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I. Objectives
With the implementation of PeopleSoft, campuses have the ability to establish multiple PeopleSoft Fund chartfield values within one CSU Fund; much like the CSU can establish multiple CSU Funds within a SCO Fund.  In some cases, campuses MUST establish a unique PeopleSoft Fund for various reasons (e.g., to reconcile to the State Controller, if the CSU assigns a CSU Fund or the CSU requires a FIRMS Project).

In addition to the state or CSU rules that require setting up a unique PeopleSoft Fund, campuses may choose to establish separate and unique PeopleSoft Fund values for their own purposes.  The following is meant to identify the pros and cons to consider when a campus should/could establish unique PeopleSoft Fund chartfield values.
II. Procedure Summary
There are several things to consider when establishing a new PeopleSoft Fund chartfield value.  This paper assumes that the reader is familiar with the CMS PeopleSoft Chartfield Whitepaper and the underlying assumptions.
· Campus Reporting

· Who will manage the activity? 

· Who is accountable for the equity?
· What is the annual dollar amount of the activity?
· What efficiencies are gained?

Campus Reporting


If the activity being considered for a unique fund has a reporting requirement, then obviously one of the six chart fields must be used to identify that activity.  If the campus delivered reporting solution only supports DeptId or Fund then if the Project, Program, or Class field is used a new report would have to be designed in order to manage this new activity – in addition the existing reports by DeptId and Fund would include it – which may be confusing.

Who will manage the activity?


If the activity in question is under the responsibility of a recognized campus organizational unit (for example, a department and meets the mission of instruction), then adding it to the department’s normal department activity may suffice.  However, if the new activity is to be managed by an individual – staff or faculty – the campus reporting solution may not support that as it more than likely recognizes departments not individuals.  By creating a unique PeopleSoft Fund value, it can be assigned to an individual.

Who will be accountable for equity and/or the management of equity?


Even though the activity may be the responsibility of a department, and the campus reporting solution supports the department, the balance available and/or equity of the new activity may have to be reported/tracked separately.  If that is the case, a PeopleSoft Fund value would separate equity thru normal accounting processes, i.e. the close process.  Without a unique Fund, a manual process may be required, which gets into who does it, who keeps it, who is responsible for it, etc.

Materiality


If the activity is for a finite period of time and/or for an immaterial amount, it may not be beneficial to create a Fund.  However, materiality is in the eye of the beholder.

Efficiency


Without a unique Fund, a manual process may be required to separately identify and track the specific activity.  Ownership of the manual process has to be assigned and maintained.  Even an automated process has to be developed, tested, and tracked.  
Summary


If creating a unique Fund makes a business process, report, or tracking activity more efficient then it should be created.  Not creating a Fund for the sake of not creating it – is not sufficient.
III. Responsibilities 

The campus central financial management staff should discuss the campus’s options for creating a Fund.  This should take into account all the users, reporting, tracking, equity and materiality.
IV. GAAP Impact

None
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