
I 

REPORT BY THE 

Comptroller General 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

Accuracy, Cost, And Users 
Of The Consolidated 
Federal Funds Report 

On March 28, 1984, the Census Bureau, 
acting as executive agent for the Office of 
Management and Budget, issued the 1983 
Consolidated Federal Funds Report. The 
report provides statistical data on the geo- 
graphic distribution of federal funds to states, 
counties, municipalities, and congressional 
districts. 

The potential users of federal geographic 
funding data agree on the need for a compre- 
hensive source of information such as the 
Consolidated Federal Funds Report to meet 
their diverse interests. Because problems 
result when data from several sources are 
combined into the standard report format, 
visibility of federal funds lessens at each 
successive geographic level. Although the 
report addresses some user needs, it could 
be more useful if the availability and acces- 
sibility of substate data were improved. 
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REPORT BY THE ACCURACY, COST, AND USERS 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE CONSOLIDATED 
OF THE UNITED STATES FEDERAL FUNDS REPORT 

DIGEST -e---w 

Beginning in the late 19608, the federal government 
provided a comprehensive annual report on the geo- 
graphic distribution of federal funds to states, 
counties, and cities. In December 1981,.the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) discontinued this 
annual report after the agency responsible for the 
report, Community Services Administration, was 
abolished. A factor in OMB's decision was its 
judgment that in the past this report was often 
misleading and unreliable. (See pp. 2-3.) 

In October 1982, the Congress enacted The Consoli- 
dated Federal Funds Report (CFFR) Act (Public Law 
97-326) requiring the Director of OMB to prepare a 
new annual report for fiscal years 1983 through 
1985. The act specifies that the total amount of 
federal funds obligated or expended in each state, 
county or parish, congressional district, and mu- 
nicipality of the United States be reported by gen- 
eral categories of funds such as grants and pro- 
curement. The act designated four data sources to 
be used in compiling the report: 

--the Census Bureau's Federal Assistance Award Data 
System, 

--the General Services Administration's Federal 
Procurement Data System, 

--the Office of Personnel Management's salary, re- 
tirement, and insurance data files for civilian 
employees, and 

--the Department of Defense's salary and retire- 
ment files for military personnel. 

OMB has delegated to the Census Bureau the respon- 
sibility for report preparation but retains a pol- 
icy oversight role. 

This report is in response to section 10 of the 
CFFR Act, which directs the Comptroller General to 
review the CFFR and the data systems used to com- 
pile the report and to present his findings to the 
House Government Operations and Senate Governmental 
Affairs Committees by October 1, 1984. In this re- 
port GAO analyzed (1) selected aspects of the accu- 
racy of the data in the CFFR, (2) the uses and 
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primary users of the data, and (3) the cost of data 
collection, report preparation, and dissemination. 
(See p. 1.) 

The CFFR for fiscal year 1983 provides statistical 
data on the geographic distribution of $872.1 bil- 
lion. A two-volume document along with a companion 
document, the Federal Expenditures by State Report 
for Fiscal Year 1983, was issued by Census as sche- 
duled on March 28 11984. A computer tape with CFFR 
data containing ditail on program-level distribu- 
tions is also available. The estimated cost for 
the 1983 CFFR was about $476,000. (See p. 7.) 

DATA LIMITATIONS 

GAO examined two dimensions of the data's accuracy 
in this review: one, comprehensiveness, or the ex- 
tent to which the CFFR reports all appropriate 
categories of funds, and two, "geographic visibil- 
ity/ the extent to which the CFFR shows the dis- 
tribution of these funds to each successive geo- 
graphic level. GAO did not verify the accuracy of 
the designated sources' input data and did not 
assess the reliability of the sources' computer 
systems processing the data or the CFFR's process- 
ing system. It was not feasible to look at these 
aspects of accuracy because of time and resource 
constraints. 

The 1983 CFFR reflects approximately 85 percent of 
the domestic budget, with the major exclusion being 
$89.8 billion in net interest on the federal debt. 
The visibility of the funds reported in the CFFR 
declines progressively at each lower geographic 
level, with data at the subcounty level being so 
limited that its usefulness is questionable. (See 
pp. 12-13.) 

The successive decline of data available for each 
level can be attributed to two main problems. 
First, the data sources on which the CFFR is based 
generally do not track dollars to the location of 
all the actual recipients. For example, procure- 
ment funds are reported at the location of the 
prime contractor, even though work may be subcon- 
tracted in other states or localities. In addi- 
tion, inherent difficulties exist in converting 
various geographic coding schemes used by the 
CFFR's data sources to the geographic coding scheme 
used by Census. Census uses codes based on govern- 
ment units which may have different boundaries than 
those found in the coding schemes used by the data 
sources. (See p. 14.) 
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Chart A shows the declining visibility of funds at 
each successive geographic level. Visibility of 
the funds at each of these geographic levels is 
further reduced by the reporting of some funds at 
an intermediate point rather than the ultimate lo- 
cation. However, GAO is unable to quantify these 
amounts. 

Chart A 

GEOQRAPHIC VISIBILITY OF 1983 CFFR FUNDS 
0872.1 BILLION 
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At the state level, at least 2 percent of the 
data's geographic visibility is lost because small 
procurements are not reported at the actual recipi- 
ent location and because of code conversion limita- 
tions. (See pp. 15-17.) At the county level, at 
least an additional 11 percent loss results from 
the recipient location limitations with pass- 
through programs and additional conversion limita- 
tions. (See p 

P 
. 17-20.) In the CFFR, pass-through 

program funds, such as Food Stamps and Medicaid, 
are reported in the county and city of the state 
capital and are not attributed to the appropriate 
substate areas. GAO identified 39 such programs in 
the CFFR, each over $100 million, which account for 
9 percent of all CFFR dollars. 

Below the county level at least 82 percent visibil- 
ity is lost, which makes the data's usefulness 
questionable. The decline results from the cumula- 
tive effects of the problems already mentioned, 

1Funds distributed to state governments which in 
turn distribute them to local governments and 
other recipients. 
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plus extensive code conversion limitations. Aaai- 
tionally, recipient location problems result in the 
lack of direct payment and salary and wage data. 
(See pp. 20-23.) Census did not attempt to show 
distributions of funds by congressional district 
because of both recipient location and conversion 
limitations. However, the CFFR does list the con- 
gressional district(s) associated with each county 
and municipality. (See p. 24.) 

POTENTIAL USERS AND USES 

GAO asked users including congressional, state, 
and local government officials, federal agencies, 
and others (see app. V) about their needs for geo- 
graphic funding data, general and specific uses of 
the data, types of data and data sources used, and 
anticipated uses of the CFFR. GAO conducted most 
of the review before the first CFFR was issued in 
March 1984 because of the short interval between 
that date and GAO's report. As a result, only po- 
tential users and uses for the CFFR were identified 
because sufficient time had not elapsed for a user 
pattern to be established. 

A broad spectrum of user groups expressed a need 
for geographic funding data. Uses for these data 
varied, and user groups expressed some interest in 
all geographic levels of data. Uses include trend 
and impact analyses, budget projections, and reve- 
nue forecasting. 

User groups expressed a greater need for individual 
federal program data than data aggregated into gen- 
eral categories of funds such as grants, direct 
payments, and loans. Some users were particularly 
concerned with the lack of visibility in the CFFR 
for pass-through programs below the state level. 
Interest was also expressed in general categories 
of funds which are not programmatic, such as pro- 
curement and salaries and wages. Most users did 
not object to the use of differen.t financial bases, 
such as obligations (commitments of federal funds 
for specific purposes) and outlays (actual payments 
for goods or services), or the use of allocations 
or estimates, as long as an adequate explanation 
was provided. 

Many user groups expect the CFFR to meet some of 
their needs, but they will probably use it along 
with other sources. Because of the need for indi- 
vidual program data and the absence of this infor- 
mation in the CFFR printed document, many users an- 
ticipate using the limited program data from the 
CFFR tape. They are, however, uncertain of how to 
gain access to the data on the tape. Some users 
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either do not have computer facilities or were un- 
sure at the time of GAO's review about the diffi- 
culties and costs of developing software needed to 
use the tape. (See chapter 4.) 

CONCLUSIONS 

The users and uses of geographic funding data are 
diverse. Data users generally agree on the need 
for a comprehensive source of information on the 
geographic distribution of federal funds such as 
the CFFR. However, sufficient time has not elapsed 
for a user pattern to be established, thus the 
CFFR's utility cannot be fully assessed at this 
time. While the report appears to address some 
user needs, it would be more useful if the availa- 
bility and accessibility of substate program data 
were improved. Since program detail is not availa- 
ble in the printed documents, many potential users 
plan on using the CFFR computer tape to obtain pro- 
gram data even though the data are not complete at 
substate levels. These data would be more widely 
used if information were available to users on how 
to gain access to the tape's data. (See p. 32.) 

To improve the data's geographic visibility at all 
levels would generally require system design 
changes in the four designated data sources that 
provide input to the standard CFFR format. These 
system design changes could involve the collection 
of additional data or changes in current reporting 
requirements and could be costly as well as be an 
additional paperwork burden to federal agencies. 

However, visibility at the county level could be 
improved by 9 percent by using allocation formulas 
or by obtaining fund distributions directly from 
the states for pass-through programs. While some 
costs would be involved with either of these two 
alternatives, GAO believes they would be less than 
the costs of making system design changes to the 
designated data sources. (See pp. 24-25.) 

OMB and Census are considering specific ways to im- 
prove the CFFR data for fiscal years 1984 and 1985. 
They are working with agency personnel responsible 
for the CFFR's input data as well as user groups, 
such as state and local government representatives 
and congressional staffs. (See pp. 25 and 32.) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Since the CFFR is a new report, many users are not 
familiar with the data or how to gain access to the 
CFFR tape. GAO supports OMB's efforts to improve 
the CFFR data by working with agency personnel and 
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user groups. GAO recommends that the Director of 
OMB 

--continue to work with user groups to identify 
their data needs and to obtain their input on 
desired improvements (see p. 32), 

--maintain and publish information in future CFFR 
volumes on organizations through which users can 
access the computer tape and obtain software (see 
p. 321, and 

---continue efforts to explore the feasibility of 
various hlternatives to increase the visibility 
of pass-through funds data at the county level 
and include these data in future reports if such 
alternatives are cost-effective (see p. 25). 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

We requested comments on a draft of this report 
from five agencies -- OMB, the Departments of Com- 
merce (Census Bureau) and Defense (DOD), the Gen- 
eral Services Administration, and the Office of 
Personnel Management. All agencies provided com- 
ments, with DOD providing its comments orally. 
(See app. IX.) 

The agencies agreed with the information presented 
in this report. Both OMB and Census concurred with 
the recommendations. OMB and Census said they have 
taken actions to increase the visibility of pass- 
through funds at the county level and to work more 
closely with user groups to identify their data 
needs and have included these measures in the fis- 
cal year 1984 CFFR work plan. Specifically, Census 
will attempt to distribute below the state level 
pass-through funds data for about a dozen of the 
larger programs. In addition, both Census and OMB 
are increasing their efforts to involve various 
user groups to identify desired improvements. They 
also said they would take actions to maintain and 
publish information on the availability of computer 
tape services. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Consolidated Federal Funds Report Act of 1982 (Public Law 
97-326) was enacted on October 15, 1982. It requires the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to issue an annual re- 
port on the total amount of federal funds obligated for expenditure 
or expended in each state, county or parish, congressional dis- 
trict, and municipality of the United States. The funds are to be 
reported by general categories including grants, loans, purchases 
and contracts, cooperative agreements, direct federal payments to 
individuals, pay of federal civilian employees, military pay, annu- 
ities, retirement pay, pensions and disability compensation. The 
report is to be based on data from the following designated 
sources: 

--the Federal Assistance Award Data System (FAADS), 

--the Federal Procurement Data System (FPDS), 

--the Office of Personnel Management's (OPM's) salary and 
wage, retirement, and insurance data files on civilian em- 
ployees, and 

--the Department of Defense's (DOD'S) salary and wage and re- 
tirement data files on military personnel. 

The act requires the preparation of printed copies and compu- 
ter tapes of the reports for fiscal years 1983, 1984, and 1985. It 
also permits OMB to delegate the responsibility for the report's 
preparation to an executive agent. OMB designated the Bureau of 
the Census in this capacity but retains a policy oversight role. 
Under section 10 of the act, the Comptroller General is required to 
review the Consolidated Federal Funds Report (CFFR) and the data 
systems used to compile the reports. This review is to determine 
the data's accuracy, the costs of data collection and report prepa- 
ration and dissemination, and the data's primary users and uses. 
Our review must be submitted to the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee and the House Government Operations Committee by Octo- 
ber 1, 1984. 

BACKGROUND 

Federal spending has increased over the past two decades from 
about $111 billion in 1963 to $796 billion in 1983. This growth in 
federal spending has coincided with an increased interest in track- 
ing its geographic distribution to assist policymakers and others 
in assessing the effects of budgetary decisions in regions, states, 
and localities. 

While interest in tracking federal spending on a geographic 
basis has expanded over the years, only a few information systems 
or reports provide this type of data. Generally, these systems or 



reports are designed for specific objectives, operate independently 
from one another, report different but frequently overlapping cate- 
gories of federal expenditures, and are incompatible for comparative 
purposes. They either do not provide data below state level, report 
only certain categories of data below state level, or are no longer 
published. 

Information systems or reports which provide or have recently 
provided geographic funding data include: 

--Census Bureau's Government Finances Reports, which provide 
annual outlay data reflected as revenues from the federal 
government to cities, counties, and states for grants-in-aid 
and direct payments aggregrated into broad functional catego- 
ries, 

--Census Bureau's FAADS, which provides quarterly financial ob- 
ligation or contingent liability data at the city, county, 
and state level for federal financial assistance transac- 
tions, 

--General Services Administration's FPDS, which provides quar- 
terly obligation data at the city, county, and state level 
for contract actions, 

--Department of the Treasury's Federal Aid to States (FAS) Re- 
port I which provided annual outlay data at the state level 
for grants-in-aid to state and local governments for some 120 
programs or aggregrated program categories. These data are 
now reported in the Census Bureau's new Federal Expenditures 
by State Report (FESR), and 

--nonfederal subscription services which provide quarterly 
budget data, such as outlays, budget authority, and obliga- 
tions at the state level and periodic special analyses for 
domestic grants-in-aid and other federal funding to states. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION 
OF FEDERAL FUNDS REPORT 

The Geographic Distribution of Federal Funds (GDFF) Report 
provided federal obligation and outlay data from the late 1960s to 
1980 for approximately 1,800 programs and activities for states, 
counties, and cities with a population of over 25,000. It was the 
only information source providing geographic funding data which 
attempted to track the distribution of the majority of federal funds 
down to local government levels. The annual GDFF report consisted 
of 53 volumes -- one for each state, the District of Columbia, and 
the U.S. territories, as well as a national summary. The Office of 
Economic Opportunity, which later became the Community Services Ad- 
ministration, administered the report, and OMB provided policy guid- 
ance. 



After the Community Services Administration was abolished, OMB 
discontinued publication of the annual report in December 1981. A 
factor in OMB's decision was its judgment that the GDFF report was 
often misleading and unreliable, partly because of questionable 
statistical techniques used to allocate data below the state level. 
In addition, much of the data could not be reconciled to budget ac- 
counts because of missing accounts and reporting discrepancies. 

NEW REPORT REQUIRED BY THE CONGRESS 

After the GDFF report was discontinued, no comprehensive 
source of information on the geographic distribution of federal 
funds was available during a period of substantial controversy 
over the allocation of federal budget resources. Major budget 
shifts were accompanied by a redefinition of federal-state respon- 
sibilities in administering certain social services and other do- 
mestic programs. OMB proposed replacing the GDFF report with a 
report reflecting expenditures at the state level only, observing 
that it was not possible to produce reliable data below this level. 
However, this proposal did not meet the perceived need for data be- 
low the state level. 

Congressional hearings were held with various organizations 
expressing a need for an accurate and comprehensive information 
source on the distribution of federal funds at state and substate 
levels. Several existing data sources, including some relatively 
new ones, captured significant amounts of the information reported 
in the GDFF report. While individually none of them could provide 
a comprehensive view of federal spending, collectively these 
sources had the potential to capture and report these data compre- 
hensively. As a result, the Consolidated Federal Funds Report Act 
of 1982 was enacted, mandating the use of these data sources to 
prepare a comprehensive report. 

When considering the legislation, the Senate and House au- 
thorizing committees stated in their reports that they knew incon- 
sistencies and inaccuracies existed in the designated data sources 
that would be used to compile the CFFR. However, they believed 
that more accurate data could be obtained from these sources than 
the GDFF report despite the known problems, and reestablishment of 
the GDFF report would create unnecessary duplication in data col- 
lecting, processing, and reporting. It was anticipated that the 
new report would not remain static but would evolve to provide more 
detailed and accurate information. 

INTERIM REPORTS 

To prevent a short-term information gap between the last GDFF 
report issued for fiscal year 1980 and the first CFFR for fiscal 
year 1983, the Congress required OMB to prepare reports for fiscal 
years 1981 and 1982 on the geographic distribution of federal funds 
to the states. These two reports, entitled Federal Expenditures by 
State Reports for fiscal years 1981 and 1982, were published by the 
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Census Bureau for OMB in February 1983. Census also issued this 
report for fiscal year 1983 as a companion document to the CFFR. 
In addition, the Congress required those agencies which had the 
GDFF input data still available for fiscal years 1981 and 1982 to 
furnish them to the Committee on House Administration and the 
Senate Committee on Rules and Administration as a means of preserv- 
ing the continuity between the GDFF report and the forthcoming 
CFFR. The House Information Systems of the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration collected the 1981 and 1982 data and compiled it in 
June and October 1983, respectively. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

The Consolidated Federal Funds Report Act established our re- 
view's objectives. They are to determine (1) the accuracy of the 
CFFR's data, (2) the dat a's use and primary users, and (3) the 
costs of data collection, report preparation, and report distribu- 
tion. 

In our review we examined two dimensions of the data's accu- 
racy. One is the data's comprehensiveness -- that is, the extent 
to which the CFFR reports all of the categories of funds, and the 
other is the "geographic visibility" -- the extent to which the 
CFFR shows the distribution of these funds to each successive geo- 
graphic level - state, county, congressional district, and munici- 
pality. In our review we did not verify the accuracy of the des- 
ignated data sources' input data, and we did not assess the 
reliability of the data sources' computer systems processing the 
data or the CFFR's processing system. It was not feasible for us 
to look at these other aspects of accuracy because of time and re- 
source constraints. 

To determine the CFFR's accuracy, we identified data limita- 
tions resulting from reporting differences among the designated 
data sources and operational problems in converting and merging in- 
coming data into the CFFR. To the extent possible, we quantified 
the impact of these limitations on the CFFR's comprehensiveness and 
geographic visibility. We accomplished this by reviewing our re- 
ports and other available studies on the limitations of the desig- 
nated data sources, obtaining and analyzing systems documentation 
on the sources, and interviewing the responsible agency officials. 
In addition, we interviewed OMB and Census officials to determine 
the approach and procedures they used to collect the CFFR data and 
to design report formats. We also monitored and evaluated their 
efforts to compile, produce, and distribute the report. 

We analyzed limitations in the report's comprehensiveness by 
identifying items excluded from the CFFR and by comparing some of 
the CFFR's general categories of funds and major program dollar 
totals with actual fiscal year 1983 funding data as shown in the 
fiscal year 1985 budget documents and other secondary sources. We 
gathered information to identify exclusions and make budget com- 
parisons by interviewing officials and obtaining documentation from 
OMB and Census. 



We conducted most of the review before the first CFFR was 
issued in March 1984 because of the short interval between that 
date and GAO's reporting date. As a result, our analysis of uses 
and users was limited because the CFFR is a new report and suffi- 
cient time had not elapsed to establish a user pattern before our 
audit work was completed. However, we did consult with officials 
of those organizations specified in the act on their need for and 
use of geographic funding data and their anticipated uses of the 
CFFR. These officials included members of Congress, the Congres- 
sional Budget Office (CBO), OMB, the Senate Rules and Administra- 
tion Committee, the House Administration Committee, Census, repre- 
sentatives of state and local governments, and others. 

To determine the congressional need for geographic funding 
data and anticipated use of the CFFR, we mailed a written question- 
naire to a randomly selected sample of 302 Senate and House member 
offices, committees, and subcommittees. We asked if they regularly 
used geographic funding data, what they used it for and how, and 
what type of data they used. To ensure a high response rate we 
conducted telephone follow-ups. We weighted and aggregated the 
responses so they would be representative of the results that would 
be obtained if all congressional offices were surveyed. 

We visited California, New York, and Texas, the three states 
receiving the largest share of federal funds in fiscal year 1982, 
and selected major municipalities within these states to determine 
their needs for or uses of comprehensive geographic funding data 
and their potential use of the CFFR. We interviewed state govern- 
ment officials from both the executive and legislative branches and 
local planning and budget officials. We interviewed officials from 
17 other states and Puerto Rico by telephone to determine their 
need for geographic funding data and conducted follow-up interviews 
with officials in 3 of these states and Puerto Rico to determine 
their anticipated CFFR use. We selected these states because of 
their use of or interest in this type of data. In addition, we in- 
terviewed officials from the major state and local interest groups 
to obtain information on their use along with their members' needs 
and uses of these data. 

We interviewed other individuals and groups interested in geo- 
graphic funding data about the report's usefulness. Those inter- 
viewed included members of the academic community, nonprofit or- 
ganizations, and selected federal agencies. We conducted most of 
our interviews and the congressional survey before the CFFR was 
issued; therefore, our analysis reflects only anticipated CFFR use. 
Before conducting our interviews, we gave the interviewees back- 
ground information and sample output tables from the CFFR. After 
the CFFR was issued, we conducted random follow-up phone interviews 
to request additional information on the report's potential useful- 
ness. Responses from the congressional survey are representative 
of the entire Congress; however, the responses from the other users 
interviewed-- state and local government officials, academics, and 
others-- should not be considered representative of any user group. 
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To determine CFFR costs, we collected cost data from Census, 
OMB, the designated data sources, and additional agencies. We also 
requested Census to identify separately the costs of the FESR for 
fiscal year 1983. To gather the cost data, we interviewed agency 
officials and obtained appropriate records but did not audit the 
cost data. We identified only incremental costs for the designated 
data sources and additional agencies because their basic systems 
and operational costs are incurred to support specific agency mis- 
sions rather than the CFFR. 

Throughout our review we coordinated with OMB and Census and 
attended their CFFR work sessions as observers. Our field work was 
performed in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards between October 1983 and May 1984. 

6 

. 



CHAPTER 2 

A PROFILE OF THE CFFR FOR FISCAL YEAR 1983 

The CFFR for fiscal year 1983 (hereafter called the 1983 CFFR) 
presents statistical data from several sources on the geographic 
distribution of $701.7 billion in direct federal expenditures (ac- 
tual payments for goods and services) or obligations (commitments 
of federal funds for specific purposes) and $170.4 billion in 
other federal assistance in the form of contingent liabilities 
(commitments that may or may not become liabilities in the future-- 
for example government guarantees). The report reflects the major- 
ity of the domestic budget. (See chapter 3 for a more detailed 
explanation of the CFFR's comprehensiveness.) The two-volume docu- 
ment and a computer tape were issued by the Census Bureau as sched- 
uled on March 28, 1984, along with a companion document, the FESR. 
The three-volume package was distributed to members of the Con- 
gress, states, selected local government officials, and others. 
The tape was provided to the House Information Systems and the Sen- 
ate Computer Center, and to State Data Centers on request. The es- 
timated cost for the 1983 CFFR was about $476 thousand. 

The CFFR Act specifies the general categories of federal funds 
and geographic areas which should be included in the report. Cen- 
sus, with OMB's approval, aggregated and arrayed the CFFR's data on 
direct federal expenditures or obligations into five general cate- 
gories of funds. This included reporting retirement pay and disa- 
bility compensation under direct payments for individuals and 
creating a separate category for other direct payments. Census 
combined three additional categories for nondirect federal expendi- 
tures into other federal assistance, which reports contingent lia- 
bilities for loans and insurance programs. Chart 1 distributes 
CFFR dollars by general categories of federal funds. 

Chart 1 
GENERAL CATEGORIES OF FEDERAL FUNDS IN THE CFFR 

CFFR 8872.1 BILLION 
DIRECT PAYMENTS 
FOR INDIVIDUALS 

26.0 BILLION (37%) 

GRANTS 6103 
BILLION (12%) 

ALARIES AND WAGES 
0102.6 BILLION (12%) 

PROCUREMENT 
e168.9 BILLION (18%) 

LOANS AND INSURANCE 
$170.4 BILLION (20%) 

DIRECT PAYMENTS 
011.3 BILLION (1%) 
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The CFFR Act also designates the report's major data sources. 
The Census Bureau's CFFR processing system consists of data inputs 
compiled from millions of transactions between individual fund re- 
cipients and numerous federal agencies. The intermediate focal 
points of this extensive system are the four designated data 
sources which contribute information on about 87 percent of all 
funds reported in the CFFR. FAADS and FPDS are the largest con- 
tributors, reporting approximately 55 percent and 18 percent, re- 
spectively, of the total funds. OPM and DOD directly contribute 
approximately 9 percent and 5 percent, respectively. (See app. I 
for more detail on the CFFR and its designated data sources.) In- 
formation on the remaining 13 percent of the funds was collected by 
Census from additional agencies to increase the report's comprehen- 
siveness and ensure that major government activities not reported 
in the designated sources were included. The Postal Service is the 
largest additional contributor, reporting about 19 percent of the 
total additional dollars. Chart 2 distributes CFFR funds by data 
sources. (See p. 9.) 

CFFR PRODUCTS AND FORMATS 

The 1983 CFFR'S first volume contains data on county areas and 
the second volume contains data on subcounty areas which include 
municipalities.1 Volume I reports data for all general categories 
of funds by state down to the county level. The one or more con- 
gressional districts within each county are also listed. DOD funds 
for salaries and wages and procurement contract awards are dis- 
played separately, and overall DOD totals are aggregated separately 
from the remaining direct expenditures or obligations. 

Volume II reports selected general categories of funds for 
each state down to county and municipality. It also lists the one 
or more congressional districts in each county and municipality. 
The categories reported in Volume II are grant awards received di- 
rectly by local entities, procurement contract awards, and selected 
direct loans, loan guarantees and insurance. DOD procurement con- 
tract awards and general revenue sharing funds are identified sepa- 
rately. This volume does not contain data on direct payments for 
individuals and salaries and wages because these data are not 
available below the county level from the designated data sources. 

The computer tape contains more detailed information than is 
found in volumes I and II. As distinct from the CFFR publications, 
the tape provides program-level data by Catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance program number. However, limitations for these data 
exist both at the county and subcounty levels. (See chapter 3 for . 
additional information.) 

1Municipality is defined by the act as any subcounty unit of local 
government that receives general revenue sharing. 
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The FESR, CFFR's companion document, portrays the same general 
categories of funds as the CFFR, but at the state level only. The 
FESR also gives specific information at the state level on grants, 
direct payments, loans, and insurance programs for over 150 catego- 
ries of programs or program aggregates and provides comparative 
data on each state for per capita expenditures. In the FESR, the 
grants data are outlay data. Such data were previously collected 
and published by the Department of the Treasury in the FAS Report. 
For fiscal year 1983, the Census Bureau collected, processed, and 
published these data in the FESR and plans to continue to do so in 
future years. Consequently, Treasury has discontinued publishing 
the FAS Report. 

With each of the three publications, Census included extensive 
technical notes explaining the CFFR's conceptual framework, data 
sources used to compile the report, and caveats the user should be 
aware of when using the data. These notes provide a thorough ex- 
planation of the data. Documentation is also available with the 
tape to assist users in developing the software needed to access 
the data. Considering that the data sources, general categories of 
funds, and geographic coverage are designated by law, we believe 
Census compiled the CFFR in a manner consistent with the legisla- 
tive intent. 

DISTRIBUTION 

OMB and Census shared responsibility for the distribution of 
the 1983 CFFR and FESR. To give the public better access to the 
computer tape, Census will provide copies to State Data Centers on 
request. Through the State Data Centers the tape is more accessi- 
ble to state and local governments, as well as the public. The 
State Data Center program is essentially a cooperative agreement 
between Census and 49 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands that allow them to receive various 
Census data products and services for distribution to public and 
private users. As part of this arrangement, the centers agree to 
establish networks to help distribute data to local areas. 

COSTS 

The approximate cost of $476,000 for the 1983 CFFR includes 
costs for OMB, Census, the designated data sources, and the addi- 
tional agencies providing data for the report. Census incurred the 
largest portion of the cost, approximately $284,000, or 60 percent 
of the total, including about $29,000 to prepare and publish the 
FESR. OMB incurred approximately $86,000, or 18 percent of the to- 
tal costs, with the remaining $106,000, or 22 percent, from the 
designated sources and additional agencies. In many cases the 
agencies estimated the costs because their financial systems could 
not specifically track CFFR costs. Detailed information on costs 
for personnel, computers, printing, and other items are shown in 
appendix II. 
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Census allocated $275,000 for the CFFR and FESR in both fis- 
cal years 1983 and 1984, and pending approval of its fiscal year 
1985 appropriation, intends to allocate the same amount in fiscal 
year 1985. Work on the 1983 CFFR began in April 1983 and ended in 
March 1984. A portion of the fiscal year 1983 money was spent on 
the first two FESRs. Census anticipates that the fiscal year 1984 
CFFR and FESR will require at least the same effort and that their 
costs will remain about the same. OMB’s costs for this year's re- 
port were primarily for development and start-up efforts; there- 
fore, they expect lower costs next year. 

The designated data sources and additional agencies collect 
data independently of the CFFR to support other specific agency ob- 
jectives. Since the basic systems and operational costs to collect 
the data were incurred to support these specific objectives, only 
the additional costs incurred to extract and transmit the data for 
the CFFR were reported. The costs of the designated data sources 
were approximately $49,000. Of this amount, OPM incurred the larg- 
est portion, about $45,000, because the data were on file, but they 
were not readily available for Census' purposes. As a result, OPM 
had to develop special processing procedures to compile the data in 
a usable form for Census. (App. I describes the processing proce- 
dures.) The additional agencies' costs were approximately $57,000, 
with about 89 percent of the costs incurred by the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board, Department of Education, and Postal Service. Most of 
the additional agencies will continue to report directly to the 
CFFR, but the Railroad Retirement Board and the Department of Edu- 
cation will report data to FAADS and, therefore, will not continue 
to incur costs directly attributable to the CFFR. 
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CHAPTER 3 

&IMITATIONS AFFECTING CFFR ACCURACY 

For the purpose of this review we examined two dimensions of 
the data's accuracy-- comprehensiveness and geographic visibility. 
The comprehensiveness of the data is the extent to which the CFFR 
reports all appropriate categories of funds. The 1983 CFFR re- 
flects approximately 85 percent of the fiscal year 1983 domestic 
budget. The geographic visibility of the data is the extent to 
which the CFFR shows the distribution of these funds to each suc- 
cessive geographic level. The funds reported in the CFFR lose geo- 
graphic visibility progressively from the state to the subcounty 
level, with limited visibility at the congressional district level. 
This is due to the designated data sources not distributing funds 
to actual recipients and not reporting geographic location by a 
standardized geographic code. Program visibility also lessens pro- 
gressively at each succeeding level. As a result of the losses in 
both geographic and program visibility, the usefulness of data at 
the subcounty level is questionable. 

CFFR DATA COMPREHENSIVENESS 

The 1983 CFFR measures federal funds for a wide range of do- 
mestic activities - salaries, wages, procurement, grants, direct 
payments, and loan and insurance programs. This coverage was pre- 
scribed in the Consolidated Federal Funds Report Act of 1982. In 
addition to designating both the general categories of funds to be 
included and the geographic levels, the act stipulated the data 
sources to be used, To increase the coverage and to ensure inclu- 
sion of major federal government activities not reporting to the 
designated data sources, the Census Bureau obtained data from addi- 
tional sources such as the Postal Service. 

Each of the designated data sources and additional agencies 
uses one or more financial measures to report data. According to 
the CFFR's introductory technical notes, as a general 
grants and procurement data represent obligated funds, 4 

uide, the 
while the 

salaries, wages, and direct payments categories represent actual 
expenditures (outlays).2 Data on loans and insurance programs 

1Amounts of orders placed, contracts awarded, services received, 
and similar transactions during a given period that will require 
payments during the same or a future period. 

2Payments made through issuance of checks or disbursement of cash 
to liquidate obligations. The term "expenditures" is used inter- 
changeably with "outlays." 
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generally represent the federal government's contingent liabil- 
ity.3 From surveying potential users of these data, we found that 
a mixture of outlay and obligation data is acceptable to the major- 
ity of users as long as a clear explanation is presented in the 
documentation. (See chapter 4 for additional information.) 

For fiscal year 1983, the CFFR reports $872.1 billion, in- 
cluding federal government expenditures and obligations totaling 
$701.7 billion and other federal assistance totaling $170.4 bil- 
lion. The other assistance categories--direct loans, loan guaran- 
tees, and insurance-- represent the federal government's contingent 
liability, in accordance with the FAADS reporting instructions. 
Any actual expenditures under these programs are included in the 
$701.7 billion. 

The $701.7 billion in federal government expenditures and ob- 
ligations reported in the CFFR reflects about 85 percent of the do- 
mestic budget. According to Census Bureau officials, the major ex- 
cluded amounts were 

--those that could not be geographically distributed, such as 
net interest on the federal debt, which is $89.8 billion or 
about 12 percent of net domestic outlays, 

--categories not covered by the designated data sources, such 
as travel, and 

--agency and program omissions for selected categories of 
funds. 

For a more detailed discussion of data comprehensiveness, see 
appendix III. 

GEOGRAPHIC VISIBILITY 

The CFFR's successive loss of geographic visibility at each 
level results from two main problems. 

--Designated data sources generally do not track funds to ac- 
tual recipient locations. 

3A conditional commitment may become an actual liability because 
of a future event beyond the control of the government. In FAADS, 
contingent liability covers the gross amount of direct loans 
awarded, the portion of a guaranteed loan from a loan institution 
to a borrower actually backed by the federal government, and the 
face value of direct insurance policies of the federal government. 
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--Converting various codes identifying geographic locations4 
into a standardized Census governmental unit code is diffi- 
cult. 

Both problems result in a compounded loss of geographic visibility 
at each successive level; however, this loss is not uniform across 
all general categories of funds. 

Because the designated data sources were designed to support 
specific objectives other than the CFFR, they generally do not re- 
port funds to the location of the actual recipient. For example, 
procurement dollars in FPDS are reported only at a prime contrac- 
tor's principal place of performance even though the work may be 
performed at auxiliary plants in other geographic locations or sub- 
contracted to other companies in various states or localities. 
Another example is grant funds reported in FAADS. Many grant pro- 
gram funds are reported at the city and county of the state capital 
even though they only pass through the state capital for distribu- 
tion to recipients located throughout the state. 

A somewhat smaller problem results from the CFFR data sources 
using different coding schemes to identify geographic locations. 
The different coding schemes used by the data sources do not always 
define geographic areas in the same way. For example, one coding 
scheme may assign one code to a subcounty area, while another may 
assign three codes to the same area. Again this problem results 
from the data sources being designed for objectives other than the 
CFFR. To standardize the report's geographic locations, Census had 
to convert vast numbers of different geographic location codes into 
a standardized set of codes. Census used an existing coding 
scheme, the government unit codes, to identify states, counties, 
municipalities, and townships. These codes were used because they 
could identify subcounty units of local governments receiving gen- 
eral revenue sharing as is required by the CFFR Act. The difficul- 
ties encountered in the conversion process result in approximately 
a 4.9 percent loss in visibility at the subcounty level. (See 
awe I for details on the conversion process.) Also, 360 of the 
435 congressional districts, or approximately 83 percent, do not 
conform to county governmental unit boundaries. As a result, Cen- 
sus decided not to allocate dollars to co,lgressional districts but 
to list the one or more appropriate congressional districts associ- 
ated with each county and municipality. 

A further problem is the CFFR's limited capacity to identify 
individual programs for grants, direct payments, loans, and insur- 
ance. At the state level, this information can be obtained from 
the tape or the companion document, the FESR, which identifies many 
major programs and aggregates of similar programs. However, at the 

4TW0 Commonly used coding systems are Federal Information Process- 
ing Standards (FIPS) and GSA codes. 
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county and subcounty levels, this problem becomes progressively 
more complicated, and even the CFFR tape furnishes only limited in- 
formation. At the county level, the identity of all state pass- 
through programs is not available since these data are not reported 
below the state level. At the subcounty or municipality level, the 
only program data available are for those programs for which the 
municipality or some other entity is the direct recipient. 

State level visibility 

Of the funds reported in the CFFR, at least 2 percent are not 
distributed to the state level. The 2 percent of undistributed 
funds include summarized procurement data ($15.9 billion) and vari- 
ous funds which could not be distributed because of conversion 
limitations ($2.3 billion). At best, visibility at the state level 
is 98 percent. Even though the 98 percent is distributed to states 
in the CFFR, the distribution among states may not accurately re- 
flect where the funds actually flow, because in some cases, such as 
procurement, the actual recipient location may be unknown. Thus 
the dollar impact cannot be quantified. Chart 3 summarizes these 
visibility limitations. 

CHART 3 
STATE LEVEL QEOGRAPHIC VISIBILITV 

CFFA -8872.1 BILLION 

U.S. UNDl8TR18UlED 

018.2 SILLION l2%) 

ACTUAI. 
LOCATIONS 
UNKNOWN 

FPDS’s design specifications for data collection create geo- 
graphic visibility problems with procurement funds. One major 
problem is that the recipient of prime contracts is identified to 
only one principal place of performance for which FPDS collects 
data, including contract action dollars (actions, such as obliga- 
tions, against contracts). This occurs even though a substantial 
amount of the prime contractor's work, particularly for DOD hard- 
ware and weapon systems procurements, may be performed at one or 
more other locations, not necessarily in the same state. A dollar 
estimate of this problem was not available. 

s5 

,:9;; 



In addition, FPDS is not designed to capture subcontract data 
by recipient location. FPDS attributes prime contract dollars, 
which are subcontracted, to the prime contractor's principal place 
of performance. Major prime contracts are generally subcontracted 
to various states and localities. For example, recent DOD procure- 
ment project data for a major weapons system showed subcontracting 
dollars for 39 percent of the prime contract value flowing to 33 
states. Historical data are consistent with this example. 
Although some federal agencies have tried to collect subcontract 
data, NASA is the only agency that attempts to do so systemati- 
cally. DOD's attempt to meet a statutory requirement to collect 
such data resulted in less than a 50 percent reporting compliance. 
The Secretary of Defense criticized the effort as too costly and 
burdensome. In an April 1984 report to the Congress on competition 
in subcontracting, OMB and the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
concluded that a comprehensive subcontract data collection system 
would be neither cost-effective nor necessary. 

Another problem results from FPDS collecting only national 
level summary data for DOD contract actions of $25,000 or less and 
non-DOD contract actions of $10,000 or less. These procurement 
contract actions accounted for 10 percent of the procurement dol- 
lars or 2 percent of the total CFFR dollars. They represent 
$12.3 billion in over 14 million DOD contract actions, and 
$3.6 billion in over 6 million non-DOD contract actions. 

A less significant problem occurred when $2.3 billion across 
several CFFR fund categories could not be identified to states be- 
cause of conversion limitations. These impacted funds included the 
U.S. Postal Service, OPM's retirement and disability data, and mis- 
cellaneous FPDS contract data. Census plans to review its conver- 
sion procedures and make feasible improvements to reduce such oc- 
currences. 

Table 1 summarizes the major limitations affecting geographic 
visibility at the state level. 
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Problem 

Wcipient location 

Principal 
place of 
performance 

Dollars 
subcontracted 

Sumnarized 
small contract 
actions 

Conversion 

Limitations 

mta1 

Table1 

Limitations attheStateLeve1 

Procurement 

Procurement 

Ems Procurement 

various Various 

Dollar 
almunt 

(billions) 

unknown 

$15.9 

2.3 0 

Percent 
of 

CFFR 

- 

- 

2 

$18.2 2% 

County level visibility 

The geographic visibility of the CFFR funds lessens at the 
county level as a result of additional recipient location and con- 
version limitations. The largest cause for the additional loss is 
the lack of county distribution of an estimated $81 billion in fed- 
eral program funds passed through state governments to substate re- 
cipients. An estimated $20.3 billion loss of visibility is also 
attributable to conversion limitations and state level reporting. 
In addition, an undetermined dollar amount is affected by the meth- 
ods that OPM and DOD used to estimate salary and wage distribu- 
tions. Added to an estimated $18.2 billion visibility loss at the 
state level, the known loss of geographic visibility at the county 
level represents over $119.5 billion, or more than 13 percent of 
the total CFFR dollars. Even though approximately 87 percent of 
the funds are distributed to counties, the CFFR may not accurately . 
reflect where these funds flow because the actual recipient loca- 
tion for some funds may not be known. The dollars affected by this 
problem cannot be quantified. Chart 4 summarizes the visibility 
limitations. 
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Chart 4 

COUNW LEVEL GEOGRAPHIC VISIBILITY 

CFFR - 8872.1 BILLION 

.S. UNDISTRISUTED 
018.2 SILLION (2%) 

TATE UNDl8TRI8UTED 
020.3 SILLION 12%) 

I FUND8 
OS1 .O SILLION ID%) 

ACTUAL 
LOCATDNO 
UNKNOWN 

The major portion of the loss of geographic visibility at the 
county level results from limited recipient location reporting in 
FAADS and in the OPM and DOD salary and wage files. This occurs 
because FAADS does not report pass-through program5 funds in de- 
tail below the state level and because salary and wage estimates 
may not be identified accurately by county. 

Pass-through program data are reported in the county and city 
of state capitals and are not attributed to the appropriate sub- 
state areas. Since neither FAADS nor the CFFR identifies these 
programs, we developed our own list of applicable programs greater 
than $100 million (see app. IV for a list of pass-through programs) 
to determine their impact on the CFFR's geographic visibility. Us- 
ing FAADS, CFFR data, the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance, 
and discussions with federal agencies, we identified 69 pass- 
through programs. Thirty-nine programs totaling $81 billion ap- 
parently distributed all program funds to state governments for 
pass-through to substate recipients. These programs account for 
about 9 percent of all CFFR dollars and about 61 percent of all 
grant dollars. The other 30 programs provided part of their funds 

~ to states for pass-through and part of the funds directly to sub- 
~ state recipients. The dollar distribution between state and sub- 

state recipients for these 30 programs could not easily be identi- 
fied and was not included in our computations. 

Our user survey identified a need for this type of data below 
~ the state level. Users are willing to accept valid allocation 

SPass-through programs are generally grant and direct payment funds 
distributed to state governments which, in turn, distribute them 
to local governments and other recipients. 

18 

. 



I formulas if they are well documented. (See chapter 4 for further 
details.) Allocation formulas were used by the Department of 
Health and Human Services to report the distribution of five pass- 
through programs totaling $10.3 billion to substate levels in 
FAADS. However, the Census Bureau, with OMB concurrence, decided 
to reaggregate those programs to the counties and cities of state 
capitals to maintain consistency in the CFFR's reporting of pass- 
through programs. OMB and Census intend to analyze the pass- 
through problem and to take corrective actions where appropriate 
and feasible. Officials plan to check with federal agency and 
state government officials to determine whether funds can be dis- 
tributed appropriately by using allocation formulas based on fac- 
tors, such as population, that impact the distribution of funds to 
substate levels or by obtaining fund distributions directly from 
the states. 

The federal civilian salary and wage data OPM submitted to 
Census are based on the county of the place of employment. Dollar 
amounts for each county are estimates based on various statistical 
techniques and several important assumptions. (See app. I for de- 
tails.) However, the main problem with these data is that report- 
ing funds at the place of employment may not accurately reflect 
where the employee lives, particularly in larger metropolitan areas 
which cross city, county, and even state lines. A prime example is 
the case of Washington, D.C., and surrounding Virginia and Maryland 
jurisdictions. Although OPM has data available below the county 
level, OMB decided that estimates should be made at the county 
level only. The accuracy of OPM's estimates was not determined, 
but OPM's estimated state data for DOD's civilian employees were 
comparable to state estimates DOD also had available. While the 
use of estimates affects the visibility at the county level, the 
dollar impact is unknown. 

DOD also provided a combination of actual data and estimates, 
similar to that of OPM but based on somewhat different methods used 
by each of the military services. Active and inactive duty mili- 
tary pay reflects the county of the duty station and impacts the 
geographic visibility in a way very similar to that involving ci- 
vilian pay described above. The military pay system either pro- 
vided actual data or served as a benchmark to adjust Army and Navy 
estimated dollars. For active duty, reserve, and National Guard, 
these amounts were prorated on the basis of the number of personnel 
at the duty station at the end of the fiscal year multiplied by 
standard rates of pay. While no analysis of dollar impacts on geo- 
graphic visibility has been made for DOD data, some impact occurs 
at the county level. 

In addition to the above data problems, approximately 
$20.3 billion in several CFFR fund categories could not be identi- 
fied to counties due to conversion limitations and state level re- 
porting; therefore, they are shown as "state undistributed." Table 
2 summarizes the major limitations affecting accuracy at the county 
level. 

. 
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Recipient location 

Pass-through 
funds 

Summarized small 
contract actions 

Place of employment 
and estimates 

State levela 
carry over 

OPM,DOD 

Place of performance State level 
and subcontracts carry over 

Conversion 

Limitations 

Table 2 

Limitations at the County Level 

Data source 

FAADS 

State levela 
carry over 

Recipient location and conversion 

State level 
reporting and 
limitations 

Various 

Datacategory 

Grants and 
direct pay- 
ments 

Procurement 

Salaries and 
wages 

Procurement 

Various 

Various 

Dollar 
almunt 

(billions) 

8 81.0 

15.9 

unknown 

2.3 

20.3 

Percent 
of 

CFFR 

9 

2 

- 

- 

- 

2 

$119.5 13% 

%ee state level table, p. 17. These two items cabined represent the U.S. 
undistributed total of $18.2 billion (2%). 

Subcounty visibility 

Geographic visibility of CFFR funds below the county 
so limited that the utility of such data is questionable. 

level is 
Only 

about 18 percent of all dollars are visible, which is mainly in 
procurements, general revenue sharing, some grants, and loan 
guarantees and insurance. No data are shown in the CFFR at the 
subcounty level for direct payments or salaries and wages due to 
recipient location problems. Even in the data categories dis- 
played I substantial funds are shown as "county undistributed" 
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' or "balance of county" 
version limitations. 

due to aggregations to county level and con- 
Chart 5 summarizes these limitations of visi- 

bility. 

Chart 6 
SUBCOUNTY LEVEL QEOGRAPHIC VISIBILITY 

CFFR4872.1 BILLION 

COUNW AOOM 
04OOl.S BIWON 

U.S. UNOlSlIINJTRO 
mu BILLION mlu 

TAll UNM#T(IIW7RO 
sm.3 l ll.LloN mu 

l ALANCL’OF P*s8~lnaouas 
COUNTY FUNDS 

e37.4 BILLION I4WI OS1 .O BIl.LION (0%) 

The largest loss of geographic visibility at the subcounty 
level, $405.9 billion, results from FAADS direct payment and con- 
tingent liability funds being aggregated at the county level and 
not reported at the recipient location. FAADS reports 35 direct 
payment programs which account for approximately $256.9 billion of 
the total CFFR dollars. Social security payments and medicare ac- 
count for about $166 billion and $59 billion respectively. Also, 
approximately $149 billion in contingent liabilities reported by 
FAADS is not distributed below the county level. Of this amount, 
$86.6 billion is for flood insurance and $19.3 billion is for crop 
insurance. The lack of salary and wage data at this level also 
contributes to the visibility loss, as does other recipient loca- 
tion limitations at the state and county levels. All these factors 
have been discussed in previous sections. 

The direct payment funds reported in FAADS have a high volume 
of transactions and large numbers of recipients. For example, the 
Social Security Administration has tens of millions of individual 
transactions, which are reported on an aggregate basis. To dis- 
tribute these funds to the subcounty level would be very costly; 
for example, each individual transaction record would have to be 
assigned a geographic location code which in turn would have to be 
converted to a governmental unit code. 

The degradation resulting from conversion limitations is most 
severe at this level. A large number of subcounty geographic loca- 
tions could not be converted into subcounty governmental units. As 



a result, $37.4 billion was assigned to a "balance of county" cate- 
gory. In many cases, even the preliminary step of converting all 
geographic codes into acceptable subcounty FIPS codes could not be 
made; therefore, $5.4 billion was assigned to a "county undistrib- 
uted" category. An additional $154.8 billion was assigned to the 
"county undistributed" category because funds for salaries, wages, 
and retirement were reported at the county level only. 

Census has explored some alternatives for solving the conver- 
sion problem. They include: 

--replacing the governmental unit coding system with another 
geographic location code such as FIPS, and 

--augmenting the governmental unit codes with another geo- 
graphic location code. 

Census found the first alternative was not advisable because 
the geographic boundaries of FIPS are not as precisely defined as 
the boundaries of a governmental unit. Augmenting the government 
unit codes also presents a problem because there is overlap between 
geographic location codes. Census did consider augmenting govern- 
mental unit codes with FIPS but abandoned this approach because it 
appeared too costly. 

Table 3 summarizes the major limitations affecting accuracy 
at the subcounty/municipality level. 
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Table 3 

PKdAelTl 

'Recipient location 

Oounty level 
aggregation 

Pass-through 
funds 

Wnnarized small 
contract actions 

Various 

Conversion 

Limitations 

Limitations 

Recipient location 
and conversion 

ckunty level 
reporting and 
limitations 

State level 
reporting and 
limitations 

Limitations attheSukountyLeve1 

Datasource 

FAADS 

County levela 
carryover 

State levelb 
carryover 

countyand 
state level 
carry over 

Various 

State levelb 
carry over 

Various 

County levela 
carryover 

Dollar 
Datacategory imw>unt 

(billions) 

Direct payments 
and contingent 
liabilities 

$405.9 

Grants anddirect 
paymen- 

81.0 

Procurement 15.9 

Procurement and 
salaries and wages 

Various 

Various 

Various 160.2 18 

Various 

37.4 

2.3 

“-_---,-c 
CSLk.GAIL 

of 
CFFR 

47 

9 

2 

20.3 2 

. 

$723.0 82% 

See County level table, p. 20. 

kee State level table, p. 17. These two items Wined represent the U.S. 
undistributed total of $18.2 billion (2%). 
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Congressional district visibility 

Census did not attempt to show distributions of funds by con- 
gressional district because of the difficulty in relating them to 
governmental units. However, the CFFR does list the congressional 
district(s) associated with each county and municipality. The 
CFFR's data sources generally do not report data on congressional 
districts. Only 75 of the 435 congressional districts, or about 17 
percent, contain whole counties. Since a county or subcounty area 
may be greater or less than a congressional district, it would be 
extremely difficult to develop conversion tables to congressional 
districts. In addition, because the visibility below county level 
is less than 18 percent, the value of further distribution to the 
remaining 360 congressional districts would be questionable. 

Attempting to modify the data sources to capture congres- 
sional district information would be difficult and costly because 
of the large volume of transactions associated with direct payment 
programs. If allocation techniques were to be used, the question 
of accuracy would become an important consideration. Given the 
severity of these constraints, we believe that Census has complied 
with the spirit of the legislative intent. If further improvements 
are to be made, it appears that considerable analysis will be 
required to determine acceptable trade-offs in cost-effectiveness 
and accuracy. 

: CONCLUSIONS 

The CFFR reflects approximately 85 percent of the domestic 
budget. The major exclusion is the net interest on the national 
debt, which represents approximately 12 percent of domestic out- 
lays. Even though different financial measures, such as outlays 
and obligations, are used in the CFFR, this is acceptable to most 
users as long as clear documentation is provided. 

The geographic visibility of the CFFR dollars lessens at each 
successive geographic level. This results from the designated data 
sources not reporting funds by actual recipient location and the 
difficulties encountered in converting various geographic location 
codes to governmental unit codes. Since the CFFR data is compiled 
from several sources, developed for purposes other than this re- 
port, the design specifications for data collection vary among the 
sources. As a result, these two data limitations occur when the 
sources' data are combined into the standardized CFFR format. 

At all geographic levels in the CFFR, there are losses in 
visibility which cannot be quantified. At least 2 percent of the 
data's geographic visibility is lost at the state level because 
procurement dollars are not reported at the actual recipient loca- 
tion and conversion limitations occur. At the county level the 
visibility is considerably less, at least a 13-percent loss, be- 
cause of recipient location limitations with pass-through programs, 
additional conversion limitations, and the cumulative effects of 
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the state level limitations. The subcounty level visibility is 
poor I at least an 82-percent loss, which makes the data's useful- 
ness questionable. This results from the cumulative effects of 
visibility degradation at higher levels added to extensive conver- 
sicn limitations and additional recipient location problems result- 
in? in the lack of direct payments and salary and wage data. Con- 
gressional district visibility is difficult to determine because of 
both recipient location and conversion limitations. 

These limitations result not only in a loss of dollar visibil- 
ity at each successive geographic level but also in a loss of pro- 
gram visibility. Although the CFFR tape provides program level 
data, pass-through and direct-payment program identities are not 
visible below the state and county levels respectively due to the 
recipient location limitations. 

To improve visibility at all levels generally would require 
system design changes in the designated data sources. This could 
involve the collection of additional data or changes in current re- 
porting requirements. Visibility at the county level can be im- 
proved without a system design change because funds for pass- 
through programs could be distributed by using allocation formulas 
or by obtaining fund distributions directly from the states. The 
cost and additional paperwork burden of making any of these changes 
is not known. However, we believe the costs to distribute pass- 
through funds by either of the two mentioned alternatives would be 
less than the costs of making system design changes. We also be- 
lieve that substantial increases in visibility at the subcounty and 
congressional district levels would require system design changes 
and could be costly. OMB and Census are examining specific ways to 
improve the CFFR data for fiscal years 1984 and 1985 and are work- 
ing with agency personnel, state and local government representa- 
tives, and others. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We recommend the Director of OMB continue efforts to explore 
the feasibility of various alternatives to increase the visibility 
of pass-through funds data at the county level and include these 
data in future reports if s&h alternatives are cost-effective. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

We requested comments on a draft of this report from five 
agencies -- OMB, the Department of Commerce (Census Bureau), DOD, 
GSA, and OPM. All agencies provided comments, with DOD providing 
its comments orally. (See app. IX.) 

The agencies agreed with the information presented in the re- 
port. Both OMB and Census concurred with the recommendation and 
said they had taken action to increase the visibility of pass- 
through funds at the county level. The OMB and Census fiscal year 
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1984 CFFR work plan includes plans for action on this recommenda- 
tion. Census will attempt to distribute below the state level 
pass-through funds data for about a dozen of the larger programs 
such as Medicaid and Food Stamps. 
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CHAPTER 4 

POTENTIAL CFFR USERS AND USES ARE DIVERSE 

In Our review of potential users and uses of the CFFR, we con- 
sulted not only those organizations specified in the act (see app. 
VIII, sec. 10) but also other interested groups. These included 
the Congress, congressionally related groupsl state and local gov- 
ernment officials and interest groups, and others including federal 
agencies and academia. (See app. V for a list of organizations and 
individuals contacted.) 

From these users we requested information on 

--the need for geographic funding data, 

--general and specific data uses, 

--the types of data (such as state, congressional district, 
or program level) and data sources used (such as the 
GDFF report and FAADS), and 

--the anticipated CFFR use. 

We found an expressed need, across a broad spectrum of user 
grows I for geographic funding data. The groups identified vari- 
ous uses for the data which included trend and impact analyses, 
policy analyses, comparative analyses, reviews of the President's 
annual budget and legislative initiatives as well as revenue fore- 
casting and budget projections. The user groups expressed some in- 
terest in all geographic levels and a greater need for individual 
federal program data rather than data aggregated into general cate- 
gories such as grants, direct payments, and loans. 

The potential users employ various data sources, including 
the old GDFF report, FAADS, Census' Government Finances reports, 
the relatively new FESR, and, in certain instances, newly devel- 
oped nonfederal fiscal information services. The Congress also ex- 
tensively uses organizations such as the Congressional Research 
Service (CRS), House Information Systems (HIS), and Senate Computer 
Center (SCC), which have access to a wide variety of these data 
sources. In addition, most groups directly contact federal agen- 
cies to obtain information. 

Many user groups anticipate that the CFFR will meet some of 
their data needs; however, they will probably use it as a supple- 
mental data source along with others they currently use. Even 
though program data is needed by all user groups, many also ex- 
pressed an interest in the CFFR categories such as procurement and 
salaries and wages although they are not programmatic. However, 
the lack of visibility in the CFFR for pass-through programs below 
state level particularly concerned some of these groups. Users did 
not object to using different financial measures or methods for 
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allocations and estimates as long as they were clearly identified 
and explained. Because the CFFR reports data for the past fiscal 
year rather than current or future years, we believe the report 
potentially has greater application for analyses requiring a his- 
torical baseline, such as trend and comparative analyses, rather 
than for revenue forecasting and budget projections. 

Because of the lack of individual program data in the printed 
CFFR, many potential users anticipate using the CFFR tape to iden- 
tify these programs, their funding levels, and geographic distribu- 
tions. However, many of these users were uncertain about how they 
would gain access to the data on the tape. Some users either do 
not have computer facilities or were unsure at the time of our re- 
view about the difficulties and costs which might be involved in 
developing the software needed to use the tape. 

Specific uses of CFFR-type data and any unique applications 
are identified below in our discussion of uses by major groups. 

CONGRESS AND CONGRESSIONALLY RELATED ORGANIZATIONS 

To determine congressional uses and users of geographic fund- 
ing data and potential use of the CFFR, we mailed a written ques- 
tionnaire to a random sample of 302 Senate and House member offi- 
ces, committees, and subcommittees. Two hundred forty-two offices 
responded for an overall response rate of 80 percent. (See app. VI 
for the questionnaire and detailed analyses of the results.) 

The majority (76 percent) of the congressional offices ex- 
pressed a need for geographic funding data. Consistent with our 
findings for all users, the congressional survey indicated: 

--great interest in data for various purposes and at various 
geographic coverage levels, 

--considerable interest in program data, 

--acceptance of estimates and a combination of financial re- 
porting measures, 

--current use of diverse sources to obtain data, with a wide 
use of the FESR, and 

--potential use of both the CFFR printed document and tape. 

The survey results indicate that use of the data is fairly 
evenly distributed among the general purposes. (See app. VI, 
table 8.) However, the results show the data are considered more 
important for congressional oversight, legislative initiatives, and 
policy analyses. State, county, and subcounty data are considered 
"moderately important" to "essential" by most congressional offices 
although state data are more important than the other levels. Con- 
gressional district data range from "moderately important" to 

28 



"essential" for most House members, committees, and subcommittees 
but are not very important for many Senate members and committees. 

As for data sources, the FESR is the most widely used availa- 
ble composite report. A majority of congressional cffices fitid it 
"moderately difficult or greater" to obtain data in the various 
categories they need. Congressional offices anticipate using both 
the CFFR tape and the printed documents. Fifty-nine percent would 
use the printed documents, and 36 percent indicated a use of the 
tape. However, the lesser use of the tape, which provides program 
data, is not consistent with the considerable interest expressed in 
program data. A number of respondents indicated they would use the 
printed documents rather than the tape because they did not have 
direct access to computer facilities. In addition to the congres- 
sional survey, we consulted several congressionally related organi- 
zations and found that some congressional offices frequently con- 
tact these organizations to obtain geographic funding data. These 
organizations included HIS, SCC, CBO, and CRS. 

Though HIS and SCC are not actual users of such data, they 
provide data services to members of Congress and congressional com- 
mittees. Approximately 69 percent of the House members use HIS, 
and 63 percent of the Senate members use SCC. Requests to HIS tend 
to be constituent-oriented, such as how much money is being spent 
for a specific program in a specific city or county. They also re- 
ceive requests for data comparing funds received for various fiscal 
years. Requests to SCC are generally for state by state compari- 
sons of federal funding and for historical trend data. These re- 
quests usually do not require any analyses by HIS and SCC. Both of 
these organizations plan to incorporate CFFR data into their exist- 
ing geographic data bases. 

CRS and CBO use geographic data to perform trend and impact 
analyses and to provide budget-related analyses and research as- 
sistance to the Congress. Response to the congressional survey in- 
dicates that 84 percent of the Senate members and 87 percent of the 
House members use CRS. Congressional inquiries to CRS generally 
request the amount of money being spent in a given geographic loca- 
tion or historical trend data. In the past, CBO has used geo- 
graphic data for special analyses of the effects of federal spend- 
ing on local economies. However, most of their present use relates 
to estimating the impact (costs) of federal legislation on state 
and local governments. CBO depends primarily on data provided by 
state and federal agencies to perform these analyses. Since both 
organizations need program data, they anticipate using data from 
the CFFR computer tape. 

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS AND INTEREST GROUPS 

We interviewed state and local government officials in Cali- 
fornia, Texas, and New York, state officials in 17 other states and 
Puerto Rico, as well as state and local government interest groups 
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based in Washington, D.C. (See app. V for a complete list.) 
Within the general uses already cited, state government officials 
seem t0 need current data in addition to historical baseline data. 
These data are sometimes used bv local clovernment officials to 
lobby for more state and federal funds. State and local interest 
groups use the data to provide information to their members. 

Generally the groups and officials we interviewed prefer pro- 
gram level data and a majority prefer substate level detail. Some 
state officials emphasized their need to know the state agency re- 
cipient and the amount of federal funds received. Many users ex- 
pressed concern over the lack of pass-through program data, The 
National Conference of State Legislatures sponsored a project to 
develop methods which will increase pass-through program visibil- 
ity. This project used data from one of the CFFR's designated data 
sources, FAADS, along with state generated information. The pro- 
ject was completed in September 1984, and OMB plans to review the 
project results. 

State and local government officials use most existing data 
sources for analyses requiring historical baseline data. For 
those uses requiring more current data, such as revenue forecast- 
ing and appropriations work, some officials contact state and fed- 
eral agencies directly. Officials believe this results in receipt 
of more accurate, reliable, and complete data. Also, the use of 
nonfederal fiscal information services for fiscal planning and 
forecasting has increased. On a subscription basis, these services 
provide analyses and projections of funds flowing into states, re- 
ports at key stages in the federal budget process, and other spe- 
cial analyses. 

The CFFR will not greatly aid projects requiring mainly cur- 
rent data but will have more potential use for projects requiring 
historical baseline data. However, the tape will be more useful 
than the printed document because it provides program data. The 
degree to which states will make use of the State Data Centers to 
gain access to CFFR data, especially the tape, was not determined 
at the time of the survey. 

OTHER USERS 

We identified and interviewed other individuals and organiza- 
tions such as federal agencies and academics that use geographic 
funding data. In general, their uses were similar to those of con- 
gressional and state groups, with a particular emphasis on compara- 
tive and impact analyses using historical baseline data. 

The State and Local Government Program Office within the De- 
partment of Agriculture's Economic Research Service previously used 
the GDFF report to prepare an annual report comparing the distribu- 
tion of federal funds to rural and urban areas by program and 
functional areas. The last report was for fiscal year 1980, the 



last year of the GDFF report. The Congress, other offices within 
the Department of Agriculture, such as the Office of Rural Develop- 
ment Policy, as well as groups outside of government, were recipi- 
ents of these data. The Program Office anticipates using the CFFR 
to resume this comparative data series. 

Within the Department of Commerce's Bureau of Economic Analy- 
sis one group uses FAADS data along with federal and state agency 
data to produce its personal income statistics. This group antici- 
pates using salary and wage and direct payments data from the CFFR 
tape in addition to other sources. Another group within the Bureau 
uses contract data from FPDS along with inhouse regional models to 
analyze regional impacts, both direct and indirect, of Defense con- 
tracts. This group plans to use the FESR for an overview of pro- 
curement data but anticipates having to use both the FPDS and its 
back-up contract data for its analyses. 

The academic community has long been a user of geographic 
funding data. It uses the data mainly for trend and impact analy- 
ses. A major determinant of academics' use of these data is the 
availability of federal project moneys from sources such as the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Development, the National Science 
Foundation, and the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela- 
tions (ACIR) and from nonprofit organizations such as the Ford 
Foundation to study the effects of federal policies and programs 
across a broad spectrum of state-federal relations. 

Academics' use of geographic funding data seems to be of two 
types-- broad state level analyses or narrowly focused city and sub- 
city level analyses. These analyses often attempt to forecast 
changes, based on historical trends, down to the program level or 
at functional aggregates of programs. Those professors interviewed 
thought the FESR would meet some of their needs but did not foresee 
much utility for the other CFFR printed documents. A few expected 
to use the tape for state level analyses because of greater program 
visibility; however, they did not anticipate using the tape for 
city level analyses because of the tape's limited substate data. 
Academic users will probably access CFFR data through the State 
Data Centers. 

We consulted several diverse groups, including ACIR, which 
use geographic funding data. ACIR compiles a wide variety of data 
on state and local governments and anticipates using the CFFR to 
respond to inquiries about the geographic distribution of federal 
funds. ACIR also frequently conducts research on major intergov- 
ernmental issues and uses the findings to make policy recommenda- 
tions on involvement by the major levels of government. ACIR's 
major inhouse use of geographic data was for its historical analy- 
sis of the regional flow of federal funds. The last report cover- 
ing the period 1952-1976 was published in 1980. If ACIR resumes 
this analysis, it may use CFFR historical data as a baseline for 
this project. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Uses and users of geographic funding data are numerous and 
diverse. Users include the Congress and related organizations, 
state and local government officials and interest groups, and 
others such as academics and some federal agencies. Their uses of 
the data range from trend analysis and revenue forecasting to 
analyzing intergovernmental financial relations and policies. 
These data users generally agree on the need for a comprehensive 
source of information on the geographic distribution of federal 
funds. 

Sufficient time has not elapsed for a user pattern to be es- 
tablished for the CFFR data, thus the CFFR's utility cannot be 
fully assessed at this time. However, the CFFR has potential util- 
ity for analyses requiring historical baseline data. While it 
satisfies some data needs, the report would be more useful if the 
availability and accessibility of substate program data were im- 
proved. Since program detail is not available in the printed docu- 
ments, many potential users anticipate using the computer tape to 
obtain program data. These data would be more widely used if in- 
formation were available on how to gain access to the tape's data. 
As noted in chapter 3, OMB and Census are examining specific ways 
to improve the CFFR data in future years. They are working with 
agency personnel responsible for the CFFR's input data as well as 
user groups such as state and local government representatives and 
congressional staffs to obtain their input. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recognizing that the CFFR is a new report and that users are 
not familiar with its data or how to gain access to its computer 
tape r we recommend that the Director of OMB 

--continue to work with user groups to identify their data 
needs and to obtain their input on desired improvements, 
and 

--maintain and publish in future CFFR volumes information on 
organizations through which user:3 can access the computer 
tape and obtain software. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

Both OMB and Census concurred with these two recommendations. 
The OMB and Census fiscal year 1984 CFFR work plan includes actions 
for working with user groups. Both agencies are increasing efforts 
to work with users, including major public interest groups to 
identify improvements for the fiscal year 1984 reports. Actions 
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to provide information on the availability of comp,,ter tape serv- 
ices will be included in the work plan. Census intends to include 
in the fiscal year 1984 reports a listing of organizations through 
which users can access the computer tape and obtain software. (See 
app. IX.) 
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APPENDIX I 

THE CFFR SYSTEM AND ITS DESIGNATED 

DATA SOURCES 

APPENDIX I 

The Census Bureau's CFFR processing system consists of data 
input compiled from millions of transactions between individual 
fund recipients and numerous federal agencies. The intermediate 
focal points of this extensive system are the four data sources 
designated in the CFFR Act--FAADS, FPDS, OPM, and DOD. The system 
also includes other data sources, the largest of which is the 
Postal Service. 

CENSUS BUREAU'S CFFR PROCESSING SYSTEM 

The Census Bureau has developed a system to consolidate the 
input from all the data sources into a usable format for publish- 
ing a report and producing a computer tape. This requires the sys- 
tem, where possible, to convert reported geographic locations of 
fund recipients into a common reporting basis, the governmental 
unit system, and to aggregate funds by category for each govern- 
mental unit. Because of the mass of data reported, the Census 
Bureau developed an automated processing system. 

Incoming data are checked by computer edit programs for cor- 
rectness of format and content. The computer edits also validate 
the geographic coding of the recipient locations by matching it to 
the Census Bureau's master files. When locations with significant 
dollar amounts fail the edit, the Census Bureau works with the 
agency submitting the data to correct the problem; otherwise, edit 
failures are assigned to the appropriate nonspecific geographic 
location --U.S. undistributed, state undistributed, or county undis- 
tributed. 

When recipient locations pass the screening edits, they are 
converted to Federal Information Processing Standards (FIPS) geo- 
graphic codes, if necessary, and these codes are matched to the 
governmental unit codes. If a match occurs, the dollar amount 
associated with the recipient location is assigned to the govern- 
mental unit. If the match fails, the amount is assigned to the 
nonspecific county location, "balance of county." This should 
occur only at the subcounty level since a one-to-one relationship 
exists between FIPS and governmental unit codes at the state and 
county level. Two important anomalies in the governmental unit 
system exist-- New York City and municipalities which exist in two 
or more county areas. New York City is comprised of five 
counties --New York, Bronx, Kings, Queens, and Richmond, but in the 
governmental unit system, New York City can be assigned to only one 
county, New York county. As a result, all valid FIPS codes for the 
other four New York City counties failed the governmental unit 
match and had to be recoded to New York county. In the case of 
other municipalities existing in parts of two or more county areas, 
financial data usually were attributed to the principal county area 
to which the municipal government is assigned. When this occurs, 
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the secondary county area reports only the remainder of its funds. 
For example, Atlanta, Georgia, is in both DeKalb and Fulton coun- 
ties, and the governmental unit system designated Fulton as the 
principal county. Accordingly, most funds related to Atlanta are 
assigned to Fulton county. 

Federal Assistance Award Data System (FAADS) 

FAADS is a centralized reporting system established by OMB in 
April 1980 to gather and disseminate information on federal domes- 
tic financial assistance actions. It was authorized by the Con- 
solidated Federal Funds Report Act of 1982 (Public Law 97-326). 
OMB designated the Census Bureau its executive agent to manage and 
operate the system. Twenty-three major federal departments and 
agencies with grant-making authority report quarterly to FAADS on 
approximately 500 federal programs. The types of financial assist- 
ance reported are grants to state and local governments and other 
recipients; direct payments tc individuals, private firms and other 
private institutions; direct loans; guaranteed and insured loans; 
and insurance. 

Items collected by FAADS include the Catalog of Federal Domes- 
tic Assistance (CFDA) program number, name and location of the re- 
cipient, amount of federal funding, project description, and the 
federal agency that made the award. Because transactions are re- 
ported either on an action-by-action basis or on a county-by-county 
aggregation basis, FAADS collects two data sets. The county-by- 
county basis transactions, however, contain less data on recipient 
identification and location. County-by-county aggregations were 
developed to minimize data collection and processing costs in large 
programs, such as Social Security payments, where millions of 
transactions occur. 

Because FAADS is a quarterly compilation of financial assist- 
ance actions, the Census Bureau treats each quarter's data as a 
separate data base. No summation, consolidation, or linkage with 
previous quarterly data is performed. However, FAADS reporting in- 
structions allow agencies to report in subsequent quarterly submis- 
sions both transactions and corrections to previous quarters. 
Thus, late submissions or corrections become part of the data base 
of the quarter in which they are reported. In the case of correc- 
tions, no unique transaction identifier relates a correction back 
to the previously reported transaction. When submitting the FAADS 
input to CFFR, the Census Bureau added together the four quarterly 
fiscal year 1983 files without completely accounting for late 
transactions appearing from prior fiscal years or duplications in 
corrected records. Census Bureau officials believe the dollar 
amounts concerned are relatively insignificant. 

The FAADS submission to the CFFR consisted of the CFDA program 
number, the location of the recipient in either the FIPS or GSA 
geographic codes, and the amount of federal funding (either obliga- 
tions, outlays, or contingent liabilities). FAADS reported 
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$479.5 billion in funding. However, this submission did not con- 
tain all the inputs normally submitted to FAADS by its reporting 
agencies. The Departments of Education, Health and Human Services, 
Housing and Urban Development, and the Treasury, as well as the 
Veterans Administration, made separate submissions to CFFR of about 
$66.3 billion. 

The following agencies reported to FAADS in fiscal year 1983. 

Departments 

Agriculture Housing and Urban Development 

Commerce Interior 

Defense Justice 

Education Labor 

Energy Transportation 

Health and Human Services Treasury 

Independent Agencies 

ACTION National Endowment for the 
Humanities 

Appalachian Regional Commission National Science Foundation 

Civil Aeronautics Board Small Business Administration 

Environmental Protection Agency Smithsonian Institution 

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 

Veterans Administration 

National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration 

FEDERAL PROCUREMENT DATA SYSTEM (FPDS) 

Congress, in August 1974, passed the Office of Federal Pro- 
curement Policy Act (Public Law 93-400) which authorized the crea- 
tion of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy in OMB and the 
establishment of a system for collecting and disseminating procure- 
ment data. About 3-l/2 years later, in February 1978, the Adminis- 
trator, Office of Federal Procurement Policy, established the Fed- 
eral Procurement Data System (FPDS) under the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense to meet the needs of the Congress, executive 
branch agencies, and the private sector for these data. The Office 
of the Secretary of Defense established the Federal Procurement 
Data Center to operate the system. Federal procurement data 
collection began in fiscal year 1979. Pursuant to the Office of 
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Federal Procurement Policy Act Amendments of 1979 (Public Law 
96-831, administrative oversight of the Federal Procurement Data 
Center was transferred in April 1980 from the Office of the Secre- 
tary of Defense to the General Services Administration. 

FPDS currently receives information on individual contract ac- 
tions, summaries of smaller contract actions and summaries of sub- 
contracting, and a letter report on total procurement of supplies 
and equipment relating to the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 and the 
International Agreement on Government Procurement. For the CFFR, 
FPDS collects quarterly data on individual contract actions from 
56 federal executive branch agencies. Of these, DOD provides the 
largest procurement dollar amounts, about 80 percent of the total 
reported. Individual contract action data consist of 32 elements, 
including name of the agency awarding the contract, contract or 
modification number, purchasing office and address, date of award, 
principal place of performance, dollars obligated or deobligated, 
principal product or service, and contractor name and address. 

FPDS normally collects quarterly summaries of smaller con- 
~tract actions--$lO,OOO or less for non-DOD agencies and $25,000 or 
bless for DOD. The data collected includes methods of contracting, 
types of contracting entities, types of acquisition, number of ac- 
tions, net dollar amounts, and some geographic differentiation be- 
'tween contracts awarded in the United States and outside the United 
States. 

FPDS' input to the CFFR reported the geographic distribution 
of individual contract actions and nongeographic summaries of smal- 
ler contract actions. Two sets of data were reported--one set for 
DOD and the other for non-DOD agencies. The data elements for in- 
dividual contract actions were the date of award (within fiscal 
year 19831, the principal place of performance (coded in the FIPS 
system down to subcounty locations), and the net amount of dollars 
obligated or deobligated for fiscal year 1983 ($158.5 billion). Of 
this amount, the data reported for the smaller contract actions 
($15.9 billion) were only the fiscal year 1983 total dollars for 
DOD and total dollars for nonrDOD agencies. 

Agencies reporting to FPDS in fiscal year 1983 were the Execu- 
tive Office of the President and the following departments and in- 
dependent agencies: 
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Departments 

APPENDIX I 

Agriculture Interior 

Commerce Justice 

Defense Labor 

Education State 

Energy Transportation 

Health and Human Services Treasury 

Housing and Urban Development 

Independent Agencies 

ACTION 

Administrative Conference of the United States 

Agency for International Development 

Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System 

American Battle Monuments Commission 

Board for International Broadcasting 

Civil Aeronautics Board 

Commission on Civil Rights 

Commodity Futures Trading Commission 

Consumer Products Safety Commission 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

Federal Communications Commission 

Federal Election Commission 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

Federal Labor Relations Authority 

Federal Maritime Commission 

Federal Trade Commission 

38 



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

General Services Administration 

International Trade Commission 

Interstate Commerce Commission 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

National Capital-Planning Commission 

National Foundation on Arts and Humanities 

National Gallery of Art 

National Labor Relations Board 

National Mediation Board 

National Science Foundation 

National Transportation Safety Board 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Office of Personnel Management 

Peace Corps 

Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation 

Railroad Retirement Board 

Securities and Exchange Commission 

Selective Service System 

Small Business Administration 

Smithsonian Institution 

Tennessee Valley Authority 

U.S. Information Agency 

U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 

Veterans Administration 
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OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT'S 
SALARIES AND WAGES 

OPM provided salary and wage data to the CFFR on all federal 
employees except DOD uniformed military, U.S. Postal Service, the 
Central Intelligence Agency, and the National Security Agency. 
These data represented actual payroll expenditures of $51 billion 
during fiscal year 1983. 

To obtain geographic distribution of the salary and wage 
data, OPM had to use an estimating process using two computer 
files, the Central Personnel Data File and the Monthly Report of 
Federal Civilian Employment (SF 113-A) file because neither file 
individually contained sufficient data to provide an adequate CFFR 
input. The estimating process used annual salary rates to distrib- 
ute aggregate payroll expenditure data to the county level based on 
the place of employment. 

The Central Personnel Data File 

The Central Personnel Data File's (CPDF) primary purpose is to 
provide a centralized management information system on the federal 
civilian work force. OPM uses CPDF to meet its own federal work 
force information needs as well as those of the Congress, the White 
House, other federal agencies, and the public. CPDF can provide a 
profile of the federal work force at a given time or a dynamic out- 
put showing various personnel actions over a period of time. CPDF 
does not cover the entire federal work force but does include 
95 percent of executive branch employees, excluding the Postal 
Service, 29 percent of legislative branch employees, and 3 percent 
of judicial branch employees. OPM conducts several annual and bi- 
ennial surveys to augment its normal CPDF coverage. 

Each employee record in the CPDF contains a number of data 
elements, including identification of the employee (social secur- 
ity number), individual characteristics (birth date, sex, citizen- 
ship, reportable handicap, race and national origin, and educa- 
tion), employee characteristics (such as veteran status), and 
position information (such as pay plan, grade, step, and occupation 
code). Reporting agencies report monthly updates of their employ- 
ees' records into OPM. 

Monthly Report of Federal 
Civilian EmDlOYINnt (SF 113-A) 

The purpose of the SF 113-A monthly report is to provide a 
continuous tracking mechanism for monitoring agency employment 
levels and expenditures for salaries and wages. The SF 113-A sys- 
tem contains data from all federal agencies, except the National 
Security Agency and the Central Intelligence Agency, on the total 
number of employees, total wages, lump-sum payments, and turnover 
information. The system also differentiates the data among the 
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United States, the Washington, D.C., metropolitan area, and other 
U.S. areas: U.S. territories: and foreiqn countries. OPM uses the 
data in producing its Monthly Release of Federal Civilian Workforce 
Statistics. OMB, the Congress, and other agencies use the data to 
study the extent of federal civilian employment and turnover, 
amount of payroll, and personnel ceilings.- . 
OPM's submission to the CFFR 

OPM's submission to the CFFR contains estimated DOD and non- 
DOD salary data to the county level and for the U.S. territories 
using GSA geographic codes. These data included basic annual sala- 
ries and wages, premium pay (overtime, night differential, cost of 
living allowances, etc.), and lump-sum payments for annual leave. 
OPM used the place of employment in the CPDF and the supplementary 
agency survey as the basis for geographic distribution. OPM used 
the SF 113-A system for actual expenditures of wages and salaries. 
Because this system can differentiate between U.S. totals, U.S. 
territorial totals, and foreign country totals, OPM was able to 
eliminate expenditures to employees working in foreign countries. 

In its estimating process, OPM aggregated the basic full-time 
salaries contained in the CPDF and the agency survey by each U.S. 

county and U.S. territory. The proportion of each U.S. county to 
'the total United States and each U.S. territory to the total of 
U.S. territories was respectively applied to the SF 113-A fiscal 
year totals for the United States and U.S. territories. The esti- 
mate for employment in Washington, D.C., was made in this manner 
except for several organizations--the Congress, Commission on Se- 
curity and Cooperation in Europe, Congressional Budget Office, and 
the U.S. Supreme Court --which were neither in CPDF nor in the 
agency survey. These organizations had employment totally assigned 
in Washington, D.C., and their salary and wage data were added to 
the Washington, D.C., estimate. 

OPM'S RETIREMENT SYSTEM AND INSURANCE PROGRAMS 

OPM's civil service retirement system was established in 
1920, and its life and health insurance programs were established 
in 1954 and 1960 respectively. The retirement system provides 
benefits to retiree annuitants or their survivors while the life 
and health insurance programs serve active federal employees and 
annuitants. 

OPM collects data from many sources and input documents. For 
example, employing agencies must submit data on employees' service 
histories and cumulative contributions as part of establishing re- 
tirement claims, annuitants may send letters requesting address 
changes, or employees may submit forms for changing health benefit 
plans. In total, the retiree annuitant master record has 141 data 
elements, and the survivor annuitant master record has 126 ele- 
ments. 

41 



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

The retirement system input to the CFFR is computer-generated, 
and the insurance programs input is a manual preparation of premium 
payments. Both inputs provide actual outlays and use zip codes as 
the geographic bases of distribution. (The Census Bureau converts 
the zip codes to counties.) Retirement payments and insurance 
premium payments in fiscal year 1983 amounted respectively to 
$20.9 billion and $6.1 billion. Estimating the distribution of 
retirement payments was necessary because the annuity roll, the 
source of the vast majority of retirement payments, does not con- 
tain certain other payments from the retirement fund such as re- 
funds to employees separated from the federal service and lump-sum 
death benefits. In addition, amounts in individual accounts in the 
annuity roll are accumulated by calendar year rather than fiscal 
year for federal income tax purposes. 

Estimated retirement payments were computed by multiplying a 
single zip code percentage of retirement payments against the total 
amount expended in fiscal year 1983 from the retirement fund as 
provided by OPM's accounting system. The zip code percentage was 
the proportion of calendar year 1983 retirement payments sent to a 
given zip code between January 1, 1983, and October 1, 1983, to all 
retirement payments made in the same period. 

DOD'S PERSONNEL DISTRIBUTION 
AND PAYROLL OUTLAYS SYSTEM 

DOD used its Payroll Outlays System (POS) to provide its CFFR 
input to the Census Bureau. DOD established POS in August 1979 to 
provide uniform manpower and payroll data by geographic area for 
internal use within DOD, such as assessing the economic impact of 
DOD activities in the United States and its territories. POS re- 
porting requirements apply to the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense, the military departments and their reserve and National 
Guard components, and the Defense agencies. The National Security 
Agency is excluded from reporting. Data items reported to POS in- 
clude the DOD component; geographic location data for state, 
county, and city; number of civilian employees and pay; number of 
active duty military personnel and pay, reserve and National Guard 
pay I and retired military pay. 

DOD input provided county level data--salaries, wages, and 
retirement-- of the aforementioned military personnel only. These 
were outlay dollars-- salaries and wages ($31.5 billion) and retire- 
ment ($14.9 billion). The Joint Uniform Military Pay System 
(JUMPS) provided the majority of the data to POS. It either pro- 
vided actual data or served as a benchmark to adjust estimated dol- 
lar amounts. For active duty, reserve, and National Guard, these 
amounts were prorated to the duty station on the basis of the num- 
ber of personnel at the duty station at the end of the fiscal year 
multiplied by standard rates of pay. Because the duty station is 
available at the city level, these data were aggregated to the 
county level to conform to CFFR input requirements and were encoded 
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in the GSA coding system. For retirement, actual payment data were 
accumulated by zip code for locations where checks were mailed, and 
the zip codes were converted to states and counties which were also 
encoded in the GSA system. 
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DESICSA~DDATAWJRCES 
FAAD6 

OPM 
DOD 

!Lbtal 

AIxmTCtaALAGENcIES 
k&zulture 
mast Guard 
Eklucation 

Fension Benefit 
Guaranty Corp. 

Railmad &tirement 
Board 

Intmnal I&venue 
service 

Office of Revenue 
Sharing 

msta1Service 

Tbtal 

!Ibtal CFFRcosts $476,299 $252,741 $113,907 $83,927 

CFFRaxTsa 

CO&S Personnel Canputer 

$284,47ac 

86,000 

$l15,444d 

86,000 

$ 61,860 $81,450e 

1,114 564 550 
731 308 302 

45,446 10,694 34,752 
1,137 660 300 

48,428 12,226 35,904 

1,000 960 
124 124 

16,674 4,525 
1,174 1,021 

510 400 

40 

12,149 

22,286 17,597 

481 481 

3,300 2,400 
11,844 11,563 

57,393 39,071 

110 

2,663 

900 
281 

16,143 

aIncludes estimated costs. 

1 Includes operations support and general administration. 

Includes $28,818 for FESR. 

b Includes $18,275 for FESR. 

kncludes $7,343 for FESR. 

fIncludes $3,200 for FESR. 

Otherb Printing 

121 

177 

298 

153 

2,026 

2,179 

$25,724f 

$25,724 
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CFFR DATA COMPREHENSIVENESS 

To determine the extent to which the CFFR reports all appro- 
priate dollars, we 

--compared the CFFR total, category totals, and some program 
totals with federal budget figures; 

--assigned a dollar value to the items excluded from the 
CFFR; and 

--analyzed the effect on the CFFR of compiling data with dif- 
ferent financial bases. 

We used a variety of sources including the fiscal year 1985 fed- 
eral budget documents to make these comparisons and perform the 
analysis. Fiscal year 1985 budget documents were used because fis- 
cal year 1983 actual figures appear in these documents. We con- 
sulted OMB and Census officials for clarification and assistance 
when needed. 

DATA COVERAGE 

For fiscal year 1983, the CFFR reports $872.1 billion includ- 
ing federal government expenditures and obligations totaling 
$701.7 billion and other federal assistance in the form of con- 
tingent liabilities totaling $170.4 billion. Direct comparisons 
between the CFFR total and fiscal year 1983 total outlays of 
$796 billion1 or total obligations of $1.2 trillion2 could be 
misleading. Conceptual and structural differences between the CFFR 
and the budget make a total dollar for dollar comparison impossible 
without a complex reconciliation process. 

Comparisons of CFFR category totals with the federal budget 
can be made for some categories by using OMB-prepared special 
budget analyses which array the budget data in activity or cate- 
gory groupings similar to those in the CFFR. The dollars in both 
the grants and direct payments for individuals categories, which 
comprise about 49 percent of the CFFR dollars, closely matched fed- 
eral budget amounts for these same categories. However, meaningful 
comparisons with the budget were more difficult to make for the 
salaries and wages, procurement, and "other direct payments" cate- 
gory totals in the CFFR. 

1This figure is calculated by deducting the collections from gov- 
ernment accounts and from transactions with the public from gov- 
ernment disbursements. It does not include outlays of off-budget 
federal entities, whose transactions have been excluded from 
budget totals under provisions of law. 

2This figure includes total obligations for off-budget federal 
entities. 
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To determine CFFR cwerage, we assigned dollar values to do- 
mestic activities excluded from the CFFR, using the budget docu- 
ments. We then compared the total exclusions to fiscal year 1983 
total obligations shown in the fiscal year 1985 budget less inter- 
national transactions and foreign payments. In our comparisons we 
found about 15 percent of the domestic budget is not included in 
the CFFR. Over half of this amount represents interest on the fed- 
eral debt. We, therefore, concluded that about 85 percent of the 
domestic budget is reflected in the $701.7 billion in government 
expenditures and obligations reported by the CFFR. 

The following table highlights the major domestic exclusions 
the Census Bureau pointed out in the publication and other exclu- 
sions identified in our analysis. To the extent possible, total 
obligations rather than outlay figures are used in the table for 
consistency because aggregate figures for some exclusions, such as 
travel, are only available as obligations. Although the list is 
not exhaustive, we believe it contains all exclusions that could be 
assigned a dollar value. 
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Table 4 

Exclusions from Fiscal Year 1983 CFFR and Their Dollar Value 

Exclusion (millions) 

Off-budget federal entitiesa 
Interest on the federal debt 
Travelb 
Federal Deposit Insurance CorporationC 
Legislative branchd 
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance CorporationC 
Judicial branchd 
National Credit Union Administrationc 
Federal payment to Legal Services Corporation 
National Endowment for the Arts (grants) 
Some Unemployment Trust 

$ 34,335 
128,813 

4,482 
1,815 
1,771 
1,510 

285 
282 
241 
121 

Fund transactions 3,529 
Payment to the Postal Service Fund 789 
Miscellaneous CFDA programs 1,154 

Total $ 179,127 

Dollar value 

aThis figure does not include obligations for the 
and other off-budget amounts in the CFFR. 

Postal Service 

bThe CFFR includes travel costs covered by contractual agree- 
ments. The amount presented here is total travel obligations. 

=Except salaries, wages, and procurement which are included in 
the CFFR. 

~ dExcept salaries and wages which are included in the CFFR. 
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DIFFERENT FINANCIAL REPORTING MEASURES 

Census obtained data for the CFFR from designated data sources 
and additional agencies which use one or more different financial 
measures to report data. Table 5 shows a detailed financial mea- 
sure breakdown based on an analysis of the CFFR technical notes and 
discussions with Census Bureau officials. As the table indicates, 
outlays comprise 67 percent of the CFFR direct expenditure or obli- 
gation category amounts while obligations make up the remaining 
33 percent. Contingent liability represents 100 percent of the 
dollars the CFFR refers to as "other federal assistance." 

Taking into account the limitations imposed by the data 
sources, using a variety of financial concepts can still reflect a 
picture of the overall flow of federal funds to state and local 
areas over a period of time. The data show the relative shares of 
dollars going to or committed to each geographic area. Although 
obligations made in one year may not result in outlays during the 
same year, they still provide a relative spending picture. 

In the "other financial assistance" categories, the CFFR mea- 
sures the contingent liability of the federal government. These 
data do not represent actual expenditures associated with the loan 
'and insurance programs. Therefore, they are reported separately 
:from outlays and obligations. 
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Table 5 

Financial Reporting Measures 
Used in the Fiscal Year 1983 CFFR 

Financial measure 
dollar amount and percentage 

Contingent 
Obligations Outlays liabilities Total 

Direct expenditure or 
obligation categories 

Salaries and wages 

Procurement 

Grants 

Direct payments 
for individuals 

Other direct 
payments 

Total 

Other federal assistance 

Direct loans 

Guaranteed/insured 
loans 

Insurance 

Total 

as. Postal Service. 

------------(billions)----------- 

$158.5 
(99.76%) 

71.9 
(70%) 

3.gc 
(1%) 

$234.3 

(33.4%) 

$102.6 
(100%) - 

0.4= 
(.24%) - 

31.lb 
(30%) - 

322.0 
(99%) - 

11.3 
(100%) 

$467.4 

7T77-i) 

$ 16.2 
(100%) 

bnedicaid, Revenue Sharing, and other programs. 

40.4 
(100%) 

$102.6 

158.9 

103.0 

325.9 

11.3 

$701.7 

=7Yi=Eh, 

$ 16.2 

48.4 

105.9 

Qducation programs (CFD program numbers 84.001, 84.033, 84.038, and 
84.063). 

dNumber rounds to $170.4 billion when adding actual figures. 
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PASS-THROUGH PROGRAMS IN THE FISCAL YEAR 1983 CFFR 

All Program Funds to State Governments 

Program 

Payments to Agricultural Experiment 
Stations Under Hatch Act 

Food Stamps 

Special Supplemental Food Program 
for Women, Infants, and Children 

State Administrative Matching Grants 
for Food Stamp Program 

Schools and Roads - Grants to States 

Special Programs for the Aging - Title III, 
Parts A and B - Grants for Supportive 
Services and Senior Centers 

Special Programs for the Aging - Title III, 
Part C - Nutrition Services 

Child Welfare Services - State Grants 

Work Incentive Program 

Foster Care - Title IV-E 

Community Services Block Grant 

Social Services Block Grant 

Child Support Enforcement 

Medical Assistance Program 

Assistance Payments - Maintenance 
Assistance 

Refugee Assistance - State 
Administered Programs 

CFDAa 
number Amount 

(millions) 

10.203 $ 142 

10.551 11,061 

10.557 1,174 

10.561 

10.665 

1,438 

133 

13.633 300 

13.635 385 

13.645 163 

13.646 157 

13.658 404 

13.665 398 

13.667 2,719 

13.679 300 

13.714 18,985 

13.808 7,835 

13.814 496 

aCatalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Program number. 
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CFDA 
number Amount 

(millions) 

$ 2,003 

Program 

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 13.818 

Social Security Payments to States for 
Determination of Disability 13.960 630 

Alcohol and Drug Abuse and Mental Health 
Services Block Grant 13.992 557 

Maternal and Child Health Services 
Block Grant 13.994 563 

Community Development Block Grants/States' 
Program 14.228 848 

Economic and Political Development 
of the Territories and the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands 15.875 162 

17.207 672 

17.225 1,819 

Employment Service 

Unemployment Insurance 

Employment and Training Assistance - 
Dislocated Workers 17.246 163 

Highway Planning and Construction 20.205 12,763 

Construction Management Assistance 
Grants 66.438 114 

Program for Education of Handicapped 
Children in State Operated or 
Supported Schools 84.009 167 

Educationally Deprived Children - Local 
Educational Agencies 84.010 2,845 

Migrant Education - Basic State 
Formula Grant Program 84.011 237 

Handicapped Preschool and School Programs 84.027 997 

Vocational Education - Basic Grants 
to States 84.048 485 
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Program 

Rehabilitation Services - Basic Support 

Improving School Programs - State Block 
Grants 

Federal Payments for Unemployment 
Compensation 

Tennessee Valley Authority - payments 
in lieu of taxes 

Federal Government Annual Payment 
to the District of Columbia 

CFDA 
number Amount 

(millions) 

84.126 $ 944 

84.151 456 

Do.200 6,662 

GG.lOO 166 

GG. 200 427 

Federal Government Payments to 
Puerto Rico for Customs Service and 
IRS tax collections GG. 400 389 

Interior Department Shared Revenues 
from Mineral Leases, Grazing Lands, and 
Other Bureau of Land Management Payments 
to State and Local Governments GG.500 675 

Total $80,834 

Partial Program Funds to State Governments 

Program 
CFDA 
number 

Food Distribution 10.550 

School Breakfast Program 10.553 

National School Lunch Program 10.555 

Child Care Food Program 10.558 

Family Planning Projects 13.217 

Community Health Centers 13.224 

Mental Health Research Grants 13.242 

Amount 

(millions) 

$ 258 

306 

2,404 

350 

124 

441 

128 
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Program 

Cancer Cause and Prevention Research 

Immunology, Allergic, and Immunologic 
Diseases Research 

Microbiology and Infectious 
Diseases Research 

Genetics Research 

Cellular and Molecular Basis of 
Disease Research 

Population Research 

Research for Mothers and Children 

Lower Income Housing Assistance Program 

Community Development Block Grants/Small 
Cities Program 

Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation 
Program 

Outdoor Recreation - Acquisition, 
Development, and Planning 

Comprehensive Employment and Training 
Programs 

Senior Community Service Employment 
Program 

Airport Improvement Program 

Urban Mass Transportation Capital ) 
Improvement Grants 

Urban Mass Transportation Capital and 
Operating Assistance Formula Grants 

Engineering Grants 

Construction Grants for Wastewater 
Treatment Works 

CFDA 
number 

13.393 

Amount 

(millions) 

$ 250 

13.855 123 

13.856 173 

13.862 199 

13.863 167 

13.864 112 

13.865 182 

14.156 6,680 

14.219 222 

15.252 203 

15.916 109 

17.232 1,994 

17.235 315 

20.106 537 

20.500 1,763 

20.507 854 

47.041 101 

66.418 3,011 
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Program 

Weatherization Assistance for Low- 
Income Persons 

Energy Conservation for Institutional 
Buildings 

Disaster Assistance 

Bilingual Education 

Higher Education Act Insured Loans 

Total 

CFDA 
number Amount 

(millions) 

81.042 $ 217 

81.052 117 

83.516 102 

84.003 115 

84.032 2,646 

$ 24,203 
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ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS CONTACTED 

DURING USER SURVEY 

THE CONGRESS 

Three hundred and two questionnaires were sent to a random 
sample of congressional offices, including House and Senate mem- 
bers, committees and subcommittees, and joint committees and sub- 
committees. 

CONGRESSIONALLY RELATED GROUPS 

House Information Systems 
Senate Computer Center 
Congressional Research Service 
Congressional Budget Office 
Northeast/Midwest Coalition 
Congressional Sunbelt Council 
Rural Caucus 

STATE OFFICIALS 

* 
t 
* 
* 

* 

* 
* 

* 
* 
* 

* 

Arizona 
California1 
Florida 
Illinois 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Mississippi 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York1 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Tennessee 
Texas1 
Virginia 
Washington 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico2 

Local and regional government officials also consulted in 
these states. 

lField visits. 

2Puerto Rico is defined as a state under the CFFR Act. 
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STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT INTEREST GROUPS 

State Groups 

National Governors Association 
National Association of State Budget 

Officers 
National Association of State Information 

Systems 
National Conference of State Legislatures 
Council of State Governments 
American Association of State Highway 

and Transportation Officials 
Academy for State and Local Government 

Local and Regional Groups 

Municipal Finance Officers Association 
National League of Cities 
International City Management Association 
National Association of Towns and Townships 
National Association of Counties 
National Association of Regional Councils 

OTHERS USERS 

APPENDIX V 

Academia 

Tom Anton, Brown University 
Roy Bahl, Syracuse University 
Peggy Cuciti, University of Colorado, Denver 
Paul Dommel, Cleveland State University 
John Ellwood, Dartmouth University 
Molly Freeman, University of California, Berkeley 
John Gist, Virginia Polytechnical Institute 
Richard Nathan, Princeton University 
Seymour Sacks, Syracuse University 
Alan Schick, University of Maryland 
Robert Stein, Rice University 
G. Ross Stephens, University of Missouri, Kansas City 
Mahlon Strazheim, University of Maryland 
John C. Thomas, University of Missouri, Kansas City 

Federal Agencies 

Office of Management and Budget 
Department of the Treasury 

Office of State and Local Finance 
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Department of Commerce 
Bureau of the Census 
Bureau of Economic Analysis 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Division of Economic Development 

and Public Finance 
Division of Governmental Capacity 

Sharing 
National Science Foundation 
Department of Agriculture 

Economic Research Service 
Office of Rural Development Policy 

Additional Users 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations 

Citizens Research Council 
Urban Institute 
Urban and Regional Information 

Systems 
Housing Assistance Council 
Federal Statistics Users Conference 
National Education Association 
AFL-CIO 
Rural America 
Coalition of Northeastern Governors 

Policy Research Center, Inc. 
Southern Growth Policy Board 
Houston Chamber of Commerce 
Ralph Tabor Associates 
Pennsylvania Intergovernmental Council 
Fiscal Planning Services, Inc. 
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SUMMARY OF CONGRESSIONAL SURVEY RESULTS 

The survey determined the anticipated use of the Consoli- 
dated Federal Funds Report (CFFR) in congressional offices by 
examining their need for and use of federal geographic funding 
data. This appendix summarizes the results of our survey and 
provides detailed information on the questionnaire. (See ques- 
tionnaire beginning on page 72.) 

METHODOLOGY 

The survey participants were selected by using a statisti- 
cal formula to obtain a stratified random sample of 302 of 890, 
or approximately 33 percent, of Senate and House member offices, 
committees, and subcommittees. However, all joint committees 
and joint subcommittees were sent the questionnaire because of 
the small number of offices in each of these groups. Instruc- 
tions provided with the questionnaire requested that it be com- 
pleted to provide information which reflected the various needs 
and views of all the staff within an office. 

"Other" responses 

The questionnaire was designed to allow offices which 
thought our predefined choices were not sufficient to write up 
to two of their choices in an "other" category for the six ques- 
tions where "other" responses were considered possible. Some 
offices provided "other" responses: however, we found them to be 
unique to that office and of insufficient numbers to justify 
analysis. 

Filters 

In the questionnaire, screening or filtering was used on 
questions 1, 2, and 4 as a method of ensuring that only valid 
responses were considered when analyzing the data. All offices 
which responded "no" to question 1, indicating they do not have 
a need for these data during a typical year, were instructed not 
to respond to any further questions. For question 2, all 
offices which responded that the data were not "moderately im- 
portant or greater" for the six general purposes listed were 
asked to omit questions 3 through 7 and to proceed to questions 
8 through 13. For question 4, all offices which did not indi- 
cate it was "moderately important or greater" to have the data 
at the various geographic coverage levels listed were asked to 
skip to questions 8 through 13. 

Samplinq error 

Statistical sampling enables us to draw conclusions about a 
universe on the basis of information found in a random sample. 
However, the results from a statistical sample are subject to 
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some uncertainty because only a portion of the universe is 
selected for analysis. To account for these uncertaintieS, a 
sampling error, consisting of two parts, confidence level and 
the interval, is computed. The confidence level is the degree 
of confidence that can be placed in the estimates derived from 
the sample. The interval is the upper and lower limit between 
which the actual universe value will be found. The sampling 
error is the maximum amount by which the estimate obtained can 
be expected to differ from the true characteristic we are esti- 
mating. 

For example, 242 of the 302 randomly selected congressional 
offices sent questionnaires actually responded, for a response 
rate of about 80 percent. However, when we project to the uni- 
verse of 890 congressional offices, we must account for the 
error due to sampling. using a sampling error formula with a 95 
percent confidence level, the true percentage of congressional 
offices responding to the questionnaire would be within plus or 
minus 4 percent of the sample results. Thus, if all the con- 

~ gressional offices were sent questionnaires, chances are 95 out 
~ of 100 (confidence level) that the actual percent of respondents 
( would be between 76 (80-4) and 84 (80+4) percent. The upper and 
~ lower limits (interval) for all estimates at the 95 percent con- 
~ fidence level are presented throughout the appendix. Table 6 

shows the universe, sample, and responses received from congres- 
sional offices. 
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Table 6 

Universe, Sample, and Responses Received 
from Conqressional Offices 

Universe 
group 

Universe 
size 

Sample size 
(questionnaires 

sent) 
Responses received 
(number) (percent) 

House members 439 145 113 78 
Senate members 100 33 25 76 

House committees 48 16 15 94 
Senate comm. 39 13 11 85 

House subcomm. 
Senate subcomm. 

Joint committees 
Joint subcomm. 

Totals 890 302 242 80 

147 
107 

4 
6 

49 43 88 
36 27 75 

4 4 100 
6 4 67 

The responses to the survey were weighted so that we could 
project to the universe. The estimates (expressed as percent- 
ages) are representative of the results that would have been 
obtained if all congressional offices had been surveyed. The 
weights used were the ratio of the size of the universe to the 
sample size. Because of a non-response rate of 20 percent, we 
do not know how approximately 177 of the 890 offices in the 
universe would have responded to our survey. Therefore, follow- 
ing common statistical practice, we took them out of the total 
universe of 890 and used an adjusted universe of 713. 

SURVEY RESULTS 

The following discussion presents the summarized results of 
our analysis of the questionnaire responses. The survey was 
sent to congressional offices prior to the March 28, 1984, issu- 
ance date of the CFFR printed copy and tape and the companion 
document, the Federal Expenditures by State Report. Therefore, 
questions 10 through 12 were prospective in nature when offices 
completed the questionnaire. 
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Need for federal 
geoqraphic funding data 

Based on our survey results, we estimate that about 540 (76 
percent) of the congressional offices, in the adjusted universe 
of 713, have a need for data on the geographic distribution of 
federal funds to state or substate units. Table 7 shows the 
need for federal geographic funding data by congressional 
offices. 

Table 7 

Need for Federal Geographic Fundinq Data 
by Congressional Offices 

Congressional Need for federal 
Universe offices 
,group ('number) 

geographic fundinq data 
(number) (percent) 

house members 342 294 86 
Senate members 76 76 100 

Bouse committees 45 30 67 
Senate committees 33 24 73 

House subcommittees 129 72 56 
Senate subcommittees 80 41 51 

Joint committees 4 0 0 
Joint subcommittee 4 3 75 

Total 713 540 76 

Sampling 
error 

(percent) 

+8 
+16 

+21 
-j26 

+13 
T17 - 

+6 

Importance of fundinq data 

The offices which indicated they had a need for geographic 
funding data were asked how important, if at all, these data 
yere for the six general purpose categories--debates and 

t 
peeches, constituent responses, congressional oversight, legis- 
ative initiatives, policy analyses, and planning. Based on our 

survey results, which are illustrated in table 8, we estimate 
that about 57 to 72 percent of the 540 congressional offices 

Y 

ith a need for geographic funding data consider such data 
ither "moderately important," "very important," or "essential" 
or the six general purposes mentioned above. 
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Table 8 

Importance of Geographic Funding Data for Various Purposes 

General purposes 
Offices that feel funding data are Sampling 

moderately important or greater errors 
(number) (percent) (percent) 

Debates and speeches 
Constituent responses 
Congressional oversight 
Legislative initiatives 
Policy analyses 
Planning 

331 61 +7 
310 57 +7 
363 67 T7 
375 69 T7 
389 72 77 
311 58 T7 

The table shows that use of the data is fairly evenly distri- 
buted among the general purposes; however, the data are most 
important for congressional oversight, legislative initiatives, 
and policy analyses. 

Feasibility of using estimates 
rather than actual data 

Actual funding data are expensive and somewhat difficult to 
obtain. During our survey, we asked those offices which indi- 
cated that funding data are of "moderate or greater importance'* 
how adequate, if at all, estimated amounts were, rather than 
actual amounts, for the six general purpose categories. Based 
on our survey results, we estimate that 59 to 80 percent of the 
offices that have a "moderately important or greater" need for 
data for the general purposes consider estimates "marginally 
adequate," "adequate, "or “more than adequate" for the six 
general purpose categories. This is shown in table 9. 
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General purposes 

Table 9 

Estimates are Adequate for General Purposes 

Debates and speeches 331 265 80 
Constituent responses 310 243 78 
Congressional oversight 363 216 60 
Legislative initiatives 375 223 59 
Policy analyses 389 259 66 
Planning 311 239 76 

Funding data 
moderately 
important 

Estimates 
are marginally 

adequate 

(numwnt) 

Importance of fundinq data at geoqraphic levels 

There were an estimated 492 offices which indicated 
"moderately important," "very important," or "essential" 

it was 
to 

receive geographic funding data for one or more of the various 
general purposes. They were then asked how important, if at 
all, it was to receive such data at various geographic levels. 

Sampling 
error 

(percent) 

+11 
+12 
TlO 
79 
TlO 
?r12 

Based on our survey results, we estimate that 65 to 86 
percent of the 492 congressional offices consider it "moderately 
important or greater" to receive funding data at the state, 
county, subcounty, or congressional district levels. (See table 
10.) 
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Table 10 

Funding Data at Geographic Levels 

Geographic level 

Geographic coverage 
moderately important 

(numbeZ7 
greater 

(percent) 

State level 425 86 
County level 373 76 
Subcounty level 321 65 
Congressional district level 382 78 

Sampling 
error 

(percent) 

+8 
-r-8 
+8 
78 - 

As stated in the methodology section, most data in this appendix 
are projected to the entire universe. However, for this ques- 
tion we believe it is important to show the responses by groups 
since there is an appreciable difference among them. For ex- 
ample, congressional district data are important to 78 percent 
of the entire universe, but as seen in table lOA, 98 percent of 
the House members indicated a need for these data as opposed to 
only 22 percent of the Senate members. 
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Table 1OA 

GeographicCoverageLevelsbyGroup 

Mnnber of Congressional 
Universe group respondents State county subcounty district 

% % SE % SE 
House mnbers 272 222 82 +ls" 232 85 +:: 221 81 +ll 266 98 +ll 
Senate members 

House camlittees 
senate camittx?es 

Joint ~subccmnittees 

NO&?: mtals may not match table 10 due to rounding when individual groups are used 
instead of the total universe. Also, sampling errors are higher for the 
individual groups than for the total universe. 

~ There were 489 estimated offices which consider data for 
one or more geographic levels as "moderately important or 
gr ater," 

8 
and an estimated 286 of these offices, or 58 percent 

(2 percent sampling error), find it "moderately difficult or 
greater" to obtain these data. 

The use of estimates rather than 
actual data at geographic levels 

Offices which indicated funding data were of "moderate or 
greater importance" for each of the four geographic levels were 
asked how adequate, if at all, estimates are rather than actual 
amounts. 
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Based on our survey results, we estimate that 58 to 76 
percent of the offices that indicated a "moderately important or 
greaterll need for geographic level data also consider estimates 
"marginally adequate," "adequate," or "more than adequate" for the 
four geographic levels. (See table 11.) 

Table 11 

Estimates are Adequate at Geoqraphic Coverage Levels 

Geographic coverage Estimates are 
moderately important marginally adequate 

Geographic level (nurn-ent) 

State level 425 284 67 
County level 373 283 76 
Subcounty level 321 216 67 
Congressional district 382 223 58 

Sampling 
error 

(percent) 

+9 
TlO 
+11 
+9 - 

Importance of fundinq data categories 

The estimated 489 offices that indicated funding data are of 
"moderate or greater importance" for the six general purpose cate- 
gories, and at various geographic coverage levels, were also asked 
how important, if at all, it is to have funding data by agency, 
program, functional, and general fund categories. 

Based on our survey results, we estimate that 72, to 81 percent 
of the 489 offices consider the four categories of funding data, 
moderately important or greater. (See table 12.) 
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Table 12 

Categories of Funding Data 

Categories of 
funding data 

moderately important 
greater 

(numCr) (percent) 
Sampling error 

(percent) 

Individual agencies 
Individual programs 
General functional areas 
General fund categories 

354 72 +8 
396 81 78 
372 76 T8 
351 72 78 

Table 12A shows that 81 percent of the congressional offices 
need program data and at least 75 percent of the offices in each 
grcup consider program level data "moderately important or 
greater." 

Table 12A 

Categories of Fuming Data by Group 

General 
Number of Functional fund 

Universe group respondents Agencies Programs areas categories 

% SE % SE % SE % SE 
House ~members 272 185 68 +ll 209 77 +ll 215 79 +ll 200 74 +11 
Senate members 67 58 87 z21 64 96 z20 58 87 z21 55 82 z21 

Eiousecarmittees 24 21 88‘ +40 21 88 +40 9 38 i-31 
SenatFjcxmnittees 24 18 75z36 21 88 z36 

18 75239 
9 38 $30 12 5oz33 

House subcarmittees 60 39 65 +25 45 75 +26 42 70 +25 39 65 +25 
Senatesubaxanittees 39 30 77 z33 33 85z34 27 69 732 - 33 85534 

Joint subccxmittees 3 3 100 + 0 3 100 + 0 3 100 + 0 3 100 + 0 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Tbtal 489 354 722 8 396 812 8 372 762 8 351 722 8 
- - - - - 

Not@?: Sampling errors are higher for the individual groups than for the total 
universe. 
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There were 465 estimated offices which considered one or 
more categories of funding data as "moderately important or 
greater,ll and an estimated 277, or 60 percent (210 percent 
sampling error), of these offices find it "moderately difficult 
or greater" to obtain these data. 

Sources used to obtain 
geographic fundinq data 

Various sources and reports provide geographic funding 
data. During our survey we asked those offices that indicated a 
need for federal geographic data if their office used data from 
any of the eight sources we listed. Based on our survey 
results, the most popular source was the Congressional Research 
Service (83 percent). Table 13 shows the number and percentage 
of the estimated 540 offices that used each of the eight 
sources. 

-Table 13 

Sources Used to Obtain Federal Geographic Fundinq Data 

Funding data source 

Available composite reports 

Federal Expenditures by State 
Report (Census Bureau) 

Federal Aid to States Report 
(Treasury) 

Geographic Distribution of Federal 
Funds Report (Community 
Services Administration) 

Government Finances Report 
(Census Bureau) 

Appropriate federal agencies 

For example: OMB, HUD, Education 

Servicing agents 

Congressional Research Service 
House Information Systems 
Senate Computer Center 
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Offices using Sampling 
other sources error 

(number)(percent) (percent) 

372 69 + 8.7 

310 57 + 8.5 

270 50 + 8.3 - 

194 36 + 7.2 - 

266 49 + 8.3 

450 83 + 8.9 
294 54 T 8.5 

89 16 '7 5.4 
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Table 13A shows the percentage of House and Senate members' 
offices which use servicing agents. 

Table 13A 

Use of Servicing Agents to Obtain 
Geographic Funding Data * 

Number of 
Universe group respondents CRS 

House members 

% SE 

294 257 87 210 203 

I Senate members I 76 1 64184) 218 1 15 

Usefulness of the Federal 
~Expenditures by State Report 

Pursuant to Public Law 97-326, the Census 

HIS 

Bureau published 
the FESR for fiscal years 1981 and 1982. The report provided 

$nformation by state and territory for several categories of 
data. The survey participants were asked, in general, how use- 
ful, if at all, the FESR was. From the survey data, we estimate 
that 51 percent of 540 offices with a need for geographic data 
considered the FESR "moderately useful or greater" as shown in 
table 14 below. 

Table 14 

Usefulness of the Federal Expenditures by State Report 

Sampling 
Responses error 

(number) (percent) (percent) 

Did not use 
Of little use 
Moderately useful 

or greater 
No response 

119 22 +5 
133 25 5:s 

276 51 +7 
12 2 ?2 

Total 
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Expected use of the fiscal year 1983 FESR 

The offices were then asked if their staffs expected to use 
the fiscal year 1983 FESR, a companion document to the CFFR. 
Based on our survey results, of the estimated 540 offices which 
need federal funding data, 356 or 66 percent (27 percent sam- 
pling error) would use the FESR, 21 or 4 percent would not use 
it, 157 or 29 percent (+6 percent sampling error) were not sure, 
and 6 or 1 percent did not respond. 

Format preference of CFFR data 

The CFFR provides aggregrated data for each state, county, 
and municipality by the following categories of federal funds: 
grants, loans, direct payments for individuals, salaries and 
wages, procurements, and insurance. Data are not aggregrated 
for individual congressional districts. However, the dis- 
trict(s) included in a county or municipality are listed. 

A printed copy and computer tape of the CFFR were pro- 
duced. The printed copy contains no program data. The computer 
tape 8 however, contains data by individual programs under each 
~federal fund category. The survey participants were asked 
~whether they expected the printed copy and/or the computer tape 
~copy of the CFFR would adequately meet their data needs. Fifty- 
~nine percent of the 540 offices expected that the printed copy 
:would meet their needs while 36 percent of the 540 offices ex- 
pected that the computer tape would meet their needs. Table 15 
indicates the preference of the 540 offices which need geo- 
graphic funding data. 

Table 15 

Format Preferences of CFFR Data 

('KG+$Zcent) 

NO 87 16 
Undecided 125 23 
kes 319 59 
No response 9 2 

Totals 540 100 

udgetary reporting concept 

The CFFR consolidates data 

SE - 

+4 
+5 
T7 
T2 

Computer tape copy 
(number) (percent) SE - 

135 25 +5 
146 27 T6 
194 36 T6 

65 12 T4 

from four existing data systems 
using different budgetary reporting concepts. Because of this, 
the CFFR contains a mix of obligation and outlay data. For 
example, grants are reported as obligations (i.e., payments 
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which have not been made but will be required at some future 
date) while salaries and wages are reported as outlays (i-p,; 
payments which have been made for the obligations incurred). 

The offices were asked which budgetary reporting concept is 
acceptable overall for their funding data needs. Based on our 
survey results, we estimate that of the 540 offices who need 
geographic data, 410 or 76 percent (+8 percent sampling error) 
would accept a mix of obligations ana outlays, 100 or 19 percent 
(+5 percent sampling error) chose outlays only, 24 or 4 percent 
&ose obligations only, and six or 1 percent did not respond. 
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U.S. QENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

SURVEY OF USE AND USERS OF THE CONSOLIDATED 
FEDERAL FUNDS REPORT 

Inthawotthamvdouebnhphcd,thrrrcwndQrrL: 

U.S. ocrnl AcQttatbl#oma 
Room 601s 
Ul 0 Strat, N.W. 
w4ala#tm. D.C. tow 

2. 0 NofSTO?. PLLPASE RETURN YOUR QVrS 
TXONNAIRE IN THE ENCLOSED 
ENygtOHL) 

ThMkYOUfOfYOlUb4lp. 

. 
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CoNTrNuR IF YOU czlmcmDANYo1TucAmonr. 
M OF MDDtlLAl’E OR GRCM’Q IMKbRTANCE. 
OlTIRRWlSE, GO TO QUCWION 1. 

OJou: la lome inltMca, e#thMtd unounu may ba M 
on aliIlkrl fomlsI. For axamplr, farmuha ma be wad 

toatiIMlcfuMLpuwdthlo~etAleelo bar pvll- 
menu.) 

Checkowwhimnfwmchpwpoumvkai 
3. 4. or J in Qualbon 2.) 

-purpola I 2 3 4 5 

I. Debuuuldrpslrha WI 
2. cotutitualt ruPotuu wl 

I I I I I 011 
8. olbu (specify) 

2. coulllykvd 

3. subcoullly bvd 
mmwdw) 

4. coluraslotlddlaficl 
kvd 

4. coluraslotlddlaficl 
kvd I 1 

#I# 
‘coNTlNuElFYoucHEcRRo ANYOtTmABovE 

AS OF MODERATE OR GREATER IMPDKSANCE. 
OTRBRWIBE, CO TO QUESTION 8. 

73 

,i!.’ 
.‘:I; 



APPENDIX VI APPENDIX VI 

2. counrvbwl 

3. Subcouotykvd 
munkJpJLw 

4. Coturudoaaldbtrict 
bvd 

l.MMdudualcba 1 I 
2. Indlvldudpro#rlm 

3. cknerdfuncrioml =I+- a 
ucu (&(I.. truu- 
ponuion, ewqy) 

(10) 4. cknerBlfund 
cltegoliea @.I.. 

3 4 

OJ) 

III) 

an 

IJO 

cm 

WI 

WI 7. In ~ancral. to what extent, if at all, doea your of& have I 
problem in obtainiq nmdad infomuion by the #aogrrphk 
covorqc bv& (e.g., stuc level) md data umorim (e.g.. 
individual agencies) you identified in Question 4 and Qtte- 
tion 67 

(Check one column for wh row.) 

I I I I I I 

1. cbogrrphic cow _ 
level 

2. Duaategory 
level 
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9. 

I I I 

7. APPBoPBlAru muBAld 
fCGCfI (e.g., OMB, HUD, 

,:.,. - 
SEWHXNG AGBNTS 

:.y 
:;: ., :::;fx:,-;~ 

8. Houm laformadoa Syaerru 

9. seNtecoalpulercentm 

IO. co~nal Rautch savlcl 

11. Other(sJmcw 

Punuatlt to P.L. 97-324, the c4lUw muuu puw the 
Fedd lixpmdltura by SW Report for lLal )nur Ml 
and1#2.l%empoftprovidedblf~bY~udta- 
litoryfathefouowingc8~:grulucuuaMdw 
governments, uluie~ attd wage& procunmmlc, dkt 
paymenu to individualI, uld Iekud mrSa prolnmr. The 
CoDnuBurrruplreutopubllrhrlLalyu19(3nponug 
companion docunno ttorhecoNoBdualFdrJErundr 
RePm ~~). 

In geNral. how uurul, if at au, WI th Fedd w- 
byS~leRsport?(ChrrlroH.Ulh&~wrrrNvrwd, 
check box 6.1 cm 

I. f-J OfUttleornolue 

2. 0 sommhatlueflll 

3. c] Modaatelyuwflli 

4. phrwluN 

3. 0 ofverygtwuIe 

6. 0 Didaotu 

IO. 

Il. lb~ Co~~tldated FedmU Funds Report (CFFR) will be pro- 
duad in both I printed copy end a computer upe version. 
r& d#a will be r(rmud for each state. county, and 
ltnlwpdly by the fouowltu cue#orieI of fedwd hndr: 
grmth loaN* dkw mynnnu for iadMdNlI, I&rim and 
m#a, pmcumaat~, and burutce. Due will not be 
ulrrpud for indlvidurl cotqrado~I di~tricu. However, 
the dl&kl(s) inchded in 8 county or municipality will he 
liad. 

TbQIwillkwpoprmdurintbeprincedcopy.Thecom- 
pute? tape, however, will provide data by indfviduel pro- 
&ram rvda ewh federal fund catqory. (Sea enclascd 
bockuvd ktformarioa.) 

AI dadbed above. do you expect the printed copy Md/or 
~waunNrUpewpyoftheCFFRwiUadcquuelymeet 
YOUldUANdI? 

(Ckk OM column for roch row.) 

(IIt 

12. The CFFR cooeoiidatee date from four existing data systems 
udUng different budgetary reporting concepts. &cause of 
thin the CFFR will contain a mix of obligation end outlay 
~JU. For example. grants will be reported as obligations (ix, 
paymenu have not ban made but will be required at some 
future due) while Maria and wages will be reported aa 
outlaya (i.e, paymenta have been made for the obligations 
iNUtT@d). 

Overall, for your ftmdlng data needs. which budgetary 
repottiq concept ir prefemd? (Check one.) 1JP) 

1. 0 Obliguiolu only 

2. 0 ouuaylottiy 

3. 0 Mix of obligation and outlay data 

13. If you have additional comments about the use of geOlraPhk 
r~nd&u data, plaue we either the space provided below or 
attach an addltbnrl ShOet. wn 

75 



APPENDIX VII APPENDIX VII 

RELATED REPORTS BY THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

Action Needed to Eliminate Delays in Processing civil Service 
Retirement Claims, June 28, 1983, AFMD-83-19. 

Action Needed to Reduce, Account for, and Collect Overpayments 
to Federal Retirees, July 20, 1981, FPCD-81-40. 

Analysis of Internal Control Systems to Ensure the Accuracy, 
Completeness, and Timeliness of Federal Procurement Data, 
September 23, 1982, PLRD-82-119. 

Inadequate Internal Controls Affect Quality and Reliability of 
the Civil Service Retirement System's Annual Report, October 22, 
1982, AFMD-83-3. 

Less Sole Source, More Competition Needed on Federal Civil 
Agencies' Contracting, April 7, 1982, PLRD-82-40. 

Review Of the Office of Personnel Management's Macon, Georqia, 
Computer System, April 21, 1981, AFMD-81-55. 

Some Civil Service Retirees Subject to "Catch 62" Are Not Being 
~ Identified, April 22, 1980, FPCD-80-47. 

The Federal Procurement Data System Could Be an Effective Tool 
for Congressional Surveillance, October 1, 1979, PSAD-79-109. 

The Federal Procurement Data System -- Making It Work Better, 
April 18, 1980, PSAD-80-33. 

. 
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PUBLIC LAW 97-326-OCX’. 15.1982 96 STAT 1 fit-v __. ---. 

Public Law 97-320 
9’7th Congress 

An Act 

+ it enactd 
U;td~dy o PT 

& 

thf Se,nat8 and Hour of Reprwenhtive8 of the 
meruu m Conpvu awembk$ Cauolidated 

Punde Re it Act of 1982” 
Act may be cited an the &motidnted Federal ~“~~~o$ 

swE.2.~uaedinthtAct,~hot4rm- 
!x 

iI &C 610’2 
(1) “Dire&r” maene the Dire&r of the office of Manage gteiitionl 

ment and Budge 
(2) “State” meane any State, the Commonwealth of Puerto ii:.” 610L 

Rico, the District of Columbix, Guam, American Samoa, the 
Virgin Ida114 the Government of the Northern Mariana 
Man4 and the ‘huet Territory of the Pacific Ielan& and 

(2) “municipali~’ mema any aubcounty unit of local govem- 
ment that received Faded aabtanca under the State and 
Lll4F+l Aaahtma Act of 19’72 (31 U&C. 1221) for the 

btl&XlyeU. 
S&YWOr fi8cal eua 1963 1964 and 1986 not labr than one Report. 

hundred end eighty 
Director &all prepare a 

atbr’the kd of &h &al year, the 31 USC 6102 
neolidatd Fedad hda Rc 

ing the total amount of Fedenl ftnd, that were o ligated for Pp 
rt preaentr “Ott 

expenditure in or expnded in each Stab, can 
rional diekick pd municipality of tbo United P 

or pariah, con- 
tater *in a propriata 

!tt$iii%~~~%rn~~h%~%f%~~ 
be bad on the d&a referred to in subeection (cl. 

(b) The Dire&or ahd include in each report required by eubsec- Contentr. 
tion (ah 

(1) the total amount of Federal funde that were reported 
obligated for ex~nditure in each State, coun 
greaeional district, and municipali 

F 
of the 8 

or pariah, con- 
nited Statea in 

appropriate general categories of ederal funds in the foal 
year precedin 

(2) the tif 
the fiscal year in which the report ia made; or 

to amount of Federal funds that were! reported 
actually expended in each State, county or 
district, and municipality of the United tatee in appropriate r 

rish, congressional 

c&gorier in the fiecal year preceding the fkcal year in which 
the report ie made. 

h 
(cl The report m&red by rubaection (aI ahall be baaed on the data 
lcludedin~ - - 

(1) the Faleral aahtana awarda data eptem eetablished ae x 
rmult of the atudy referred to in the fht pntence of section 8; 

(2) the Federal rocurement data eyetam referred to in eection 
6JdJg 4$Rft5t$tkca of Federal Procuremeat Policy Act (41 

. . . 
(2) the approprbb data file of the Ofb of Personnel Man- 

agement; and 
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8% 6102 
noto. 

Contenth 

T * copia 
l cornpub 
w-. 
31 USC 6102 
note. 

Free coplea to 
congreuiond 
committaa end 

ii* 

(4) the records of the 0tIice of the Secretary of Derfenae. 
(d) For the purpoeee of rutmection (b), the general categoriee of 

Federal fun& nnanted in each report required by sulmection (a) 
shall include ata with rarpect to granta, loam, puzdwa and tr 
contracta, coo 

r 
rxtive agreementr, direct Federal pxymenta to indi- 

viduak pay o civihxn smployeee of the Government, military pay, 
annuitieq retirement pay, 

Src. 4. (a) Tha Director s RL 
nsionr, and disability compensation. 

prepare a report wtting forth the 
total amount of Federal Arnda that wem oblited for expenditure in 
or expended in each State in ap ropriate general 
Federal fun& during each of the L 

ca l-i@6 of 

Lect 
%2 eamofi”fb: and 1 . The 

re rtrhallbeintheformdeacribedinsu 
F 1 The Director &all include in each report required by ati 

tion (a+ 
(1) the total xmount of Federal fun& that were reported 

obligati for e 
x 

nditum 
categorisr of P 

in each State in appropriate general 
ral ftmda in the fIncal year preceding the fircal 

year in which the report ir made; or 
(2) the total amount of Federal timde that were reported 

actually expended in each State in up 
rim in the f&al year pmceding the Ll 

ropria~ general ca 
T yearinwhichte 

(d?i!iti&~i&aee of 6dection (b) the general categoria of 
Federal fun& rsrented in each report’required by suboection (a) 
shali include & ta with rmpect to granta, loane, purchaaa and 
contracta, dir& Federal paymente to individuals, pay of civilian 
employea of the Covernmen~ mikry pxy, annuitiee, retirement 
pay, petuionr, dimbility compen6tttio~ and other larp p 
catqorieo whem data .‘L, available such aa the National ?IiG3: 
tiu and Spxa Mnimatmtion and the Army Corpe of Engineera 

(d) The reportx required by mdmection (aI shall be availabIe no 
~~~oM,h~~dhreab,~~~endoffual~r 

Sc~~axlxlmr &all- 

(i) printed copier, of each of the reportx required by this 
Act; and 

(ii) computer tepee of such reports; and 

ta 
(B) make the printed copiee of the reports and the computer 

available to the pubhc for purchase at a price fixed under 
Ect ion 09. 

(2,““Tha Dire&r ahall transmit fkee of charge one of each of the 
printed copiee of the reporta uiredbythisActto- 

(A) eaoh Federal regioadepodtoy libray; 
(B) the Committea on Government Operations, the Budget, 

=u&ApDm~x~&t$--~~~~gi~y& Md 

Committee on Houee AdminMrntion of the How, of Bepreeenta- 

WdVOr. 
the. 

(4) Sub’& to subsection (b), the Mrsctor may, at hia discretion, 
W8iW al! or put of the fee requimd by subsection (aK1KB) of thia 
aattion. 

78 



APPENDIX VIII APPENDIX VIII 

PUBLIC LAW 97-326-04X. 15,1982 96 STAT. 1609 

(b) In carrying out rubwction (aNlKB1, the Director rhall, baaed on 
the estimater made under paraqaphe (1) and (2) of thir suWion, 
fix the price of each printed copy and each computer h 
report ao that the 

awrslt 
ak, revenuee obtained in each iacal year 9” 

of the 

under subeection (a) wil cover aa much of the incremental co& 
incurred ln making theee re 
b 

rta and tapea available for purchur 

s K 
the public aa ix feasible. n computing thara cortr the Director p” 

all not coruider the cab of the activities set forth in aectiona 7,8, 
and 10, but shall conrider- 

(1) the coat of compiling the reporta required by this Act; 
preparing the 
tion (a) and d!L 

rinted copiee and computer tapea under subeec- 

taper o! the re 
tributing the printed copies and the computer 

(2) the num lc 
rt for each fiscal year, and 
r of printed copies and the number of computer 

tapea of the report that will be purchased. 
Szc. 6. In order to carry out sectiona 3,4, and 5 of this Act, the 

Director may delegate to any authorit of the executive branch ‘of 
the Federal Government the responai i6 ility for carrying out 8UCh 
section,. Tbe Director shall ovemee the activities of any authorit to 
which res 

tRi 
nrribilitiee are delegated under this &ion and I Lll 

monitor corn liance of each authority with respect to the 
r uiremente #rt orth in wction 7. 
“% 

P 
xc. 7. Each head of 

Y 
authority of the Covemment havin 

cwtody of the data fllee an I) M referred to in 6ection 3(c) II ha/i 
make available to the Di redr t or other authority to which the 
Director haa delegated the reqonaibility to carry out such section, 
such information, adminirtrative ne~cea, equipment, personnel, 
and facilitisr as the Director or such authority requires to carry out 
such section. 

SEC. 8. (a) The Director shall operate and maintain, and update on 
a 
lis ?l 

uarterly basir the Federal aaaistance awarde date system estab 
ed u a red of the study conducted *by the Director under 

E;? 9 of the Federal Prcgram Information Act (31 U.S.C. 1701 

(b) in order to carry out subsection (a), the Director- 
(1) may dele ate to any authority of the executive branch of 

the Federal c!L vernment 
subsection (a), and 

the responsibility for carrying out 

(2) shall review any reports submitted to him by Federal 
agencies in the prccesr, of carrying out subsection (a) and may 
validate, by appropriate means, the pmcessea 
agencies repared such reportr. 

by which Federal 

SW. 9. ‘I’he~irector lrN designata a single organizational unit to 
provide for data conaietency and uniform reporting of data elementr. 

Sxc. 10. The Comptroller General sN conduct a review of the 
dataaystemaandre rtarequiredbythiaAct.ThiareviewrN 
include a determinat p” on of the accuracy of the data contained within 
the report required by section 3 and the co& of data collection, 
mp0l-t Pre ation, 
review a b!i= 

and diaaemination of such data and report The 
1 ako include an analysir of tha use and primary uaen of 

the date. In making this review, t~t~~mptmller Qeneml ON 
consult with Memberr of Con 
the Wlke of Man %1”4 ement an Bud r 
Adminietration oft Yl 

m%ZeB~%Z?~ 
e Senate, the 

t, the 
8 mmittee on How Adminbtra- 

tion of the How of Repmntativee, the Conaur Bureau, repre= 
sentativea of Stete and lccal governments, and an other 

’ dto the grsk deenu appropriate. This review rhall be rubmrt 

Prb nxin#. 

31 USC 6103 
noto. 

31 USC 6102 
not8. 

F&d 
auirt8na 
8W8rd8 d8b 
ayrtam. 
maintenance. 
31 USC 6109 
note. 

31 USC 6102 
not8. 
Rwi8w. 
31 USC 6162 
nota. 

Submittal to 
congmmionai 
commit&m 
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tkrr rubmittal 

!iiGXEF 
31 WC 6loI 
nota 

Failun to 
wbfnit da& 
8totommt. 

on Governmental Affain of the Senate and the Committee on 

% 
ratio- of the House of Reprarsntativee no later than October 1, 

1 
S&. 11. (a) Each head of any executive department or establish- 

ment that hae corn iled or can readil compile data that would have 
been included in t e re R rta entitl 

ffz 
K “the 

of Federal Funda” for v 
aphic Distribution 

al year 1981 or tisca year 1982, or both, 
shall forward a copy of such to the Committee on Rules and Admin- 
istration of the Senate and to the Committee on House Administra- 
tion of the House of Representatives. Delivery of such shall be made 
within sixty days after enactment of this Act for foal year 1981 and 
within one hundred and twenty days of the close of the fiscal year 
for fkal ear 1982 

(b) Rat K head of any executive department or establishment who 
doee not forward a copy of data ae required by subsection (a) for 
fiscal year 1981 or fucal year 1982 shall submit a statement to that 
off&t, along with a statement of the reaao~ for the failure, to the 
Commjttee on Rulee’ and Administration of the Senate and to the 
C$~lttea on How Admmlstmtron of the House of Representa- 

Approved October l&l982 

l.BOlSLATfVR HORY4 2386 (H.A ?o)(k 

HOUSE REP$Ol No. W-878 accoanpanyi~ HA 7(m tCbmm. on Oomnwnt 

zr SENA REPOk No. W-473 (hum. on Govwnmontal Affain~ 
CONGRESSIONAL REORD, Vol. 128 clSS2t 

July 29. conridmnd and pawd Senato. 
& 

&I. 
28, H.R 7096. considsred and pond Hwr; 9.2336. amended. pwod in 

Oct. 1, Senate concurrmd in How amend- 

0 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WAsMINotcm. D.C. PllDl 

SEP I31981 

Mr. Frederick D. Wolf 
Direotor, Aooounting and Financial 

Management Divirion 
U. 9. Qeneral Aaaounting Offiae 
441 0 Street, N.W. - Room 6001 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear M&%&I 

We have completed our roviow of the General Accounting Offioe*r 
draft (CAOIURHPD-85-l) of the proporad report on the nAccuraoy, 
(Z;;h)and Users of tho Conrolidatod Federal Funds Report” 

. In our opinion the report ir accurate and well written. 

The report maker threr speaifia racomnendationr to the Direator 
of OIIQ) whioh we endorro. Aa a natter of fact, we have already 
taken aotion to inarearo tho visibility of datr on the pass- 
through funds at thr aounty level and to work more alo8ely with 
user groups to identify their data needs. These are already 
included in the Ubl!3/Cenrur workplan for the FY 1984 CFFR. Also, 
we will inolude your roeonnnndation on availability of computer 
tape services into the workplan. 

In addition to the above, we have increased our efforts to 
involve the major public interest groups in CPPR enhancements 
efforts. 

My staff has been very complimentary about the thorough, profes- 
sional manner in which the CA0 staff conducted this review. We 
value this cooperative relationship which is vital to the con- 

~ tinued improvement of the overall program. 

~ We appreciate the opportunity to respond to your draft report and 
look forward to working with your staff during the coming year. 

Sincerely, 

Arlene Triplefi 
Aarociata Director 

for Management 
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UNITED STATES DIPARTMINT Oi COMMIRCI 
Thm Amsimtmt 8ourmtaq for Adminlmtr~tlor 
Wmhington, O.C. 20230 

SEP ii!984 
Mr. J. Dexter Peach 
Director, Roaource8, Community, and 

Economic Development Division 
United Stataa General 

Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Peach: 

I Thir i8 in reply to GM'r letter of August 24, 1984, requesting 
comments on the draft report entitled "Accuracy, Coat, and Users 
of the Consolidated Federal Fund8 Report." 

Wo have reviewed the enclosed comments of the Director, Bureau of 
the Cenrrus and believe they are responsive to the mattera 
diocuaaed in the report. 

Sincerely, 

;* 
~ Assistant Secretary 

for Administration 

Enclosure 
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AU6 3 0 Is04 

Hr. J. Wt - 
Diractot, iWow=, chnamity, and 
-ic IhvalQLpILc: Diviaiar 

Unitad St&a Gamral Aaaomtbq Offia 
Wmthgtm, D.C. 20!%8 

Rwk you for t&a oppxtunity to rrrriv the draft report entitld Qocur~, 
Clort, ad Uaen of the Conmltitd Federal Fur& Reprt (CZFR) . . 

PZltthu,wmintmdtotakatheactlamr~ inyourreprtto 
opar~tb~~da~lLaitationrsrrwriiawrrdbyrcJlportingall~ral 
pna throrrfi ftrnb at the state agitdls. Rx thefiscalyetag1984 rqxt, 
wrrwillattanpLtodFstrikttcklarthastatclevil thepasa through fun& 
awerhgabout adamof thelarger program !&me includebut arenot 
limited toMedicaid, Highway Trust Fund, IAl InameFkmeEhergy Assistanoe, 
AidtoFrmFli,~withDepndcntChil&cm, CMldSupportEnforcement, and the 
FoodSbmpProgrslls. Shcm these programs repreaentamajor portionof the 
pasrr through fmcb, webelieve thiaactionwillincream thevalue of the 
sub&ate grant data. 
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-8 .*- 
Administration Washington, DC 20405 

Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller Ganeral of the lhrited States 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowshtr: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft audit report 
of tht Gentral Accounting Office (GAO), entitled "Accur;acy, Cost, 
and Users of the Consolidattd Ftderal Funds kport." 

The information pertaining to the Ftderal Procuremnt Data Center. 
as presentad In tht audit report, is factual. The Offlct of Ftdcral 
Procuremnt Policy (OFPP), Office of Managtmnt and Budget (OI8). ts 
the system owner and, as such, is responsible for any policy decisions 
regarding proposed changes to the system. GSA will coordinate with 
OfTP and fmplemnt any modifications approved for the data base. 
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United States 

Office of 
Personnel Management Washington, D.C. 20415 

I<1 RI,.,, H,‘,, To 

. . 
Mr. WilLlam J. hndereon 
Mrector, Geuaral Governarnt Division 
United Steter General Accounting Office 
Vuhington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Anderroo: 

Thenk you for the dref t report entitled, aAccuracy, Cost, and Users of 

the Coneolidated Federal Fund8 Report.” We have reviewed the draft and 

found that it accurately deecrtbee thle agency’6 input into the Con- 

solidated Federal Funds Report. We have no further comments on the 

report. 

(972916) 
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