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The mission of the Office of Inspector General (OIG), as mandated by Public Law 95-452, 
as amended, is to protect the integrity of the Department of Health and Human Services 
(HHS) programs, as well as the health and welfare of beneficiaries served by those 
programs.  This statutory mission is carried out through a nationwide network of audits, 
investigations, and inspections conducted by the following operating components: 
 
Office of Audit Services 
 
The OIG's Office of Audit Services (OAS) provides all auditing services for HHS, either by 
conducting audits with its own audit resources or by overseeing audit work done by others.  
Audits examine the performance of HHS programs and/or its grantees and contractors in 
carrying out their respective responsibilities and are intended to provide independent 
assessments of HHS programs and operations in order to reduce waste, abuse, and 
mismanagement and to promote economy and efficiency throughout the department. 
 
Office of Evaluation and Inspections 
 
The OIG's Office of Evaluation and Inspections (OEI) conducts short-term management and 
program evaluations (called inspections) that focus on issues of concern to the department, 
the Congress, and the public.  The findings and recommendations contained in the 
inspections reports generate rapid, accurate, and up-to-date information on the efficiency, 
vulnerability, and effectiveness of departmental programs. 
 
Office of Investigations 
 
The OIG's Office of Investigations (OI) conducts criminal, civil, and administrative 
investigations of allegations of wrongdoing in HHS programs or to HHS beneficiaries and 
of unjust enrichment by providers.  The investigative efforts of OI lead to criminal 
convictions, administrative sanctions, or civil monetary penalties.  The OI also oversees 
state Medicaid fraud control units, which investigate and prosecute fraud and patient abuse 
in the Medicaid program. 
 
Office of Counsel to the Inspector General 
 
The Office of Counsel to the Inspector General (OCIG) provides general legal services to 
OIG, rendering advice and opinions on HHS programs and operations and providing all 
legal support in OIG's internal operations.  The OCIG imposes program exclusions and civil 
monetary penalties on health care providers and litigates those actions within the 
department. The OCIG also represents OIG in the global settlement of cases arising under 
the Civil False Claims Act, develops and monitors corporate integrity agreements, develops 
model compliance plans, renders advisory opinions on OIG sanctions to the health care 
community, and issues fraud alerts and other industry guidance.   



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Head Start program is a discretionary grant program administered by the Administration for 
Children and Families (ACF) designed to promote school readiness by enhancing the social and 
cognitive development of low-income children.  The Community Renewal Team, Inc. (CRT), an 
anti-poverty agency serving people and families throughout the Connecticut River Valley, and 
its delegate agencies in Manchester, East Hartford, Enfield, and Bristol received about $28.9 
million in Head Start funding during the period January 1, 1999 through December 31, 2001.  
One of the major factors for determining federal funding levels of Head Start grants is the 
expected number of children to be enrolled in the grantee’s program.  During this and earlier 
periods, ACF program reviews and CRT enrollment reports showed that CRT consistently did 
not meet its funded enrollment levels.  In the 2000 and 2001 grant years, ACF restricted CRT’s 
federal grant by limiting federal cash withdrawals and holding back about $1.3 million of the 
grant award until CRT could demonstrate improved enrollment.  However, CRT did not meet the 
established levels.  Because of CRT’s continued under enrollment of the program, ACF Regional 
Office requested an Office of the Inspector General (OIG) Office of Audit Services audit of 
CRT’s enrollment for grant years 1999 through 2001 to determine the extent of under enrollment 
(short-falls) at CRT. 
 
OBJECTIVES  
 
The objectives of the review were to evaluate CRT’s enrollment and attendance levels for the  
3-year period January 1999 through December 2001, and the effect on federal funding.   
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
  
Our review of CRT’s Head Start enrollment over the 3-year period from January 1, 1999 through 
December 31, 2001, disclosed that CRT missed a total of 924 (22 percent) of its enrollment 
opportunities.  One of the major factors for determining federal funding levels of Head Start 
grants is the expected number of children to be enrolled in the grantee’s program.  Applying a 
cost per slot methodology, we determined that these missed opportunities had an associated 
value of about $6.5 million.  Most of the missed enrollment opportunities (short-falls) were in 
CRT’s Hartford and Middletown operations.  Our review also disclosed that CRT’s record 
keeping and maintenance of program records was inadequate.   
 
We believe contributing factors to the enrollment problems were that CRT’s recruiting efforts 
were not sufficient to achieve funded enrollment levels and that CRT did not develop and 
maintain waiting lists of eligible children for all classrooms to assure that program vacancies 
were filled as they occurred.  Additionally, we believe that other factors contributing to the 
short-falls were competing day care and educational programs and increased demand for full day 
care brought on by work requirements for families participating in the Temporary Assistance to 
Needy Families Program.     
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Although CRT made a credible effort to improve enrollment at the end of 2001, we believe that 
additional corrective action is still warranted. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
We recommend that CRT:  
 

• Refund the value associated with the 924 enrollment short-falls for grant years 1999, 
2000, and 2001.  We believe that the ACF Regional Office is in the best position to 
determine the exact amount of the appropriate adjustment. 

 
• Ensure its funded enrollment levels are being met by maintaining and improving 

recruiting efforts employed at the end of 2001.  If CRT believes that it cannot fill half-
day slots, the time to negotiate the program design is in the preparation of its proposal for 
the next year. 

 
• Develop waiting lists at each operating classroom site to ensure vacancies are filled 

timely. 
 

• Improve its program record keeping and maintenance of program records. 
 

• Comply with special conditions imposed in Head Start grant awards. 
 
In their response to the draft report dated July 15, 2002, CRT officials disagreed with our 
findings and conclusions.  The response states that CRT has now addressed the enrollment 
issues.  The response also disputes our method used to calculate the amount of recommended 
disallowance.  The CRT officials believe that our estimate of the number of under enrolled 
participants was overstated and the methodology did not include an analysis of the 
reasonableness of the costs of providing services to Head Start participants.    
 
With regard to our estimate of the number of under enrolled participants, we believe that our 
calculations of enrollment short-falls are accurate and conservative.  For example, we credited 
CRT with a full month’s enrollment if a child attended classes on at least one day in a given 
month.  Based on the short-falls, we believe that a financial adjustment is warranted.  However, 
based on Departmental Appeals Board precedent, we are not recommending a disallowance 
based on a cost per slot calculation, but recommend that ACF determine the exact amount of the 
appropriate adjustment.  The CRT response did not directly respond to how it planned to ensure 
that it would meet its funded enrollment levels, how it will develop waiting lists for each 
classroom site, or how it will improve its record keeping and maintenance of program records.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Head Start program is a discretionary grant program administered by the Administration for 
Children and Families (ACF).  The objectives of the Head Start program are: (1) to promote 
school readiness by enhancing the social and cognitive development of low-income children 
through the provision of comprehensive health, educational, nutritional, social and other 
services; and (2) to involve parents in their children's learning and to help parents make progress 
toward their educational, literacy and employment goals. Head Start grantees are required to 
provide 20 percent of the total cost of the program through a matching share in cash or in fairly 
evaluated in-kind contributions. 
  
The Community Renewal Team, Inc. (CRT) is an anti-poverty agency serving people and 
families throughout the Connecticut River Valley.  In 1999, the Community Renewal Team of 
Greater Hartford, Inc. (Hartford) merged with Community Action for Greater Middlesex County 
(Middletown) to form CRT.  The CRT and its delegate agencies in Manchester, East Hartford, 
Enfield, and Bristol received about $28.9 million in Head Start funding during the period  
January 1, 1999 through December 31, 2001.  A significant portion of CRT’s matching share is 
provided by enrollments in programs that are related to the Head Start program and supported by 
the State of Connecticut.   
 
One of the major factors for determining federal funding levels of Head Start grants is the 
expected number of children to be enrolled in the grantee’s program.  By grant period, CRT’s 
Head Start awards provided for the following funding and enrollment levels:  
 

GRANT YEAR FEDERAL 
AWARD1 

TOTAL 
ENROLLMENT 

FEDERAL 
FUNDED 

STATE 
FUNDED 

1999    $8,877,807 1,616 1,383 233 

2000    $9,760,165 1,616 1,383 233 

2001  $10,265,005 1,669 1,436 233 

3-year Total $28,902,977    

 
The ACF program reviews and monitoring determined that CRT was not meeting its funded 
enrollment levels.  As a result, in the 2000 grant year, ACF restricted CRT’s federal grant by 
limiting $500,000 of federal cash withdrawals until CRT met established enrollment levels.  
However, CRT did not meet the established levels and expended the funds without authorization.  
The ACF imposed further restrictions on CRT by providing the 2001 grant award in increments, 
holding back about $1.3 million of the grant award until CRT could demonstrate improved 
enrollment.  The CRT finally showed improved enrollment beginning in September 2001 and 
ACF eventually awarded $450,000 of the grant funds it had held back for 2001.  Because of 
CRT’s continued under enrollment of the program, the ACF Regional Office requested an Office 
                                                           
1 Federal Head Start awards are net awards after adjustments by ACF. 
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of the Inspector General (OIG) Office of Audit Services audit of CRT’s enrollment for grant 
years 1999 through 2001 to determine the extent of under enrollment at CRT. 
  
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
 
Our review was made in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.  
The objectives of the review were to evaluate CRT’s Head Start enrollment levels and the effect 
on federal funding.  We limited our review to CRT’s actual enrollment levels for the ACF 
funded Head Start program for the 3-year period ending December 31, 2001.   
 
To accomplish our objectives, we reviewed and analyzed: 
 

• Head Start regulations to gain an understanding of the controls used to meet the 
performance and fiscal measures of the grant; 

 
• Financial and program reports issued to the grantee by ACF;  

 
• Departmental Appeals Board (DAB) decisions related to enrollment and attendance, 

compliance with Quality Improvement Plans and the appropriate method used to compute 
per-capita cost per slot; 

 
• CRT’s compliance with the additional or special grant requirements imposed by the 

Region I ACF officials;  
 

• Trustee, Executive and Finance Committee Board meeting minutes;   
 

• Working papers of the independent public accountant who performed the Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-133 single audits for the period under review; 

 
• Grant applications, Program Information Reports (PIR) and other documentation, such 

as, school year calendars, classroom attendance rosters and classroom configuration 
sheets; and 

 
• Financial Assistance Award amounts and the Cash Draw Down Schedule.  

 
We tested the enrollment status of 21 judgmentally selected students enrolled in Head Start for 
the 2001 school year to determine if the students were Head Start students and not participants in 
other programs administered by CRT.  We did not audit enrollments in CRT’s state programs or 
for the limited full year Head Start program run during the months of July and August.  To 
determine actual enrollment, we used classroom attendance reports and the PIRs.   
 
We did not analyze expenditure reports to identify how federal funds were expended.  The CRT 
was not required to file its Financial Status Report for the year ended December 31, 2001 until 
March 31, 2002.  We limited our review of expenditures to discussions with CRT and its 
auditors.   
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We conducted our on site review at the offices of the CRT in Hartford, Connecticut from 
November 2001 through January 2002.  On July 15, 2002, CRT responded to our draft report 
(see APPENDIX B). 
  

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Our review of CRT’s Head Start enrollment over the 3-year period from January 1, 1999 through 
December 31, 2001, disclosed that CRT had a total of 924 missed enrollment opportunities 
(short-falls), representing 22 percent of federally funded enrollment slots.  One of the major 
factors for determining federal funding levels of Head Start grants is the expected number of 
children to be enrolled in the grantee’s program.  Applying a cost per slot methodology, we 
determined that these missed opportunities had an associated cost of about $6.5 million.  Most of 
the short-falls (834), with an associated value of about $5.9 million, were in CRT’s Hartford and 
Middletown operations.   
 
The CRT’s actual enrollment showed improvement by the end of 2001 but still fell substantially 
short of its funded levels.  Prior to the 2001 improvements, CRT expended all or most of the 
federal funding although the funding was intended to support substantially higher enrollment 
levels.  We believe contributing factors to the enrollment problems were that CRT’s recruiting 
efforts were not sufficient to achieve funded enrollment levels and that CRT did not develop and 
maintain waiting lists of eligible children for all classrooms to assure that program vacancies 
were filled as they occurred.  Additionally, we believe that other factors contributing to the 
short-falls, included competing day care and educational programs and increased demand for full 
day care slots.     
 
In addition to the enrollment short-falls, CRT’s record keeping and maintenance of records was 
inadequate.  We found that CRT either did not properly prepare supporting records or did not 
maintain the records used to prepare performance reports, leading to a lack of documentation 
needed for oversight by ACF, independent auditors and the OIG.   
 
We believe that the increase in enrollment levels that we noted at the end of 2001 was related to 
a new CRT Head Start management team that took effective action to cut the size of the short-
falls in half by December 2001 by recruiting more aggressively and opening additional 
classrooms.  Although CRT made a credible effort to improve enrollment, we believe that it 
might have averted the special conditions imposed by ACF and ACF’s subsequent request for an 
audit if it had implemented similar actions during earlier periods.   
 
Enrollment Levels 
 
To determine CRT’s Head Start enrollment levels for the period under review, we recognized 
certain factors that had a direct impact on the enrollment figures.  As a result, we applied the 
following standards in our calculations:  
 

• A child attending classes on at least one day in a given month was credited as being 
enrolled for the entire month; 
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• Our calculations intentionally repeated the May 2001 enrollment levels (584) for CRT’s 
Hartford program in place of the June 2001 enrollment (actual 169) because CRT closed 
some classes early for the summer, which had the effect of increasing the enrollment for 
2001 by about 42 children above CRT’s actual enrollment levels; and 

 
• We excluded the months of July and August from our calculations because the summer 

Head Start program is much smaller than what is run during the regular school year. 
 
Based on these assumptions, our review of CRT’s Head Start enrollment over the 3-year period 
from January 1, 1999 through December 31, 2001, disclosed that CRT had a total of 924 missed 
enrollment opportunities (short-falls), which represented 22 percent of the enrollment slots 
funded by the federal grants.   
 
The following shows the results of our calculations and the extent of under enrollment for all 
locations and for Hartford and Middletown only: 
 

Figure 1 – CRT’S ENROLLMENT (INCLUDING DELEGATE AGENCIES) 

Calendar 
Year 

Funded 
Enrollment 

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall 

Short-Fall 
Per Cent Cost of Short-Falls 

1999 1,383 1,104 279 20.2 $1,880,171 
2000 1,383 1,043 340 24.6 $2,469,557 
2001 1,432 1,127 305 21.3 $2,105,786  

   924 22.0 $6,455,514 
 

 
The average cost per child, used to determine the “Cost of Short-Falls”, was calculated by 
dividing the net result of subtracting one time renovation funds from the total grant award for 
each location by the number of slots funded. 
 
Much of the short-fall was in the Hartford and Middletown operations, which had an average 
short-fall of 28 percent for the 3-year period, as illustrated below:   
 

Figure 2 – CRT’S ENROLLMENT (HARTFORD/MIDDLETOWN ONLY) 

Calendar 
Year 

Funded 
Enrollment

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall 

Short-Fall 
Per Cent Cost of Short-Falls 

1999 995 726 269 27.1 $1,822,690 

2000 995 681 314 31.6 $2,302,750 

2001 995 744 251 25.2 $1,809,497 

   834 28.0 $5,934,937 

 
It should be noted that the Hartford and Middletown enrollments did improve significantly in the 
2001 to 2002 school year.  Out of 995 slots, short-falls declined from 343 in June 2001 to 273 in 
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September 2001 to 95 in December 2001.  See the APPENDIX A for a chart showing enrollment 
by month. 
 
Federal regulations require Head Start grantees to maintain funded enrollment levels, 
allowing vacancies to last for short periods only.  According to 45 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) 1305.7 (b):  

 
A Head Start grantee must maintain its funded enrollment level.  When a 
program determines that a vacancy exists, no more than 30 calendar days may 
elapse before the vacancy is filled.  A program may elect not to fill a vacancy 
when 60 calendar days or less remain in the program’s enrollment year.   

 
One process used to avoid such long term short-falls is to develop and maintain waiting 
lists.  In this regard, 45 CFR 1305.6 (d) states:  
 

Each Head Start program must develop at the beginning of each enrollment 
year and maintain during the year a waiting list that ranks children according 
to the program’s selection criteria to assure that eligible children enter the 
program as vacancies occur. 

 
Despite these requirements, we found that CRT did not develop and maintain waiting lists of 
eligible children for all classrooms to assure that program vacancies were filled as they occurred.  
In addition, we believe that other factors contributing to the short-falls were: (1) competing day 
care and educational programs and (2) increased demand for full day care brought on by work 
requirements for families participating in the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families Program.  
However, CRT indicated its new management team directed a substantial recruiting effort for the 
2001 school year, which appears to have reduced the gap between federally funded slots and 
actual enrollments.  Despite these efforts, the short-falls for CRT, including delegates, were still 
at 164 at the end of 2001, which is still more than 11 percent of the funded levels of 1,436, when 
Head Start regulations require that openings should be filled within 30 days.   
 
The CRT officials advised us in April 2002 that most of the more recent short-falls in the 
Hartford and Middletown operations were in hard-to-fill half-day sessions.  As of April 2002, 
CRT advised us it had enrolled eligible children in 873 of its 995 slot allocation.  Of the 
remaining 122 openings, 111 were in the difficult to fill half-day category.  
 
Record Keeping and Maintenance of Records 
 
In addition to the short-falls in enrollment, we found that CRT’s record keeping and maintenance 
of records was inadequate.  We found that CRT either did not properly prepare supporting 
records or did not maintain the records used to prepare performance reports, leading to a lack of 
documentation needed for oversight by ACF, independent auditors, and the OIG.  Examples of 
records, which were missing, included student attendance records, school year calendars for 
classrooms, and supporting documents for reports related to enrollment.  The CRT also 
encountered significant delays in providing us with requested documents during our review.   
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For example:  
 

• The CRT initially could not provide its independent auditors with records related to 5 
months of enrollment.  The independent auditors took timely and expensive alternative 
steps to determine the levels of enrollment, using attendance, medical and nutrition 
records, only to find out later that the original records were located elsewhere.  During 
our review, on several occasions we were told enrollment and attendance records did not 
exist or could not be located, only to receive them 2 to 4 months after we had requested 
them when CRT staff found they had been misplaced or stored improperly.   

  
• The CRT reports enrollment information to ACF in an annual PIR.  The CRT prepares 

this report from information collected in monthly reports.  However, once the annual 
reports were submitted, CRT did not maintain the monthly reports or the documents used 
to prepare the PIR. 

 
Federal regulations and guidance require grantees to document support for items reported in 
financial and program reports and to maintain these records.  According to 45 CFR 1304.51(h): 
 

Grantee and delegate agencies must establish and maintain efficient and 
effective reporting systems that (1) Generate periodic reports of financial status 
and program operations in order to control program quality, maintain program 
accountability, and advise governing bodies, policy groups, and staff of 
program progress; and (2) Generate official reports for federal, state and local 
authorities, as required by applicable law. 

 
In addition, 45 CFR 74.53(b) states that: 
 

Financial records, supporting documents, statistical records, and all other 
records pertinent to an award shall be retained for a period of 3 years. 

 
The CRT has bought a new computer based system, called CAPS (full name - CAPS/ECE 
System), which should enhance its control over enrollment, attendance, medical records, 
nutrition records, employee records and other systems.  Specifically, CAPS is a centralized 
database accessible to anyone with access to the system regardless of where they are located if 
they have proper security clearance.   Initially, CAPS was supposed to be fully operational early 
in 2001, but CRT was aiming for the new school year starting September 2002.  Proper operation 
of a computerized system should go a long way in helping CRT gain control of its records 
situation. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Based on our review, we believe that CRT did not react to ACF’s legitimate oversight concerns 
in the past, particularly related to the enrollment situations in Hartford and Middletown and the 
efforts needed to reduce the enrollment short-falls and the related cost per child for Head Start.   
However, CRT has put a new management team in place that has significantly enhanced its 
enrollment status in Hartford and Middletown.  The new management team has also expended a 
great deal of effort installing its new CAPS record keeping system and training staff in its use. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
We recommend that CRT:  
 

• Refund the value associated with the 924 enrollment short-falls for grant years 1999, 
2000, and 2001.  We believe that the ACF Regional Office is in the best position to 
determine the exact amount of the appropriate adjustment.  

 
• Ensure its funded enrollment levels are being met by maintaining and improving 

recruiting efforts employed at the end of 2001.  If CRT believes that it cannot fill half-
day slots, the time to negotiate the program design is in the preparation of its proposal for 
the next year. 

 
• Develop waiting lists at each operating classroom site to ensure vacancies are filled 

timely. 
 

• Improve its program record keeping and maintenance of program records.  
 

• Comply with special conditions imposed in Head Start grant awards. 
 
CRT RESPONSE AND OIG COMMENTS 
 
The CRT provided a written response to our draft report on July 15, 2002 (see APPENDIX B).  
The response included a narrative section as well as 15 exhibits.  Although we believe the 
exhibits provide a great deal of information related to CRT’s Head Start operation, the 
information generally discusses matters related to the quality of the program, which do not fall 
within the scope of this report.  Accordingly, we are attaching the narrative response and will 
make the exhibits available upon written request.  We provided the ACF Regional Office with 
copies of the entire response, including exhibits.   
 
The CRT officials disagreed with our findings and conclusions.  The response indicated “…CRT 
had been actively involved in addressing these enrollment issues during the period in question, 
and further, that CRT had implemented changes to address these issues….”  The response also 
disputes our method used to calculate the amount of recommended disallowance.  In this regard, 
CRT officials believe that we over estimated the number of under enrolled participants and our 
methodology did not include an analysis of the reasonableness of the costs of providing services 
to Head Start participants.  In addition, CRT also notes that our report failed to consider the 
quality of services provided based upon reasonable expenditures. 
 
The enrollment short-fall issue has been a continuing problem at CRT.  As noted in our report, 
ACF imposed special conditions on the Head Start awards to CRT in 2000 and in 2001.  These 
included limitations on withdrawing federal funds, directives to close or combine classes, and 
issuance of grant awards in increments, all directed at attempting to get CRT to try to increase 
the number of children enrolled in Head Start.  Specifically, in ACF’s grant award letter for 
2000, dated February 27, 2000, CRT was instructed to combine those classrooms with less than 
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17 students so as to generate cost savings by not incurring costs for under enrolled classrooms.  
We noted that from February 2000 through December 2000 between 45 percent and 67 percent 
of the 45 Hartford classrooms had less than 17 students enrolled.  In fact, 14 classrooms had 10 
or less students enrolled during this period.  We believe that this indicates that CRT was not 
timely in responding to the ACF directive and consequently, continued to incur costs for under 
enrolled classrooms.  Since its 2000 special condition did not achieve the desired effect of 
increasing enrollment at CRT, ACF provided the 2001 grant award in increments and withheld 
about $1.3 million of the grant award until enrollment increased.  As noted in our report, CRT 
enrollment levels finally showed improvement at the end of grant year 2001.  We believe that 
ACF’s actions were warranted based on CRT’s slow response in increasing enrollment levels. 
 
Further, CRT’s response to our draft report notes that its grant proposals included higher 
enrollment levels than it expected to achieve, since it continued to propose a program design 
which included substantial numbers of half-day enrollment slots that CRT expected it would be 
unable to fill.  The ACF was not open to reducing funded enrollment because, contrary to CRT's 
stated opinion, ACF believes that a properly managed recruitment process would result in 
substantially higher levels of enrollment.  The CRT's subsequent significant improvement in 
enrollment validated this position. 
 
The CRT response also claims that our enrollment short-fall was overstated.  In this regard, 
CRT’s accounting firm showed higher levels of enrollment than our review did.  The accounting 
firm provided us with documents showing enrollment totals by classroom and by month.  
However, neither the accounting firm nor CRT provided us with the names and dates of any 
students they alleged that we had missed.  In this regard, we provided the accounting firm access 
to our working papers on two separate occasions to review our enrollment calculations.  They 
still did not provide us with any additional enrollees that we may have missed.  Our review of 
the accounting firms documents in comparison with attendance sheets provided by CRT, lead us 
to conclude that we could not depend on their accuracy. 
 
We believe that our calculations of enrollment short-falls are accurate and conservative.  As 
noted in our report, we applied standards, which gave CRT’s enrollment the benefit of the doubt 
in certain situations.  As noted in our report, we credited CRT with a full month’s enrollment if a 
child attended classes on at least one day in a given month, we adjusted the June 2001 
enrollment to account for some classes that were closed early for the summer and, we excluded 
the months of July and August because classes are much smaller than those run during the 
regular school year.  As a result, we believe our enrollment calculations provide consideration 
for factors that could affect enrollment. 
 
With respect to our calculation of the amount of over payment related to the enrollment short-
fall, CRT believes that this is an unacceptable method on which a disallowance should be based.  
The response cited DAB and ACF Information Memorandums, which indicated that, while 
material changes in program scope could be used to terminate the grantee from the program, cost 
per slot was not an appropriate method to calculate the disallowance related to failure to meet 
enrollment objectives.  The DAB further concludes that the expenditures could be examined in 
more detail to determine more exactly and reasonably the disallowance related to the under 
enrollment.   
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As noted in our audit scope, our review was geared to determining the extent of under 
enrollment and the effect it had on federal funding.  Our scope did not include a review of the 
reasonableness of costs expended.  Based on the extent of the short-falls, we believe that a 
financial adjustment is warranted.  However, we acknowledge that, because of the extensive 
monitoring experiences it has with CRT and other Head Start grantees, the ACF Regional Office 
would be in the best position to determine the exact amount of the appropriate adjustment. 
 
The CRT did not directly respond to how it planned to ensure that it will meet its funded 
enrollment levels, how it will develop waiting lists for each classroom site, or how it will 
improve its record keeping and maintenance of program records.  These significant matters 
should also be addressed in communications with ACF. 
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 1999 2000 2001

Month
Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Jan 1,383 1,182 201 1,383 1,080 303 1,430 1,075 355
Feb 1,383 1,196 187 1,383 1,096 287 1,430 1,079 351
Mar 1,383 1,218 165 1,383 1,110 273 1,430 1,097 333
Apr 1,383 1,192 191 1,383 1,103 280 1,430 1,097 333
May 1,383 1,162 221 1,383 1,099 284 1,430 1,067 363
Jun 1,383 1,091 292 1,383 927 456 1,430 1,042 388
Sep 1,383 971 412 1,383 964 419 1,436 1,100 336
Oct 1,383 1,032 351 1,383 973 410 1,436 1,206 230
Nov 1,383 938 445 1,383 1,006 377 1,436 1,237 199
Dec 1,383 1,054 329 1,383 1,071 312 1,436 1,272 164

Total 13,830 11,036 2,794 13,830 10,429 3,401 14,324 11,272 3,052
Avg 1,383 1,104 279 1,383 1,043 340 1,432 1,127 305
% 100% 80% 20% 100% 75% 25% 100% 79% 21%

 1999 2000 2001

Month
Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Jan 995 816 179 995 694 301 995 692 303
Feb 995 826 169 995 710 285 995 698 297
Mar 995 838 157 995 725 270 995 700 295
Apr 995 813 182 995 718 277 995 698 297
May 995 785 210 995 721 274 995 686 309
Jun 995 715 280 995 653 342 995 652 343
Sep 995 593 402 995 588 407 995 722 273
Oct 995 650 345 995 636 359 995 828 167
Nov 995 552 443 995 673 322 995 863 132
Dec 995 670 325 995 691 304 995 900 95

Total 9,950 7,258 2,692 9,950 6,809 3,141 9,950 7,439 2,511
Avg 995 726 269 995 681 314 995 744 251
% 100% 73% 27% 100% 68% 32% 100% 75% 25%

Total Head Start Enrollment for the Period January 1, 1999 through December 31, 2001

Hartford/Middletown Head Start Enrollment for the Period January 1, 1999 through December 31, 2001
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 1999 2000 2001

Month
Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Jan 825 712 113 825 597 228 825 588 237
Feb 825 718 107 825 611 214 825 594 231
Mar 825 709 116 825 616 209 825 595 230
Apr 825 703 122 825 611 214 825 597 228
May 825 679 146 825 608 217 825 584 241
Jun 825 617 208 825 535 290 825 584 241
Sep 825 504 321 825 496 329 825 591 234
Oct 825 559 266 825 537 288 825 668 157
Nov 825 460 365 825 569 256 825 696 129
Dec 825 577 248 825 593 232 825 724 101

Total 8,250 6,238 2,012 8,250 5,773 2,477 8,250 6,221 2,029
Avg 825 624 201 825 577 248 825 622 203
% 100% 76% 24% 100% 70% 30% 100% 75% 25%

 1999 2000 2001

Month
Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Jan 170 104 66 170 97 73 170 104 66
Feb 170 108 62 170 99 71 170 104 66
Mar 170 129 41 170 109 61 170 105 65
Apr 170 110 60 170 107 63 170 101 69
May 170 106 64 170 113 57 170 102 68
Jun 170 98 72 170 118 52 170 68 102
Sep 170 89 81 170 92 78 170 131 39
Oct 170 91 79 170 99 71 170 160 10
Nov 170 92 78 170 104 66 170 167 3
Dec 170 93 77 170 98 72 170 176 -6

Total 1,700 1,020 680 1,700 1,036 664 1,700 1,218 482
Avg 170 102 68 170 104 66 170 122 48
% 100% 60% 40% 100% 62% 38% 100% 72% 28%

 1999 2000 2001

Month
Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Federally 
Funded

Actual 
Enrollment Short-Fall

Jan 388 366 22 388 386 2 435 383 52
Feb 388 370 18 388 386 2 435 381 54
Mar 388 380 8 388 385 3 435 397 38
Apr 388 379 9 388 385 3 435 399 36
May 388 377 11 388 378 10 435 381 54
Jun 388 376 12 388 274 114 435 390 45
Sep 388 378 10 388 376 12 441 378 63
Oct 388 382 6 388 337 51 441 378 63
Nov 388 386 2 388 333 55 441 374 67
Dec 388 384 4 388 380 8 441 372 69

Total 3,880 3,778 102 3,880 3,620 260 4,374 3,833 541
Avg 388 378 10 388 362 26 437 383 54
% 100% 97% 3% 100% 93% 7% 100% 88% 12%

Delegate Head Start Enrollment for the Period January 1, 1999 through December 31, 2001

Middletown Head Start Enrollment for the Period January 1, 1999 through December 31, 2001

Hartford Head Start Enrollment for the Period January 1, 1999 through December 31, 2001
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