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Identify Current 
COA Issues 

Validate 
Requirements

Develop and 
Present 

Solutions

Prototype
Solution

Approve/
Sign-off

COA Redesign Process

–Conducted an 
analysis to 
identify current 
design issues

–Created the 
configuration 
analysis 
document

–Created a high 
level approach 
and timeline for 
redesign

– Identified key 
design guidelines

–Developed 
alternate proposed 
solutions

–Validated proposed 
solutions with 
stakeholder groups

–Performed project 
wide technical/ 
functional impact 
analysis

–Performed 
prototyping

–Tested from a 
configuration 
perspective key 
functional and 
processing 
concepts

–Validate from a 
conceptual 
perspective, the 
proposed 
solution’s reporting 
and coding aspects

–Complete ‘Design 
Document’

–Stakeholder 
acceptance and 
sign-off

–Conducted 
series  of 
workshops 

–Classified 
requirements 
into groupings: 
Business, 
Statutory and 
Reporting

–Validated with 
LAS/PBS & 
Capitol 
Stakeholders

–Completed the 
‘Requirements 
Document’

9/1 – 10/5 10/3 – 10/28 10/17 – 11/09 11/10 – 12/20 12/5 - 12/23



Key Issues – Original 
Design
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Key Issues with Original Design
The following table summarizes key issues with the previous COA 
design:

Original design did not provide for future COA 
expansion

Flexibility

Original COA design increased the level of effort 
required to maintain values, related trees, 
speedcharts and combination edits 

Maintenance

Unable to easily recognize, input and report on the 
GAA line item components in an efficient manner

Usability and 
Recognizability

Enforcing data integrity extremely difficult between :         
BE & Fund; Fund CC & LAS/PBS Fund; BE & 
Program Component; Account & Category; FCO 
Appropriations & Year

Unable to enforce data 
element input 
relationships

COA did not share common structure with FFMIS;
Unable to meet some key reporting requirements;
Inability to produce financials by Budget Entity (BE) 
& other ChartFields

Unable to meet certain 
key statutory 
requirements

Description Issue



New COA Structure
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New COA Structure (spider diagram)
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Notes: 1) Funding Source Indicator (FSI), Itemization of Expense (IOE) and GAAFR will be derived

2) * Procurement contracts to use Procure-to-Pay (P2P) contracts functionality. Contracts requiring full set of financials to use 
Projects functionality 



Ensuring Data Integrity
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Methods for Ensuring Data Integrity

Use of SetID functionality to narrow choices to appropriate Agency 
value sets

Combination Editing establishes valid data relationships for entry

Effective tree design creating easy to maintain rollup structures

Maintain recognizable fields where possible (i.e. BE, Fund)

Avoid use of “surrogate” numbering schema, field attributes 

Use the ‘fewest possible ChartFields’ while meeting State of Florida 
requirements

Minimize field transformation between business systems and 
Aspire



SetID Use
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SetID Definition
An identification code that represents a set of control table 
information or TableSets. A TableSet is a group of tables (records) 
necessary to define Enterprise or Agency structure and processing 
options. 

SetID configuration determines which set of values each Business
Unit uses for each type of  configuration element

Account ChartField
Fund ChartField
Customers
Vendors
etc. (308 total items).

SetID’s can be shared by all enterprise Business Units, several 
Business Units or by a single Business Unit.

Business Units that use the same SetID for a specific type of 
configuration element share the same set of values for that element.



12

SetID Illustration

SetID Value

100 100100
100 100200
100 200000
100 250000
200 100000
200 200000

Accounts 200 200 300000 100 Accounts
Op Units 200 200 Op Units

100 1100110
100 1200000
100 2200200
100 3003000
200 1100110
200 1220000
200 2200222
200 3003000
200 4000000

Business Unit A
Config
Item SetID

Configuration Elements

Accounts

Operating Units

Business Unit B

SetID Config
Item



Aspire Trees
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Aspire Tree Definition
Trees represent hierarchical structures that represent a group of 
summarization rules for a particular database field.

Summarization rules depicted in a tree apply to the DETAIL values of a 
particular field and are user definable.

Once defined, trees can be used in a variety of ways:
Reporting
Summary ledgers
Security
Combination Editing 

There are two main types of tree structures:
Detail tree structures – are either detail-value (summer) or node-
oriented (winter) trees
Summary tree structures – used primarily for PS nVision reporting 
using summary ledgers.

Tree Usage in conjunction with SetID.
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Fund to Budget Entity Tree Example



Combination Editing
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Combination Editing Definition
Combination editing compares keyed ChartField combinations to user defined 
rules that establish valid combinations.

ChartField combinations can be set up for either valid or invalid combination 
checking dependant on which is more efficient at excluding unwanted entries.

Combination definitions establish the ChartFields involved in combination 
editing.

Combination rules define the valid ChartField values for the combination 
definitions.

Combination  groups require that all rules within a group must have the same 
definition.

Combinations that match the rules and definitions can be marked as valid or 
invalid based on processing efficiency.

Combinations that do not match rules and definitions are invalid and can not be 
marked as valid.
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Combination Rule Definition
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ChartField Combination Rules
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ChartField Combination Rules, cont.
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ChartField Combination Rules, cont.
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Questions & Answers


