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Executive Summary 
 
GSA’s Fiscal Year 2020 Transactional Data Reporting Pilot Evaluation Provides an Inaccurate 
Assessment of the Program  
Report Number A210081/Q/3/P23001 
May 1, 2023 
 
Why We Performed This Audit 
 
We performed this audit to determine if GSA’s Transactional Data Reporting (TDR) Pilot 
Evaluation Plan and Metrics Version 2.0 enabled GSA to objectively measure and evaluate 
whether TDR can fulfill the Commercial Sales Practices and Price Reductions Clause contract-
level pricing negotiation function while lowering industry reporting burden. 
 
What We Found 
 
Under the Multiple Award Schedule (MAS) Program, GSA’s Federal Acquisition Service (FAS) 
establishes long-term government-wide contracts. Through these contracts, millions of 
commercial products and services are made available to government agencies. In Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2022 alone, MAS Program sales exceeded $40 billion.  
 
The intent of the MAS Program is to leverage the government’s buying power to obtain 
competitive, commercial prices for customer agencies. Historically, GSA has used two 
mechanisms—commercial pricing disclosures and price reduction protections—to obtain 
commercial pricing over the life of MAS contracts. In June 2016, GSA published a final rule in 
the Federal Register establishing the TDR pilot for MAS contracts. Under the pilot, MAS 
contractors are required to report transactional data, including prices paid by government 
customers, for products and services sold under their respective contracts. In exchange for this 
transactional data, contractors are no longer required to disclose commercial pricing or adhere 
to price reduction requirements.  
 
In April 2021, GSA reported on the results of its evaluation of the TDR pilot for FY 2020. GSA’s 
evaluation portrayed the TDR pilot as a success. However, GSA’s portrayal of the TDR pilot as a 
success ignores the fact that the data collected through the pilot program has never been used 
to analyze and negotiate contract-level pricing. Instead, GSA has amassed a collection of data 
that is almost entirely inaccurate, unreliable, and unusable.  
 
After more than 6 years of running the pilot, GSA could provide us with only one example 
purporting to show its use of TDR pilot data for contract-level pricing decisions. In that example, 
however, the contractor asserted that its TDR pilot data was unreliable, and the contracting 
officer concluded that the data was likely inaccurate. As a result, contrary to GSA’s assertion, 
the contracting officer ultimately did not use the TDR data to make the contract-level pricing 
decisions on that particular contract.  
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GSA collected transactional data for FY 2022 sales totaling over $14.6 billion. We found that the 
data reported for $12.6 billion of these sales (87 percent) cannot be used for meaningful price 
analysis. Specifically, we found that: 
 

• All transactional data collected for sales of services and sales identified as both products 
and services, which made up over $8.6 billion (59 percent) of the FY 2022 sales is 
unusable. This data is unusable because it lacks essential information, such as 
standardized part numbers or descriptions that identify the services provided.  
 

• The majority of data collected for sales of products, which made up approximately $6 
billion (41 percent) of the FY 2022 sales is also unusable. GSA found that the sales data 
collected for $4 billion of product sales (67 percent) is unusable because in many cases 
contractors are not reporting accurate part numbers.  

 
• For the remaining $2 billion in sales (13 percent), we found that some of the data is not 

effective for price comparison due to the myriad variations in the way contractors 
report data for identical products. 
 

We also found that GSA’s FY 2020 evaluation of the TDR pilot program produced misleading 
results that enabled GSA to assert that the TDR pilot met its performance objectives and 
portray it as a success. This occurred because GSA used flawed methodologies, as well as 
inaccurate and unsupported information to evaluate the TDR pilot performance metrics.  
 
While we found problems with GSA’s evaluation as a whole, we identified significant 
deficiencies with GSA’s evaluation of the metrics it used to determine whether the TDR pilot 
was used for contract-level price negotiations and lowered industry burden. Specifically, we 
found that GSA: 

 
• Designed a misleading performance metric to assess data completeness and could not 

support the results of its evaluation of this metric; 
• Inaccurately asserted that MAS contracting officers used TDR pilot data; 
• Did not assess the category manager usage metric based on actual use of the TDR pilot 

data and could not support the results of its evaluation of this metric; and 
• Did not measure actual contractor reporting burden for TDR.  

 
Taken together, these deficiencies clearly demonstrate that the TDR pilot has not been a 
success and point to significant problems that must be corrected before its expansion across 
the MAS program. Under the circumstances described in this report, it would be irresponsible 
to expand the TDR pilot across the program’s annual sales of more than $40 billion. Therefore, 
after over 6 years of ignoring the problems with the pilot, GSA is confronted with two options—
take comprehensive action to fix the significant problems that plague TDR or terminate the 
pilot by executing the exit strategy.  
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What We Recommend 
 

We recommend that the GSA Administrator, FAS Commissioner, and Associate Administrator of 
the Office of Government-wide Policy:  
 

1. Cease further expansion of TDR until the problems are corrected or the pilot is 
terminated. 
 

2. Address the problems with the TDR data and usage as described in this report within 1 
year of report issuance. To do so, GSA should, at a minimum: 
 

a. Conduct a comprehensive assessment of all TDR data; 
b. Verify the accuracy and completeness of all TDR data; 
c. Implement a verification process to ensure that TDR data is accurate and 

complete when it is submitted by MAS contractors; 
d. Require the contractors that are not submitting complete and accurate data to 

correct their data or suspend their contract; 
e. Make the data accessible to all MAS contracting personnel; and 
f. Develop a methodology for pricing using TDR data that will ensure that customer 

agencies meet the Competition in Contracting Act for orders placed through 
MAS contracts. 

 

3. If GSA cannot successfully complete the corrective actions outlined in Recommendation 
2 within 1 year of report issuance or makes the decision not to take those corrective 
actions, execute the exit strategy for the TDR pilot and transition participating 
contractors out of the pilot in accordance with FAS Policy and Procedures 2016-11, 
Transactional Data Reporting – Federal Supply Schedule Program Implementation, 
Paragraph 8(G), Pilot Cancellation.  

 

While GSA states that it partially agrees with our recommendations, it neither addresses nor 
rebuts our findings. GSA instead repeats its FY 2020 TDR pilot evaluation results and makes 
numerous assertions of the “potential further benefits” and “anticipated” uses of the TDR data.  
The agency does not commit to curing the deficiencies our audit exposed before expanding the 
pilot further, but merely states it will “consider the continuing maturity of TDR as part of any 
expansion decision.”  
 

This vague response fails to acknowledge the fundamental fact that GSA has not used TDR data 
for price negotiations. Under TDR, GSA has amassed a collection of data that is almost entirely 
inaccurate, unreliable, and unusable; and GSA lacks a clear, well-supported plan for overcoming 
these deficiencies. After nearly 7 years of running the pilot, GSA’s ability to use the data to 
negotiate fair and reasonable pricing on behalf of the American taxpayer remains an untested 
theory. Accordingly, we reaffirm our findings, conclusions, and recommendations.   
 

Our unrebutted findings clearly demonstrate severe deficiencies in the TDR pilot that must be 
corrected before its expansion across the MAS program’s annual sales of more than $40 billion. 
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GSA’s inexplicable refusal to commit to fixing those problems before further expansion, or 
alternatively to terminate the pilot, is a disservice to taxpayers. 
 

GSA’s written comments are included in their entirety in Appendix C. 
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Introduction 
 
We performed an audit of GSA’s evaluation of the Transactional Data Reporting (TDR) pilot 
against TDR’s stated objectives. 
 
Purpose 
 
We have monitored GSA’s TDR pilot since 2014. We initiated this audit based upon our 
assessment of risks surrounding the TDR pilot identified in our June 24, 2021, audit report, 
GSA’s Transactional Data Reporting Pilot Is Not Used to Affect Pricing Decisions.1 
 
Objective 
 
We performed this audit to determine if GSA’s TDR Pilot Evaluation Plan and Metrics Version 
2.0 enabled GSA to objectively measure and evaluate whether TDR can fulfill the Commercial 
Sales Practices (CSP) and Price Reductions Clause (PRC) contract-level pricing negotiation 
function while lowering industry reporting burden. 
 
See Appendix A – Objective, Scope, and Methodology for additional details. 
 
Background 
 
GSA’s Multiple Award Schedule (MAS) contracts are long-term, government-wide contracts 
with commercial contractors that provide federal, state, and local government buyers access to 
more than 11 million commercial supplies (products) and services at volume discount pricing. 
Awarded contracts include pre-negotiated prices, delivery terms, warranties, and other terms 
and conditions intended to streamline the acquisition process. MAS contracts are indefinite-
delivery, indefinite-quantity and are typically awarded with a 5-year base period and three 5-
year option extensions, totaling 20 years. 
 
As of September 30, 2022, the MAS Program had 16,749 contracts in effect with total annual 
sales of more than $40 billion. As shown in Figure 1 on the next page, annual sales through the 
MAS program have exceeded $30 billion in Fiscal Years (FYs) 2018 through 2022. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 Report Number A140143/Q/6/P21002. 
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Figure 1 – Annual MAS Sales for FY 2018 through FY 2022 
 

 
 
The MAS program is authorized by two statutes: Title III of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949; and Title 40, U.S.C. 501, Services for Executive Agencies. 
MAS program acquisitions are governed by the following: 
 

• Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), which provides regulatory guidance; 
• General Services Administration Acquisition Regulation (GSAR), which contains Agency 

acquisition policies and practices, contract clauses, solicitation provisions, and forms 
that control the relationship between GSA and contractors; and 

• General Services Administration Acquisition Manual, which contains the GSAR and non-
regulatory agency acquisition guidance. 

 
According to GSA’s Multiple Award Schedule Desk Reference, the intent of the MAS program is 
to leverage the government’s buying power to provide customer agencies with competitive, 
market-based pricing. The Competition in Contracting Act of 1984 (41 U.S.C. 152) (CICA) states 
that procedures established under the MAS program are competitive as long as MAS orders and 
contracts result in the lowest overall cost alternative to meet the government’s needs. In order 
to ensure MAS contracts meet the competitive and lowest overall cost alternative requirements 
of CICA, GSA established in the GSAR that the government will seek to obtain the offeror’s best 
price, or in other words, the best price given to the most favored customer (MFC). 
 
GSA’s negotiated pricing on MAS contracts is especially important because FAR 8.404(d), Use of 
Federal Supply Schedules, provides that customer agencies can rely on GSA’s price 
reasonableness determination to ensure orders result in the lowest overall cost alternative. 
Before awarding MAS contracts, GSA contracting officers must make a determination that the 
prices are fair and reasonable. Because GSA makes this determination for the contracts, FAR 
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8.404(d) allows customer agencies to rely on GSA’s price reasonableness determination and 
releases customer agencies from their responsibility for making a separate determination of fair 
and reasonable pricing.  
 
In addition, FAR 8.404(d) states that, “By placing an order against a schedule contract using the 
procedures in [FAR] 8.405, the ordering activity has concluded that the order represents the 
best value (as defined in FAR 2.101) and results in the lowest overall cost alternative 
(considering price, special features, administrative costs, etc.) to meet the Government’s 
needs.” Therefore, when customer agencies place orders against MAS contracts and follow the 
ordering procedures in FAR 8.405, they are relying on GSA’s price reasonableness 
determinations to ensure their order results in the lowest overall cost alternative for the 
government. 
 
In order to meet the pricing objectives outlined under GSAR 538.270-1, Evaluation of offers 
without access to transactional data, GSA’s Federal Acquisition Service (FAS) requires offerors 
to provide commercial pricing information to serve as a basis for contracting officers to 
negotiate and make pricing determinations. Specifically, offerors provide CSP disclosures to 
help the contracting officer identify an offeror’s MFC pricing. Contracting officers are 
responsible for determining if the offeror’s CSP disclosures are an adequate basis to identify 
and target MFC pricing in negotiations. FAS has established policy and guidance that outlines 
the contracting officer’s responsibilities, such as Procurement Information Notice (PIN) 2012-
04, Verification of MFC Pricing, which states the following: 
 

The Competition in Contracting Act of 1984 requires that FSS [Federal Supply 
Schedule] contracts and orders result in the lowest overall cost alternative to 
the Government. A critical step toward obtaining this result is the targeting of 
MFC pricing. The mandate to pursue MFC pricing ensures that FSS contracts 
harness the Government’s collective buying power and result in the best 
possible prices for customers and taxpayers. When you negotiate a Schedule 
contract, you represent an extensive customer base. Therefore, the offers you 
accept (to include the pricing you negotiate), should reflect the significant 
value the FSS Program provides to its vendors.2 

 
FAS also has policy and guidance in place to outline other information its contracting personnel 
can use to evaluate pricing when an offeror is unable to provide sufficient CSP information to 
make a pricing determination. One example is PIN 2012-05, Use of Cost Analysis When 
Evaluating Federal Supply Schedule Offers, which states the following: 
 

When offerors submit proposals for a contract under the FSS Program, they are 
required to identify their Most Favored Customer (MFC) on the Commercial 
Sales Practices (CSP) disclosure and provide information regarding pricing and 

 
2 GSA also refers to its Multiple Award Schedule (MAS) Program as the Federal Supply Schedule (FSS) program. 
Accordingly, “MAS” and “FSS” are used interchangeably throughout this report. 

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/part-8
https://www.acquisition.gov/far/part-2
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commercial practices. Some offerors also submit data other than certified cost 
or pricing data with their CSP, if the terms and conditions under which they 
transact business with their major customers are based on cost, or if they do 
not have significant (or any) commercial sales of items (including services) 
offered under the FSS Program. 

 
The guidance referenced above from PINs 2012-04 and 2012-05 was consolidated and replaced 
by FAS Policy and Procedure (PAP) 2021-05, Evaluation of FSS Program Pricing, signed on 
September 27, 2021. There were no substantive changes from the guidance in the PINs to the 
guidance in the new FAS PAP, as both the past and current policies state that other than 
certified cost or pricing data can supplement a CSP that does not contain significant commercial 
sales. 
 
In addition, to assist its contracting personnel in evaluating pricing proposals, FAS developed 
automated pricing tools that compare proposed products and services to pricing already 
offered on active MAS contracts. FAS’s contracting personnel use two main pricing tools: the 
Contract-Awarded Labor Category (CALC) tool, which is used to evaluate services; and the Price 
Point Plus Portal tool (4P tool), which is used to evaluate products. The 4P tool also provides 
limited pricing information from other government contracts, such as NASA’s Solution for 
Enterprise-Wide Procurement, the Defense Logistics Agency’s FedMall, and any GSA or publicly 
available government-wide acquisition contracts. The 4P tool also has limited insight into 
commercial pricing through publicly available sources, such as www.amazon.com and 
www.bestbuy.com. 
 
Prior to June 23, 2016, all MAS offerors were required to submit CSP disclosures and identify 
their MFCs, while contracting officers were required to seek to obtain MFC pricing in 
negotiations. 
 
Transactional Data Reporting Rule 
 
On June 23, 2016, GSA published a final rule in the Federal Register establishing TDR for 
purchases made using select GSA contracting vehicles, including those in the MAS program.3 
According to GSA’s commentary accompanying its final TDR rule, “The purpose of the 
Transactional Data Reporting rule is to transform price disclosure and related policies for GSA’s 
Federal Supply Schedule … in order to improve the value taxpayers receive when purchases are 
made using these vehicles.” More specifically, GSA’s commentary published in the Federal 
Register stated: 
 

Transactional Data Reporting is an attempt to embrace modern technology 
while moving away from outmoded practices. When first introduced in the 
1980s, the CSP and PRC [Price Reductions Clause] helped GSA and its customer 

 
3 The Federal Register is published every business day by the National Archives and Records Administration and 
includes federal agency regulations, executive orders, and proposed rules and notices of interest to the public. 

http://www.amazon.com/
http://www.bestbuy.com/
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agencies maintain advantageous pricing from original equipment 
manufacturers that held the vast majority of FSS contracts. However, changes 
in what the Government buys and shifts in the federal marketplace have 
eroded the effectiveness of these tools over time. Additionally, vendors 
repeatedly single out these pricing tools as among the most complicated and 
burdensome requirements in federal contracting. 

 
Under the final rule, contractors opting into the TDR pilot are required to report transactional 
data on a monthly basis for sales made under their GSA contracts. Twelve data elements (e.g., 
price paid per unit, unit measure, and manufacturer name) must be included in the monthly 
reporting. 
 
Pursuant to the final rule, GSA amended the GSAR to provide contracting officers with different 
requirements and evaluation methods to determine fair and reasonable pricing for offers with 
access to transactional data and offers without access to transactional data. The two revised 
GSAR clauses are as follows: 
 

• GSAR 538.270-1, Evaluation of offers without access to transactional data, maintains the 
traditional method of evaluating pricing. Under this method, the contractor is required 
to submit CSP information that outlines the terms and conditions offered to its other 
commercial and government customers, including price and discount information. 
Contracting officers are required to use this information to seek to obtain the offeror’s 
best price (referred to as the most favored customer price). 

 
• GSAR 538.270-2, Evaluation of offers with access to transactional data, does not require 

contractors to provide CSP information. Instead, the clause establishes an order of 
preference of information that contracting officers shall use to establish negotiation 
objectives. The clause prioritizes the use of information that is readily available, 
including prices paid information (such as TDR data), contract-level pricing information 
from other schedules and government-wide contract vehicles for the same or similar 
items (such as GSA Advantage! or FAS pricing tools), and commercial data sources. 

 
For contractors opting into the TDR pilot, GSA also amended GSAR 552.238-75, Price 
Reductions, to eliminate the basis of award tracking requirement. This tracking requirement 
instructed the contractor to decrease its GSA contract price any time the contractor awarded a 
price decrease to the basis of award customer(s). The alignment of the GSA price to a basis of 
award customer price (preferably the most favored customer price) is intended to keep GSA 
contract pricing competitive. According to the final rule, GSA amended the PRC under the TDR 
pilot to reduce contractor burden. In doing so, GSA removed a key provision included in MAS 
contracts that protected federal customers from paying inflated prices for goods and services.  
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Launching the TDR Pilot 
 
In August 2016, FAS launched a 3-year TDR pilot intended to allow GSA to test and evaluate the 
pilot’s effectiveness and collect stakeholder feedback as it was implemented. Schedule holders 
with any of the eight schedules listed in Figure 2 below were eligible to opt into the TDR pilot. 
Collectively, these schedules accounted for more than 40 percent of MAS sales at that time. 
 

Figure 2 – Schedules Included in the TDR Pilot  
 

Schedule 
Number Schedule Name 

03FAC Facilities Maintenance and Management 
51V Hardware Superstore 
58I Professional Audio/Video, Telemetry/Tracking, Recording/Reproducing 

and Signal Data Solutions 
72 Furnishing and Floor Coverings 
73 Food Service, Hospitality, Cleaning Equipment and Supplies, Chemicals and 

Services 
75 Office Products/Supplies and Services and New Products/Technology 
00CORP The Professional Services Schedule 
70 General Purpose Information Technology Equipment, Software, and 

Services 
 

For the first six schedules listed in Figure 2, any of the Special Item Numbers (SINs) associated 
with that schedule were eligible to opt into the TDR pilot.4 For Schedules 00CORP and 70, only a 
select number of SINs were eligible for inclusion in the TDR pilot. However, if a contract 
included any one of the eligible SINs, the entire contract was thereby eligible for the TDR pilot.  
 
FAS began collecting TDR data from participating contractors via GSA’s Sales Reporting Portal 
(SRP) in October 2016. SRP is the system contractors use to submit contract sales, both for 
Industrial Funding Fee purposes (i.e., total sales for items purchased under the contract, which 
is required for all schedule contractors and reported either quarterly or monthly) and TDR 
requirements (i.e., detailed line-item transactional data, which is required for contractors that 
opt into the TDR pilot and reported monthly).5 As of November 2019, nearly 7 million line items 
of TDR data were collected for approximately 2,300 participating contracts. These 2,300 
contracts accounted for 57 percent of the approximately 4,000 contracts eligible for the TDR 
pilot. 
 

 
4 A SIN is a defined category of products or services. Each schedule has varying numbers of associated SINs. 
 
5 The Industrial Funding Fee reimburses GSA for the costs of operating the MAS program. 
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According to the final rule, GSA’s Senior Procurement Executive, in consultation with the 
Administrator of the Office of Management and Budget’s Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
and other interested stakeholders, will evaluate the TDR pilot. They are to regularly evaluate 
progress against a series of metrics to determine whether the TDR pilot should be: (1) 
discontinued if it is significantly underperforming, (2) continued for another year if it is on track 
to meet targets, or (3) declared a success and become eligible for expansion if it is meeting or 
exceeding targets. 
 
Expansion of TDR Pilot under GSA’s Consolidated Schedule 
 
On October 1, 2019, GSA released a single-schedule solicitation, with plans to consolidate its 24 
legacy schedules, in an effort to provide program consistency and make it easier for customer 
agencies to find everything they need under one contract. Pursuant to the consolidation, a 
vendor holding multiple schedule contracts offering different products or services under 
multiple SINs would end up holding just one schedule contract offering all those products and 
services. Beginning January 31, 2020, GSA issued a mass modification that updated existing 
MAS contracts to reflect the terms and conditions of the consolidation. Contractors were 
required to accept this mass modification by July 31, 2020. 
 
Under the consolidation, contractors that opted into the TDR pilot remained in the pilot. 
Contractors who offered SINs within the scope of the TDR pilot, but had not yet opted in, were 
still able to do so. In addition, as explained above, if a schedule contract included any one of the 
SINs included in the TDR pilot, then all SINs under that contract are included in the pilot if the 
contractor opted in. 
 
For example, a contractor that previously held one contract under Schedule 51V – Hardware 
Superstore (included in the TDR pilot), and another contract under Schedule 23V – Automotive 
Superstore (not included in the TDR pilot), will now hold just one schedule contract that 
combines the SINs offered under both the original contracts. In this example, since the 
consolidated contract includes Schedule 51V offerings, if the contractor opted into the TDR 
pilot, all transactions under the new consolidated contract (both the Schedule 51V and 
Schedule 23V offerings) will fall under the TDR pilot terms and conditions. 
 
TDR Pilot Evaluations 
 
As stated previously, FAS’s 3-year TDR pilot was intended to allow GSA to test and evaluate the 
pilot’s effectiveness and collect stakeholder feedback. Under the TDR pilot, contractors are 
required to report the required 12 transactional data elements on a monthly basis for sales 
made under their MAS contracts. In May 2019, GSA extended the TDR pilot through FY 2020, 
with two scheduled evaluations of the pilot during this time period.  
 
The evaluation of FY 2019 performance took place in January 2020. In its FY 2019 evaluation of 
the TDR pilot, GSA concluded that the collected data was not being used to improve taxpayer 
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value through smarter buying decisions. However, GSA still contended that its scoring placed 
the TDR pilot in the “on track to meet targets” range and thus the pilot should continue.  
 
The evaluation of FY 2020 performance, which is the subject of this audit, was finalized in April 
2021. GSA’s FY 2020 evaluation was based on the TDR Pilot Evaluation Plan and Metrics Version 
2.0. The evaluation focused on the three objectives and corresponding statements of 
accomplishment shown in Figure 3 below. The first objective carries the most weight in the 
evaluation, while the other two objectives carry less weight. 
 

Figure 3 – GSA’s TDR Pilot Evaluation Objectives and Statements of Accomplishment 
 

Objective Statement(s) of Accomplishment 

Determine if TDR can fulfill the CSP and PRC 
contract-level pricing negotiation function 
while lowering industry reporting burden. 

 
• TDR data is complete enough to be used 

for contract-level price negotiations. 
• FSS contracting officers are using data to 

negotiate contract-level pricing. 
• TDR contract-level pricing is in line with 

non-TDR contract-level pricing. 
• TDR is less burdensome than the CSP/PRC 

model for FSS vendors. 
 

Determine if GSA can use transactional data 
to improve buying outcomes. 

 
• FAS demonstrates TDR contributes to 

better outcomes at the contract level and 
order level.  

 

Determine how TDR is impacting the FSS 
program’s health. 

 
• TDR is not negatively impacting FSS sales 

volume. 
• TDR is not negatively impacting small 

businesses participation in the FSS 
program. 

• TDR is not negatively impacting GSA FSS 
program costs. 

 
 
In its FY 2020 evaluation of the TDR pilot, GSA awarded a score equivalent to “meeting or 
exceeding targets” and stated that it can expand the pilot to the entire MAS Program. 
 
GSA’s FY 2020 evaluation of the TDR pilot is included in its entirety in Appendix B of this report. 
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Previous OIG Reports Identified Concerns with TDR 
 
Since 2014, we have issued a series of documents identifying concerns with GSA’s TDR efforts. 
These documents include the reports and alert memorandum described on the following pages.  
 
Audit of Transactional Data Reporting Pilot Evaluation and Metrics – July 25, 20186 

 
We determined that GSA’s initial TDR pilot Evaluation Plan and Metrics would not enable GSA 
to objectively measure or evaluate whether the TDR pilot was improving the value of the MAS 
Program. Specifically, we found that the TDR pilot objectives were not well-defined, some 
metrics lacked performance targets, and a majority of the metrics relied on data that was not 
available for use in and evaluation of the pilot. In response to this report, GSA stated it would 
modify the TDR Pilot Evaluation Plan and Metrics.  
 
GSA’s Transactional Data Reporting Pilot Is Not Used to Affect Pricing Decisions – June 24, 
20217  

 
In this report, we found that the TDR data was inaccurate and unreliable, and FAS contracting 
personnel were not using the data to negotiate or make pricing determinations. Instead, FAS 
contracting personnel largely relied on pricing tools to analyze contract pricing. This approach, 
however, does not leverage the collective buying power of the government and does not 
ensure that prices reflect the lowest overall cost alternative to meet the government’s needs. 
We also found that most contracting personnel did not have access to TDR data, and many of 
those with access lacked a basic understanding of the data and did not know how to use it.  

 
We recommended that FAS take immediate action to mitigate the risks of the TDR pilot by 
restricting additional offerors from opting into the TDR pilot. Because the TDR data was 
inaccurate and unreliable, we also recommended that FAS restrict access to, and use of, the 
data. Additionally, we recommended that FAS develop an exit strategy from the TDR pilot and 
transition participating contractors out of the TDR pilot. FAS disagreed with these 
recommendations and, despite our reported findings, is currently working toward expanding 
TDR to the entire MAS Program. 
  

 
6 Report Number A140143/Q/T/P18004. 
 
7 Report Number A140143/Q/6/P21002. 
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FAS is Planning to Expand the Transactional Data Reporting Rule Despite Ongoing Data 
Quality and Access Issues – July 18, 20228  

 
The purpose of this alert memorandum was to inform the FAS Commissioner that the plan to 
expand the TDR rule to the entire MAS Program by November 1, 2022, could place government 
agencies at risk of overpaying for products and services due to ongoing TDR data quality and 
access issues. In response to this alert memorandum, GSA postponed its planned TDR 
expansion and stated that it will notify our office prior to further expansion. 
 
FAS Cannot Provide Assurance That MAS Contract Pricing Results in Orders Achieving the 
Lowest Overall Cost Alternative – September 30, 20229  
 
In this report, we found that the price analyses performed by FAS contracting personnel cannot 
provide customer agencies with assurance that orders placed against MAS contracts will result 
in the lowest overall cost alternative, as required by CICA. Our audit analyzed the pricing 
methodologies FAS used on MAS contracts that participate in the TDR pilot, as well as contracts 
that required CSP disclosures, and found that the price analyses under both methodologies 
were deficient. 
 
In particular, we found that when performing price analyses on TDR pilot contracts, FAS 
contracting personnel do not have access to TDR data that can be used for pricing decisions. As 
a result, they mainly compared contractor-proposed pricing to other MAS and government 
contracts. However, this approach does not provide customer agencies with assurance that FAS 
achieved pricing that reflects the offerors’ best pricing and will result in the lowest overall cost 
alternative to meet the government’s needs.  
 
As described earlier, in order to comply with CICA’s requirement that MAS contracts and orders 
result in the lowest overall cost alternative to meet the government’s needs, FAS created policy 
and guidance to target a contractor’s MFC pricing, such as PIN 2012-04, Verification of MFC 
Pricing. When the TDR pilot removed the requirement for FAS contracting personnel to 
evaluate a contractor’s MFC pricing, FAS did not establish a benchmark equal to MFC pricing for 
analyses using transactional data. Since that time, FAS has not established how its price 
analyses using transactional data will comply with CICA’s lowest overall cost alternative 
requirement. 
 

 
8 Alert Memorandum Number A210081-2. 
 
9 Report Number A200975/Q/3/P22002. 
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Results 
 
Although GSA portrayed the TDR pilot as a success, the data collected through the pilot 
program has never been used to analyze and negotiate contract-level pricing. Instead, GSA has 
amassed a collection of data that is almost entirely inaccurate, unreliable, and unusable.  
 
After more than 6 years of running the pilot, GSA could provide us with only one example 
purporting to show its use of TDR pilot data for contract-level pricing decisions. In that example, 
however, the contractor asserted that its TDR pilot data was unreliable, and the contracting 
officer concluded that the data was likely inaccurate. As a result, contrary to GSA’s assertion, 
the contracting officer ultimately did not use the TDR pilot data to make the contract-level 
pricing decisions on that particular contract.  
 
We also found that GSA’s FY 2020 evaluation of the TDR pilot program produced misleading 
results that enabled GSA to assert that the TDR pilot met its performance objectives and 
portray it as a success. This occurred because GSA used flawed methodologies, as well as 
inaccurate and unsupported information, to evaluate the TDR pilot performance metrics.  
 
While we found problems with GSA’s evaluation as a whole, we identified significant 
deficiencies with GSA’s evaluation of the metrics it used to determine whether the TDR pilot 
was used for contract-level price negotiations and lowered industry burden. Specifically, we 
identified significant problems with GSA’s evaluation of the completeness of the transactional 
data, the use of the data by category managers and MAS contracting officers, and the reporting 
burden for contractors.  
 
Finding 1 – The data collected through the TDR pilot program has never been used to 
negotiate contract-level pricing. Instead, GSA has amassed a collection of data that is almost 
entirely inaccurate, unreliable, and unusable.  
 
Although GSA’s evaluation portrays the TDR pilot as a success, the data collected through the 
pilot program has never been used to negotiate contract-level pricing. Instead, GSA has 
amassed a collection of data that is almost entirely inaccurate, unreliable, and unusable. GSA’s 
portrayal of the TDR pilot as a success ignores the fact that the TDR pilot data is mostly 
unusable and has not been used for contract-level pricing decisions.  
 
After more than 6 years of running the pilot, GSA could provide us with only one example 
purporting to show its use of TDR pilot data for contract-level pricing decisions. In that example, 
however, the contractor asserted that its TDR pilot data was unreliable, and the contracting 
officer concluded that the data was likely inaccurate. As a result, contrary to GSA’s assertion, 
the contracting officer ultimately did not use the TDR data to make the contract-level pricing 
decisions on that particular contract.  
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GSA Has Amassed a Collection of Mostly Unusable Data through the TDR Pilot  
 
The majority of the TDR pilot data collected by GSA is unusable. Specifically, in FY 2022 GSA 
collected TDR data for sales totaling over $14.6 billion and found that the data reported for 
$12.6 billion of these sales (87 percent) cannot be used for meaningful price analysis. For the 
remaining $2 billion in FY 2022 TDR pilot sales (13 percent), we found that some of the data is 
not effective for price comparison due to the myriad variations in the way contractors report 
data for identical products.  
 
Our analysis is summarized in Figure 4 below. 
 

Figure 4 – Summary of TDR Sales Data Collected in FY 2022 
 

    
 
 
The TDR pilot data for sales of services and sales identified as both products and services is 
unusable for assessing pricing. For FY 2022, GSA collected transactional data for sales of 
services and sales identified as both products and services through the TDR pilot totaling 
approximately $8.6 billion. Collectively, these sales represented approximately 59 percent of 
the total sales through the TDR pilot. All of this data is unusable for price evaluation and 
negotiation. This is because services lack a standardized manufacturer part number and labor 
descriptions that identify the labor categories or services sold. For example, our review of the 
services sales data GSA provided as support for its TDR evaluation identified frequent instances 
of varying labor descriptions such as “FFP labor,” “firm fixed price labor,” “firm fixed price 
services,” “Labor,” and “Services,” which do not provide FAS contracting personnel with any 
information on what labor categories and services were sold.  
 

59%28%

13%

FY 2022 Reported TDR Sales of $14.6 
Billion

Unusable Services and Other
Sales - $8.6 Billion

Unusable Product Sales - $4
Billion

Remaining Sales with
Comparability Issues - $2
Billion
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Most of the TDR Pilot data for product sales is unusable for assessing pricing. For FY 2022, FAS 
collected approximately $6 billion in transactional data related to products under the TDR pilot. 
However, GSA itself determined that the transactional sales data for over 67 percent of TDR 
product sales, representing more than $4 billion in sales, contained part numbers that did not 
match any of the part numbers listed on the associated GSA contractor’s contract price list. 
According to GSA, contractors sometimes add additional prefixes or suffixes to a part number, 
thereby making it inaccurate. Without accurate part number information, FAS contracting 
personnel cannot use the TDR data to analyze proposed contract pricing. 
 
The remaining 13 percent of TDR pilot sales data may not be effective for price comparison 
due to the lack of standard reporting requirements. For the remaining $2 billion in sales (13 
percent), we found that even some of this data is not effective for price comparison due to the 
myriad variations in the way contractors report data for the same products. GSA does not have 
standard reporting requirements for TDR data fields that are essential for price comparison. As 
a result, the TDR product sales data contains varied descriptions for identical products offered 
by different GSA contractors.  
 
Figure 5 below depicts the varying data points for the same Hammermill Great White Recycled 
Copy Paper product that we found during our review of FY 2020 TDR data. 
 

Figure 5 – Example of Variances in TDR Product Sales Data for  
Hammermill Great White Recycled Copy Paper 

 
TDR Data Field Variances in the TDR Data 
Part Number HAM86700, 86700PL, 86700, HAM86700CT, 

HAM86700RM, HAM86700PLT 
Manufacturer Name IBRANDS/HAMMERMILL, HAMMERMILL 
Unit of Measure CA, PL, CS, CT 

 
These variations make comparing prices for the same products offered by different GSA 
contractors virtually impossible. 
 
MAS Contracting Officers Do Not Have Access to TDR Data for Price Evaluations and 
Negotiations  
 
GSA has consistently advocated the adoption of TDR by stressing that the data will be useful for 
pricing decisions. We assessed MAS contracting officers’ use of the TDR data and found that 
more than 6 years into the pilot, GSA has yet to successfully use the data to evaluate and 
negotiate pricing at the contract-level. GSA’s inability to use TDR data for this fundamental 
purpose calls into question GSA’s portrayal of the TDR pilot as a success. 
 
To assess whether MAS contracting officers are using TDR data to negotiate contract-level 
pricing, we interviewed MAS contracting officers on 23 TDR contracts, with collective FY 2022 
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sales of approximately $2.6 billion. We found that all 23 contracting officers have never used 
TDR pilot data for price evaluations or negotiations on the sampled TDR contracts. Further, 
prior FAS training instructed contracting officers that they should not use TDR pilot data for 
price analysis or market research. Moreover, during this audit, GSA officials acknowledged that 
not all FAS contracting personnel have access to the TDR data and that having access to the 
data does not mean that they are using it.  
 
We made multiple requests during our audit for examples of contracting officers using TDR 
pilot data to negotiate contract-level pricing. FAS provided nothing in response. As a result, in 
our July 2022 alert memorandum, we stated that GSA had not used the TDR pilot data for 
contract pricing decisions during the time periods GSA evaluated the TDR pilot.10  
 
Subsequently, GSA asserted in a letter to Congress that this statement was inaccurate. 
Accordingly, we requested support for GSA’s assertion. In response to this request, FAS 
provided only a single example purporting to show that GSA has used TDR pilot data to 
negotiate contract-level pricing. In the example provided, an FAS contracting officer sought the 
TDR pilot data to renegotiate contract-level pricing with one of the largest information 
technology (IT) MAS contractors. The contracting officer did not have access to the TDR pilot 
data and had to request the data from FAS management. After multiple levels of review by FAS 
management, the request was granted. The contracting officer required assistance from an OIG 
audit team to analyze the data.   
 
Both the FAS contracting officer and OIG audit team concluded that the TDR pilot data was 
likely inaccurate and contained duplicate transactions. In addition, the TDR pilot data did not 
include the total value of orders or provide the information necessary to calculate this figure, 
which was necessary to evaluate the contractor’s proposed volume discounts. The contractor 
likewise warned against the use of its TDR pilot data in negotiations, stating that it did not 
represent all of the information necessary to properly analyze the contractor’s sales. As a 
result, the contracting officer did not use the data for the price evaluation.  
 
The final price negotiations occurred in FY 2021 and the contracting officer based his pricing 
decision on price comparisons from GSA Advantage! and FAS’s automated products pricing 
tool, not TDR pilot data. This was an unsuccessful attempt to use the data. Therefore, GSA’s 
assertion to Congress that it used TDR pilot data for contract pricing decisions was inaccurate. 
 
This single, unsuccessful attempt to use TDR data for contract pricing decisions runs counter to 
GSA’s portrayal of the pilot as being successful. Rather, it illustrates that severe problems with 
data accuracy and reliability continue to plague the pilot 6 years into its inception and 
demonstrates that TDR should not be expanded across the MAS program.  
  

 
10 Alert Memorandum: FAS is Planning to Expand the Transactional Data Reporting Rule Despite Ongoing Data 
Quality and Access Issues (Alert Memorandum Number A210081-2, July 18, 2022). 
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Finding 2 – GSA’s FY 2020 evaluation of the TDR pilot program evaluated metrics using flawed 
methodologies as well as inaccurate and unsupported information. 
 
GSA’s evaluation portrays the TDR pilot as successful and uses this view as the basis for 
expanding TDR to all MAS schedule contracts. According to GSA’s evaluation:  
 

The TDR pilot is Meeting or Exceeding Targets as established by the TDR pilot 
Evaluation Plan and Metrics (Version 2.0), based on its performance in FY 2020. 
This means the TDR pilot is now achieving its key metrics and has met our 
criteria for careful, focused expansion. 

 
However, we found that GSA’s evaluation assessed metrics using flawed methodologies as well 
as inaccurate and unsupported information. As a result, GSA was able to portray the TDR pilot 
as a success by asserting that it achieved key metrics that would allow for its expansion.  
 
We found significant problems with the following performance metrics GSA used to evaluate 
critical aspects of the TDR pilot:  
 

• Data completeness; 
• Data usage by MAS contracting officers;  
• Data usage by category managers; and 
• Contractor reporting burden. 

 
We also found similar problems with the other performance metrics GSA used to conduct its FY 
2020 evaluation. 
 
We describe these deficiencies below.  
 
GSA’s Data Completeness Performance Metric Is Misleading and Its Evaluation Results for this 
Metric Are Unsupported 
 
Data completeness is critical to ensure that all required data is recorded and available for use to 
make fully informed decisions. Recognizing the importance of complete TDR data, GSA included 
a data completeness performance metric designed to evaluate whether “TDR data is complete 
enough to be used for contract-level price negotiations” and assigned its highest weighting to 
this metric. GSA’s FY 2020 evaluation concluded that this metric exceeded its target.    
 
GSA could not provide supporting data that matched its calculation for the Data Completeness 
metric and as a result, we could not assess the accuracy of the calculation. However, we were 
able to assess GSA’s methodology for the metric. We found that the methodology excluded 
data for the majority of TDR sales during the evaluation period, which GSA knew to be unusable 
for price negotiation. Moreover, GSA’s methodology for the data it assessed was not 
comprehensive and lacked an assessment of accuracy and reliability.   
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GSA excluded the majority of TDR sales from its analysis. GSA’s FY 2020 TDR pilot evaluation 
did not assess the completeness of the transactional data collected on sales of services and 
sales identified as both products and services. As described in Finding 1, these sales, which 
accounted for approximately $8.6 billion or 59 percent of TDR sales in FY 2022, are not usable 
because they lack a standardized manufacturer part number and labor descriptions that 
identify the labor categories or services sold. Given that the stated intent of this metric is to 
determine if the data is complete enough for use in price negotiations, GSA’s exclusion of the 
majority of TDR sales fatally undermines the evaluation results. 
 
GSA’s evaluation was not comprehensive. GSA’s evaluation of data completeness was also 
limited to 2 of the 12 TDR data fields. Under the methodology for this metric, GSA limited its 
analysis for the completeness of the TDR product sales to Manufacturer Name and 
Manufacturer Part Number and concluded that, for FY 2020, approximately 98 percent of 
collected transactions contained entries in these fields. GSA did not assess the completeness of 
any of the other 10 required fields for TDR product sales, which include such critical 
information for pricing analysis as unit of measure, price per unit, and extended price. As a 
result, the Data Completeness metric does not assess whether the transactional data is fully 
complete and capable of being used for price negotiations.  
 
GSA did not assess the accuracy and reliability of the TDR data. GSA considered the evaluated 
data fields to be “complete” based solely on whether the fields contained a data entry, whether 
or not the entry was accurate. When we discussed this metric with GSA officials, they stated 
that the two evaluated fields could be populated with “N/A” or other inaccurate or unusable 
information and still count toward the 98 percent completeness figure. A GSA official conceded 
that “completeness” is not the best term to describe this metric because it is not complete in 
the sense that it is “good data.” Because GSA’s evaluation did not consider the accuracy or 
reliability of the data, its conclusion that the small sample of data it reviewed was “98% 
complete” is meaningless for the purpose of determining whether the data could be used for 
contract-level price negotiations.  
   
GSA’s Assertion that MAS Contracting Officers Used TDR Pilot Data Is Inaccurate 
 
A critical component of GSA’s move to TDR is the ability of its MAS contracting officers to use 
the data to analyze and negotiate pricing. Accordingly, GSA created a metric designed to assess 
whether MAS contracting officers are using TDR pilot data to negotiate contract level pricing. 
GSA’s FY 2020 evaluation determined that this metric is on track to meet its targets.  
 
We found that GSA’s “on track to meet its targets” assertion is inaccurate. GSA based its 
assessment on access to and usage of the data by MAS contracting officers and industrial 
operations analysts (IOAs).11 With respect to MAS contracting officers, GSA asserted that:    
 

 
11 IOAs are responsible for conducting assessments of MAS contractors. These assessments are designed to 
evaluate the contractor’s compliance with the terms of their contract. 
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All TDR pilot [procuring contracting officers] have access to data but are not 
making meaningful use of it although FAS is making progress to improve usage. 
 

This statement is inaccurate because MAS contracting officers do not have access to TDR data 
for use in price evaluations and negotiations. As shown in Finding 1, this is a persistent 
problem. 
 
With respect to IOAs, GSA’s evaluation reported that for FY 2019: 
 

Industrial Operations Analysts (IOAs) are using the data in assessments to ensure 
a data maturity level of accuracy.  

 
Subsequently in FY 2020, GSA asserted that “IOA usage continues.”  
 
These assertions are inaccurate because the IOAs we interviewed are not adequately verifying 
the accuracy of TDR data, nor is it a requirement for them to do so. The IOAs we spoke to are 
only performing limited reviews such as addressing obvious errors or verifying small samples. 
During the audit, an FAS official told us that IOAs are responsible for verifying the accuracy of 
TDR sales data collected from GSA contractors. However, FAS has no guidance requiring that 
the IOAs verify the TDR pilot data in their assessments. In addition, when we asked a sample of 
IOAs how they use TDR data or to describe their responsibilities pertaining to the data, several 
of the IOAs referred to the updated IOA checklist, which only contains one question related to 
TDR: “Is the contractor participating in [TDR]? (Y/N).” The IOAs also seem to be unaware that 
FAS claims that the IOAs are responsible for verifying the accuracy of TDR data. 
 
GSA’s Category Managers Metric Does Not Cite Actual Usage of TDR Pilot Data and GSA’s 
Evaluation Results for this Metric Are Unsupported 
 
According to the Office of Management and Budget, category management is the practice of 
buying common goods and services as an organized enterprise in order to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of acquisition activities.12 In justifying the move to TDR, GSA has 
routinely asserted that the data is critical for the federal government’s category management 
activities. Accordingly, GSA’s TDR evaluation included a metric to assess use of TDR data by 
category managers. 
 
According to the evaluation, “3 or more of 5 applicable category managers are using data and 
progress is being made to improve usage.” Further, the evaluation states: 
 

Category Managers are able to leverage the TDR data through the Acquisition 
Analytics platform for agency engagement and market situational awareness 
within their respective categories. Transactional data and use of the platform is 

 
12 Office of Management and Budget Memorandum M-19-13, Category Management: Making Smarter Use of 
Common Contract Solutions and Practices, March 20, 2019. 
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used with the [Best-In-Class Special Item Numbers]: Specifically IT Hardware and 
Software, [Maintenance Repair Facility Supplies Blanket Purchase Agreement], 
and [Office Supplies 4].  

 
We found that the results for GSA’s assessment of this metric are flawed because GSA has no 
basis for asserting that category managers are using the TDR pilot data. GSA appears to be 
relying on the use of transactional data from the Federal Strategic Sourcing Initiative, which is 
not part of the TDR pilot.  
 
GSA has no basis for asserting that category managers are using the TDR Pilot data. When we 
requested the support for GSA’s assessment of the calculation of the category management 
metric, GSA officials stated they had no underlying data, only observations without associated 
documentation. FAS officials further conceded that, to the best of their knowledge, they did not 
interview category managers to discuss how they use the TDR pilot data. 
 
GSA cites use of transactional data that is not part of the TDR Pilot. GSA’s evaluation cites use 
of transactional data collected under GSA’s Maintenance Repair Facility Supplies Blanket 
Purchase Agreement (MRFS) and Office Supplies 4 (OS4) initiatives. These initiatives are part of 
the Federal Strategic Sourcing Initiative and are separate from the TDR pilot program. 
Moreover, they are far more limited in their scope. For example, whereas sales through the 
TDR pilot for FY 2020 eclipsed $11 billion, combined sales through the MRFS and OS4 initiatives 
for the same period totaled approximately $257 million—roughly 2 percent of sales made 
through the TDR pilot. Additionally, these initiatives were limited to sales of specific products. 
MRFS offerings include facility supplies, such as tools and cleaning supplies; OS4 offerings are 
limited to select office products. Neither offering includes sales of services, which made up the 
majority of TDR pilot sales for FY 2020.  
 
GSA’s Evaluation Did Not Measure Actual Contractor Reporting Burden for TDR 
 
Another key argument set forth by GSA to support its transition to TDR is that it would reduce 
the burden on contractors as compared to the commercial pricing provisions it was intended to 
replace. As part of its evaluation, GSA included a metric to assess the reporting burden for 
contractors by measuring “the participation rate for eligible contractors.” In describing this 
metric, GSA wrote: 
 

GSA believes increases to the participation rate indicate contractors believe TDR 
is a more economical model, while decreases indicate contractors believe the 
[commercial pricing] model is more economical. 

 
In its FY 2020 evaluation, GSA concluded that performance against this metric exceeded its 
target. However, GSA’s methodology to assess this metric is meaningless because it did not 
measure actual contractor reporting burden. Instead, GSA’s assessment was based on the 
assumption that increased contractor participation in the program equates to a reduction in the 
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reporting burden. Without actual data, GSA has no basis for concluding that TDR is less 
burdensome than the commercial pricing disclosures and price reduction protections it 
replaced.  
 
Further, the use of contractor participation as a substitute for contractor reporting burden is 
inappropriate given that GSA is not enforcing the requirement that contractors submit accurate 
and complete transactional data and cannot use almost all of the data that has been submitted 
for price analysis. Indeed, these circumstances may create a perverse incentive for contractors 
to participate in the TDR pilot.  
 
GSA used the metrics assessing data completeness, data usage by MAS contracting officers and 
category managers, and contractor reporting burden to determine whether the TDR pilot met 
one of its most critical objectives: to “fulfill the CSP and PRC contract-level pricing negotiation 
function while lowering industry reporting burden.” Although GSA reported positive results for 
each of these performance metrics for FY 2020, the deficiencies described above demonstrate 
that this objective has not been and—given that GSA has never used TDR pilot data for 
contract-level price negotiations—cannot be met.  
 
Flaws in Other TDR Performance Metrics 
 
We also found flaws in the other metrics GSA used to conduct the TDR evaluation. The flaws of 
these metrics are summarized below: 
 

• Contract-Level Pricing - This metric is supposed to ensure that TDR contract level pricing 
is not substantially higher than non-TDR contract level pricing. However, GSA’s 
methodology for this metric does not assess individual contract-level pricing; but rather 
compares the summation of all products on all TDR contracts to the summation of all 
products on non-TDR contracts. As a result, it only shows changes at a very high level 
with no analysis of contract-level prices and their changes. 

 
• Transactional Data Usage: Buyers (Order-level) - This metric is designed to determine 

whether “TDR contributes to better outcomes at the contract-level and order-level.” 
However, the evaluation does not cite any actual use of the TDR pilot data at the order 
level. In addition, GSA officials stated that they had no underlying data, only 
observations for this metric, and that they did not interview ordering agency 
representatives (buyers). Finally, the evaluation specifically cites the use of transactional 
data from the MRFS BPA and OS4 initiatives; however, as discussed earlier, these 
initiatives are separate from the TDR pilot program.  

 
• FSS Program Spend - This metric should assess whether the TDR pilot is negatively 

impacting FSS sales volume. To make the assessment, GSA compared the rate-of-change 
of the sales volume of TDR pilot contracts to the rate-of-change of the sales volume of 
non-TDR contracts. However, GSA’s comparison of yearly changes in TDR and non-TDR 
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sales does not specifically address whether the TDR pilot is negatively impacting FSS 
sales volume. This is because GSA did not assess the causes for the changes in sales 
volume, which could be attributable to non-TDR factors. For example, GSA’s FY 2020 
evaluation period coincided with the height of the COVID-19 pandemic. During this 
time, sales of IT equipment and software increased dramatically as federal agencies 
adapted to full-time telework. This likely increased the sales of MAS IT contracts, 
including those under the TDR pilot.  

 
• Small Business Performance - This metric should assess whether TDR is negatively 

impacting small business participation in the FSS program. To make the assessment, GSA 
compared the percentage change in cumulative sales over a two-year period for small 
business contractors that opted into the TDR pilot against the percentage change in 
cumulative sales over the same period for small business contractors that were eligible 
to participate in the pilot but declined to do so. However, GSA’s small business metric is 
fundamentally flawed because it does not measure actual small business participation. 
Instead, it measures sales made by small businesses, which do not provide any basis for 
assessing participation.  
 
Furthermore, although the connection between participation and sales is not clear, sales 
can be a misleading indicator because they can fluctuate based on a variety of factors. 
For example, as noted previously, the COVID-19 pandemic generated significant 
increases in sales to MAS contractors, including small businesses, for IT and personal 
protective equipment. Small business sales can also increase or decrease based on 
budgetary constraints or small business spending goals set by federal agencies. 
 

• FSS Program Cost - This metric should assess whether TDR is negatively impacting GSA 
FSS program costs. To make the assessment, GSA compared the year over year cost for 
FAS to run the FSS program, as specified in the “total cost of operations” line in the FAS 
Multiple Award Schedule Statement of Operations. This comparison is largely useless as 
it looks only at the total program costs and does not distinguish the impact of TDR on 
these costs. 

 
In sum, GSA’s FY 2020 evaluation of the TDR pilot does not provide an appropriate basis for 
expanding TDR because GSA: 
  

• Designed a misleading performance metric to assess data completeness and could not 
support the results of its evaluation of this metric; 

• Inaccurately asserted that MAS contracting officers used TDR pilot data; 
• Did not assess the category manager usage metric based on actual use of the TDR pilot 

data and could not support the results of its evaluation of this metric;  
• Did not measure actual contractor reporting burden for TDR; and 
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• Used flawed methodologies to assess the TDR pilot’s performance metrics regarding 
contract-level pricing, order-level use of TDR pilot data, FSS program spend, small 
business performance, and FSS program cost. 
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Conclusion 
 
Although GSA portrayed the TDR pilot as a success, the data collected through the pilot 
program has never been used to analyze and negotiate contract-level pricing. Instead, GSA has 
amassed a collection of data that is almost entirely inaccurate, unreliable, and unusable.  
 
After more than 6 years of running the pilot, GSA could provide us with only one example 
purporting to show its use of TDR pilot data for contract-level pricing decisions. In that example, 
however, the contractor asserted that its TDR pilot data was unreliable, and the contracting 
officer concluded that the data was likely inaccurate. As a result, contrary to GSA’s assertion, 
the contracting officer ultimately did not use the TDR pilot data to make the contract-level 
pricing decisions on that particular contract.  
 
Moreover, GSA’s FY 2020 evaluation of the TDR pilot program produced misleading results that 
enabled GSA to assert that the TDR pilot met its performance objectives and portray it as a 
success. This occurred because GSA evaluated metrics using flawed methodologies as well as 
inaccurate and unsupported information. Specifically, we identified significant problems with 
GSA’s evaluation of the completeness of the transactional data, the use of the data by category 
managers and MAS contracting officers, and the reporting burden for contractors.  
 
Taken together, these deficiencies clearly demonstrate that the TDR pilot has not been a 
success and point to significant problems that must be corrected before its expansion across 
the MAS program. Since the earliest stages of GSA’s pursuit of transactional data, our office has 
repeatedly described the potential for major problems with the adoption of this data. As 
described in this report, these major problems have come to fruition. In short, under the guise 
of reducing the burden on MAS contractors, FAS has given away pricing protections in exchange 
for a collection of unusable data.   
 
Under the circumstances described in this report, it would be irresponsible to expand the TDR 
pilot across the MAS program with annual sales of more than $40 billion. Therefore, after over 
6 years of ignoring the problems with the pilot, GSA must ensure price protections for customer 
agencies by taking comprehensive action to address the problems that continue to plague the 
adoption of TDR or terminate the pilot by executing the exit strategy.  
 
Recommendations 
 
We recommend that the GSA Administrator, FAS Commissioner, and Associate Administrator of 
the Office of Government-wide Policy:  
  

1. Cease further expansion of TDR until the problems are corrected or the pilot is 
terminated. 
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2. Address the problems with the TDR data and usage as described in this report within 1 
year of report issuance. To do so, GSA should, at a minimum: 
 

a. Conduct a comprehensive assessment of all TDR data; 
b. Verify the accuracy and completeness of all TDR data; 
c. Implement a verification process to ensure that TDR data is accurate and 

complete when it is submitted by MAS contractors; 
d. Require the contractors that are not submitting complete and accurate data to 

correct their data or suspend their contract; 
e. Make the data accessible to all MAS contracting personnel; and 
f. Develop a methodology for pricing using TDR data that will ensure that customer 

agencies meet CICA for orders placed through MAS contracts. 
 

3. If GSA cannot successfully complete the corrective actions outlined in Recommendation 
2 within 1 year of report issuance or makes the decision not to take those corrective 
actions, execute the exit strategy for the TDR pilot and transition participating 
contractors out of the pilot in accordance with FAS Policy and Procedures 2016-11, 
Transactional Data Reporting – Federal Supply Schedule Program Implementation, 
Paragraph 8(G), Pilot Cancellation.  

 
GSA Comments  
 
GSA partially agreed with our recommendations. GSA’s written comments are included in their 
entirety in Appendix C. 
 
OIG Response 
 
While GSA states that it partially agrees with our recommendations, it neither addresses nor 
rebuts our findings. GSA instead repeats its FY 2020 TDR pilot evaluation results and makes 
numerous assertions of the “potential further benefits” and “anticipated” uses of the TDR data.  
The agency does not commit to curing the deficiencies our audit exposed before expanding the 
pilot further, but merely states it will “consider the continuing maturity of TDR as part of any 
expansion decision.”  
 
This vague response fails to acknowledge the fundamental fact that GSA has not used TDR data 
for price negotiations. Under TDR, GSA has amassed a collection of data that is almost entirely 
inaccurate, unreliable, and unusable; and GSA lacks a clear, well-supported plan for overcoming 
these deficiencies. After nearly 7 years of running the pilot, GSA’s ability to use the data to 
negotiate fair and reasonable pricing on behalf of the American taxpayer remains an untested 
theory. Accordingly, we reaffirm our findings, conclusions, and recommendations.   
 
Our unrebutted findings clearly demonstrate severe deficiencies in the TDR pilot that must be 
corrected before its expansion across the MAS program’s annual sales of more than $40 billion. 
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GSA’s inexplicable refusal to commit to fixing those problems before further expansion, or 
alternatively to terminate the pilot, is a disservice to taxpayers. 
 
Audit Team 
 
This audit was managed out of the Mid-Atlantic Region Audit Office and conducted by the 
individuals listed below: 
 

Thomas Tripple Regional Assistant Inspector General for Auditing 
Susana Bandeira Audit Manager 
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Appendix A – Objective, Scope, and Methodology 
 
Objective 
 
We have monitored GSA’s TDR pilot since 2014. We initiated this audit based upon our 
assessment of risks surrounding the TDR pilot identified in our June 24, 2021, audit report, 
GSA’s Transactional Data Reporting Pilot Is Not Used to Affect Pricing Decisions.13 
 
Our audit objective was to determine if GSA’s TDR Pilot Evaluation Plan and Metrics Version 2.0 
enabled GSA to objectively measure and evaluate whether TDR can fulfill the CSP and PRC 
contract-level pricing negotiation function while lowering industry reporting burden. 
 
Scope and Methodology 
 
To accomplish our objective, we: 
 

• Reviewed relevant background documentation regarding TDR, including Federal 
Register, Vol. 81, No. 121, June 23, 2016; 

• Reviewed GSA’s May 17, 2019, TDR pilot Decision Paper; 
• Reviewed prior Office of Inspector General reports and memorandums related to TDR; 
• Examined GSA’s TDR pilot evaluations for FY 2019 and FY 2020 and all available 

documentation that supports each metric assessed; 
• Reviewed other applicable criteria, such as Federal Acquisition Regulation and General 

Services Administration Acquisition Regulation clauses as they relate to TDR; 
• Reviewed information pertinent to TDR from FAS’s internal systems during various 

points in FY 2022; 
• Examined a judgmental sample of 20 contracts under the TDR pilot with sales totaling 

$3 billion during FY 2019 and FY 2020; 
• Interviewed a judgmental sample of 23 FAS contracting personnel who administered 

contracts under the TDR pilot; 
• Interviewed a judgmental sample of nine IOAs to determine their role in verifying TDR 

data when performing contractor assessments; and 
• Interviewed FAS officials about the TDR pilot, TDR data, and accessing TDR data. 

 
Data Reliability 
 
We attempted to assess the reliability of the FY 2020 TDR data provided to us by GSA by tracing 
the database totals to GSA’s evaluation analyses. However, this was unsuccessful as the 
information provided contained transactions input after FY 2020. As a result, the data was not 
sufficiently reliable. 
 

 
13 Report Number A140143/Q/6/P21002. 
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Sampling 
 
We selected a judgmental sample of 20 high-dollar contracts under the TDR pilot, from a 
population of 588 total contracts in effect during FY 2019 and FY 2020, to determine: (1) how 
FAS negotiated and awarded the contracts and (2) if TDR data was used in conducting price 
evaluations for the awards. Our judgmental sample had collective sales of approximately 
$3 billion during FY 2019 and FY 2020. 
 
We also selected a sample of 23 out of 3,361 contracts participating in the TDR pilot and 
interviewed 23 FAS contracting personnel responsible for administering those contracts. The 23 
contracts contained collective sales of approximately $2.6 billion in FY 2022. 
 
Finally, we selected and interviewed a judgmental sample of 9 IOAs, from a population of 49 
IOAs, to determine their role in verifying TDR data during their contractor assessments. Our 
judgmental sample included multiple GSA regions and both supervisory and non-supervisory 
personnel. 
 
Our judgmental samples did not include sample sizes that would allow for projection to the 
population; however, they allowed us to sufficiently address our audit objective. 
 
Internal Controls 
 
We assessed internal controls significant within the context of our audit objective against GAO-
14-704G, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government. The methodology above 
describes the scope of our assessment and the report findings include any internal control 
deficiencies we identified. Our assessment is not intended to provide assurance on GSA’s 
internal control structure as a whole. GSA management is responsible for establishing and 
maintaining internal controls. 
 
Compliance Statement 
 
We conducted the audit between October 2021 and November 2022 in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and 
perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for 
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective. We believe that the evidence 
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 
objective.
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Appendix B – GSA’s Transactional Data Reporting Pilot Evaluation for 
Fiscal Year 2020 
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Appendix C – GSA Comments 
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Appendix D – Report Distribution 
 
GSA Administrator (A)  
 
GSA Deputy Administrator (AD)  
 
FAS Commissioner (Q)  
 
FAS Deputy Commissioner (Q1)  
 
TTS Deputy Commissioner (Q2) 
 
FAS Chief of Staff (Q0A) 
 
OGP Associate Administrator (M) 
 
OGP Acting Principal Deputy Associate Administrator (M1) 
 
OGP Chief of Staff (M1) 
 
Chief Financial Officer (B)  
 
Deputy Chief Financial Officer (B)  
 
Office of Audit Management and Accountability (BA)  
 
Assistant Inspector General for Auditing (JA)  
 
Deputy Assistant Inspector General for Acquisition Program Audits (JA)  
 
Deputy Assistant Inspector General for Real Property Audits (JA)  
 
Director, Audit Planning, Policy, and Operations Staff (JAO) 


	Executive Summary
	Table of Contents
	Introduction 1
	Introduction
	Results
	Conclusion
	Appendix A – Objective, Scope, and Methodology
	Appendix B – GSA’s Transactional Data Reporting Pilot Evaluation for Fiscal Year 2020
	Appendix C – GSA Comments
	Appendix D – Report Distribution

