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Key Points of Report

Office of  the State A uditor
 Lawrence F. Alwin, CPA

This compliance audit was conducted in accordance with Government Code, §321.0133.

An Audit Report on
University Formula Funding Reporting

October 1996

Overall Conclusion

The State’s 35 universities are 99.4 percent accurate in reporting semester credit hours.  Of
the almost $2 billion appropriated by semester credit hours, $11.6 million was overfunded.

Key Facts and Findings

C Audit testing, which included performing tests of compliance with state laws and
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board rules, identified an estimated $8.7 million
in overfunding.  The remaining $2.9 million in overreporting of semester credit hours
was identified by the universities.

C Significant weaknesses relating to the overreporting of semester credit hours were
noted at Texas Southern University, Prairie View A&M University, University of Houston,
and The University of Texas at El Paso.

C The installment collection requirements are not applied consistently for courses
added after the initial registration period.  In addition, the terminology used in the
various rules and regulations regarding the collection of tuition and fees is not
consistent.

C A review of the reported actual fiscal year 1994 education and general revenues
noted that the amounts are materially accurate.  These amounts were also used to
request appropriations for the 1996-1997 biennium.

Contact
Charles R. Hrncir, CPA, Audit Manager (512) 479-4700
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he State’s 35 universities are 99.4 percent projected to Prairie View A&M University'sTaccurate in reporting semester credit
hours.  Of the almost $2 billion appropriated credit hours.
by semester credit hours, $11.6 million was
overfunded. The University of Houston did not accurately

Audit testing, which included performing tests
of compliance with state laws and Texas
Higher Education Coordinating Board
(Coordinating Board) rules, identified an
estimated $8.7 million in overfunding.  The
remaining $2.9 million in overreporting of
semester credit hours was identified by the
universities.  The amount of over- or
underfunding for each university is listed in
Figure 1 on page 3.

Significant Weaknesses Were
Noted at Four Universities

Significant weaknesses relating to the
overreporting of semester credit hours were
noted at:

C Texas Southern University
C Prairie View A&M University
C University of Houston
C The University of Texas at El Paso

Texas Southern University did not maintain
sufficient Texas Academic Skills Program
(TASP)-related documentation for 44 of the
531 students tested for compliance with TASP
requirements.  The 44 students for whom
sufficient documentation was not maintained
resulted in overfunding of $3,654,994 when
projected to Texas Southern University's
appropriation dollars generated by semester
credit hours.  

Prairie View A&M University  received
funding for students’ semester credit hours for
which sufficient TASP-related documentation
was not maintained and tuition collection
requirements were not met.  These exceptions
resulted in overfunding of $1,680,319 when

appropriation dollars generated by semester

report the classification for all students
reported to the Coordinating Board for
funding purposes.  In a sample of 531 students
with varying classification levels, 8 were
incorrectly classified at the higher-funded
doctoral level.  These exceptions resulted in
overfunding of $1,692,854 when projected to
the University of Houston’s appropriation
dollars generated by semester credit hours.

The University of Texas at El Paso did not
identify seven students who should have been
enrolled in a remediation course according to 
TASP requirements.  The seven students who
were not properly enrolled in a remediation
course resulted in overfunding of $839,964
when projected to The University of Texas at
El Paso’s appropriation dollars generated by
semester credit hours.  

The Installment Collection
Requirements Are Not Applied
Consistently to Courses Added
After the Initial Registration Period

Universities do not apply a consistent method
of collecting tuition and fees to courses added
after the initial registration period.   Although
all universities use the installment option of
collecting tuition and fees, consistent 
procedures are not used to collect tuition and
fees for courses added after the student’s
initial registration period.

The audit identified different applications
being used by the universities.  Each
university collects at least one-half of the
required tuition and fees at the initial
registration.  However, based on the method
used to collect tuition and fees for courses 
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added after the initial registration, a different
amount of tuition and fees would be collected
by the official reporting date.  

The Coordinating Board has stated that for
purposes of reporting, students are required to
pay at least one-half of their tuition and fees
by the official reporting date for all of their
classes reported to the Coordinating Board. 
That includes courses added after their initial
registration.

The Terminology Regarding the
Collection of Tuition and Fees Is
Not Consistent

The terminology used in the various rules and
regulations regarding the collection of tuition
and fees is not consistent.  In order for a
university to receive semester credit hour
funding, some of the rules require universities
to collect both tuition and fees by a specified
point in time.  Another requires only the
collection of tuition.  Consistent terminology
in the rules and regulations will allow
universities to consistently collect tuition and
fees and report semester credit hour data used
in the formula funding process.  The
Coordinating Board has stated that
universities should require at least one-half
payment of both tuition and fees.

Educational and General
Revenues Are Materially Accurate

A review of the reported actual fiscal year
1994 education and general revenues noted
that the amounts are materially accurate. 
These amounts were also used to request
appropriations for the 1996-1997 biennium.

Summary of Management
Responses

Management generally concurs with the issues
and recommendations contained in this report. 
The universities have begun taking corrective
action and implementing the
recommendations.

Summary of Objectives, Scope,
and Methodology

The primary objectives of the audit were to:

C Audit the accuracy of the variables in
selected formulas used in calculating
1996 and 1997 formula funding
appropriations.

C Determine the accuracy of fiscal year
1994-1995 education and general
revenues reported in the universities'  
Legislative Appropriations Requests.

The audit scope and methodology primarily
included:

C Using an attribute sampling methodology
to test the accuracy of the semester credit
hours used in calculating appropriations

C Reviewing self-reported corrections
provided by the universities and
calculating the dollar impact on
appropriations

C Reviewing the documentation supporting
amounts included in each university’s 
Legislative Appropriations Request
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Section 1:

The State’s 35 Universities Are 99.4 Percent Accurate in Reporting
Semester Credit Hours

The State’s 35 universities are 99.4 percent accurate in reporting semester credit hours. 
Of the almost $2 billion appropriated by semester credit hours, $11.6 million was
overfunded.

Audit testing, which included performing tests of compliance with state laws and
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (Coordinating Board) rules, identified an
estimated $8.7 million in overfunding.  The remaining $2.9 million in overreporting of
semester credit hours was identified by the universities.  The amount of over- or
underfunding for each university is listed in Figure 1.  

Figure 1
Total Over- or Underfunding By University

University Underfunding (Over-) or Underfunding Underfunding

Compliance Testing Self-Identified
Estimated (Over-) or Corrections Net (Over-) or

Angelo State University $ 0 $ (44,478)
$                            

(44,478)

East Texas State University 0 (12,844) (12,844)

East Texas State University - Texarkana 0 (7,856) (7,856)

Lamar University - Beaumont * 0 (2,823) (2,823)

Midwestern State University * 1,188 0 1,188

Prairie View A&M University * (1,739,227) (126,267) (1,865,494)

Sam Houston State University (10,813) 0 (10,813)

Southwest Texas State University * 23,436 674 24,110

Stephen F. Austin State University * 0 (44,002) (44,002)

Sul Ross State University (885) (12,339) (13,224)

Sul Ross State University - Rio Grande
College

(3,004) (421) (3,425)

Tarleton State University 0 0 0

Texas A&M International University (3,649) (2,972) (6,621)

Texas A&M University * (9,148) (2,676,420) (2,685,568)

Texas A&M University - Corpus Christi (107,458) (4,954) (112,412)

Texas A&M University - Kingsville * (54,121) 119,000 64,879

Texas A&M University at Galveston (41,229) 0 (41,229)

Texas Southern University * (3,653,054) (6,784) (3,659,838)

Texas Tech University * 0 0 0

Texas Woman's University (241,013) 0 (241,013)

The University of Texas at Arlington * 0 (81,880) (81,880)

The University of Texas at Austin * 0 0 0

The University of Texas at Brownsville 789 0 789

The University of Texas at Dallas 0 (4,485) (4,485)

The University of Texas at El Paso * (1,079,953) 0 (1,079,953)
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Figure 1
Total Over- or Underfunding By University, concluded

University Underfunding (Over-) or Underfunding Underfunding

Compliance Testing Self-Identified
Estimated (Over-) or Corrections Net (Over-) or

The University of Texas - Pan American * 0 (7,869) (7,869)

The University of Texas of the Permian Basin (13,896) (14,434) (28,330)

The University of Texas at San Antonio 0 0 0

The University of Texas at Tyler 0 0 0

University of Houston - Clear Lake 0 0 0

University of Houston - Downtown 0 0 0

University of Houston - Main * (1,692,854) 0 (1,692,854)

University of Houston - Victoria 0 0 0

University of North Texas * 0 0 0

West Texas A&M University $ (15,090) $ 0 $ (15,090)

NET (OVER) OR UNDERFUNDING $(2,886,676) $ (11,571,135)$                      
(8,684,459)

(OVER-) OR UNDERFUNDING PERCENTAGE** (0.44%) (0.14%) (0.58%)

OVERALL ACCURACY RATE PERCENTAGE** 99.56% 99.86% 99.42%

*  Also audited during the previous Higher Education Formula Funding Variables Audit.  (An Audit Report on              
 University Formula Funding Reporting, SAO Report No. 95-027, November 1994)
**As a percentage of appropriated dollars generated by semester credit hours.   

Section 1-A:

Audit Sampling Exceptions Estimate Overfunding at $8.7 Million at
19 Universities

Nineteen of the State’s 35 universities received an estimated $8.7 million in funding
for reporting semester credit hours which were not in compliance with state laws and
Coordinating Board rules.  A sample of students and classes was selected at each
university to determine whether the associated semester credit hours were properly
reported for funding.  Sample exceptions were projected to estimate the amount of
over- or underfunding.  Specific exceptions were noted in the reporting of:

C Compliance with TASP requirements
C Classification level of students
C Collection of sufficient tuition by the required date for reporting official

enrollments
C Total number of students in a class

Appendix 1.1 (page 17) contains an explanation of the attributes tested and the testing
methodology used for this audit.  Figure 2 (page 5) shows the distribution of
overfunding by attribute.



Class Size
0.3%

TASP
67.4%

Classification
20.5%

Tuition Payment
11.8%

Audit Exceptions by Attribute
(In Dollars and Percentages)

Amount Overfunded

TASP $5,875,933
Classification   1,751,763
Tuition Payment   1,031,600
Class Size        25,163
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Figure 2

Section 1-B:

Universities Identified Corrections to Semester Credit Hour Data
Which Resulted in Overfunding of $2.9 Million

Seventeen of the State’s 35 universities voluntarily identified and disclosed
corrections (instances of noncompliance and unreported items) to the certified
semester credit hour data reported to the Coordinating Board.  These corrections would
have reduced appropriations by $2.9 million had they been reported prior to the
certification of the data.  The two types of corrections most often disclosed were (1)
collection of tuition by the official reporting date, and (2) compliance with the TASP
requirements.  (See Appendix 5, page 28, for the distribution of these amounts by
semester and type of correction.)

Prior to any audit testing, the universities were encouraged to disclose any known
instances of noncompliance in the enrollment data reports.  Disclosing known
instances of noncompliance is usually to the university’s benefit.  The dollar amount
associated with each self-reported item is based on the appropriations the university
received for reporting the semester credit hours.  On the other hand, instances of
noncompliance identified through the audit sampling result in a greater dollar impact
since they are projected to the entire population of appropriation dollars generated by
semester credit hours.

Although a significant portion of the total self-reported corrections were identified by
Texas A&M University, it should be noted that the University significantly improved
tuition collection procedures during the Spring 1995 semester.  This was the first
semester following the release of the previous State Auditor’s Office report on higher
education formula funding (An Audit Report on University Formula Funding
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Reporting, SAO Report No. 95-027, November 1994).  Appendix 5 (page 28) includes
information relating to Texas A&M University’s improvement subsequent to the
release of the previous report.  This improvement is revealed in the decrease in the
dollars associated with self-reported items across each of the semesters audited.

Recommendation:

Universities should maintain complete and accurate information and support for future
self-reported items including student name, student identification number, semester,
course, section, semester credit hours, funding code, and reason for noncompliance
(reduction) or basis for claiming (addition).  To encourage voluntary compliance
through self-reporting, universities will be given the opportunity to identify and
disclose corrections to the certified semester credit hour data prior to the beginning of
the formula funding audit.

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board Management’s Response:

The Coordinating Board concurs with this recommendation.

Section 2:

Significant Weaknesses Were Noted at Four Universities

Significant weaknesses relating to the overreporting of semester credit hours were
noted at:

C Texas Southern University
C Prairie View A&M University
C University of Houston
C The University of Texas at El Paso

Section 2-A:

Texas Southern University Did Not Maintain Sufficient TASP
Documentation

Texas Southern University did not maintain sufficient TASP-related documentation for
44 of the 531 students tested for compliance with TASP requirements.  The University
could not provide documentation establishing that these students had either passed all
parts of the TASP test, were exempt from taking the TASP test, or were enrolled in
remediation.  The Coordinating Board requires that each student fall in one of these
three general categories in order for the student’s semester credit hours to be eligible
for funding.  The 44 students for whom sufficient documentation was not maintained
resulted in overfunding of $3,654,994 when projected to Texas Southern University's
appropriation dollars generated by semester credit hours.
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Recommendation:

Texas Southern University should develop procedures to document each student’s
compliance with TASP requirements.

Texas Southern University Management’s Response:

The recent audit of Texas Southern University’s TASP Compliance status for 1994-95
was an excellent opportunity to confirm that some difficulties inherent in attempting to
monitor over four thousand students for TASP compliance were due to the absence of
a computerized monitoring system.  However, out of the 531 students tested for
compliance, we agree that sufficient documentation was not maintained for 43 of the
44 exceptions.

To improve its monitoring and tracking of TASP Responsible students, the University
has implemented new computer-based processes.  Persons involved in these processes
include Academic Advisors, GUAC Laboratory Staff, Developmental Faculty and
Records Room Personnel.

Spring 1996 was the semester we fully implemented the Enrollment Management TASP
Monitoring screen.  We are still working out some programmatic issues, but this
screen has greatly improved our ability to monitor student compliance through special
TASP codes and a registration hold on all TASP Responsible (TR) students.

TASP codes are used to run many different kinds of reports that give a quick check of
TASP status for all TR students.  For example, we will run enrollment reports of all
TR’s under 20 hours to ensure that all first year students are either in developmental
courses or noncourse based support.

We have also placed in the course inventory, GUAC 101 - “Non course-based
Laboratory” that allows us to enroll students in the General University Academic
Center (GUAC) Laboratory and regularly run a printed class roster with the names of
all students who should be attending laboratory/tutoring session every semester in
preparation for TASP.  This results in timely notification regarding compliance issues
by the GUAC Lab staff.  Academic Advisors will also use the class print out to help
monitor for compliance to laboratory attendance policies.

Finally, we are now using the most extreme of the consequences associated with
noncompliance - disenrollment.  This has been used reluctantly since Spring 1995.  In
fact, some of those students who caused us difficulty in the Fall 1994 test sample were
appropriately identified by the Spring 1995 and disenrolled during that semester.



AN AUDIT REPORT ON
PAGE 8 UNIVERSITY FORMULA FUNDING REPORTING OCTOBER 1996

Section 2-B:

Prairie View A&M Did Not Maintain Sufficient TASP Documentation
or Comply With Tuition Collection Requirements

Prairie View A&M University received funding for students’ semester credit hours for
which sufficient TASP-related documentation was not maintained and tuition
collection requirements were not met.  These exceptions resulted in overfunding of
$1,680,319 when projected to Prairie View A&M University's appropriation dollars
generated by semester credit hours.

The University did not maintain sufficient TASP-related documentation for 24 of the
531 students tested for compliance with TASP requirements.  The University could not
provide documentation establishing that these students had either passed all parts of
the TASP test, were exempt from taking the TASP test, or were enrolled in
remediation.  Again, the Coordinating Board requires that each student fall in one of
these three general categories in order for the student’s semester credit hours to be
eligible for funding.  These 24 exceptions resulted in overfunding of $1,222,050 when
projected to Prairie View A&M University's appropriation dollars generated by
semester credit hours.

The University also reported 9 students (of the 531 students tested for funding
purposes) whose tuition had not been properly collected by the official reporting date. 
State law and Coordinating Board rules require the University to collect at least one-
half of the students’ tuition and fees by the official reporting date in order to receive
funding.  These 9 exceptions resulted in overfunding of $458,269 when projected to
Prairie View A&M University's appropriation dollars generated by semester credit
hours.

Recommendation:

Prairie View A&M University should develop procedures to document each student’s
compliance with TASP requirements.

The University should also modify its collection procedures so that the proper amount
of tuition is collected by the official reporting date.

Prairie View A&M University Management’s Response:

Prairie View A&M University’s first ever external review of compliance with TASP
regulations has pinpointed some areas where we must tighten our internal checks and
balances.  Although the University has established procedures, we must do a better job
of adhering to our own guidelines.

Starting immediately, we will perform a self-audit utilizing the documentation
standards applied in this audit to ensure compliance with the applicable TASP
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regulations for students reported on the CBM-004 Class Report.  We will apply
whatever resources are required to accomplish this task.

Currently, a list of students who have not met the official reporting date requirements
regarding payment is generated electronically.  Five of the students tested were
excluded from this list because their accounts were listed as federal receivables as of
the official reporting date.  We are in the process of identifying the causes of the other
instances and will develop appropriate procedures, including a review of students
listed in paid status per Coordinating Board regulations, to help ensure that only paid
students are reported for funding on future reports.

Section 2-C:

The University of Houston Did Not Accurately Report Students’
Classification

The University of Houston did not accurately report the classification of all students
reported to the Coordinating Board for funding purposes.  In a sample of 531 students
with varying classification levels, 8 were incorrectly classified at the higher-funded
doctoral level.  To be eligible for doctoral level funding, a student must have 30 hours
of graduate work or a Master’s degree.  These exceptions resulted in overfunding of
$1,692,854 when projected to the University of Houston’s appropriation dollars
generated by semester credit hours.

Recommendation:

The University of Houston should develop policies and procedures to ensure that
students are classified and reported as doctoral students only when they meet the
criteria established by the Coordinating Board.

University of Houston Management’s Response:

During the summer of 1996, the University implemented procedures to ensure students
are only classified as doctoral students when they meet the criteria established by the
Coordinating Board.  Prior to reporting enrollments to the Coordinating Board, a
report is generated which identifies all students classified as doctoral students.  An
automated review of the student record information for these students results in an
exception report which lists all students that do not have a master’s degree or at least
thirty hours work toward a doctoral degree.  The University’s Registrar's Office,
Admissions Office and the appropriate college/department review the students’ files to
determine whether the data is inaccurate or incomplete.  Students not meeting the
Coordinating Board’s criteria for doctoral students are reclassified to the appropriate
classification by the University’s Office of Planning and Policy Analysis prior to
submitting the enrollment reports to the Coordinating Board.
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Section 2-D:

The University of Texas at El Paso Failed to Identify Some Students
Not Enrolled in Required Remediation

The University of Texas at El Paso did not identify 7 students who should have been
enrolled in a remediation course according to the TASP requirements.  A sample of
531 students was tested to determine whether each student had either passed all parts
of the TASP test, was exempt from taking the TASP test, or was properly enrolled in a
remediation course.  Seven students did not meet either of the first two requirements
and should have been enrolled in a remediation course, but were not.  The
Coordinating Board requires that each student fall in one of these three general
categories in order for the student’s semester credit hours to be eligible for funding. 
The 7 students who were not properly enrolled in a remediation course resulted in
overfunding of $839,963 when projected to The University of Texas at El Paso’s
appropriation dollars generated by semester credit hours.

Recommendation:

The University of Texas at El Paso should enhance its procedures to identify students
who have not enrolled in required remediation.

The University of Texas at El Paso Management’s Response:

A total of seven errors were identified in a total sample population of 531, a 1.3%
error rate.  With one exception, all reported discrepancies related to the "immediate
remediation" requirement set forth by the Texas Higher Education Coordinating
Board.

UTEP has always employed a mechanism to identify students who did not pass a
portion of the TASP examination and to advise them of the need to enroll in remedial
classes.  We have not, however, disenrolled students who failed to take remedial
courses.  In the case of all seven findings, the students did enroll in remedial courses
in subsequent semesters, and none was permitted to enroll in upper division courses.
We believe that our approach was fair to students, cost-effective, and reasonable
within the spirit of the Texas Education Code rules governing remediation (51.306,
Sections F&G).  In response to this audit, however, we have changed our procedures
and will make every effort to comply.

The TASP policies that have been incrementally adopted and disseminated by the
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board have become so complex and their
implementation so onerous that monitoring, notifying, and disenrolling students has
become a major administrative problem, as well as a major institutional cost. 
Coordinating Board rules are endlessly expanded and amended, and new rules are
regularly adopted to clarify earlier rules that are unintelligible or unworkable.  This
situation is exacerbated in UTEP's setting, where progress toward degrees is greatly
affected by employment and family obligations, and where students frequently transfer
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in and out.  Each student's record must be repeatedly subjected to TASP compliance
reviews and rule interpretations.  Moreover, it would appear that UTEP is not alone in
this quagmire; the "Ask Dr. TASP" section of the Texas Academic Skills Council's
newsletter underscores the complexity of the TASP regulations and the confusion they
appear to be causing elsewhere.

Finally, it should be noted that within the context of the "all funds" appropriation, the
amount used as a base to claim overfunding in this report includes Local Educational
and General Income, 26.4% of UTEP's total appropriation, which should be deducted.

Section 3:

The Installment Collection Requirements Are Not Applied Consistently
to Courses Added After the Initial Registration Period

Universities do not apply a consistent method for collecting tuition and fees to courses
added after the initial registration period.  The Texas Education Code, Section 54.007,
and Coordinating Board rules allow universities to receive funding for their semester
credit hours when they collect at least one-half, rather than all, of each student’s tuition
and fees by the official reporting date.  Although all universities use the installment
option of collecting tuition and fees, consistent procedures are not used to collect
tuition and fees for courses added after the student’s initial registration period.

The audit identified different applications being used by the universities.  Each
university collects at least one-half of the required tuition and fees at the initial
registration.  However, the different methods used to collect tuition and fees for
courses added after the initial registration include:

C Deferring all additional tuition and fees from added courses to the remaining
installment payments

C Deferring one-half of the additional tuition and fees from added courses to the
remaining installment payments and requiring the student to pay one-half of
all the tuition and fees related to the courses added

C Deferring none of the additional tuition and fees from added courses and
requiring the student to pay for all of the tuition and fees related to the courses
added

In each case, a different amount of tuition and fees would be collected by the official
reporting date.  Depending on the application which is determined to be appropriate,
some universities may be overreporting semester credit hours using their current
collection policies.

The Coordinating Board establishes the requirements for reporting semester credit
hours to be used in the formula funding process.
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Recommendation:

The Coordinating Board should clarify the requirements for collecting tuition and fees 
for courses added after the original registration period and communicate any changes
to the universities.

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board Management’s Response:

For purposes of reporting, students are required to pay at least one-half of their
tuition and fees by the official reporting date for all of their classes reported to the
Coordinating Board.  That includes courses added after their initial registration.

Section 4:

The Terminology Regarding the Collection of Tuition and Fees Is Not
Consistent

The terminology used in the various rules and regulations regarding the collection of
tuition and fees is not consistent.  In order for a university to receive semester credit
hour funding, some of the rules require universities to collect both tuition and fees by a
specified point in time.  Another requires only the collection of tuition.  Consistent
terminology in the rules and regulations will allow universities to consistently collect
tuition and fees and report semester credit hour data used in the formula funding
process.

Three sources are considered when determining whether collections by the university,
for purposes of reporting semester credit hours, should be for tuition and fees or just
tuition.  These sources include:

Figure 3

Source Requirement

The Texas Education Code, Section 54.007 Tuition and Fees

The Coordinating Board’s Reporting and Procedures
Manual for Public Universities, page 1.2 Tuition and Fees

The 1996-97 General Appropriations Act, Article III, Section Tuition
18

Recommendation:

The Coordinating Board should revise the terminology in legislative requirements and
Coordinating Board rules regarding the collection of tuition and fees so that it is
consistent.  Any changes should also be communicated to the universities.
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Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board Management’s Response:

Universities should require at least one-half payment of tuition AND fees.  Although
the Appropriations Act does not presently require one-half payment of fees, the Texas
Education Code does.  We agree that the wording in the Appropriations Act should be
changed to make it fully consistent with the Texas Education Code.  As stated,
however, it is not consistent.  All legislatively-authorized fees must be collected on a
schedule consistent with the Texas Education Code and Coordinating Board rules and
procedures.

Section 5:

Educational and General Revenues Are Materially Accurate

A review of the reported actual fiscal year 1994 education and general (E&G) revenues
noted that the amounts are materially accurate.  These amounts were also used to
request appropriations for the 1996-1997 biennium.  Many of the amounts reported as
actual were in many cases based on good estimates rather than final account balances. 
Eventually, the final account balances are presented to the Legislative Budget Board
prior to final appropriation decisions.  The objective was to audit the accuracy of E&G
revenues included in each university’s Legislative Appropriations Request.
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Appendix 1:

Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

Objectives

The primary objectives of the audit were to:

C Audit the accuracy of the variables in selected formulas used in calculating
1996 and 1997 formula funding appropriations.

C Report any differences between university records and data submitted by the
universities to the Coordinating Board.

C Determine the accuracy of fiscal year 1994-1995 education and general
revenues reported in the universities' Legislative Appropriations Requests.

Scope

The scope of the audit focused on the accuracy of the variables of selected formulas. 
The funding formulas are used to allocate appropriations to each university.  There are
15 funding formulas, each driven by variable data reported by universities.  Four
formulas were selected for the audit: faculty salaries, departmental operating expenses,
library, and instructional administration.  These four formulas account for 79 percent
of the almost $2.5 billion funded by formulas during the 1996-1997 biennium.  

Semester credit hours is the only variable for each of these formulas.  It is reported to
the Coordinating Board in the CBM-004 Class Report.  All 35 universities receiving
semester credit hour formula funding appropriations were audited for compliance with
state statutes, General Appropriations Act riders, and the Coordinating Board’s rules
and regulations.  Audit procedures concentrated on testing the accuracy of student
compliance with TASP requirements, classification, collection of tuition, and class size
reporting.  Verifying these items allowed us to attest to the accuracy of reported
semester credit hours.  Test work concentrated on the base period semesters used to
calculate funding for the 1996-1997 biennium.  These semesters were Summer 1994,
Fall 1994, and Spring 1995.

Methodology 

The formula funding audit methodology included:

C Using an attribute sampling methodology to test the accuracy of the semester
credit hours used in calculating appropriations (See Sampling and Testing
Methodology in Appendix 1.1, page 16.)

C Reviewing self-reported corrections provided by each university and
calculating the dollar impact on appropriations
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C Reviewing the documentation supporting educational and general revenue
amounts included in each university’s Legislative Appropriations Request

Self-Reported Corrections - Since the audit sample was drawn from certified data,
and there is no other means for the universities to make corrections to enrollment data
once it is certified by the Coordinating Board, universities were encouraged to self-
report corrections prior to audit testing.  This self-reporting process is the way to
compensate for known exceptions in the certified data.  Dollar amounts based on the
actual funding rate for the specific item reported will increase or decrease any over- or
underfunding from compliance testing.

Review of Educational and General Revenues - A review was conducted of the
educational and general revenue amounts in Schedule 1 of each university’s 
Legislative Appropriations Request.  This review consisted of analytical procedures
and included tracing amounts to the universities’ annual financial reports, performing
trend analyses of net tuition and indirect costs, and evaluating the procedures for
estimating revenues for future fiscal years.

This audit was conducted in accordance with Generally Accepted Government
Auditing Standards.

Other Information

The audit work was performed by the following members of the State Auditor's staff:

C Mark E. Dan, CPA (Project Manager)
C Anthony G. Claire
C Marcia Carlson Davis
C Angelica M. Morales
C Susan J. McClean, CPA
C Thomass W. Ng, CPA
C Jarrett A. Oliver
C W. Joe Seitz
C Charles R. Hrncir, CPA (Audit Manager)
C Deborah L. Kerr, Ph.D. (Audit Director)
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Appendix 1.1:

Sampling and Testing Methodology

It would not be cost effective to perform a 100 percent audit of all formula funding
data.  For this reason, statistical sampling is used to estimate the accuracy of the total
population of semester credit hours submitted by a university for funding.  Statistical
sampling procedures provide unbiased estimates of semester credit hours that are
improperly reported to within specified limits, with high and quantifiable probability.

Detailed Explanation of the Sampling Methodology

Dollar Unit Sampling - The scientific foundation for the projection of sample results to
the total population of semester credit hour dollars is a statistical sampling
methodology known as “dollar unit sampling” (DUS), or “probability proportional to
size” (PPS).  The essence of dollar unit sampling is to select a random sample of
dollars (dollar units) from the population of all semester credit hour dollars received
by each university.  The records of students and classes associated with the sampled
dollars are then audited for compliance with state funding requirements.  This
procedure gives an equal chance of selection to every dollar in the population.  Thus,
students who register for more semester credit hours, or higher-level courses such as
doctoral courses, will have a higher probability of being in the sample than students
who register for fewer hours or lower-level courses.  In addition, it is possible for more
than one sampled dollar to be associated with the same student.

In order to identify the total population of dollars to be tested, semester credit hours
submitted by each university are multiplied by the associated actual funding rates.  The
actual funding rates are determined by multiplying the recommended Coordinating
Board rates times the Legislature’s funding percentage.

Selecting the Sample - The sample is randomly selected from the total population of
appropriation dollars generated by semester credit hours.  The sampling unit is an
individual dollar.  Each selected dollar is associated with a specific course and student
(taken from the CBM-004 Class Report) whose records are audited for compliance
with state requirements to determine the student's qualification for funding.

Determining the Sample Size - The following parameters are used to determine the
sample size:

C A 90 percent confidence level that the sample error reflects the true error rate
of the population

C A 2 percent expected maximum error rate of the population
C A 1 percent tolerable margin of error

Given these parameters, the sample size is calculated in two stages.  The preliminary
sample size is 114 individual dollars.  If no exceptions are found in this sample, the
population is said to have met the criteria, and no additional testing is performed.  If
one or more exceptions are found, the sample size is expanded by 417 to 531
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individual dollars.  The increased sample size is required in order to project the results
to the total population. 

Performing the Audit - Once the sample is selected, the records for each student
associated with a sampled dollar are audited.  The sample identifies which class and
student in the class (per the CBM-004 Class Report) is to be audited.  For example, if
the sample item is the 15th of 20 students enrolled, the auditor refers to the class roster
to find the name of the 15th student.

Each student is tested for compliance with applicable rules and regulations for the
following attributes:

C Texas Academic Skills Program (TASP): The student's records must contain
documentation that the student meets all TASP requirements set forth by the
Coordinating Board.  For each student in the sample, documentation was
reviewed to determine whether the sample student had either taken the TASP
test if the student had completed nine or more semester credit hours, was
exempt from taking the TASP test, or was enrolled in remediation for at least
one of the parts not passed.

C Student Classification: The classification of the student (such as
undergraduate, master’s, or doctoral) as reported to the Coordinating Board
must correspond to the student’s classification according to university records.

C Proper Tuition Collected by the Official Reporting Date: The university is
required to collect at least one-half of the amount of tuition established by the
university on or before the official reporting date.  If applicable, the dates and
amounts of classes added or dropped are audited to ensure that the student
qualifies for state funding.

Any instances of noncompliance with state or Coordinating Board rules and
regulations are considered exceptions in the sample.  The degree to which a sample
item is an exception is not a factor in the semester credit hour testing.

Calculating Sample Results - The sample error rate is projected to the university’s
population of biennially appropriated dollars generated by semester credit hours.

The total number of exceptions in the university’s sample is divided by the sample size
to determine the sample error rate.  (Remember, if any exceptions are found in the
initial sample of 114, the sample is expanded to 531.)  The error rate is then projected
to the appropriation dollars generated by semester credit hours.  This projection is
done by multiplying the appropriation dollars generated by semester credit hours by
the sample error rate to produce the amount of the over- or underfunding.

The sample error rate is our best estimate of the true error rate of the population.  It is
possible that the sample error rate will differ somewhat from the true error rate.  The
sample error rate is about as likely to be below the true error rate as to be above.  But
the precision interval (margin of error) governs how far the sample error rate may
differ from the true error rate.  As stated in “Determining the Sample Size,” the
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precision interval is no more that +/- 1 percent, based on a true error rate not expected
to exceed 2 percent.  This means that the State Auditor’s Office is 90 percent confident
that the sample error rate will lie within one percent of the true error rate, either above
or below.  Or to put it another way, the risks of overreporting and underreporting are
evenly divided between the State and the university, but the precision interval limits
the likely amount of over- or underreporting.  (See the formula on page 19.)

Example of Projecting Sampling Exceptions to the Population - Assume that a
university with $20 million in appropriations generated by semester credit hours for
the 1996-1997 biennium had one exception in the first 114 individual dollars sampled
and two more in the remaining 417, for a total of three exceptions out of a sample size
of 531 individual dollars.  The over- or underfunding is calculated as follows:

Figure 4

STEP 1:  Determine Sample Error Rate

3 (total number of exceptions)
           531 (sample size) = .005649717 Sample error rate

STEP 2:  Apply Sample Error Rate to Appropriations

$20,000,000 Biennial appropriations generated by semester credit hours
       x  .005649717 Sample error rate

$112,994.34 Overfunding from attribute testing

This $112,994.34 is the best estimate of the true error in the total population of
$20 million based on our sample.  By applying the precision interval of +/-
one percent, the possible range of the true error could be as low as $5,980 and
as high as $220,000.  This range is calculated by using the formula on page 19.



e %/& 1.645
e (1 & e)

531

.005649717 & 1.645
.005649717 x .99435

531
' .000299 (rounded) x $20,000,000 ' $5,980

.005649717 % 1.645
.005649717 x .99435

531
' .011000 (rounded) x $20,000,000 ' $220,000

M
112,994

L
5,980

H
220,000

5% 90% 5%
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Figure 5

Confidence Interval Calculations

Confidence Interval Formula

Note: e = sample error rate

Lower End of Confidence Interval Calculation:

Higher End of Confidence Interval Calculation:

Depicted on a bell curve this would look like:

Note: The further to the left or right you go on the curve towards Low (L) and High (H), the probabilities
decrease that the true error is in those ranges.
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Student Classification Test - The projection of student classification exceptions is
similar to the projection of exceptions for noncompliance with collection of tuition or
TASP.  In terms of funding, the university was entitled to receive funding for the
student tested.  However, due to the misclassification of the student, the university was
funded at either a higher or lower rate then it should have been.  In these cases, only
the difference in funding is included in the projection formula.

Figure 6a
Example  

Given that:
Number of Classification Exceptions in the Program
(example, Business Administration) = 3

Sample Size = 531

Funding for Doctoral Level Semester Credit Hour (Actual Funding) = $    1,147.45

Funding for Master’s Level Semester Credit Hour (Proper Funding) = $       370.31

Biennial Appropriations Generated By Semester Credit Hours = $20,000,000

What would the overfunding be due to these three classification exceptions?

Figure 6b
Solution

STEP 1:  Determine Sample Error Rate

3 (total # of exceptions)
     531 (sample size) = .005649717 Sample error rate

STEP 2:  Determine Excess Funding in Dollars

For each exception within the SAME funding program (e.g., Business Administration):
Funding Received per Semester Credit Hour $ 1,147.45
Proper Funding       370.31
Excess Funding Received $    777.14
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Figure 6b
Solution, concluded

STEP 3:  Determine Excess Funding Percentage

Excess Funding Received =   777.14 = 67.7276%
      Funding Received 1,147.45

STEP 4:  Apply Excess Funding Percentage to Sample Error Rate and Appropriations

Excess Funding      x Sample Error Rate x Appropriations =   Overfunding
Percentage

67.7276%        x .005649717 x $20,000,000 =   $76,528.33

This $76,528.33 is the best estimate of the true error in the total population of $20
million based on our sample.

By applying the precision interval of +/- one percent, the possible range of the true
error could be as low as $4,051.83 and as high as $149,004.83.  This range is
calculated by using the formula on page 19 and applying the excess funding
percentage.

Class Size Test - In addition to testing the three attributes listed on page 17, each
selected class is tested for accuracy of enrollment reporting, or class size.  The class
rosters containing the sampled students are obtained.  The number of students on the
roster is then compared to the number of students reported for that class on the CBM-
004 Class Report.  The objective of testing this attribute is to determine whether a
university is over- or underreporting enrollment to the Coordinating Board.  The
results of the class size test cannot be projected to the population in the same manner
as the other attributes since it includes the testing of non-sampled students.

As a result, a separate projection formula is used based on the total number of students
tested in the classes tested for the class size attribute.  Over- or underfunding for the
class size attribute is calculated as follows:
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Figure 7

STEP 1:  Determine Total Number of Students Tested

Determine the total number of students in the classes tested for the class size attribute.

STEP 2:  Calculate Net Class Size Exceptions

Total underreported enrollment

   – Total overreported enrollment  
   = Net enrollment exceptions

STEP 3:  Determine Error Rate

    Net enrollment exceptions      =   Sample error rate for class size attribute
              Total number of students tested

STEP 4:  Calculate Over- or Underfunding

Sample error rate
   x Biennial appropriations generated by semester credit hours
   = Over- or Underfunding resulting from testing of class size

Figure 8a
Example

Given that:
Total Number of Students Tested = 15,930

Net Enrollment Exceptions - Overstated = 5

Biennial Appropriations Generated By Semester Credit Hours = $20,000,000

What would be the overfunding of appropriations be?
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Figure 8b
Solution

STEP 1:  Determine Sample Error Rate

                     5 exceptions                         =    .000313873 Sample error rate
      15,930 total # of students tested

STEP 2: Calculate Over or Underfunding

 .000313873 Sample error rate
        x $20,000,000 Biennial appropriations generated by semester credit hours

$    6,277.46 Overfunding resulting from testing of class size
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Appendix 2:

Background

State financing of higher education programs for public universities for the 1996-1997
biennium totaled almost $2.5 billion.  The appropriation is allocated to each university
based on formulas recommended by the Coordinating Board.  Some funding is
collected locally by the universities through tuition, fees, and other sources.  The
remaining funding is provided from the state's General Revenue Fund.  Texas will
provide funding to 35 universities and 4 health science center nursing programs during
the 1996-1997 biennium.

Enrollment reports were submitted by each university to the Coordinating Board.  The
information in these reports includes the number of semester credit hours taught by
each university during the base period.  The base period included the Summer 1994,
Fall 1994, and Spring 1995 semesters.

Each public university must qualify under, and comply with, the rules and regulations
of the Texas Education Code, the General Appropriations Act, and the Coordinating
Board in order to receive funding.  General Appropriations Act, Article III, Section 21
(Formula Variable and Educational and General Income Audits) requires the State
Auditor to audit the accuracy of all variables of selected formulas used in making the
1996 and 1997 formula appropriations.

The previous formula funding audit covered 15 universities.  The audit report, An
Audit Report on University Formula Funding Reporting, SAO Report No. 95-027,
noted that for the 15 universities audited, there was a net compliance rate of 99.7
percent.  This compares to the 35 universities included in this report with a net
compliance rate of 99.6 percent.
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  1.  Angelo State University
  2.  East Texas State University
  3.  East Texas State University - Texarkana
  4.  Lamar University - Beaumont
  5.  Midwestern State University
  6.  Prairie View A&M University
  7.  Sam Houston State University
  8.  Southwest Texas State University
  9.  Stephen F. Austin State University
10.  Sul Ross State University
11.  Sul Ross State University - Rio Grande
12.  Tarleton State University
13.  Texas A&M International University
14.  Texas A&M University
15.  Texas A&M University - Corpus Christi
16.  Texas A&M University - Kingsville
17.  Texas A&M University at Galveston
18.  Texas Southern University
19.  Texas Tech University
20.  Texas Woman's University

21.  The University of Texas at Arlington
22.  The University of Texas at Austin
23.  The University of Texas at Brownsville
24.  The University of Texas at Dallas
25.  The University of Texas at El Paso
26.  The University of Texas - Pan American
27.  The University of Texas of the Permian Basin
28.  The University of Texas at San Antonio
29.  The University of Texas at Tyler
30.  University of Houston - Clear Lake
31.  University of Houston - Downtown
32.  University of Houston - Main
33.  University of Houston - Victoria
34.  University of North Texas
35.  West Texas A&M University
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Figure 9

Texas Public Universities
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Appendix 3:

Sample Testing Results by Attribute
Figure 10

University Credit Hours (TASP) Classification Collection Size Underfunding

Appropriation Texas
Dollars Academic

Generated by Skills Projection of
Semester Program Student Tuition Class (Over-) or

Angelo State University $ 23,617,727 $ 0 $ 0 $ (44,478) $ 0 $ (44,478)

East Texas State University 35,407,988 0 0 0 0 0

East Texas State University - Texarkana 4,147,736 0 0 0 0 0

Lamar University - Beaumont 35,337,219 0 0 0 0 0

Midwestern State University 21,135,568 0 0 0 $1,188 1,188

Prairie View A&M University 27,037,843 ($1,222,050) ($58,909) ($458,268) 0 (1,739,227)

Sam Houston State University 49,716,946 0 0 0 (10,813) (10,813)

Southwest Texas State University 81,113,108 0 0 0 23,436 23,436

Stephen F. Austin State University 51,553,259 0 0 0 0 0

Sul Ross State University 11,142,390 0 0 0 (885) (885)

Sul Ross State University - Rio Grande
College

2,430,027 0 0 0 (3,004) (3,004)

Tarleton State University 25,585,320 0 0 0 0 0

Texas A&M International University 7,777,910 0 0 0 (3,649) (3,649)

Texas A&M University 247,899,475.36 0 0 0 (9,148) (9,148)

Texas A&M University - Corpus Christi 24,136,289 (90,909) 0 0 (16,549) (107,458)

Texas A&M University - Kingsville 28,738,476 (54,121) 0 0 0 (54,121)

Texas A&M University at Galveston 5,081,746 0 0 (47,851) 6,622 (41,229)

Texas Southern University 44,109,134 (3,654,994) 0 0 1,940 (3,653,054)

Texas Tech University 130,738,549 0 0 0 0 0

Texas Woman's University 63,989,075 0 0 (241,013) 0 (241,013)

The University of Texas at Arlington 111,981,812 0 0 0 0 0

The University of Texas at Austin 315,902,216 0 0 0 0 0

The University of Texas at Brownsville 7,612,028 0 0 0 789 789

The University of Texas at Dallas 55,988,065 0 0 0 0 0

The University of Texas at El Paso 63,717,231 (839,963) 0 (239,990) 0 (1,079,953)

The University of Texas - Pan American 46,574,827 0 0 0 0 0

The University of Texas of the Permian
Basin

7,378,566 (13,896) 0 0 0 (13,896)

The University of Texas at San Antonio 60,857,237 0 0 0 0 0

The University of Texas at Tyler 17,367,962 0 0 0 0 0

University of Houston - Clear Lake 32,311,262 0 0 0 0 0

University of Houston - Downtown 19,208,666 0 0 0 0 0

University of Houston - Main 176,123,451 0 (1,692,854) 0 0 (1,692,854)

University of Houston - Victoria 5,415,360 0 0 0 0 0

University of North Texas 125,688,381 0 0 0 0 0

West Texas A&M University $ 25,993,499 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ (15,090) $ (15,090)

TOTAL $ 1,992,816,352 $ (5,875,933) $ (1,751,763) $ (1,031,600) $(25,163)

NET OVERFUNDING $(8,684,459)

OVERFUNDING PERCENTAGE (0.4358%)

OVERALL ACCURACY RATE PERCENTAGE 99.5625%
Appendix 4:
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Number of Exceptions by Attribute

Figure 11

University

Attribute

TASP Classification Collection
Student Tuition

Class Size

Over- Under-
Reported Reported

Angelo State University 1

Midwestern State University 1

Prairie View A&M University 24 4 9

Sam Houston State University 5

Southwest Texas State University 7 16

Sul Ross State University 1

Sul Ross State University - 5 2
Rio Grande College

Texas A&M International University 7 3

Texas A&M University 1

Texas A&M University - Corpus Christi 2 10 1

Texas A&M University - Kingsville 1

Texas A&M University at Galveston 5 18 30

Texas Southern University 44 2 3

Texas Woman's University 2

The University of Texas at Brownsville 1

The University of Texas at El Paso 7 2

The University of Texas of the 1
Permian Basin

University of Houston - Main 8

West Texas A&M University 9

TOTAL 79 12 19 65 57
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Appendix 5:

Self-Reported Corrections by Attribute and Semester

Figure 12

University Attribute Summer Fall Spring Total Corrections
Attribute Reported

(Over-) or
Underfunding for

all Attributes
Resulting from
University Self-

East Texas State University Tuition $ (5,908) $ (6,936) $ 0 $ (12,844) $ (12,844)
Collection

East Texas State University - Texarkana TASP 0 (2,051) (2,051) (4,102) (7,856)

Tuition (3,333) 0 (421) (3,754)
Collection

Lamar University - Beaumont TASP 0 0 (2,508) (2,508) (2,823)

Tuition 0 0 (315) (315)
Collection

Prairie View A&M University TASP (5,182) (79,070) (42,015) (126,267) (126,267)

Southwest Texas State University Tuition 0 0 674 674 674
Collection

Stephen F. Austin State University Tuition (28,803) (9,025) (6,174) (44,002) (44,002)
Collection

Sul Ross State University Tuition (6,374) (3,724) (2,240) (12,339) (12,339)
Collection

Sul Ross State University - Rio Grande Tuition 0 (421) 0 (421) (421)
College Collection

Texas A&M International University Tuition 0 (861) (2,111) (2,972) (2,972)
Collection

Texas A&M University Tuition (1,700,281) (878,858) (97,280) (2,676,420) (2,676,420)
Collection

Texas A&M University - Corpus Christi Tuition (4,954) 0 0 (4,954) (4,954)
Collection

Texas A&M University - Kingsville Class Size 143,109 0 0 143,109 119,000

TASP (11,992) 0 (1,498) (13,490)

Tuition (4,854) 916 (6,682) (10,620)
Collection

Texas Southern University TASP (315) (3,524) (2,945) (6,784) (6,784)

The University of Texas at Arlington Tuition (21,938) (54,640) (5,302) (81,880) (81,880)
Collection

The University of Texas at Dallas Tuition 0 (1,924) (2,560) (4,485) (4,485)
Collection

The University of Texas - Pan American TASP (630) (315) 0 (946) (7,869)

Tuition 2 (3,918) (4,948) (6,923)
Collection

The University of Texas of the Permian Tuition $ 0 $ (9,271) $ (5,163) $ (14,434) $ (14,434)
Basin Collection

NET OVERFUNDING $ (1,649,512) $ (1,053,622) $(183,542) $(2,886,676) $        (2,886,676)
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Appendix 6:

Confidence Intervals of Projected Audit Results

The dollar-unit sampling methodology allows the State Auditor’s Office to estimate
the error rate in the population.  The sample error rate and the projection based on the
error rate allow us to provide the best estimate of the true error rate in the population
within specified parameters.  Those parameters allow us to state how close the sample
error rate and the projected error rate are expected to be to the true error rate in the
population.

The confidence interval is the range of values inside of which an estimated population
parameter will fall.  In the diagram on page 19, the range of values is from $5,980
(lower end of the confidence interval) to $220,000 (upper end of the confidence
interval).  In this application, as shown on the diagram, the State Auditor’s Office can
be 90 percent confident that the actual error rate falls within the range of values
represented by $5,980 and $220,000.

The following table includes the confidence intervals for the exceptions noted during
the testing at each university:

Figure 13

University Credit Hours Attribute Underfunding Underfunding Underfunding for all Attributes

Appropriated Lower Upper Projection of
Dollars Confidence Confidence Audit

Generated by Interval - Interval - Exceptions-
Semester (Over-) or (Over-) or (Over-) or University Total

Angelo State University $ 23,617,727 Tuition $ 28,619 $           (117,575) $             (44,478) $               (44,478)
Collection

Midwestern State 21,135,568 Class Size- (766) 3,141 1,188 1,188
University Underreported

Prairie View A&M 27,037,843 TASP/Tuition (1,214,337) (2,146,298) (1,680,318) (1,739,227)
University Collection

Classification- 9,484 (127,303) (58,909)
Teacher

Education

Sam Houston State 49,716,946 Class Size- (2,859) (18,766) (10,813) (10,813)
University Overreported

Southwest Texas State 81,113,108 Class Size- 24,534 58,795 41,665 23,436
University Underreported

Class Size- (6,896) (29,560) (18,228)
Overreported

Sul Ross State University 11,142,390 Class Size- 571 (2,342) (885) (885)
- Rio Grande College Overreported

Texas A&M 7,777,910 Class Size- (2,417) (10,355) (6,386) (3,649)
International University Overreported

Class Size- 138 5,336 2,737
Underreported

Texas A&M University 247,899,475 Class Size- 5,900 (24,196) (9,148) (9,148)
Overreported
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Figure 13, concluded

University Credit Hours Attribute Underfunding Underfunding Underfunding for all Attributes

Appropriated Lower Upper Projection of
Dollars Confidence Confidence Audit

Generated by Interval - Interval - Exceptions-
Semester (Over) or (Over) or (Over) or University Total

Texas A&M University - $ 24,136,289 TASP $ 14,636 $ (196,454) $ (90,909) $ (107,458)
Corpus Christi Class Size- (8,826) (27,950) (18,388)

Overreported

Class Size- (1,186) 4,864 1,839
Underreported

Texas A&M University - 28,738,476 TASP 34,824 (143,067) (54,121) (54,121)
Kingsville

Texas A&M University 5,081,746 Tuition (12,815) (82,887) (47,851) (41,229)
at Galveston Collection

Class Size- 11,591 21,519 16,555
Underreported

Class Size- (6,085) (13,780) (9,933)
Overreported

Texas Southern 44,109,134 TASP (2,786,947) (4,523,042) (3,654,994) (3,653,054)
University Class Size- 293 11,349 5,821

Underreported

Class Size- 633 (8,394) (3,881)
Overreported

Texas Woman's 63,989,075 Tuition 38,803 (520,830) (241,013) (241,013)
University Collection

The University of Texas 7,612,028 Class Size- (509) 2,087 789 789
at Brownsville Underreported

The University of Texas 63,717,231 TASP/Tuition (492,819) (1,667,087) (1,079,953) (1,079,953)
at El Paso Collection

The University of Texas 7,378,566 TASP 8,941 (36,732) (13,896) (13,896)
of the Permian Basin

University of Houston - 176,123,451 Classification - (561,386) (2,375,040) (1,468,213) (1,692,854)
Main Engineering

Classification - 144,545 (593,826) (224,641)
Business

West Texas A&M $ 25,993,499 Class Size- $ (6,818) $ (23,362) $ (15,090) $(15,090)
University Overreported




































