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SUMMARY 

Problem to be Resolved and Significance 

This study was initiated in November 2010 at the direction of the district‟s Vice Chancellor 

for Finance & Administration, Ron Gerhard to identify and resolve issues associated with the 

prorata payroll process.  This process was identified as the primary source of errors and delays 

that have been causing the district‟s financials to be released late or with material inaccuracies 

depriving administrators of the necessary tools to accurately control current year expenditures 

and to forecast future years‟ needs. 

Although the problem was originally presented narrowly as mis-posting of the prorata payroll 

data to the financials the problem is actually greater.  The overriding problem is that 

administrators and managers at Peralta and its colleges are deprived of timely and accurate 

financial data and therefore lack the tools and data with which to track current expenditures, 

avoid over and under spend conditions relative to budget, and lack critical data to forecast 

coming fiscal years. 

These funds represent about $15.4M annually plus fringes from restricted and unrestricted 

operating funds.  It is important to understand that these funds represent on the order of 55% 

of FTEF assignments and are among the most variable in month-to-month timing (with large 

spikes in fall and spring, a smaller spike in summer, and little or no expenditure in winter).  

They are also the most critical in achieving and managing the growth in FTES.  These volatile 

funds „on the margin‟ of total expenditures are critical to control both in terms of total spend, 

and also in terms of timing.  The inability to see the current rate of spend by month accurately 

leaves administrators blind in many important decisions. 

Overview of the Prorata Payroll Process 

Peralta uses the Schedule of Classes as the basis for creating an obligation to pay.  This is 

unusual because it bypasses the fiscal controls built into the normal HCM assignment process 

in which the PA form is used to create an assignment which matches employee data with 

position data and creates an obligation to pay within the HCM system. 

There are no formal contracts covering adjunct assignments as are found in some districts 

binding service in each term and the prorata process does not use a PA form to create an 

official obligation to pay in HCM.  Rather, the simple presence of an instructors name in the 

Schedule of Classes (SoC), controlled by the Academic Support Specialist (the scheduler) on 

each campus creates that obligation.   

A custom program (the prorata program) is used to convert the SoC “weekly workload” into a 

payment for the class for the entire term (flat pay-by-class concept).  The amount is divided 

into four or five equal payments (fall/spring bargained agreement) and paid out over that many 

pay periods. 

The prorata program inserts this pay data into the „pay sheets‟ for each assignment in PS 

Payroll much as though it were a time entry from a time sheet except that the dollar amount is 

specified, not the time.   
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This procedure of driving adjunct assignment pay from the SoC is not unique to Peralta but it 

is unknown how many other districts use this approach.   

Approach 

Our approach involved mapping the end-to-end process by which prorata payrolls are 

produced and converted to financial data in the GL.  In addition we performed a technical 

evaluation of the portion of the current prorata code we were able to access and conducted a 

high level review of the configuration of the PeopleSoft Human Capital Management (HCM) 

system which contains the HR data base, assignment actions, position control, and payroll 

routines.  We conducted a limited functional review of the Schedule of Classes (SoC) module 

within the PeopleSoft Student Administration (SA) system, and a similar limited functional 

review of the PeopleSoft Finance system. 

The source of the problem is greater than simply a potential logic problem in custom code that 

causes prorata mis-postings.  It is any factor that causes prorata financial data to be entered late 

or in error that later causes prior month(s) financials to be materially restated, as well as factors 

that delay current postings because of errors.  Both factors have the same impact on users, that 

financial information provided is not timely or accurate and therefore, decisions made based 

on that information may be incorrect and subject to later revision.   

Since the end-state problem is primarily financial in nature and the single most important 

element in correct posting of the financial data is the combination code (the 23 number code 

string containing all the information regarding the nature of the expenditure and where it 

should correctly be posted) we began the investigation by looking for where in the end-to-end 

process the combination code first appears.  That is in the first cloned draft of the prior year‟s 

schedule used as the basis for planning and controlling the schedule of classes and instructors 

for the coming term.  We tracked the combination code from this headwater of the process 

through all the steps required to pay for the adjunct assignment, and subsequently into the 

district‟s financials. 

Using the process point of view, we divided the end-to-end prorata process into four major 

processes and used this structure in conducting our review.  In each of the following four 

sections we summarize our most important findings and recommendations.  The reader will 

want to review the entire body of the report to see all observations and recommendations as 

well as descriptions of procedures used in each. 

 

From Initial 

Schedule of 

Classes to 

Commitment to 

Pay

From Commitment 

to Pay to Final 

Approval of PA

From Initiation of 

Monthly Prorata 

Process to 

Paycheck

From Paycheck to 

GL Posting

 

From Initial Schedule of Classes to Commitment to Pay 

The first appearance of the combination code occurs when the SoC for an upcoming term is 

cloned from the same term of the previous year.  The process concludes with the commitment 
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to pay the adjunct assignment.  The unusual feature of this process is that the commitment to 

pay which ordinarily is based on a PA with multiple approvals then entered in HCM is 

replaced by a non-PA process in which the Dean, through the VPI instructs the scheduler to 

enter the instructor‟s name in the SoC against an available class.  When the instructor‟s name 

is entered by the scheduler the PS system as currently configured with the prorata process 

recognizes an obligation to pay with no further approval or entry in HCM. 

Although the PA form continues on through many additional approvers and reviewers 

following the scheduler, we have defined this point as the end of this major process because 

regardless of any subsequent approver, the employee assignment will now be recognized in 

payroll as required to be paid with the next payroll. 

Our major recommendations in this area include the following.  See the body of the report for 

a full listing and discussion of the findings and observations on which these recommendations 

are based.  Recommendations have been edited for length and the reader will also want to read 

the full original recommendations in the body of the report. 

Recommendation:  District HR to Clarify Procedures for PAs: District HR should take the 

lead in clearly establishing the rules for PAs, when they are required, what their routing should 

be, and how they should be filled out.  The rules should then be trained and enforced. 

Recommendation: Internal Validation of Combination Code Elements Available to the 

Scheduler:  A number of the elements of the combination code are selected from pull down 

lists by the scheduler during assignment entry and modification.  Errors in the combination 

code can be introduced by the scheduler selecting incorrect code combinations or by the Deans 

who indicate erroneous combination code elements on PA forms.  This error type is a known 

cause of rejects between instructional assignments entered in SoC and posting to financials 

when a conflict exists between the combination code entered and those deemed valid by the 

Master Combination Code Table in HCM Commitment Accounting.  These small internal 

validation routines are easy to construct in PeopleSoft.  The schedulers‟ SoC screen should be 

reviewed for all opportunities to prepare these internal validations and coded to prevent as 

many errors as possible. 

Recommendation:  Use of a Single Combination Code Table:  Similar to the problem and 

recommendation above, there are essentially two combination code tables in PeopleSoft, one 

in SoC and one in HCM which may disagree.  The table in HCM is the Combination Code 

table of record for valid combination codes and will reject from financial posting entries it 

deems invalid from SoC.  The table in the SoC is not a fully linked combination code table but 

rather separate tables for each element of the combination code.  The disagreements between 

these tables is also a known source of errors creating financial posting and payroll rejects or 

rework.  We recommend that you craft a solution causing the SoC to use the same table of 

record that exists in HCM Commitment Accounting so that only one table exists and no 

disagreements can occur. 

Recommendation:  Improve the Display of the Combination Code:  A string of 23 digits 

containing no spaces and no headings is essentially indecipherable to all but the most seasoned 

reviewers.  As a matter of practice and policy the combination code should always be broken 

down and clearly separated into its eight constituent components and when displayed on 

reports, shown with accurate descriptive column headings. 
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Recommendation:  Utilize Pooled Positions in Position Control and Term Assignments 

to Control Adjunct Instructional Assignments:  We recommend that you implement 

pooled positions for all adjunct assignments accompanied by a requirement to write a formal 

HR assignment for each instructional assignment each term.  Best practice would include 

establishing the pooled adjunct positions by department by term.  This would give you both 

best control and best forecasting ability.  You may wish to examine the practices at LACCD 

which utilizes this approach across its eight campuses with great success. 

At the same time we recognize that this would be perceived by the campuses as a large 

increase in workload to go from „unofficial‟ (not entered in HCM) PAs for 15% of 

assignments to official recorded PAs for 100% of assignments.  It is likely that you would 

want to roll this out in conjunction with the smart ePAF system.  See our separate 

recommendation for the features that should be a requirement for ePAFs.  This would largely 

if not completely offset the additional labor and also dramatically reduce the occurrence of late 

assignments in the SoC.  There is bound to be resistance in going from a low or no-control 

environment to one of normal control but the absence of fiscal checks and balances that 

currently exists should likely be seen as unacceptable.  In the redesign of the prorata process, 

prorata would continue to be driven by the SoC but before calculating pay, prorata would 

query the HR database to ensure that the adjunct assignment is present before creating a pay 

line.  Smart ePAFs would also almost completely eliminate incorrect coding at its source by 

allowing the initiators to select only combination codes in the master table, appropriately 

shifting the labor to the initiator and away from after the fact error resolution in payroll and 

finance. 

Recommendation:  EdSvc to Directly Control the “Activity Code to Cost Center Code” 

Table:  Having the CIO personally control modifications to this table is not appropriate for his 

role and changes could more reliably and quickly be implemented by having Sheryl Queen 

make these changes directly in this table. 

Observation:  Fund 03 Correction:  With the SoC default combination code set to all fund 

01, the schedulers are attuned to correcting the fund source for funds 11 and 30.  However, 

when directly questioned regarding whether they also corrected for fund 03, community 

service (fee based instruction), they all specifically stated that they did not change combination 

code fund source to account for fund 03.  We understand that costs associated with contract ed 

appear to be substantially understated and this may be a cause.  

Issue for Consideration:  Classifieds Teaching Adjunct: The use of classified district 

employees to teach adjunct has hidden cost and control issues that causes some districts to 

prohibit their own classifieds from teaching adjunct.  The issue is that classified employees are 

assigned to a standard 40 hour week so that any adjunct assignments must be paid at the 

higher overtime rate.  The district does pay this overtime but campus administrators may be 

unaware that the cost of these instructors is essentially 50% higher than similar non-classified 

instructors.  Other districts have also experienced time control issues in which the classified 

adjuncts may wish to teach during the standard 40 hour work week diverting time from their 

standard assignment.  The policy used by one district is to prohibit its own classifieds from 

teaching adjunct but allowing classifieds from other districts to teach if qualified.  Its own 

classifieds therefore are welcome to teach but only at other districts.  At Peralta, 12 classified 

employees were teaching adjunct this fall. 
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From Commitment to Pay to Final Approval of PA 

This process step is not necessary to the completion of the accurate pay or posting of adjunct 

assignments.  It is retained here to show how uniquely different is the process for committing 

to payment for adjunct assignments compared to the base assignment for regular employees.  

PAs are utilized for only a small fraction of instructional assignments each term, about 15%.  

Adjunct assignments are not controlled through the Position Control System and are therefore 

outside of the normal control methods and tools to project or control cost.   

The PAs generated for adjunct assignments (for restricted fund and non-instructional 

assignments) are manually carried along an approval routing that typically involves six stops 

on campus and 10 additional stops in the District Office.  However, the degree of attention 

they receive varies widely from campus to campus and since the PeopleSoft system recognizes 

an obligation to pay after the third campus stop with the scheduler, there is reason to question 

the necessity of the additional 13 stops. 

49% of the PAs reviewed were initiated after the assignment begin date by an average of 34 

days (random sample of 63 PAs).  27% of the PAs were more than 15 days late (average 55 

days for this subgroup) which creates a strong statistical likelihood that they missed being paid 

in the pay period in which the assignment began.  A significant number would have missed 

two pay periods.  This creates a hardship for the employee and creates a material 

understatement of expense in the first month of the term and a material overstatement of 

expense (as retros are captured) in the second and even third month of the term.  If these 

payment patterns as captured in the district‟s financials are used for month-to-month 

forecasting, the conclusions drawn would be materially incorrect unless this very significant 

late assignment/late pay pattern were taken into account. 

Our major recommendations in this area include the following.  See the body of the report for 

a full listing and discussion of the findings and observations on which these recommendations 

are based.  Recommendations have been edited for length and the reader will also want to read 

the full original recommendations in the body of the report. 

Recommendation:   Emphasis on the Importance of PAs:  The creation of PAs several 

weeks or months after the employee has begun work is a reflection of the lack of management 

emphasis given to their importance and the infrequency of their use.  Simply automating PAs 

will not necessarily assist in the reducing late reporting.  Resolving this issue can be addressed 

with one of two approaches, and a combination of the two will probably be most effective.   

1). Management emphasis at the college level.  This means that the college Presidents must 

take an active stand in emphasizing the importance of timely PAs including tracking the 

incidence of PAs written after the employee is put to work, and perhaps including personal 

„conversations‟ or formal reprimands for Deans or Department Chairs found to be a 

continuing source.   

2.) Creating a much more important fiscal control role for PAs such as requiring 100% of 

adjunct assignments to have a new PA in every term.  This would most likely be achieved in 

combination with the extension of Position Control to adjunct assignments. 

Recommendation:  Limit the Number of Approvers:  The district should adopt a policy 

that specifies that only two (potentially three) approvals (and only by individuals with 
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budgetary authority) are necessary and required on PAs (and all other expenditures).  Other 

administrators wanting to be „kept in the loop‟ should be served with reports based on their 

true information and action needs.   

Recommendation:  Automate the PA System:  During our district and field interviews, 

there was hardly an individual who did not mention their desire to return to an automated PA 

system similar to the one last used five years ago.  Our personal experience also supports the 

use of an automated system that has the following characteristics: 

 Smart Routing:  Enables some types of PAs to take different paths (for example, new 

hires are seen by the college president but others are not). 

 Urgent Workflow:  Utilizes rules of „automatic escalation‟ to automatically move a 

PA that has been sitting too long with one approver, and move it on to the next 

approver, while documenting its actions in history files and in emails to the skipped 

approver and to the next approver. 

 Smart Workflow:  Allows any approver in the designated chain to make any changes 

to the PA they deem necessary, creates a history file of the „from‟ and „to‟ changes, 

and notifying all other members of the approval chain of the change. 

 Smart PA Forms:  Smart PA forms do not utilize a single form-looking input sheet but 

rather a small number of screens that lead the initiator and any subsequent approver 

through the process of creating a PA by simple interview that will be correct and legal 

in all its coding.  This is a very smart and very friendly user interface, using only 

English language terms and questions (no codes) to allow a casual or occasional user 

to create an accurate PA.  Decisions made on each screen limit future decisions to only 

logical and legal codes so that the final ePAF is guaranteed to be a legal and 

acceptable action when entered in PeopleSoft. 

 One Touch Commit to PeopleSoft:  When fully approved, the ePAF arrives at the HR 

Generalist who in the past would have to re-keystroke all the PA data into multiple PS 

screens, creating the opportunity for additional unintended error.  With One-Touch-

Commit, the HR Generalist first fully reviews the personnel action, indicates their 

agreement or makes additional changes (with all previous approvers and the initiator 

notified of the specific changes made) and then commits the action to PeopleSoft with 

a single keystroke.  At that time the ePAF system creates and loads all the necessary 

file types needed by PeopleSoft without risk of error. 

From Initiation of Monthly Prorata Process to Paycheck 

Around mid-month, the CIO personally kicks off the prorata process by initiating a series of 

custom SQL code routines that extract certain data from the SoC and combines that with other 

data drawn from HCM.  This code loads data to an Excel spreadsheet which makes the simple 

computation of converting „weekly workload‟ in SoC to the total to be paid for that 

assignment for the term, divides it by the number of agreed payments, compares that data to 

the amount that has already been paid to date, and calculates the amount to be paid in this 

period.  After one or more iterations of manual review by DO payroll and campus personnel, 
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additional custom code is used to load this data into the standard PS HCM payroll pay sheets.  

From this point forward, the payroll process is the completely standard PS payroll process. 

Regarding the custom prorata code, we requested but did not receive a full copy of the custom 

code and a comprehensive briefing on its operation.  We examined the portion of the code we 

were given and the output to the prorata preliminary report and we believe we understand how 

this functions but are still missing a significant portion of the code which has prevented us 

from fully analyzing its current operation.  While the logic on which the prorata process is 

based appears sound we were shown examples in which the execution of the logic was 

incorrect, the monthly pay was incorrectly calculated, and in at least one case, multiple 

assignments from different projects were incorrectly combined and posted to one of the two 

project codes.  In addition the custom prorata process is the source of a major process 

deficiency that we will detail in this report and almost surely needs to be replaced. 

Our major recommendations in this area include the following.  See the body of the report for 

a full listing and discussion of the findings and observations on which these recommendations 

are based.  Recommendations have been edited for length and the reader will also want to read 

the full original recommendations in the body of the report. 

Recommendation:  Immediately Secure a Copy and Operating Instructions: The CIO 

personally authored this code and no documentation regarding requirements, development, or 

operation exists.  The CIO possesses the only copy of this code; no one on his staff knows its 

whereabouts or how to utilize it.  This is an extreme risk to the district.  The district should 

immediately secure a copy of all custom prorata code and detailed operating instructions for 

utilizing it.  Members of the IT staff and/or payroll staff should be cross trained in its 

operation. 

Recommendation:  Rewrite the Prorata Process:  We were shown definitive examples in 

which the program logic did not execute correctly, incorrectly calculated the amount due 

monthly, and mis-reported the amount actually paid to date.  In one example we also observed 

that two separate assignments with different project codes were somehow combined by 

prorata resulting in both being added together and posted to a single project code while the 

other project code received no posting.  Since we were not able to examine the code the exact 

reason this has occurred or how often it occurs is not known.  However it is clear from these 

examples that in at least some instances that pay and posting information is incorrect.  As 

strongly suggested by Ron Gerhard, we agree that the prorata code and process should be 

rewritten, not only to resolve these calculation errors but also to resolve the issue of non-

auditability discussed later. 

Recommendation:  Prorata to Test for Valid Combination Codes:  In any revision of the 

code, a process for testing for valid combination codes should be included instead of letting 

this flow downstream to the pay distribution process where they must be corrected by 

MaryBeth Benvenutti.  This issue would also be largely resolved by our separate 

recommendation to have users of the Student Administration system be shown only valid 

combination codes from the Master Combination Code Table in Commitment Accounting 

rather than the unvalidated selection of the combination code components whose combination 

may be invalid. 
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Observation:  Prorata is not an Auditable System: Although pay can be traced back and 

audited into the prorata preliminary and final reports, the data on which that report was based 

from the SoC may have changed and may now be unrecoverable.  The SoC is a live system, 

not a transactional system and a change to any data item removes all traces of its previous 

value.  The prorata process as currently configured is non-auditable and any historical 

corrections to be made cannot be calculated based on retained factual records.  The prorata 

preliminary report from any prior period cannot be recreated based on current data as historical 

data is not retained by the SoC. 

Observation:  Prorata Unable to Support Multiple Cost Distributions: In the legacy 

payroll system it was possible to split the cost distribution for a single assignment among 

several combination codes.  The prorata process does not provide this capability. It would be 

possible to redesign either the existing or replacement prorata process to allow for this 

capability. 

Recommendation:  Initiate Prorata Later in the Month: As the process is made more 

reliable, initiating the process as late in the month as possible will reduce missed changes in 

the SoC and reduce post payroll adjustments and the risk of over payment. 

Recommendation:  Fully Automate the Existing Custom Routine to Eliminate Constant 

Manual Adjustment: The fact that the code must be manually revised personally by the CIO 

each month is a risk to the district.  This functionality should be table driven, automated, or 

otherwise simplified so that a non-programmer can make these adjustments when executing 

the program. 

Recommendation:  Revise Procedures and Management Emphasis to Promptly Record 

Cancelled Classes. Early term class cancellations are processed late in the SoC with high 

frequency resulting in a high frequency of overpayment, the first month having been paid in 

full but in the following month calculated to require a repayment by the employee.  At best it 

is inconvenient for an employee to have to repay a substantial amount of pay.  At worst, the 

district may fail to collect the overpayment and suffer the financial loss.  Campus procedures 

must be significantly revised and managed to ensure prompt entry of cancelled class data in 

the SoC. 

Recommendation:  Utilize One Set of Cost Centers that Allows Tracking at the 

Department Level:  The use and display of two cost centers for all colleges (except Laney) 

that utilize the approach of rolling up costs into a single campus-wide cost center (X59) is 

confusing and prevents Deans and other Area Managers from tracking their own budgets and 

actual for adjuncts at the department level.  Recommend that Peralta return to the practice of 

utilizing only department level cost centers and discontinue the dual code X59 procedure. 

From Paycheck to GL Posting 

This process actually starts with the completion of the PS payroll process (which does not 

technically include the printing of checks and advices as these are considered a post payroll 

process).  Payroll data is loaded to the Pay Distribution Process in HCM where the actuals for 

each employee are reviewed via the “Preaudit Report”.  Data now includes not only earnings 

but also deductions, withholdings, and additions to leave and sick balances if any.  

Adjustments to the “Preaudit Report” are returned to the Kyu Lee in IT who makes these 
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corrections in the system and the data is released to flow through the Payroll/GL interface and 

posts to the financials.  There is a final validation step just prior to posting the journals based 

on user defined rules that have been created by MaryBeth Benvenutti relating to allowed 

combinations of fund, object, and project codes. 

Recommendation:  There are a number of steps in this process which must be physically 

kicked off by members of the IT staff and in which detected errors must be sent to IT for 

actual correction.  In all cases, appropriate members of the Finance department should be 

trained and authorized to initiate these functions and make corrections directly without the 

requirement for intervention by members of IT. 

In the appendix to this report find other observations and recommendations that relate to areas 

outside of prorata pay for adjunct assignments.  Also find a brief discussion and comparison of 

how pay is processed and controls maintained for adjunct assignments in other districts. 
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PROJECT OVERVIEW 

This study was initiated in November 2010 at the direction of the district‟s Vice Chancellor 

for Finance & Administration, Ron Gerhard to identify and resolve issues associated with the 

prorata payroll process.  This process was identified as the primary source of errors and delays 

that have been causing the district‟s financials to be released late or with material inaccuracies 

depriving administrators of the necessary tools to accurately control current year expenditures 

and to forecast future years‟ needs. 

The current prorata payroll process has been in place since July 2008, effective with the 

implementation of the PeopleSoft Student Administration system and much effort has been 

expended over the intervening two-and-one-half years to identify and resolve problems as they 

arose.  Despite these significant efforts, there was disagreement among the users and providers 

of this data regarding its on-going accuracy and what specific factors and issues needed yet to 

be addressed. 

During preliminary conversations, prior to opening the project, the issues discussed with 

EB5C appeared to be primarily technical in nature requiring a review of the configuration of 

the PeopleSoft finance, payroll, and student administration modules and a review of the 

custom code in the prorata process.  Upon opening the project, we were encouraged to look at 

the end-to-end process and have discovered that the errors that persist are predominately 

process deficiencies and human errors with some high level configuration and technical design 

issues, but not as originally suspected highly technical in origin. 

Regarding the custom prorata code (the prorata process) by which data is extracted from 

different points in PeopleSoft and used to generate pay through the payroll module, we were 

encouraged to strongly consider starting fresh with new requirements and recommending a 

new development effort based on clearly articulated user needs.  We have attempted also to 

review and understand the elements of this custom code but have had great difficulty in 

obtaining the code or having a comprehensive description of its operation.   

As of the date of this writing we believe we understand how this functions but are still missing 

a significant portion of the code which has prevented us from fully analyzing its current 

operation.  While the logic on which the prorata process is based appears sound we were 

shown examples in which the execution of the logic was incorrect, the monthly pay was 

incorrectly calculated, and in at least one case, multiple assignments from different projects 

were incorrectly combined and posted to one of the two project codes.  In addition the custom 

prorata process is the source of a major process deficiency that we will detail in this report and 

almost surely needs to be replaced. 

Our approach involved mapping the end-to-end process by which prorata payrolls are 

produced and converted to financial data in the GL.  This was accomplished with interviews 

and document review with a wide variety of district office and campus employees.  In addition 

we performed a technical evaluation of the portion of the current prorata code we were able to 

access and conducted a high level review of the configuration of the PeopleSoft Human 

Capital Management (HCM) system which contains the HR data base, assignment actions, 

position control, and payroll routines.  We conducted a limited functional review of the 
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Schedule of Classes (SoC) module within the PeopleSoft Student Administration (SA) 

system, and a similar limited functional review of the PeopleSoft Finance system. 

It is worthy of note that essentially no written documentation of any kind was found for any 

portion of this evaluation.  This begins with the absence of written procedures or rules 

regarding when PAs are required, how they are to be coded, how they are to flow through 

approval, what various reviewers should audit, how the overall scheduling and instructor 

assignment process works, operating instructions of any kind for users of any of the 

PeopleSoft modules including Finance, HCM, Payroll, and Schedule of Classes, user training 

materials, documentation regarding the configuration of PeopleSoft, the correct definition of 

enterprise codes used within PeopleSoft, documentation regarding the prorata custom code 

including both original user requirements and current operating instructions, and any sort of 

desk reference for procedures for payroll or finance.  Not a single document could be 

discovered despite our continuous inquiries to all parties interviewed. 

The findings, observations, and recommendations in this report are solely the results of the 

study conducted by the EB5C, LLC team, based on the interviews, document and system 

reviews, and analysis conducted by us.  The portion of this project leading up to these finding, 

observations, and recommendations has been conducted as rapidly as possible to minimize 

project cost and has by no means been exhaustive.  However, we believe that we have 

captured adequate detail to support the recommendations which follow. 

 

Objectives and Scope 

Objectives: 

The prorata payroll has been identified by Peralta as the primary source of delay and 

inaccuracy in the financial statements of the district. 

The objective therefore is to identify and eliminate barriers which cause the prorata payroll to 

post late or incorrectly. 

Scope: 

Scope of this project is limited to payroll payments made via the prorata process, the method 

of payment to full time and part time faculty performing adjunct assignments. 

Note that the entire end-of-month off-cycle payroll is sometimes referred to as the Prorata 

Payroll but that this payroll also contains all hourly payments (those driven by time sheet) 

which includes payments to both employees and students.  These payroll payments for hourly 

assignments are also considered to be a source of error but are outside the scope of the current 

study. 

 



DRAFT – Incomplete Work Product – Not for Distribution 

Peralta Prorata Payroll Process DRAFT 12-10-10.Docx Page 12  

Problem Statement and Approach: 

The prorata problem is similar to the blind men and the elephant allegory, it all depends on 

where you stand in the chain of information as user or supplier as to how you perceive and 

define the problem. 

Although the problem was originally presented narrowly as mis-posting of the prorata payroll 

data to the financials the problem is actually greater. 

The overriding problem is that administrators and managers at Peralta and its colleges are 

deprived of timely and accurate financial data and therefore lack the tools and data with which 

to track current expenditures, avoid over and under spend conditions relative to budget, and 

lack critical data to forecast coming fiscal years. 

Regular payrolls and non-payroll expense are reported to be flowing timely and accurately into 

the financials.  The issue then is correctly identified that the adjunct assignments performed by 

part time faculty and contract regular instructors on extra service are the source of the 

problem.  These funds represent about $15.4M annually plus fringes from restricted and 

unrestricted operating funds. 

While inaccuracy in some portion of $15.4M of total expenditures may not seem a sufficiently 

large number to create a problem with financial control and forecasting, it is important to 

understand that these funds represent on the order of 55% of FTEF assignments and are 

among the most variable in month-to-month timing (with large spikes in fall and spring, a 

smaller spike in summer, and little or no expenditure in winter).  They are also the most 

critical in achieving and managing the growth in FTES.  These volatile funds „on the margin‟ 

of total expenditures are critical to control both in terms of total spend, and also in terms of 

timing.  The inability to see the current rate of spend by month accurately leaves 

administrators blind in many important decisions. 

The source of the problem is greater than simply a potential logic problem in custom code that 

causes prorata mis-postings.  It is any factor that causes prorata financial data to be entered late 

or in error that later causes prior month(s) financials to be materially restated, as well as factors 

that delay current postings because of errors.  Both factors have the same impact on users, that 

financial information provided is not timely or accurate and therefore, decisions made based 

on that information may be incorrect and subject to later revision.  It also implies a fairly high 

level of manual monitoring and rework when plans based on incorrect data must later be 

changed, impacting the administrative and management labor available. 

Since the end-state problem is primarily financial in nature and the single most important 

element in correct posting of the financial data is the combination code (the 23 number code 

string containing all the information regarding the nature of the expenditure and where it 

should correctly be posted) we began the investigation by looking for where in the end-to-end 

process the combination code first appears.  That is in the first cloned draft of the prior year‟s 

schedule used as the basis for planning and controlling the schedule of classes and instructors 

for the coming term. 

We tracked the combination code from this headwater of the process through all the steps 

required to pay for the adjunct assignment, and subsequently into the district‟s financials. 
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In looking for potential sources of error or delay we hypothesized that the following sources 

might be found to exist? 

1. Errors in the original setup of the SoC even prior to instructor assignment. 

2. Errors or delays when entering instructional assignments into the SoC. 

3. The absence of a PA when required. 

4. Incorrect manual entry on the paper PA that requires later correction. 

5. Delay in entering PAs into the PS HCM system. 

6. Incorrect entry of the data from the manual PA into the PS HCM system. 

7. Manual initiation of the prorata programs which may be run late. 

8. Multiple iterations of the prorata run required because of multiple errors resulting in 

payroll delay or insufficient time to fully check the data loaded to the prorata program. 

9. Manual adjustments to prorata payroll outside of the normal prorata process. 

10. Logic errors in the prorata programs causing them to post incorrectly. 

11. Logic or configuration problems that may exist in any of the three major modules, HCM, 

FIN, and SA.  

12. Process deficiencies that correct data in one system but not in another. 

During this study, most of these conditions were found to exist. 

Definitions and Standard Language 

Common to many organizations, different individuals refer to the elements of this process 

with different naming conventions.  In this study we use the following standard descriptors: 

Adjunct Assignment:  An instructional or non-instructional assignment (e.g. librarian, coach, 

counselor) which is not part of a regular contract certificated employee‟s base „full time‟ 

workload.  These have job codes in the 4XX job code series and are further identified with a 

suffix A (4XXA) for those occupied by full time employees on extra service or a suffix B 

(4XXB) for those occupied by part time employees including returning retirees.  An individual 

employee may have multiple adjunct assignments. 

The district pays separately for each assignment an employee may have.  Pay is by assignment, 

not by employee. 

Instructional Assignment (adjunct):  Matching an employee‟s name to an open teaching 

assignment in the Schedule of Classes (SoC) module in the PS Student Administration (SA) 

system.  This is frequently shortened by employees involved in scheduling and academics to 

simply „assignment‟ but should not be confused with the formal use of the word „assignment‟ 

as used in HCM which creates an obligation to pay. 

Full Time Adjunct (FT adjunct or Extra Service Adjunct):  This is most commonly 

referred to locally as Full Time or Contract Faculty on Extra Service or overload. 
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Part Time Adjunct (PT adjunct):  A non-regular employee working with less than .67FTE 

who teaches adjunct.  PT adjunct instructors typically teach 1 or 2 courses (calculated at .2FTE 

for a standard 3 hour lecture course) but may teach (or engage in non-instructional 

assignments) up to the max .67 FTE.  This is most commonly referred to locally as Part Time 

faculty, or simply as “adjunct faculty” not to be confused with the broader meaning which is 

any faculty member holding an adjunct assignment. 

Prorata Program or Prorata Process (PP):  The set of multiple software programs used to 

extract data from the Schedule of Classes and the HR database in HCM, preprocess and apply 

that data to the PS Payroll (PR) routine in HCM that allows adjunct assignment to be paid. 

Schedule of Classes (SoC):  The Student Administration system contains the module for 

maintaining classes and instructor assignments.  In this report we refer to this module within 

SA as the Schedule of Classes (SoC). 

PeopleSoft Student Administration System (SA):  The PS system containing among other 

things the Schedule of Classes and the routines for maintaining them. 

PeopleSoft Human Capital Management System (HCM):  The PS system containing all 

personnel actions, the HR database, position control, and payroll. 

PeopleSoft Financials (FIN):  The PS system housing the financial and budgeting systems of 

the district. 

Combination Code:  This is the PeopleSoft descriptor for the 23 character string which 

defines all the characteristics of the nature of an expenditure (or revenue or BS item) and 

where it should correctly be posted.  This is often referred to internally as the „account string‟ 

or the „GL code‟. 

Combination Code Table:  The Commitment Accounting module in HCM contains the 

master table of record for combination codes.   This includes all the currently valid 23 

character strings.  The Student Administration system does not contain an independent 

combination code table, but rather a series of independent pull-down elements that can be 

combined into a full combination code.  However, these manually selected combinations of 

elements may not exist in the Combination Code Table, and when compared, will be judged to 

be invalid. 

Personnel Action (PA):  The paper form on which “area managers” (managers with 

budgetary authority, typically Deans at the campus level) initiate various types of personnel 

actions such as new hire, additional assignment, separation, termination and the like.  In the 

context of adjunct instructional assignments the PA form that typically is recorded in PS HCM 

and forms the basis for an obligation to pay is used in a very non-traditional way discussed 

later.  Also, while we colloquially tend to call the actions which define the work done by 

employees “assignments” we must be careful to consider the broader category of all 

“personnel actions”.  A personnel action may create a new assignment or modify or terminate 

an existing assignment. 
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AN OVERVIEW OF THE PRORATA PAYROLL 

The prorata payroll is the off cycle payroll paid at the end of the month that pays adjunct 

instructional assignments.  Like regular payroll, it is paid only monthly. 

Payrolls are designated on-cycle or off-cycle based on the source of the time input that is paid 

in that payroll.  Off cycle payrolls by definition are those for which time is entered external to 

the payroll process, for example by time sheet for hourly assignments, and via the prorata 

process for adjunct assignments.  By contrast, regular employees not on positive attendance 

(time sheets) have their hours to be paid automatically calculated as a percentage of annual 

salary according to conventions configured into PeopleSoft Payroll. 

Peralta uses the Schedule of Classes as the basis for creating an obligation to pay.  This is 

unusual because it bypasses the fiscal controls built into the normal HCM assignment process 

in which the PA form is used to create an assignment which matches employee data with 

position data and creates an obligation to pay within the HCM system. 

There are no formal contracts covering adjunct assignments as are found in some districts 

binding service in each term.  Part time adjunct faculty receive a letter of assignment from 

their Office of Instruction which they are to sign and return.  Full time faculty on extra service 

receive no notice.  These letters of assignment play no role in the control of pay or 

assignments. 

The prorata process does not use a PA form to create an official obligation to pay in HCM.  

Rather, the simple presence of an instructors name in the Schedule of Classes, controlled by 

the Academic Support Specialist (the scheduler) on each campus creates that obligation.  A 

custom program (the prorata program) is used to convert SoC “weekly workload” into a 

payment for the class for the entire term (flat pay-by-class concept).  The amount is divided 

into four or five equal payments (fall/spring bargained agreement) and paid out over that many 

pay periods. 

The prorata program inserts this pay data into the „pay sheets‟ for each assignment in PS 

Payroll much as though it were a time entry from a time sheet except that the dollar amount is 

specified, not the time. 

This procedure of driving adjunct assignment pay from the SoC is not unique to Peralta but it 

is unknown how many other districts use this approach.  We know this same approach is used 

in the eight-college Los Angeles CCD as we were active in its design and implementation. 

At Peralta, this procedure was used historically in the legacy system prior to the 

implementation of the PeopleSoft HCM and Finance Systems in July 2005.  From July 2005 

until the PeopleSoft Student Administration system was implemented in July 2008 (containing 

the SoC) a hybrid program was used to load from the legacy SoC into PeopleSoft Payroll.  

The current prorata program was developed and implemented in July 2008.  

To provide a statistical snapshot, based on the Fall 2010 prorata payroll that was scheduled to 

be paid on 11/30/10: 



DRAFT – Incomplete Work Product – Not for Distribution 

Peralta Prorata Payroll Process DRAFT 12-10-10.Docx Page 16  

 

 910 employees were paid for one or more adjunct assignments. 

 These 910 employees shared 1839 instructional assignments.  (Note that the 1839 

count eliminates combined section IDs but does not eliminate separate lecture/lab 

combinations that may be taught by the same person.  The actual number of unique 

instructional assignments is therefore somewhat smaller, perhaps on the order of 1500 

or 1600, or about 1.8 assignments per adjunct instructor). 

Some additional detail regarding the status of these 910 employees and where they are 

teaching this fall: 

 
Alameda Laney Merritt BCC 

Grand 
Total 

FT Faculty on Extra Service 39 61 36 17 153 

Part Time Adjunct 108 281 136 170 695 

Returning Retirees 8 27 12 3 50 

Reg. Classified teaching 
adjunct 

2 5 4 1 12 

Grand Total 157 374 188 191 910 

      

(column percentages) 
     

 
Alameda Laney Merritt BCC 

Grand 
Total 

FT Faculty on Extra Service 25% 16% 19% 9% 17% 

Part Time Adjunct 69% 75% 72% 89% 76% 

Returning Retirees 5% 7% 6% 2% 5% 

Reg. Classified teaching 
adjunct 

1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

      

(row percentages) 
     

 
Alameda Laney Merritt BCC 

Grand 
Total 

FT Faculty on Extra Service 25% 40% 24% 11% 100% 

Part Time Adjunct 16% 40% 20% 24% 100% 

Returning Retirees 16% 54% 24% 6% 100% 

Reg. Classified teaching 
adjunct 

17% 42% 33% 8% 100% 

Grand Total 17% 41% 21% 21% 100% 
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OVERVIEW OF THE END-TO-END PRORATA PAYROLL PROCESS 

Using the process point of view, we divided the end-to-end prorata process into four major 

processes and used this structure in conducting our review. 

 

From Initial 

Schedule of 

Classes to 

Commitment to 

Pay

From Commitment 

to Pay to Final 

Approval of PA

From Initiation of 

Monthly Prorata 

Process to 

Paycheck

From Paycheck to 

GL Posting

 

 

From Initial Schedule of Classes (SoC) to Commitment to Pay 

The first appearance of the combination code occurs when the SoC for an upcoming term is 

cloned from the same term of the previous year.  The process concludes with the commitment 

to pay the adjunct assignment.  The unusual feature of this process is that the commitment to 

pay which ordinarily is based on a PA with multiple approvals then entered in HCM is 

replaced by a non-PA process in which the Dean, through the VPI instructs the scheduler to 

enter the instructor‟s name in the SoC against an available class.  When the instructor‟s name 

is entered by the scheduler the PS system as currently configured with the prorata process 

recognizes an obligation to pay with no further approval or entry in HCM. 

From Commitment to Pay to Final Approval of PA 

This process step is not necessary to the completion of the accurate pay or posting of adjunct 

assignments and is shown with the discontinuous arrow.  It is retained here to show how 

uniquely different is the process for committing to payment for adjunct assignments compared 

to the base assignment for regular employees.  PAs are utilized for only a small fraction of 

instructional assignments each term.  Adjunct assignments are not controlled through the 

Position Control System and are therefore outside of the normal control methods and tools to 

project or control cost.   

From Initiation of Monthly Prorata Process to Paycheck 

Around mid-month, the CIO personally kicks off the prorata process by initiating a series of 

custom SQL code routines that extract certain data from the SoC and combines that with other 

data drawn from HCM.  This code loads data to an Excel spreadsheet which makes the simple 

computation of converting „weekly workload‟ in SoC to the total to be paid for that 

assignment for the term, divides it by the number of agreed payments, compares that data to 

the amount that has already been paid to date, and calculates the amount to be paid in this 

period.  After one or more iterations of manual review by DO payroll and campus personnel, 

additional custom code is used to load this data into the standard PS HCM payroll pay sheets.  

From this point forward, the payroll process is the completely standard PS payroll process. 
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From Paycheck to GL Posting 

This process actually starts with the completion of the PS payroll process (which does not 

technically include the printing of checks and advices as these are considered a post payroll 

process).  Payroll data is loaded to the Pay Distribution Process in HCM where the actuals for 

each employee are reviewed via the “Preaudit Report”.  Data now includes not only earnings 

but also deductions, withholdings, and additions to leave and sick balances if any.  

Adjustments to the “Preaudit Report” are returned to Kyu Lee in IT who makes these 

corrections in the system and the data is released to flow through the Payroll/GL interface and 

posts to the financials.  There is a final validation step just prior to posting the journals based 

on user defined rules that have been created by MaryBeth Benvenutti relating to allowed 

combinations of fund, object, and project codes. 
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FROM INITIAL SCHEDULE OF CLASSES TO COMMITMENT TO PAY 

Overview 

The first appearance of the combination code occurs when the SoC for an upcoming term is 

cloned from the same term of the previous year.  The process concludes with the commitment 

to pay the adjunct assignment.  The unusual feature of this process is that the commitment to 

pay which ordinarily is based on a PA with multiple approvals then entered in HCM is 

replaced by a non-PA process in which the Dean, through the VPI instructs the scheduler to 

enter the instructor‟s name in the SoC against an available class.  When the instructor‟s name 

is entered by the scheduler the PS system as currently configured with the prorata process 

recognizes an obligation to pay with no further approval or entry in HCM. 

 

First creation 

of new term 

schedule by 

cloning prior 

term

Deans/VPI 

indicate to 

scheduler who is 

to teach each 

class

Scheduler enters 

instructors name in 

SoC

PA

If new hire or non-

instructional assmt

PA

If fund 11 or 30

 

 

Procedures 

Initial Setup of First Cloned SoC in Each Term 

The combination code for adjunct instructional assignments comes into being during the first 

creation of the new term SoC by cloning the prior year‟s same term.  These initial clones are 

physically created by Sheryl Queen in EdSvc. 

In this first clone, instructors‟ names and room assignments are removed leaving only the 

classes.  The schedule is said to be about 80% similar from term to term. 

Also the routine used for creating the first cloned SoC causes all combination codes to default 

to fund 01.  By starting from the assumption that all funds are 01 the district is protected 

against accidentally charging to a restricted fund by default.  During subsequent steps the 

scheduler must take a positive action to change the combination code if appropriate. 
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Elements of the combination code tend to be stable from year to year except for Project Code 

which is updated annually to code for fiscal year.  Project code is the element that codes for 

the old fund detail (EOPS, TANF, etc.) where funds are to be accounted on a fiscal year basis 

and must be assumed not to renew.  100% of project codes change annually and these codes 

must be manually corrected by the scheduler during development of the SoC. 

Recommendation:  Automate the Annual Update of Project Codes: Since 

repetitive manual correction is a potential source of human error, create a simple table 

driven routine within SoC that translates old project code to new project code when 

the SoC is first cloned. 

Recommendation:  Restructure Project Codes for Fiscal Year: It appears that the 

only reason that project codes are changed annually is to account for fiscal year.  Other 

fields are available in the combination code that could be used for this function.  

Allowing project codes to remain stable over a long period of time would reduce 

errors and rework and allow easier year-to-year interpretation of project codes by 

campus users. 

We understand that it is Finance‟s intent to discontinue the annual change of project 

numbers effective 7/1/11.  Some version of these automated rollover routines may still 

be appropriate depending on how you structure that revision. 

Assignment of Instructors 

The most critical task the schedulers perform from the perspective of prorata payroll is the 

assignment of instructors.   

The base instructional assignments for contract regular faculty, including non-teaching 

assignments are quite stable and repetitive over time.  Deans with the approval of the VPI 

make these regular assignments with the schedulers leaving only adjunct assignments to be 

filled.  Instructional assignments for regular contract faculty will have an action present in 

HCM backed by a fully approved PA and matched to a position in the Position Control 

System (PCS) and are under good control through the combined checks of both the 

instructional assignment process and the HR assignment process.  We did not directly 

investigate these assignments but expect to find only one assignment in HCM with no end 

date until the assignment is terminated or the employee is separated. 

The remaining adjunct assignments, totaling about 1600 this fall are filled 17% by full time 

faculty on extra service and 83% by part time faculty (including retirees and FT classified 

teaching adjunct). 

The procedures for filling adjunct instructional assignments, changing workloads, or 

cancelling classes appears to vary from campus to campus.  We did not review these specific 

authorizing documents at each campus.  It is likely that Deans, VPIs, and schedulers are 

diligent in allowing only qualified and authorized individuals to be assigned, however there 

are none of the protections for the district normally associated with making a commitment to 

pay.   

Adjunct assignments are not controlled in the Position Control System.  The tools in that 

system that can forecast labor cost by term or track versus actual therefore cannot be used. 
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Adjunct assignments are entered in HCM only once when the employee is first hired and do 

not appear each term as might have been expected with a formal approval process similar to 

other assignments.  It is reported that regular contract faculty do not have even an adjunct 

assignment placeholder assignment in HCM as these individuals are assumed to be allowed to 

teach adjunct within the area of the academic qualifications. 

Recommendation:  Control Adjunct Assignments with Position Control: 

Consider placing all adjunct assignments under the control of the Position Control 

System and the use of PAs for each assignment each term.  See the full discussion 

under the Findings, Observations, and Recommendations heading below. 

Requirements for PA Forms and Approvals 

The rules regarding when a PA form must be used are not documented.  Members of district 

HR confirm that no written guidance has been issued in the last five years and we found only 

one individual among our many field and district interviews that was able to produce a copy of 

the last written guidance on when and how to prepare PA, a district document dated July 1998. 

Based on interview, schedulers seemed to be reasonably knowledgeable of when PAs are 

required.  Campus interviews with Deans and Business Managers showed very wide 

inconsistency in their knowledge of when PAs are required which therefore prevents them 

from exercising the oversight of the process with which they are charged. 

Based on interview, the most widely accepted definitions of when a PA for an adjunct 

assignment is required are these: 

1. New hires.  Schedulers are unable to access the names of instructors that are not 

physically present in HCM and this occurs only after the new hire process is complete.  

The district is therefore protected from the entry of non-employees though it certainly 

still occurs (as it does in essentially all districts) that on occasion a new instructor is 

put to work before the new hire process is complete or their name appears as available 

in the data base for SoC. 

2. Retirees‟ first adjunct assignment following retirement. 

3. Classified first adjunct assignment. 

4. All assignments to be funded from fund 11 (restricted) or fund 30 (contract ed).  Only 

12% of adjunct assignments are funded from funds 11 or 30 this fall leading us to 

expect only about 190 PA forms associated with adjunct assignments in this category.  

Of course a much larger number would be generated from regular instructional 

assignments funded from these sources. 

5. All non-instructional assignments (ZZxxx) regardless of funding source.  An 

additional 3.5% of assignments from fund 01 (not covered by the rule above) are for 

non-instructional assignments requiring about an additional 50 PAs. 

Excluding new hires, the district would expect only about 15% of adjunct assignments to be 

supported by PAs, about 240 PAs for about 1600 assignments in total. 

Recommendation:  District HR to Clarify Procedures for PAs: District HR should 

take the lead in clearly establishing the rules for PAs, when they are required, what 
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their routing should be, and how they should be filled out.  The rules should then be 

trained and enforced. 

Issue for Consideration:  Classifieds Teaching Adjunct: The use of classified 

district employees to teach adjunct has hidden cost and control issues that causes some 

districts to prohibit their own classifieds from teaching adjunct.  The issue is that 

classified employees are assigned to a standard 40 hour week so that any adjunct 

assignments must be paid at the higher overtime rate.  The district does pay this 

overtime but campus administrators may be unaware that the cost of these instructors 

is essentially 50% higher than similar non-classified instructors.  Other districts have 

also experienced time control issues in which the classified adjuncts may wish to teach 

during the standard 40 hour work week diverting time from their standard assignment.  

The policy used by one district is to prohibit its own classifieds from teaching adjunct 

but allowing classifieds from other districts to teach if qualified.  Its own classifieds 

therefore are welcome to teach but only at other districts.  At Peralta, 12 classified 

employees were teaching adjunct this fall. 

Use of the PA Form in Correcting the Combination Code 

In addition to informing the scheduler of the name of the employee to be assigned, the primary 

use of the PA form is to correct the funding source in the combination code by correctly 

identifying those assignments to be funded from restricted funds. 

End of Process - Definition 

Although the PA form continues on through many additional approvers and reviewers 

following the scheduler, we have defined this point as the end of this major process because 

regardless of any subsequent approver, the employee assignment will now be recognized in 

payroll as required to be paid with the next payroll. 

 

Additional Observations, Findings, 

Recommendations 

Observation:  Which elements of the combination code are most subject to erroneous 

entry: 

The 23 character combination code consists of the following elements in the following order.  

When reviewed or entered by the scheduler they occur as individual data elements to be 

selected not necessarily in this order, and are later concatenated by the prorata custom code 

into a full combination code which is compared to the combination code validation table in 

HCM Commitment Accounting prior to posting to financials. 
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Sample: 

Location Fund 
Cost 

Center 
Object Program Activity Project Line 

5 1 514 1351 1 646000 1004 01 

 

Location Code:   

Only five possible selections exist and it is difficult to select in error since all actions on a 

campus will bear the same location code. 

1 District 

2 Alameda 

5 Laney 

6 Merritt 

8 Berkeley 

Fund:   

Although a number of fund codes exist, the simplification of restricted funds into fund 11 this 

year makes this selection easier.  However, the scheduler only knows to indicate fund 11 or 30 

if it is correctly identified on a manual PA form initiated by the Deans.  Due to multiple 

manual reviews most of these restricted fund programs are ultimately identified and corrected 

in the first two months of a term, however some errors persist into the third and subsequent 

months.  In November there were still on the order of 10 errors detected through manual 

review, some of which were at the Fund code level. 

01 General unrestricted 

11 Categorical 

30 Contract Education 

The detail for reporting these categorical programs independently is now found in “Project”. 

Cost Center :  

Cost centers are generally departments and the first digit of the three digit cost center code 

should correspond to the location code. 

Schedulers generally do not enter cost center manually as a table in SoC automatically 

converts the manually entered “Activity” code (the TOP code for academic expenditures) into 

“cost center” codes.  These automated table entries can be manually overridden by the 

scheduler and is an occasional source of error. 

The table that supports the conversion of activity code to cost center code in the SoC is 

controlled exclusively by Sheryl Queen (and her designated backup) in EdSvc.  The actual 

maintenance of the table is controlled personally by the CIO, Minh Lam. 

Observation:  Cost Center Code: When the scheduler elects to override the 

automatic table selection of Cost Center, the pull down menu displays the cost centers 

from all colleges, potentially allowing the scheduler to enter a code not valid for that 

location. 
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Recommendation:  Validate Cost Center Code for Campus: Use a small 

validation code on this screen to prevent schedulers from seeing or being able to select 

cost centers from other campuses. 

Observation:  Source of Code Disagreements – Activity and Cost Center Codes: 

Some of the disagreements between options available to the scheduler in “Activity 

Code” result from about a year ago when the state made wholesale changes in the 

TOP codes.  At that time the Master Combination Code Table was revised to account 

for all the then required new TOP codes.  However, as new courses have been added 

in previously unused TOP codes, these do not yet appear in the Master Combination 

Code Table and drop out to suspense during the payroll distribution process prior to 

financial posting.  When these are identified Sheryl Queen also modifies the “Activity 

Code to Cost Center Code” table by requesting via email that the CIO make the table 

change.  It is reported that on some occasions these changes in the table have not been 

made timely causing errors to repeat over multiple payroll cycles. 

Recommendation:  EdSvc to Directly Control the “Activity Code to Cost Center 

Code” Table:  Having the CIO personally control modifications to this table is not 

appropriate for his role and changes could more reliably and quickly be implemented 

by having Sheryl Queen make these changes directly in this table. 

Object:   

Only a very limited number of object codes are valid for prorata payroll.   

1351 Instructor, Part Time and Extra Service 

1352 Instructor Sub-Daily Sick  

1353 Instructor, Retiree  

1355 Instructor – Fee based contract  

1356 Instructor – Part Time, office hours  

1357 Instructor – Part time and Extra Service, parity payment  

1452 Department chairs 

1453 Counselors 

1454 Librarians 

1455 Coaches 

1456 Other non-teaching assignments 

1457 Non teaching retirees 

1458 Parity pay for non teaching faculty 

1459 Staff developing training faculty 

Although this list was supplied as valid for prorata, we observe that for example parity pay and 

part time office hours are not paid through prorata and the list may yet be somewhat smaller 

than this data reflects. 

Observation: Instructional and Non-Instructional Object Codes: While these are 

stable from year to year, schedulers and district employees still report errors occurring 

in which instructional activity codes (TOP codes) are matched with non-instructional 

object codes and vice versa. 
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Recommendation:  Instructional and Non-Instructional Object Codes: Use a 

small validation code on this screen to prevent entry of object codes that disagree at 

the “instructional” versus “non-instructional” level with the Activity code (TOP code) 

entry. 

Program:  

Used to indicate term when the assignment is instructional: 

0 Dummy 

1 General Operations 

2 Spring 

3 Summer 

4 Fall 

5 Fall intercession, Dec to mid-Jan 

6 Spring intercession May to mid-June 

7 Summer intercession, July EOM to mid-August 

ALLPG All programs 

It is reported that codes 5 and 7 are not currently in use.  Since the schedules are cloned from 

the same term in the preceding year, the program code should be correct. 

Activity:   

These are TOP codes (Taxonomy of Program) and drive certain types of reporting to the state.  

The selection of Activity code drives the table which automatically enters “Cost Center” in the 

SoC.  TOP codes are in the academic area of expertise and assumed to be both stable over 

time (unless changed by the State) and reviewed by Deans, VPIs, and Education Services. 

See the observation and recommendation under Object code regarding screen 

validation and under Cost Center regarding maintenance of the Activity to Cost Center 

code table. 

Project:   

The list of valid project codes is 11 pages long single spaced.  Project in this context is used 

primarily to define the detail of which categorical program or grant is being utilized in order to 

facilitate state reporting.  This data was previously coded in the Fund field.  Project code will 

be “0000” for general fund and would only be otherwise coded for restricted funds in prorata.  

On campus, Deans and VPIs would be the only individuals qualified to thoroughly review this 

field based on local knowledge.  Project codes are currently replaced each fiscal year to 

facilitate required fiscal year accounting.  This is a manual effort driven by the paper PA form. 

See the observation and recommendation regarding automating the annual update 

of project codes in the previous section. 

Line:   

An ad hoc field used by the campuses to track details of programs such as categoricals as they 

see fit. For example, in one case it is used to track program types (subsets) of EOPS 

categorical funding.  Not a controlled field. 
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Fields Available in PeopleSoft for Definition of the Combination Code: 

Note that PeopleSoft allows for a number of fields in the creation of the combination code that 

are not currently in use. 

Object Code :  1456  

Department :  112  

Project/Grant :  0000  

Product :    Not used 

Fund Code :  01  

Program Code :  1  

Class Field :    Not used 

Affiliate :    Not used 

Operating Unit :    Not used 

Alternate Account :    Not used 

Budget Reference :    Not used 

Location :  1  

Acct Line :  00  

Activity Suffix :  660200  

 

Summary Recommendation: Internal Validation of Combination Code Elements 

Available to the Scheduler:  A number of the elements of the combination code are 

selected from pull down lists by the scheduler during assignment entry and 

modification.  Specific cases are called out above.  Errors in the combination code can 

be introduced by the scheduler selecting incorrect code combinations or by the Deans 

who indicate erroneous combination code elements on PA forms.  This error type is a 

known cause of rejects between instructional assignments entered in SoC and posting 

to financials when a conflict exists between the combination code entered and those 

deemed valid by the Master Combination Code Table in HCM Commitment 

Accounting.  These small internal validation routines are easy to construct in 

PeopleSoft.  The schedulers‟ SoC screen should be reviewed for all opportunities to 

prepare these internal validations and coded to prevent as many errors as possible. 

Recommendation:  Use of a Single Combination Code Table:  Similar to the 

problem and recommendation above, there are essentially two combination code 

tables in PeopleSoft, one in SoC and one in HCM which may disagree.  The table in 

HCM is the Combination Code table of record for valid combination codes and will 

reject from financial posting entries it deems invalid from SoC.  The table in the SoC 

is not a fully linked combination code table but rather separate tables for each element 

of the combination code.  The disagreements between these tables is also a known 

source of errors creating financial posting and payroll rejects or rework.  Note that 

regular payroll entries that do not agree with the master table will reject from the 

payroll run but that entries which disagree in prorata will not reject from the payroll 
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run, but will reject when attempting to pass through the pay distribution process to 

financial posting.  We recommend that you craft a solution causing the SoC to use the 

same table of record that exists in HCM Commitment Accounting so that only one 

table exists and no disagreements can occur. 

 

Observation:  Miscoding of Assignment Type:  Another field entered by the 

scheduler in the SoC is “assignment type”.  Although not part of the combination 

code, „assignment type‟ plays a central role in the calculation of prorata pay.  Typical 

values are „lecture‟, „lab‟, and „non instructional‟.  However, the pull down menu (see 

below) allows the scheduler to pick from 28 different values and allows the scheduler 

to select a code applicable only to FT Faculty for a PT Adjunct and vice versa. 

 

Recommendation:  Validate Assignment Type Code: Use a small validation code 

on this screen to restrict selection to valid options. 

Recommendation:  Improve the Display of the Combination Code:  A string of 23 

digits containing no spaces and no headings is essentially indecipherable to all but the 

most seasoned reviewers.  As a matter of practice and policy the combination code 

should always be broken down and clearly separated into its eight constituent 

components and when displayed on reports, shown with accurate descriptive column 

headings. 

Recommendation:  UtilizePooled Positions in  Position Control and Term 

Assignments to Control Adjunct Instructional Assignments:  We recommend that 

you implement pooled positions for all adjunct assignments accompanied by a 

requirement to write a formal HR assignment for each instructional assignment each 

term.  Best practice would include establishing the pooled adjunct positions by 

department by term.  This would give you both best control and best forecasting 

ability.  You may wish to examine the practices at LACCD which utilizes this 

approach across its eight campuses with great success. 
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At the same time we recognize that this would be perceived by the campuses as a large 

increase in workload to go from „unofficial‟ (not entered in HCM) PAs for 15% of 

assignments to official recorded PAs for 100% of assignments.  It is likely that you 

would want to roll this out in conjunction with the smart ePAF system.  See our 

separate recommendation for the features that should be a requirement for ePAFs.  

This would largely if not completely offset the additional labor and also dramatically 

reduce the occurrance of late assignments in the SoC.  There is bound to be resistance 

in going from a low or no-control environment to one of normal control but the 

absence of fiscal checks and balances that currently exists should likely be seen as 

unacceptable.  In the redesign of the prorata process, prorata would continue to be 

driven by the SoC but before calculating pay, prorata would query the HR database to 

ensure that the adjunct assignment is present before creating a pay line.  Smart ePAFs 

would also almost completely eliminate incorrect coding at its source by allowing the 

intiators to select only combination codes in the master table, appropriately shifting the 

labor to the initiator and away from after the fact error resolution in payroll and 

finance. 

Observation:  Fund 03 Correction:  With the SoC default combination code set to 

all fund 01, the schedulers are attuned to correcting the fund source for funds 11 and 

30.  However, when directly questioned regarding whether they also corrected for fund 

03, community service (fee based instruction), they all specifically stated that they did 

not change combination code fund source to account for fund 03.  It is unclear where, 

if ever, instructional assignment combination codes for fund 03 are updated.  Since 

fund 03 assignments are paid hourly and not prorata we did not further pursue this, 

however, we understand that costs associated with contract ed appear to be 

substantially understated and this may be a cause.  
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FROM COMMITMENT TO PAY TO FINAL APPROVAL OF PA 

Overview 

This process step is not necessary to the completion of the accurate pay or posting of adjunct 

assignments.  It is retained here to show how uniquely different is the process for committing 

to payment for adjunct assignments compared to the base assignment for regular employees.  

PAs are utilized for only a small fraction of instructional assignments each term, about 15%.  

Adjunct assignments are not controlled through the Position Control System and are therefore 

outside of the normal control methods and tools to project or control cost.   

Procedures 

The PAs generated for adjunct assignments (for restricted fund and non-instructional 

assignments) are manually carried along an approval routing that typically involves six stops 

on campus and 10 additional stops in the District Office.  However, the degree of attention 

they receive varies widely from campus to campus and since the PeopleSoft system recognizes 

an obligation to pay after the third campus stop with the scheduler, there is reason to question 

the necessity of the additional 13 stops. 

Total processing time on campus averaged 23 days (random sample of 63 PAs, not all prorata 

but all from fund 11 or 30), and an average of 53 days campus and district office combined 

(min 13 days, max 143 days) (random sample of 29, not all prorata but all from fund 11 or 

30).  

49% of the PAs reviewed were initiated after the assignment begin date by an average of 34 

days (random sample of 63 PAs, not all prorata but all from fund 11 or 30). 

On Campus 

The typical campus routing is shown below.  Where colleges do not have Deans then 

Department Chairs initiate the PAs with the work actually being performed by their staff 

assistants.  Schedulers report that they never initiate PAs which is a good practice for 

separation of duties and reduces the risk of fraud. 

The VPIs may or may not review those generated by Student Services or special programs 

such as ATLAS at Alameda according to internal routing conventions different for each 

college. 

As a paper form, PAs are frequently reported lost or delayed so a significant number of the 

participants in this chain keep hard copies for their files, probably totaling four or five full sets 

throughout the process.   
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Paper PA created 

by a Dean, VPSS, 

or other project 

director

Typically created 

by their assistant 

and signed by the 

“Area Manager”

VP Instruction Scheduler Business Office President
To District HR

Schedulers pay the closest attention in the review reporting a 5% to 10% error rate in the 

coding they receive.  They are of course very attuned to PAs from funds 11 and 30 as these 

signal the requirement to assign an instructor for a currently TBD class and naturally triggers a 

review of the combination code and other elements. 

Business Office practices vary widely.  Some have multiple stops within the Business Office, 

others claim to have little basis or knowledge on which to conduct a detailed review and 

acknowledge paying only light attention.  The same is true for checks of budget adequacy.  

Fund 1 assignments are funded from a single large pool of funds on campus and cannot 

therefore be accurately reviewed for available budget below the college aggregate level.  Fund 

11 and 30 budgets are reviewed for adequacy, but since many may still be in the preliminary 

budget state at the time of review (typically based on 50% to 80% of last year‟s actual) these 

checks are not definitive. Some actively request not to be involved since their ability to 

oversee these budgets effectively does not exist.   

At the District Office 

These PAs typically make 10 stops in the District Office as shown in the diagram below.  The 

most important element of this portion of the process is that these PAs are never entered into 

HCM as there are no HR actions required.  Instead they are filed in the employee‟s file. 

Observation:  We attempted to trace two items from the prorata payroll into the 

employee‟s personnel file and were unable to locate either one.  A larger sample may 

have given a different result.  It is also possible that filing is delayed or backed up, but 

if so it would represent a 60 to 90 day backlog. 

In HR, two HR Generalists, Julie Huang and Denise Fontenot handle all academic 

assignments divided by specific campuses.  They audit the incoming PAs for accuracy but do 

not review the combination code, relying on Finance or Education Services to find any of 

these errors.  If HR actions are required by the content of the PAs they also enter the action 

directly in HCM.  They are the only individuals to enter academic assignments in HCM, 

however note that leave and benefit actions are handled and entered by others in HR. 
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Date and time 

stamped at HR 

front desk and 

distributed to Julie, 

Denise, Ruby, et 

al.

Julie, Denise 

(Ruby) review for 

campus signatures 

and content

David Betts

VC HR

Fund 11 and 30 to 

Carmen Fairley

Ed Svc

Fund 1 to 

MaryBeth 

Benvenutti, 

Finance (to be 

budget director)

David Betts

No new check, just 

distribute

Julie Huang 

To file

Not entered in PS

Denise Fontenot

To file

Not entered in PS

Ruby and other as 

appropriate 

To file

Not entered in PS

VC Ed Svc

Debbi Budd

Sheryl Queen

Ed Svc

If

Overload

Vu Nguyen

Finance

 

Additional Observations, Findings, 

Recommendations 

Observation:  Impact of Late PAs:  In the random sampling of PAs for time to process, we 

noted that in addition to taking a very long time to pass through all approvers, 49% of the PAs 

reviewed were initiated after the assignment begin date by an average of 34 days (random 

sample of 63 PAs, not all prorata but all from fund 11 or 30).  27% of the PAs were more than 

15 days late (average 55 days for this subgroup) which creates a strong statistical likelihood 
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that they missed being paid in the pay period in which the assignment began.  A significant 

number would have missed two pay periods. 

Since the obligation to pay is created by the scheduler in the second or third stop of the 

approval routing, even very long total approval times are not likely to have created delay in 

paying in the appropriate pay period. However, PAs written substantially after the assignment 

start date would indeed create a delay. 

In total however, more than ¼ of PAs missed at least one pay period, creating a hardship for 

the employee and creating a material understatement of expense in the first month of the term 

and a material overstatement of expense (as retros are captured) in the second and even third 

month of the term.  If these payment patterns as captured in the district‟s financials are used 

for month-to-month forecasting, the conclusions drawn would be materially incorrect unless 

this very significant late assignment/late pay pattern were taken into account. 

Also, since the first month of a term may also be the same period in which district reporting 

for categorical funds and grants to their issuing agencies is required, the data available for 

these reports in the first month or two of the spring and fall term may also lead to 

misreporting. 

Recommendation:   Emphasis on the Importance of PAs:  The creation of PAs several 

weeks or months after the employee has begun work is a reflection of the lack of management 

emphasis given to their importance and the infrequency of their use.  Simply automating PAs 

will not necessarily assist in the reducing late reporting.  Resolving this issue can be addressed 

with one of two approaches, and a combination of the two will probably be most effective.   

1). Management emphasis at the college level.  This means that the college Presidents must 

take an active stand in emphasizing the importance of timely PAs including tracking the 

incidence of PAs written after the employee is put to work, and perhaps including personal 

„conversations‟ or formal reprimands for Deans or Department Chairs found to be a 

continuing source.   

2.) Creating a much more important fiscal control role for PAs such as requiring 100% of 

adjunct assignments to have a new PA in every term.  This would most likely be achieved in 

combination with the extension of Position Control to adjunct assignments. 

Observation: Number of Approvers:  Leaving aside for the moment the issue that all 

approvers after the scheduler are essentially immaterial to prorata pay, the presence of 5 or 6 

approvers on campus and another 8 to 10 at the District Office is far in excess of what is 

required by good fiscal controls.  In this observation, an „approver‟ is judged to be anyone 

whose signature is required on the PA or on whose desk the PA must stop for review. 

For good fiscal control, a minimum requirement should be the approval of the initiator 

(assumed to be a person such as a Dean with budgetary authority) and one additional approver 

with budgetary authority (most likely the VPI or similar position).  In the most extreme cases, 

no more than a total of three approvals should be required. 

In addition, many of the stops made by the PA are by „reviewers‟ and not „approvers‟ who by 

definition must have budgetary authority.  The roles of some reviewers such as the scheduler 

are unavoidable and appropriate.  However many of the other reviewer/approvers including 
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the college presidents, the VCs of Finance and Ed Svc do not make any material contribution 

to control and should be eliminated.  The role of review (as in one who signs the document) is 

frequently confused with being kept informed.  College Presidents and similar senior 

administrators would be better served seeing summary reports, on a daily basis if necessary, 

without directly involving themselves with the source document and the increasingly likely 

probability that they themselves are a source of processing delay. 

Similarly, while elements such as the check for adequate budget and overload situations are 

important, they should be separated out from the linear flow of the PA document which 

creates delay.  Decisions made regarding budget, overload, and similar topics are important 

and should be made before an employee begins work (although we already know that about ½ 

of PAs are written after employees begin their assignments) but should be made separate 

processes in parallel, not in series with PA approvals which simply creates additional delay. 

Recommendation:  Limit the Number of Approvers:  The district should adopt a policy 

that specifies that only two (potentially three) approvals (and only by individuals with 

budgetary authority) are necessary and required on PAs (and all other expenditures).  Other 

administrators wanting to be „kept in the loop‟ should be served with reports based on their 

true information and action needs.  Note that some types of PAs should (and may already) 

follow different approval paths.  It is likely for example that a college president would want to 

sign off on any new full time hires, but has little interest in the details of how adjunct 

assignment funds are spent at the instructor level, but a very high level of interest in how they 

are spent at the department or college level. 

Recommendation:  Automate the PA System:  During our district and field interviews, 

there was hardly an individual who did not mention their desire to return to an automated PA 

system similar to the one last used five years ago.  Our personal experience also supports the 

use of an automated system that has the following characteristics: 

 Smart Routing:  Enables some types of PAs to take different paths (for example, new 

hires are seen by the college president but others are not). 

 Urgent Workflow:  Utilizes rules of „automatic escalation‟ to automatically move a 

PA that has been sitting too long with one approver, and move it on to the next 

approver, while documenting its actions in history files and in emails to the skipped 

approver and to the next approver. 

 Smart Workflow:  Allows any approver in the designated chain to make any changes 

to the PA they deem necessary, creates a history file of the „from‟ and „to‟ changes, 

and notifying all other members of the approval chain of the change. 

 Smart PA Forms:  Smart PA forms do not utilize a single form-looking input sheet but 

rather a small number of screens that lead the initiator and any subsequent approver 

through the process of creating a PA by simple interview that will be correct and legal 

in all its coding.  This is a very smart and very friendly user interface, using only 

English language terms and questions (no codes) to allow a casual or occasional user 

to create an accurate PA.  Decisions made on each screen limit future decisions to only 

logical and legal codes so that the final ePAF is guaranteed to be a legal and 

acceptable action when entered in PeopleSoft. 
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 One Touch Commit to PeopleSoft:  When fully approved, the ePAF arrives at the HR 

Generalist who in the past would have to re-keystroke all the PA data into multiple PS 

screens, creating the opportunity for additional unintended error.  With One-Touch-

Commit, the HR Generalist first fully reviews the personnel action, indicates their 

agreement or makes additional changes (with all previous approvers and the initiator 

notified of the specific changes made) and then commits the action to PeopleSoft with 

a single keystroke.  At that time the ePAF system creates and loads all the necessary 

file types needed by PeopleSoft without risk of error. 

Observation:  PA Form Difficult for the Occasional User to Complete Accurately: We 

made a limited investigation of PA forms with samples provided by Denise Fontenot at 

random from a recent group.  These included an additional assignment as substitute, 

attendance at an ESL orientation and assessment, and an overload request.  The forms were 

filled out incorrectly and information was incomplete showing, as expected, that departmental 

users who only occasionally need to fill out these complex forms are unaware of the many 

types of information and requested actions for personnel actions.  In addition to the action 

requested (frequently mis-interpreted by the initiator) some requested information such as 

detail regarding fringe benefits and salary information are probably not known to the initiator 

and very difficult to fill out correctly.  Even in matching the action to a position the 

information was in error (with one PA indicating the position number for the President of 

Alameda College).  While all this information is ultimately recorded in HCM accurately by 

the HR Generalists, it calls into question the meaning of all the intermediate reviews and 

approvals who were unable to correct the information, and suggests additional delay while the 

Generalists try to figure out exactly what was intended by the initiator. 

Recommendation:  Significantly Redesign or Automate the PA Form:  Automation of the 

PA Form to include the characteristics described above, especially the „smart PA form‟ 

element would eliminate these inaccuracies and make intermediate approvals and reviews 

meaningful.  If the form remains in paper it should be significantly reworked to address the 

following three issues: 

1. Request information of a type and in a format that occasional users can produce 

accurately.  For example, it is extremely unlikely that the average initiator can 

correctly fill out information about fringe benefit codes. 

2. Since PA forms are currently used for the non-HR purpose with adjunct assignments 

of simply indicating restricted fund combination codes or for local approval of non-

instructional adjunct assignments, and are never entered in HCM, it might be 

preferable to create a separate form for these purposes.   

3. A third issue with the current form design is that is does not require identification of 

all the individuals who interact with it.  Specifically it does not identify who the actual 

initiator of the form is or the date on which it was actually created, does not provide 

for identification or dating by the scheduler who is critical in the process, and does not 

indicate the date on which or by whom the PA was finally entered into HCM, if at all.  

These missing data items prevent any tracking or study and correction of delays in the 

system. 
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FROM INITIATION OF MONTHLY PRORATA PROCESS TO PAYCHECK 

Overview 

Around mid-month, the CIO personally kicks off the prorata process by initiating a series of 

custom SQL code routines that extract certain data from the SoC and combines that with other 

data drawn from HCM.  This code loads data to an Excel spreadsheet which makes the simple 

computation of converting „weekly workload‟ in SoC to the total to be paid for that 

assignment for the term, divides it by the number of agreed payments, compares that data to 

the amount that has already been paid to date, and calculates the amount to be paid in this 

period.  After one or more iterations of manual review by DO payroll and campus personnel, 

additional custom code is used to load this data into the standard PS HCM payroll pay sheets.  

From this point forward, the payroll process is the completely standard PS payroll process. 
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Custom Coded Prorata Process 

The basis for the obligation to pay is the presence of an adjunct instructional assignment in the 

SoC.  The pay calculation is a flat pay amount for the term (pay by class) which is divided into 

4 or 5 payments (spring/fall bargained agreement). 

Process Initiation and Timing 

SQL code written personally by the CIO is kicked off by the CIO mid-month. 

The date on which the first preliminary report is to be created exists on the formal payroll 

calendar.  The CIO receives further reminders from Payroll.  Payroll reports that the first 

preliminary report is frequently late by one to three days beyond the payroll calendar required 

date.  The required date on the payroll calendar will vary from month to month and 

particularly in months such as December that are shortened by holidays.  This continued 

lateness in delivering the Preliminary Report is ascribed by Payroll to the CIO‟s extremely 

busy schedule and competing priorities. 

Observation:  We requested but were not given a copy of all of this code.  We 

received a partial set of code on about 11/30 and still have not received the code which 

extracts data from HCM or conducts other logical actions described below.  The CIO 

personally authored this code and no documentation regarding requirements, 

development, or operation exists.  We requested and did not receive a briefing on all 

the functions of the code but were able to derive most of this by induction.  The CIO 

possesses the only copy of this code; no one on his staff knows its whereabouts or how 

to utilize it.  This is an extreme risk to the district. 

Recommendation:  Immediately Secure a Copy and Operating Instructions: The 

district should immediately secure a copy of all custom prorata code and detailed 

operating instructions for utilizing it.  Members of the IT staff and/or payroll staff 

should be cross trained in its operation. 

First Extract 

SQL code queries tables in both HCM and SA to extract first the information regarding 

adjunct assignments (from the SoC) (logic based on Pay Groups EXS, PCA, PRR, RCA 

identify those to be paid via prorata).  A separate SQL code (not given to us to examine) 

extracts the remaining information from HCM and includes pay rate and the cumulative pay 

for this assignment to date.   

Still a third element of SQL code not given to us to examine must necessarily contain certain 

selection logic that changes from term to term and from payroll to payroll. 

1. The data is loaded to an MS Excel spreadsheet (later called the Preliminary or Final 

Report and described below) which performs the calculation of converting the weekly 

workload from SoC to total term payment (see appendix). (PC_TERM_AMT). 

2. Total Term Payment is divided by 4 (fall), 5 (spring), 1 (spring intercession), and 1 or 2 

(summer) to determine the amount due in this pay period. (PCC_PAID_INCR). 
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Important Note:  Although we typically describe prorata as dividing total term pay by the 

number of pay periods in the term, prorata is reported to contain a routine (code we were 

not given to examine) that can accommodate shorter assignments within a term by 

examining assignment start and end dates.  So an assignment with a duration of only two 

months in a four month term would be divided into two payments (or potentially three, 

depending on whether the end date overlapped a month) and not the full four payments. 

3. The amount due in this pay period is multiplied by the number of pay periods that have 

occurred plus the current period to determine how much cumulatively the assignment 

should be paid to date, including this period. (PCC_PAID_AMT). 

4. The amount actually paid for this assignment to date is recorded. (PCC_PAID_PREV). 

5. The difference between the calculated amount that should have been paid to date including 

this period (PCC_PAID_AMT) and the amount actually paid to date (PCC_PAID_PREV) 

is the amount that will be paid in this period (PCC_PAID_ACTUAL).  This amount will 

be the same as the amount of the term payment divided by number of pay periods (4 or 5) 

(PCC_PAID_INCR) if there has been no change in the assignment over time.  However 

the amount actually to be paid may be greater or lesser than the calculated increment if 

there has been a change to the assignment in prior periods resulting in a cumulative under 

or overpayment to date and correcting for that in this period. 

Observation:  Many Assignments are Adjusted During the Term: 61 assignments 

in the November prorata showed evidence of an adjustment in workload over time that 

required adjustment through the process described. (Estimated to be about 4% of the 

1600 unique assignments). 

Observation:  Errors in Execution of Logic:  We personally examined a dozen lines 

from the November Preliminary Report all of which appeared to calculate correctly.  

However, subsequently we were shown definitive examples in which the above logic 

did not execute correctly, incorrectly calculated the amount due monthly, and mis-

reported the amount actually paid to date.  In one example we also observed that two 

separate assignments with different project codes were somehow combined by prorata 

resulting in both being added together and posted to a single project code while the 

other project code received no posting.  Since we were not able to examine the code 

the exact reason this has occurred or how often it occurs is not known.  However it is 

clear from these examples that in at least some instances that pay and posting 

information is incorrect. 

Recommendation:  Rewrite the Prorata Process:  As strongly suggested by Ron 

Gerhard, we agree that the prorata code and process should be rewritten, not only to 

resolve these calculation errors but also to resolve the issue of non-auditability 

discussed later. 

Subsequent Extracts 

During the last two weeks of the month, the Preliminary report may be re-extracted and re-

reviewed between one and three times.  More frequent reviews are common in the first month 

of a term where the error rate is higher and gradually declines over the term as less review is 
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required.  When finally agreed to be correct, a final extract of the data is completed and also 

distributed in report form. 

Observation: Impact of Calculating Pay Two Weeks Ahead of Due Date: Since 

the pay is flat, initiating the process two or more weeks before pay date is probably an 

acceptable practice but risks missing any changes that may be incorporated in the SoC 

during the last half of the month.  Under some circumstances multiple iterations of the 

extract are run later that would catch some of this, however, some late changes such as 

cancelled classes, changes in instructor, or changes in workload that would impact pay 

would be missed due to this schedule.  As a practical matter, most schedule changes 

occur during the first two months of a term, but changes do continue to occur.  This 

practice has been on-going for two-and-one-half years since inception, apparently 

driven by the belief that this time is required for thorough review and correction of 

errors. 

Recommendation:  Initiate Prorata Later in the Month: As the process is made 

more reliable, initiating the process as late in the month as possible will reduce missed 

changes in the SoC and reduce post payroll adjustments and the risk of over payment. 

Continuous Modification of the Custom SQL Code 

Although the current prorata process and the associated custom code has been used for the last 

two-and-one-half years, the programs are still subject to constant personal revision by the CIO 

in order to operate accurately.  While this might have been reduced to program logic or tables 

over time, several factors still require the CIO to constantly adjust the code each month. 

Adjustments for Term: 

The number of payments into which the „total term payment‟ is divided changes each term.   

 Fall: the bargained convention is 4 payments 

 Spring: bargained convention of 5 payments 

 Spring Intercession: (mid-May to mid-June), one payment at June 30 

 Summer: (typically about June 20 to the end of July) one payment at July 30. 

However, this can become more complex and prone to potential error for summer classes that 

have an end date after August 5
th
.  For these classes a convention is in effect to pay 75% of the 

term amount on July 30 and 25% on August 30, requiring more complex testing of end dates 

and for any mid-course changes. 

It has also occurred that campuses have entered next term classes in the SoC earlier than 

expected.  In at least one case this required rework of the SQL code by the CIO to exclude 

assignments that are present in the SoC but should not be paid in the current payroll. 

Still an additional complicating factor can arise if a class identified as spring has a begin date 

in the date range for spring intercession.  This is reported to occur for about five classes per 

year (principally Alameda and Laney) in which case two separate prorata processes must be 

run in the same month. 
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Adjustment for Pay Periods to Date: 

The data elements (PCC_PAID_AMT) which relies on the number of periods already paid for 

its calculation strongly implies that the CIO must modify the SQL code or the output Excel 

report by hand during each pay period to account for the number of pay periods past.  We did 

not observe any automated routine in the portion of the code we were allowed to examine that 

would automatically adjust for this.   

Recommendation:  Fully Automate the Existing Custom Routine to Eliminate 

Constant Manual Adjustment: The fact that the code must be manually revised each 

month is a risk to the district.  This functionality should be table driven, automated, or 

otherwise simplified so that a non-programmer can make this adjustment when 

executing the program. 

Observation:  Single Pay Table: The calculation of pay in the prorata process does 

not make use of Job code.  This is possible because the pay rate for all adjunct 

assignments has been bargained to be based on a single 7-step pay table.  If in the 

future the district wishes to negotiate different pay rates for different adjunct jobs, then 

job code will needed to be added to the prorata logic. 

Embedded Assumption Regarding Change Effective Date 

The logic used to calculate remaining payments examines the current total term payment 

(which may be greater or less than previously calculated if changes have been made to the 

assignment in the SoC) and compares that to what has been paid to date, using the difference 

to calculate the pay due in this period. 

This logic results in an assumption that whatever change was created by the schedulers in the 

SoC was intended to be effective at the beginning of the term.   

To test whether this assumption is valid we inventoried the changes likely to occur in the SoC 

during a term based on interviews with the schedulers.  They provided these scenarios: 

1. Class is cancelled.  Change to end date causes the total payment to be made in one pay 

period (assuming cancelation at the beginning of the term as is usual). No PA is generated. 

Scheduler manually revises the workload to either 0 if no classes have occurred or to some 

small fraction of the workload to account for the class having met once or twice.  

Instructor information is removed from the primary class record and moved to a „shadow‟ 

record so that the primary record reflects 0 workload and the shadow record reflects the 

reduced workload (procedure used at Laney but not confirmed with other colleges and 

may not be a standard procedure).  This is most likely to occur before classes begin or 

within the first week or two.  Assumption about retroactivity to the beginning of the term 

is correct given the procedure used.   

Observation:  High Frequency of Over Payment for Cancelled Classes: Amany 

Elmasry observes that these early term cancellations are processed late in the SoC with 

high frequency resulting in a high frequency of overpayment, the first month having 

been paid in full but in the following month calculated to require a repayment by the 

employee. 
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Recommendation:  Revise Procedures and Management Emphasis to Promptly 

Record Cancelled Classes.  At best it is inconvenient for an employee to have to 

repay a substantial amount of pay.  At worst, the district may fail to collect the 

overpayment and suffer the financial loss.  Campus procedures must be significantly 

revised and managed to ensure prompt entry of cancelled class data in the SoC. 

2. Change of instructors.  In the event the instructor originally assigned is unable to complete 

his obligation for the entire term, schedulers use a procedure called creating a “shadow 

section” in the SoC that does not appear in the published schedule.  Both instructors are 

reflected in the original and shadow section with the appropriate begin and end dates.  

Prorata evaluates these new short term assignments based on this date range and calculates 

payment over the appropriate number of pay periods.  A PA is generated if restricted, non-

instructional or first hire but not otherwise.  The assumption of the adjustment being 

effective with the beginning of the term is here interpreted by prorata to mean the 

beginning of the assignment and should be correct. 

3. Late receipt of assignment. The course is initially listed as TBD and either because of a 

late decision or a late PA the instructor is not known when the assignment is first 

established and must later be changed.  This creates late pay for the instructor.  Under the 

logic in the current prorata program the underpayment is recovered in equal installments 

over the remaining periods.  In regular payroll this would have more fairly been paid out 

as a lump sum retro without the requirement for the instructor to wait several months to be 

made whole.  The assumption about being effective at beginning of term is correct but the 

impact on the instructor is not equitable and may not be in compliance with the law.  

However, the total pay calculation over time is correct. 

4. Step Increase.  Step increases are almost always recorded in HCM late because these are 

manually calculated for each instructor throughout the year.  Once the new pay rate is 

applied mid-term, the current prorata process will calculate and pay out the shortfall 

equally over the remaining periods.  Like late receipt of assignment, this disadvantages the 

employee who in a normal payroll would have received a lump sum retro payment but 

under this procedure must wait to recover past due amounts over several pay periods.  This 

practice may not be in accordance with the law (see the following observation).  However, 

the total pay calculation over time is correct. 

Observation:  Legal Requirement for Lump Sum Retroactive Payment: When an 

employee is found to be under paid (or over), labor law requires that the shortfall be made 

up lump sum in the earliest possible administrative period.  Normally this would be 

interpreted to be in the next pay period, not over a period of several pay periods as the 

prorata program currently calculates.  The current teacher‟s contract refers only to their 

agreement to be paid on a prorated basis for this type of assignment but is silent on the 

issue of amounts retroactively due.  One might argue that, for example, if an instructor is 

assigned late and misses the first pay period, that the agreement to be paid on a prorated 

basis allows payment for the full term according to the prorata practice over the remaining 

pay periods.  It is less clear in the case of a step increase (which are almost always reported 

late) whether the make-up payment for a clear failure to implement the correct pay rate at 

the right time is also subject to being prorated or should be made up lump sum as it would 

be for regular payrolls.  The district may wish to seek a legal opinion on this.  In the event 
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that retroactive rate increases need to be made up with lump sum payments, prorata‟s logic 

could be altered to accommodate this. 

5. Change in Start or end date of classes: Start and end dates for future terms classes may be 

changed and even start and end dates for the current term classes may be changed early in 

the term for example to start a class a week later.  No impact on pay unless the start date is 

moved completely out of the first pay period, or the end date is moved completely out of 

the last pay period (to an earlier date).  The pay calculation in prorata will continue to 

correctly calculate pay. 

6. Change of Instructional Workload:  Instructional workload will not usually change mid-

term.  However, non-instructional (counselor) workload may be increased mid-term if 

additional counseling time is required.  This is usually handled by creating a new 

instructional assignment that starts when the old one ends, but may also be accomplished 

by changing the end date or the original assignment.  See also the section on Excess Sick 

Leave below for an additional scenario. The assumption of a beginning of term effective 

date remains accurate. 

7. Mid-term change of combination code: It is possible that the combination code may be 

changed mid-term in a budget swap procedure, where for example if the college were to 

discover remaining funds in a categorical fund, they might attempt to utilize those funds to 

pay for the balance of a class.  This very rare occurrence can be handled through the 

„shadow section‟ procedure similar to a change of instructor described above.  The 

assumption of retroactivity to the beginning of the term or the beginning of the assignment 

would remain correct. 

Any attempt to audit these changes would need to rely on paperwork maintained on campus 

by the Office of Instruction and would not be traceable by any PA present in HCM. 

Other Adjustments to Pay – Excess Sick 

One other type of adjustment to pay can occur driven by the SoC.  This would occur if either a 

full time or part time faculty member teaching a regular or adjunct assignment were to exceed 

their earned illness leave balance.  Per District HR, the correct procedure would be for the 

responsible Dean to place the instructor on Unpaid Leave, generating a PA which would 

ultimately be posted in HCM.  District HR reports seeing such actions in the past. 

For adjunct assignments, Eleanor Liu, scheduler for Laney reports that she would receive this 

information via the PA from the Dean and reduce the workload in the SoC appropriately to 

reflect the lower performance and lower earned pay. 

We did not further investigate to see if instances of this could actually be observed.  As a 

completely manual process it would seem subject to errors of omission. 

Prorata Does Not Detect Invalid Combination Codes 

In regular payroll where regular assignments are matched with and controlled by positions, the 

payroll system will automatically test the position combination code against the master 

Combination Code Table and stop items with invalid combination codes from being paid until 

that code is corrected. 
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Adjunct assignments however are not controlled by positions, and although a combination 

code is present, the PS Payroll routine does not test the validity of that code as it passes 

through payroll. 

Only if the combination code field is blank (null) will payroll reject the prorata pay line for 

processing.  This was reported to be the case for about 5 or 6 lines out of 2,361 at the 

beginning of the semester but all were corrected and combination codes are not now found to 

be missing. 

Recommendation:  Prorata to Test for Valid Combination Codes:  In any revision 

of the code, a process for testing for valid combination codes should be included 

instead of letting this flow downstream to the pay distribution process where they must 

be corrected by MaryBeth Benvenutti.  This issue would also be largely resolved by 

our separate recommendation to have users of the Student Administration system be 

shown only valid combination codes from the Master Combination Code Table in 

Commitment Accounting rather than the unvalidated selection of the combination 

code components whose combination may be invalid. 

Observation:  System is Unaware When a Position is Created With No 

Combination Code:  This observation is provided by MaryBeth Benvenutti and 

applies to regular payroll and not to prorata payroll.  It does however appear to be a 

major process deficiency.  MaryBeth reports that new positions are created by District 

HR but they do not include a combination code which HR assumes Finance will 

apply.  Curiously, the presence of a combination code is not a required field for the 

creation of a position.  There is no mechanism for Finance to discover that a new 

position has been created and when first paid, these items post to suspense and must 

be manually corrected. 

 

Extract from Final Preliminary Report and Load Pay Sheets 

Once agreed to be accurate, the Final Report now contains more columns of detail than are 

required by PeopleSoft payroll.  A custom code module written with PS App Engine is 

executed to extract only the necessary data on each line and format it appropriately for load 

into the Create Pay Sheets process.  This custom code written and executed personally by the 

CIO extracts data and moves it to a staging table where it can be accessed in the next process 

step. 

The custom App Engine extract and load routine also contains an error detection routine that 

is believed to look only at the format and consistency of the data presented, not for logical 

errors.  The CIO must personally clear these error lines or delete them from the extract and 

load.  Lines that are removed from the extract at this point are either omitted from the payroll 

or can be manually entered by the Payroll Staff Assistant in the next process step. 

Observation:  We were not given access to this error report and were unable to 

examine it directly.  Our description of its content and the actions required are based 

on the basic operating principles of App Engine and ETLs. 
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It is reported but we were unable to confirm that this routine consolidates combined class 

sections into single lines for load to the Pay Sheets. 

All the process steps beyond this point are standard to the PeopleSoft Payroll process. 

Observation:  Prorata is not an Auditable System: Although pay can be traced 

back and audited into the prorata preliminary and final reports, the data on which that 

report was based from the SoC may have changed and may now be unrecoverable.  

The SoC is a live system, not a transactional system and a change to any data item 

removes all traces of its previous value.  Change of instructor or cancelled class 

instructor information may be retained in a shadow record by some colleges, but 

especially with respect to non-instructional assignments it is common practice simply 

to delete or overwrite prior data with the new values.  While there is a feature in SoC 

that allows for the creation of a history record it relies on the judgment of the 

scheduler as to when such a record should be created and to make a specific keystroke 

action to create it.  This capability has never been trained and is not known to 

schedulers, nor is it a practice defined by or encouraged by the district.  The issue then 

becomes that the prorata process as currently configured is non-auditable and any 

historical corrections to be made cannot be calculated based on retained factual 

records. 

Observation:  Prorata Unable to Support Multiple Cost Distributions: In the 

legacy payroll system it was possible to split the cost distribution for a single 

assignment among several combination codes.  The prorata process does not provide 

this capability.  There is an ad hoc work around in which a portion of the assignment is 

paid via prorata and a portion paid by timesheet, however this is very cumbersome and 

reported to be used only rarely.  It is also true that over the last two-and-one-half-years 

this practice does not seem to have created a business hardship for Peralta.  

Notwithstanding, it would be possible to redesign either the existing or replacement 

prorata process to allow for this capability. 

Observation:  The Over/Under Problem:  Early in the project we were given 

documentation on a problem reported to exist as a result of the prorata custom code in 

which if an instructor has two assignments, the cost distribution between the two 

might overstate the first and understate the second.  This was said to be particularly 

noticeable when the first assignment was from the general fund and the second 

assignment was from a restricted fund.  This problem was reported to have been fixed 

around last March and we found no reports of any further large negative balances that 

characterized this problem.  Some lines in the Preliminary Report may still show 

negative balances but only as a result of actual overpayment in a prior period that now 

must be recaptured.  Notwithstanding this apparent fix, we were shown at least one 

example in which separate assignments with different project codes were added 

together and posted incorrectly which may be a remaining version of this earlier 

problem. 
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Procedures 

Prorata Preliminary Report 

The output of the first SQL extract is an MS Excel report personally created by the CIO called 

the “Preliminary Report” showing all the detail extracted from SoC and all detail from HCM, 

plus the calculations above.  The report is emailed by the CIO to the Off Cycle Payroll Staff 

Assistant, Amany Elmasry, the campus schedulers, and a variety of Business Managers, VPIs, 

and Deans on the campuses.  Upon receipt, Amany also emails the report to essentially the 

same list. 

Recommendation:  Eliminate Duplication of Action.  The process should be 

defined to determine who should be distributing the report to the field and who in the 

field should be receiving it.  When the current code and operating instructions are 

secured then the entire process including report distribution should most likely be 

centralized within Payroll. 

Amany reports conducting quite an extensive audit focusing on the calculation detail: 

1. Combination codes are physically present.  She does not attempt to validate the 

correctness of combination codes and reports that only about a half-dozen 

combination codes (of 2,361) were missing in September. 

2. Start and end date:  reviewing to ensure that the start date is in the current period and 

not a future period. 

3. Hourly rate:  On occasion she receives advice from HR that for example an individual 

has increased in step or column but that it for some reason not yet reflected in the 

system.  She does not receive many of these direct advices and supplements this by 

pulling about 200 samples and looking up the pay rate in PS.  She reports finding very 

few errors this way. 

4. Pay Group:  Occasionally she will receive an advice from HR for example showing 

that a current PCA (part time adjunct faculty) has been converted to a Long Term Sub 

and is therefore now a regular employee and no longer to be paid via prorata.  Unclear 

why this is not already in the system. 

5. Pay Calculation:  Checks roughly 20 from each start/stop date group. 

Errors of calculation or fact not including the combination code discovered by Amany are 

referred to the CIO by phone and are corrected in the spreadsheet only by the CIO. 

Observation:  Corrections Must be Persistent Across Several Preliminary 

Reports:  Since the Preliminary Report may be run several times until final, the CIO 

must be personally responsible for ensuring that any corrections referred to him by 

Amany over the phone are corrected in each of the subsequent runs of the Preliminary 

and Final Report.  This is a manual process and potential source of error. 

Errors in the combination code are the primary focus of campus reviewers, particularly 

schedulers.  When errors are found they are communicated to Sheryl Queen who changes 

them in the SoC.  Where the error involves the Activity/Cost Center table she communicates 
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these changes to the CIO via email.  For these changes to be incorporated, a second or 

subsequent Preliminary report must be extracted. 

When there are additional extracts of the Preliminary/Final Report following any error 

correction directly in the SoC then those changes will be seen and reflected correctly in the 

prorata process.  Where any changes are made following the last extract of the Preliminary 

Report in a cycle, these errors will persist until the following pay cycle.  For example, in 

November the first preliminary report was run on November 17 and the final report on 

November 19.  Errors corrected or additional changes created in the SoC after the 19
th
 would 

have missed the November payroll. 

 

Create Pay Sheets Process 

From the SoC, through the SQL extract, all of the detail regarding each assignment has been 

fully preserved.  This particularly includes combined classes where a single instructional 

assignment may have been subdivided into as many as 27 different parts, all taught by the 

same instructor in the same room at the same time, with each sub-assignment carrying the full 

detail of payment due (calculated not to exceed the value if it were a single section) and 

maintaining the combination code for each line.  It was reported, but we were unable to 

confirm, that during the App Engine ETL extract from the Final Prorata Report that the 

concurrent sections of a combined class are consolidated into a single line for that class which 

would not impact the level of accuracy of data passing through to the Create Pay Sheet 

process. 

A single line from the SoC now entered is referred to as a “pay line”.  A “pay sheet” is all of 

the lines (assignments) for a single employee. 

Note that the employee‟s pay advice does not show the pay separately for each assigned class, 

but only in specified earning code summary categories. 

Create Manual Pay Sheets Process 

There are a limited number of circumstances in which Amany Elmasry may manually create a 

pay sheet and add it to the current prorata payroll during the create pay sheets process. 

Per Amany, these arise either at the direct request of District HR or as a result of a late 

assignment typically flagged by a campus for late action.  Specific examples include: 

1. A retroactive step increase from a prior term (earned in summer, being recorded in fall).  

District HR sends paper documentation.  Amany makes the calculation and enters the 

transaction. 

2. A late assignment from a prior term.  In this case the prorata program would not pick up 

this new entry in the SoC because the applicable term has expired.  Amany makes the 

calculation and enters the transaction. 

3. A late assignment from the current term:  Late entry of a fall assignment missed the cutoff 

for the prorata preliminary report data pull and would miss this pay period but be 

automatically picked up in the next.  Amany, operating under the guideline that employees 
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are to be paid when the labor is performed manually enters this transaction and the 

employee is paid on time instead of 30 days or more late.  Note also from the previous 

section that had the assignment been allowed to be picked up in the next pay period, it 

would not have been paid as a lump sum retro, but rather would have been averaged out 

across all remaining payments requiring the employee to wait substantially longer than 30 

days to be made whole. 

Amany reports only about 15 of these transactions per month and maintains extensive paper 

records of authorization and calculation. 

Note that primarily those transactions requested by the colleges may sometimes carry the 

wrong combination code.  At this step, Amany checks the requested combination code against 

the Combination Code Master Table.  If the requested code is found to be invalid she attempts 

to reconcile this with MaryBeth Benvenutti, Vu Nguyen, or the campus.  If unable to correct 

the items, the code is left blank which causes the amount to flow into the suspense account in 

payroll distribution for later correction by MaryBeth. 

Recently MaryBeth and Amany discovered a small group of errors in which the college had 

requested what appeared to be the correct code (with a focus here on cost center) but 

discovered later that the Combination Code Master Table contained only the values ending in 

X59, the cost center code used to roll up adjunct funds to a single cost center across the 

campus.  The college had used the „correct‟ but incompatible cost center from the actual 

department causing the combination code to be rejected. 

Recommendation:  Utilize One Set of Cost Centers that Allows Tracking at the 

Department Level:  The use and display of two cost centers for all colleges (except 

Laney) that utilize the approach of rolling up costs into a single campus-wide cost 

center (X59) is confusing and prevents Deans and other Area Managers from tracking 

their own budgets and actual for adjuncts at the department level.  Recommend that 

Peralta return to the practice of utilizing only department level cost centers and 

discontinue the dual code X59 procedure. 

Pay Calculation Process 

Once the pay lines for an individual employee are assembled into a pay sheet, PS Payroll 

proceeds to calculate pay according to the conventions configured during implementation.  In 

addition to gross pay (earnings) which is calculated as the sum of pay due for each assignment, 

the pay calculation also evaluates the employee and the earnings as a whole to calculate 

withholding, deductions for benefits and similar, and to calculate additions and subtractions 

for leave and sick allowances, if any.  Following this step, the payroll record now has all the 

data necessary to be posted to the financials. 

The Preliminary Pay Calc produces a pay register which is evaluated on two levels.  First, the 

Pay Calc is run with only the automatic load from the prorata preliminary report and the gross 

pay reported by both sources is compared to ensure that no items have been dropped. 

The Preliminary Pay Calc is then run again now including the manually created pay sheets for 

which Amany has also created an expected gross pay total.  Once again, the primary test is to 

ensure that all the items from prorata plus the manual pay sheets have run and that the total 
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gross pay from the combined sources agrees between the source docs and the Pay Calc 

register. 

Finally, Amany conducts an audit of the individual pay sheet amounts (by employee) to ensure 

that all the deductions are present such as union dues, garnishments, and other expected 

amounts.  While the PayCalc is still preliminary it can be corrected for any errors discovered 

prior to running the PayCalc for final. 

 

Pay Confirmation Process 

Following completion of the Pay Calculation process, the Pay Confirmation Process provides 

a user interface where the full earning and deductions for any employee can be reviewed 

electronically.  It is also the staging area for printing physical checks and advices. 

 

Update Balance Records 

Based on the data now in pay confirmation, the data regarding cumulative earnings, 

deductions, withholding, and additions and deletions from sick and leave balances is updated. 

 

Print Checks and Advices 

All steps following pay confirmation and balance record update are considered post-payroll.  

Checks and advices may be printed locally or the file transmitted to outside vendors. 
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FROM PAYCHECK TO GL POSTING 

Overview 

This process actually starts with the completion of the PS payroll process (which does not 

technically include the printing of checks and advices as these are considered a post payroll 

process).  Payroll data is loaded to the Pay Distribution Process in HCM where the actuals for 

each employee are reviewed via the “Preaudit Report”.  Data now includes not only earnings 

but also deductions, withholdings, and additions to leave and sick balances if any.  

Adjustments to the “Preaudit Report” are returned to the Kyu Lee in IT who makes these 

corrections in the system and the data is released to flow through the Payroll/GL interface and 

posts to the financials.  There is a final validation step just prior to posting the journals based 

on user defined rules that have been created by MaryBeth Benvenutti relating to allowed 

combinations of fund, object, and project codes. 

 

Pay Distribution 

Process

Review of Actuals 

and Distribution

Preaudit

Report

Payroll / GL 

Interface

GL Posting 

Process

GL Posting 

Validation
GL Posting

Review Actuals 

Screens

From the Payroll 

Process

 

 

Procedures 

Pay Distribution Process – Review of Actuals and Distribution – the Preaudit Report 

All of the steps and procedures in the GL posting process are conducted by MaryBeth 

Benvenutti in Finance with the assistance of Kyu Lee, Applications Software Analyst in IT. 
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The significance of this final posting process is that any errors yet unresolved will flow in to 

this process making MaryBeth the last line of defense against posting errors. 

Prior to running and posting journals to the GL, the details of each individual‟s pay in prorata 

and non-prorata payrolls are reviewed by MaryBeth using the Preaudit Report screens in PS 

HCM.  A typical payroll includes about 1200 lines of regular payroll and about 2100 lines for 

all off-cycles of which about 1100 are prorata. 

Observation:  Error Rate: Regular payrolls are reported by MaryBeth to have 

essentially no errors while in November she found approximately 10 errors among the 

prorata or about a 1% error rate.  She observes as would be expected that by the third 

month of a term, most problems with prorata have been detected and resolved.  She 

further reports that in October there were more errors but that she had little time to 

review and many passed through to the GL as errors.  In September prorata was run 

late because campuses were still entering assignments late leaving little time for 

Amany to review and resulted in more errors passing down to this stage. 

These screens currently show full detail of earnings to be posted and the combination code 

that will guide that posting, and also withholding, taxes, and other deductions.  Mary Beth 

reports that the reports for withholding, taxes, and deductions currently show only aggregate 

amounts but that a project has been requested to complete the detail display allowing for a 

thorough audit of these amounts that is not currently possible. 

Recommendation:  Accelerate the priority of the project to develop these detail 

screens so that these amounts can be properly audited before posting. 

Observation:  No Mapping Errors Observed: Although amounts posted to 

individual accounts may be wrong, MaryBeth does not report seeing any charges made 

to the wrong accounts.  This leads us to believe that the mapping of combination codes 

to GL accounts is actually functioning well. 

The Preaudit Report is a standard PS report which is initiated by Kyu Lee which is then made 

available to MaryBeth on line.  MaryBeth makes corrections in this report in a separate 

column and returns it to Kyu Lee who makes the physical corrections in the system.  

MaryBeth reports that she hopes to be trained shortly to both originate the report herself as 

well as to make the corrections directly in the system. 

Recommendation:  Accelerate the plans to train MaryBeth and any backups so that 

this process in the payroll can be conducted independent of IT. 

Errors on the Preaudit Report are clearly identified on an exception report in which the 

combination code line is blank and the identifier “suspense” appears on the line. 

Master Combination Code Table 

Since combination codes for prorata items were not validated during payroll, the first time 

they are validated against the Master Combination Code Table is here in pay distribution.  All 

errors are fundamentally a disagreement between the combination code elements selected in 

the SoC and those shown as valid string combinations in this master table.   
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The Master Combination Code Table is located in the Commitment Accounting module of 

HCM and is under the direct control of MaryBeth Benvenutti and her backup Vu Nguyen who 

are the only individuals to enter new or modified combination codes in the master table. 

Disagreements between the master table and incoming combination codes are most likely to 

arise through the original selection of: 

1. An invalid fund 

2. An obsolete or unfunded activity code 

3. A project code at the department level instead of the required X59 roll up code.   

MaryBeth also audit s for disagreements between activity code and object code where an 

instructional activity code may have been applied against a non-instructional object code or 

vice versa. 

Principally these errors arise as the result of the original campus selection of code elements.  

From time to time, they also arise from the manual pay sheets created by Amany where the 

campus or HR has given her an erroneous combination code. 

MaryBeth resolves these by research in the college‟s budget or by communicating directly 

with the college. 

Observation:  Campus Expertise versus District Office Expertise: During our 

single field interview with the Dean of VocEd at Laney, he was adamant that he and 

Deans in general were better informed regarding correct combination codes than 

„payroll clerks‟, and faulted these same payroll clerks for changing combination codes 

without his knowledge, later having to reverse these changes made in error.  We did 

not attempt to evaluate how often this might occur but it would be interesting to audit 

if or how often combination code changes made in Finance are later once again 

reversed and why this might be occurring. 

 

Review Actuals Screen Report 

Following the Preaudit report corrections made by Kyu Lee, MaryBeth can then see the detail 

for each individuals pay on regular PS screens called “Review Actuals”.  These screens are not 

set up for mass review and there is no specific audit that she conducts with this tool.  These are 

used as the basis for researching payroll adjustments if they are needed in the future. 

 

Payroll GL Interface 

The role of the Payroll GL Interface is simply to stage, extract, transform and load (ETL) the 

final data from the prior step in HCM into the PS Finance system.   
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GL Posting Validation and GL Posting 

From the Payroll GL Interface, Kyu Lee is reported to manually kick off this process which 

moves the pay calculation data complete with earnings, withholding, deduction, and tax data 

into a mapping matrix that associates specific PS earning, withholding, deduction, and tax 

codes with specific accounts in the GL, rolls them up into single entries and posts them to the 

GL. 

As noted before, MaryBeth does not observe any postings to the wrong accounts leading us to 

believe that this mapping is functioning correctly. 

Prior to passing into the mapping routine, the data items pass through the final validation 

process in the end-to-end system.  These validations consist of “hundreds” of individual rules 

created by MaryBeth using a PeopleSoft provided tool that allows users to create these final 

validations.  These mostly involve allowed combinations of funds, project, and object codes 

which can be corrected during this validation process. 

Recommendation:  Clean-up Obsolete Validations in GL Posting. MaryBeth 

reports that she will shortly be reviewing and disabling a great many of these 

validations that may be outdated or no longer accurate or applicable.  We recommend 

that this project be formalized to ensure review, oversight, and rapid completion. 
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OTHER OBSERVATIONS, FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following do not necessarily relate directly to adjunct assignments paid by prorata. 

Testing for Max FTE 

In the absence of position control for adjunct assignments, testing for maximum FTE for both 

full time and part time faculty is conducted through the SoC.  While attention is given by 

EdSvc to restricting the load for part time faculty in order to avoid accidentally providing them 

with the basis for claiming full time status, it is reported that overload testing for full time 

faculty is not enforced.  It was reported that the maximum load for full time faculty is 1.5 FTE 

but informally the load is only questioned at 2.0 FTE and even at that level is not formally 

tested. 

If the district committed to controlling adjunct assignments through position control, max FTE 

violations would be immediately obvious. 

If the district committed also to a smart ePAF system, then this testing could take place at the 

time the ePAF is initiated by a Dean and prohibited from proceeding if max FTE policies were 

exceeded.  Smart ePAF would standardize and enforce the application of district policy and 

eliminate „local interpretation‟ that may undermine the policy intent. 

 

Automate Extended Illness Allowance 

Some functionalities of PeopleSoft were never utilized to automate tracking and accounting 

for employee benefits.  One area we observed is that the ½ time sick “extended illness 

allowance” for full time faculty has not been automated and is tracked manually in district HR 

via Excel spreadsheet. 

 

Automate Calculation of Regular and Part Time 

Faculty Step Increases 

The 25-step increases for full time faculty is granted only annually, typically on July 1 for 10 

month employees and August 1 for 11 and 12 month employees.  The process is semi-

automated with a custom routine that must be manually kicked off by Raghu Goradia, IT 

Analyst. 

The 7- step increase schedule for part time faculty is wholly manual and occupies a great deal 

of the time of the instructional HR Generalists.  These step increases are reviewed and granted 

twice a year in the spring and fall.  The process begins roughly now, November, as the 

Generalist wait for changes in the SoC to become stable.  All 757 part time adjuncts must be 

evaluated manually by these two Generalists which results in very late implementation of 

many earned increases.  This process particularly should be automated. 
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Need for Employee Self Service Screens for HR and 

Payroll 

We did not examine what employee self screens are currently available at Peralta but note that 

the HR Generalists we interviewed reported spending about one full day per week (20%) 

fielding employee inquiries.  Similarly, David Betts reports devoting about 25% of his time to 

employee inquiries.  These high levels of active employee service involvement indicate that 

additional employee self service capability may be appropriate. 

We also note based on direct observation between 6 and 12 employees coming daily to the 

district Payroll department to seek information or assistance that might also yield to employee 

self service. 

Other Instructional Assignment Types in SoC Not 

Paid Through Prorata 

Marie Kobase reports that the following special payments are entered as assignments by the 

schedulers in November and April and are paid through the hourly payroll. 

Paid Office Hours: (object 1356) PT faculty who teach two or more classes or .4 FTE are 

eligible for this payment in the fall and spring term only.   This assignment does not carry an 

FTE and does not count against workload.  It is paid lump sum at the end of the spring and fall 

term. 

Part Time Adjunct Parity Pay:  Similar lump sum payment. 

Where instructional assignments are of very short duration such as one time participation in 

ESL assessments or curriculum development, the schedulers have the option of paying this 

through prorata over the entire term, but generally opt to pay lump sum by indicating an hourly 

payroll code. 

 

Ability to See Historical Budgets 

The Alameda Business Manager, Connie Willis specifically mentions her inability to see 

different versions of historical budgets.  She reports that in PeopleSoft she can see only the 

final revised budget as it existed at the end of a prior year and cannot see the budget as it was 

originally proposed or approved.  She states that this additional historical information that was 

available in legacy is important to her planning process and is no longer available. 
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APPENDIX: LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

The following individuals gave generously of their time to participate in this project, 

principally through interview: 

District Office: 

Finance 

Ron Gerhard, Vice Chancellor, Finance and Administration, Project Sponsor 

MaryBeth Benvenutti, Assoc Vice Chancellor, Finance, acting 

Marie Kobase, Payroll Manager 

Amany Elmasry, Payroll Staff Assistant – Off Cycle Payroll 

Educational Services 

Debbie Budd, Vice Chancellor for Educational Services 

Sheryl Queen, Curriculum and Systems Technology Analyst 

Carmen Fairley, Staff Services Specialist 

Human Resources 

David Betts, Director, Human Resources 

Julie Huang, HR Generalist 

Denise Fontenot, HR Generalist 

Information Technology 

Minh Lam, Associate Vice Chancellor, Information Technology, CIO 

Raghuvis Goradia, Analyst 

Kyu Lee, Analyst 

Campus  

Peter Crabtree Dean of VocEd Laney 

Eleanor Liu Scheduler Laney 

Johnny Dong Scheduler BCC 

Jane Fong Scheduler Merritt 

Alice Marez Bus Mgr Merritt 

Connie Willis Bus Mgr Alameda 

Ava Lee Bus Off Staff Alameda 

Min Wu Scheduler Alameda 
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APPENDIX:  TERM PAYMENT – SAMPLE CALCULATION 

1. From the SoC, prorata extracts the „weekly workload‟ an integer or decimal value 

indicating the number of hours per week the class meets (e.g. 3 – meets 3 hours per 

week, an equated equivalent value calculated by Educational Services and the 

campuses). 

2. Standard Term Length (for fall and spring) – bargained at 17.5 weeks for all colleges. 

“Weekly Workload” X “Standard Term Length” = Hours per term. 

(e.g. 3 X 17.5 = 52.5 hours) 

3. “Load Factor” a bargained constant applied to “Hours per Term” to arrive at “Paid 

Hours Per Term”.  The load factors are: 

Lecture = 1 

Lab=.8 

Non instructional = .5 

(e.g. if a lab, 52.5 Term Hours X .8 load factor = 42 paid term hours) 

4. Total Term Payment equals Paid Term Hours X Pay Rate for this particular instructor.  

All adjunct assignment are paid from a single pay table with 7 steps. 

(e.g. 42 Paid Term Hours X $79.92/hour = $3,356.64 Total Term Payment. 
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APPENDIX:  METHOD OF ADJUNCT PAY CONTROL AT OTHER DISTRICTS 

Peralta CCD 

Adjunct pay driven by 
Schedule of Classes 

Contract written for each 
adjunct assignment each 
term 

Formal HR assignment 
required for each adjunct 
assignment each term 

Linkage between HR 
database and adjunct 
pay 

Pooled positions in 
Position Control used to 
control adjunct 
assignments by term 

Yes 

No.  Letter of assignment 
only for PT Adjuncts, 

signed and returned but 
not used in control. 

No No No 

There is no linkage between HR assignments and adjunct pay which is controlled and 

authorized solely by the entry of an instructors name in the SoC by the scheduler.  The 

financial checks and balances normally associated with control of pay through the HR system 

are completely missing. 

 

Los Angeles CCD 

Adjunct pay driven by 
Schedule of Classes 

Contract written for each 
adjunct assignment each 
term 

Formal HR assignment 
required for each adjunct 
assignment each term 

Linkage between HR 
database and adjunct 
pay 

Pooled positions in 
Position Control used to 
control adjunct 
assignments by term 

Yes Unknown Yes 

Yes, special custom 
record in SAP tests for 

presence of valid 
assignment before pay 

can be made. 

Yes, detail by department 
by term. 

This is a fully automated process used in the environment of detailed position control 

environment that controls adjunct labor by department by term.  LACCD also requires a 

formal HR assignment for each adjunct assignment each term supported by a smart ePAF 

system that minimizes labor and also prevents the creation of assignment errors at the source. 

 

San Bernardino CCD 

Adjunct pay driven by 
Schedule of Classes 

Contract written for each 
adjunct assignment each 
term 

Formal HR assignment 
required for each adjunct 
assignment each term 

Linkage between HR 
database and adjunct 
pay 

Pooled positions in 
Position Control used to 
control adjunct 
assignments by term 

No 

Yes, automatically 
generated in triplicate by 
DataTel and used as the 
authorizing document in 
payroll to create adjunct 

pay. 

No No 

Yes but not by term so 
cannot be used for 

forecasting or term-to-
term control. 

The paper triplicate contract copy signed by the instructor, the Dean, and the VPI is the basic 

authorization document used by payroll to create payment.  The contract bears the detail of 

which classes are to be taught be each instructor and what the total term payment for each is to 
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be.  This is a wholly manual process in which each assignment is entered in payroll each 

month via the manual paysheet creation process. 

 

Compton CCD 

Adjunct pay driven by 
Schedule of Classes 

Contract written for each 
adjunct assignment each 
term 

Formal HR assignment 
required for each adjunct 
assignment each term 

Linkage between HR 
database and adjunct 
pay 

Pooled positions in 
Position Control used to 
control adjunct 
assignments by term 

No 

Yes, automatically 
generated by Datatel but 

not used in control of 
pay. 

No No 

Yes but not by term so 
cannot be used for 

forecasting or term-to-
term control. 

Spreadsheets are provided to payroll each month by the VP Academic Affairs showing 

specific amounts to be paid to each adjunct.  Amounts are not standard by month but based on 

contact hours in the month.  This is a wholly paper based process in which payroll uses the 

frequently late spreadsheets as the authorization to create adjunct pay via the manual pay sheet 

process. 
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APPENDIX: CONTACT INFORMATION FOR EB5C, LLC. 

Questions regarding this report may be directed to: 

William Vorhies, President 

EB5C, LLC. 

wvorhies@earthlink.net 

818.257.2035 
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