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HIGHLIGHTS

What We Audited and Why

We audited the Ann Arbor Housing Commission’s (Commission) Section 8
Housing Choice Voucher program (program). The audit was part of the activities
in our fiscal year 2006 annual audit plan. We selected the Commission based
upon a risk analysis that identified it as having a high-risk program. The
objective was to determine whether the Commission managed its program in
accordance with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s
(HUD) requirements.

What We Found

The Commission’s program administration regarding housing unit conditions,
housing assistance payment calculations and reexaminations, and allocation of its
indirect costs was inadequate. The Commission did not adequately inspect
program units because it did not effectively monitor the inspection process and
quality control reviews were not effective in identifying violations. Of the 62
housing units statistically selected for inspection, 45 did not meet HUD’s housing
quality standards and 40 had 125 violations that existed at the time of the
Commission’s previous inspections. The 40 units had between one and eight
preexisting violations per unit. Based on our stastistical sample, we estimate that



over the next year HUD will pay nearly $2 million in housing assistance
payments on units with material housing quality standards violations.

The Commission improperly calculated the housing assistance payments for 16 of
25 tenant files selected for review and did not perform reexaminations timely.
This resulted in more than $8,000 in housing assistance payment errors. Also, the
Commission did not establish an adequate cost allocation plan for charging
indirect costs to its program.

The Commission had adequate policies and procedures for monitoring payment
standards and utility allowances, and it initiated corrective actions by making
changes to its quality control inspection process and quality control procedures
over tenant file reviews.

What We Recommend

We recommend that the director of HUD’s Detroit Office of Public Housing
require the Commission to reimburse its program from nonfederal funds for the
improper use of more than $58,000 in program funds, ensure that program
housing units inspected during this audit are repaired to meet HUD’s housing
quality standards, and implement procedures and controls to address the findings
cited in this audit report. These procedures and controls should help ensure that
nearly $2 million in program funds are spent on housing units that meet HUD’s
requirements.

For each recommendation without a management decision, please respond and
provide status reports in accordance with HUD Handbook 2000.06, REV-3.
Please furnish us copies of any correspondence or directives issued because of the
audit.

Auditee’s Response

We provided our discussion draft audits report to the Commission’s executive
director, its board chairman, and HUD’s staff during the audit. We held an exit
conference with the Commission’s executive director on June 20, 2006.

We asked the Commission’s executive director to provide comments on our
discussion draft audit report by July 19, 2006. The Commission’s executive
director provided written comments dated July 18, 2006, and agreed to implement
corrective actions to address our three findings. The complete text of the written
comments can be found in appendix B of this report.
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BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVE

The Ann Arbor Housing Commission (Commission) was established by the City of Ann Arbor,
Michigan (City) in September 1965 under the laws of the State of Michigan, pursuant to the U.S.
Housing Act of 1937, as amended. A five-member board of commissioners governs the
Commission. The City’s mayor appoints the commissioners to five-year terms, with approval by
the city council. The Commission’s main administrative office is located at 727 Miller Avenue,
Ann Arbor, Michigan.

As of May 2006, the Commission administers various programs under the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), which include the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher,
low-rent housing, Public Housing Capital Fund, Section 8 Project-Based VVoucher, and Shelter
Plus Care programs. The Commission’s Section 8 Housing Choice VVoucher program (program)
provides housing assistance to its tenants in the counties of Washtenaw, Monroe, and western
Wayne. The Commission provides assistance to low and moderate-income individuals seeking
decent, safe, and sanitary housing by subsidizing rents with owners of existing private housing.
As of February 2, 2006, the Commission had 1,166 units under contract with annual housing
assistance payments totaling more than $8.6 million in program funds for calendar year 2006.

Our objective was to determine whether the Commission managed its program in accordance
with HUD’s requirements.



RESULTS OF AUDIT

Finding 1: Housing Quality Standards Were Not Adequately Enforced

The Commission’s program units did not meet HUD’s housing quality standards due to the poor
condition of most units inspected. Of the 62 program units inspected, 45 did not meet minimum
housing quality standards, and 40 had violations that existed before the Commission’s last
inspections. The violations existed because the Commission did not perform effective quality
control inspections of its contract inspector to ensure that units met HUD’s requirements. As a
result, $51,081 in program funds was not used efficiently and effectively. Also, program tenants
lived in units that were not decent, safe, and sanitary. Based on our statistical sample, we
estimate that over the next year HUD will pay nearly $2 million in housing assistance payments
on units with material housing quality standards violations.

HUD’s Housing Quality
Standards Not Met

From the 686 program units that were inspected by the Commission between
August 2005 and January 2006, we statistically selected 62 units for inspection by
using the Defense Contract Audit Agency’s EZ-Quant Statistical Sampling
software. The 62 units were inspected to determine whether the Commission
ensured that its program units met HUD’s housing quality standards. Our
appraiser inspected the 62 units between February 21 and March 3, 2006.

Of the 62 units inspected, 45 (72.6 percent) had 207 housing quality standards
violations. Of the 207 violations, six were identified by the Commission during
its previous inspections and were shown on the Commission’s inspection reports.
In addition, 40 of the 45 units had 125 violations that existed before the
Commission’s previous inspections and 33 units were considered to be in material
noncompliance since they had health and safety violations that predated the
Commission’s previous inspections. The following table categorizes the 207
housing quality standard violations in the 45 units.



Number of

Category of violations violations
Electrical 70
Windows 24
Exterior surface 19
Security 18
Interior walls 16
Floor
Stove
Lead-based paint
Ceiling
Tub or shower in unit/sink
Foundation
Roofs/gutters
Water heater
Sink or fixed wash basin
Chimney
Ventilation
Fire exit
Refrigerator
Space for storage, preparation,
and serving of food
Toilet
Sewer connection
Refuse disposal
Stairs, rails, and porches
Garbage and debris
Access to unit
Smoke detector

Total

©
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We provided our inspection results to the director of HUD’s Detroit Office of
Public Housing and the Commission’s executive director on May 3, 2006.

Electrical Violations

Seventy electrical violations were present in 32 of the Commission’s program
units inspected. The following items are examples of electrical violations listed in
the table: outlets with open grounds, light fixtures hanging from wires, no cover
on junction box, ground fault circuit interrupters not tripping, and exposed wires.
The following pictures are examples of the electrical-related violations identified
in the Commission’s program units inspected.



Voucher TV4032-010:
Loose electrical panel
cover in basement.

Voucher V4040-030:
Exposed wires in ceiling
junction box in basement’s
bathroom.

Window Violations

Twenty-four window violations were present in 17 of the Commission’s program
units inspected. The following items are examples of window violations listed in
the table: window locks not working properly, mold on windowsills and sashes,
television cables going through windows not allowing them to lock, drafty
windows, and cracked windowpanes. The following pictures are examples of the
window-related violations identified in the program units inspected.



Voucher CV0042-029: Mold
on bedroom windowsill,
frame, and sash; crumbling
plaster and peeling paint on
window jamb.

Voucher CV4039-014:
Power cord passes through
utility room window
preventing it from closing
and locking.

Exterior Surface Violations

Nineteen exterior surface-related violations were present in 15 of the
Commission’s program units inspected. The following items are examples of
exterior surface-related violations listed in the table: missing globes on entry
lamps, improper electrical wiring from a house to a garage, rotting door and
threshold, and no condulet cover on main power line. The following pictures are
examples of exterior surface-related violations identified in the program units
inspected.



Voucher CV4039-014:
Improper use of power
cords from a house’s utility
room through a window
lying on the sidewalk and
buried underground to
provide power to the
garage.

Voucher VV4038-009:
Missing condulet cover
from conduit that covers
the unit’s main power
line.

Causes for Violations

The housing quality standards violations existed because the Commission did not
perform effective quality control inspections of its contract inspector to ensure
that units were inspected in accordance with HUD’s requirements. This resulted
in its contract inspector failing to conduct all inspections in accordance with his
agreement with the Commission.

The contract inspector did not always perform tasks in accordance with his
agreement, such as providing the Commission with a schedule of inspections to



be performed each week, timely inspection results, a schedule of followup
inspections on units that failed inspection, or notification to tenants and/or
landlords of the violations that caused the units to fail to meet HUD’s housing
quality standards.

The Commission’s contract inspector was based in Ohio and was only onsite to
perform inspections for the Commission for approximately one week per month.
This limited the amount of time the inspector had available to conduct required
followup inspections on units that had previously failed inspection. Of the
Commission’s 108 inspection reports for the period August 2005 through January
2006 that we reviewed, 27 did not show whether a followup inspection was
performed. Consequently, the Commission could not support when the units
passed inspection and what, if any, abatement action of the housing assistance
payment should have occurred. Without timely followup inspections, the
Commission’s ability to adequately track unit inspections and enforce HUD’s
housing quality standards was adversely affected.

The Commission did not renew its contract with its quality control inspector that
ended in July 2005 and did not resume performing quality control inspections
until its staff was trained, late in November 2005, after our audit started. After
performing a quality control inspection in December 2005, the Commission met
with its contract inspector in an attempt to address violations that the inspector did
not identify. After continued followup inspection issues which caused the
Commission’s units to be noncompliant with HUD’s housing quality standards,
the Commission terminated its contract inspector in March 2006. The
Commission plans to submit proposals for a new contract inspector and will hire a
staff inspector to perform annual inspections in the interim.

The Commission has made efforts to improve the tracking of housing quality
standards inspection results through the use of an Excel spreadsheet. Coupled
with the implementation of quality control procedures and controls as we
recommended, this should assist the Commission in monitoring the effectiveness
of its inspection program.

HUD Funds Not Effectively

Used

The Commission did not effectively use program funds when it failed to fully
enforce HUD’s housing quality standards. Our appraiser identified 40 units with
housing quality standards violations that existed at the time of the Commission’s
previous inspections. However, the Commission’s contract inspector passed 29 of
the 40 units. Our appraiser noted these preexisting housing quality standards
violations on the inspection reports that we provided to the Commission and
HUD.

The Commission should not have made housing assistance payments on the 40
units due to the preexisting violations. The table in appendix D of this report lists
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Conclusion

the 40 units, the period after the Commission’s previous inspection (beginning 30
days after the Commission’s inspection or immediately if it was an initial
inspection), and $47,110 in housing assistance payments that should not have
been paid by the Commission. In addition, the Commission should not be entitled
to the associated administrative fees of $3,971.

The Commission’s tenants were subjected to health and safety-related violations
while living in program units that failed to meet HUD’s housing quality standards.
Through the Commission’s implementation of adequate procedures and controls
over its unit inspections to ensure compliance with HUD’s housing quality
standards, we estimate that $1,995,816 in future housing assistance payments will
be spent for units that are decent, safe, and sanitary. We determined this amount by
multiplying 274 units (estimated number of units that would be in material
noncompliance with housing quality standards if appropriate actions are not taken by
the Commission) times $607 (average monthly subsidy of each housing unit). This
amount was then annualized to give the total estimate of funds to be put to better
use.

Recommendations

We recommend that the director of HUD’s Detroit Office of Public Housing require
the Commission to

1A.  Conduct followup housing quality standards inspections on housing units
that failed inspection to determine whether violations still exist and abate
housing assistance payments to landlords accordingly.

1B.  Reimburse its program $51,081 from nonfederal funds ($47,110 for
housing assistance payments and $3,971 in associated administrative fees)
for the 40 units that contained preexisting violations not identified in the
Commission’s previous inspections.

1C.  Implement adequate procedures and controls to ensure that all program
inspections are performed adequately and all units meet HUD’s housing
quality standards. By implementing adequate procedures and controls, the
Commission should help ensure that $1,995,816 in program funds support
units that are decent, safe, and in sanitary condition over the next year.

11



Finding 2: Controls over Housing Assistance Payments Were
Inadequate and Tenant Reexaminations Were Not Timely

The Commission failed to comply with HUD’s requirements and its program administrative plan
regarding housing assistance payments and tenant reexaminations. It did not always calculate
housing assistance payments correctly, maintain complete documentation to support tenant
eligibility, and complete annual and interim reexaminations in a timely manner. These
conditions occurred because the Commission did not identify areas requiring additional training
through quality control reviews and lacked written procedures for conducting reexaminations.
As a result, the Commission overpaid $7,459 and underpaid $1,318 in housing assistance
payments.

Numerous Errors in Tenant
Case Files

We identified errors in 20 of 25 program tenant case files that were randomly
selected from the Commission’s files. The errors included miscalculation of
income and utility allowances, missing third-party verifications, use of incorrect
payment standards, outdated verification forms, and untimely reexaminations.
The errors affected the housing assistance payments for 16 of the 25 tenant files
reviewed and totaled $8,777 in housing assistance payment errors, including
overpayments of $7,459 and underpayments of $1,318. A schedule summarizing
the results of our 25 tenant file reviews is in appendix E of this report.

The Commission was aware of the condition of its tenant case files based on its
own quality control reviews and prior HUD reviews. In addition, the Commission
reported to its board the results of its own quality control reviews stating that only
44 of 79 (56 percent) of its quality control reviews of tenant files were accurate.
However, additional procedures and controls are needed to ensure that the
Commission follows HUD’s requirements and its program administrative plan
regarding housing assistance payments and tenant reexaminations.

Increased Oversight and
Procedures Needed

The Commission needs to enhance its oversight of housing assistance payment
calculations to determine the training needs of its staff and establish written
procedures for performing annual reexaminations. According to the housing
programs manager, the Commission’s program experienced staff turnover and a
reorganization in 2005, which contributed to the tenant file errors. The
Commission’s program coordinator staff went from four to five positions, with
three being staffed by employees new to the position. In the process of hiring an
additional program coordinator, the Commission eliminated two administrative
support staff positions.
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To address tenant file discrepancies, the Commission provided a corrective action
plan to HUD in November 2005 in response to its confirmatory review. The
corrective action plan stated that management would perform at least three quality
control reviews per program coordinator each month. Although the Commission
appeared to be doing sufficient reviews toward the end of our audit (81 quality
control reviews from November 2005 through February 2006), it needs to analyze
the review results to determine areas in which additional training is needed by its
staff.

Due to the staffing changes, the Commission redistributed its tenant file caseload to
the five program coordinators. This resulted in 4 of the 25 tenants that we reviewed
not being reexamined in a timely manner—ranging from one to five months late on
annual reexaminations. Two other tenants were required to have interim
reexaminations since they claimed no income at their last annual reexaminations.
However, these reexaminations were not performed because the Commission’s
program coordinators did not know which tenants in their case workload were
required to have an interim reexamination. To assist the coordinators, the
Commission should run quarterly reports to identify program tenants who claimed
zero income at their last annual reexamination. Tenants claiming zero income and
who have not been reexamined in the last three months should be scheduled for an
interim reexamination as required by the Commission’s program administrative
plan.

The Commission’s program administrative plan also did not address how tenants
would be reimbursed when an underpayment of housing assistance payment occurs.

Recommendations

We recommend that the director of HUD’s Detroit Office of Public Housing
require the Commission to

2A.  Reimburse its program $7,459 from nonfederal funds for the overpayment
of housing assistance payments cited in this finding.

2B.  Reimburse the appropriate tenants $1,318 for the underpayment of
housing assistance payments from unobligated program funds.

2C.  Implement adequate procedures and controls over its housing assistance
payment calculations and tenant reexaminations to ensure they meet
HUD’s requirements and/or its program administrative plan.

2D.  Reuvise its program administrative plan to address how tenants will be
reimbursed when an underpayment of housing assistance occurs.
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Finding 3: The Commission Lacked a Cost Allocation Plan for Indirect
Costs

The Commission failed to establish an adequate cost allocation plan for costs shared by its
various programs. It allocated costs based on estimates by its executive director and fiscal and
administrative manager to improve the deficit position of its low-rent housing program.
However, this effort was not adequately supported since the Commission allocated all of its
utility costs for its administrative offices located at 727 Miller Avenue to its low-rent housing
program, and lacked a plan showing the basis for the allocation of other indirect costs. These
conditions occurred because the Commission thought its allocation basis was appropriate and
reasonable. Without adequate documentation to support the allocation of indirect costs, HUD
and the Commission cannot be assured that costs were reasonable and appropriate in relation to
the benefits derived from the indirect costs.

No Written Allocation Plan

The Commission lacked a written cost allocation plan for distributing indirect costs
to its various programs. These programs include the Section 8 Housing Choice
Voucher, low-rent housing, Public Housing Capital Fund, Section 8 Project-Based
Voucher, and Shelter Plus Care programs. Based upon the Commission’s various
programs and its fiscal year 2004 and 2005 expenditures, the program constituted
70 percent of the Commission’s total expenses.

The Commission allocated 85 percent of its indirect costs to the program and 15
percent to its low-rent housing program. No indirect costs were allocated to the
Commission’s other programs (Public Housing Capital Fund, Section 8 Project-
Based VVoucher, and Shelter Plus Care). The allocation was based on estimates
made by its executive director and fiscal and administrative manager. According to
the fiscal and administrative manager, the Commission previously allocated 75
percent of its indirect costs to the program and 25 percent to its low-rent housing
program. The Commission’s staff obtained board approval to change the allocation
to an 85/15 split primarily because the low-rent housing program was determined to
be operating at a deficit for fiscal year 2005. However, the Commission could not
provide documentation to support the reasonableness of the 85/15 split and lacked a
written cost allocation plan.

Expenses Not Allocated
Properly

The Commission used the 85/15 split between the program and its low-rent housing
program to allocate indirect costs that included computer software and support,
office rent, insurance premiums, telephone service, postage, and administrative
supplies. It lacked a written cost allocation plan to support the reasonableness of
the 85/15 split.
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Further, the Commission did not allocate any of the utility costs for its
administrative offices located at 727 Miller Avenue to the program. Instead, it
charged all utility costs to its low-rent housing program. The executive director
said that the utility costs for the administrative offices’ building were not allocated
to the Commission’s various programs because there was only one managed utility
meter for the entire property which also includes 104 low-rent housing units and its
maintenance offices.

Commission’s Justification for
Using 85/15 Percent Split

The Commission’s position was that the 85/15 split between the program and the
low-rent housing program was appropriate since it did not spend a significant
amount of time administering the Section 8 Project-Based VVoucher and Shelter Plus
Care programs. The executive director said the Commission acts as fiduciary
administrator for the two programs (Section 8 Project-Based VVoucher and Shelter
Plus Care). The Commission’s management and staff involved with the two
programs have a portion of their salaries charged to the programs; however, they do
not incur administrative costs. For the Shelter Plus Care program, the entire
administrative fee is passed through to the Commission’s sponsors. For the Section
8 Project-Based VVoucher program, direct costs such as housing quality standards
inspections are directly charged to the program. The executive director did agree
that the basis for the Commission’s 85/15 allocation should be explained in a
written cost allocation plan.

Recommendation

We recommend that the director of HUD’s Detroit Office of Public Housing require
the Commission to

3A. Implement a cost allocation plan to properly allocate indirect costs to all of

its programs in accordance with HUD’s requirements and the annual
contributions contract.

15



SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

To accomplish our objective, we reviewed

e Applicable laws; HUD’s program requirements at 24 CFR [Code of Federal
Regulations] Parts 5, 85, 982, and 985; HUD Public and Indian Housing Notices
1998-27, 2005-01, 2005-09, 2006-03, and 2006-05; HUD’s Housing Choice
Voucher Guidebook 7420.10; and the Commission’s program administrative
plan and operations manual.

e The Commission’s accounting records, annual audited financial statements for
2004 and 2005, general ledgers, bank statements and cancelled checks, tenant
files, policies and procedures, board meeting minutes for 2004 and 2005,
organizational chart, and program annual contributions contract.

e Downloaded electronic program tenant file information from the Commission’s
computer system.

e HUD?’s reports and files for the Commission.

We also interviewed the Commission’s employees, HUD staff, and program tenants. We
statistically selected 62 of the Commission’s program units to inspect using the Defense Contract
Audit Agency’s EZ-Quant Statistical Sampling software from the 686 units that were inspected
by the Commission from August 2005 through January 2006. The 62 units were selected to
determine whether the Commission’s program units met HUD’s housing quality standards. Our
sampling criteria used a 90 percent confidence level, 50 percent estimated error rate, and
precision of plus or minus 10 percent.

Our sampling results determined that 33 of the 62 units (53.2 percent) materially failed to meet
HUD’s housing quality standards. This surpassed our 50 percent estimated error rate, so we
adjusted our error rate downward to 50 percent. Materially failed units were those units with
health and safety violations that preceded the Commission’s last inspection.

The Commission’s September 2005 through February 2006 housing assistance payment registers
(one month after each of our inspection periods noted above) showed that the average monthly
housing assistance payment was $607. Using the lower limit of the estimate of the number of
units that materially failed and the average housing assistance payment, we estimated that the
Commission will annually spend $1,995,816 (274 units times $607 average payment times 12
months) for units that are in material noncompliance with HUD’s housing quality standards.
This estimate is presented solely to demonstrate the annual amount of program funds that could
be put to better use on decent, safe, and sanitary housing if the Commission implements our
recommendation. While these benefits would recur indefinitely, we were conservative in our
approach and only included the initial year in our estimate. We also considered that (1) the
Commission did not identify many of the preexisting violations during its most recent
inspections, (2) the units would not be scheduled for another inspection for another year under
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normal circumstances, and (3) it would take the Commission at least a year to complete all
inspections under an improved inspection process.

Using our lower precision limit of 40 percent, we projected this error rate to the population of
686 units that were inspected by the Commission over a six-month period. We estimated that the
Commission spent $1,995,816 in housing assistance payments for 274 units that materially failed
housing quality standards, computed as 274 units times the average annual housing assistance
payment of $7,284.

The administrative fee was calculated by dividing the year-to-date administrative fee received by
the Commission from July 2005 through February 2006 ($492,878) by the number of lease-ups
the Commission maintained for the same period (9,495). This resulted in an average
administrative fee earned of $52 per unit for the period within the scope of our statistical sample
of unit inspections. We multiplied the administrative fee earned per unit by the inappropriate
period to arrive at a total improper administrative fees paid to the housing commission of $3,971
(see finding 1).

We performed our onsite audit work from November 2005 to April 2006 at the Commission’s
administrative offices located at 727 Miller Avenue, Ann Arbor, Michigan. The audit covered the
period July 1, 2004, through September 30, 2005, and was expanded as necessary to accomplish our
objective.

We performed our audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
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INTERNAL CONTROLS

Internal control is an integral component of an organization’s management that provides
reasonable assurance that the following objectives are being achieved:

Effectiveness and efficiency of operations,

Reliability of financial reporting,

Compliance with applicable laws and regulations, and
Safeguarding resources.

Internal controls relate to management’s plans, methods, and procedures used to meet its
mission, goals, and objectives. Internal controls include the processes and procedures for
planning, organizing, directing, and controlling program operations. They include the systems
for measuring, reporting, and monitoring program performance.

Relevant Internal Controls

Significant Weakness

We determined the following internal controls were relevant to our objective:

Program operations — Policies and procedures that management has
implemented to reasonably ensure that a program meets its objectives.

Validity and reliability of data — Policies and procedures that management
has implemented to reasonably ensure that valid and reliable data are
obtained, maintained, and fairly disclosed in reports.

Compliance with laws and regulations — Policies and procedures that
management has implemented to reasonably ensure that resource use is
consistent with laws and regulations.

Safeguarding resources — Policies and procedures that management has
implemented to reasonably ensure that resources are safeguarded against
waste, loss, and misuse.

We assessed the relevant controls identified above.

A significant weakness exists if management controls do not provide reasonable
assurance that the process for planning, organizing, directing, and controlling

program operations will meet the organization’s
objectives.

Based on our review, we believe the following item is a significant weakness:
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e The Commission lacked sufficient procedures and controls to ensure
compliance with HUD’s regulations and/or its program administrative plan
regarding unit inspections, and housing assistance payments, and tenant
reexaminations (see findings 1 and 2).

19



APPENDIXES

Appendix A

1/

2/

SCHEDULE OF QUESTIONED COSTS
AND FUNDS TO BE PUT TO BETTER USE

Recommendation Funds to be put
number Ineligible 1/ to better use 2/
1B $51,081
1C $1,995,816
2A 7,459
2B 1,318
Totals $58,540 1,997,134

Ineligible costs are costs charged to a HUD-financed or HUD-insured program or activity
that the auditor believes are not allowable by law; contract; or federal, state, or local
policies or regulations.

“Funds to be put to better use” are estimates of amounts that could be used more
efficiently if an Office of Inspector General (O1G) recommendation is implemented.
This includes reductions in outlays, deobligation of funds, withdrawal of interest subsidy
costs, costs not incurred by implementing recommended improvements, avoidance of
unnecessary expenditures noted in preaward reviews, and any other savings which are
specifically identified. In this instance, if the Commission implements our
recommendation, it will cease to incur program costs for units that are not “decent, safe,
and sanitary,” and instead, will expend those funds for units that meet HUD’s standards.
Once the Commission successfully improves its controls, this will be a recurring benefit.
Our estimate reflects only the initial year of these recurring benefits.
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Appendix B
AUDITEE COMMENTS

Auditee Comments

A7 VRSAO0E kDl Ra@m Afler MHidilag Cormminslap TALFREND IR

CITY OF ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN

T2T Miller Avenue, Ann Arbor, Michigen 48103
Pivors [T34) B94-3038 or BR-2020
Fat (T34) 804071
WLy

U8 Diept. of HUD — Offiee of Inspecter Geseral
477 Michiger Avenae, Room 1790
Dtrait, MT 48236-2552

Drear Mr, Towers:

Attached 15 the Commission's respomse fa the O3 findings and recommendations
from their recent audit of the Housing Commission's Section B Houwsing Chedos Vaucher
progrem.

Please feel free to contact me, if there ars any conterns of queetions regarding this
documment,

Sincersly,

Plghi Loy

Elizabsth A, Lindsley
Executive Dinectar

) reacind paper
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Auditee Comments

0171073988 10102 Sar Aokme Huanimy Cumsizsios  TEEREEEIIE

CITY OF ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN

TE7 Waller Avanue, Ann Arbor, Michigan 85103
Frwre [T34) #4-2328 or WiM-250
P (T34) BR-OTIN
Wew, igoroe

Arm Aster Housing Commission
MG Audit Respanses
Tuly 18, 2006

Finding 1r Housing Cheality Standards Wese Mot Adequetely Snforesd

Ann Arhor Haweing Commission Rexpange:
W concur with Finding | thes HQS mspeetions were not adeqastely
enforced.

Recommendations:

lA  Notify all landloeds end tersnts of uniie that failed hotwsing quality
standards inspections end provide o copy of the inspeetion reparis and a
wriren nedies stating when viclathons sheeld be cormscted.

ditiy Arber Howsing Commission Respomse:

The Ans Arbar Housing Commission notified Jandlords within one
buginess duy of all exigens deficlencisas communbeated to it by OIG
auditers. Because of the type of deficiency, landlords were communicatad
with arally and requined ta confirm with the AAHE by returs call the the
conditions were comected and'or abated within 24 hours as regaired,
Follow up ieapections wers conducted by Multi-County Propertiss March
19.“idDClG-AmL 1, 2005, All but ans unit peseed; the falled unft was
hated,

Bemzining deficisncias wene commusriceted to landiarde in weitisg va &5
“lespection Deficiensy Notice®, Moties waa previded ln Juma and follow
;ﬁmw are pebraduled fos July 11, 2006, July 16, 2006 and July 17,

IB.  Conduct follow up housing quality standsrds isspesttans on housing units
that feiled ingpection 1o determing whether viclations still exist and shse
hemging assistance peyments bo Landlonds ascondisgly,

) recyin papar
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Auditee Comments

BRI 000 ididE

1C.

1.

BAp ArRer Heus iag Cosminsine (ETTY TR

Commission !
A moted above is 1A, fllow up to exigent deficiensies were completed in
Mlareh 2006 and April 2004 - tise remnelning fallow up mspections are
saking place in July 2006,

Reimburss ifs program 851,081 fremn sonfederal fiends (547,110 far
‘hevasing essistnce payments and $3,971 in exsocisted adminlatretive fees)
fior the 40 wnits that contained preexistng violations not identified in the
(Comeminsion's previsn inghections,

of FY08, nor has it coll=sssd sufficiant fraud recovery money in FY06 that
can be acoounsed for a8 part of Admin Fes Equity, to refard the entire
351,081, Thercfore, we woldd ask HUD to congider one of fwa optians:
(1] reducing tse rebmbursement to 408 af e caleulated amount ar
§20,433 which could be paid now asd deemed full settlemes, o7 (Z)
estobiish & four year pay-bask period of 512,770 per vear, The
Commission needs to retain o sufficiens admlslstrative reserve 1o cover
futurs known but extreordinary expenditures (liks Section 8% shise of
hemsing saftware upgrade already bid out, temporsry help costs peedsd
beosase of 2 Section 8 stalf absemces under FMLA #nd io inpet of more
than 3000 58 applicatians received durieg our recest open application
perlod, &nd  possibls sseond Clry-unian “me-1po™ arbitration cast, all of
which ane expescted 1o 1842 place in FY07). The primery soares of nos-
federal funds is AAHC's sdmin shere of fuud reoovery, s [sierest income
on noa-HLAP investment is negligible. Knowing thar we ane gaing 1o incus
nen-recusTing extracrdinary adminisrative costs in the current (FY07)
fiscal year, the Cormmission i kely o flly deplets la S8 admiristearive
reserve, Bnd be umable ko weather any ‘ed emergency coste,
expecinlly &8 our CY2007 adminisrutive fanding Lus alresdy reduced by
niearly 52500, via the Jul 06 ~0wt 06 remewsl patisa

Implemscai adequase proosdures and controls te crsure that all peogram
irspectiong are parformed adeguately and all units mest HUD s hemsing
quality standards,

dAnn Arbor Howsing Conimliaion Betpanse:

Although we agree in prsciple with the finding that HOS centrols wers
net adequately enforced, we do take exception to some of the clisd
vialations that are argiably subjective in their intepretation. Dems of
perticular conceem wore “missing light globes” and *exposed wires”, Tn
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Auditee Comments

CEENY EE T ]

AErm Mikme Heasisg Cermission  TEESESHE1E

same cagss the actas] meta] wirss wess sxpaged, hawever i & large
mamber af vialatons, only the nibber sheathing was visfhle to the eye,
which enll resulted in o “Gil", When we disagreed with Inspecior
Palulonis sbout thess isems, he apresd that interpretation plays e rals in
canducting inspections and thet kis mterpretation i that the sandition
posed & hazerd,

Sines the HOS regulations sontain beoadly sabjective languags, the
AAHC's concem canters o the [merpretive netune of quality cantral All
ingpessars fior the Arm Arber Housing Comnalssion beve been trained and
cenified in Howsing Quality Standards — this ineludes beth contractual aed
employess, Cuality contral mspactioes as recarmended in this section
have beem performed and docusnented yeerly as required under SEMAP.
What then ie “adequets” controls? We propose o increass the number of
QC inspectiand to spgroximately six per manth for & tote] of 72 anoually —
4% greater than the number raquired for SEMAFP, This number reflects
slightly greates than 5% of our partfolic. Quality contro] inspections will
be perfarmed by o persen/firs certifeed by & netional sotity in Housing
Craality Standards inspections and will be reviewed by supervisory s=if
fer performance wedknasges,

Finding &: Controls aver Housing Assstance Payments Were Inadequets and Tenent
Reexominations Wers not Tlmaly

Aun dvbor Houriig Commlision Reponse:
We concur with Finding 2 that controls over HAP wers [medaquate and
tenent Teexans were nod performed timely.

Retommendations:

24,

Buedmbsurss iz program 57,449 from nos-federal funds for the
overpayment of hearing sssistence peyments cited in this finding.

dnn Arber Housing Commisgion Responge:
The Commission will refund o HUD, fom non-federsl dallers (AAHC

Admmin partion of FY06 frand resevery) the full smount of HAP
cverpayments cited.

Reimbrarse the srpropriats tenamts $1,318 for the underpayment of
housing syEstanes payments from urshlissied program fimds,

doin drbor Housing Commission Rarponss:

1

24




Auditee Comments

ELOT T I T] min mikes Heasiss Cowmiseion  TESREESHIE

Thee Comnigsion will reimbarse the seven ideatified tenats the applicable
emount of underpaid HAP identified in the audit from uoblipsted HAP
reserve fands ne laber thim August 3], 2006,

2C.  Implemend sdequate procedurss end centrols over its housing assisrense
paymest calcnlstions and lnant reexaminarioes to ensure they met HUD's
reqisirements and/er its program adminisirative plan,

la’.l IRE LRSI fan SEpamne- . )
. Mmm]}-mwbrwmmﬂ‘nfdl HAF shamges to ensurs

® Mw_h.‘lymm of staff corti Seations and recertifications by
quelified gaff

+  Raconding of ermor types for camse malyeis

#  Stafl coaching, remedial treining and appropriate dsciplinary
ection.

In sdition, the Asn Arhor Honging Commdssion ermhraces the suggestion
of & designing & procedurcs mames! to complimerd its Adminismarive Plan,
Techmizel assistance funds have been requested to aceomplish this through
8 contrectunl firm.

e mm-hmﬂmimmmndm b recectifisd om & quarterly hasis as
noted in Anm Arber Houstng Commission's policies. Case managers are
regponalble far kmawing and apalying Commission policies end HUD
regulations. The procedures masmel will incorporate this soneem and will
pravide for supervisory ovessight lo ensure staff performance is
scoeptoble,

0. Revies ite Adrmimistrative Plan to addsess how tenants will be reimbuarsed
when undsrpayment of howsisg assistance cecurs.,

Thf‘mumnwﬂ.‘l wumm“mmumm
Finding 3: The Cammissdon Lecked n Cost Allecation Plan for Indirest Cosis

mmcmmm mll'btllﬂ'\uwnhha]bculmafmh:m COEE
were ressomably daring FY0S, we concur that the Commission lacked &
writter, decysnenied plaa for the distrdbution of (ndivect costs, As the
commissicn did not slit ot utility costs for the adminisrative offics
which |8 master metered to 8 large publis housing kigh-rise, md HUD did
net sl ealculass the velue of utilities that mighi bave been charged o

Ll
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Auditee Comments

B3I RA0O0E dE. DR Bam Mibme Heasimg Comeiss)es TREEBREED IR

the Section B program (afier nsking for square footage of entir apariment
aed sdministrative speee), mor did it magmess what 11 thonght would be a
“resageable” cost allocalion hetween prograns and thus make & monstery
reoommendation as to how muash it believes might have been over-
asgessed to Section 8 it s the Cammission's pastion thet this isgue i
monstaly Enmalerial, even though we do net disputs the need to
decament 8 plan to support the sllocation of indirest adnyin conts ne
directed by OMB Circalar A-87,

Recommendation:

3A.  Implement & cast allocation plan to proparly ellssats indirect casts to all
ils programs in sccordenes with HUTH s requiresnents and OMB Circular
A-ES,

The l':m_uﬂmlw_wi]: devalop 4 cost allocation plen for its FY07 programe
thet provides justification for its indirest cost allocation to specific
|prograns mansged by the Commisaion,

26




Appendix C
CRITERIA

Finding 1

HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR [Code of Federal Regulations] 982.152(d) state that HUD may
reduce or offset any administrative fee to a public housing authority, in the amount determined
by HUD, if the authority fails to perform its administrative responsibilities correctly or
adequately under the program, such as not enforcing HUD’s housing quality standards.

HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR [Code of Federal Regulations] 982.305(a) state that the public
housing authority may not give approval for the family of the assisted tenancy or execute a
housing assistance contract until the authority has determined that the following meet program
requirements: (1) the unit is eligible, and (2) the unit has been inspected by the authority and
passes HUD’s housing quality standards.

HUD'’s regulations at 24 CFR [Code of Federal Regulations] 982.401 require that all program
housing meet HUD’s housing quality standards performance requirements both at
commencement of assisted occupancy and throughout the tenancy.

HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR [Code of Federal Regulations] 982.404 require owners of program
units to maintain the units in accordance with HUD’s housing quality standards. If the owner
fails to maintain the dwelling unit in accordance with HUD’s housing quality standards, the
authority must take prompt and vigorous action to enforce the owner’s obligations. The
authority’s remedies for such breach of the housing quality standards include termination,
suspension, or reduction of housing assistance payments and termination of the housing
assistance payment contract. The authority must not make any housing assistance payments for
a dwelling unit that fails to meet the housing quality standards unless the owner corrects the
defect within the period specified by the authority and the authority verifies the correction. If a
defect is life threatening, the owner must correct the defect within 24 hours. For other defects,
the owner must correct them within 30 calendar days.

HUD'’s regulations at 24 CFR [Code of Federal Regulations] 24.982.405(a) require public
housing authorities to perform unit inspections before the initial move-in and at least annually.
The authority must inspect the unit leased to a family before the term of the lease, at least
annually during assisted occupancy, and at other times as needed to determine whether the unit
meets housing quality standards.

HUD’s Housing Choice VVoucher Program Guidebook 7420.10, chapter 10, pages 10 through 33,
states that quality control inspections provide feedback on inspectors’ work, which can be used
to determine whether individual performance or general housing quality standards training issues
need to be addressed. The Authority should maintain a quality control tracking system for each
program year, which indicates the address of the units; date of original inspection and inspector;
date of the quality control inspection; and location of the unit by neighborhood, zip code, and
census tract.
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Finding 2

HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR [Code of Federal Regulations] 982.516(a)(1) require the authority
to conduct a reexamination of family income and composition at least annually. The authority
must obtain and document in the tenant file third-party verification or why third-party
verification was not available for the following factors: (1) reported family annual income, (2)
the value of assets, (3) expenses related to deductions from annual income, and (4) other factors
that affect the determination of adjusted income. At any time, the authority may conduct an
interim reexamination of family income and composition. Interim examinations must be
conducted in accordance with policies in the authority’s administrative plan. As a condition of
admission to or continued assistance under the program, the authority shall require the family
head and such other family members as the authority designates to execute a HUD-approved
release and consent form (including any release and consent as required under 5.230 of this title)
authorizing any depository or private source of income or any federal, state or local agency to
furnish or release to the authority or HUD such information as the public housing authority or
HUD determines to be necessary. The authority and HUD must limit the use or disclosure of
information obtained from a family or from another source pursuant to this release and consent
to purposes directly in connection with administration of the program.

HUD’s Housing Choice Voucher Program Guidebook7420.10, chapter 5, pages 13 through 35,
states that determinations of program eligibility and total tenant payment for the housing choice
voucher program require that the applicant or participant family’s annual income be computed at
least annually. Regulations specify the amounts to be included in the calculation of annual
income. The chapter further explains how to determine annual income and adjusted income.

HUD’s Housing Choice VVoucher Program Guidebook7420.10, chapter 6, pages 1 through 11,
explains how to calculate the housing assistance payment and the tenant’s total payment toward
rent and utilities, including circumstances in which gross rent for the unit exceeds the payment
standard for the unit size.

HUD’s Housing Choice Voucher Program Guidebook7420.10, chapter 12, pages 1 through 10,
states that public housing agencies must establish a policy regarding annual reexamination
effective dates that ensures that reexamination for every family takes effect within a 12-month
period. Public housing agencies must develop their own interim reporting requirements, which
must be stated in the administrative plan and the briefing materials. The policy must include
clear guidance on when (how soon after the change occurs) and under what circumstances the
family must report a change in family income or composition and rules on effective dates of any
changes in the housing assistance payment resulting from an interim reexamination. The interim
reporting rules must be applied uniformly to all families. It is important that the agency has
tracking and monitoring procedures and systems in place to ensure that the required
reexaminations for each assisted family are initiated and completed on time.

The Commission’s program administrative plan, chapter 6, discusses calculating rent and
housing assistance payments and the specific guidance to be used, such as when families report
zero income. Chapter 6, section D, states that families who report zero income are required to
complete a written certification every 90 days and provide a written statement as to how they
meet their basic needs. Chapter 6, section F, states that if family expenses exceed known
income, the family will be questioned about contributions and gifts. Chapter 7, page 8, of the
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administrative plan states that families claiming to have no income will be required to execute
various verification forms to determine that income is not being received by the household.

Finding 3

HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR [Code of Federal Regulations] 982.152(a)(3) states that [housing
authority] administrative fees may only be used to cover costs incurred to perform [housing
authority] administrative responsibilities for the program in accordance with HUD’s regulations
and requirements.

Section 11 of the annual contributions contract, between the Commission and HUD, states that
program receipts may only be used to pay program expenditures.

HUD’s Housing Assistance Payments Program Accounting Handbook 7420.6, chapter 5, page
34, states that if the [public housing agency] is administering other low-income housing
programs or is involved in enterprises other than the program and certain costs incurred are
applicable to other than the program, it will be necessary to prorate such costs in order to charge
the program with its applicable portion of the costs. The [public housing agency] shall maintain
for audit purposes appropriate schedules and worksheets showing how the allocation of costs
was made.
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Appendix D
UNITS WITH PREEXISTING VIOLATIONS

Improper
Housing housing Improper
assistance Last unit assistance administrative

Voucher number payment inspection From To payment fee

WV066-7 $530 12/2/2005 2/1/2006 2/21/2006 $397 $38
TV4041-026* 584 11/22/2005 12/1/2005 2/27/2006 1,731 153
WV4027-132 838 12/14/2005 2/1/2006 2/27/2006 808 50
TV4040-035 813 9/2/2005 11/1/05 2/27/2006 3,222 205
V4038-011" 671 10/13/2005 10/14/2005 3/1/2006 2,792 239
\V4040-133 888 1/3/2006 2/3/2006 2/22/2006 -- --
CV4011-014" 715 8/3/2005 8/10/2005 2/28/2006 4,611 348
WV4027-096" 1012 1/6/2006 1/6/2006 2/28/2006 1,860 95
WV4027-152 926 12/14/2005 2/1/2006 2/24/2006 793 44
CV4039-014 817 12/13/2005 2/1/2006 2/28/2006 817 51
WV4027-200 773 12/13/2005 2/1/2006 3/1/2006 797 53
V4044-122° 224 12/14/2005 2/1/2006 2/27/2006 -- --
WV4027-038 590 12/14/2005 2/1/2006 2/27/2006 568 50
TV4041-066 341 12/12/2005 2/1/2006 2/21/2006 255 38
TV4032-009 495 12/14/2005 2/1/2006 2/27/2006 477 50
CV4038-067 267 12/15/2005 2/1/2006 3/2/2006 284 55
TV4041-051° 499 12/2/2005 2/1/2006 2/24/2006 -- --
V4040-007 859 9/19/2005 11/1/2005 2/23/2006 3,282 198
V4040-026 685 12/14/2005 2/1/2006 3/1/2006 707 53
V4041-094 361 12/13/2005 2/1/2006 3/2/2006 384 55
CV0042-029 635 10/12/2005 12/1/2005 2/22/2006 1,768 144
WV4027-030 1100 12/12/2005 2/1/2006 2/23/2006 903 42
\V4045-006 370 12/14/2005 2/1/2006 2/27/2006 356 50
\0043-017 452 12/14/2005 2/1/2006 2/28/2006 452 51
TV4044-076 566 10/19/2005 12/1/2005 2/24/2006 1,617 148
V4038-009 644 12/14/2005 2/1/2006 3/1/2006 664 53
WV4027-006" 464 10/28/2005 11/1/2005 2/22/2006 1,756 196
WV4027-149 846 12/15/2005 2/1/2006 2/28/2006 846 51
TV066-062 471 9/2/2005 11/1/2005 2/22/2006 1,783 196
MCV066-058 889 12/2/2005 2/1/2006 2/23/2006 730 42
V4040-030* 307 10/7/2005 10/7/2005 2/28/2006 1,475 249
WV4027-086 717 12/2/2005 2/1/2006 2/22/2006 563 40
V4041-053 77 12/13/2005 2/1/2006 3/1/2006 79 53

! The last unit inspection was an initial inspection; therefore, the housing assistance payment should not have been
paid until the unit met HUD’s housing quality standards.

¢ According to the housing assistance payments register as of February 6, 2006, the Commission took appropriate

abatement action for the unit.

® The Commission abated the housing assistance payment for December 2005 and part of January 2008, for a total
of $692. This amount was subtracted from the improper housing assistance payment amount.
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UNITS WITH PREEXISTING DEFICIENCIES (continued)

Improper
Housing housing Improper
assistance Last unit assistance  administrative
Voucher number payment inspection From To payment fee
V4044-041 $615 12/13/2005 2/1/2006 3/2/2006 $654 $55
CV4040-044 751 12/12/2005 2/1/2006 2/23/2006 616 42
V0043-073" 860 8/8/2005 8/8/2005 3/3/2006 4,583 356
V4044-073 936 12/14/2005 2/1/2006 3/2/2006 996 55
V4040-020* 811 10/1/2005 10/1/2005 3/2/2006 2,859 262
TV4032-010 87 12/14/2005 2/1/2006 3/3/2006 95 56
TV4041-158 498 12/2/2005 2/1/2006 3/2/2006 530 55
Totals $47,110 $3,971
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Appendix E
TENANT FILE EXCEPTIONS

Voucher Assistance  Assistance
number Exception Description of exception Period Calculation underpaid overpaid
6/1/04 - 12 months times $168
CV4038-064  Income calculation error Trust fund counted as asset in error. 5/1/05 $14/month
Rent reasonableness Rent increased in 2005 from $650 to
CV4038-064  review not performed $675 without a rent review.
WV4027-033  Income document missing  Child support not documented.
Incorrect payment Correct payment standard should be 5/1/05 - 12 months times 180
\V4041-057 standard $713 but used $698. 4/1/06 $15/month
Two conflicting verifications in file $2,002
Conflicting information with different terms. More recent 6/1/05 — 11 months times
V4041-151 for child care expenses and detailed verification used. 4/1/06 $182/month
Tenant moved to new unit in 2005,
Rent reasonableness but only one comparable was used
V4041-151 review not complete for the review.
Utility allowance calculation failed 174
to include allowance for “other 7/1/05 - 6 months times
V4041-062 Utility allowance error electric.” 12/1/05 $29/month
Reexamination not Annual reexamination due 6/1/05,
V4041-062 performed timely but prepared on 7/1/05.

CV4038-014  None identified
Food stamps counted as income, 240
child support income understated,
and wrong utility allowance

Income calculation error schedule used (2004 instead of 5/1/05 - 12 months times

WV4027-038  and utility allowance error ~ 2005). 4/1/06 $20/month

WV4027-185  None identified

CV0042-046  None identified

No evidence that child resided with 120
tenant at least 51 percent of time to
Dependent allowance receive dependent allowance. 7/1/05 - 10 months times
CV4038-025  error 4/1/06 $12/month
Rent reasonableness Rent increased in 2004 from $860 to
CV4038-025  review not performed $897.
Zero income tenant. Tenant 100

reported new job in August 2005,
but change in income was not
processed in a timely manner.
Effect could not be determined for
period 3/1/05 to 9/1/05 when interim
should have been performed. But
for 10/1/05 to 11/1/05, housing
No interim examinations assistance payment overstated as 10/1/05 - 2 months times
WV4027-093  performed calculated. 11/1/05 $50/month
Tenant’s annual reexamination was
due August 2005 but was not

Reexamination not prepared. It was five months late as
CV4040-002  performed timely of review in December 2005.
Tenant reported job loss in 2005. 774
No followup verification performed
to determine any unemployment 8/1/05 - 9 months times
V4044-056 Unreported income benefits received. 4/1/06 $86/month
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TENANT FILE EXCEPTIONS (continued)

Voucher Assistance  Assistance
number Exception Description of exception Period Calculation underpaid overpaid
Tenant failed to disclose Family $451
Independence Agency income
between 2004 and 2005
examinations. The Commission did 8/1/04 — 11 months times
V4041-137 Unreported income not execute repayment agreement. 6/1/05 $41/month
Unemployment benefits of 3,344
$243/week reported in June but not
Unreported income; included. Form HUD-50058,
wrong payment standard effective 8/1/05, used payment 6/1/05 — 11 months times
WV4027-134  used standard of $913 instead of $863. 4/1/06 $304/month
Tenant claimed zero income at last
annual examination, effective
No interim examinations 8/1/05, but no interim examination
WV4027-134  performed has been performed as required.
CV4038-049  None identified
Monthly allowance of $8 for gas 36
service was given for a unit that was ~ 11/15/05 — 4.5 months
V4041-030 Utility allowance error all electric. 3/1/06 times $8/month
Contract shows incorrect amount of
Housing assistance $502 for housing assistance payment
V4041-030 payment contract error when it should be $479.
Higher housing assistance payment 36
paid for first and second months of
Housing assistance contract. $13 for November 2005 11/15/05 —
V4041-030 payment error and $23 for December 2005. 12/31/05
Interim examination was effective 254
one month early which did not allow
for 30-day notice for rent increase.
Incorrect interim Difference in tenant portion of rent 1 month times
MCV066-026 examination effective date  is $254/month. 12/1/05 $254/month
Tenant claimed near zero income at
last annual examination, effective
No interim examinations 7/1/05. Known expenses exceeded
WV066-37 performed income.
Tenant file shows contract effective 101
8/27/04, but the payment register 5 days/31 days
Missing payment to shows no dishursements for the 8/27/04 — per month x
V0043-106 landlord period 8/27/04 through 8/31/04. 8/31/04 $627/month
Tenant claimed zero income at last
Reexamination not annual examination, effective
performed in a timely 5/1/05, but no interim examination
CV0042-052  manner has been performed as required.
For 8/1/03 examination (8/1/03 — 540
7/31/04), childcare was calculated at
$75/week although verification form
Miscalculated childcare indicated expense of $75 every 2 8/1/03 - 12 months x
WV4027-85 expense weeks. 7/31/04 $45/month
Reexamination not Annual reexamination was due
performed in a timely 8/1/05 but was effective 11/1/05 (3
WV4027-85 manner months late).
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TENANT FILE EXCEPTIONS (continued)

Voucher Assistance  Assistance
number Exception Description of exception Period Calculation underpaid overpaid
Latest examination effective 11/1/05
Expired verification used expired verifications from June
WV4027-85 documents used 2005.
CV0042-002  None identified
Did not use anticipated Social $48
Income calculation error Security income. Used $569 instead 3/4/05 - 12 months times
WV066-16 for 2005 examination of $584. 2/1/06 $4/month
Income calculation error Did not include state supplemental 3/1/06 - 2 months times 8
WV066-16 for 2006 examination security income of $168 annually. 4/1/06 $4/month
Housing assistance payment $201
contract effective 2/21/05 indicated
housing assistance payment of $239.
However, on 4/11/05, housing
assistance payment was revised to
$327 made effective retroactively to
No amended housing 2/21/05. No adjustments to
assistance payment disbursements were made as a result 2/21/05 -
\V4044-030 contract of the revision. 4/30/05
Totals $1,318 $7.459
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