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DATA ACT

Pilot Effectively Tested Approaches for Reducing
Reporting Burden for Grants but Not for Contracts

What GAO Found

In response to requirements of the Digital Accountability and Transparency Act
of 2014 (DATA Act), the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) led
implementation of a pilot program, known as the Section 5 Pilot, aimed at
developing recommendations for reducing recipient reporting burden for federal
grantees and contractors.

The pilot program met many, but not all, of its statutory requirements. For
example, the act required OMB to issue guidance to agencies for reducing
reporting burden for federal award recipients (including both grantees and
contractors) based on the pilot’s findings. OMB partially met this requirement
because the guidance it issued only applied to grants.

The pilot program consisted of two parts, which differed considerably in both
design and results: The grants portion, administered by the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS), examined six approaches for reducing grantee
reporting burden and found positive results related to reductions in reporting time
as well as reduced duplication. HHS incorporated ongoing stakeholder input
during the pilot, and its findings contributed to government-wide initiatives related
to federal reporting and reducing grantee-reporting burden.

The procurement (contracts) portion of the pilot, led by OMB with assistance
from the General Services Administration (GSA), did not collect sufficient
evidence to determine whether centralizing procurement reporting through a
single web-based portal would reduce contractor reporting burden—a key
objective of the pilot. The pilot planned to test the portal by collecting weekly
Davis-Bacon wage data from a minimum of 180 contractors, potentially resulting
in thousands of submissions over a year. However, in the end, the pilot did not
result in any Davis-Bacon data due to lack of contractor participation and the
absence of iterative and ongoing stakeholder engagement. Subsequently, OMB
expanded the pilot to include hydrofluorocarbon (HFC) reporting but received
only 11 HFC submissions. (See figure.) In addition, HFC reporting was not suited
for assessing changes in reporting burden because it was a new requirement
and thus no comparative data existed. OMB plans to expand its use of the portal
for additional procurement reporting requirements but still does not have
information from stakeholders that could help inform the expansion.

Davis-Bacon and HFC Data Submissions during the DATA Act Pilot
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In fiscal year 2017, the federal government awarded $675 billion in grants
to state and local governments and $500 billion in contracts. Recipients of
these grants and contracts are required to report federal spending and a
range of other information to comply with applicable laws and regulations.
Grant recipients and federal contractors face challenges related to
duplicative and burdensome reporting when complying with these
requirements. Using standardized data and processes can reduce federal
reporting burden and increase the accuracy of data reported.

The Digital Accountability and Transparency Act of 2014 (DATA Act)
required the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and the
Department of the Treasury to establish standardized government-wide
financial data standards." In addition, the DATA Act added section 5 to
the Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act of 2006
(FFATA), which provided an opportunity for simplifying reporting for
federal contracts, awards, and subawards.? Toward that end, the act
required OMB, or a federal agency designated by OMB, to establish a
pilot program to test potential approaches for reducing reporting burden
for federal award recipients—both grantees and contractors
(procurement). OMB was also charged with developing evidence-based
recommendations and guidance to federal agencies for eliminating
unnecessary duplication in financial reporting, and for reducing
compliance costs for federal award recipients based on the pilot findings.

The DATA Act includes a provision for us to review its implementation.
This report assesses the extent to which (1) the Section 5 Pilot met the
statutory requirements of the act, (2) the grants portion of the Section 5
Pilot demonstrated changes in federal award recipients’ reporting burden,

"Pub. L. No. 113-101, § 3. 128 Stat. 1146, 1148-1149 (May 9, 2014). The DATA Act
amended the Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act of 2006 (FFATA).
Pub. L. No. 109-282, 120 Stat. 1186 (Sept. 26, 2006), codified at 31 U.S.C. § 6101 note.
We refer to language added to FFATA by the DATA Act as DATA Act requirements.

2See FFATA, § 5(b). In this report, we refer to the pilot required by this provision as the
“Section 5 Pilot.”
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and (3) the procurement portion of the Section 5 Pilot demonstrated
changes in federal award recipients’ reporting burden.

To address these objectives, we assessed pilot activities by reviewing the
requirements for the pilot contained in the DATA Act as well as pilot plans
and data from agencies involved in administering and executing the pilot.
These agencies included the Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS), OMB’s Offices of Federal Financial Management (OFFM) and
Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP), and the General Services
Administration (GSA). We determined that the pilot data we reviewed
were reliable for the purposes of our work by reviewing the data, tracing
them back to underlying agency source documents, and interviewing
relevant agency staff. We also reviewed OMB documents including a
report to Congress and two memorandums to federal agencies based on
the findings of the pilot. We interviewed OMB staff as well as HHS and
GSA officials responsible for implementing the Section 5 Pilot. Additional
details regarding our objectives, scope, and methodology are provided in
appendix .

We conducted this performance audit from November 2017 to April 2019
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that
the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives.

Background

Signed into law on May 9, 2014, the DATA Act required OMB, or an
agency it designated, to establish a pilot program to facilitate the
development of recommendations for (1) standardized reporting elements
across the federal government, (2) elimination of unnecessary duplication
in financial reporting, and (3) reduction of compliance costs for recipients
of federal awards. To meet these requirements, OMB established a pilot
program with two components—one that focused on federal grants and
another on federal contracts (procurement). OMB designated HHS as the
executing agency of the grants portion of the Section 5 Pilot with
oversight from OFFM. OFPP was responsible for designing and leading
the procurement portion of the pilot focusing on reporting of Federal
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Acquisition Regulation (FAR) procurement requirements.> OFPP
collaborated with the Chief Acquisitions Officers’ Council and GSA on
specific aspects of implementation including the development of the
Central Reporting Portal, a reporting tool which is intended to centralize
FAR reporting. See figure 1 for a timeline of the activities undertaken by
the grants and procurement portions of the pilot as well as deadlines
required by the act.

3The FAR provides uniform acquisition policies and procedures for use by all executive
agencies. These agencies are required to follow the FAR. They enforce its rules, including
reporting requirements, through contracts with individual contractors. The plan for the
procurement portion of the pilot refers to these as “FAR reporting requirements.” In
addition, OMB uses this term in its August 2017 Report to Congress on the status of the
Section 5 Pilot. For consistency, this report will follow the same approach.
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Figure 1: Timeline of Section 5 DATA Act Pilot Activities and Requirements
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Source: GAO Analysis of Public Law 113-101,128 Stat. 1146 and information from the OMB, HHS, and GSA. | GAO-19-299
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As part of our ongoing oversight of the DATA Act’s implementation, we
have monitored OMB’s efforts to meet its statutory requirements related
to the Section 5 Pilot. In April 2016, we reported on the design plans for
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the Section 5 Pilot.* We found that HHS’s design for the grants portion of
the pilot was generally on track to meet statutory requirements and
partially adhered to leading pilot design practices. However, we also
reported that the procurement portion was not on track to meet
requirements, and that its plans did not follow leading pilot design
practices. In response to a recommendation in our report, OMB revised
its plan for the procurement portion to better reflect leading practices for
pilot design identified in our April 2016 report. These changes included
more fully documenting its data collection plans and including a sampling
plan to meet diversity requirements for pilot participants.

According to OMB staff, the ongoing work and related grants guidance
resulting from the Section 5 Pilot reflects a broader strategy for reducing
federal recipient reporting burden that is outlined in the President’s
Management Agenda (PMA). Released in March of 2018, and led by the
Executive Office of the President and the President’'s Management
Council, PMA is a strategy to modernize how federal agencies deliver
mission outcomes and provide services in three key areas: (1) modern
information technology; (2) data, accountability, and transparency; and (3)
the workforce for the 21st Century.®

Several Cross-Agency Priority (CAP) goals include PMA’s milestones and
activities. These CAP goals identify opportunities for multiple agencies to
collaborate on government-wide efforts and report on goal progress
quarterly. Two of these, CAP Goals 5 and 8, include strategies for
reducing federal award recipient reporting burden.® OMB staff told us that
some of the findings from the Section 5 Pilot and recommendations from
their subsequent report to Congress informed the focus of these CAP
goals. For example, according to OMB staff, the grants portion of the
Section 5 Pilot focused on identifying how changes in grants data
collection and grant management may reduce federal recipient reporting
burden. PMA CAP Goal 8 is described as building on these efforts by

4See GAO, DATA Act: Section 5 Pilot Design Issues Need to Be Addressed to Meet Goal
of Reducing Recipient Reporting Burden, GAO-16-438 (Washington, D.C.; Apr. 19, 2016).

Spresident’s Management Council and Executive Office of the President, President’s
Management Agenda: Modernizing Government for the 21st Century (Washington, D.C.:
2018).

6See PMA CAP Goal 5: Sharing Quality Services and CAP Goal 8: Results-Oriented
Accountability for Grants, available at http://www.performance.gov/CAP/CAP_goal_5.html
and http://www.performance.gov/CAP/CAP_goal_8.html.
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shifting the focus toward the life cycle of grants management and
standardizing grants management activities using agile technology.

Section 5 Pilot Met Many but Not All Statutory
Requirements

We determined that the Section 5 Pilot fully met three of the DATA Act’s
statutory requirements, substantively met one, and partially met two
others.” The Section 5 Pilot fully met the following statutory requirements:
(1) that pilot data collection cover a 12-month reporting cycle?; (2) timely
issuance of OMB’s report to Congress in August of 2017 to select
congressional committees;® and (3) that the report to Congress contain a
discussion of any needed legislative actions as well as recommendations
related to automating and streamlining aspects of federal financial
reporting to reduce the reporting burden of federal award recipients.°

We found that the pilot also substantively met the requirement that the
pilot program include a combination of federal award recipients and an
aggregate value of awards of not less than $1 billion but not more than $2
billion. Although the $122 billion in grants included in the pilot greatly
exceeded the upper bound, this was principally a result of the decisions
by OFFM and HHS to pilot different test models for reducing reporting
burden, and to include a wide range of different types of grants. The total

"We determined that a requirement was “substantively met” when actions taken by OMB
or its designated agency did not fully adhere to a specific aspect of a requirement but
were consistent with and generally achieved the broader goal or objective involved.

8We concluded that the Section 5 Pilot, as a whole, met this requirement. For example,
the six test models of the grants portion of the pilot collected data between March 2016
and May 2017, thereby covering a full 12-month reporting cycle. Although, the
procurement portion of the pilot was open for data collection for at least 12 months (from
February 2017 to February 2018), actual data collection occurred only during a 3-month
period. However, since the data that were collected—relating to reporting on
hydrofluorocarbons—are only required to be submitted annually, we concluded that this
also covered a 12-month data cycle.

90ffice of Management and Budget, Report to Congress: DATA Act Pilot Program (Aug.
10, 2017).

10According to OMB staff, the report to Congress did not identify any required legislative
actions because the findings of the pilot did not indicate that any such actions were
needed. However, the report did include three government-wide recommendations for
OMB and agencies to streamline federal financial reporting and reduce the reporting
burden of federal award recipients. We determined that this met the reporting requirement.
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value of grant awards exceeded the amount envisioned by the act."’
OMB’s August 2017 report stated that the decision to go beyond the
minimum requirement of testing one approach was made in the interest of
achieving the DATA Act’s objective to identify ways to reduce reporting
burden as well as the effect this decision would have on the aggregate
value of grants sampled.'? We believe that the pilot substantively met this
requirement and did not identify any negative effects related to the larger
aggregate value of grants, contracts, and subawards included in the
grants portion of the pilot. We found that the approach followed by OMB
and HHS furthered the broader objective identified by this section of the
act.

In addition, we determined that the pilot partially met two of the act’s
requirements. The first of these requirements concerns the act’s
requirement that OMB’s report to Congress include a description of the
data collected, the usefulness of the data provided, and the cost to collect
pilot data from participants. The report that OMB issued to Congress in
August 2017 included information on the first two of these but only partly
addressed the third. Specifically, it contained cost information for only the
grants portion of the pilot, stating that the cost associated with executing
this portion during fiscal years 2015 through 2017 was more than $5.5
million. The report did not contain any cost information on the
procurement portion of the pilot."3

The DATA Act also required that OMB issue guidance to agencies for
reducing reporting burden for federal award recipients—including both
grantees and contractors—but the guidance subsequently issued only
pertained to the grants community. We determined that OMB only
partially met this requirement. On September 5, 2018, OMB issued M-18-
24: Strategies to Reduce Grant Recipient Reporting Burden. Among other
things, this memorandum contained guidance to federal agencies making
the SF-424B form optional based on findings from the grants portion of

"For more information on each test model see the text box titled “High-Level Summaries
of DATA Act Section 5 Pilot Grants Test Models,” as well as appendix II.

20Office of Management and Budget, Report to Congress: DATA Act Pilot Program (Aug.
10, 2017).

3In June 2018, OFPP staff told us that they estimated the cost of the procurement pilot to
be approximately $1.5 million and referred us to GSA for supporting information. GSA,
which was responsible for the development of the central reporting portal, provided
documentation for approximately $742,000 of funding related to the development of the
Central Reporting Portal.
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the pilot."* Form SF-424B is used by grantees to document assurances
regarding their compliance with a wide range of rules and regulations.
Figure 2 summarizes our assessment.

. ___________________________________________________________________________|
Figure 2: Assessment of Section 5 Pilot against Statutory Requirements

Statutory Requirement Assessment

The pilot program must:

e Collect data during a 12-month reporting cycle; and

e Include a combination of federal award recipients (grantees and contractors)
and an aggregate value of awards not less than $1B but not more than $2B.2

Congressional reporting requirements:

e OMB must issue a report to select Congressional committees no later than 90 days
after the date on which the pilot terminates (Issue report by August 31, 2017).

The report must include:

e A description of the data collected, the usefulness of the data
provided, and the cost to collect the data from participants; and

e A discussion of any legislative actions required and recommended for consolidating
aspects of federal financial reporting to reduce the costs to recipients of federal awards,
automating aspects of federal financial reporting to increase efficiency to reduce the costs
to recipients of federal awards, simplifying the reporting requirements for recipients of federal
awards, and improving financial transparency.

e © o OO0

Government-wide implementation requirements:

o Not later than one year after the date on which the Director of OMB submits the report
(August 10, 2018), the Director of OMB shall issue guidance to the head of federal O
agencies as to how the government-wide financial data standards established shall be
applied to the information required to be reported by entities receiving federal awards to:

o reduce the burden of complying with reporting requirements; and
o simplify the reporting process, including by reducing duplicative reports.®

‘ Requirement Fully Met
Q Requirement Substantively Met?
D Requirement Partially Met

Source: GAO Analysis of Public Law 113-101,128 Stat. 1146 and information from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB),
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), and the General Services Administration (GSA). | GAO-19-299

®We use “substantively met” when actions taken by OMB or its designated agency did not fully adhere
to a specific aspect of a requirement but generally achieved the broader goal or objective involved.

®OMB was required to issue guidance to agencies 1 year after the issuance of its August 2017 report
to Congress. Therefore, the guidance should have been issued by August 10, 2018.

4OMB Memorandum M-18-24 (Sept. 5, 2018).
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The Grants Portion of the Pilot Identified
Several Ways to Reduce Reporting Burden and
Provided Support for Government-Wide
Streamlining Efforts

All Six Grant Test Models Reported Evidence of Reducing
Burden, Increasing Accuracy, or Both

As the agency designated by OMB to execute the grants portion of the
Section 5 Pilot, HHS developed and analyzed six “test models” to
determine if adopting the proposed changes would contribute to the pilot
program’s objectives of reducing reporting burden and duplication. These
test models examined a variety of grant reporting issues that HHS had
identified as presenting challenges. All but one of the test models, the
Common Data Element Repository (CDER) Library 2, based their findings
on data collected from grantees.

The text box below provides high-level summaries of each of the six

models. Additional details on the approach followed for each model, as
well as reported results, can be found in appendix .
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High-Level Summaries of DATA Act Section 5 Pilot Grants Test Models

 CDER Library 1 test model assessed the extent to which an online and searchable library containing
data element definitions for grant reporting could enable grantees to fill out forms consistently and
easily."®

+ CDER Library 2 test model assessed the extent of duplication across grant forms within the federal
government. This test model provided information on potential changes in data element definitions
and updates to grant forms that would comply with the DATA Act and standardized reporting
elements.

« Consolidated Federal Financial Report test model assessed the extent to which submitting federal
financial data once, through a single system, could reduce burden for both grant recipients and the
federal government, and streamline the grants closeout process.

« Single Audit test model assessed the extent to which combining or eliminating duplicative financial
reporting on single audit forms could reduce grant recipients reporting burden.

« Notice of Award (NOA) test model assessed the extent to which a consolidated and standardized
Notice of Award coversheet could impact reporting burden by allowing grant recipients to locate
required reporting data in one place.

« Learn Grants test model assessed the extent to which a publicly available website on Grants.gov with
information on grant reporting requirements could improve the grants community’s knowledge of the
grant life cycle process."®

Source: OMB Grants Pilot Test Plans | GAO-19-299

According to data provided by HHS, five of the six test models showed
evidence of decreasing grantee reporting burden either by reducing the
time required to meet existing reporting requirements, streamlining those
requirements, by eliminating duplication, or both. In addition, several test
models reported increases in the accuracy of grantee reporting. For
example, the Consolidated Federal Financial Report test model, which
examined the effect of submitting Federal Financial Report data through
one rather than multiple systems, found that 64 percent of participants
reported that they believed a single system resulted in a reduction in the
time needed to fulfill reporting requirements, and 65 percent reported that
that they believed it would improve the accuracy of the information they
submitted. See table 1 for a summary of the types of effects on time,
duplication, or accuracy for each test model identified throughout the
grants portion of the Section 5 Pilot.

5See https://repository.usaspending.gov/cder_library/.

63ee https://www.grants.gov/web/grants/learn-grants.html.
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Table 1: Reported Results for Grants Test Models of the Section 5 Pilot

Test Model Effect Effect reported  Effect
reported on: on: Duplication™ reported on:
Time® Accuracy®

CDER Library 1: Hypothesis: If grant recipients are provided with definitions of ositive effect positive effect not ositive
data elements through CDER Library, then they will be able to accurately complete P reported gﬁect
forms in a timely manner.
CDER Library 2: Hypothesis: If duplication across forms can be identified using positive effect ositive effect positive
CDER Library, then agencies can update or reduce forms to reduce grant recipient not reported P effect not
burden. reported
Consolidated Federal Financial Report (FFR): Hypothesis: If grant recipients ositive effect positive effect not ositive
can enter complete FFR information systematically through one entry point instead P reported P

h . . ; . effect
of multiple different avenues, and that information could be shared electronically
from that point forward, then grant recipient burden will be reduced and data
accuracy will be improved.
Single Audit: Hypothesis: If grant recipients do not have to report the same positive effect positive effect positive
information on duplicative forms, then grant recipients’ burden will be reduced. offect
Notice of Award (NOA): Hypothesis: If grant recipients have a standardized NOA ositive effect positive effect not ositive
for federal awards, then grant reporting burden may be reduced for recipients by P reported P

- ; . . effect

standardizing access to data needed to populate information collections.
Learn Grants: Hypothesis: If grant recipients are supplied with grants lifecycle positive effect positive effect not o
h Lo ; ! . positive
information in one website, then they will have increased access to grants not reported reported offect

resources and knowledge of the grants lifecycle process.

Source: GAO Summary of data from OMB and HHS. | GAO-19-299

Legend: v = Test model reported having a positive effect on reducing burden on dimension indicated.
— = Test model did not report having a positive effect on reducing burden on dimension indicated.

Note:

%“Time” refers to a reduction of the amount of time awardees spent on fulfilling specific grant reporting

requirements.

“Duplication” refers to a reduction in duplicative items found across tested forms.

“Accuracy” refers to an improvement in the accuracy of reporting submitted by awardees.

HHS incorporated iterative stakeholder input throughout the execution of
the grants portion of the Section 5 Pilot. HHS used feedback from
stakeholders involved in HHS efforts to streamline grants reporting.
Throughout the pilot, HHS consulted with various partner organizations to
gather input and feedback from the broader grant community to refine the
test models, solicit pilot participation, and collect data on the test models.

OMB Used Findings from the Grants Portion of the Pilot
to Support Recommendations and Government-wide
Guidance for Reducing Grantee Reporting Burden

OMB'’s August 2017 report to Congress on the findings of the Section 5
Pilot contained three broad recommendations and stated that OMB plans
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to take action on these recommendations. These recommendations
covered (1) standardizing core data elements, (2) eliminating duplication
through auto-population of data, and (3) leveraging information
technology open data standards to develop new tools across the federal
government. We found that evidence from the grant test models
supported all three recommendations for streamlining federal reporting
discussed in the report. For example, OMB recommended that its staff
standardize core data elements used for managing federal financial
assistance awards based on reductions in administrative burden
experienced in the CDER Library 1 test model. In another example, four
test models supported OMB’s recommendation for increased use of data
auto-population from existing federal data sources as a way to reduce
duplication in reporting.'”

Findings from the grants portion of the Section 5 Pilot also provided
support for government-wide efforts to streamline reporting and reduce
recipient reporting burden. These include OMB’s memorandum M-18-24:
Strategies to Reduce Grant Recipient Reporting Burden, which discusses
efforts to automate and centralize grant management processes. Among
other things, M-18-24 requires that federal agencies evaluate the systems
and methods currently used to collect information from grant recipients to
eliminate duplicative data requests. OMB staff confirmed that M-18-24
incorporates findings from some of the test models of the grants portion of
the pilot such as the Single Audit test model, which examined reducing
duplicative reporting of grant recipients’ data. The efforts to reduce
duplicative reporting in M-18-24 also align with OMB’s recommendation in
its August 2017 report to Congress to eliminate unnecessary duplication
in reporting by leveraging information technology that can auto-populate
from existing data sources.

In addition, OMB staff told us that findings from the grants portion of the
pilot contributed to broader, government-wide initiatives related to federal
reporting. For example, according to OMB staff, the three
recommendations from the August 2017 report to Congress are reflected
in CAP Goal 8 of the President’'s Management Agenda, which focuses on
results-oriented accountability for grants. These OMB staff also told us
that findings from the grants portion of the pilot informed two CAP Goal 8

""The four test models were CDER Library 2, Consolidated Federal Financial Report,
Single Audit, and Notice of Award. OMB’s report to Congress described how these four
test models demonstrated reductions in burden by enabling grantees to submit data once,
in one location, for use multiple times in multiple places.
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strategies. For example, the CAP Goal 8 grants management strategy
focuses on standardizing grants management business processes and
data. OMB developed a comprehensive taxonomy for core grants
management data standards that is currently available for public
comment. In addition, a second strategy focuses on incorporating a risk-
based performance management approach to metrics in grant award
operations to determine low-risk and high-value federal awards. CAP
Goal 8 also states plans to streamline the 2019 Single Audit Compliance
Supplement to focus on requirements that inform grant award
performance.®

80ffice of Management and Budget, Federal Register: Draft Federal Grants Management
Data Standards for Feedback, accessed January 17, 2019,
http://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2018-11-16/pdf/2018-24927 .pdf.
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Procurement Portion of Pilot Did Not Result in
Sufficient or Appropriate Data to Assess
Changes in Contractors’ Burden Reduction

Lack of Contractor Participation and the Absence of
Iterative and Ongoing Stakeholder Engagement Limited
the Ability of Procurement Pilot to Achieve its Objectives

Unlike the grants portion of the pilot, the procurement portion did not
result in data collection that could be used for an evidence-based
assessment of ways to reduce reporting burden. OMB’s Office of Federal
Procurement Policy (OFPP) sought to assess five test models that,
according to the report to Congress, were essential to centralized
procurement reporting.'® However, the pilot did not fully test any of the
hypotheses associated with those test models. The reasons for not
testing the hypotheses included a lack of contractor participation and a
lack of iterative and ongoing stakeholder participation and engagement
throughout the course of the pilot. See appendix Il for additional
information regarding the various procurement test models, associated
hypotheses, and additional details regarding our assessment.

The procurement portion of the pilot focused entirely on the development
and testing of a central reporting portal to consolidate FAR reporting
requirements. According to OFPP staff, the pilot intended to eventually
identify ways to centralize a wide range of reporting requirements that
contractors currently meet through decentralized methods. Contractors
must report many types of information depending on the contract. Toward
that end, OFPP, with the assistance of GSA, created a procurement
reporting website called the Central Reporting Portal. To test the efficacy
of this portal for reducing burden, OFPP initially decided to examine how
well it handled a specific FAR reporting requirement—the reporting of

®The procurement and grants portions of the Section 5 Pilot used the term “test model”
somewhat differently. The grants portion test models represented separate topics, often
quite different from each other, where approaches to reducing reporting burden were
tested. The procurement portion used the term to describe different processes or steps
related to testing the usefulness of the Central Reporting Portal.
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payroll data in accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act.?’ According to pilot
plans, Davis-Bacon reporting requirements were selected because they
were identified by contractors as “pain points” during initial stakeholder
outreach conducted in 2014 and 2015. OFPP planned to collect and
analyze 1 year of weekly Davis-Bacon wage reporting data from at least
180 contractors through the Central Reporting Portal to identify how
centralized reporting might reduce contractor reporting burden.

However, during the 12-month procurement data collection period, no
contractors agreed to submit their Davis-Bacon data as part of the pilot.
Consequently, OFPP did not collect any wage data. Despite OFPP
stating in its plans and reiterating to us as late as September 2017 that it
expected to be able to secure at least 180 pilot participants, only one
contractor expressed interest in reporting its Davis-Bacon information
using the portal.?! This contractor withdrew from the pilot before
submitting any data through the Central Reporting Portal. OFPP staff told
us they were aware of the potential for low pilot participation for Davis-
Bacon reporting when pilot testing began in February 2017 because
contractors already had established processes for fulfilling the highly
complex Davis-Bacon reporting requirements, and pilot participation was
optional. According to GSA contracting staff, the one contractor who
initially expressed interest ultimately decided not to participate because
the format in which the contractor tracked and reported payroll data was
incompatible with that used by the pilot portal, resulting in additional
burden.

2The Davis-Bacon Act requires contractors and subcontractors working on federally
funded contracts in excess of $2,000 to pay at least locally prevailing wages to laborers
and mechanics. The act covers both new construction and the alteration or repair of
existing public buildings and works. Pub. L. No. 71-798, 46 Stat. 1494 (1931), as
amended; codified at 40 U.S.C. §§ 3141-3148. The Department of Labor sets prevailing
wage rates for various job categories in a local area on the basis of periodic surveys it
conducts of contractors, unions, public officials, and other interested parties. Congress
has extended this requirement beyond projects funded directly by the federal government
by including Davis-Bacon Act prevailing wage provisions in numerous related laws under
which federal agencies assist construction projects through grants, loans, guarantees, and
insurance. Examples of related laws include the Federal-Aid Highway Acts, the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974, and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. In
addition to paying no less than locally prevailing wages, contractors for construction
projects that are subject to the Davis-Bacon Act must pay their workers weekly and submit
weekly certified payroll records. OFPP’s pilot plans were to test whether a centralized
portal would simplify this reporting process.

210FPP’s plan for the procurement portion of the pilot contains the goal of collecting 1
year (52 weeks) of weekly Davis-Bacon wage reporting data from 180 pilot participants.
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However, it was not until August 2017—approximately 7 months into its
year-long data collection period—that specific steps were taken to
address the fact that the procurement portion of the pilot had not collected
any data from Davis Bacon contractors. During this period OFPP did not
conduct pilot outreach activities with the contractors, who were key to
successful implementation of the pilot. OFPP staff told us that at the time
of the pilot launch they learned that contractors were interested in having
the Central Reporting Portal be able to communicate with third-party
payroll reporting systems to automate reporting. OFPP staff said that
although they are exploring this possibility, it was not a capability that was
included as part of the pilot. Had this type of feedback on stakeholder
needs been obtained sooner, OMB could have explored the feasibility of
adding this capability to the portal or engaged in communication with
stakeholders to develop alternate approaches that might have persuaded
more contractors to participate.

The usefulness of iterative and ongoing communication is recognized by
the Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government.?? Those
standards state that management should use quality information to
achieve its objectives, and that management should collect quality
information by engaging with stakeholders through iterative and ongoing
processes and in a timely manner. In this case, key stakeholders include
relevant agencies, contracting officials, and contractors using the system.
OFPP’s plan for the procurement portion of the pilot recognized the
importance of stakeholder engagement stating that, to include a diverse
group of recipients in the pilot, they should identify eligible participants for
the pilot, conduct outreach to identify participants, and repeat this process
as necessary until they achieved the sample necessary to test the Central
Reporting Portal.?® However, as previously stated, no contractors agreed
to submit their Davis-Bacon data as part of the pilot. Therefore, OFPP did
not repeat this process until the pilot obtained the necessary sample size.
Such interactions could have provided important information on
contractors’ needs and concerns that OFPP could have used to inform
their decisions regarding the pilot’s implementation.

22GAO, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, GAO-14-704G,
(Washington, D.C. September 2014).

23This information is from OMB’s Procurement Pilot Plan and was reproduced in OMB’s
Report to Congress, p. 62.
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Expansion of Procurement Pilot to Include
Hydrofluorocarbon Reporting Had Limitations

In November 2017, OFPP expanded the type of data accepted by the
pilot to include hydrofluorocarbon (HFC) reporting, a new FAR reporting
requirement. However, this choice had limitations in its suitability for
providing useful data for testing the hypotheses of the five procurement
test models. Unlike Davis-Bacon reporting, where contractors submit
weekly reports, HFC is an annual reporting requirement for contractors
that emit HFC gases over a certain threshold.?* The Central Reporting
Portal is the only location where contractors can submit HFC reporting.2®
For the purposes of the pilot, the Central Reporting Portal accepted HFC
submissions from November 2017 through February 2018.

During the pilot, 11 HFC annual reports were submitted to the portal (see
figure 3). As a result of the small number of reports collected, OMB
collected much less data than it had initially expected to receive to test
the capabilities of the Central Reporting Portal. If the procurement portion
of the pilot had been executed as planned, it could have theoretically
resulted in 9,360 Davis-Bacon submissions for analysis.?® A larger data
set of contractors’ experiences using the Central Reporting Portal could
have informed OMB’s decision-making process through analysis of more,
and potentially more varied data.

24In certain contracts, contractors are required to report the amount of HFCs or refrigerant
blends containing HFC—such as refrigerants, fire suppressants, and other products that
may contain ozone-depleting substances—that normally each contain 50 or more pounds
of HFC or refrigerant blends containing HFC in equipment and appliances delivered to the
federal government. Contractors are to track this information annually for the federal fiscal
year (October 1 to September 30) and report it by November 30 each year during
performance of the contract and at the end of the contract. 48 C.F.R. §§ 23.804, 52.223-
11, 52.223-12.

25Despite this considerable change in circumstances, OFPP staff told us that they did not
amend or create additional plans to reflect the testing of HFC reporting. The procurement
plans submitted to us in 2016 stated that future pilot expansion would include HFC
reporting.

%6This figure represents OFPP’s target number of participants (180) multiplied by a full
year of weekly reports (52). This fully realized scenario assumes participation of all 180
contractors for every week during the year, however, even much more modest
participation would have produced a sizable data set. For example, had the pilot been
able to attract one quarter of its target number of contractors (45) and if each contractor
reported data for only half of the year (26 weeks), it would still have resulted in 1,170 data
submissions.

Page 18 GAO-19-299 DATA Act Pilot Implementation



Letter

Figure 3: Davis-Bacon and HFC Data Submissions to the Central Reporting Portal Made during the Procurement Portion of
the Section 5 Pilot

Total

Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan.

Davis-Bacon Submissions

Hydrofluorocarbon (HFC) Submissions

7 7 R 7 R 7 R 7 7 I 7 e 7 e - I L

Number of Davis-Bacon submissions
H Number of HFC submissions
D HFC data not collected

Source: GAO analysis of Central Reporting Portal data submission documents from General Services Administration (GSA). | GAO-19-299

In addition to the small number of submitted HFC annual reports, the
decision to switch to using HFC data had another limitation. These data
could not be used to examine changes in reporting burden as a result of
using the Central Reporting Portal. This is because HFC reporting was a
new reporting requirement, and as such, it did not have an established
reporting process to use as a point of comparison to assess changes in
reporting burden. The objective of the procurement pilot was to assess
how centralized reporting can reduce reporting burden. This objective
could not be achieved without data on the existing reporting burden.

OMB’s Recommendations for Streamlining Reporting
Were Not Supported by Findings from the Procurement
Portion of the Pilot

Evidence from the procurement portion of the pilot did not support OMB’s
government-wide recommendations for reducing reporting burden in its
August 2017 report to Congress. As previously stated, OMB’s report to
Congress included three recommendations that focused on (1)
standardizing core data elements, (2) eliminating duplication by using
data auto-population, and (3) leveraging information technology open
standards to develop new tools. As support for the first recommendation,
the report stated that results from the procurement pilot test models
demonstrated that standard data elements—coupled with uniform data
adoption—and the ability to centrally collect and share information
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reduces administrative burden. Since the procurement portion of the pilot
did not gather or analyze any pilot data from the Davis-Bacon
participants, OMB did not assess the extent to which the ability to
centrally collect data actually reduces burden.

Recommendation two stated that support from the procurement test
model demonstrated that recipient burden is reduced when identical data
can be entered once in one place and reused. However, the HFC data
collection process did not reuse data when capturing information and did
not have the ability to auto-populate data. HFC data collection was the
only part of the procurement portion of the pilot that collected information
that could have been used to inform this recommendation. According to
OFPP staff, the Davis-Bacon portion of the portal had the capability to
auto-populate data. However, no Davis-Bacon data were collected that
would have allowed quantification of the effects of reusing data on
reporting burden. OMB stated that support for the third recommendation
included data and information collected from the pilot. Although there was
some consultation with stakeholders during initial planning and design of
the procurement portion of the pilot and the early development of the
portal, the pilot did not actually collect any data from either Davis-Bacon
contractors or through the HFC portion of the pilot in the data gathering
and analysis portion of the pilot related to this recommendation.

OMB Plans to Expand Use of the Central Reporting Portal
to Streamline Reporting of FAR Requirements

In August 2018, OMB announced plans to expand the use of the Central
Reporting Portal for FAR reporting, stating that the portal allows
contractors to report data to one central location.?” OFPP staff told us that
they are considering centralizing a third FAR requirement using the portal
in the future but have not yet determined what that will be. As discussed
above, the procurement portion of the pilot did not collect sufficient data
to test the effect of the portal on reporting burden. In addition, the plan for
the procurement portion states that OFPP intended to analyze feedback
on pilot data collection and, depending on that feedback, decide whether
to expand the pilot to other FAR reporting requirements. However, the
pilot did not collect any such feedback to inform its determination to
expand the Central Reporting Portal in the future. As a result, OFPP has

270ffice of Management and Budget, M-18-23: Shifting From Low-Value to High-Value
Work.
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limited information regarding issues that could affect expanded use of the
Centralized Reporting Portal. In the absence of such information, it is
difficult for OFPP to determine whether continued or expanded use of the
Central Reporting Portal will reduce reporting burden, and which
additional FAR requirements, if any, to include.
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Conclusions

To reduce the burden and cost of reporting for recipients of federal funds,
Congress included specific provisions in the DATA Act to encourage
OMB to take a deliberate and evidence-based approach toward
developing guidance for federal agencies in this area. The Section 5 Pilot
offered OMB a valuable opportunity—namely, to test a variety of methods
and techniques at a small scale before applying them more widely. Such
a process may enhance the quality, credibility, and usefulness of
evaluations in addition to helping to ensure that time and resources are
used more effectively. Similar to what we found when we analyzed the
design of the Section 5 Pilot in 2016, our review of its implementation and
the results it produced found differences between the grant and
procurement portions.

OMB and HHS designed and executed a robust grants portion of the pilot
that tested several different approaches for reducing the reporting burden
experienced by federal grant recipients. The resulting findings were used

to develop OMB’s government-wide recommendations, and to inform two

subsequent goals in the 2018 President’s Management Agenda related to
reducing recipient reporting burden.

In contrast, OMB did not fully implement the procurement portion of the
pilot consistent with its plans. The procurement portion did not collect
data to test the hypotheses associated with any of its five test models,
and therefore could not provide empirical support for either OMB’s
government-wide recommendations or guidance related to reducing
reporting burden. Among the factors responsible for this were the lack of
Davis-Bacon contractor participation and OMB’s inability to find a suitable
alternative. OMB has announced its intention to expand centralized
reporting for FAR requirements across government. In the absence of
timely information regarding the needs and concerns of stakeholders,
OMB faces the risk of experiencing implementation challenges similar to
those it experienced during the pilot. Although the use of a centralized
reporting portal could ultimately prove useful for reducing burden, the lack
of information from stakeholders—including the contractors who would
use it—raises concerns about the future success of plans for expanding
the Central Reporting Portal.
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Recommendation for Executive Action

The Director of OMB should ensure that information is collected regarding
how centralized reporting of procurement requirements might reduce
recipient reporting burden—including input from stakeholders such as
contractors through an iterative and ongoing process—to inform OMB’s
planned expansion of the Central Reporting Portal.

Agency Comments and Our Evaluation

We provided a draft of this report to OMB, HHS, and GSA for review and
comment. HHS and GSA informed us that they had no comments. OMB
provided technical comments, which we incorporated as appropriate.
OMB neither agreed nor disagreed with our recommendation.

We are sending copies of this report to the appropriate congressional
committees, The Secretary of Health and Human Services, The Acting
Director of OMB, the Administrator of GSA, and other interested parties.
In addition, the report is available at no charge on the GAO website at
http://www.gao.gov.

If you or your staff have any questions about this report, please contact
me at 202-512-6806 or sagerm@gao.gov. Contact points for our Offices
of Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the last
page of our report. GAO staff who made key contributions to this report
are listed in appendix IV.

M/

Michelle Sager
Director
Strategic Issues
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Appendix I: Objectives,
Scope, and Methodology

This report assesses the extent to which (1) the Section 5 Pilot met the
statutory requirements of the act, (2) the grants portion of the Section 5
Pilot demonstrated changes in federal award recipients’ reporting burden,
and (3) the procurement portion of the Section 5 Pilot demonstrated
changes in federal award recipients’ reporting burden.

To assess the extent to which the pilot met statutory requirements we
reviewed section 5 of the Federal Funding Accountability and
Transparency Act of 2006, as amended by the Digital Accountability and
Transparency Act of 2014, to determine the legal requirements set forth in
the act pertaining to establishing, designing, and executing the Section 5
Pilot. We compared these requirements to documents from the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) and designated agencies. These
documents included pilot plans for the grants and procurement portions of
the pilot, OMB’s August 2017 report to Congress, M-18-23: Shifting from
Low-Value to High-Value Work and M-18-24: Strategies to Reduce Grant
Recipient Reporting Burden.? We also interviewed staff from agencies
involved in administering and executing the pilot on how they carried out
their responsibilities. These agencies included the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS), OMB’s Offices of Federal Financial
Management (OFFM) and Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP), and the
General Services Administration (GSA).

To assess the extent to which the grants portion of the Section 5 Pilot
demonstrated changes in federal award recipients’ reporting burden, we
reviewed HHS’ plans. We analyzed the plans compared to information
collected from the various test models throughout the pilot. The data we
assessed included survey data and analyses. We also assessed whether
statements on changes in grantees’ reporting burden made in OMB’s

"FFATA, § 5(b). Section 3 of the DATA Act amended or added several sections to FFATA,
including FFATA'’s section 5, which contains the requirement for the Section 5 Pilot.

20ffice of Management and Budget, M-18-24: Strategies to Reduce Grant Recipient
Reporting Burden (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 5, 2018); M-18-23: Shifting From Low-Value
to High-Value Work (Washington, D.C.: Aug. 27, 2018); and Report to Congress: DATA
Act Pilot Program (Aug. 10, 2017).
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August 2017 report to Congress were supported by documentation. We
did this by verifying the statements against supporting information. We
determined that the pilot data we reviewed were reliable for the purposes
of our work by reviewing the data, tracing them back to underlying agency
source documents, and interviewing relevant agency staff. We also
interviewed OFFM staff and HHS officials on how the grants portion of the
pilot was executed.

To assess the extent to which the procurement portion of the pilot
demonstrated changes in reporting burden, we reviewed OMB’s plans
and compared them to actions OMB took to execute the pilot. We
compared OMB’s actions to execute the procurement portion of the pilot
against criteria identified in Standards for Internal Control in the Federal
Government.® We viewed a demonstration of the Central Reporting Portal
tool for reporting Davis-Bacon and hydrofluorocarbon (HFC) submissions.
GSA developed the portal and OFPP provided oversight for the portal’s
development. We also reviewed documentation including HFC reporting
submissions made through the portal. In addition, we interviewed OFPP
staff, GSA officials responsible for administering the portal, and three
contracting officials from GSA who were assigned to participate in the
Davis-Bacon component of the procurement portion of the pilot regarding
their actions related to implementing the procurement portion of the pilot.

We conducted this performance audit from November 2017 to April 2019
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that
the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives.

3GAO, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, GAO-14-704G,
(Washington, D.C. September 2014).
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Appendix |I: Description of
Test Models from Grants
Portion of the Section 5 Pilot

This appendix provides detailed information regarding the test models
from the grants portion of the Section 5 Pilot.

The Common Data Element Repository Library
1 Test Model

The Common Data Element Repository (CDER) Library is an online
repository for federal grants-related data standards, definitions, and
context. The library is intended to be an authorized source for data
elements and definitions for use by the federal government and for
recipients reporting grant information.

« Hypothesis: If grant recipients are provided with definitions of data
elements through the CDER Library, then they will be able to
accurately complete forms in a timely manner.

« Methodology: The Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)
divided test model participants into two groups to read a scenario
based on the grants lifecycle and complete a data collection tool. The
first group used the CDER Library to complete the data collection tool
while the second group used all other available sources to complete
the data collection tool. After completion of the data collection tool,
test model participants filled out a survey about their experiences
using the CDER Library.

« Test Model Metrics: Accuracy and completeness of captured data
within a period of time and survey results.

« Example of Test Model Results: On average, test model
participants that completed a data collection tool using the CDER
Library scored 11 percent higher in the accuracy of information
requested and, on average, spent 6 fewer minutes when completing
the tool.

« Number of Test Model Participants: Fifty-nine.
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The Common Data Element Repository Library
2 Test Model

The CDER Library 2 Test Model focused on identifying duplication in
grant forms and data elements across the federal government based on
the data standards, definitions, and context within the CDER Library 1.

« Hypothesis: If duplication across forms can be identified using the
CDER Library, then agencies can update or reduce forms to reduce
grant recipient burden.

« Methodology: HHS conducted an internal analysis of SF-424 form
families, using the CDER Library, to identify duplication in data
elements to determine which forms could be consolidated."

« Test Model Metrics: Number of duplicative fields within form families
and across forms for selected federal entities

« Example of Test Model Results: The internal analysis conducted by
HHS identified 371 instances of data element duplication across 10
agency grant funding applications when using standardized data
elements from the CDER Library 1.

« Number of Test Model Participants: Not Applicable; the CDER 2
Library Test model did not collect information from test model
participants because the test model was an internal document review.
The CDER Library 2 test model tested the utility of the data element
definitions within the CDER Library 1.

The Consolidated Federal Financial Report Test
Model

The Consolidated Federal Financial Report Test Model focused on
examining the potential early validation of consolidated CFFR data and
potential future streamlining of the close-out process by allowing the
submission of Federal Financial Report (FFR) data in one system, rather
than in multiple entry systems.

"The SF-424 is a standardized form required for use as a cover sheet for submission of
pre-applications and applications and related information under discretionary grant
programs.
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« Hypothesis: If grant recipients can enter complete FFR information
systematically through one entry point instead of multiple different
avenues and that information could be shared electronically from that
point forward, then grant recipient burden will be reduced and data
accuracy will be improved.

« Methodology: HHS surveyed Administration for Children and
Families grant recipients on their experience submitting a
consolidated FFR via HHS’s Payment Management System, and
grantees on their perceptions of the process for using a consolidated
FFR through facilitated discussions.?

o Test Model Metrics: Survey results.

« Example of Test Model Results: Sixty-four percent of the CFFR test
model participants reported that submitting their FFR through a single
system would result in reduced reporting time. In addition, 65 percent
of the CFFR test model participants believed using the payment
management system for submitting FFR data would improve the
accuracy of the information they submitted.

« Number of Test Model Participants: One-hundred fifteen tested the
pilot environment and 30 participated in the facilitated discussions.

The Single Audit Test Model

The Single Audit Test Model consisted of (1) an audit and opinions on the
fair presentation of the financial statements and the Schedule of
Expenditures of Federal Awards; (2) gaining an understanding of and
testing internal control over financial reporting and the entity’s compliance
with laws, regulations, and contract or grant provisions that have a direct
and material effect on certain federal programs (i.e., the program
requirements); and (3) an audit and an opinion on compliance with
applicable program requirements for certain federal programs.® The

°The FFR, reported on the Standard Form 425, is used for reporting grant expenditures
for recipients of federal assistance.

3Congress passed the Single Audit, as amended, 31 U.S.C. ch. 75, to promote, among
other things, sound financial management, including effective internal controls, with
respect to federal awards administered by nonfederal entities. The Single Audit Act
requires states, local governments, and nonprofit organizations expending $750,000 or
more in federal awards in a year to obtain an audit in accordance with the requirements
set forth in the act.
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Single Audit Test Model focused on reducing reporting of data on
duplicative forms.

« Hypothesis: If grant recipients do not have to report the same
information on duplicative forms—for example, the SEFA compared to
the Single Audit Report Package and Data Collection Form—then
grant recipients’ burden will be reduced.

« Methodology: HHS collaborated with the Office of Management and
Budget's Office of Federal Financial Management and the Department
of Commerce Federal Audit Clearinghouse (FAC) to create a pilot
environment for test model participants to submit key portions of a
modified Standard Form—Single Audit Collection.* HHS conducted
two focus groups with test model participants subject to the Single
Audit. The first focus group discussed and completed a survey on the
new form. The second group, a sample of test model participants who
are subject to perform a Single Audit submitted the existing form in
the FAC pilot environment, completed a separate data collection form
similar to the new form, and completed a survey on the effectiveness
and burden of the new form.

o Test Model Metrics: Focus group feedback and survey results.

« Example of Test Model Results: All test model participants with
access to the Single Audit’s pilot environment believed the upload
feature for reporting requirements could decrease duplication in
required grant reporting.

« Number of Test Model Participants: Thirteen tested the pilot
environment and 123 participated in facilitated discussions.

The Notice of Award Test Model

This model focused on the feasibility of developing a standardized Notice
of Award (NOA) to reduce reporting burden and facilitate access to
standardized data needed to populate Single Audit information collection.®

“The Single Audit collects financial data from entities that expend $750,000 or more in
federal funds during the annual reporting period using the Single Audit Data Collection
Form, also known as the Standard Form—Single Audit Collection.

5The NOA is a document that contains information that grant recipients need to perform
routine administrative operations. The data elements included in the NOA are
standardized under the Uniform Guidance at 2 CFR 200. However, NOAs often differ in
format and content across agencies, as well as departments within agencies.
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Hypothesis: If grant recipients have a standardized NOA for federal
awards, then grant-reporting burden may be reduced for recipients by
standardizing access to data needed to populate information
collections.

Methodology: HHS divided test model participants into two groups
and completed a data collection tool. The first group completed the
data collection tool using three standardized NOAs, while the second
group completed the data collection tool using three non-standardized
NOAs. After completion of the data collection tool, test model
participants self-reported their respective times to complete the data
collection tool. They also filled out a survey about the standardized
NOA'’s impact on reporting burden and provided input on elements to
include in a standardized NOA.

Test Model Metrics: Self-reported form completion time, accuracy,
and survey results.

Example of Test Model Results: Test model participants with
access to the standardized NOA coversheets spent an average of 3
minutes less when completing the test model’s data collection tool.

Number of Test Model Participants: One-hundred four.

The Learn Grants Test Model

The Learn Grants Test Model is a website on Grants.gov that
summarizes and provides links to new and important grants information
such as policies, processes, funding, and other information needed
throughout the grants life cycle. The website intended to make it easier
for stakeholders to find, learn about, and apply for federal grants and
promote the standardization of grants terminology and data.

Hypothesis: If grant recipients are supplied with grants life cycle
information in one website, then they will have increased access to
grants resources and knowledge of the grants life cycle process.

Methodology: HHS developed a grants knowledge quiz from
information on the Learn Grants website. HHS administered the
knowledge quiz to test model participants in two phases. First, test
model participants completed the knowledge quiz using existing
knowledge and without the Learn Grants website. Next, test model
participants completed the knowledge quiz with access to the Learn
Grants website. HHS compared the results from both knowledge
quizzes. After completion of the knowledge quiz, test model
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participants completed a survey on the usefulness of the Learn Grants
website and its impact on increasing knowledge quiz scores.

o Test Model Metrics: Knowledge quiz accuracy and survey results on
the usefulness of Learn Grants website.

« Example of Test Model Results: Test model participants
experienced an average 10 percent (one quiz point) increase in their
grant knowledge quiz scores when using the Learn Grants website.
New grantees who participated in the test model also reported that the
Learn Grants website provided useful grants information.

« Number of Test Model Participants: Fifty-seven.
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Appendix lll: Assessment of
Test Models in the
Procurement Portion of the
Section 5 Pilot

Table 2: Assessment of Test Models in the Procurement Portion of the Section 5 Pilot

Procurement Test Model and Hypothesis GAOQO’s Assessment

Assessment Rationale

1. Standardize the process for
submission of Federal Acquisition
Regulation (FAR) data

Hypothesis:

A uniform submission process for FAR-
required post-award reports will reduce
contractor burden and cost.

Hypothesis not tested.

Original plan (Davis-Bacon):

The Office of Management and Budget’s Office of Federal
Procurement Policy (OFPP) planned to test this
hypothesis by gathering data on the time it takes to submit
reporting data through the Central Reporting Portal and
outside of the portal, with self-reported data from
contractors. According to OFPP, data were not collected
due to a lack of participation in the Davis-Bacon portion of
pilot.

Revised Strategy (Hydrofluorocarbon):

This hypothesis could not be tested through
hydrofluorocarbon (HFC) reporting because it was a

reporting requirement without an existing reporting method
through which to compare reporting burden.

2. Verify that FAR standards address
needs

Hypothesis:

Verification of FAR standards for post award
reporting will confirm the value of existing
data standards and reduce variations that
will, in turn, reduce contractor burden and
cost.

Hypothesis not tested.

Original plan (Davis-Bacon):
OFPP planned to execute this test model through focus

groups. According to OFPP, no focus groups were
conducted.

Revised Strategy (HFC):
This hypothesis could not be tested through HFC reporting
because it was a reporting requirement without an existing

reporting method through which to compare reporting
burden.
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Procurement Test Model and Hypothesis GAOQO’s Assessment

Assessment Rationale

3. Prepopulate data into the Central
Reporting Data

Hypothesis:

If contractors do not have to report the same
information to different locations then
contractor burden will be reduced

Hypothesis not tested.

Original Strategy (Davis-Bacon):

OFPP planned to test this hypothesis by gathering data on
the time it takes to submit reporting data through the
Central Reporting Portal and outside of the portal, with
self-reported data from contractors. According to OFPP,
data were not collected due to a lack of participation in the
Davis-Bacon portion of pilot.

Revised Strategy (HFC):
This hypothesis could not be tested through HFC reporting
because it was a reporting requirement without an existing

reporting method through which to compare reporting
burden.

4. Consolidate data collection and
access (proof of concept)

Hypothesis:

If contractors can enter FAR-required
reporting data systematically through one
entry point instead of multiple different
avenues, and that information can be shared
electronically with appropriate individuals,
then contractor burden will be reduced and
data access improved.

Hypothesis not tested.

Original plan (Davis-Bacon):

OFPP planned to test this hypothesis by gathering data on
the time it takes to submit reporting data through the
Central Reporting Portal and outside of the portal, with
self-reported data from contractors. OMB also planned to
conduct guided discussions. According to OFPP, data
were not collected due to a lack of participation in the
Davis-Bacon portion of pilot.

Revised Strategy (HFC):

This hypothesis could not be tested through HFC reporting
because it was a reporting requirement without an existing
reporting method with which to compare reporting burden.

5. Central Reporting Portal can
Interface with other reporting
systems

Hypothesis:

If interfaces can be built to support access to
other reporting systems, contractor burden
will be reduced.

model was met.?

Hypothesis not tested, but
metric associated with test

Original plan (Davis-Bacon):

According to OFPP staff, the Davis-Bacon part of the
Central Reporting Portal was able to provide prepopulating
of data by interfacing with other reporting systems or drop
down menus for all reporting fields. However, it could not
demonstrate that such prepopulation resulted in a
reduction of contractor burden.

Revised Strategy (HFC):

This is not applicable for HFC reporting which is reported
through open fields.

Source: GAO Analysis of OFPP’s Procurement Pilot Project Plan, OMB’s August 2017 report to Congress, and Interviews with OMB staff | GAO-19-299

®Although OFPP did not actually test the hypothesis associated with this test model, it did meet the
metric that it had associated with the test model in its pilot plan. That metric is to develop
prepopulating capabilities in the Central Reporting Portal by interfacing with other reporting systems.
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Data Tables

Accessible Data for Davis-Bacon and HFC Data Submissions during the DATA Act

Pilot
2017 Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 2018 Total
Jan. Submissions
Davis-Bacon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Submissions
2017 Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 2018 Total
Jan Submissions
Hydrofluorocarbon No data No data No data No No No No No No 8 0o 2 1
(HFC) Collect- Collect- Collect- data data data data data data
Submissions ed ed ed Collect- Collect- Collect- Collect- Collect- Collect-
ed ed ed ed ed ed
|
Accessible Data for Figure 3: Davis-Bacon and HFC Data Submissions to the
Central Reporting Portal Made during the Procurement Portion of the Section 5
Pilot
2017 Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 2018 Total
Jan. Submissions
Davis-Bacon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Submissions
2017 Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 2018 Total
Jan Submissions
Hydrofluorocarbon No data No data Nodata No No No No No No 8 0 2 11
(HFC) Collect- Collect- Collect- data data data data data data
Submissions ed ed ed Collect- Collect- Collect- Collect- Collect- Collect-
ed ed ed ed ed ed
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