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Introduction

Over the past twenty years, there has been a significant increase in the both the quality and quantity of data on nonprofit organizations, but serious questions about the quality of the data remain.  Poor quality data have serious implications for the sector, as they serve as the basis for making fundamental decisions, ranging from day‑to‑day resource allocation by program administrators to policy changes by sector leaders, legislators, government officials, and concerned citizens, as well as research on the sector.

By the end of 1999, scanned images of all IRS Forms 990 filed by public charities, an essential and widely used source of information on the sector, will be easily and instantly accessible on the Internet.  The Urban Institutes National Center for Charitable Statistics (NCCS) and Philanthropic Research, Inc. (PRI) with its GuideStar web site have worked together on this project to create the most accessible data on the sector ever available.  

In addition to the scanned images, NCCS and PRI are also digitizing information from the forms to create a searchable database of over 600 fields for the over 220,000 nonprofit organizations that file Forms 990.  Will this revolution in easily available data result in an accurate and detailed portrait of the sector?  This paper takes a step in answering this question.

These results of this analysis help those using the data to determine which information can be relied upon and which may require research beyond the information on the form.  This assessment of the quality of the data and ability to focus on what needs to be improved are necessary as efforts to improve the basis for making decisions are undertaken.  

Methodology

The study consisted of two parts.  The first part was an examination of the financial information on Parts I, II, and IV of the Form 990 (Parts I and II of the Form 990-EZ).  The financial information was drawn from a database of filings for 51,114 organizations (32,599 Form 990 filers and 18,515 Form 990-EZ filers).  The database is a joint project of the National Center for Charitable Statistics (NCCS) at Urban Institute and Philanthropic Research, Inc. (PRI).   Starting with the Forms 990 filed by public charities forms received by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) in July 1998, key information has been keypunched from images of the forms provided IRS to NCCS and PRI. 

The data used in this financial analysis represented the entire output of the digitization project as of the time data analysis began. About 97% of the forms used in the study were filed for fiscal years 1997, 1998, or 1999.  The data do not represent a traditional random sample, as the forms are digitized on a first in, first out basis.   However, the sample represented at least 20% of filings expected in the first year, and the authors have no reason to believe that it is not representative of the universe of public charity filings.  The proportion of EZ filings (36%) was higher than is likely for a complete year’s filings, but the Forms 990 filings and the Forms 990-EZ filings are analyzed separately in the study.  

Part I — Analysis of Financial Information

Arithmetic checks were performed on the financial information in the sample.  Errors could occur because the numbers have been entered but do not add up, designated “arithmetic” errors, or because some of the numbers are missing, called “omission” errors.  Only errors of $100 or more were counted, to eliminate the possibility of rounding errors.

Another concern was errors occurring as a result of the digitization process itself rather than by preparers’ entries.  All of the data used in the financial analysis were key verified to ensure their accuracy.  An examination of the digitized data for a random sample of 100 of the Form 990 returns used in the study showed six keypunch errors, four of which were errors of more that $100.  Presumably, this rate would be even lower for EZ returns (which were not examined for keypunch errors), because they contain about one-third as many financial items as a Form 990 in the sections studied.   It is likely that the majority of the errors reported in the study are due to preparer error.

Part II — Examination of Attachments

The second part of the study was a visual examination of Forms 990 and 990-EZ for required attachments and other selected information.  A random sample of 425 Forms 990 and 425 Forms 990-EZ was selected from more than 150,000 forms scanned by the IRS between August 1, 1998, and April 30, 1999.  Where the IRS requires specific detail on an attachment or area of the form, the examination included a check of whether this specific detail had been provided by the organization.

Results And Discussion

Part I — Analysis of Financial Information

Of the 51,114 organization records in the sample, 729 contained no financial data.  It is likely that these blank forms were returned to the IRS after the organizations determined that they did not have to file.  This return of the forms is in accordance with the IRS instructions.  The remaining 50,385 records (32,536 Forms 990 and 17,849 Forms 990-EZ) were examined for arithmetic and omission errors that could be checked using a computer program.

One additional check was also completed.  Schedule A is a required attachment to both Forms 990 and Form 990-EZ.  A review of the digitized sample found that 4,368 (13.4%) of the Form 990 filers and 2,700 (15.2%) of the Form 990-EZ filers did not attach Schedule A.  

Table 1 shows the distribution of the number of errors found.  

· Over 71 percent of the Form 990 filers completed the form with no mistakes; another 18 percent had one or two errors;

· Over 83 percent of the Form 990-EZ filers completed the form with no mistakes; another 11 percent had one or two errors; and

· The average number of errors per return was 0.77 for Forms 990 and 0.38 for Forms 990-EZ.  

A direct comparison of these error rates should not be made, as Forms 990 were examined for 34 different errors versus 12 for Forms 990-EZ.  Almost 11 percent of the Forms 990 and 4 percent of the Forms 990-EZ had three errors or more. 

Table 2 examines the number of errors per Form 990 return by income range, with somewhat surprising results.  As might be expected, smaller organizations had slightly higher error rates than average.  What was unexpected was the above average error rate for organizations with more than $10 million in revenue.  Their combined error rate was 1.10 errors per form.  Almost 50 percent of the returns of the very largest organizations (more than $50 million in revenue) had at least one error, versus 29 percent for the total group.  However, the number of errors still was low overall, considering the number of lines (over 600) on the Form 990. 

One possible explanation for this higher error rate is that large organizations, with more diversified and complex financial operations, simply had more opportunities to make mistakes.  For example, nearly 75 percent of organizations with revenues of more than $50 million had a non-zero entry on Line 8d, where net gains or losses from sale of assets other than inventory are reported. Only 25 percent of organizations with revenues of $10 million or less filled out that line.  

Table 3 shows error rates by line item for Form 990 filers.  The error rate as a percentage of all filers was less than 2 percent for twenty of the thirty-four line items examined.  The highest error rate (7.9%) was the comparison of Line 21 to Line 73, Column B (Net assets or fund balances at end of year).  This line essentially requires that the information for revenues and expenses reported on Part I match the changes in assets and liabilities reflected on the balance sheets in Part IV.  Errors on this item accounted for 10.3 percent of all observed Form 990 errors.  

The error rates increase when viewed as a percentage of  all organizations that were required to complete the given line item.  Thirteen of the thirty-four line items had error rates of 5 percent or more, and three had error rates of 10 percent or more.  Eight had rates of less than 2 percent.  The most frequent error occurred on Line 51c, Column B (End-of-year other notes and loans receivable), with an error rate of 12.2 percent.

Table 4 shows the error rates by line item for Form 990-EZ filers.  The highest error rate for EZ filers (6.2%) occurred in Lines 25, 26, and 27 (comparing the difference between total assets and total liabilities with the net assets reported).  One of the twelve items examined on Form 990-EZ forms had an error rate of less than 2 percent.

About 57 percent of the errors (14,211) in the Form 990 sample and 58 percent (3,926) in the Form 990-EZ sample were errors of omission.  The authors know that errors vary in importance and may not have significant impact on the usefulness of the data.  For example, although the results are not included in the tables in this study or in the average error statistics, 44 percent of the Form 990 filers in the study did not complete the part of Line 1d (total contributions) that asks organizations to split the contributions into cash and noncash.  This was not included in this study because only a small percentage of organizations receive noncash contributions, and it was not considered an example of  a serious error on a Form 990.  It is a more serious matter to include only totals on Part II, Statement of Functional Expenses.  Although there may be disagreement about the importance of various omission errors, the internal consistency of the financial information requested is not ambiguous.  If Line 6c (Net rental income) is defined as “subtract line 6b from line 6a”, then a non-zero entry on line 6c means that 6a and 6b must be filled out.  If they are not completed, an omission error would be recorded for the purposes of this analysis.

In addition, some of the entries counted as errors of omission required the copying of a line entry from one part of the form to another; this type of error may not impact on the quality of useful data, as a researcher could copy the required field to the appropriate line.  Further refinement of the methodology for this study is required to assess the importance of some of these errors of omissions.

Part II — Examination of Attachments

The random sample of 425 Forms 990 and 425 Forms 990-EZ  included some that could not be located (24 Forms 990 and 11 Forms 990-EZ).  Because the goal was to examine at least 400 of each type of form, this is not a serious concern.

The forms were reviewed for entries on a given line, or an answer of “yes” or “no” to a given question, that trigger the need to attach (or provide on the form itself) an explanation or schedule of information.  However, in many instances, the number of organizations needing to supply such information for given line items was so small a percentage of the sample (using 5 percent as a cut-off) that the results were deemed insignificant.  In fact, in the case of Form 990-EZ filers, there were only two areas that generated significant numbers for analysis.  On Line 6c (Special Events Income), 135 (32.6%) of the sample listed such income, but only 45 percent attached the required schedule.  Also, almost 99 percent of the organizations provided information for Part IV (List of Officers, Directors, Trustees, and Key Employees), but only 45 percent provided the required detail on compensation.  No conclusions were made about Schedule A, as neither Form 990-EZ or Form 990 filers were required to file attachments in significant numbers.

Table 5 shows that, although the forms require many attachments and explanations,  full compliance is unusual.  Of fourteen line items analyzed, in no instance did more than 75% of organizations required to provide additional information actually do so.  The lowest compliance was for Line 55c, Column B (Investments in land, buildings, and equipment), where only 23.4 percent of organizations attached the required depreciation schedule.  Perhaps not coincidentally, the most frequently required attachment was the required depreciation schedule for Line 42 of Part II.  Although 63 percent of Form 990 filers reported depreciation expenses, only a third actually attached the required detail.  

When filers did provide an attachment, often the level of detail requested by the IRS was not provided.  In all but one instance (Line 8c, Column A, Net Gain or Loss from Sale of Securities), filers supplied the required detail less than half of the time.

Part II of the Form 990, the “Statement of Functional Expenses” needs some additional discussion.  This section requires that organizations split their expenses across program services, management and general, and fundraising in various categories.  The analysis in this study necessarily takes the line entries at face value.  For example, if an organization has depreciation expenses, it is assumed that they will be reported on Line 42.  In fact, many returns have an unlikely percentage of expenses categorized as “other expenses”, given that there are 21 separate categories of expenses in Part II.  These expenses are often itemized on an attachment.  In the sample of Form 990 filers, 5.7 percent reported “other expenses” that totaled more than 90 percent of total expenses; 19.6 percent had “other expenses” of more than 50% of total expenses; and 40.4 percent had other expenses of more than 25% of total expenses.   Although the authors have not formally studied this matter, a cursory review shows that in many cases, items categorized as “other expenses” could in fact have been detailed in the categories listed on the form. 

A visual examination of the samples of 815 forms also found that about 10 percent of the Forms 990 and 10 percent of the Forms 990-EZ were not signed by an officer of the organization, essentially rendering them unacceptable filings.

Conclusions

Over 71 percent of the sample of Form 990 filers completed the form (over 600 entries) with no arithmetic or omission errors, and another 18 percent had one or two errors.  The corresponding rates for the Form 990-EZ sample were 83 percent with no errors and an another 11 percent with one or two errors.  

Further research is required to analyze the finding that the organizations with more than $10 million in revenue actually had higher rates of errors than the average.  Still, the number of errors was low overall, averaging less than 1 for the whole sample and 1.4 for the larger organizations.

A more refined analysis than an automated check for math and omissions is necessary to better evaluate the impact of errors on the usefulness of the data for research purposes.  It must also be noted that what is presented on the quality of Form 990 filings is limited in scope as many areas of the forms were not scrutinized.  This initial check does give a measure of the dimensions of the quality issues with these data, however, and provides a framework for the development of a more rigorous analysis. 

Although not specifically examined in this study, the text information about mission and programs presented in Part III of the Form 990 should not be ignored in assessing the quality of filings.  As a result of the digitization project from which these data are drawn, the descriptive information has been examined for tens of thousands of returns.  In numerous cases, spelling errors are rampant, and it is quite possible to read the information being presented to the IRS and still have no idea what the organization does to deserve its charitable status.

The Forms 990 filed by public charities have long been subject to public scrutiny, but organizations have become accustomed to their relatively low usage.  Before June 1999, organizations did not have to show copies of the form to members of the general public unless they showed up in person during business hours.  Even then, organizations were not required to provide copies, only to allow the inspection of the form.  New disclosure regulations effective this year require organizations to provide copies, even if requested by mail, for a modest fee.  Furthermore, the posting of the forms on the World Wide Web through the joint NCCS/PRI project makes these documents more easily available than they have ever been.

Although it should be stressed that most of the forms examined in this study are well prepared, there are serious issues with the quality of data.  Some preparers may be taking advantage of the fact that a small division of the IRS has been assigned the task of monitoring the vast tax-exempt sector.  Problems that would certainly trigger an audit of a personal tax return pass unnoticed. 

The new reality is that there are now millions of auditors — they include potential donors, the media, policymakers, and researchers.  The nonprofits themselves must take the initiative to fill the forms out properly, as this form may be the first introduction to an organization in many cases. 

Based on the results of the forms analyzed, actions such as the following are necessary to help improve the quality of the data:

· First and foremost, nonprofits must pay more attention to the forms, filling them out completely and accurately;

· Improvements in the software used to prepare the forms could help eliminate arithmetic and omission errors and prompt the need to attach supplemental statements with all the necessary information;

· A more standardized approach to accounting practices in the sector that aligns with the Form 990 as well as the various government and professional requirements would help standardize and reduce the burden of reporting; and  

· Instructions for line items that were the source of many errors should be examined for possible clarification.

Efforts to Improve the Quality of the Data

Nonprofits need to move quickly to react to the easy access to and wider use of the Form 990.  If this is the document that communicates the basic information about an organization, much more care must be taken in its completion.  

A number of efforts are underway to help improve the quality of reporting.  These include:

· 990 in 2000 Project, with its three components: 

1) National and local Nonprofit Accountability Collaboratives (990-NACs) to promote widespread discussion about nonprofit reporting and accountability; 

2) Publication of a unique financial reporting guide aligned with IRS Form 990 and other nonprofit reporting requirements; and 

3) Development of technical assistance materials.

· www.qual990.org — A web site that serves as a communication resource for nonprofit organizations, the accounting profession, and government charity regulators. Updated periodically, the site provides information about IRS Form 990 disclosure regulations, various uses of Form 990, and 990-NAC activities to improve the quality of reporting.

· Annual meetings hosted by NCCS for the National Association of Attorneys-General/National Association of State Charity Officials (NAAG/NASCO) that provide an opportunity for the nonprofit sector practitioners and researchers to make recommendations to the IRS and discussions about the Form 990.

· The Unified Registration Statement (URS) and Multistate Filer Program  — efforts to consolidate the various state charity offices’ registration requirements for nonprofit organizations.

· www.form990.org —A demonstration web site that illustrates how a nonprofit organization might complete and submit a Form 990 via an electronic or magnetic filing system.

· Philanthropic standards promoted  by various charity review organizations, such as the Philanthropic Advisory Service of the Council of Better Business Bureaus, the National Charities Information Bureau, Evangelical Council for Financial Accountability,  the Charities Review Council of  Minnesota, and the Maryland Association of Nonprofits.

In the past, the problems of obtaining digitized 990 data and actual filings have seriously impeded research, as much effort was devoted simply to getting the information.  With these new data, it is feasible to study numerous issues in a breadth and depth never before possible. In a paper delivered at ARNOVA five years ago, Karen Froelich and Terry Knoepfle quoted a participant in their study as saying “Everybody’s looking at the 990, but nobody knows what they are looking at.”  Now, more people than ever will be looking at the Form 990.  It is our hope that this focus will lead to higher quality data as well as more research on the nonprofit sector.
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	Distribution of Financial Errors

	
	
	

	
	Form 990 Filers
	

	Number of Errors
	Number of Organizations
	Percentage of Total

	0
	                     23,245 
	71.4%

	1
	                       3,354 
	10.3%

	2
	                       2,478 
	7.6%

	3
	                       1,199 
	3.7%

	4
	                          761 
	2.3%

	5 or more
	                       1,499 
	4.6%

	
	
	

	Total
	                     32,536 
	100.0%

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	Form 990-EZ Filers
	

	Number of Errors
	Number of Organizations
	Percentage of Total

	0
	                     14,872 
	83.3%

	1
	                       1,135 
	6.4%

	2
	                          889 
	5.0%

	3
	                          242 
	1.4%

	4
	                          532 
	3.0%

	5 or more
	                          179 
	1.0%

	
	
	

	Total
	                     17,849 
	100.0%

	Table 2
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Average Number of Errors by Income Range for 990 Filers

	
	
	
	

	Income Range
	Number of Organizations
	Average Number of Errors
	Percentage of Returns with one error or more

	<$25,000 or not reported
	                    1,787 
	0.87
	27.8%

	$25,000 to $250,000
	                  13,608 
	0.84
	30.2%

	$250,001 to $1,000,000
	                    9,082 
	0.68
	25.9%

	$1,000,001 to $5,000,000
	                    5,349 
	0.61
	25.6%

	$5,000,001 to $10,000,000
	                    1,162 
	0.71
	29.4%

	$10,000,001 to $50,000,000
	                    1,146 
	0.98
	36.0%

	>$50,000,000
	                       402 
	1.44
	49.8%

	
	
	
	

	Total
	                  32,536 
	0.77
	28.6%


	Table 3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Analysis of Financial Errors for Form 990 Filers

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Line on Form 990
	 Completed (or should have completed) target line 
	Total Errors
	Arithmetic Errors
	Omission Errors
	Errors as % of line completers
	Errors as % of total sample

	Revenue
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1a + 1b + 1c = 1d
	                25,923 
	274
	157
	117
	1.1%
	0.8%

	6a - 6b = 6c 
	                  4,196 
	217
	43
	174
	5.2%
	0.7%

	8a, Col A - 8b, Col A = 8c, Col A
	                  4,924 
	303
	72
	231
	6.2%
	0.9%

	8a, Col B - 8b, Col B = 8c, Col B
	                  2,768 
	204
	84
	120
	7.4%
	0.6%

	8c, Col A + 8c, Col B = 8d
	                  7,051 
	283
	63
	220
	4.0%
	0.9%

	9a - 9b = 9c
	                  8,838 
	461
	284
	177
	5.2%
	1.4%

	10a - 10b = 10c
	                  4,025 
	119
	51
	68
	3.0%
	0.4%

	1d + 2 + … + 11 = 12
	                32,536 
	546
	104
	442
	1.7%
	1.7%

	Expenses and Net Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13 + 14 + 15 + 16 = 17
	                32,536 
	881
	546
	335
	2.7%
	2.7%

	18 + 19 + 20 = 21
	                32,536 
	697
	543
	154
	2.1%
	2.1%

	19 = 73, Col A
	                32,536 
	1623
	459
	1164
	5.0%
	5.0%

	21= 73, Col B
	                32,536 
	2576
	1268
	1308
	7.9%
	7.9%

	13 = 44, Col B
	                30,770 
	792
	375
	417
	2.6%
	2.4%

	14 = 44, Col C
	                27,800 
	619
	300
	319
	2.2%
	1.9%

	15 = 44, Col D
	                  9,971 
	164
	75
	89
	1.6%
	0.5%

	16 + 44, Col A = 17
	                32,536 
	574
	291
	283
	1.8%
	1.8%

	12 - 17 = 18
	                32,536 
	441
	280
	161
	1.4%
	1.4%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Functional Expenses
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22, Col A + … + 43e, Col A = 44, Col A
	                32,536 
	913
	473
	440
	2.8%
	2.8%

	22, Col B + … + 43e, Col B = 44, Col B
	                30,770 
	835
	258
	577
	2.7%
	2.6%

	22, Col C + … + 43e, Col C = 44, Col C
	                27,800 
	593
	227
	366
	2.1%
	1.8%

	22, Col D + … + 43e, Col D = 44, Col D
	                  9,971 
	202
	48
	154
	2.0%
	0.6%

	Balance Sheets — Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	

	47a - 47b = 47c, Col B
	                13,687 
	1593
	212
	1381
	11.6%
	4.9%

	48a - 48b = 48c, Col B
	                  3,351 
	233
	45
	188
	7.0%
	0.7%

	51a - 51b = 51c, Col B
	                  2,844 
	348
	51
	297
	12.2%
	1.1%

	55a - 55b = 55c, Col B
	                  3,818 
	425
	127
	298
	11.1%
	1.3%

	57a - 57b = 57c, Col B
	                21,815 
	1187
	488
	699
	5.4%
	3.6%

	45, Col A + … + 58, Col A = 59, Col A
	                32,536 
	732
	403
	329
	2.2%
	2.2%

	45, Col B + … + 58, Col B = 59, Col B
	                32,536 
	616
	321
	295
	1.9%
	1.9%

	Balance Sheets — Liabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	

	60, Col A + … + 65, Col A = 66, Col A
	                32,536 
	389
	173
	216
	1.2%
	1.2%

	60, Col B + … + 65, Col B = 66, Col B
	                32,536 
	450
	179
	271
	1.4%
	1.4%

	67, Col A + … + 72, Col A = 73, Col A
	                27,317 
	1394
	312
	1082
	5.1%
	4.3%

	67, Col B = … + 72, Col B = 73, Col B
	                28,138 
	1729
	558
	1171
	6.1%
	5.3%

	66, Col A + 73, Col A = 74, Col A
	                32,536 
	1062
	731
	331
	3.3%
	3.3%

	66, Col B + 73, Col B = 74, Col B
	                32,536 
	1417
	1080
	337
	4.4%
	4.4%
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	Analysis of Financial Errors for Form 990-EZ Filers

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Completed (or should have completed) target line
	Total Errors
	Arithmetic Errors
	Omission Errors
	Errors as % of line completers
	Errors as % of total sample

	Revenue
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5a - 5b = 5c
	                    808 
	             39 
	             11 
	             28 
	4.8%
	0.2%

	6a - 6b = 6c 
	                  7,659 
	           218 
	           113 
	           105 
	2.8%
	1.2%

	7a - 7b = 7c
	                  2,906 
	             83 
	             42 
	             41 
	2.9%
	0.5%

	1 + 2 + … + 8 = 9
	                17,849 
	           301 
	           213 
	             88 
	1.7%
	1.7%

	Expenses and Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10 + 11 + … + 16 = 17
	                17,849 
	           351 
	           195 
	           156 
	2.0%
	2.0%

	9 - 17 = 18
	                17,849 
	           501 
	           382 
	           119 
	2.8%
	2.8%

	18 + 19 + 20 =21
	                17,849 
	           706 
	           429 
	           277 
	4.0%
	4.0%

	Balance Sheets
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21 = 27, Col B
	                17,849 
	           842 
	           427 
	           415 
	4.7%
	4.7%

	22, Col A + 23, Col A +24, Col A = 25, Col A
	                16,204 
	           807 
	           129 
	           678 
	5.0%
	4.5%

	22, Col B + 23, Col B +24, Col B = 25, Col B
	                16,900 
	           887 
	           167 
	           720 
	5.2%
	5.0%

	25, Col A - 26, Col A = 27, Col A
	                17,849 
	           929 
	           309 
	           620 
	5.2%
	5.2%

	25, Col B - 26, Col B = 27, Col B
	                17,849 
	        1,099 
	           420 
	           679 
	6.2%
	6.2%
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	Analysis of Compliance with Additional Information Attachments for Form 990 Filers

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Line requiring attachment
	Number of Organizations Completing Target Line
	Supplied required attachment
	Supplied required detail on attachment
	% of completers supplying attachment
	% of completers supplying required detail on attachment

	Revenue
	
	
	
	
	

	8c, Col A
	60
	45
	38
	75.0%
	63.3%

	8c, Col B
	39
	25
	19
	64.1%
	48.7%

	9c
	124
	89
	N/A
	71.8%
	N/A

	10c
	62
	39
	N/A
	62.9%
	N/A

	Functional Expenses
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	98
	62
	22
	63.3%
	22.4%

	23
	26
	16
	N/A
	61.5%
	N/A

	42
	253
	85
	N/A
	33.6%
	N/A

	Balance Sheets
	
	
	
	
	

	51c, Col B
	30
	12
	8
	40.0%
	26.7%

	54
	99
	73
	35
	73.7%
	35.4%

	55c, Col B
	64
	15
	N/A
	23.4%
	N/A

	56
	45
	32
	9
	71.1%
	20.0%

	57c, Col B
	227
	139
	90
	61.2%
	39.6%

	Liabilities
	
	
	
	
	

	63
	22
	6
	5
	27.3%
	22.7%

	64b, Col B
	108
	61
	34
	56.5%
	31.5%
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