Public Housing Administrative Reform Initiative

July 24, 2007

Systems Subgroup Meeting Notes

I – Notes from the July 12th Meeting 


• Notes from the July 12th Meeting were approved. Minor corrections were made to name 
of QASS system and “software vendors” was added to item a on page 3.

II – Ground Rules 


• Ground Rules for the meeting were adopted and the group agreed to include dissenting 
opinions in the final report. The Group agreed to stick to the issues and ensure that 
everyone can be heard.

III – Future Meeting Dates


• The Group agreed to hold weekly conference calls on Tuesday afternoons starting at 1 
PM (Eastern). The dates for the conference calls are August 7th, 14th, 21st, and 28th. The 
Group will decide by mid-August whether to meet at REAC in Washington on September 
12th. There will not be a conference call on September 4th.

IV – Presentation of the HUD Software Development Process – John Zuber, Jr., HUD

• PIH IT Department has built about 20 systems with 80% of the IT team comprised of 
contractors from companies such as IBM and Lockheed Martin.

• Each system (PIC, EIV, etc.) has an IT Manager and a Business Manager. Business 
managers should be getting feedback from users both internal and external to HUD such 
as vendors and PHAs.

• Change Control Board (CCB) – is comprised of the business managers of all of the 
systems and reviews the release schedules of the systems. The CCB also review “touch 
points”, where changes in one system affect the other systems. The next releases of PIC 
are scheduled for November 16, 2007 and April 16, 2008.

• Development Coordination Group – coordinates all systems, conducts design reviews 
using standard templates. There are many rules and processes that must be followed in 
the systems design process.


• Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM) – is created by the IT and Business managers 
and includes a list of all requirements. Parallel to the creation of the RTM are the creation 
of the following requirements documents (Business Requirements Document, Functional 
Requirement Document, System Requirements Document, and the Data Requirements 
Document). 


• Design Review – requires signed RTM from both the Business and IT managers. At this 
time code is written and sample screens and templates are created. Touch points are also 
reviewed in this phase too.

• Testing Phase – HUD PIH IT requires six cycles of testing including two cycles for 
systems testing and four cycles of integration testing. HUD uses the latest tools for 
testing such as WinRunner. There are meetings every week during the testing phase 
where problems or issues are documented in writing. Extracts from the existing systems 
are used for testing. Data is stored in three different systems. REAC systems use Sybase, 
PIC uses SQL Server, and SAGIS uses Oracle. HUD is simultaneously building 
development environments while holding meetings on these systems.

• Most of the PIC data is currently not in the Oracle data warehouse. The data warehouse 
is being created to store data and to use for reports. It is not good practice to use a 
production system where users are entering data as the same system to generate reports.

• Protocol for changes to the IT systems is for business managers to work with PHAs to 
identify requirements which are then brought to the CCB for review and to go through 
the systems design process.


• HUD IT Infrastructure –REAC’s 20 IT systems share the same infrastructure as the rest 
of HUD’s 220 systems (240 systems in total). There are 70 different software packages 
and about 300 servers. These systems must be upgraded all the time due to changes 
in software. In November HUD will upgrade from Cold Fusion 5 to 7. Lockheed Martin 
has the contract to support the back end databases and EDS has the contract to support 
the front end servers. 


• The requirements for the November 2007 release of PIC were finalized this past June 
and the April release will need the requirements finalized in September.

V – Review of NAHRO/OATHA 2006 PIC Letter to HUD

• John Zimmerman from NAHRO will coordinate reviewing the letter and identifying the 
issues that are still outstanding. Rob Dalzell from HUD will also have PIC staff review 
the letter and identify when the PIC releases will fix the issues identified (if they haven’t 
already). 

VI – Review of Draft Survey Instrument


• NAHRO and CLPHA have offered to send out the survey to members using 
SurveyMonkey.com

• Preamble/Cover Letter – should state that the survey covers several areas and should 
be sent to the appropriate staff. It should also state that we are looking for ways to 
streamline the systems and make them more efficient. 


• Content – the group discussed using the same set of questions for all systems, topic 
areas such as accessibility, speed, and data upload options, and the need for open ended 
questions. It was decided to ask basic information about the responding agencies such as 
the number of units owned and number of staff total and the number using the systems. 
The survey will include questions on the PIC, EIV, FASS, MASS, and VMS. A section 
will also be included to ask about knowledge of SAGIS. Respondents will be asked to 
articulate their top ten recommendations in order of priority. 

• The Group also discussed reviewing the previous HUD agency performance surveys 
from 2005 for 
questions from the report, “Partner Satisfaction with HUD’s Performance 
– 2005 Survey Results and Trends Since 2001”. 
(www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/partnersatis.pdf.) The questions below are from the 
PHA survey and may be useful to the Group’s survey.

Listed below are different ways to think about your relationship with HUD. For each item, indicate 
your general level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction at the present point in time. Check “Not 
Applicable” if the situation does not apply to your agency (for example, if you do not currently 
receive information from HUD).

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you, in general, with…?


a. The quality of the information you currently receive from HUD


b. The timeliness of the information you currently receive from HUD


c. The timeliness of decision-making by HUD (such as requests for waivers, rulings, and approvals)


d. The quality of guidance you currently get from HUD


e. The consistency of guidance you currently get from HUD


f. The clarity of HUD rules and requirements that apply to your agency; in other words, how easy 
they are to understand


g. The responsiveness of the people with whom you currently deal at HUD


h. The competence of the people with whom you currently deal at HUD


i. The extent to which HUD employees have the knowledge, skills, and ability to do their work

j. Your ability to reach the people at HUD whom you need to contact


k. The time commitment needed to comply with HUD reporting requirements (such as those involving 
REAC or PIC)


• Rob Dalzell and other HUD staff stressed the need to have PHAs and the group clearly 
articulate and prioritize the requests for changes to the systems. Fuzzy requirements that 
are low priorities are not going to happen.


• The Survey should be finalized by August 4th and returned by August 17th.
VII – Initial Discussion of Final Report


• The first draft of the report will be completed by the third week in August (August 21st) 
and the second draft by September 4th. The final report will need to be completed by 
September 21st. 

VIII – General Discussion


• Training and Communication – the Group discussed the need to have the PHAs and 
HUD field offices involved earlier in the systems design process. Currently they are at 
the end of the process. There was a recommendation to have them involved earlier by 
creating an advisory board. It is important to get the right voices in early to generate the 
right product.

• FASS – HUD IT will create a similar environment to PIC Test to test uploading the 
data. The group discussed whether PHAs should have access to virtual private network 
for test environments for some of these systems. 


• Asset Management/SAGIS – HUD’s IT systems were originally developed for PHA-
wide reporting. In current SAGIS system environment, data will have to be entered by 
individual AMP. This will be burdensome to PHAs such and the New York City and 
Puerto Rico Housing Authorities that have several hundred AMPs each. The group 
discussed the disconnect between PHA’s internal data systems and PIC and SAGIS 
which will require a lot of manual work to enter data into SAGIS. SAGIS will have a 
staggered implementation schedule for data upload by PHA. HUD focused on training 
field staff rather than PHAs due to lack of funds. The system took two years to develop 
but PHAs were only informed recently about having to upload data by this year. 

• Recommendations discussed included:


- adding the ability to download the reason for the “exception” status by unit



- increasing timely reports from HUD



- giving PHAs one year prior notice before making changes to the systems



- killing the “50058 monster” and replacing it with surveys



- need more information on what is happening with the new PHAS indicators for 


finance


- need easier mechanism to make corrections to the 50058 data already submitted 


such as data entry mistakes to the social security numbers and resident’s name.


• Issues with Regulations


- EIV requires all family data in order to function, EIV helps confirm the public 


interest that subsidies are being used appropriately



- 50059 gives summary calculations of work actually done on other worksheets 


but this detail is fully shown on the 50058 form. 


- The proposed requirement to include the 50058 form in each household’s folder 


is burdensome due to the amount of extra storage required and the cost of paper 


for printing the form. All of this data is readily available on PHAs IT systems and 


is most likely more secure.



- HUD IG’s Office may have issue with continuing to use the Alternate ID system 

since it may help lead to fraud.


• Top Ten Issues – HUD suggested the members of the Group each compile a list of the 
top ten things that bug us about the PIH systems.
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