
The Honorable Herbert E. Aarris, II 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Human 

Resources 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 

Service 
p3m L5- 

House of Representatives 

Dear .Yr. Chairman: 

Subject: F he Federal Procurement Data 
System Could Be an Effective Tool for 
Congressional Surveillancg(PSAD-79-109) 

Your Xay 25, 1979, letter requested that we examine the 
effectiveness of the Federal Procurement Data Center, citing 
five questions regarding the Center's procurement data report- 
ing system. As requested by your office, this interim reply 
presents our response to the five questions. 

"1. Reliability of data--is the data which is 
reported by agencies and Departments complete 
and accurate?" 

The extent of completion and accuracy varies for the 
different agencies involved. Fifty-six agencies are required 
to report: ,36.have reported in a satisfactory manner in ac- 
cordance with prescribed instructions. However, 20 agencies 
(about 35 percent) have not reported, reported in part, or sub- 
mitted reports not in accordance with prescribed instructions. 
In an August 30, 1979, status report, the Center characterized 
these 20 agencies as: 

Agencies requiring a lot of work: 

Department of Energy 
Department of State 
American Battle Monuments Ccmmission 
Commission on Civil Rights 
Consumer Products Safety Commission 
Federal Mine Safety and Health Review Commission 
Office of Personnel Management 
Small Business Administration 
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Participating, but still providing questionable data: 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
Department of Labor 
General Services Administration (GSA) 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
National Science Foundation 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Securities Exchange Commission 
Selective Service System 
Water Resources Council 
Executive Office of the President 

The status report was prepared at the request of the 
'r Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) which plans to . issue another letter to the various activities on the need 

for reporting the required data. Center personnel pointed 
out they do not have authority to demand compliance; there- 
fore, they must resort to persuasion and cooperative efforts 
to get agencies to report or, in some cases, to properly 
report the data needed. 

Center personnel believe that the 1979 reports should 
be considered as test reports. They pointed out that it 
was necessary to (1) educate the personnel of the reporting 
agencies, as well as those of the Center, (2) install the 
data collection system and identify its weaknesses, and 
(3) develop a method for processing the mass of information 
received into usable form. All of these activities had to 
be carried out under severe time constraints in view of the 
October 1, 1978, operational date established by OFPP. Cen- 
ter personnel believe that reliable Government-wide data 
will be produced for fiscal year 1980. Data for 1979 will 
be available only for some agencies, for example, the Depart- 
ments of Defense (DOD), Commerce, Interior, or Agriculture, 
as opposed to a Government-wide basis. 

However, once fully operational and debugged, the 
system will still have limitations. For example, the Federal 
Procurement Data System relies on the integrity of many in- 
dividuals to prepare the Individual Procurement Action Reports 
(see enc. I) and to prepare them correctly. If, for some rea- 
son, a report is not prepared, the data on the contract award 
will not enter the System. Furthermore, the Center does not 
have any means for knowing whether data is reported for all 
contracts. We believe, therefore, that it would be desirable 
to test or audit the data collection system after an 
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appropriate period of operation. If the test discloses 
that a significant number of contracts have not been re- 
ported, it may be necessary to institute some method of 
internal control to insure that all contracts are properly 
reported. 

The Center has developed a comprehensive edit program 
to enhance the reliability of data received. This edit 
program will detect inconsistencies and omissions, such as 
identifying failure to complete or fill in any of the items 
shown on the reporting form. Nevertheless, errors can still 
go undetected in certain instances. For example, if the 
wrong dollar amount or type of contract is reported, the 
Center would not have any way of discovering the errors. 
This edit program, when fully tested, will be offered to re- 
porting agencies. Using the edit proqram at the agency 
level would reduce the Center’s workload and provide agency 
personnel with greater confidence in the data received. It 
would also provide two screenings of the data. 

” 2 . Has the FPDC [Federal Procurement Data Center] 
been consistent in placing reporting reguire- 
ments upon agencies? Have requirements been 
changed or otherwise modif ied, and if so, why 
(poor planning, inadequate staffing, etc.)?” 

We compared the preliminary reporting manual that was 
transmitted to the agencies by a February 3, 1978, memoran- 
dum, with the formal reporting manual published in December 
1978. This comparison did not disclose any significant 
changes in reporting requirements. Aowever , there were dif- 
ferences of opinion on what information should be collected. 
For example, DOD objected to a number of items, such as 
foreign trade data and using a Dun and Bradstreet universal 
numbering system for coding contractors. The National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration asked for and received 
an option to report modifications of less than SlO,OOO, even 
though this was not required. This exception was included 
in the Reporting Manual because The National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration did not have the capability of excluding 
transactions under $10,000. 

A number of additional clarifying questions that the 
Center had to resolve were raised. The Debartment of State 
advised the Center that inclusion of procurement statistics 
from foreign service posts would present the Department 
with serious problems and that the total of such procurements 
was only about $18 million, an insignificant amount when 
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compared with total Government procurement. The Center 
recommended a solution to include these orocurements with a 
minimum of detailed reporting. 

We also reviewed the agencies’ responses to your 
May 14, 1979, letter regarding their reporting to the Center. 
Of the 35 responses, only 2 cited changes in reuorting re- 
quirements as a problem. Four other agencies cited the need 
for the Center to provide the edit program used when screen- 
ing agency data. As mentioned earlier, the comprehensive 
edit program will be sent to the activities after test. 

CD bp Thekederal Procurement Data System Policy Advisory 
.--&PZ~~ 

Boardlwas established in February 1978 when the system was --- announced. The Board’s primary responsibility is to meet 
at the call of the chairman, who is the OFPP Administrator,/* 
to consider proposed additions, deletions, or other changes 
to the system. Thus, change is and should be anticioated, 
since the system will have to be dynamic to meet the chang- 
ing needs of the Congress, executive branch, and industry. 

” 3 . * * * Can the data base be sorted in order 
to isolate all A-76 or consultant expert 
actions and provide information concerning 
contract costs, obligation date, revised 
contract suecif ications or cost modif ica- 
tion, etc.?” 

A-76 actions will not be identified as such in the data 
base: however, the services procured can be identified. The 
Center, therefore, could be requested to provide the number 
and dollar value of all contracts awarded by an agency over 
a soecific time period for such services as custodial- 
janitorial services (Code S201) or guard services (Code S206). 
Increases in contracting out for specific services could be 
identified. Further, 155 individual codes, ranging from 
specialized medical services to vocational and technical 
training, could be selected for analysis. In addition, the 
Individual Procurement Action Report has a data entry (“Con- 
sultant Type Award,” block 17) that should identify contract 
awards for consultants. 

It is quite possible, however, that the individual 
preparing a contract report would not consider a contract 
to be for a consultant and not use block 17. In this regard, 
defining what a consultant is has been a problem, and ooin- 
ions vary widely. The Center’s definition for determining 
a contract for consulting services reads, in part: 
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"Consulting Services. Those services of a purely 
advisory nature relating to the governmental func- 
tions of agency administration and management and 
agency program management (OMB Bulletin 78-11). 
Specifically excluded are: the performance of 
agency operating functions or the supervision of 
those functions: commercial and industrial products 
and services (see OMB Circular No. A-76); and, the 
conduct of research (see the National Science Founda- 
tion Annual Survey of Federal Funds for Research, 
Development and Other Specific Activities)." 

The data base can provide information on the cost of 
individual contracts: the number and costs of contracts 
awarded by an agency; and, eventually, the number of con- 
tracts and costs for the whole Government. The data base 
can also be sorted to provide information on the cost of 
contract modifications exceeding $10,000, thus, enabling 
users to obtain information on significant cost growth 
from contract modifications. Cost growth can be identified 
on an individual contract basis, by agency, or Government- 
wide. 

The data base will not be used for obligation data: 
it does, however, provide for recording the date of the 
contract action which should generally be the obligation 
date. The data base does not include information on re- 
vised contract specifications. 

" 4 . I have been informed that DOD has directed 
FPDC to remain within the currently allotted 
budget of $940,000 during FY 80. As a result 
of this I fear that the so-called Dun and 
Bradstreet project will be uncomuleted, since 
this project was never included in budget 
estimates. What is the current status of 

cd 
the Dun and Bradstreet project and estimated 

@ 'b' 
completion date?" 

Dun and Bradstreet, Inc., developed a system that 
assigns a nine-digit identification number to each business 
organization included in its files. The system, Duns Uni- 
versal Numbering System (DUNS), covers an estimated 4 million 
business organizations. DUNS can also provide the standard 
industrial codes for these organizations. These codes 
identify the orincioal oroduct and services that a business 

services that can be 
identification and 

provides. DUNS also offers two 
procured in addition to its bus 
standard industrial code. They 
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--An updating service that will identify name or 
address changes and corporate changes, such 
as mergers or sales. 

--A rollup capability that identifies the corporate 
structure or hierarchy, if any, that a business 
organization is part of. 

subsidiaries, 
Thus, affiliates, divi- 

sions, and parent organizations are 
identified, as well as intermediate corporate 
levels. 

The Federal Procurement Data System Committee<n its 
July 1975 report recommended that DUNS be used to identify 
contractors in the Federal Procurement Data System. DOD 
strongly opposed this recommendation because it already had 
a procurement reporting system, including a method of identi- 
fying contractors using a five-digit code that had been in 
use for many years. DOD estimated that it could cost several 
million dollars to convert from its existing contractor 
identification system to DUNS. 

A compromise was reached that provides: 

--DOD will temporarily continue to use 
its existina system of contractor 
identification. 

--The Center will use DUNS for contractor 
identification. 

--A cross-reference table will be developed 
between DOD-identified contractors and Center- 
identified contractors using DUNS. The Center 
will convert DOD's data before enterinq it in 
the data base. 

DOD, therefore, is not presently using DUNS, but has 
agreed to convert to DUNS in fiscal year 1981 and use it in 
succeeding years. 

The Center and civil agencies are continuing to work 
with Dun and Bradstreet to install DUNS as the Government's 
contractor identification file. Presently, these efforts 
are directed toward loo-percent coverage. That is, assign- 
ment of a DUNS identification number to every contractor 
doing business with the Government. All of the civil 
agencies are using DUNS when reporting to the Center. 
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It is estimated that DUNS will not be fully integrated 
and functioning smoothly at the civil agency level or at 
the Center until June or July of 1980. Contracts for uu- 
dating the files will be awarded to Dun and Bradstreet on an 
annual basis. 

"5. Item 4 raised a larger question of the 
FPDC status as an organizational entity 
within the Executive Branch. Currently, 
FPDC functions as a division of DOD, yet 
receives policy and program direction from 
the Office of Federal Procurement Policy, 
Is the current status of the FPDC appro- 
priate, and what changes should be made to 
optimize the ability of FPDC to fulfill its 
Congressional mandate?" 

We noted that/the Center and DOD had a number of 
disagreements or disputes. Some were of long-standing 
and were brought to the attention of the Acting Director, 
OFPP. In some cases, the disputes centered on the extent 
of the Cent r's autonomy versus its positi n 
activity. 2 n view of these differences, $&ZdaCKZrman 
Jack Brooks of the House Committee on Government Opera- 
tions Suqqe 
We also beli 

Esferring the Center from DOD to GSA. 
e transfer of the Center is desirable. 

It has the added advantage of placing the Center with its 
mission of providing Government-wide procurement statistics 
in an agency that has other Government-wide responsibilitiesX 

We plan to issue a report on the Center's establishment 
and operations about 60 days from now and will, of course, 
furnish you with a copy. The report will describe the oro- 
curement reporting system in greater detail, how it works, 
and its future potential. It will also describe the need for 
the Center to improve its procurement of support services. 
As arranged with your office, unless you publicly announce , 
its contents earlier, we plan no further distribution of this 
report until 10 days from the date of the report. At that 
time we will send copies to interested parties and make 
copies available to others upon request. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 

Enclosure 



ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I 

PPOS INDIVIDUAL PROCUREMEW KTlON REPORT 




