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And, as aways, thanks to the HUD staff who hosted, presented and attended this meeting.
This opportunity to ask questions, present ideas and provide “real world” information is
appreciated by all who attend.

Copies of the Power Point presentations used at the meeting can be found on the TRACS web
page at http://www.hud.gov/offices/hsg/mfh/trx/trxmeet.cfm

Opening Remarks — Lanier Hylton

We have a very busy day planned.

One of the most important things to happen at the meeting is to agree on an implementation
schedule for 202B.

Also, the 50059 has beenapproved by OMB — there are minor changes. HUD has been
holding the new form until this meeting so delivery of the form could coincide with the
implementation decisions.

What’s Been Happening at Housing

The staff at Housing has been busy in last five weeks putting together budget for 2007 —
Stillman K night was able to convince Brian Montgomery (new Deputy Director) to put in a
budget request for what we need. The request has been submitted but there is no guarantee
that we will get what we ask for.
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Multi-family Housing took the lead in preparing the budget.
New Deputy Director

Brian Montgomery is the new Deputy Director. Some people received the announcement a
few weeks ago. There was a meeting and Mr. Montgomery participated. He was provided
with information to begin to understand what we need.

Appropriations

There are currently 11 outstanding Appropriations Bills for Social Agencies. These will al be
reviewed.

The Appropriations Bill for the Department of Defense (DOD) was marked up for edits last
night.

There is a rew subcommitteg it is the committee for financial services —they are not
intimately familiar with housing issues but they are learning. Over the last four months the
subcommittee has asked Lanier’ s teamto look at the budget and have asked for input
regarding the assumptions. Thisis the first time this group has worked with HUD and they
aretrying to get handle on HUD’ s needs for 2006 and 2007. Lanier will be providing
comments.

There is a high probability of having an approved Appropriations bill by September, which is
good.

Current Status of MFH
Interesting facts — Population of tenants

Worked with Bob Grey to come up with numbers to defend why self sufficiency was not a
wise use of funds

MFH is currently service 882119 families. The breakdown is as follows:

% between 52 and 61 10.6
% Elderly —41.4

% Disabled 20.2

% Elderly and disabled — 5.2

75 % of our universe is near-elderly, elderly, and disabled.
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One of the things we will be talking about later is data quality. SSN and other issues will be
the new focus of issues to address.

One of the other issues (TRACS side) is thet we have a large number of contractsin TRACS
with 1 unit. This needs to be investigated.

There is aso a problem with the number of households being billed because some contracts
are submitting for a number of units that is way over the numbers in the contract. This data
will need to be cleaned up.

Special Claims Guide

Specia Claims—Willie received an email regarding a policy issue with special claims. (Note
from RBD — The memo from Jed Graef asked them to address two issues. vacancy claims
when a subsidy slot moves from unit to unit; claims for unit transfers and the 60-day cap on
the total claim for both units. Also sent them suggestions on forms rounding but that is dealt
with later on in the notes. The Guide needs to include direction explaining how the
calculation should be made)

Currently, the guide is about 95% complete and Stillman must approve when compl ete.

Now thereisadelay in the release of the Special Claims guide. We are waiting on Willie to
clear the issue up. This should not take long.

4350.3 FAQs

The RHIIP includes a newly released 40 page FAQ. These include questions about the
4350.3. They did agood job addressing alot of the issues. These changes will be included in
the next release of the 4350.3 Change 2. This release should be out in September.

When the new handbook is released, it will be accompanied by a summary of changes as was
included when Change 1 was released.

General Comments

Thanks to Kate McDermott and Y olanda Ford for their efforts to get the 50059 cleared
through OMB.

Bob Barrick will kick off the presentation with compliance. They are heppy about the
response from the last TRACS mesting.
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We were going to talk about double occupancy — but Stillman is till looking at it and
reviewing some suggestions.

Eileen will be talking about funding and re-capture.

Tomorrow we will review the status of the BPR with KADIX
In 2007 capital plan for IT — ATS and Frank Will did an excellent job. Implementation
funding request got the highest rating (multifamily). Thanks Frank and John.

TASS will also be over. They are moving TASS to Enterprise Income Verification (EIV).

We' Il adso talk about (Health and Human Services) HHS and what the implementation
schedule looks like for income verification. We will talk about the data being gathered. We
learned that they also have information about folks who work for DOD and that information
will also be included as a part of the data.

WASS — will be responding to some of our issues.
TRACS Help Desk will be out tomorrow as well.

At this point 335 vouchers are being held due to failure to comply. Thisis 335 out of atotal
of

20,000 S8 voucher and

6000 PRACS

3000 RSRAP

The Help Desk is till being impacted by the fact that users are not accessing and utilizing
Secure Connection. 50% of the phone calls could be avoided if the sites were using Secure
Connection. Many of the questions are easily answered by running the TRACS Quieries.

Did you get the voucher?
Has it been paid?
Do | have errors?

Stakeholder — As aquick thought — maybe we should consider making it an MOR review
item.

LANIER - That is a good thought.

Stakeholder— Y ou might want to come up and with a CBT or some kind of tutorial.
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Stakeholder — One of the problems is that the management companies don’t want internet at
the site.

LANIER — Have extended contracts for the CAs for two years. Came up with an original
draft of what they think the ACC should look like and SK has been part of that. Want to go
out with a contract and hire a company that deals with performance based metrics. They will
review the ideas and make recommendations.

We want to make sure when it is reviewed that the matrix will pass muster.

We aso plan to modify performance standards to reflect the work PBCAs are really
doing.

There are also a bunch of new things proposed to be added to the service provided by
PBCA.

The MOR will encompass more that what is there now and they are just beginning to propose
changes

Compliance Methodology — Bob Barrick

LANIER - Bob is presenting enhancements to TRACS that we would like to undertake. The
delivery of these changes are subject to funding. However, the changes have been signed off
by Lanier Hyltonand Stillman Knight. There is a likelihood that this will occur. The
Funding document will be moved through as quickly as possible.

Bob Barrick — Relative to what Lanier Hyltonis saying. We are on schedule and have solid
plans but are not sure how rapidly we can proceed.

Tenant Compliance M ethodology — Planned Enhancements — Summer 2005
3 —Items are in the hopper — We hope to complete development by the end of the summer.

Is going talk about the three enhancements (call them TRACS enhancements) that they are
planning. Preliminary work hasbegun and they are about ready to proceed. These are the 3
proposed changes.

1. Extend the compliance calculation period to 15 months for the purpose of determining
Active Tenant Counts.

2. Enhance the Certification Query to flag those certifications that are counted as “ Active
Tenants” thiswill make it easier to reconcile the file.
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3. Modify the Voucher edit sequence, relative to compliance enforcement will make the
process more logical, reasonable and easier to use. The Current TRACS Voucher
Batch system is edit sequence.

Extending the Active Tenant Count (ATC) Period

TRACSwill perform Active Tenant Count every single day.

* Most recent cert is counted as “Active’ if Effective Date falls within past 15 months
(retroactive from Current System Date).

» Provides current compliance “ snapshot,” regardless of voucher date, voucher
submission date, or Subsidy Type

Stakeholder - Mid month move in — will that fall off at the beginning of the month or based on
the effective date. If you have a 6/16/2004 M| — when will that fall off?

Bob — The cert will no longer be active after 15 months from the effective date so it will fall
off on 9/15/2005. That is the Current system date minus 15 months.

Stakeholder — We had a unique problem with voucher this month. The next month’s move
outs were received by TRACS before the current month voucher. It prevented the payment of
the voucher because the move outs were no longer counted and the compliance percentage
went down.

The Househol ds were moved out but for future voucher month.

The 6/05 voucher did not get paid because of 7/05 move outs. |s there any thought to making
the current month’s snapshot sensitive to the voucher date?

BB — Right now if you are submitting a 7/05 voucher — even if you have atermination that is
to become effective the day after tomorrow, whichwill be counted. There really is no thought
to trying to get a count to relate to a voucher period.

Stakeholder - That will be an issue with a new PRAC — Billing can’t be done for 3 or 4
months because the contract number is not in TRACS. If they cannot reconcile the
information to the voucher date, they won't get paid. That will affect the voucher HUB
Process.

BB - If avoucher is submitted and tenant data isin TRACS — if the percentage is compliant,
there will be no problem with paying the vouchers. That is different from the month by
month reconciliation. There is the possibility that the voucher would be paid and the
compliance percentage suspension would be overridden.
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Stakeholder — Because PRACS can be so small, the problem could have a huge impact.

BB — We could reconsider the “small property” plateau. And in this case, maybe we would
consider a manual voucher approval.

Stakeholder — That brings up another point, there needs to be more clarification on manual
release of payment — maybe we could document it. It does not seem that there are any
specific published guidelines describing circumstances where the manual voucher approval is

appropriate.

Steve — This redlly is not relevant with new contract because of the hierarchy of edits. Thisis
arecurring dispute because they reconcile all the vouchers against the certs and the
information goes to the voucher HUB for review.

If you have a 6 month old voucher that comes in to TRACS, that voucher will not be paid
automatically.

BB — It is one of the concerns. It doesn’t happen very often but it is one of the concerns.
Steve (KC HUB) — He does not think this will be a burden for a new property.

BB — Suspension may take place but it is usually only for 24 hours and the contracts continue
to cycle.

Results of Enhancements??
» Consistency with Certification Query

Consistency with Certification Query — want to have consistency with other applications used
within TRACS

* Impact on portfolio — obsol ete certs.

It changes the policy on obsolete certs (late annuals will suddenly be counted as active
tenants). We're amost increasing the window of consideration by about 3 months. We will
have an upsurge in compliance percentages over the whole portfolio.

In the TRACS database there are about 60,000 active/obsolete certs which are roughly 5% of
the database. (Note from RBD: An active obsolete certification is one that still showsin the
TRACS query but is no longer counted. Currently, any certification effective within the last
13 months is counted — unless the household has moved out or terminated. However,
certifications appear on the query list for 15 months)
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LANIER- This change is targeted to address our request to explore what is going on with the
HQ termination.

Stakeholder — Thisis aterrific change and it brings Secure Connectionin line with the
handbook.

Stakeholder — Since you raised the issue of the HQ termination — the FAQs (question 144)

basically said that if the cert gets paid for the last 15 months then you stop paying it for the
last 15 months. This means the CAs are no longer in compliance. HUD was initiating the

HQ termination a week after the cert is terminated.

Stakeholder — Is this a good time to open the floor regarding the HQ terminatior?
LANIER-Yes, itis

Stakeholder - In reference to the FAQs, it seems to fly in the face of what you are trying to
do, allow the subsidy to be paid for 15 months. It was understood that the 15 months was to
provide for the technical difficulties in getting the certification in to TRACS. It appearsin the
FAQ (question 144) that the intention is to pay for the full 3 months. The CA can recapture
the funds if there were no extenuating circumstances. It was asif the question was answered
incompl etely.

Stakeholder — To respond — if the comment is that the policy needs to be edited to say that the
funds should be recaptured. That is accurate. He thinks that when you set the days down and
look at the effective date, and then consider owner responsibilities and tenant responsibilities
the 15 months is consistent.

BB — He aso had a questiorn/concern about the properties whose entire resident base all
recertify at the same time.

Stakeholder — Jed is stating that the FAQ'sindicate that it needs to go to 15 months. The
CA’s are enforcing the handbook and the FAQ is indicating that they should not be
terminated.

Stakeholder — What if there are no extenuating circumstances or if the owner isjust lazy —we
are giving a free ride.

Stakeholder — The FAQs encourage the owner to alow Annuals when tenants do not come in.
We (CAs) have to go back to the basis that we want to force the owner to reconcile to the
handbook.
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Lanier — Our processisto ask gquestions and then get input.

Note from RBD: At this point, there was a considerable amount of general discussion
regarding the process to terminate or suspend assistance. The biggest question isthis, “ Can
the PBCA suspend payment after 13 months or do they have to wait 15 months?”

Stakeholder — Back to Bob — Should the HQ term be triggered back to the recert date or to the
effective date? Thisis something to review with the HQ Term dates.

Back to the presentation.

The new Certification List Query will indicate certifications that are counted as “Active
Tenants’ for compliance purposes by highlighting the active records.

We are going to change the certification query to highlight the certifications that are active. It
was alittle involved as far as design and development. Showing a demonstration of a 202
PRAC query.

Information highlighted would be a subset of everything else that pops up on the query.

The tenant compliance evaluation and calculation takes place as part of the TRACS nightly
batch process. The calculation uses the current system date minus 15 months. So does the
certificationquery.

There are cases where a household may be counted but that household does not appear in the
certification query. For example, if the compliance percentage is run before midnight and
then someone surpassed 15 months the next day, they might not appear. These kinds of issues
need to be reconciled so that all certs that are counted are illustrated.

Stakeholder - Would it be possible in the Header information above the yellow row to put a
message “rows highlighted in blue are active tenants?”

BB — We will be presenting screen samples to housing and to some stakeholders to get
comments. We will have to be compliant with Section 508 (any new application developed
must be accessible to those with disabilities - this means that it will enable someone with a
visual disability to interpret the screen).

Stakeholder - Aslong as you have to submit for a new review — is there away to add the
project number and the project name as it displays in the voucher query?
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BB —We will be hard pressed just to do what we are aready talking about. That kind of falls
in to the category of what could be helpful or scope creep. It isagood suggestion but we may
not be able to change some things because of time constraints.

Stakeholder — Back to Fred' s questionabout the 6/15/04 M1 and the Next Recertification
date...she is confused about the active tenant count versus HQ termination She also wants to
know how it relates to which voucher is being processed.

BB — The automatically triggered HQ termination looks at the Next Recertification date. For
compliance evaluation the count is aways based on the effective date of the cert. In this case,
the Next Recertification date is not looked at. For this example, this resident will no longer be
counted after 9/16 if the resident has not recertified.

He can’t address what voucher is indicated on the certification; it could be September, August
or October. If the October voucher comes in before the September voucher and is processed
it will be counted on the voucher but if it comes in after and is processed it won't be counted.
For voucher purposesit is strictly a snapshot of the time any given voucher comes in.

Stakeholder — He sees lots of cases where O unitsistheissue. If there are units for the most
recent unit count on the voucher why would O appear on the screen?

BB —If compliance calculation reflects the most recent count on the most recent voucher. The
units regular billed count from the most recent voucher and should be the number reflected on
the screen There are a number of cases where that number is 0. Those are given a
compliance percentage of 999%. If there are no units on the voucher and if there are no active
tenants, then the compliance percentage is 0.

Apparently the 0% compliant calculation is a problem. We've gone through severa iterations
looking at unit edits within TRACS and evaluating what we make fatal and what we do not
consider fatal. We have backed off and decided we are not going to fatal these out.

Stakeholder — Bob, the project number already exists on the TRACS Certification query. |If
the user specifies a contract number at the top level then the project number shows in the last
column. If the user specifies a project number at the top level then the contract number
displaysin the last column.

Stakeholder — Any time we have had problems in the past and the data does not agree and the
percentage is so far off we send the information to Miranda. She is no longer here. Who
should we send the information to now?

BB — He would love to look at this stuff. However, we need to follow protocol. Call the
multi-family help desk to initiate a Star report that will be escalated to Bob's team.
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Stakeholder — This is probably not under Bob’s responsibility —who or how could we make
the suggestion that “if the voucher is being held because of the compliance percentage’, this
has the frowny face in LOCCS? In LOCCS thereisa LOCCS missed payment report. Can
they change this to indicate that the voucher is submitted but held?

Lanier — Send him an email and he can trigger the VST53 to send a different trigger to
LOCCS.

Stakeholder — Is this a grass roots issue? Do you want all CAsto send you an email?

Lanier — The first question is to ask them to look at it. If it adds value, we will need to
determine the scope of the need.

Stakeholder — During that 20 day clock, the CA should not be dinged if there is an owner
agent issue that resulted in the VST53.

Bob has 4 more dides...
Changesto Voucher Edit Sequence

The final systems change that will be put in place is changing the edit sequence relative to
voucher suspension

Thanks to Steve Burgessfor helping to define the new process.

Currently, the hierarchy that takes place in TRACS does not make awhole lot of sense. Inan
ideal world they would be able to identify every potential problem with the voucher — for the
short term there is no way to do anything like that. However, they will make a couple of
changes

Current edit sequence:

T52 — Voucher period over one year old
T01-04 — Auto review voucher codes
T31 - Failed Threshold

T41 — Expired contract

T53 — Failed tenant compliance edit

aghrodPE

The problem was if the voucher failed at some point before the tenant compliance edit the
compliance calculation was not processed. This causes quite a bit of confusion.

This document is created as a courtesy to Ross Business Development, Inc.’s customers and other interested parties.
It is a collection of notes taken during the discussion at the TRACS Industry Meeting.
This document should not be used as a resource to set policy.
Some discussion may have been omitted or missed.
Ross Business Development, Inc. representatives make the best effort to capture information as it was interpreted at the meeting and
makes no statement as to the completeness or accuracy of this document.
Use of additional resourcesis stro ngly recommended.



TRACS M eeting Notes — June 2005

Under new Edit Sequence, Tenant Compliance will be calculated for all vouchers, with
TRACS compliance data updated accordingly.

Even if avoucher fails for another reason, the compliance edit will till take place.
The new edit sequence after the change will be as follows.

T41 — Expired contract

T53 — Failed tenant compliance edit
T01-04 — Auto review voucher codes
T31 - Failed Threshold

T52 — Voucher period over one year old

gkrwbdE

Thank you

Funding — Eileen Walker

| hope | can get you up to date on where we are.

1% of dl — she has to apologize for the level of service offered by the systems — it is not
acceptable. They are dealing with a number of issues and they do not fully understand the
nature of the problem. The slow service is not only effecting TRACS functionality but also
infrastructure issues. Lanier and Eileen have scheduled a meeting with the IT department to
let them know that it is unacceptable that the systems are unstable. They are doing everything
they can to identify the problems and address them as they can. There have been problems
that are taking weeksto resolve. New internal security requirement are slowing down some
of the processes.

In terms of funding

Have funding divided in to 2 ¥z parts — initia and subsequent renewals. Documents have to
be fully completed by all parties before AP can continue. 5 year funding cycle was started in
2000 and 2001 and many of these contracts have to complete funding processes.

Funding allocation on all contracts is based on the past expiration date.

At this point Housing should have funded all S8 contracts expired through August 31. These
contracts all should have been funded. If not, Eileen’s group should be notified.

There could be reasons why it wasn't funded — there has to be a basis for funding. If it is not
there they have to find out what the funding amount is. That is the primary reasonfor lack of
funding confirmation
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The only other thing is that the date may be wrong in PASS.

Stakeholder — Even if it has gone through a five years cycle isit an initial?
Eileen — No — that is a subsequent.

Stake — If it is a subsequent renewal, should it be funded?

Eileen — Right — if it has to have a contract processed as a subsequent, it should be funded if
the expiration was August 31 or earlier.

Once they have a commitment of funds, the contract has to be processed. Most field offices
will send the CA and transaction ACC amendment included funds that have been allocated.
Ft. Worth still has to update LOCCS. Info should be sent to the field office as well so the
contract is processed in TRACS. When the first voucher gets to TRACS, TRACS looks to
see if the contract has expired. If the field office has not updated TRACS, the information
will not be forwarded to LOCCS for payment.

Many times this is the only problem because the contract has not been processed in both
TRACS and LOCCS.

If the contract is expired in TRACS, the request will never make it to LOCCS.

Stakeholder — Those can be distinguished based on the code returned on the errors. T41 —
Contract has not been updated in TRACS R41 held up at TRACS.

Eileen — Right but we would like to expand the interface. 1t would be idea if you could get
the status of the voucher al in one place (LOCCYS). Right now, you have to check LOCCS
and TRACS.

Stakeholder — Owners are being told to draw off reserves for replacement based on funding
being allocated in 1 or 2 month segmentsin case funding process is not compl eted.

Eileen — More complicated multi- year renewal are processed with a shortfall. We look at
those simultaneously with contracts with an interim renewal date. So if you are in the 3" year
of afive year cortract, hopefully, the contract will have funding for the full year. Sometimes
there is not enough money.

One reason we wait until last year's allocation is dispersed is that the remaining funds will be
considered secondary funding. The draw down will commence immediately. Any remaining
funds from the last year's renewal will be suspended until the 2005 funds are used.
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They are subject to recapture and then the 2006 funding will have to include the shortfall.
Thisis aprocess that cannot be supported. Level of support is not acceptable.

They have asked for a change in the process for the LOCCS payment posting that alows for
disbursement of the remaining 2004 funds before they start using the 2005 funds.

Stakeholder — So when you come to the end of the 2004 allocation, datais being checked on a
month to month basis until funds are disbursed? Once the 2005 funds are allocated,
everything should look fine? This should not take more than 2 months?

Eileen - If it takes more than 3 months, let us know.

Stakeholder — Is there away to notify the field office when the first year’s funds are alocated
and you have moved in to the 2005 funds?

Eileen — We are trying to notify the field offices but if there is a problem, let us know.
Stakeholder - Will you have to review the contract twice?

Eileen — Only if last years funds are not enough there will need to be a shortfall alocation and
arenewal alocation.

Stakeholder — Who is watching the burn rate? Should the owner be able to do that?

Eileen — Not out there. We have contemplated changing the voucher to show the balance.
They try to check the information against the incoming voucher. If the voucher was late, it
won't turn around in the funding process until the 3" or 4™ of the month.

We think we have funded al initial and subsequent contracts as well as all contracts with
shortfall or with arenewal anniversary date through the same period.

If there were June vouchers lingering, they should have been paid or should be paid shortly.

Next step iswe will look at fund assignments remaining and they will fund as many
September contracts as they can. If the assignments increase, they will alot that to the
September contracts. That should be completed by the end of the month. That means al the
fiscal year transaction will be processed unless funding assignments need to be adjusted. That
will take additional steps.

All of 2004 funds should be substantially expended and we should be able to set up 2005
funds to carry them through the next renewal year.
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If that is not happening, something else needs to be addressed.
Use the codes in the Voucher query to try to identify the problem.

Once the funds are pushed out for the fiscal year, they will go to recapture. This method will
be similar to last year. Balances available prior to 2004 will be recaptured. Contractsthat are
terminated or that have not had any voucher activity will be zeroed out unless the field office
can justify that the funds should stay in place such as suspension. Field office must make
justifications and justifications need to be reviewed.

If you know that a contract has not been paid in the last few months, let the field office know
so they can give justification to the field office.

Stakeholder — Recapture is only for properties with contracts that have expired?

Eileen — If the contract has never expired or if the contract isa PRAC, it is not subject to re-
capture. Re-captureis for contracts expiring and Section 8.

Recommendation is that if the individual has passed the LOCCS funding line, the information
needs to be reviewed for recapture.

Housing has responded that this money is set aside for HAP reserve. Thisis the way it used
towork. So far thereis no approval so that piece of the recapture, that piece is not clarified,
but it is housing' s position that those funds should remain until the contract expires.

Stakeholder — She has a unique situation. She has one property that has not submitted
vouchers for 2002. Contract has subsequently expired. (Using 201A software). Looking at
40-50K. If you recapture the funds, will they be robbing from the 2005 funding.

Eileen — If we paid, they would take it out of 2005.

Stakeholder — Next week they are submitting data. The 2002 funding is gone.

Eileen — Contract has to be renewed.

Stakeholder — Even if the funds were to be used before the contract expired?

Eileen — The contract should have to be reopened and coordinate this with the field office.

Recapture should be completed by the end of July. They will then do areview to seeif any
shortfalls have been created by the recapture.
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In August they will be continuing to monitor and looking forward to the first of the year. Do
not know if there will be abill then. We may have a bill before the first of the year. That
would be good because they would have authorizations and could be able to go ahead and
process the contracts. However, they would not have the funds until after October 1.

Lanier — Even if we get the appropriations bill, the money doesn’t just flow, thereisan
allotment. We have to negotiate the allotment. Once we get a bill, we probably worit see any
money for 45 days.

Eileen — Thereis not alot to do for contracts that expire in the last quarter of 2005 Oct-Dec,
they cannot execute the contract until they have the authority to do it. Go ahead and get
contracts to the owner, get them to sign it with the caveat that the bill needs to be approved
and funding needs to be there.

Stakeholder — Can we get this information out to the CAsin writing?

Eileen — She is going to reserve time on the CA conference call she will not be able to get the
information to them in writing.

Stakeholder — Any idea when that will be?

Eileen — Those calls happen monthly, there will be a couple more opportunities before the end
of the year.

On the multi year contracts, rent increases can be processed with a contract in place, whether
for a current rent or renewal rent because there are no actions that had to be taken by CA or
the field office (processing paperwork or sending documents to Fort Worth). The funds are
automatically alocated on a multi year contract even though they are renewal funds dedicated
to the next renewal year of the contract. The correct rents are already in place. If thereisa
balance from the current year that is available to the October or November voucher for those
contracts that have anniversary dates in October or November those vouchers will continue to
process because technically that contract hasn't expired. There again, if the correct rents are
in place you have a valid voucher you don’t have to go back and adjust.

She realizes that ot all of the CAs will process the GR without the funding notice and she is
not in a position to say go ahead and process the GR.

They are reserving extratime in August and September to prepare conversion of all old ACC
contracts. They want that to happen next year.  After the conversion is done, al multi-
family payments will have to be donein TRACS.
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Public Housing is migrating Housing choice vouchers from HUDcaps back to LOCCS in
fiscal 2006.

Stakeholder — When that conversion takes place will traditional CAs be responsible for setting
their own contracts up in LOCCS and REMS?

Eileen — Right now it is a field office responsibility. The CA will be responsible for having a
TRACS transmission to send.

Lanier — They have gotten PRAC money for renewals. He will be working with Euless
Bridges to go through a process for funding the renewals.

They will be looking at the burn rate for PBCAs and the admin fees and should have that
addressed soon.

Eileen — For PRACS the field office will have the ability to process TRACS renewals and get
the contracts out.

Double Occupancy Issue— Lanier Hylton
SSN Data Quality Initiative — Lanier Hylton

1108 Vouchers billing for more units than are in the contract
65% of these vouchers are PBCA
11,729 units (I believe it’ s units) are being over billed

There seems to be a problem with the number of propertiesthat are billing for more units than
arein the contract. Housing is concerned with why there are CAs that are getting this
message. He'strying to get afeel for what is going on. He assumed that the rent schedule
should be tying back to the number of units. CAs have afed for how big a problem thisis.

Stakeholder — One of the problems is the group homes which have dual occupancy. Don't
know if that is the problem.

Stakeholder — We normally see it on LM SA and unit breskdown. When they first take over
the contract they have to clean up and then they don’t have an issue.

Stakeholder — Is this a reoccurring issue?

BB — In some cases it is happening for multiple months. TRACS has a problem with unit
reconciliation with REMS and it appears asif it isaminor amount of units. It could be
combined contracts.
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Stakeholder - The unit counts is not always correct in REMS. Even when you go to the
contract, it is not the same as the information in REMS. They try to correct it when they do
the contract renewals.

Stakeholder — Group homes and dual occupancy — we heard this was being fixed.
Lanier — He doesn’'t know the status.

Stakeholder — She agrees it could be the combined contracts. She does not know which
number carries.

Stakeholder — Are you referring to the contracts that get the “Number of units reported
exceeds the number of unitsin contract (error E022)?”

LANIER — That is one of the errors.

Stakeholder — Another issue is when a property changes unit numbers and there is aretro
transaction that is effective before the unit number change.

Lanier — Another thing is that properties can have two contracts and TRACS may do a
comparison between contracts and projects.

Stakeholder — There are probably 10 or 12 properties in M| alone with single contract
numbers and multiple project numbers.

Lanier — Sometimes we have owners that are not open to regulatory requirements and in these
cases it impacts owners who are complying when there are partnerships. Thiswill be one of
the trickier things to look at if they need to create new contracts for each new, separate owner.
There is not budget to create new contracts.

2 Questions — Looking at data quality — What they did is tried to look at what is most
important. 0 units and properties reporting at 999. In that mix, he is going to throw in Social
Security. When they do the income matching, there is going to be an issue.

Stakeholder — If there are O units then you should just reject them.
BB — Is there a legitimate point when you would get a O unit voucher?

Stakehol der— When you went to housing choice but you submit a retro, then you would have
0 units.
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BB — Then should you have 0/0? Should that be the edit?

Stakeholder — But when we have opt outs, they just hold the last voucher so there can be
billing. They just do retro adjustments to closeit.

Stakeholder - How did you do a voucher after the opt out date?

Stakeholder — They had to be walked through to do it.

BB — What kind of case would there be when the unit number was 0?

Lanier — Hurricane, fire.

BB — We need to examine this.

Lanier — Bob and Lanier will send out an email on the issue.

Stakeholder — SSN — Does that include the T numbers as well?

Lanier — Whatever edits we build in will have to accommodate those residents without SSN.
Stakeholder — All the vendors need to know that you have to use a code that starts with a
letter. They are using 999. We need to say to the vendors that in 202C they must modify the
number to put in the T number. Some vendors have a problem when there is o number.
LANIER - Income validation is going to be a requirement for using EIV.

Stakeholder — We have a PBCA issue with SSN — because of the 999 they are not paying for a
tenant because the tenant shows in another property. They are withholding payment because

it isaduplicate social.

Stakeholder — Significant problems with scans in conjunction with the T numbers. In position
of scans around the T numbers might really screw up compliance percentages.

Lanier — Implementation of EIV will be interesting because you must have this validation.

Stakeholder — That could be a problem since there are situations where a household member
would not have a socia security number.
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Categories (no social)

Children under 6

Immigrants without SSN

Seniors without SSN

Railroad numbers in place of SSN — starts with a WA number

Stakeholder — | have a question about correction to SSNs on certifications — Are we required
to correct the most current certification. Do we have to go back to the initia certification?

Pat — No — If there is a correction, go back and correct the most current certification or do an
interim.

New 50059

Thanks to Jenny Dyer of Classic Real Estate Systems www.classicresystems.com for putting the
new form together and for coordinating the effort with HUD and the other software vendors
Housing had to go to OMB and get this approved. We indicated that we had the MAT guide
but we needed a form for owner and resident records. The OMB said that was fine.

OMB came back quickly. The most significant change is in the right side of the header -
“This form is not for submission to the Federal Government and it is Landlord’' s Official
Record of Certification.”

Stakeholder — There is some concern about including the future fields on the new form. Is
there any way to indicate that these fields do not need to be complete?

Stakeholder — Couldn’t the vendor put a future field comment in the 500597

LANIER — For our publication purposes, we need to put something there. Thisiswhat the
form should look like. We still need to make sure we address the needs of the people who are
completing the 50059 manually.

Stakeholder — Can we get a completion instruction sheet?
Stakeholder — His concern is that the form does not include the TRACS version.

Stakeholder— Originally, the TRACS version was on the form but Y olanda found out that the
official form could not have the TRACS version on it.

Stakeholder — He thinks it should have the TRACS version number.
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Lanier — If the vendors wants to put the TRACS version number on the form, he is ok with
that. He also wants to hear from PBCASs.

Stakeholder — (CA) Heis not concerned because he does not get the paper record, he gets the
electronic record.

Stakeholder — Aslong as it ties back to the required implementation date she is good.
However, she wants to know when it will be required to use this form and when it will be
required to accept the form

Stakeholder — People doing MORs are not the same as the people who do the TRACS audits.
Omitting the version number could be confusing. We should agree to something.

Stakeholder — Can he suggest that we add it to the footer under the page number? If the form
is completed manually, then it would be blank.

Stakeholder — (Software developer) He has no problem putting the version number on the
form

Stakeholder - The issue is to make sure that the reviewer would know what needs to be
completed.

Stakeholder —There is no OMB control number for this forn?
Lanier —No —The form is not submitted to HUD.

Stakehol der— (Software developer) Keep in mind that 44 and 45 (Race & Ethnicity) thisis
currently for the head. And that this information is optional .

Stakeholder — Even if they collect the race of al family members, they should not include all
information on the 50059.

Stakeholder - They need to redize it is not required to collect the information and the MAT
does not require reporting.

Fields 17, 78 and 119 are not in use--at least officialy--some vendors may fill them but that
does not mean that they are "in use".
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Here is the list of future fields as we understand them (thanks Jed Gaef from IPM www.ipm-
software.net for helping us clarify)

4 Property 1d

10 Region Code

11 Field Office Code

12 FIPS County Code

17 Unit Move-In Date

21 Cert Correction Type

27 Building ID

44-45 All members except the head of household
72 SSN Benefits Clam NO
78 Mbr No.

83 Date Divested

119 Waiver Type Code

Lanier - Now, he needs to know when they need to implement it.

Stakeholder - When you add the notice on HUDclips could you make it clear that the other
forms are due on the same schedule?

Lanier — We can do that.

Stakeholder — (Software vendor) Are we leaving it up to the vendors to design the marking of
the future fields?

Lanier — No we will add an appendix, that way, when 202C is released, they will only have to
update the appendix.

Stakeholder — (Software developer) Specia Claims— we would love to release the new forms
with the new voucher and the new 50059. Isthere a date?

Lanier — We already discussed the date. It is up to Willie's group to get clarification on the
issues.

Stakeholder - The form is there but there is no guidance on rounding. He sent another email
and got a response to send the suggestion and he did. Policy said that they should get it
decided quickly.

The daily rate question had to do with Debt Service and Rent Up Vacancy claims. Do we use
30 or the days in the month as of the start date for the divisor?
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On rounding he suggests that stakeholders wanted to round to the penny. Calculate to 4
decimal points and round to the penny (2 decimal points).

This information is not addressed in the current draft of the new Special Claims guide.
Stakeholder — Rounding is still an issue.

Lanier — He is trying his best to get resolution on the Specia Claims guide. He wants to have
itin 202B as well.

Stakeholder — Back to the 50059 — he is concerned about consistency in use and application as
used by PBCAs and he wonders if there is any merit in coming up with usage rules for the
50059. For ex: Inthe evert that date of expiration of assets has not come up it does not need
to be compl eted.

Lanier — Aren’t you referring to a set of instructions for completing the form? We do need to
provide instruction for completing the form.

Fred Hutchins (EPS) http://tracsexperts.com/ will be the lead for the working grou. If there
are original instructions than we can just beat on them. It was only 3 or 4 conference calls.

Stakeholder — He has had some CAs that won’t accept the 202B. Can we say that thereis a
minimum date for CA to accept the new verson?

Lanier — 201B and 202 B should both be accepted currently.

Stakeholder — We upgraded to 202 B and then had to reverse back to the 201B because of the
new voucher.

Lanier — When we handed out the voucher we did not want to mandate that it was required to
use it until the 202B release.

Stakeholder — Can you put up an implementation schedule?

Lanier — The 202B drop dead date is now December 1¥. January vouchers must be submitted
with the new vouchers.

Let’stalk about 202C — Not expected until late 2006 — High probability that it will not happen
in 2006. We have not finalized on a contractor to support TRACS. A lot of the devel opment
efforts will be in that contract. Until the issue is finalized, there will only be adaptive

mai ntenance.
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The changes to the TRACS Query that Bob discussed were prioritized. However, the lack of
contract will delay development efforts for 202C.

Stakeholder — Will that effect the implementation date for traditional contract administrators
submitting MAT 30s?

Lanier- It may. Aswe get closer to 2006 do we need to think about pulling some critical
things in 202C and go ahead and do those because they must be done and are more important
to the industry? He does not know the answer. Given that this will take time, we need to
have conversations about the 202C. Should he postpone discussions about 202C or go ahead
and schedule them now?

Stakeholder — | think we should postpone until September.

Lanier — Doesn't have a problem with that and he will ook for finalization at the end of
September. He will be wielding the whip.

MAT Fields— Jed Gr aef

This presentation is to address Overflow in MAT Numeric field

There is an issue when Income and Assets totals along with income and assets fields are
longer than 6 digits. Occasionaly there are assets over $1,000,000.00. This presentation
gives us some options that will allow us to process certs without bogus errors.

Currently, we cannot enter an asset nor have an asset total more than $999,999.

The suggestion is, if you have a big asset, break it down as much as you need to, but be sure
to report the entire value of the asset.

Break down the asset as much as you can. 1,000,000 could be two 500,000 assets.

If you have a “totals” field greater than 6 digits, indicate that you know this by filling in the
total column with 9s then complete the calculation with the correct total.

The suggestion for CAs is to process the cert using the correct totals.

The short term solution for TRACS is to implement the same model as for CAs
If thisis not possible suppressthe level 1 error associated with fields filled with al 9s where
the TRACS calculated total is >$999,999.
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The long term solution is to widen the fields which will cause a reformatting of all fieldsin
the MAT guide. This will need to be addressed in the 202C update.

Main problem iswith field 29 — Total Assets.
All fields that would need editing are 30-39 and 56.

Does everybody agree that filling an asset total with all 9s means that you have to take the
total value? (Everyone said yes)

Stakeholder — For the 50059 that the owner agent is signing, not every owner is aware that the
allowance isthere. Instead of using the 9s, can you set up for the prep of the MAT?

Jed — Maybe the paper 50059 could have the true value for the resident, but the MAT file
could be filled with 9's.

Stakeholder — The asset record would be right but the total would be filled with 999,999.

Stakeholder — Agrees with Fred that the 50059 needs to be correct. With the added value it
would raise a flag.

Jed — You have to have the right value.
Stakeholder — We could have a single entry.

Jed — He will modify the presentation, before posting on the TRACS web site, to allow for
data entry and then the show the real number on the paper 50059.

Open Question — Lanier Hylton

Stakeholder — About the Double Occupancy Situation — she knowsiit is still with Stillman and
she knows it is not resolved. They are still having issues because PRAC properties are still
reporting directly to HUD the PRACS feedl that they cannot move someone out until the 30
days are up. PRACS are trying to move the residents in for contract rent then trying to send
an IC to TRACS. She wants to know how to handle this. Help Desk has not given a
consistent answer.

Lanier - What they have tried to offer is a suggestion to Stillman and to say that someone
could move in within 5 days of the lease start date. He does not necessarily think that is a
good solution and they are still trying to resolve.
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Stakeholder — In essence there would be a5 day grace period if people did not give correct
notice?

Lanier — It’s a suggestion

Smyra— If someoneisin Apt A then they move out to Apt B —they receive subsidy in Apt A
until they move out of Apt A.

Lanier - Thiswas discussed in the directors meeting and the brunt of it is being addressed by
CAs.

There is dways a gulf between policy and implementation. The difference between the €1000
ft level and the 100 ft level is vast.

Day 2

There was a brief discussion on when the next TRACS meeting would be. The dates that
were selected were October 26" and 27", Lanier hopes that the GSA building will again be
available (more to come).

William Hill from asset management will talk about the 2530 process. He will give an
overview of the system and how it works.

LANIER has been working on ateam from PIH and housing regarding income verification.
Thisis dated to reduce improper payments to get us off the unsatisfactory list. If we
implement it on atime schedule that is mandated it will help. We will have to hit the
timeframes. EIV will be mandatory for everyone.

The datathat will be used is the data that is collected by state and social agencies to validate
and locate deadbeat dads. This information is managed by the Office of Health and Human
Services (HHS). Originaly, the information helped assist with child support and addressing
deadbeat dads.

This database providesalot of data valuable for income comparison. The Department of
Defense (DOD) also provides data as part of the database. For income matching, using SS
and New Hire gives us lots of info for income matching.

PIH had 32 state agencies that have already entered into a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) to use the information for the last 6 to 9 months. They were going to have to go to
each state and get an MOU. That would have been burdensome. Instead, HUD went to
Congress to get legidative authority to use the data. They gpot it.
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That's not the end of the effort, though. Sure you got authorization, but you also have to jump
through hoops because of security. Security processes must be followed AS PIH, AS
Housing and Secretary of the Department. This covers the two program areas. Also HHS
signs the MOU.

MOU, Federal Register outlining notice and then you get authorization for 18 months and it
can be extended for 12 months. Total is 30 months. At the end of 30 months, the whole
process must begin again.

We are in the early stages of having a draft of the MOU. It’'s about 95% complete. This
involves technical discussions with HHS, defining the data requirement and what the schedule
Isand we also are establishing the methodol ogy.

This is the method - We go to SSfirst (much like TASS) to vaidate the SSN. We only send
valid SSN to HHS for income validation. We will include the information in the EIV system

SS
DOD (active and retired)
New Hires

Income matching information will be reported based on that SSN.
Thisiswhat PIH is doing now.
Time schedule —PIH is supposed to be up and running by 8/05.

Trying to bring TASS in to EI'V in 2006 (early calendar year). Thisisthe goa and it is very
aggressive.

Housing is established under the schedule in late 2006.

Wrinkles — What we have done to satisfy Health and Human Services.
They do not want to provide this information to private entities. They are hesitant. Asa
result process has been separated.

Phase | —solely PIH
Phase || — Housing will follow within 12 months

Issues — Security of the information

The requirement to meet the more stringent security requirements established by HHS will
result in some administration and monitoring.
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When HHS monitors the PIH they look at al of the security protocols.
Lanier felt that this is an additional monitoring responsibility.

When we do on site reviews of projects, there will be a security review. On Friday, they will
be getting a copy of PIH’s process to see how they can structure the review. What should we
look at? What are findings? Are there penaltiesif the datafiles are not properly secure?

Informal conversation with Deb Lear and it bears discussion if we need to revise the ACC to
address security. How should it be included in the MOR and how close should it resemble
PIH? If we do not address it, we may not obtain access to the information.

Given that we have made a commitment that all rental assistance programs will come under
EIV and it will be mandatory, we are confident that the security addition will be included
because it will be the only way that HHS will let us have access to the data.

What do the CAs do to ensure files are secure?

Are files locked?
Where is the key?

On the federal side, security training is required every year. Thisis certified by supervisors.
Lanier — Who in this group performs the M OR? What do you guys do?

Stakeholder — We make sure that the fields are secure and they are locked. They aso police
records to see if information is handled correctly. However we do not look for background
checks.

Stakeholder — To clarify — are we talking about access to Secure Systems or general security?
LH — All of it needs to be considered.

Lanier — We have not gone through the whole security review. We do know that we have to
participate — that is the only way HHS is going to give us the data They have to be confident
that we will keep it secure.

If we are going to get it done we are going to have to put monitoring responsibility in the
MORs.

PIH may have aready gone through this and we leave al this as a finding.
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Because our businessis so different we have not had to follow the same process as PIH.
Their operations are more centralized (occupancy) and they don’'t have satellite offices so
checks are easier to apply. This means that we may be able to use some of their process but
maybe not.

If PIH established processes work for Multi family and HHS is happy then we will accept it.

We will start with what PIH has and they have a couple hundred security audits. On our side,
most of the portfolio is PB S8, we would be leaps and bounds ahead because we audit 100%
of what is out there.

We could be ahead of PIH in that vein because we have a standard established in the office of
Housing.

Stakeholder — There are background check requirements. |s there any way that the items
audited by PIH could be published?

Lanier — | think there is aready something. On our side, everything is pretty open. We
provide documents up front before they become formal documents.

It's interesting to consider how we would collect security information from OAs. If you try to
collect information from more than 10 entities, you have to use an approved OMB form.
Because we would go to more than 10 entities, we have to get the form approved.

When we go to owner/agents, there are different concerns.
Stay tuned...

From an IT processing standpoint, they do not have to go to multiple agencies to get data.
HHS is very concerned about data quality but they are relying on the state agencies. One of
the things that will happen is that there will be a process to alert when data used is not
appropriate (if a state system goes down or normal protocol is changed, etc). There could be a
glitch in quality control. It isnot a panacea answer. There could also be conflicting
information. Thisis still up to the site staff to determine if the information provided is

appropriate.

The same thing is true for the reviewers. Did you do the best that you could to get the correct
data? Did you follow process to use it in the best manner?

Stakeholder — What is the timeline for implementatior?
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Lanier - PIH — August 2005 (32 and 36 states are in initial demo mode).

Housing — No definitive timeline — sometime in 2006 (toward the end).

Yolanda War d— Rental Housing Assistance Business Pr ocess
Reengineering Project Overview

The Rental Housing Assistance (RHA) Business Process Reengineering project will assist
Multifamily Housing (MFH) and Public and Indian Housing (PIH) to eliminate redundancies
and streamline business processes. As aresult of this project, duplicative systems will be
recommended for consolidation, retirement, or re-design. Business processes and
communication flows supporting RHA programs will be aligned to increase efficiency, ensure
consistency, improve the quality of data received from business partners, and strengthen
accountability.

We are a the “Asis” stage. This means that the “Project Mobilization” stage is complete.

Next step:

* Business Diagnosis Phase Complete - [ September 30, 2005]
» Process Direction (To-Be) Complete - [November 30, 2005]*
e Recommended Solution [June 30, 2006]
e Involvement of Industry Groups, MFH and PIH
— FY 2006 - 2nd and 3rd Quarters (January 2006)

Business diagnosis done — 9/2005

“To be” should be complete 11/2005 (this is when the industry group will be involved). This
date may extend through Jan depending on their ability to complete al the “should be” tasks

Recommended Solutionis projected to be completed — 6/2006.
Involvement of industry group 2" and 3 Quarters of 2006.
Sponsors —

Program Sponsors

Stillman D. Knight (MFH), William Russell (PIH)
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Executive Steering Team (EST)

MFH PIH ocCio

Willie Spearmon David Vargas Mark McCloy
Lanier Hylton Pat Arnaudo Stephen Lowe
Eileen Walker Elizabeth Hanson

Core Reengineering Team (CRT)

MFH PH OocCio
Y vonne Spencer Ted Taylor Carolyn Armstrong
Ylanda Ford Stephanie Avery

William Casey

Enterprise Income Verification (EIV) System - David Sandler, the
| T Project Manager for EIV

David is providing an overview of the current methodology used by PIH. Thisisto provide
us with a“fedl” for how they are doing it and to start to identify what would work for multi-
family.

David — We're ot showing screen shots because they will change based on input.
Outline of what we will be discussing today

(1) EIV application

(2) Threshold Report

(3) SSN/ID Validation
(4) Single Sign On (SSO)
(5) Security/Privacy

(6) User Information

(7) Plans
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EIV Application

HHS and SSA are the sources of information in the example shown; the user pool isthe PIC
user pool. They get info from the 50058. Right now receive data from 28 states but will be
replaced with HHS Office of Child Support Services and National Database of New Hires.
Info is wage and unemployment status. W-4 new hire form is filled out every time the
employee starts anew job. The information is ypdated about every two quarters. Other
information provided includes SS & SSI benefits

Data Displayed by EIV

These are the kinds of data that EIV will display.

« Quarterly wages

- Unemployment insurance

« W-4 new hires data (new with August 2005 release)

- Socia Security Benefits (SS) -- Retirement, Disability, Child, Medicare, Black Lung
- Supplemental Security Income (SSI) -- Need-based benefits for aged or disabled

- Dual Entitlement -- Survivor benefits

ElV Data Updates

SSfollows a 3 month update cycle by block of states due to alimitation at the SSA. Thisis
the rate they can respond based on their available technology. We will cover the universe
every three months.

e Socia Security Administration (SSA)
— Socia Security Benefits (SS): Retirement, Disability, Child, Medicare, Black
Lung
— Supplemental Security Income (SSI): Need-based benefits for aged or disabled
— Dual Entitlement: Survivor benefits

Data that goes through SS will also go through identity check.
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This is the schedule for data updates that will be implemented by PIH in August.

e HHS National Directory of New Hires (NDNH)

— Quarterly Data
» Wages
e Ul
*  W-4 new hires
— Monthly Data
e W-4 new hires
o All three for

— New program participants since last quarter
— Program participants turning 18 since last quarter

HHS New Hire will be updated quarterly for some data and monthly for some data.
Key Function — Slide
There are three key functions

e Household Income Search

— by Re-certification month

— by Head of Household (HOH) SSN

— by Name & PHA

— by Name & DOB & PHA
e Threshold Report

— by input Threshold Level & PHA

— Access to household data more restricted than to summary data
» Didtributed User Activation

— Reguest by PHA User Administrators to assign user roles

— Approva by FO User Administrators

— Quarterly attestation of continued need for roles by PHA User Administrators

The threshold report compares tenant’ s prediction against the actual income that we discover
through the sources. Datais set by the income threshold. This is established for PIH as
follows:

» Calculates household income discrepancies between income projected by tenant on
form HUD-50058 and the prorated EIV income

» Excludes households with annual income discrepancy less than $2400.

e User searches by percentage of discrepancy.

» High discreparcy triggers oversight in RIM review.

e Used by HUD IG.
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The Threshold Report is heavily used. It allows system users to prioritize cases.

Although all cases must be worked, PHASs need to know which ones look to have issues. It
should be quickly stated thet there can be legitimate reasons why a household has a significant
discrepancy between predicted and actual income. A person can lose ajob, get ill, not get an
expected promoation, etc. EIV isnot conclusive. The datais subject to atime lag and the
tenant always has the right to rebuit.

The Threshold Report also is used by the PIH Field Offices when overseeing the PHASs and
the RIM Reviewers performing onsite audits. It also isused by HUD |G to screen cases.

Lanier — What is the normal threshold?
David — The default is 100% but you can set it to whatever you want.

The reports used by PIH display by the discrepancy percentage threshold level and
organization

Information is re-calculated weekly.

A household is eiminated from the TR:
after a new 50058 submission (Annual or Interim Re-examination) resulting in the
annual income discrepancy less than $2400

and after 3 months lapses to alow for SSA and NDNH updates

SSN Verification

Tenant identities are verified against SSA records for amatch on SSN, name, and date of
birth If an ID fails validation, no income information is displayed. The reason for failure is
displayed instead.

— Displayed on the Household Summary Page

— Displayed on the Household Income Details Page

Validation results will be accessed by PIC for ID cleanup efforts starting in August 2006.

Single Sign On

SSO is HUD’ s security requirement for providing access to HUD systems via a single access
point and single User ID and password.
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HUD’s SSO point of entry to applicationsis WASS (Web Assessment Subsystem).

EIV users will be asked to begin using ‘H’, ‘C’, ‘M’, or ‘I' HUD User IDs and login via
WASS
— https://www11.hud.gov/HUD_Systems

Privacy Act

ElV datais covered by the Privacy Act. We are very serious about assuring that the datais
only used for itsintended purpose. EIV security has been reviewed and passed and, as result,
ElV has received an Authority to Operate. EIV aso recently received a perfect score for
security in the HUD budget system ranking process.

Privacy Act Requirements

Whenever HUD or a PHA requests information about a tenant they should ensure that the data
isonly to be used for its intended purpose:
— Thedataisonly used for verification of tenant income to determine:
* A tenant’sdigibility for participation in arental assistance program
» Theleve of assistance that they are entitled to receive
» Disclosure for the above includes disclosure for oversight and
monitoring as well as to support 1G and GAO audits and investigations.
— Datais not routinely disclosed for other purposes.

Note from RBD: At this point there was a lot of discussion of PIH’s Security protocol. For
additional information, please refer to the dlide presentation on the TRACS web page.
http: //mww.hud.gov/offi ces/hsg/mfh/tr x/tr xmeet.cfm

David - Wedon't allow partnersto assign roles to their people. They make arequest and the
paper application and someone who reviews the request can react.

To assure that we do not have holdover people, we require that user administrators attest to
the continuing need to rights. If there is no confirmation, there rights are suspended.

Stakeholder — Can you repeat?
David — It is an administrative burden

Stakeholder — You look at it on a quarterly basis and assure that the person still needsthe
rights?

David — Right.
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Stakeholder — Problems with the WASS system and could not log in through WASS.

David — The computers were shifted. Things really got messed up. There isongoing
discussion to get vendors in to address the configuration systems.

Stakeholder — The best thing to do isto call the TAC and complain.
David — Good idea.

Stakeholder — Will the admin, tech and physical policies that are being considered be
published?

David — They are already on the PHA portion of the web and will be updated in August about
how you destroy data.

Security Impact of the Agreements with SSA and HHS

Both SSA in the existing agreement with HUD and HHS/OCSE in the draft agreement being
finalized have stated the importance of HUD observing thorough security and have reserved
the right to audit HUD and its partners. HHS/OCSE will only allow Housing Program access
to NDNH data once PIH has demonstrated that its security practices have been proper and
effective.

Future Plans

The budget for further development is being determined so there is a degree of uncertainty. It
is clear that EIV will absorb TASS and begin to serve the Housing Program. How soon
NDNH datawill be made available to Housing owners and agents and other users will, in part
be determined by HHS/OCSE.

- August 2005 release — implement NDNH for Public Housing programs.

- January 2006 release — merge TASS into EIV (begin EIV support for Housing
program) plus implement refinements to use of NDNH.

= August 2006 — plans and budget not decided. Discussions with HHS will be ongoing.
NDNH for Housing?

There are lots of variables and we will have to see how this shakes out.

BB — Given the national tenant organizations and lobbies, is anyone using this to identify
households over reporting households?
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David — It is built in to look at over and under.

Bill Hill —= APPS Commercial for 2530
Fact — April 13 we published fina rule — effective 10/13/2005

Anyone who wants to participate in multi family programs must file their 2530 applications
online or they don’t get to play.

If you haven't started loading data then you are 3 months behind. This makes all the
paperwork go away. We will make the information from paperwork available online.

You can enter yourself in APPs now even if you are just an interested party.

Lanier — Housing is the only entity to say we will review past relationships. It is how we
allow you to do business with us.

Bill — Like a credit report for HUD (2530).
MOR process — One of the things they are struggling with is completion of the process.
Should this be part of the MOR? Thisis anew concept and we would like to put the idea out

there for you. When there is a problem, ask the question about what in the process has
changed?

TASS-Elking Tarver

Update on TASS —

They have been going through the data. If there are discrepancies between TASS data and the
verified data, Elking needs to know. Send him an email.

Stakeholder — Complaints on the SS issues are so vast, what can we do to reduce them?
Elking let him know. He needs specifics.

Stakeholder — Y ou personally want to know when there is a discrepancy?

Elking — Sure.

SSI and reporting by individual states

This was an issue that came up at the last mesting.
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PA has stopped reporting and you have to go to the state agency to verify PA SSI information

State Administered Supplement — This is administered in the state and is not given to the
national or federal agencies so you do have to go to the state agency.

Stakeholder — Maybe we need to address the Action Code level of each error to make the
error more meaningful.

Lanier — That would be good.

WASS — James Washington

There have been some changes — especially since Web authority came on board
They are also trying to clearly define the standards for the passwords.

These are the HUD standards which meanthe passwords are good for 60 days, but they are
not allowed to be reused for 10 passwords.

If auser enters a non-compliant password, they will get an error message which will tell them
the problem, and it will make them try a different one. It ispossible that they could missa
couple of times, but it shouldn't be any real hardship. The password hasto be 6 to 8
characters long, and include an UPPER CASE alpha, alower case alpha and a number. So
they can use a5, 6, or 7 letter word with a number, or they can use 4 to 6 numbers with the
two required alpha characters, or any mix in between.

Activation codes are a general problem, and alot of it has to do with the look of the actual
letter as received. It looks like junk mail and is easy to missif they don't open ALL mail,
rather than sorting out the junk up front. We have been trying to work with FHA Connection
and their contractor regarding the letters and the addresses, but this is exactly the same system
that has been in use here for the last 15 or more years. We will continue to follow-up on this
but | don't hold out too much hope for it asit currently stands, as it is realy something that is
out of our hands.

| hope this information helps you ouit.
Stakeholder — If the whole activation process is wrong then this has to be fixed.

James — He understands but it is controlled by FHA

Stakeholder — I’m not sure that everyone understands the whole impact.
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Lanier — Shouldn’t we be moving away from snail mail?

James — Another problem isthat REMS is not updated always updated.

Lanier — When they go in to WASS and sign on or when they go to the TRACS query,
sometimes the page will not display page which takes you back to the sign up and then
everything works fine. Once we're in the second time its fine. He knows it not computer
organization.

James — Sometimes they have timeout issues. There is a survey about IT.

Stakeholder — There are things that have been a problem forever —when you go in to the
TRACS queries you are asked for additional password signin. It's nothing new.

Multifamily Help Desk — Khevin

Staff members — see PPT

* Khevin Johnson Project Manager
* Curtis James Task Lead

e LisaFletcher Helpdesk Analyst
e Michelle Suber Helpdesk Analyst
* Nicole Dodson Helpdesk Analyst
e TarshiaPorter Helpdesk Analyst
e Giovanni Morales Helpdesk Analyst

How to Contact the MF Help Desk

» 800-767-7588

e Tracs@hud.gov

e Tracs hotline@hud.gov
*  FAX 202-401-7984

Supported Applications

« TRACS- Tenant Rental Assistance Certification System
* DAP- Development Application System

* REMS-Real Estate Management System

*  MDDR - Multifamily Delinquency and Reporting System
* APPS-— Active Partner Performance System
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Secure Systems — Online Query — Khevin Cant stress enough the importance of people having
access. A large number of incoming calls would be eliminated if property managers had
access to their site data

Benefits— It's free.

There will be a change to the HQ Move out request — dight modification to the form to
include new information. Everything on the form must be completed.

TRACSMail — Password resets — One of the biggest things they are having a problem with is
they are not sure what the account number is. Properties will have to verify the account
number. If they can, go to the software. If you don’t know how, to get the number, contact
TRACS.

Stakeholder — We still have an outstanding question on proration of ineligible household
members. The problem continues for months and months.

Stakeholder - Do you know anything about the REAC scheduling? s this coming back on
line?

Khevin — No —they let the MF Held Desk staff know what is going onwith the scheduling
systems.

Stakeholder — One thing that is fairly new is that they are submitting information with the
POA indicator on and it seemsto be creating problems.

Pat —We don't do POA calculations anymore. Send her the specifics.

Stakeholder — Could not access systems — could we get a process in place where stakeholders
are provided a timeframe of when the system will be back up.

Khevin — Unfortunately, we are in the same situation. They can’t always predict when the
system will come back up. They are told as soon as it starts working again.

Stakeholder — On the discussion forum, Marinda is till listed as the moderator.

Lanier — We have identified the new person. It will be posted. The request to update the web
steisadready in.
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