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 Background  
 Legislative and Regulatory Transparency Efforts 
 State Transparency Initiatives 

 



 
Thomas Jefferson is credited with saying, “We 
might hope to see the finances as clear and 
intelligible as a merchant’s books, so that every 
member of Congress, and every man of every 
mind in the Union should be able to 
comprehend them, to investigate abuses, and 
consequently, to control them.  



 What is transparency ? 
 Who needs more transparency? 
 How much transparency is too much? 
 What is the tipping point between burden and 

benefit? 
 Can lessons be learned from State transparency 

sites? 
 What can we expect moving forward? 

 
 



 GATB  
 OMB (www.omb.gov) 
 Treasury (www.treasury.gov) 
 Congress 
 Sunshine Groups 
 Management 
 The Public 
 COFAR – As an interested party 

(www.cfo.gov/cofar) 
 

 

http://www.omb.gov/
http://www.treasury.gov/
http://www.cfo.gov/cofar


 IAEGC 
 PL 106-107 
 IPIA/IPERA/IPERIA 
 FFATA 
 ARRA 
 DATA  
 Next? 



 Interagency Electronic Grants Committee 
 Worked on the administration side of grants, 

including coordination on federal grants data 
standards and supporting electronic grants 
processing activities, focusing specifically on 
grant application submission, award 
notification, organizational profiles, and 
professional profiles.    



 Federal Financial Assistance Management 
Improvement Act of 1999 

 Purpose  
 improve the effectiveness and performance of Federal financial 

assistance programs 
 simplify Federal financial assistance application and reporting 

requirements 
 improve the delivery of services to the public 
 facilitate greater coordination among those responsible for 

delivering the services 
 Required OMB to direct, coordinate, and assist Federal 

agencies in establishing a common application and 
reporting system, including electronic processes, and 
uniform administrative rules for Federal financial 
assistance programs across different Federal agencies 



 Improper Payments Information Act of 2002 
 Requires executive-branch agencies to identify programs 

and activities susceptible to significant improper 
payments, estimate annual amounts improperly paid, 
and report these estimates and actions taken to reduce 
them. 

 Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery Act 
of 2010  
 IPERA amends IPIA and expands requirements for 

recovering overpayments across a broad range of federal 
programs related to (1) federal agency management 
accountability; and (2) recovery auditing aimed at 
identifying and reclaiming payments made in error.  
 
 



 Improper Payments Elimination Act of 2012 
 Amends the Improper Payments Information 

Act of 2002 to 
 Identify annually Federal programs for greater levels of 

oversight and review based on highest dollar value or 
highest rate of improper payments, or a higher risk of 
improper payments;  

 Coordinate with agencies with high-risk programs, to 
establish annual targets and semi-annual or quarterly 
actions for reducing improper payments; and, 

 Provide guidance to agencies for improving estimates 
of improper payments 

 Establishes a Do Not Pay Initiative 
 

 
 

 
 



 2006 Federal Funding Accountability and 
Transparency Act  - FFATA (P.L.109-282),  
 Obama one of the original sponsors 
 reduce “wasteful and unnecessary spending” by the 

federal government by making the details of federal 
spending available to the public   
 government officials would be less likely to fund projects 

that might be perceived as wasteful. 
 Establish a publicly available online website that 

provides access to information about entities that 
are awarded federal grants, loans, contracts, and 
other forms of assistance 

 Preceded Recovery Act 



 USAspending.gov – Launched Dec. 2007 
 

 To date, agencies have reported contract or award 
information only at the prime level for transparency 
purposes.  

 All agencies should have collected sub-award data by 
October 1, 2010.  

 According to the Government Accountability Office in 
a 2014 report, which looked at 2012 spending data, data 
that does exist on USASpending is wildly inaccurate. 
Only 2% to 7% of spending data on USASpending.gov 
is "fully consistent with agencies' records."  

 Revised USASpending released in April of this year 



 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009  

 At a time of economic turmoil the Act was 
created to save and create jobs. Also intended 
to provide temporary relief programs for those 
most impacted by the recession and invest in 
infrastructure, education, health, and 
renewable energy.  

 The approximate cost of the economic stimulus 
package was estimated to be $787 billion at the 
time of passage, later revised to $831 billion 
between 2009 and 2019 
 



 Unprecedented accountability and 
transparency 
 Recovery Accountability and Transparency Board (new) 
 Governor certifications 
 Recovery.gov 
 Quarterly reporting (Section1512) 

 

 Robust spending level reporting 
 



 Recovery.gov 
 One of the centerpieces of the Act was to promote transparency  
 Mission: 
 Education: explain the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
 Transparency: show how, when, and where the money is spent 
 Accountability: provide data that will allow citizens to evaluate the 

Act’s progress and provide feedback 

 



 
 Leadership (Governor's) buy-in is a critical 

element of success for new initiatives 
 Outreach and communication essential to 

successful implementation 
 Uniform Reporting is possible 
 Timely expenditure data is possible but… 



 Once subaward reporting capabilities are in 
place for Recovery Act funds and these data 
are displayed on Recovery.gov, the 
Administration intends to begin broadening 
subaward report requirements to all Federal 
funding, to comply with the Transparency 
Act.” Peter Orzag, Director of OMB, April 27, 2009 

 



 
 The Digital Transparency and Accountability 

Act of 2014 (DATA Act) is intended to increase 
the quality of the information captured in 
USASpending.gov through a uniform 
reporting process. 

 The new data standards and other DATA Act 
requirements will change the way spending 
data is reported and analyzed across 
government 
 



 Requires that government-wide financial data 
standards be established for all federal funds and 
be used by both federal agencies and recipients. 
 The aim is to improve the usability, transparency and 

accountability of financial and performance information 
 The Act requires that a pilot be established to 

develop recommendations for the use of common 
reporting elements, the elimination of unnecessary 
duplication in financial reporting, and the 
reduction of compliance costs for recipients 

 The law also requires a series of reviews and 
audits by the GAO and agency inspectors general  
 



 The overall data standardization effort consists 
of two parallel, yet related efforts: 

 Standardizing the definition of the data 
elements that the DATA Act requires 

 Creating a data exchange standard that 
includes these elements and prescribes how to 
transmit them between agencies and the public. 



 Pilot will develop recommendations for  
 standardizing grant and contractor awardee 

reporting 
 eliminating duplicative and/or unnecessary 

reporting 
 reducing awardee compliance costs 

 OMB asked HHS to be the executing agent for 
federal grants (a part of OMB leads 
procurement pilot) 

 HHS’s DATA Act PMO coordinates the Section 
5 grants pilot 
 



 Deploy a blog-type dialogue to initiate a discussion 
among the grants community to discuss 
opportunities to reduce burden and compliance 
costs for Federal award recipients 

 Launch a Common Data Element Repository 
Library (C-DER Library) (a federal-wide, 
“authoritative source” to facilitate consistency of 
federal financial and business terms and 
definitions) inclusive of agreed-upon standardized 
data elements 

 Launch an expanded Grants.gov portal for public 
use to promote greater transparency and easier 
access to grants’ lifecycle information 



 Many still use paper-based records to track 
spending and also utilize archaic computing 
technologies, making it difficult to link them 
up.  

 The problem is more than an information 
technology challenge; what is required is a 
different way of conceptualizing data.  







 The pilot will result in recommendations fro 
regulatory/legislative changes 

 New data standards could result in additional 
reporting requirements  

 Increased work on DATA Quality 
 Quality is so important 
 So is Context  
 How do you assure accuracy in reporting ?( headline 

risks) 
 More focus on performance – less on 

compliance 
 



 Changes are coming 
 Major changes usually involve resistance and 

some headaches 
 Timelines will  fluctuate.  
 Knowledge is key.  Stay up to date, be 

prepared and remain open minded 
 The vision is big and the solution incremental 
 Spread the word……………… 

 



 There is a national trend underway for governments to 
develop websites that allow constituents to view 
financial information in searchable formats. Such 
websites are widely considered to improve 
transparency into the financial operations of 
government. 

 In 2015, all 50 states operated websites to make 
information on state expenditures accessible to the 
public.  

 In 2015, all but two states allow users to search the 
online checkbook by agency, keyword and/or vendor, 
and 44 states provide checkbook-level data for one or 
more economic development subsidy programs ( 
Information provided by US PIRG) 

 Each state is little different 



 All states, including Leading States, have opportunities to improve their 
transparency.  

 The checkbooks in five states have limited searchability. 
 Only eight states provide checkbook-level information that includes the 

recipients of each of the state’s most important subsidy programs. 
While many other states provide checkbook-level information for some 
of their major subsidy programs, disclosure for all programs would 
provide greater transparency and accountability. 

 Six states do not provide tax expenditure reports that detail the impact 
on the state budget of targeted tax credits, exemptions or deductions. 
 

http://uspirg.org/news/usp/new-report-ranks-all-fifty-states-government-
spending-transparency 
 

http://uspirg.org/news/usp/new-report-ranks-all-fifty-states-government-spending-transparency
http://uspirg.org/news/usp/new-report-ranks-all-fifty-states-government-spending-transparency


 In addition to improving the comprehensiveness of their 
transparency portals, states should begin to enhance user-
friendliness in design and functionality.  

 No state provides a comprehensive list of government entities 
outside the standard state budget. Ideally, all governmental and 
quasi-governmental entities – even those that are entirely 
financially self-supporting – would integrate their expenditures 
into the online checkbook, and a central registry of all such entities 
would be available for public reference. 

 Even top-scoring states should continue to expand the universe of 
data accounted for by their transparency portals. Important 
advancements would include detailing all active public-private 
partnerships, and supporting municipal and county level 
transparency and making those data available centrally. 
 





 Puerto Rico Federal Funds Management 
Initiative 
 New Federal Funds Office  www.grants.pr.gov 
 Using SA Reports 
 FAC Data 

 Maryland Transparency  
 Governor’s Grants Office,  www.grants.maryland.gov 
 State Stat, http://www.statestat.maryland.gov/ 
 Open DATA Council  https://data.maryland.gov/ 

 

http://www.grants.pr.gov/
http://www.grants.maryland.gov/
http://www.statestat.maryland.gov/
https://data.maryland.gov/
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