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Executive Summary 
The federal government spends trillions of taxpayer dollars every year. Agencies across the 
federal government use contracts, grants, direct payments, loans, and other types of 
awards to distribute funds and to implement agency plans. Public transparency for that 
spending creates accountability and helps deter waste, fraud, and abuse.  
 
It is for these reasons that USAspending.gov was created almost 20 years ago: to provide 
the public an easy-to-use window into the federal government’s spending.1 The site has 
become the primary source of data on federal award spending. 
 
Robust transparency enables review and oversight by a broad array of actors: federal 
agencies, state and local officials, researchers, journalists, and even the general public. 
Spending data, when complete, accurate, and substantive, allows anyone to examine where 
federal funds went and what the funds accomplished.  
 
To determine how well current federal award reporting meets those standards, the Project 
On Government Oversight (POGO) conducted a review of the reported award data for the 
60 largest domestic-focused federal assistance programs. These programs account for 
92.3% of total federal assistance spending for fiscal year (FY) 2024. This review evaluates 
several aspects of the quality and usefulness of the reported data.  
 
Specifically, the review examines 

• how much of each program’s spending can be tracked to the local level; 
• how granularly programs report place of performance location data (county, city, zip 

code); 
• how much subaward reporting helps in tracking federal funds to the local level; and 
• how well transaction descriptions explain the exact uses of federal funds.  

Key Terms 
Federal Assistance: Federal assistance is funding or support provided by the 
federal government to individuals, organizations, or state, local, or tribal 
governments to advance public purposes such as education, health care, public 
safety, and community development. 
 
Prime Awards: A prime award is a funding agreement made directly between the 
federal government and a recipient organization, such as a state government, 
nonprofit, university, or contractor. 
 
Subawards: A subaward is federal funding that is passed from a prime recipient to 
another organization to help carry out a federally funded project or program. 

 
1 “The Story of Spending Transparency: Learn How USAspending.gov Came to Be,” USAspending.gov, last 
updated 5/21/2026, https://www.usaspending.gov/featured-content/data-you-can-trust/the-story-of-spending-
transparency.  

https://www.usaspending.gov/featured-content/data-you-can-trust/the-story-of-spending-transparency
https://www.usaspending.gov/featured-content/data-you-can-trust/the-story-of-spending-transparency
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Place of Performance: The location where most of the work or activity associated 
with an award occurs. 
 
Grants: A grant is federal funding awarded to an organization or government entity 
to support a public purpose authorized by law, without an expectation of 
repayment. 
 
Direct Payments: Direct payments are federal funds provided directly to individuals, 
businesses, or other private entities.  
 
Loans: An agency lends funds directly or guarantees repayment to private lenders 
to assist approved borrowers with activities related to a federal program. The 
borrowers are expected to repay, often with interest. 
 
Cooperative Agreements: A cooperative agreement is a type of federal award in 
which the government remains substantially involved in overseeing and supporting 
the funded project. 
 
Awarding Agency: The awarding agency is the federal agency that issues and 
manages an award associated with a program. 
 
Obligation: An obligation is a legally binding commitment by the federal government 
to spend money now or in the future for a specific purpose. 
 
Note: Definitions were created using information from glossary entries on 
USAspending.gov.  

 

Highlighted Findings 
The vast majority of federal grant spending cannot be tracked to the local level.  

• More than 74% of federal grant funding could not be tracked to any local level (zip 
code, city, or county) in our review.  

• That is $712.6 billion in federal spending that the public can’t tell exactly where it 
went beyond the state locations.  

Subaward reporting, required by federal law, should explain where federal funds go after 
being awarded to intermediary recipients such as state agencies. The subaward data, 
however, is fundamentally broken and incomplete, offering little to no additional information 
on the flow of federal funds.  

• In our review, prime awards only had local-level data for 20.7% ($198.3 billion) of 
awarded federal grant funds.    

• Subaward data only accounted for an additional 5% ($47.6 billion) of federal grant 
dollars that could be tracked to the local level.  
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According to our review, the vast majority of direct payments were trackable to the local 
level, though a few programs showed signs of significant errors in the data. However, the 
granularity of the local place of performance for these awards was limited. 

• Direct payment awards were trackable to the county level for 96.1% of the federal 
funds spent through this award type.  

• Less than 3% of the prime direct payments were trackable to either a city or zip 
code level.  

Transaction descriptions, which should provide specific details and context for each award 
transaction, instead are most often uninformative, duplicate entries. 

• Just under 97% of the 2.4 million reviewed transactions used duplicate descriptions.  
• Direct payment and loan programs reported unique descriptions for just 0.15% and 

0.01% of transactions, respectively. 

Detailed Findings 
USAspending.gov is an important and useful website with valuable data on federal spending 
that helps inform the public in many ways. But as this review found, the spending data on 
USAspending.gov also has significant shortcomings that restrict its usefulness:  

• majority of federal grant funding cannot be tracked to local level 
• limited geographic details for direct payment program spending 
• incomplete subaward reporting 
• uninformative award descriptions 

These reporting issues have real-world consequences. Significant flaws and gaps in 
spending data create an incomplete picture of how tax dollars were used. That limited 
understanding makes it more difficult to detect fraud and waste, which leads to less 
accountability. 

Grants: Majority Cannot be Tracked to Local Level 
Tracking where federal funds ultimately end up in communities is a critical functionality for 
public transparency and oversight. If we don’t have a clear understanding of which 
communities received federal funds and what the funds were used for in those 
communities, then we cannot evaluate the effectiveness of federal programs and agencies.  
 
POGO’s review identified federal grant spending as the least trackable to local 
communities. Grants are one of the primary mechanisms through which federal funds flow 
to states, local governments, school systems, health care providers, and nonprofit 
organizations. Yet despite the scale and importance of these programs, the overwhelming 
majority of grant funding cannot be tracked to the local level using publicly available federal 
spending data. 
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POGO’s analysis reviewed approximately $958.6 billion in domestic grant spending from FY 
2024. Of that amount, more than 74% — approximately $712.6 billion — could not be traced 
to any specific county, city, or zip code.   
 
Only 20.7% of prime awards included local place of performance data. This means that out 
of the $958.6 billion expended by these grants during FY 2024, only $198.3 billion could be 
traced from beginning to end.  
 
Ideally, subaward reporting would fill significant portions of the location data gap left by 
prime award reporting and provide additional visibility into where grant funds ultimately go 
after being distributed by intermediary recipients such as state governments. However, the 
available subaward data for these grant programs only helped track an additional 5% of 
federal spending to the local level. 
 
This represents a major spending transparency failure for USAspending.gov. Many large 
federal grant programs are designed specifically to support local communities, yet the 
current data leaves the public unable to determine where those funds ultimately reach. This 
breakdown in transparency occurs primarily after federal agencies distribute funds to 
states or other intermediaries. Existing subaward reporting systems fail to provide sufficient 
information about how those funds are distributed to local governments, schools, health 
care providers, nonprofit organizations, or households. 
 
The grant programs that cannot be tracked to the local level include numerous major 
programs. One such program is Medicaid, which distributed more than $614 billion in 
federal funds to support individuals and families with health care costs. Only 0.2% of that 
can be tracked to the local level. Similarly, of the $19.4 billion spent through the Children’s 
Health Insurance Program, only 0.1% can be tracked to specific communities. Notable 
transportation programs also had poor performance in tracking funds. Federal Transit 
Formula Grants spent $8.2 billion and State of Good Repair Grants Program spent $4.6 
billion, but the programs reported local place of performance information for only 1.8% and 
0.5% of funds, respectively. 

Tracking to the Local Level by Award Type 

Award Type Domestic 
Spending 

Prime Award 
Spending 

Trackable to 
Local Level 

Percent 
of Prime 

Spending 
Trackable 
To Local 

Level 

Additional 
Trackable to 
Local Level 

Based on 
Subaward 

Data 

Total Trackable 
to Local Level 

Percent 
of Total 

Spending 
Trackable 
To Local 

Level 
Direct Payment 2,895,207,168,464 2,783,213,746,937 96.10% 0 2,783,213,746,937 96.10% 

Grant 958,582,393,151 198,321,555,536 20.70% 47,644,163,150 245,965,718,686 25.70% 

Loan 369,276,816,198 361,265,491,556 97.80% 0 361,265,491,556 97.80% 
Cooperative 
Agreement 

18,260,616,878 7,884,270,540 43.20% 0 7,884,270,540 43.20% 

Grand Total 4,241,326,994,691 3,350,685,064,569 79.00% 47,644,163,150 3,398,329,227,719 80.10% 

Source: Federal data 
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Direct Payments: High Coverage, but Low Detail 
Direct payment assistance programs performed substantially better than grant programs in 
terms of local traceability. As the name of the award type implies, direct payment programs 
frequently provide benefits directly to households or individuals. Because these programs 
often award funds to local recipients, the prime award report more regularly contains local 
place of performance data. The review found that 96.1% of direct payment spending could 
be tracked to the county level based on prime award data.  
 
However, three major Medicare programs that make direct payment awards had location 
results that make it obvious the data contains significant errors. The Supplementary 
Medical Insurance, Prescription Drug Coverage, and Hospital Insurance programs each had 
several states for which no spending was reported at all, including Mississippi, Vermont, and 
New Hampshire. Many government sources make it clear that these Medicare programs 
reach all 50 states. The complete absence of whole states in the award reporting for these 
three programs can be observed across multiple fiscal years, making it clear that the 
problem is systemic and not a one-time reporting error.  
 
Additionally, while it is well established that states with higher populations, such as 
California, New York, Texas, and Florida receive the largest amounts of Medicare spending, 
the USASpending.gov data had less populous states, such as Minnesota, Indiana, and 
Kentucky, with the largest amounts from these three programs. None of the other direct 
payment programs exhibited such obvious systemic errors. These results make it clear that 
while all the reported awards for these three programs contain county locations, a 
significant portion of the place of performance data is incorrect. However, POGO is unable 
to determine how much of the combined $1.03 trillion the three programs spent in FY 2024 
correlates to incorrect location data. As such, in this report, the programs receive credit for 
reporting a local place of performance 100% of the time, though POGO notes on the tables 
that these programs have serious data quality concerns. 
 
A broader concern for the direct payment programs is that the geographic detail reported 
for many of the awards was highly limited. Nearly all of the reported geographic information 
for direct payment programs was restricted to counties. Only around 3% of direct payment 
awards included location information at the city or zip code level. 
 
County-level reporting provides an important baseline level of transparency. However, 
counties often encompass large and economically diverse populations. Limiting reporting of 
the distribution of federal funds for these programs to counties makes it impossible to 
evaluate if and how resources reach specific communities or neighborhoods within those 
areas. It makes detecting potentially suspicious or anomalous distribution patterns, which 
can be early indicators of potential fraud, more difficult. 
 
More detailed reporting on the distribution of these direct payment awards at the city or zip 
code level — while still protecting individual privacy through aggregation — would 
significantly improve transparency and accountability. Greater geographic granularity would 
allow reviewers to better identify unusual payment patterns, evaluate equity in program 
distribution, and assess whether resources are reaching intended populations at the 
neighborhood and community level. 



 8 

 
The direct payment programs that cannot be tracked below the county level with current 
available data include programs with widespread impact that would benefit from more 
granular reporting on where funds reached. For example, three major Medicare programs, 
including Supplementary Medical Insurance, Prescription Drug Coverage, and Hospital 
Insurance, spent a combined $1.03 trillion in FY 2024. None of that can be tracked to a city 
or zip code level. Similarly, the Veterans Compensation for Service-Connected Disability 
program’s $142.4 billion can only be tracked to the county level and has no city or zip code 
data reported. The lack of more granular geographic location reporting means that these 
programs receive less oversight and review. Greater geographic detail can allow reviewers 
to identify inconsistencies and outliers in the spending patterns, such as communities 
getting far more or less than expected. Such anomalies can help uncover fraud or 
significant program failings. 

Subaward Reporting: Fundamentally Broken 
POGO’s review indicates that subaward reporting on USAspending.gov currently adds very 
little meaningful transparency to federal spending data. In theory, subaward data should 
help create a far more complete picture of federal spending and provide meaningful 
visibility into the flow of taxpayer dollars from federal agencies to local recipients and 
communities. In practice, however, subaward reporting is fundamentally broken and 
incomplete. 
 
The subaward problem is particularly evident among the reviewed federal grant programs. 
Since grants often pass through intermediary recipients, robust subaward reporting would 
be expected. However, as detailed in the grants section, subaward reporting for the grant 
programs only provided local-level tracking for an additional 5% of reviewed grant dollars 
(about $47.6 billion). 
 
Subaward reporting problems were also evident outside of the grant programs. The 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), a direct payment program that 
provides funds to low-income families to help them buy groceries, spent $84.4 billion; none 
of it was trackable to the local level. The vast majority of prime awards were paid to state 
agencies that administer SNAP within their states. Those state agencies did not report any 
subawards detailing how the funds were distributed across the states.  
 
There were also two programs that made direct payments to companies to improve 
broadband access. The Universal Service Fund – High Cost program and the Affordable 
Connectivity Program spent a combined $12.5 billion, none of which was trackable to the 
local level. The prime awards appeared to often support broadband activities across wide 
areas, even multistate regions, which prevented the reporting of specific local place of 
performance. However, neither program had any subaward reporting at all, meaning there 
was no breakdown as to how much work was done in which communities under these 
larger awards. 
 
Importantly, these weaknesses are not new. Problems with incomplete and inconsistent 
subaward reporting have existed within USAspending.gov for years.  
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• In a 2023 report, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) noted that they and 
other federal agencies “have identified challenges with the completeness and 
accuracy of subaward data displayed on USAspending.gov.”2 The provided examples 
of failures to report subaward data included the inability to determine how much 
federal money was being subawarded to entities in China and the inability to follow 
COVID-19 funding to the subrecipient level. 

• Another 2023 GAO report reviewed award reporting for two small business 
assistance programs and found that while an estimated 70% of prime award 
recipients used subawards, only about 10% reported subawards into 
USAspending.gov.3  

• In March 2025, a GAO study of 3,680 single audit results found that 36% of the 
audits uncovered difficulties in properly reporting subawards.4  

• The inspector general for Housing and Urban Development (HUD) recently found 
that out of 140 prime awards across two HUD programs, 35 had at least one 
subaward that went unreported to USAspending.gov.5  

Despite longstanding awareness of these issues, the federal government has failed to 
implement sufficient corrective measures to ensure reliable reporting across agencies and 
recipient entities. 

Award Descriptions: Mostly Uninformative Duplicate Entries 
In addition to significant gaps in tracking federal award spending to the local level, 
USAspending.gov data suffers from shockingly poor quality of award descriptions. Ideally, 
award or transaction descriptions would provide details on the exact use of the federal 
funds, location of work being performed, scope of services or products being paid for, and 
potentially even the number of people being assisted. But if you look at USAspending,gov 
right now, you’ll find, more often than not, vague award descriptions. 
 
Given the shortcomings observed in the subaward data and how difficult it is to track 
federal assistance funds to their use in specific communities, strong descriptions of the 
spending transactions could help users better understand how their tax dollars were used. 
Unfortunately, POGO’s review of transaction descriptions found excessive use of repetitive 
and uninformative descriptions. Often, descriptions would include a repeated title or vague 
government terms, offering little sense as to the specific scope and purpose of each award. 
This problem was especially severe for direct payment and loan programs. These programs 
overwhelmingly relied on standardized or duplicate transaction descriptions that provided 
little to no distinction between individual awards. 

 
2 Jeff Arkin, Government Accountability Office, Grants Management: Observations on Challenges with Access, 
Use, and Oversight, GAO-23-106797 (May 2, 2023), 10; https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-23-106797.pdf.   
3 Candice N. Wright, Government Accountability Office, Small Business Research Programs: Information 
Regarding Subaward Use and Data Quality, GAO-24-106399 (November 28, 2023), 
https://www.gao.gov/assets/d24106399.pdf.  
4 Jeff Arkin, Government Accountability Office, Grants Management: Recent Guidance Could Enhance Subaward 
Oversight, GAO-25-107315 (March 26, 2025), 6, https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-25-107315.pdf.    
5 Office of Inspector General, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Affairs, HUD’s Subaward Data on 
USASpending.gov Were Not Complete nor Accurate, 2025-FO-0005 (March 10, 2025), 3, 
https://www.hudoig.gov/sites/default/files/2025-03/2025-fo-0005_508.pdf.  

https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-23-106797.pdf
https://www.gao.gov/assets/d24106399.pdf
https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-25-107315.pdf
https://www.hudoig.gov/sites/default/files/2025-03/2025-fo-0005_508.pdf
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Across the 2.4 million prime transactions reviewed from USAspending.gov, only 75,577 
unique transaction descriptions were identified. Almost 97% of all reviewed transactions 
used duplicate descriptions. Of the 60 programs reviewed, 15 programs had a single unique 
transaction description that was duplicated for every award record reported.  
 
The problem was particularly acute for direct payment and loan programs, which used 
unique descriptions for just 0.15% and 0.01% of transactions, respectively. By contrast, 
cooperative agreements and grants demonstrated somewhat stronger use of unique 
descriptions, using unique descriptions for 34.7% and 29% of transactions, respectively. 
However, these rates still indicate that the majority of awards reported in these grant and 
cooperative agreement programs were duplicates. 
 
Many of the repeated descriptions were vague and uninformative. For example, the 
Mortgage Insurance Homes program, which helps people buy homes by insuring lenders 
against losses in mortgage loans, had more than 766,000 award records covering $231.3 
billion in loans, but every award included the exact same transaction description: “Single 
Family Forward Loan.” No details on loan rate, length of loan, or the type of home — just the 
general type of loan repeated for every record. 
 
Similarly, the Veterans Compensation for Service-Connected Disability program, which 
provides financial assistance to veterans with disabilities that were incurred or became 
more severe during military service, had almost 38,000 awards reported, covering $142.4 
billion. These awards were aggregated totals of payments made in a county during a 
particular time period. All of the prime awards reported the same transaction description: 
“SVCOMP.” This uninformative acronym likely stands for service veterans compensation, 
but the description doesn’t even include the words. The descriptions could provide 
information on how many veterans are receiving benefits under the payment, the range of 
payments being made, the time period, and geographic region covered. Such details would 
help those reviewing the spending to better evaluate how the money was spent and 
compare it to other programs.  

Description Review by Award Type 

Simple Award Type Total Number of Prime 
Transactions 

Number of Unique 
Transaction 
Descriptions 

Percentage of Awards with 
Unique Descriptions 

Direct Payments 1,206,176 1,852 0.15% 

Grants 253,401 69,092 27.27% 

Loans 968,961 49 0.01% 

Cooperative Agreements 773 268 34.67% 

Grand Total 2,429,311 71,261 2.93% 

Source: Federal data 
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Recommendations for Reform 
The findings of this review demonstrate that current federal spending reporting systems do 
not provide sufficient visibility into where large portions of federal assistance funding are 
going and how those funds are being distributed within local communities. Major 
weaknesses in grant tracking, geographic specificity, subaward reporting, and transaction 
descriptions significantly limit public oversight and reduce the effectiveness of fraud 
prevention efforts. 
 
Addressing these problems will require coordinated action by Congress, the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB), the Department of the Treasury, and federal agencies 
responsible for administering and reporting federal assistance programs. 

Fix Subaward Reporting System 
Subaward reporting represents one of the biggest weaknesses in the federal spending 
reporting framework. Complete and reliable subaward reporting is essential to 
understanding how federal dollars ultimately reach communities. 
 
Federal guidance on subaward reporting: Federal guidance should be issued or updated 
to clarify reporting requirements for agencies and prime award recipients. Federal agencies 
should be required to regularly contact prime award recipients to inform them of their 
reporting responsibilities for subawards and to prompt them to check the completeness 
and accuracy of the subaward data they have reported. Agencies should also conduct 
periodic reviews of subaward data to identify potential gaps in expected reporting patterns. 
When such potential gaps are identified, agencies should reach out once again to relevant 
prime recipients and work to ensure the reported data is complete and accurate.  
 
Ensure reporting of aggregated subawards: Agencies should take steps to ensure that 
subawards to households and individuals can be reported in aggregated totals for 
geographic areas — counties, cities, and zip codes — which improves oversight while still 
protecting privacy. While such aggregated reporting is fairly common on USAspending.gov 
for prime awards going directly to households, the practice appears to be wholly missing for 
subawards that state agencies are charged with distributing to households. Any technical 
or administrative barriers to aggregated reporting of subawards should be identified and 
removed to ensure that federal funds going to households and individuals by way of state 
agencies or other intermediaries can be properly reported and tracked on 
USAspending.gov. 
 
Establish enforcement mechanisms: Stronger enforcement mechanisms should also be 
established to ensure improvements in compliance with subaward reporting requirements. 
Agencies should incorporate performance reviews of subaward reporting into routine grant 
oversight and monitoring activities. Persistent reporting failures should trigger the 
development of corrective action plans. Oversight bodies, such as agency inspectors 
general, should also periodically audit or evaluate agency performance in subaward 
reporting. 



 12 

Improve Geographic Granularity 
Federal spending should include granular and specific data on the use of federal awards to 
maximize oversight capabilities. This includes the level of geographic detail provided in 
prime and subaward reporting. Although some reviewed programs, mostly direct payment 
and loan programs, provide respectable county-level reporting, the review found that city- 
and zip code-level information remains limited.  
 
Identify and correct erroneous place of performance data: Inspectors General at major 
agencies should review the accuracy of place of performance data for each agency’s 
largest assistance programs. The cause of any errors in reporting, such as those identified 
here for the three direct- payment Medicare programs, should be explored and fixes should 
be implemented to ensure consistently accurate place of performance data. 
 
Guidance on greater geographic specificity: OMB and the Department of the Treasury 
should issue guidance requiring agencies to report spending data with greater geographic 
specificity whenever feasible. Programs reporting aggregate spending information to 
protect personal privacy should be instructed to report aggregate amounts for more 
specific geographic levels (cities and zip codes) when feasible. Only in cases where the 
award data cannot be narrowed to more granular locations or when doing so would risk 
disclosing private details due to a small sample size should agencies be allowed to limit 
place of performance information to larger geographic locations.  
 
Subaward reporting requirements: The subaward reporting system needs significant 
fixes. One of those fixes should be OMB and the Treasury Department establishing clear 
guidance requiring prime award recipients to report subawards with as much geographic 
detail as is feasible. This especially applies to state agencies that are allocating federal 
program funds to households and individuals. Similar to direct payment awards made by 
federal agencies, these should be reported for granular geographic levels so long as 
privacy is still protected by such reporting.  
 
Review of reporting greater geographic specificity: OMB and the Treasury Department 
should require agencies to review reporting of prime awards and subawards for their 
largest programs, evaluating the level of geographic specificity being achieved and 
identifying any barriers to granular location reporting. Agencies should publicly report the 
results of these reviews, any identified barriers, and recommended changes that could help 
make granular reporting of federal funds easier and more reliable.  

Enhance Award Descriptions 
Poor transaction descriptions substantially limit the usefulness of federal spending data for 
oversight and public understanding. Descriptions should shed light on awards and provide 
details about what the funds were used for and where. The excessive use of vague and 
repetitive descriptions offers no real additional information.  
 
Federal guidance on description reporting: OMB and the Department of the Treasury 
should issue guidance establishing reporting standards for award and transaction 
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descriptions. The standards should require agencies to report descriptions that include key 
specifics and meaningful context regarding the purpose and intended use of federal funds. 
Descriptions should include summaries of any activities, quantities of materials or services 
provided, and outcome or purpose of the individual award. The guidance should clearly 
prohibit the repetitive use of uninformative descriptions that fail to distinguish one 
transaction from another.  
 
For aggregated reporting of direct payment programs, agencies should be required to 
provide contextual information for the geographic totals. This information should include 
the number of individual awards represented within the aggregation, the range of award 
amounts, and the average or median payment values. Providing these details would allow 
the public to better understand the scale and distribution of payments while continuing to 
protect the privacy of individual recipients. 

Methodology 
This review examined the 60 federal assistance programs with the largest levels of 
domestic spending in FY 2024. Programs with international focus were excluded from the 
analysis because comparable local geographic reporting standards do not always exist for 
international locations. For example, geographic fields such as counties and zip codes, 
which are central to this review, are not typically reported outside the United States.  
 
For loan programs, reviewers used the face value of loans when determining total program 
spending levels. For all other programs, reviewers used reported federal obligations to 
determine total program spending levels. 

Prime Award Analysis 
Data covering the FY 2024 spending for each program was downloaded from 
USAspending.gov and analyzed to determine the extent of funding that could be tracked to 
a “local” level.  
 
The review examined whether prime awards included information in any of the following 
“place of performance” fields:  

• place of performance county 
• place of performance city 
• place of performance zip code 

Awards did not have to have all three fields completed. Reported data in any of these fields 
qualified the award to be considered “trackable to the local level.” The spending level for 
each place of performance field was also calculated.  
 
The review did not independently verify the accuracy of the reported geographic 
information. As a result, erroneous or invalid entries — such as incorrect zip codes or 
nonexistent place names — would still qualify an award as locally trackable for purposes of 
this analysis. 
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Subaward Analysis 
The review also analyzed subaward data associated with each program to evaluate 
whether subaward reporting provided additional visibility into the local distribution of federal 
funds. 
 
Subaward records on USAspending.gov include certain details from the originating prime 
award. If the associated prime award already included local place of performance 
information at the county, city, or zip code level, the related subaward records were 
considered already locally trackable and were not further evaluated for additional 
geographic detail. 
 
For subawards associated with prime awards that lacked local place of performance 
information, the review examined whether the subaward records themselves included local 
geographic information.  
 
The review examined whether subawards included information in either of the following 
subaward place of performance fields: 

• subaward place of performance city  
• subaward place of performance zip code 

If a subaward record listed no local place of performance data for the prime award but had 
data for a subaward location reported in either of these fields, then the award was 
considered to have additional funding that could be tracked to the local level. 
 
As with prime award data, the accuracy of reported subaward geographic information was 
not independently verified. 

Transaction Description Analysis 
The review also evaluated the uniqueness of award transaction descriptions reported on 
USAspending.gov. 
 
Transaction descriptions for each reviewed program were isolated and analyzed to identify 
how many exact duplicates were reported.  
 
It should be noted that minor changes such as punctuation, spacing, or small word changes 
were enough of a difference for descriptions to be counted as unique. As a result, the 
analysis may classify some descriptions as unique even when they are substantively similar 
or functionally duplicative. Accordingly, the findings regarding duplicate transaction 
descriptions may somewhat understate the overall level of repetitive or uninformative 
reporting present in the data. 
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Appendix: Data Tables for Program Results 

Tracking Prime Awards to Local Level by Program 

Program Title Domestic Spending 
FY 2024 

Amount of Prime 
Awards Trackable to 

Local Level 

Percent of Prime Awards 
Trackable to Local Level 

Social Security Retirement 
Insurance 

1,177,981,844,330 1,177,977,076,375 100.00% 

Grants to States for Medicaid 614,886,365,865 115,106,300 0.00% 

Medicare Supplementary Medical 
Insurance 

510,682,621,634 510,682,621,634 100.00% 

Medicare Hospital Insurance 402,305,290,116 402,305,290,116 100.00% 

Mortgage Insurance Homes 231,523,512,995 231,319,324,718 99.90% 

Social Security Disability 
Insurance 

153,513,922,636 153,513,383,514 100.00% 

Veterans Compensation for 
Service-Connected Disability 

142,429,089,170 142,429,089,170 100.00% 

Medicare Prescription Drug 
Coverage 

116,435,167,892 116,435,167,892 100.00% 

Social Security Survivors 
Insurance 

107,799,922,959 107,798,812,166 100.00% 

Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program 

84,808,712,630 0 0.00% 

Highway Planning and 
Construction 

62,877,164,159 56,101,513,984 89.20% 

Supplemental Security Income 57,600,143,832 57,599,298,970 100.00% 

Veterans Housing Guaranteed 
and Insured Loans 

38,811,660,084 38,811,660,084 100.00% 

Federal Pell Grant Program 33,190,243,369 33,190,243,369 100.00% 

Section 8 Housing Choice 
Vouchers 

32,530,468,595 32,530,468,595 100.00% 



 16 

Disaster Grants - Public 
Assistance (Presidentially 

Declared Disasters) 

27,935,295,869 27,883,081,772 99.80% 

7(a) Loan Guarantees 26,776,315,118 26,762,264,464 99.90% 

National School Lunch Program 26,572,552,633 0 0.00% 

Broadband Equity, Access, and 
Deployment Program 

24,408,576,435 24,408,576,435 100.00% 

Federal Loan Guarantees for 
Innovative Energy Technologies 

22,884,732,775 22,884,732,775 100.00% 

Children's Health Insurance 
Program 

19,433,761,867 -243,206 0.00% 

Title I Grants to Local Educational 
Agencies 

18,300,942,792 18,300,942,792 100.00% 

Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families 

17,060,369,425 8,477,457 0.00% 

Project-Based Rental Assistance 
(PBRA) 

15,854,104,294 15,854,104,294 100.00% 

Pension Plan Termination 
Insurance 

14,681,409,803 0 0.00% 

Social Insurance for Railroad 
Workers 

14,336,296,928 14,336,296,928 100.00% 

Special Education Grants to 
States 

14,231,337,384 14,231,157,233 100.00% 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund: 
National Clean Investment Fund 

13,970,000,000 13,970,000,000 100.00% 

1332 State Innovation Waivers 13,669,801,868 0 0.00% 

Home Equity Conversion 
Mortgages 

13,351,892,837 13,340,823,024 99.90% 

Head Start 11,969,151,112 10,409,242,010 87.00% 

Post-9/11 Veterans Educational 
Assistance 

9,689,763,543 9,689,763,543 100.00% 

Veterans Dependency and 
Indemnity Compensation for 
Service-Connected Death 

8,872,130,371 8,872,130,371 100.00% 
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Child Care and Development 
Block Grant 

8,448,025,061 17,589,158 0.20% 

Federal Transit Formula Grants 8,224,830,045 0 0.00% 

Export - Loan Guarantee/Insured 
Loans 

7,780,256,899 0 0.00% 

Rural Electrification Loans and 
Loan Guarantees 

7,314,390,344 7,314,390,344 100.00% 

Very Low to Moderate Income 
Housing Loans and Loan 

Guarantees 

7,077,624,695 7,077,624,695 100.00% 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund: 
Solar for All 

7,000,000,000 1,533,960,000 21.90% 

WIC Special Supplemental 
Nutrition Program for Women, 

Infants, and Children 

6,944,890,820 86,556,585 1.20% 

National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation Grants 

6,726,308,185 2,409,308,185 35.80% 

Airport Improvement Program, 
Infrastructure Investment and 

Jobs Act Programs, and COVID-
19 Airports Programs 

6,668,216,391 6,315,263,992 94.70% 

Universal Service Fund - High 
Cost 

6,547,091,050 0 0.00% 

Drinking Water State Revolving 
Fund 

6,543,346,515 517,706,747 7.90% 

Federal-State Partnership for 
Intercity Passenger Rail 

6,118,948,823 63,081,667 1.00% 

State Administrative Matching 
Grants for the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program 

6,017,457,556 3,110,261 0.10% 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund: 
Clean Communities Investment 

Accelerator 

6,000,000,000 6,000,000,000 100.00% 

Affordable Connectivity Program 5,948,945,313 0 0.00% 
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504 Certified Development Loans 5,569,205,000 5,567,446,000 100.00% 

Grid Infrastructure Deployment 
and Resilience 

5,415,359,870 5,411,880,688 99.90% 

Health Center Program 
(Community Health Centers, 

Migrant Health Centers, Health 
Care for the Homeless, and 

Public Housing Primary Care) 

5,296,750,934 4,569,015,560 86.30% 

Public Housing Operating Fund 5,247,996,272 5,247,996,272 100.00% 

Community Development Block 
Grants/State's program and Non-

Entitlement Grants in Hawaii 

5,115,008,798 5,115,008,798 100.00% 

Foster Care Title IV-E 5,099,292,868 0 0.00% 

State of Good Repair Grants 
Program 

4,578,669,541 0 0.00% 

Mortgage Insurance Nursing 
Homes, Intermediate Care 

Facilities, Board and Care Homes 
and Assisted Living Facilities 

4,095,774,700 4,095,774,700 100.00% 

Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance 

4,091,965,914 0 0.00% 

Railroad Rehabilitation and 
Improvement Financing Program 

4,091,450,751 4,091,450,751 100.00% 

Adoption Assistance 4,025,077,379 0 0.00% 

Allergy and Infectious Diseases 
Research 

3,965,545,649 3,487,493,385 87.90% 

Source: Federal data 
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Tracking Prime Awards to Local Level by Program 

Program Title Total 
Subaward 

Amount 
Reported 

Additional 
Amount 

Trackable to 
Local Level 

Based on 
Subaward 

Data 

Percent of 
Additional 
Spending 

Trackable to 
Local Level 

Based on 
Subaward Data 

Total Amount 
Trackable to 
Local Level 

Based on All 
Data 

Percent 
Trackable to 
Local Level 

Based on All 
Data 

Social Security 
Retirement Insurance 

0 0 0.00% 1,177,977,076,375 100.00% 

Grants to States for 
Medicaid 

1,614,552,803 1,310,459,385 0.20% 1,425,565,685 0.20% 

Medicare Supplementary 
Medical Insurance 

0 0 0.00% 510,682,621,634 100.00% 

Medicare Hospital 
Insurance 

0 0 0.00% 402,305,290,116 100.00% 

Mortgage Insurance 
Homes 

0 0 0.00% 231,319,324,718 99.90% 

Social Security Disability 
Insurance 

0 0 0.00% 153,513,383,514 100.00% 

Veterans Compensation 
for Service-Connected 

Disability 

0 0 0.00% 142,429,089,170 100.00% 

Medicare Prescription 
Drug Coverage 

0 0 0.00% 116,435,167,892 100.00% 

Social Security Survivors 
Insurance 

0 0 0.00% 107,798,812,166 100.00% 

Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program 

0 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 

Highway Planning and 
Construction 

5,847,792,139 137,451,793 0.20% 56,238,965,777 89.40% 

Supplemental Security 
Income 

0 0 0.00% 57,599,298,970 100.00% 
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Veterans Housing 
Guaranteed and Insured 

Loans 

0 0 0.00% 38,811,660,084 100.00% 

Federal Pell Grant 
Program 

0 0 0.00% 33,190,243,369 100.00% 

Section 8 Housing Choice 
Vouchers 

0 0 0.00% 32,530,468,595 100.00% 

Disaster Grants - Public 
Assistance (Presidentially 

Declared Disasters) 

39,243,560,233 0 0.00% 27,883,081,772 99.80% 

7(a) Loan Guarantees 0 0 0.00% 26,762,264,464 99.90% 

National School Lunch 
Program 

22,207,606,339 20,873,301,838 78.60% 20,873,301,838 78.60% 

Broadband Equity, 
Access, and Deployment 

Program 

147,009,445 0 0.00% 24,408,576,435 100.00% 

Federal Loan Guarantees 
for Innovative Energy 

Technologies 

0 0 0.00% 22,884,732,775 100.00% 

Children's Health 
Insurance Program 

239,463,263 23,496,066 0.10% 23,252,860 0.10% 

Title I Grants to Local 
Educational Agencies 

11,685,631,372 0 0.00% 18,300,942,792 100.00% 

Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families 

7,159,797,821 6,773,763,013 39.70% 6,782,240,469 39.80% 

Project-Based Rental 
Assistance (PBRA) 

0 0 0.00% 15,854,104,294 100.00% 

Pension Plan Termination 
Insurance 

0 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 

Social Insurance for 
Railroad Workers 

0 0 0.00% 14,336,296,928 100.00% 

Special Education Grants 
to States 

10,151,007,355 0 0.00% 14,231,157,233 100.00% 

Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Fund: National 
Clean Investment Fund 

0 0 0.00% 13,970,000,000 100.00% 
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1332 State Innovation 
Waivers 

871,687,840 871,687,840 6.40% 871,687,840 6.40% 

Home Equity Conversion 
Mortgages 

0 0 0.00% 13,340,823,024 99.90% 

Head Start 846,571,904 49,919,144 0.40% 10,459,161,154 87.40% 

Post-9/11 Veterans 
Educational Assistance 

0 0 0.00% 9,689,763,543 100.00% 

Veterans Dependency 
and Indemnity 

Compensation for 
Service-Connected Death 

0 0 0.00% 8,872,130,371 100.00% 

Child Care and 
Development Block Grant 

3,893,496,371 3,304,344,814 39.10% 3,321,933,972 39.30% 

Federal Transit Formula 
Grants 

157,627,795 146,145,913 1.80% 146,145,913 1.80% 

Export - Loan 
Guarantee/Insured Loans 

0 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 

Rural Electrification 
Loans and Loan 

Guarantees 

0 0 0.00% 7,314,390,344 100.00% 

Very Low to Moderate 
Income Housing Loans 
and Loan Guarantees 

0 0 0.00% 7,077,624,695 100.00% 

Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Fund: Solar for 

All 

0 0 0.00% 1,533,960,000 21.90% 

WIC Special 
Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, 
Infants, and Children 

1,507,958,458 1,450,278,864 20.90% 1,536,835,449 22.10% 

National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation 

Grants 

0 0 0.00% 2,409,308,185 35.80% 
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Airport Improvement 
Program, Infrastructure 

Investment and Jobs Act 
Programs, and COVID-19 

Airports Programs 

237,801,617 195,439,124 2.90% 6,510,703,116 97.60% 

Universal Service Fund - 
High Cost 

0 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 

Drinking Water State 
Revolving Fund 

2,501,536,278 2,097,353,289 32.10% 2,615,060,036 40.00% 

Federal-State Partnership 
for Intercity Passenger 

Rail 

0 0 0.00% 63,081,667 1.00% 

State Administrative 
Matching Grants for the 
Supplemental Nutrition 

Assistance Program 

3,588,008,945 3,522,903,039 58.50% 3,526,013,301 58.60% 

Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Fund: Clean 

Communities Investment 
Accelerator 

0 0 0.00% 6,000,000,000 100.00% 

Affordable Connectivity 
Program 

0 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 

504 Certified 
Development Loans 

0 0 0.00% 5,567,446,000 100.00% 

Grid Infrastructure 
Deployment and 

Resilience 

5,127,213 0 0.00% 5,411,880,688 99.90% 

Health Center Program 
(Community Health 

Centers, Migrant Health 
Centers, Health Care for 
the Homeless, and Public 

Housing Primary Care) 

27,617,655 13,022,190 0.20% 4,582,037,750 86.50% 

Public Housing Operating 
Fund 

0 0 0.00% 5,247,996,272 100.00% 
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Community Development 
Block Grants/State's 

program and Non-
Entitlement Grants in 

Hawaii 

4,787,534,249 0 0.00% 5,115,008,798 100.00% 

Foster Care Title IV-E 2,525,497,254 2,431,650,755 47.70% 2,431,650,755 47.70% 

State of Good Repair 
Grants Program 

21,264,727 21,035,842 0.50% 21,035,842 0.50% 

Mortgage Insurance 
Nursing Homes, 

Intermediate Care 
Facilities, Board and Care 

Homes and Assisted 
Living Facilities 

0 0 0.00% 4,095,774,700 100.00% 

Low-Income Home 
Energy Assistance 

2,910,329,555 2,747,540,200 67.10% 2,747,540,200 67.10% 

Railroad Rehabilitation 
and Improvement 

Financing Program 

0 0 0.00% 4,091,450,751 100.00% 

Adoption Assistance 1,660,139,109 1,547,589,073 38.40% 1,547,589,073 38.40% 

Allergy and Infectious 
Diseases Research 

699,770,107 126,780,969 3.20% 3,614,274,354 91.10% 

Source: Federal data 

 

 

 



 24 

Description Review by Program 

Program Title Domestic Spending FY 
2024 

Number of 
Prime 

Transactions 

Number of Unique Transaction 
Descriptions 

Social Security Retirement 
Insurance 

1,177,981,844,330 82,999 1 

Grants to States for Medicaid 614,886,365,865 1,992 291 

Medicare Supplementary Medical 
Insurance 

510,682,621,634 1,993 1 

Medicare Hospital Insurance 402,305,290,116 1,962 1 

Mortgage Insurance Homes 231,523,512,995 766,926 1 

Social Security Disability 
Insurance 

153,513,922,636 75,266 1 

Veterans Compensation for 
Service-Connected Disability 

142,429,089,170 37,929 1 

Medicare Prescription Drug 
Coverage 

116,435,167,892 1,959 1 

Social Security Survivors 
Insurance 

107,799,922,959 73,206 1 

Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program 

84,808,712,630 615 5 

Highway Planning and 
Construction 

62,877,164,159 125,171 55,617 

Supplemental Security Income 57,600,143,832 70,831 1 

Veterans Housing Guaranteed 
and Insured Loans 

38,811,660,084 28,371 1 

Federal Pell Grant Program 33,190,243,369 432,386 2 

Section 8 Housing Choice 
Vouchers 

32,530,468,595 57,791 5 
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Disaster Grants - Public 
Assistance (Presidentially 

Declared Disasters) 

27,935,295,869 29,927 2 

7(a) Loan Guarantees 26,776,315,118 87,652 1 

National School Lunch Program 26,572,552,633 1,093 10 

Broadband Equity, Access, and 
Deployment Program 

24,408,576,435 46 46 

Federal Loan Guarantees for 
Innovative Energy Technologies 

22,884,732,775 38 20 

Children's Health Insurance 
Program 

19,433,761,867 294 154 

Title I Grants to Local Educational 
Agencies 

18,300,942,792 629 161 

Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families 

17,060,369,425 666 25 

Project-Based Rental Assistance 
(PBRA) 

15,854,104,294 92,787 5 

Pension Plan Termination 
Insurance 

14,681,409,803 386 2 

Social Insurance for Railroad 
Workers 

14,336,296,928 114,348 6 

Special Education Grants to 
States 

14,231,337,384 318 122 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund: 
National Clean Investment Fund 

13,970,000,000 3 3 

1332 State Innovation Waivers 13,669,801,868 34 16 

Home Equity Conversion 
Mortgages 

13,351,892,837 26,492 1 

Head Start 11,969,151,112 9,053 279 

Post-9/11 Veterans Educational 
Assistance 

9,689,763,543 36,029 1 

Veterans Dependency and 
Indemnity Compensation for 
Service-Connected Death 

8,872,130,371 30,373 1 

Child Care and Development 
Block Grant 

8,448,025,061 2,273 57 
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Federal Transit Formula Grants 8,224,830,045 2,011 1,933 

Export - Loan Guarantee/Insured 
Loans 

7,780,256,899 1,858 3 

Rural Electrification Loans and 
Loan Guarantees 

7,314,390,344 108 6 

Very Low to Moderate Income 
Housing Loans and Loan 

Guarantees 

7,077,624,695 48,088 2 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund: 
Solar for All 

7,000,000,000 60 5 

WIC Special Supplemental 
Nutrition Program for Women, 

Infants, and Children 

6,944,890,820 2,194 11 

National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation Grants 

6,726,308,185 25 10 

Airport Improvement Program, 
Infrastructure Investment and 

Jobs Act Programs, and COVID-
19 Airports Programs 

6,668,216,391 4,290 4,196 

Universal Service Fund - High 
Cost 

6,547,091,050 22,262 1 

Drinking Water State Revolving 
Fund 

6,543,346,515 404 345 

Federal-State Partnership for 
Intercity Passenger Rail 

6,118,948,823 87 82 

State Administrative Matching 
Grants for the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program 

6,017,457,556 1,912 12 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund: 
Clean Communities Investment 

Accelerator 

6,000,000,000 5 5 

Affordable Connectivity Program 5,948,945,313 73,056 1,816 

504 Certified Development Loans 5,569,205,000 9,161 3 



 27 

Grid Infrastructure Deployment 
and Resilience 

5,415,359,870 661 176 

Health Center Program 
(Community Health Centers, 

Migrant Health Centers, Health 
Care for the Homeless, and Public 

Housing Primary Care) 

5,296,750,934 11,429 611 

Public Housing Operating Fund 5,247,996,272 42,538 2 

Community Development Block 
Grants/State's program and Non-

Entitlement Grants in Hawaii 

5,115,008,798 120 4 

Foster Care Title IV-E 5,099,292,868 504 14 

State of Good Repair Grants 
Program 

4,578,669,541 181 176 

Mortgage Insurance Nursing 
Homes, Intermediate Care 

Facilities, Board and Care Homes 
and Assisted Living Facilities 

4,095,774,700 263 7 

Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance 

4,091,965,914 1,526 12 

Railroad Rehabilitation and 
Improvement Financing Program 

4,091,450,751 4 4 

Adoption Assistance 4,025,077,379 459 7 

Allergy and Infectious Diseases 
Research 

3,965,545,649 14,268 9,292 

Source: Federal data 
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