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Know how many records you should have.
Check counts and totals against reports.

Are all possibilities included? All states, all counties,
correct ranges”?

Check for missing data, duplicates, internal
problems
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Vet your data and interpret it.

Provide a detailed methodology about the data and your process.

In cases of more complicated analyses, write a white paper about
your research.

Ask experts to review your analysis. Seek experts with various
interests and expertise.

Invite feedback. Include a mechanism to submit changes.
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The data were reported by schools and districts to the Office of Civil Rights. ProPublica
spent several weeks verifying the accuracy of the data. Where we were able, we corrected
extreme outliers and contacted hundreds of schools to verify their data. Because of some
of the problems we found in the initial data, Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights Russlynn
Ali said that the office is revamping its process for gathering and verifying their data. We
also vetted our analysis with education research experts.

We may not have accounted for every problem in the data and welcome feedback from
schools and districts.



For example, if you'’re mapping something and you
weren't able to pinpoint the location of some of the
data — does that make the map inaccurate?

Do you have a problem of “tiny Ns*? (Where the
population is so small that any change seems big.)
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» Beware the spurious
correlation

» While your analysis may
generate lots of Rs and Ps,
descriptives are easier to
readers to understand.




= Divorce rate in Maine

Divorce rate in Maine

Per capita consumption of margarine (US)

correlates with

= Per capita consumption of margarine (US)

2000 2001 2002

T3

2003 . 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Age of Miss America

Divorce rate in Maine = p
Divorces per 1000 people (US Census) . =

correlates with

Mugders by steam, hot vapours and hot objects

Per capita consumption of margarine (US) 8
Pounds (USDA) = =+ = Age of Miss America

Correlation: 0.992558

s Murders by steam, hot vapours and hot objects
= L] .

From
http://www.tylervigen.
com/

o

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009%;

’*figﬁ;*'f;;’;;f.;’,;‘j 24 124 24 21 22 21 24:22 20 19 : 22

Murders by steam, hot vapours and hot objects
' peathswsyicoy, 7 1 7 3 4.3 8.4 2 312

Correlation: 0.870127




Adjust money over time (a
dollar really doesn't buy what it
used to)

Use rates rather than raw
numbers

Use median when averages
might be skewed




Presidential Pardons Heavily Favor
Whites

We found that even after
controlling for other
factors, whites were more
it e S el 1 Bl R | e Iikely fogeta pardon.

1

First of hwo parfs. Part iwo here, This story

wxzs co-published with The Washington 955 63 23 w18
Tok wweet [ wnere| [ 41 O
White criminals sesking presidential

pardons over the past decade have been
nearly four times as likely to succeed as minorities, a ProPublica examination has found.

Blacks have had the poorest chance of
receiving the president’s ultimate act of Tell Us
e i e ) g Your Storv

Editor's Mote




How ProPublica Analyzed Pardon Data

By Jennifer LaFleur, Director of Computer-assisted Reporting, ProPublica

Collecting the data

ProPublica’s project on presidential pardons relied on data about individuals who were denied

and granted pardons during the George W. Bush administration. As a matter of practice, his

advisers said, President Bush relied almost exclusivelvy on recommendations from the Office of

the Pardon Attorney inside the Justic Regression variables

assess the office’s impact on final pa
Nagelkerke pseudo R square: .29

Hosmer and Lemeshow Goodness of fit:
Through a Freedom of Information A p=.42

who were denied pardons during Bu
petitioners who received pardons ca

random sample of 500 names from t Variable
final sample numbered 494. For eact o, yispanic white
pardon office’s recommendation to |

Probation only
Military-related crime
Female

No subsequent crimes found

Correspondence written on petitioner's
behalf

Married

No bankruptcy found

1.31

0.81

1.05

0.77

0.49

1.14

0.73

1.06

S.E.

0.38

0.77

0.52

0.51

0.48

0.46

0.67

Wald
5.18
4,51
1.85
2.24
0.92
5.74
2.51

2.52

Sig.
0.02
0.03
0.17
0.13
0.34
0.02
0.11

0.11

Exp(B)

Reference category

3.71

2.25

2.84

2.17

1.63

3.12

2.08

2.89

All minorities



STRIKING DIFFERENCES

A process of
juror elimination

Key FINDINGS

Prossoutors and deferse attormeys in Dal-
las County exclude jurors on the bads of
race, despite Suprems Court bans on dis-
criminaticn in jury selection, a tepe-pear in-
vestigntion by The Dallas Morming News
found. Beginning today, The News examines
the practices af proseoators, defense attor-
reys and judges. The key findings:

& Dallas County prosecutors excladed
blacl:jurors at more than twice the mate they
rejected whites,

& Defense atborneys excluded whites at
maore than thres times the mte they rejectsd
Elacks.

@ Even when blacks and whites gave sim-
ilar arewers to key questions asled by pross-
cutors, blacks were excluded at higher rates.

@ Hlacks ultimately served on juries in
mumbers that mirror their popolation pri-
marily bermuse of the doeling prosscution
and defense strategies.

RICHARD MICHARLPRUITT Sar Mo pter
Proseastors exdudal blades from jurics at nxore than twice the rate they rgjeded whites, o study of fdony trialsshowed.

Dallas prosecutors say they don't
discriminate, but analysis shows they

are more likely to reject black jurors

adal discrimiration woes
onee so raw o Dalles
Courity that a black ol
leg president who risd

o seTe on :':lﬂur_,' wis {lung head-
first dowen the conrthoss steps
whill shentf's deputles watched.

This paet March, neaty 70
wears kater, & young black man hid
to showr a Judge hils teeth inorder
o sy

The all-white jury — that en-
dunnglm:d.pe of Jim Crow jistee
— b a fading dght arcund the
Frunk Crowley Cours Building.
But while tmes, s and kaders
hawe changed, mee sl marters

Prosecuton apcluded elighle
blacks dpom juries at more than
taize the e they regerted eligible
whittes, The Dallas Mormteg Neez
fiound. In fact, being black was the

In=1DE

W Prosssouion e seore da b i i
ot e jurors. 1 TA

W Urdarztanding pororsekaction. 174
W Tadwof the oodh: o porors sty 188

most important personal tralt af-
fiecticg which juros prossouters

jerted], acecnd ing to the rewspa-
:jefssla’ﬂstle.ﬂ J.E]}"ﬂs.]l.ll‘otﬁ-
tmd:]-:- b‘;m.l:dcrlmlual]mﬂoredb-
suesalso played animportant role,
but even when blacks and whites
arswered key questions the sune
wy, blackes were rejected ot higher
ks,

District Attormey Bill Hill de-
nied that his prosecutors exdude,
arsirike, jurorson the basks of race.

s HILL Asge 164

1. Demographics
2. \Voir dire
3. Socioeconomics




Juror race
Hispanic
Black
Other

Race unknown

STRIKES BY INCOME

Within Income groups, prosecutons stk
blacks at lagher rates than whites.

| M Biacks M whites |

Low income: RO

less than $35.UDD-3]:

Low middle Inmme:hﬁﬂ

$35,000 to $49,990 N5 | |
| 5 M )

High middla Inmme:_s

$50,000 to $69,990 RNz | |

High Income:-c}?
$70,000 and higher [N26 | |

NOTE: Categories are baged on the median household
mezome from the 2000 Census for the Block group @
which jurors’ addresses were located. Analysis is bassd
on 53 of 108 trials from 2002 that were appealed and
far which transcripts of wir dire were available,

SOURCE: Dalfas Moming Mews resaarch

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Reference category

044 023 379 10052 1.55
114 0174393 1 0.000 3.12
060 D46 171 1 0.1 0.55

-0.02 151 0.00 1 0.988 0.98 White

SERGIO PECANHA/StalT Artist

WHAT PROSECUTORS LOOK FOR

Prosecutors and the defense ask potential jurors questions

curing the voir dire process, Prosecutors say answears to
certain questions are important to their decision about
whom to strike,

STRIKE RATES IN RELATION TO ANSWERS

Bad law enforcement experience®
Punishment is far rehablitation
Contact with criminal Justice system
Problem with magimum punishmen
Yictim of a crime

Punishment Is a detemen

Link to caminal Justice occupation®
Punishment s for punishmen

2%

* Jurgr poal memtxer, Tamily ar friend

ANALYSIS OF STRIKES

Among potertial jurors who answered
key questions the same. blacks were
excluded at higher rates,

B Strike rates among |urors who sald
“runishment |s for rehabilitation”;

wnies | s

B Strke rates among Junors with

previous criminal Justics system contact
{themselves o friends or family):

piacks | =
whites | 30

HOTE! Analysls |5 based on 58 of 108 rfals rom 2002 that were appaalad and farwhich transaapis of volr dine wara x'alabla,

SOURCE: Daitas Moming News resaarch




MILWAUEEE-WISCONSIN

JOURNAL SENTINEL

o “Water use highest in poor

areas of the city”

@ Mapping and statistical

analysis

Low-income Milwaukee neighborhoods
use more water on average

A Journal Sentinel analysis found that single-family homes in low-income
neighborhoods tend to use more water on average than wealthier ones.
The dots represent the

70 single-family homes Top 10 Milwaukee residential water
in Milwaukee that used users in single family homes

more than 1 million GALLONS | AMOUNT
gallons of water in the ADDRESS PER DAY BILLED

it e 2722 N34THST.| 6601 | $7.761
located on the near 1426 S 23RD ST. 6.553 $7.085
north and near south 3159 SO9THST. 5.817 $6,649
Sides: 2872 N85THST.| 4842 | $5682

2139 N 16TH ST. 4.556 $5.583
4135W Viiet ST. 3,837 $4,719
3835N17TH ST. 3.675 $4.496
i 53 il i 2135N 40TH ST.|] 3,655 $4.368
loast 2.3 millongollons - @ | ZaeeNaISTST | a.105 |[sa840
the highest water users 10| 3940 N 11TH ST. 3.174 $3.845
had severe leaks or Note: Gallons per day and amount billed are based

I on usag m June I, 201
broken pipesi city data Amount billed is for water usage only.
shows.

The 10 single-family
home customers who
used the most water
from June 2008 to June
2010 all consumed at

O NGOL WN-

WATER USAGE PER DAY BY ZIP CODE, IN GALLONS
129-150 151168 169-191 192-222

@ MORE THAN 1 MILLIONS GALLONS OF WATER USED IN THE PAST 2 YEARS
O TOP TEN RESIDENTIAL WATER USERS IN SINGLE FAMILY HOMES

-
g:g ; Z’ OZAUKEE COUNTY Miles.

g 215 5 2
=

BROWN DEER RD.

tasy S3224 (43
%,,a GOOBHOPE RD.

e Lake
= Cvf@q MILLRO. [ pichigan
= & 53209

SILVER SPRING DR

53225

CAPITOL DRY

;
Y

& WAUKESHA COUNTY

RTH AVE

04

——
GREENFIELD AVE

e
§\®\v
B

OKLAHOMA AVE

1

Source: Milwaukee Water Works Analysis by BEN POSTON/bposton@journalsentinel.com



Do a gut check

Ask: What else could explain my findings?
Ask: Did [ fill in all possible holes?

Ask: Did | collect all the data | needed to?

The analysis is just the beginning. Once you start
reporting, ask: Is it consistent with my findings?




