school level data can be aggregated and
merged with the district longitudinal data files.
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Appendix H— Sample SPSS Program shows how school level data can be aggregated and
merged with the district longitudinal data files.
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User’s Guide

Il. User's Guide
A. Methodology

1. Scope

Data Sources. Data from four sources were combined for this effort. First, the 1990-2000 NCES
F-33 fiscal files were obtained from Kforce Government Solutions (KGS), where the files had
already undergone significant editing. (This editing was for agency identification and consistency
of totals and subtotals with detail amounts. It did not include any imputations.) Second, district-
level data for 1990-2000 were extracted from the NCES CCD longitudinal nonfiscal database,
which includes imputed school- and district-level data for 1986—87 through 1998-99. Third, data
from the 2000-01 Elementary and Secondary School Survey conducted by the Department of
Education’s Office of Civil Rights were used to identify school districts that provide primarily
special education services, rather than providing a comprehensive education. Fourth, F-33 fiscal
data and nonfiscal data for the 2000-01 and 2001-02 school years were downloaded from the
NCES website for use by AIR.

The FNFD and UFNEFED files combine data from the nonfiscal Local Education Agency (School
District) Universe Survey with fiscal data from the F-33 survey for the school years 1989-90
through 2001-02. The FNFD file contains data for the 15,181 regular school districts that were
open for at least 1 year between 1989-90 and 2001-02. It does not include data for the
approximately 2,000 nonregular school districts (special or vocational education districts, regional
districts, state institutions, charter school districts, and so on). The vast majority of the nation’s
public school students are served by the regular districts included in the longitudinal file.

These data provide the basis for studying trends in the relationships of school district
characteristics, such as enrollment, locale, poverty, ethnic distribution, and student/teacher ratio, to
revenues and expenditures for education.

The data are contained in two files: (1) a file with a record for each regular district, including
elementary, secondary, and unified districts, and (2) a file of unified and pseudo-unified districts,
in which all elementary districts’ data have been incorporated into the local secondary or unified
district to which its students progress after completing elementary school. The ‘pseudo-district’ file
represents the information as a set of 11,518 regular, unified districts that cover the full grade range
from kindergarten to 12th grade.

2. Procedures

Selection of Districts. AIR had previously developed both 12- and 13-year versions of the imputed
nonfiscal Local Education Agency (School District) Longitudinal Data Files.* These included only
districts typed ‘regular’ (i.e., districts for which the CCD ‘TYPE’ indicator was either ‘regular’ or a
‘school component of a supervisory union’) in a year in which the district reported students
enrolled. This criterion resulted in the inclusion of some districts that are classified in other years
as ‘regional’ or ‘state-operated’ (special education) schools. In recent years, charter schools (with
CCD TYPE = ‘other’) were added for consistency, because in many states these districts were
coded as ‘regular.” KGS, in conjunction with the Educational Statistical Services Institute (ESSI),

* These files, the Local Education Agency (School District) and School Universe Survey Longitudinal Data Files:
1986-1997 (12-year) and 1986-1998 (13-year), are available online at http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/CCD13YR.ASP.
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generated a ‘FINANCE_TYPE’ indicator for districts. This ‘FINANCE_TYPE’ was used to
identify education service agencies, charter school districts, and districts outside the scope of F-33,
all of which were excluded from this longitudinal file.

To create pseudo-unified districts combining elementary districts with their target secondary
districts, a district serving secondary students (‘SECLEA”) was identified for each elementary
district. AIR identified these SECLEAs by comparing enrollments and addresses. This had
previously been done for the 1992-93 school year; the 199293 results were updated for the 2000—
01 school year for this project. The process of establishing these linkages is a time-consuming one,
relying mostly on enrollment numbers and maps. Resources did not permit verification of the
linkages for each year included in these files. Researchers who wish to make use of the
elementary-secondary links in this file should note that these linkages have only been established
for the two years mentioned. Applying these linkages to the whole 13-year span of the data file
assumes they did not change during this period.

Tracking successor districts. NXTYRID1 and NXTYRID?2: Some districts closed during the 13-year
period. For each district that closed, NXTYRIDI is the unique, NCES-assigned identification
number (LEAID) of the district that inherited its students the year following the (first) closure. It
was assigned by examining both distances between districts and changes in enrollments between
successive years. Two districts, 2505340 and 4109810, closed, reopened, and closed again during
the 13-year period. NXTYRID?2 indicates the districts that inherited their students after the second
closure.

Selection of Measures. The 14-year longitudinal nonfiscal CCD district file, which includes data
for 198687 through 1999-2000, was the source for most of the nonfiscal measures included in
this longitudinal finance file. Nonfiscal data for the 200001 and 2001-02 school years were
extracted from the most recently published versions downloaded from the NCES website. Fiscal
measures include 58 revenue and expenditure measures taken from the F-33 survey of school
districts, plus corresponding per pupil measures, computed by dividing total figures by the reported
enrollment. Although the F-33 files contain their own estimate of enrollment, AIR used the
enrollment figures from the CCD longitudinal nonfiscal database, which had been edited as part of
building that file. There were four district records in which the F-33 enrollment figures appeared
more reasonable than the CCD figures and the F-33 value was used.

Imputation. Imputation was carried out in five stages: (1) imputation of nonfiscal variables, (2)
identification of nonmissing data that are likely spurious, (3) creation of intermediate variables, (4)
imputation of intermediate variables for cases missing all fiscal information in years, (5)
imputation of individual year-by-year district values.

1. Imputation of nonfiscal variables. Nonfiscal variables for total enrollment (MEMBERYyy),
full-time equivalent teacher count (FTEyy), lowest and highest grades served (GSHlyy,
GSLOyy), and the number of schools in the district (SCHyy) were imputed following the
same methodology used to create the Local Education Agency (School District) and School
Universe Survey Longitudinal Data Files: 1986—1998 (13-year) database, which has been
previously described in McLaughlin, 2003. The imputation of those nonfiscal variables
provides the foundation upon which the fiscal variables’ imputation would depend.

2. Spurious data checks. Previously, in developing the longitudinal CCD nonfiscal database,
an important step was the identification and removal of obvious figures likely to be the
result of a reporting error, such as enrollments that jumped by a factor of four for one
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isolated year while the number of teachers remained constant. Similar checks were
performed on the fiscal variables as part of the imputation process; however, there were
virtually no cases in which a 1-year spike (upward or downward) in revenues was obviously
spurious. The complexity of fiscal transactions, including transfers of funds between
districts, yields spikes that are credibly accurate fiscal reports. Prior to the 1999-2000
school year, no reported values other than a few zeros were edited. Except for those few
zeros, all imputations were to replace missing values in the original files. AIR imputed for
both missing records and the cases not included in samples in some years. There were very
few or no cases with some missing and some nonmissing F-33 variables. Starting in the
1999-2000 school year, however, it was necessary to edit some ‘spikes’ in the following
per pupil fiscal functions: PNELSCyy (non-elementary/secondary programs expenditures),
PSTREVyy (state revenues), PLOCRVyy (local revenues), PFEEDRVyy (federal revenues),
PCOTHRYyy (other elementary/secondary programs expenditures), as abnormal values were
identified which appeared to be the result of either including or excluding money or
enrollment pertaining to charter schools being outside the public district one year and inside
the district the next year.

3. Intermediate variables. First, all fiscal measures were transformed to per pupil measures by
dividing by the corresponding membership measure. Two choices were available for the
denominator of this ratio: the MEMBERYyy measure in the school district universe
longitudinal file and V33 in the fiscal file. The MEMBERYyy measure had undergone both
longitudinal editing (comparison to adjacent years) and relational editing (comparison to
FTEyy counts) and imputation in the course of creating the longitudinal file. For this
reason, it was considered the more reliable of the two measures. In the vast majority of
cases, these values agreed. Nearly all of the cases in which they did not agree were districts
for which the MEMBERYyy values had previously been edit-checked and replaced with
more reasonable values, so those values were used for the denominator. In a small number
of cases (n = 4) the V33 value was considered more reasonable and was used as the
denominator. Table 3 summarizes the discrepancies found between the CCD and F-33
enrollment counts.

Second, a linear trend was estimated for each fiscal measure of per pupil revenues and
expenditures, and for each district with at least 3 years of data. Using that linear trend, a
value for 1995 (the middle year of the decade) was estimated. The estimated value for
1995, of course, was different from the actual value for 1995. The estimated 1995 value and
the estimated annual rate of change were used as intermediate variables in the imputation.
For districts with 1 or 2 years of data, the mean value was used as the 1995 estimate and the
annual rate of change estimate was set to zero. For other districts, the estimated 1995 mean
was constrained to be within the highest and lowest reported values for individual years,
and the slope was constrained so that the linear estimate for extreme years (1990 and 2002)
would be nonnegative. If the slope was sufficiently positive that the extrapolated estimate
for 1990 would be negative, the slope was reduced by a factor that would yield an
extrapolated value of 0 for 1990. Similarly, if the slope was sufficiently negative that the
extrapolated estimate for 2002 would be negative, the slope was increased (made less
negative) by a factor that would yield an extrapolated value of 0 for 2002.
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Table 3. Frequencies of discrepancies in enrollment counts betw een CCD fiscal and
nonfiscal data files: Fiscal years 1990 through 2002
Discrepancy
Neither is missing or zero
Discrepancy Discrepancy
< 10 percent >= 10 percent

Oneis or enroliment, or enroliment Imputed No
Fiscalyear | Oneis zero missing <50 >=50 CCDvalues| discrepancy
1990 43 27 6,862 410 21 7,563
1991 26 2,195 5,479 318 39 6,803
1992 26 31 605 44 539 14,015
1993 14 1,698 69 40 17 12,767
1994 18 2,217 18 17 12 12,157
1995 8 14 386 12 13 13,891
1996 5 11 10 20 22 14,193
1997 2 14 571 35 1,486 13,562
1998 11 20 464 21 911 13,611
1999 3 9 612 23 38 13,429
2000 5 17 730 98 5 13,235
2001 29 27 137 86 — 14,977
2002 27 28 156 85 — 14,959

— Imputed values of CCD Membership are not available for FY 2001 or FY2002

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, The NCES Common Core of Data (CCD), "School District
Finance Survey (Form F-33)," 1989-90 through 2001-02.

4. Imputation for districts with no fiscal data. Only a few districts had no data for any year (16
of 7,727 small districts and 4 of 7,417 large districts were missing each measure in all
years). For these districts, the first step was to impute values for the estimated 1995 value
and for the annual rate of change. The procedure involved five steps:

(i) The file was divided in halves: districts with average enrollment of 1,000 or more (large
districts) and districts with average enrollment of less than 1,000 (small districts). The
purpose of this division was to avoid imputing large random variation for large districts;
predictions of per pupil fiscal measures were uniformly more accurate for large districts
than for small districts, and the regression error estimates were used to add appropriate
unpredicted (random) variation to the imputed values. Carrying out the imputation
separately for large and small districts improved the stability of the results.

(i1) A preliminary linear regression was computed, predicting the estimated 1995 mean and
the annual rate of change from the following predictors: highest grade, lowest grade, 13-
year (1990-2002) averages of membership, teacher/pupil ratio, percent special education,
percent free lunch eligible, percent black, percent Hispanic, and state indicators.

In order to preserve the correlation among the fiscal measures, the first fiscal measure
imputed, per pupil current elementary/secondary expenditure (PCELSCyy), was included
as a predictor in the model for the other expenditure measures and for per pupil total
revenues, and per pupil total revenue (PTOTRVyy) was included in the model for the other
revenue measures.

(i11) Observations whose values are more than 3.5 standard deviations from the values
predicted by the linear regression were deleted from a temporary file. The purpose of this
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5.

was to avoid imputing outliers. The effect of this was to reduce the standard errors resulting
from the final linear regression and thus the size of the random variation in the imputations.

(iv) A final linear regression was estimated, replicating the preliminary regression on the
reduced dataset. The regression parameters and root mean squared error were retained for
the imputation in the next step. The values of R” and root mean squared error (r.m.s.e.) are
shown in table 4. The predictive precision is greater for large districts and estimated means
than for small districts and rates of change; and it is less for capital outlays and non-
elementary/secondary expenditures than for other measures.

Table 4. Regression statistics for prediction of estimated 1995 score and annual rate of change

Estimated 1995 score Annual rate of change
Large districts Small districts Large districts Small districts

R.M.S.E. (in R.M.S.E. (in R.M.S.E. (in R.M.S.E. (in
Measure R? dollars) R? dollars) R? dollars) R? dollars)
PCELSC 0.987 $647 0.962 $1,229 0.924 $64 0.622 $196
PCINST 0.998 152 0.994 296 0.981 22 0.943 52
PCSSVC 0.995 141 0.984 278 0.935 20 0.848 48
PCOTHR 0.967 46 0.893 102 0.638 7 0.474 15
PCAPOU 0.779 329 0.658 432 0.257 94 0.174 114
PNELSC 0.710 52 0.639 52 0.318 8 0.266 10
PTOTEX 0.996 421 0.987 877 0.893 109 0.885 169
PTOTRV 0.997 334 0.983 1,015 0.949 69 0.860 190
PFEDRV 0.942 92 0.724 291 0.737 13 0.603 41
PSTREV 0.952 677 0.901 1,105 0.911 60 0.765 126
PLOCRV 0.964 720 0.935 1,187 0.849 63 0.798 132

NOTE "R.M.S.E." means "root mean squared error."

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, The NCES Common Core of Data (CCD), "Longitudinal School District Finance

File," 1989-90 through 2001-02

(v) The regression weights derived in steps i—iv above were applied to the predictor
measures for the districts missing the dependent variable to obtain point estimates. These
weights indicate the relations among the various measures across the database, and were
used here to ensure that imputed values have the same relations to measures that are
present as the reported values for that measure do. A random approximately normal
deviate with standard deviation equal to the regression root mean squared error was added
to represent the unpredicted proportion of variance. To avoid imputing outliers, the random
normal deviate was truncated at + 2 times the R.M.S.E. Thus, for example, the random
component for the estimated 1995 mean per pupil current elementary and secondary
expenditure was constrained between —$1,294 and +$1,294 for large districts and —$2,458
and +$2,458 for small districts (see table 4).

Imputation of individual year values. At the completion of step iii estimated 1995 means
and annual rates of change are available for all districts on the file. Imputation was then
carried out independently, one year at a time, for each of the other years. The procedure for
imputing individual years replicated the five-step procedure for imputing estimated 1995
means and annual rates of change, with the exception that the individual district’s estimated
1995 mean and annual rate of change were included as predictors.

Two additional constraints were placed on the imputed values: (1) if enrollment was zero (and
fiscal information was missing), the fiscal measures were set to zero; and (2) if the imputed value
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was negative, it was set to zero. Further, if enrollment was zero, and fiscal measures were not
missing, per pupil measures were set to zero. For the measures that had few reported zeros, there
were only a handful of negative imputations, and for the measures with many zeros (such as non-
elementary/secondary expenditures), a few hundred negative imputations were reset to zero.
Generally, the resulting percentages of zeros among imputed values matched the percentages for
reported values. Further, if enrollment was zero, and fiscal measures were greater than zero, the per
pupil measures were set to zero. Thus, for example, a district with no students might have a
positive total expenditure value, but show a zero per pupil total expenditure.

The average fit statistics across 11 years for individual imputation regressions are shown in table 5.
The relations between the fiscal measures and their predictors were quite strong, the only exception
being capital outlays.

Table 5. Average fit regression statistics for prediction of fiscal functions for individual years

Large districts Small districts

RMS.E’ RM.S.E’
Measure R? (in dollars) R? (in dollars)
PCELSCyy 0.998 $217 0.992 $563
PCINSTyy 0.999 106 0.995 272
PCSSV Cyy 0.998 92 0.991 212
PCOTHRyy 0.989 27 0.973 51
PCAPOUyy 0.628 516 0.516 625
PNELSCyy 0.948 26 0.904 27
PTOTEXyy 0.993 555 0.987 902
PTOTRVyy 0.998 309 0.989 807
PFEDRVyy 0.989 45 0.965 129
PSTREVyy 0.996 196 0.984 452
PLOCRVyy 0.996 235 0.984 596

1 "R.M.S.E." means "root mean squared error".

NOTE: The measure in the left-most column is the name of the imputation flag from the data file w here 'yy' represents
the last tw o digits of the fiscal year.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, The NCES Common Core of Data (CCD), "Longitudinal Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail
File," 1989-90 through 2001-02
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The numbers of districts for which primary fiscal values were imputed is shown in table 6 over the

entire 13-year period. The vast majority of imputations were for missing data in 1991, 1993, and
1994. Generally, districts were either missing all fiscal measures for a year or none.

Table 6. Number of districts for w hich fiscal functions w ere imputed, by measure and fiscal year

Measure 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
CELSCMyy 61 2,209 53 1,703 2,218 15 12 22 25 9 1,318 1 59 16
CINSTMyy 61 2,208 53 1,702 2,218 15 12 22 25 9 22 42 16
CSSVCMyy 60 2,208 51 1,700 2,218 15 11 20 20 9 22 39 14
COTHRMyy 60 2,209 51 1,701 2,218 15 11 20 20 9 43 56 14
CAPOUMyy 60 2,208 52 1,700 2,218 15 11 20 20 9 22 39 14
NELSCMyy 70 2,222 69 1,716 2,224 21 16 33 34 23 89 91 14
TOTEXMyy 206 2,309 300 1,841 2,318 195 166 213 169 146 172 40 14
TOTRV Myy 60 2,208 1,664 1,700 2,218 15 11 20 20 9 1,373 2 46 14
FEDRV Myy 60 2,208 42 1,700 2,218 15 11 20 20 9 29 43 14
STREV Myy 60 2,208 42 1,700 2,218 15 11 20 20 9 23 39 14
LOCRV Myy 60 2,208 42 1,700 2,218 15 11 20 20 9 23 42 14

11,282 of the 1,318 CELSC imputations reflect differences betw een CELSC and the sum of its components of less than 10 dollars.
2 1,346 of the 1,373 TOTRV imputations reflect differences betw een the sum of federal, state and local revenue and total revenue of less than 10 dollars.

NOTE The measure in the left-most column is the name of the imputation flag from the data file w here 'yy' represents the last tw o digits of the fiscal year.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics Common Core of Data (CCD), Longitudinal Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail File, 1989-90
through 2001-02.

Once the imputation was completed for per pupil revenues and expenditure functions, total fiscal
measures were recreated by multiplying per pupil measures by enrollments. This was done to
facilitate analyses that use total measures. The reason for imputing per pupil measures rather than
total measures was to preserve the relations among fiscal and nonfiscal measures. For example, a
relationship between race and expenditures will show up not in the correlation of race with total
expenditures but in the correlation of race with per pupil expenditures.

Imputation of fiscal object variables. The 11 function measures, shown in table 6 and discussed
above, are totals of various functional categories. The detail fiscal-nonfiscal file includes 47 detail
fiscal measures (federal and state revenues details; salary and benefits expenditures for instruction;
and details for support services expenditures. These are listed in table 21 below). After all of the
11 function measures were imputed, the 47 per pupil detail variables were imputed with each per
pupil function subtotal serving as its predictor. For example, per pupil instructional expenditures
(PCINSTyy) include two objects: salaries (PZ33_yy) and benefits (PV10_yy). Missing and/or
abnormal values of per pupil object PZ33 were imputed using a model with PCINSTyy as its
predictor, and missing and/or abnormal values of PV10_yy also were imputed, also using
PCINSTyy as its predictor. This was done using separate models for districts of ‘small’ (fewer
than 500 students), ‘medium’ (500 to 2000 students), and ‘large’ (more than 2000 students) district
sizes, with each years fiscal objects being imputed using the fiscal function variable from the same
year.

After the imputation of the detail fiscal variables was performed, some object subtotals of their
associated functional measures were adjusted (while maintaining the ratio of each object to its
function) using ratio estimation techniques, such that the sum of their subtotals was forced to equal
that of the function measure. In all cases where this was done, imputation flags were set. This
‘adjustment,” however, was only done when all components of the function were included in the
scope of this database. Table 7 below shows the variables for which all components were present,
and which were thus adjusted as necessary to sum up properly.
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Table 7. Variables w hose subtotals w ere forced to sumto the total

Measure Component measures w hose subtotals are forced to sum to their function measure

TOTRVyy FEDRVyy + STREVyy + LOCRVyy

FEDRVyy Cl4_yy + C15_yy + C16_yy + C17_yy + C18_yy + C19_yy + C2_yy 0 + C25_yy + C36_yy +
B10_yy + B11_yy + B12_yy + B13_yy

CELSCyy CINSTyy + CSSVCyy + COTHRyy

NOTE: In the variable names show n above, 'yy' represents the last tw o digits of the fiscal year.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, The NCES Common Core of Data (CCD), ‘Longitudinal Fiscal-Nonfiscal

Detail File,” 1989-90 through 2001-02

Table 8 shows the number of nonfiscal variables, which were imputed each year.

Table 8. Numbers of districts for w hich nonfiscal measures w ere imputed, by measure and fiscal year

Measure 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
MEVBEMyy 29 43 537 20 12 13 23 1486 910 37 11 58 9
FTEMyy 370 924 951 908 466 306 438 792 497 143 10 640 52
SCHWyy 71 53 38 96 29 27 34 50 10 15 123 170
GSLOMWyy 23 28 40 31 29 7 19 29 11 105 4 13 12
GSHIMyy 16 29 40 33 36 6 12 31 10 96 4 107 45

NOTE: The measure in the left-most column is the name of the imputation flag from the data file w here 'yy' represents the last tw o digits of the fiscal year.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics Common Core of Data (CCD), Longitudinal Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail File,

1989-90 through 2001-02.

Table 9 illustrates the number of federal revenues totals and items, which were imputed per year.

Table 9. Numbers of districts for w hich federal revenue measures w ere imputed, by measure and fiscal year

Measure 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
FEDRVMyy 60 2,208 42 1,700 2,218 15 11 20 20 9 29 43 14
C14Myy 1 1 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,172 2,134 1,353 43 14
C15Myy 1 1 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,172 2,134 1,353 43 14
C16Myy 1 1 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,173 2,134 1,353 43 14
C17Myy T T 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,172 2,134 1,353 43 14
C18Myy T T 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,172 2,134 1,353 43 14
C19Myy T T 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,173 2,134 1,353 43 14
C20Myy T T 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,172 2,134 1,353 43 14
C25Myy 31 2,201 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,172 2,134 1,353 43 14
C36Myy T T 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,173 2,134 1,353 43 14
B10Myy T T 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,173 2,134 1,353 43 14
B11Myy T T 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,173 2,134 1,353 43 14
B12Myy T T 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,173 2,134 1,353 43 14
B13Myy T i 4,458 3,873 4,286 2,511 2,341 2,252 2,173 2,134 1,353 43 14

1 Not applicable; measure w as not collected in this year.

NOTE: The measure in the left-most column is the name of the imputation flag from the data file w here 'yy' represents the last tw o digits of the fiscal year.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics Common Core of Data (CCD), Longitudinal Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail File, 1989-90

through 2001-02.
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Table 10 illustrates the number of imputations performed on the state revenue function and its
components.

Table 10. Number of districts for w hich state revenue measures w ere imputed, by measure and fiscal year

Measure 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
STREVMyy 60 2,208 42 1,700 2,218 15 11 20 20 9 23 39 14
CO1Myy T T 43 1,714 2,224 47 13 22 21 10 18 39 14
Co4Myy T T 54 1,723 2,233 50 22 31 29 18 25 39 14
COo5Myy 1 1 44 1,716 2,225 48 14 23 22 15 25 39 14
CoeMyy 1 1 56 1,729 2,230 62 28 37 36 25 24 39 14
CO7Myy 1 1 65 1,736 2,237 69 35 44 43 32 40 39 14
Co8Myy T T 52 1,725 2,230 58 23 32 29 18 27 39 14
Co9Myy T T 62 1,735 2,235 66 31 39 39 29 36 39 14
C10Myy T 1 52 1,722 2,229 53 21 29 28 15 24 39 14
C11Myy T 1 64 1,734 2,234 64 32 4 37 27 33 39 14
C12Myy 1 1 44 1,715 2,224 47 13 22 21 12 20 39 14
C13Myy 1 1 44 1,715 2,225 48 15 22 22 10 19 39 14

1 Not applicable; measure w as not collected in this year.

NOTE: The measure in the left-most colurn is the name of the imputation flag from the data file w here 'yy' represents the last tw o digits of the fiscal year.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics Common Core of Data (CCD), Longitudinal Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail File, 1989-90
through 2001-02.

Creation of Pseudo-Districts. As a final step, elementary districts were removed from the file and
their data were aggregated into pseudo-unified districts to create a file in which all districts have
grade spans from pre-kindergarten (PK), kindergarten (KG), or first grade through grade 12. In
fact, however, it was impossible to match up all the elementary and secondary districts this way;
125 districts were thus designated as ‘other regular’ districts (FINANCE_TYPE ="OR’). Of these
125 districts, 117 were elementary districts (no grade higher than 8); 4 had grade ranges from PK,
KG or first through grades 10 or 11; 4 served only the grades from 7 through 12. Of the
unmatched elementary districts all but 7 had enrollments of less than 25 in every year; all of these
low-enrollment elementary districts had closed by FY 2001, most of them much earlier. All but 9
of these low-enrollment elementary districts were in the three states of Montana, Nebraska, and
North Dakota. The seven unmatched elementary districts with 25 or more students include 5 in
Connecticut and Vermont that arrange to send their students to private institutions for secondary
education; 1 in South Dakota serving schools on Indian reservations; and 1 in Illinois.

Aggregation of counts, revenues, and expenditures consisted merely of adding the corresponding
values for the districts combined. Per pupil revenue and expenditure measures were obtained by
computing the ratio of the combined total measures divided by the combined enrollments. Grade
spans were aggregated by identifying the highest and lowest grades served by any of the districts in
the combination.
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3. Results

Overall statistics based on imputed and nonimputed data were computed as a check on the
meaningfulness and utility of the information in the CCD longitudinal fiscal-nonfiscal district file.
The results are shown in tables 11 through 20. In table 11, the trends in fiscal measures based on

the longitudinal database, prior to imputing missing data, are displayed as unweighted averages of
per pupil measures. Because these are average per pupil figures, they do not show the distortions

that total revenue and expenditure figures would show as a result of the substantial missing data in
1991, 1993, and 1994.

Table 11. Average per pupil expenditures and revenues, before imputation, in dollars, for open districts, by measure and fiscal year

Measure 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
PCAPOUyy $414 $440 $462 $482 $470 $528 $610 $716 $758 $825 $901 $992 $1,090
PCELSCyy 4,551 4,815 5,457 5,276 5,497 5,679 5,857 6,105 6,364 6,696 7,135 7,651 8,081
PCINSTyy 2,731 2,911 3,048 3,252 3,394 3,507 3,640 3,795 3,941 4,152 4,423 4,700 4,977
PCOTHRyy 226 224 239 242 249 258 258 270 278 296 310 328 342
PCSSVCyy 1,594 1,680 1,709 1,782 1,853 1,915 1,959 2,039 2,145 2,249 2,402 2,623 2,763
PFEDRVyy 280 269 332 328 346 375 374 390 434 471 521 569 662
PLOCRVyy 2,800 2,991 3,033 3,154 3,365 3,353 3,422 3,536 3,697 3,732 3,837 4,103 4,296
PNELSCyy 54 58 42 44 49 51 52 48 46 46 51 56 59
PSTREVyy 2,210 2,373 2,516 2,774 2,782 3,019 3,167 3,348 3,513 3,860 4,184 4,520 4,663
PTOTEXyy 5,354 5,681 5,863 6,183 6,440 6,662 6,987 7,319 7,658 8,086 8,625 9,286 9,863
PTOTRVyy 5,290 5,633 5,847 6,256 6,493 6,746 6,963 7,274 7,643 8,062 8,542 9,191 9,620
NOTE: The measure in the left-most column is the variable name from the data file w here 'yy' represents the last tw o digits of the fiscal year.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, The NCES Common Core of Data (CCD), "School District Finance Survey (Form F-33)," 1989-90 through 2001-02.
In the national average, the average per pupil revenues and expenditures after imputation, shown in
table 12, are very similar to the averages prior to imputation. Differences would show up in the
total revenues and expenditures.
Table 12. Average per pupil expenditures and revenues, after imputation, in dollars, for open districts, by measure and fiscal year
Measure 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2,002
PCAPOUyy $416 $450 $463 $477 $469 $530 $611 $717 $759 $825 $900 $991 1,089
PCELSCyy 4,567 4,838 5,003 5,297 5,528 5,684 5,863 6,110 6,366 6,699 7,115 7,655 8,080
PCINSTyy 2,740 2,914 3,052 3,257 3,393 3,510 3,643 3,799 3,943 4,153 4,407 4,704 4,977
PCOTHRyy 226 231 240 247 249 258 258 270 278 296 310 328 341
PCSSVCyy 1,601 1,693 1,711 1,796 1,886 1,917 1,962 2,040 2,145 2,250 2,399 2,623 2,762
PFEDRVyy 282 295 332 343 360 375 375 391 434 473 520 569 662
PLOCRVyy 2,815 2,923 3,036 3,118 3,327 3,361 3,424 3,535 3,698 3,731 3,826 4,103 4,294
PNELSCyy 54 58 42 43 47 51 52 48 46 46 51 56 59
PSTREVyy 2,217 2,415 2,519 2,796 2,828 3,021 3,170 3,351 3,513 3,860 4,166 4,520 4,662
PTOTEXyy 5,376 5,703 5,870 6,192 6,452 6,669 6,993 7,324 7,660 8,089 8,597 9,287 9,860
PTOTRVyy 5,314 5,633 5,887 6,257 6,515 6,757 6,968 7,277 7,644 8,064 8,512 9,192 9,617

NOTE: The measure in the left-most column is the variable name from the data file w here 'yy' represents the last tw o digits of the fiscal year.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics Common Core of Data (CCD), Longitudinal Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail File, 1989-90 through 2001-02.

22



User’s Guide

Tables 13 and 14 show the differences between nonimputed and imputed per pupil federal
revenues and its components.

Table 13. Average per pupil federal revenues, before imputation, in dollars, for open districts, by measure and fiscal year

Measure 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
PFEDRVyy $280 $269 $332 $328 $346 $375 $374 $390 $434 $471 $521 $569 $662
PC25yy 71 74 89 88 94 101 104 110 114 118 124 126 135
PB10yy t t 38 41 34 35 37 40 46 52 54 52 65
PB11yy t + 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 4 4 5
PB12yy t + 4 2 3 4 4 4 5 3 4 5 6
PB13yy t t 15 1 11 20 15 14 18 25 25 28 41
PC14yy T T 113 118 127 132 127 132 136 142 151 160 177
PC15yy 1 1t 26 25 27 31 32 35 41 48 58 67 85
PC16yy 1 1 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 5
PC17yy t t 7 7 7 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5
PC18yy t t 9 9 8 8 7 5 6 6 13 18 21
PC19yy t + 7 7 8 7 6 6 7 7 7 9 9
PC20yy t + 18 25 21 25 31 31 43 51 62 78 94
PC36yy T T 2 2 2 3 4 5 6 6 9 12 13

1 Not applicable; measure w as not collected in this year.
NOTE: The measure in the left-most column is the variable name from the data file w here 'yy' represents the last tw o digits of the fiscal year.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, The NCES Common Core of Data (CCD), "School District Finance Survey (Form F-33)," 1989-90 through 2001-02.

Table 14. Average per pupil federal revenues, after imputation, in dollars, for open districts, by measure and fiscal year

Measure 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
PFEDRVyy $282 $295 $332 $343 $360 $375 $375 $391 $434 $473 $520 $569 $662
PC25_yy 71 79 89 96 102 101 104 110 114 119 124 126 135
PB10_yy t t 38 36 30 35 37 40 46 52 54 52 65
PB11_yy T t 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 4 4 5
PB12_yy T 1 4 2 2 4 4 4 5 3 4 5 6
PB13_yy t t 15 1 10 20 15 14 18 25 25 28 41
PC14_yy t t 113 130 141 132 127 132 137 143 151 160 177
PC15_yy t t 26 25 27 31 32 35 41 48 58 67 85
PC16_yy t t 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 5
PC17_yy t t 7 7 7 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5
PC18_yy t t 10 10 9 8 7 5 6 6 13 18 21
PC19_yy t t 7 7 8 7 6 6 7 7 7 9 9
PC20_yy t t 18 24 19 25 31 31 44 52 62 79 94
PC36_yy t t 2 2 2 3 4 5 6 6 9 12 13

1 Not applicable; measure w as not collected in this year.

NOTE: The measure in the left-most column is the variable name from the data file w here 'yy' represents the last tw o digits of the fiscal year.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics Common Core of Data (CCD), Longitudinal Fiscal-Nonfiscal Detail File, 1989-90
through 2001-02.
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Tables 15 and 16 show the differences between nonimputed and imputed per pupil state revenues
and its components.

Table 15. Average per pupil state revenues, before imputation, in dollars, for open districts, by measure and fiscal year

Measure 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
PSTREVyY $2,210  $2,373  $2,516]  $2,774]  $2,782  $3,019  $3,167 _ $3,348  $3,513| $3,860 $4,184