iSERS Feedback from the Industry
	Comment
No.
	Comment Description
	TRACS Team Feedback
	MFH Feedback

	1. 
	Does iSERS only collect Section 8 data?
Unless this is not true, the list of errors starting on page 3 needs a major scrub. For example, A.1 and A.2 are errors for BMIR and Rent Supplement respectively. A.8 is not for Section 8. Only error conditions applicable to the Section 8 program should be included. A.26 is not for S8. These are just samples and not an exhaustive list.
	All can be sent.  This is only required for section 8.  MFH decision


	For initial phase, it’s required for MORs for Section 8 only.  The other PODs will be revisited in the future, but can be submitted.  It’s optional for other categories.



	2. 
	For MOR error conditions, I would argue that only conditions material to the 4 categories (determining eligibility, calculation, timing, reporting) be included.
	Agree
	Agree with TRACS team feedback

	3. 
	The errors should be only those active for 202D
	Agree – the errors were identified previously prior to 202D
	Agree with TRACS team feedback

	4. 
	A.6 could be looked at as having nothing at all to do with eligibility. You could argue that it is a reporting error but the real question is whether it is important in any way.
	‘CE085-CA: Full-time student status code “F” not permitted when member’s age is less than 18’.

Need MFH decision.
	It belongs to ‘Calculation’ error bucket.

These buckets/errors can be revisited as they were defined years ago under the error tracking log effort.

This has little bearing for the calculation of a cert.  There is just one case that is relevant – other adult, full-time student.  As currently stated, this error is irrelevant – no other adult.  This error should be deleted / rolled into another, as applicable.

	5. 
	A.7 would only be relevant on a MI or IC if looked at as an eligibility error.
	CE147-CA: Very low income limit is reported as zero or blank for Section 8 or PRAC.

Need MFH decision.
	Can be treated as ‘Calculation’ error bucket.  This change will be made.

	6. 
	Other errors seem to be in the wrong bucket.  A.15 is a calculation error—not an eligibility error
	CE217-CA: Other member income/full-time student income cannot be greater than $480.

The error lists / buckets were put together several years ago.  These can be revisited.
	It belongs to ‘Calculation’ error bucket.

The error lists / buckets were put together years ago.  These can be revisited.

Note: The errors listed are actually rolled up regarding what is submitted to iSERS.  Please see the MAT80 Section 3, fields 8 & 9.

	7. 
	Another consideration is how TRACS will be handling certain calculation errors when a rent override flag is set. Examples would be B.31 and B.32
	TR-CA: TRACS calculated tenant rent differs from the reported value.

TTP-CA: TRACS calculated total tenant payment differs from the reported value

When an override is indicated, CA and TRACS software are free to continue to generate calculation messages. However there will be no requirement to correct those errors as would normally be the case.  There is nothing to correct.  Of course, it is expected that the use of the override flag would be the subject of attention during management reviews. This means that CA software that currently treats calculation errors as equivalent to a fatal error may not do so when a rent override is indicated unless other calculations are incorrect. 
 
CA software is encouraged to store information about override situations so that it can issue more targeted error messages or so that voucher staff can determine quickly when an override of normal errors is appropriate.

	Agree with TRACS team feedback

For rent override cases (e.g., new programs like RAD) – these should not be included as errors during the MOR.  These also should not be sent to iSERS.

Clarification language will be added to the industry specification. 

	8. 
	There are errors that don’t exist in the MAT Guide—see D3
	CE073-CA: Validate age of Head or Spouse with conversion date code.  Once created (Y or N) the indicator doesn’t change.

Do we need to limit the error to what’s in MAT guide? 
	Should not limit to those in the MAT guide – the 4350.3 is the final source.

Delete this error, though – it is outdated.

Please note, though, that the discovery points for voucher review should be based upon the MAT guide.  There may be some exceptions (e.g., Miscellaneous accounting request issue - someone sends a wild amount which is not MAT guide related; but, it’s rejected and an error.)

Per MFH, this will be reviewed for possible further research.

	9. 
	The iSERS Header record (ERRHR) applies to a single household and certification. Can it use similar concept to the MAT10 header? Such as: apply to a contract and separate transaction header records contained under it.
	We already have contract/project number in the header; the reason to include HEAD information was to tie to the errors from its member; but, we can remove the HEAD fields and move Cert Effective Date and Unit to Section 3.
	We will discuss further in the call with the industry – this was done because of the requirement to go down to the member level, if possible.

It is preferable to have one header/trailer for a contract - we will revisit.

	10. 
	Page 8-4.  Field 5 Definition should refer to Section 2 records.  Field 6 Definition should refer to Section 3 records.
	We will update MAT guide.
	Agree with TRACS team feedback

	11. 
	ERRER record.  It is important to include project name and contract number in this record to assist in attaching the response to the original message and to help a human inspecting or troubleshooting a response.
	We can include these fields, though this is not consistent with other MATs.  As with those, these are in the header.  We need to revisit with the working group to confirm the requirement.
	Agree with TRACS team feedback

	12. 
	The PBCA’s software currently stores many of the listed error messages for vouchers in its system.  Many of these errors are not sent to or received back from TRACS. 


Will the PBCA be required to create a MAT transmission when the file has been corrected prior to approving the voucher
	This relates to item 8; it’s either we only collect errors listed in MAT guide or we collect other errors as well - MFH decision.

If we are to tie the error to the cert, then I’d assume we need that; but, it’s MFH decision.
	Optional – The reporting of any errors initially caught be CA software is option for the first round.

Optional - HUD ultimately wants to capture any errors that prevented / addressed improper payments.  

An industry representative voiced a concern, that errors could be sent before the voucher is submitted, for example.  Please note that the error should be sent when the issue is resolved.  While optional for the software reviews, this information is good for MFH and also shows good results from PBCA programs.

Each CA software has their own set of errors – not uniform – which could pose and issue with aggregating the data.  The initial focus is for MORs – other PODs are optional.  Per the industry, further discussion is needed before a future phase to send errors from software review to try to ensure consistency.

	13. 
	Are software vendors working to update systems to send and receive new MAT files?
	If this relates to iSERS files, then I believe no one is working on updating the system as of yet.
	Agree with TRACS team feedback

In the meeting, none of the industry representatives indicated that they had begun software changes related to this effort.

	14. 
	Fatal messages are stopped by the PBCA and the Owner is contacted to correct. Will the PBCA be required to include this information as a separate MAT file? 
	See item 12
	Optional

	15. 
	Some error messages may not be valid. Will the PBCA be required to send these to TRACS?
	See item 12
	If the CA software message is bogus and will not be corrected – do not send to iSERS.

No report is needed for communication between CA/Owner - only submit the error at the point of resolution.

	16. 
	What effect will these changes have on submitting the quarterly ETL report to HUD? Will this be in place of the log?
	MFH decision
	Once iSERS is implemented, ETL will go away.  It is being replaced by iSERS.

	17. 
	Will the PBCA be required to submit errors found during the MOR, as soon as the MOR has been completed or when the report is closed?
	MFH decision
	When report is closed - there will be no open cases

	18. 
	Page 2 of the iSERS Industry Specification document indicates that the PBCA must put into place a procedure for their staff to receive calls, confirm if an error has been made, and if valid, the error must be resolved.  How is this process handled for those PBCAs working under the PBT-ACC?
	MFH decision  


	Refer to the guidelines in the ACC (Performance Based Task (PBT) – ACC)

This is related to the resident complaint process.  CAs should have these procedures already in place.  As the MOR process is put back into play, tools and staffing are in place to address these complaints.  

If discussing voucher review errors – that is different / much greater volume re: MAT errors.  (That is not the case.)

Please note that Tenant complaint issues result very small percentage of items addressed.

In order for this not to become a burden to the PBCA, some additional language will be added.  Tara indicated that she would work with her corporate to submit the recommended language.

	19. 
	At what point is the PBCA required to send information found via Tenant Complaints? Once the complaint is received or when it is closed?
	Initially this was closed - MFH decision
	When it is closed – if further recommended clarifications are provided by the industry, they can be included in the guide.

	20. 
	Certification/Voucher Review process
This section refers to the CA software internal data validation and error checks, in addition to some of those identified by TRACS.  The CAs have been instructed that they are not to be more restrictive than TRACS. We believe that the above statement should be removed.





Many of these situations are resolved before the tenant data is submitted to TRACS and before the voucher is approved. If the problems are corrected before submission, are they still considered errors? Listing everything that needs to be corrected before transmission to TRACS and approval of the voucher would create a lot of extra work and would generate a long list of corrected “errors”. 
This submission is optional.  Please explain the reason for this as a lot of discovery is made during this process.  We believe that either HUD desires to have this information or they do not.  If HUD makes it optional, the desired results may not be achieved
	

This somewhat contradicts item 12 regarding CAs having other errors. Once the confirmation is determined concerning how to proceed, the verbiage can be updated accordingly.







MFH decision








Need MFH feedback.
	

Leave it in as stated re: what is paid / what is collected – there are some other edits that may be performed to try to ensure data quality.  CAs are restricted from asking for more data than TRACS requires.  As an industry, scope should not go beyond TRACS and 4350.3.


The error should be submitted when error is closed.  This is not related to when the voucher is paid.




Optional - This can be submitted.  For the first round, though, the focus is on MOR findings.

	21. 
	Management Occupancy Review (MOR) process
The third bullet down has a spelling error:  Follow-up should be Follow up
	Updates will be made, if/as appropriate
	Agree with TRACS team feedback

	22. 
	Resident Complaint process
This submission is optional.  Please explain the reason for this.  We believe that either HUD desires to have this information or they do not.  If HUD makes it optional, the desired results may not be achieved.
The third bullet down has a spelling error:  Follow-up should be Follow up
	

Need MFH decision.




Updates will be made if/as appropriate
	

Optional - This can be submitted.  For the first round, though, the focus is on MOR findings.




Agree with TRACS team feedback

	23. 
	The last statement in this section says, “Errors submitted upon determination.”  Determination of what?  That there is an error?  Determination of the category?  Determination that the error was corrected?  Will this not be a monthly submission?
	MFH decision re: monthly or just when resolved




	For those closed – can send anytime

	24. 
	Error Buckets
B.35 - Currently we receive this error monthly for Group Homes.  Would this be considered an error every month, when it is actually a problem in the TRACS system?















C.2 – What does the “a.” mean under the Certification & Voucher Review column?
	
VE005-CA: Reported Total Unit in Contract is not equal to the reported sum of units receiving subsidy, vacant units and market rent units. 
I assume it’s related to bed issue; if this is the case, then contract should amend to show beds for proper reporting.
























CE003-CA: Next recertification date exceeds one year.

This appears to be a typo.
	
Agree with TRACS team feedback.

The site should work with FO to resolve this issue – there is guidance for Group homes – if there is no financial impact (monetary), it does not impact iSERS, though.

Regarding how to set-up, if there are multiple beds in a unit, it can be set-up and 1a, 1b, etc. in the HUD systems.  Contract adjustments can be made – work with the FO – and changes made in TRACS and iREMS to address.

If it’s not a Group home, and it’s improper payment, then it should be reported.

If there are specific examples of issues, the industry can send, and the MFH/TRACS team will investigate and provide instructions.

Agree with TRACS team feedback – it will be corrected

	25. 
	Certification/Voucher Review Process-

If a CA chooses to use the Certification and Voucher Review Process can reported errors be duplicated in the MOR Process?

























Should there be an Error Bucket for Billing?  In cases where we write off amounts that were incorrectly billed should that be reported?  

If error resolution spans multiple voucher months, does the error continue to be reported with each voucher?

If they are present, how would an error with an entire voucher be reported, the Header Record requires tenant information.  

How is the dollar amount calculated for a certification that was stopped by the CA and never paid on?  There is no telling how many months this certification would have been paid incorrectly and therefore no way of knowing what the true dollar amount is.    

	

Possibly



























We can revisit the Error Buckets, if needed.


MFH Decision



See item 9



I am not sure that there is a requirement for reporting here – MFH decision
	

If capturing up front via edits, won’t be an issue for MOR.  Would the MOR staff be required to review errors previously reported before performing an MOR?   Note: Errors are reported when resolved.  If addressed as part of the automatic review and it is closed/resolved, then it should not show up in the MOR.

Note: If the error is not caught until the MOR, then it should be reported under that POD.

If the error is just a discrepancy and could not prevent or address and improper payment, then it is not required to be submitted.

We can revisit – is this related to voucher adjustments?

Just when error is resolved/ closed


More discussion needed – reporting of these errors is options for the first round

More discussion needed – reporting of these errors is options for the first round – need more guidance from MFH – one month, estimate for how long it might occur, or actuals?  To determine MFH may check with the CFO/auditors to determine existing guidance.

	26. 
	MOR Process- 

What point should data be transmitted to HUD via iMAX, when MOR is complete, end of month the MOR is conducted even if not complete, etc.?

In the specification it requires the recording of category, error, cause and resolution of each error.  Is the resolution data supposed to be transmitted in the MAT file?  If so where?  

Will iSERS review become part of ACR for CA’s?


Should the error amount be the amount between the good calculation and bad times the number of months the bad amount was paid?  

	

See items 19, and 23.




We can add resolution fields if needed – MFH decision



MFH decision



Original intention was the amount difference; but, it’s MFH decision.

	

When closed




More discussion needed – not a requirement per the initial requirements


TBD - This question should be deferred, per MFH.

More discussion needed – reporting of these errors is options for the first round

	27. 
	Resident Complaint Process-

Point at which to report to HUD?  

Is resolution data supposed to be transmitted?

Error Detected date, is this the date the error is reported or the date it is confirmed by CA?

	

See item 19.

See item 25.


date error confirmed 
	

Agree with TRACS team feedback

	28. 
	Error Buckets-

Should there be a Billing bucket to capture errors that affect an entire voucher?

If one error is the cause of multiple errors would all appropriate buckets be reported?






Are there any invalid Error Type and Error Reason combinations?
	

See item 25.



MFH decision.






We can add if necessary.

	





[bookmark: _GoBack]No - to prevent duplicate reporting on the same error

Report once, so no duplicates

More discussion needed

Form the HUD perspective, when there are multiple errors, what are the priorities?  Per MFH, Total cost is the highest priority.  For the others, no priority has been determined.  The can be discussed further, as needed.

	29. 
	One MOR Finding can result in over nine (9) Error Category/Errors:
Example:  Management fails to provide the tenant $400 elderly/disabled allowance.
Calculation Error Bucket: 
Error Category:  B.2, B.3, B.4., B.6, B.13, B.14, B.16, B.24, B.31, B.32
(What is the purpose/need to define the specifics of the error?)  Reporting one finding under 10 different errors gives the appearance of multiple findings.  We are concerned that errors will not be coded correctly if this remains a manual process.
	See item 28.
	Precedence has not been determined regarding the errors, except as discussed in 28 (above.)   If in the example given, there are 10 errors – should all 10 be reported or just one with the related total cost?  Per MFH, just one should be reported. 

	30. 
	Software vendors will have to be compliant with TRACS 202D and the new MAT 80 format.
       
KHC has notified our software vendor HDS to get their business process plan to integrate, interface and implement the new HUD iSERS functionality into our current HDS – Section 8 software.  Automation with be the key to reporting errors
	Yes.



Good.
	Agree with TRACS team feedback

	31. 
	CA’s are already tracking repayment agreements from the properties that have EIV income discrepancies and tenant unreported income.  This is also captured now on the new forms as part of 202D, new voucher and repayment forms.
	Agreed
	Agree with TRACS team feedback

	32. 
	The 3 PODs – I don’t think it is important to identify a finding under any of the three categories because any finding where subsidy was incorrect, (whether it is from an MOR or tenant complaint) will result in a correction or interim to the tenant file which is always transmitted and captured in the systems.
	MFH decision
	Continue to follow current practice – this allows for reporting/transparency.

Regardless of when/how the error was discovered, the correction has to be made and an adjustment to the voucher(s), as appropriate.  Given this, why is it necessary to track different PODs?  

From performance point of view, it’s good to know how well PBCA program performs and when errors are caught.

When we capture error, it should follow up with repayment, if necessary.

	33. 
	The iSERS system needs to be able to connect with TRACS to identify, capture and report these errors through codes that are part of the HUD-50059 that will help to identify it as an error and the type of error.
	Fields are included to be able to link the data. 
	Agree with TRACS team feedback - fields are included to be able to link the data.  An example concerns the repayment agreement information.  For example, head household and SSN allows us to do analysis.



A question was raised regarding if the target for implementation of iSERS is still fall of 2014.  An initial version of iSERS was rolled out with the 202D changes, but is currently turned off to accept submissions.  This version is available in the TRACS test region, though, that the industry has been using for 202D and Change 4 testing.  However, based upon the discussion regarding the MAT80 (above), some changes will be needed.  These will be assessed, and MFH will work with the TRACS team and the industry to determine a feasible schedule.
1

