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Evaluate the Data Source
#2, National Tribal Survey-Tribally Administered
*The following data source is a proposed, as opposed to an existing, data source which presents unique challenges for reviewers. The responses, answers and ratings below reflect the reviewers’ assumptions and projections based on the stated purposes, goals and identified components and characteristics of the proposed survey, including its proposed purpose of specifically collecting data to support the IHBG formula variables.  As a result, each answer, rating or response below should not be interpreted as a guarantee or statement of known fact, but instead should be viewed as a product of that reviewer’s best efforts to assess or predict the likely outcome and relative degree of success of the process that would create and implement this survey.   
Relevance
1. Does the data source measure data that is based on factors that reflect the need of the Indian tribes and the Indian areas of the tribes for assistance for affordable housing activities, including (answer Y/N for each): 
a. the extent of poverty within Indian areas of the tribe 
Yes, based on the proposal that this survey would be specifically designed to support the IHBG formula variables.
Another reviewer answers ‘Unknown’ based upon the lack of an instrument or any specific questions that might be included in a new instrument agreeable to all tribes.
b. economic distress within Indian areas of the tribe 
Yes, based on the proposal that this survey would be specifically designed to support the IHBG formula variables.
Another reviewer answers ‘Unknown’ based upon the lack of an instrument or any specific questions that might be included in a new instrument agreeable to all tribes.
c. the number of Indian families within Indian areas of the tribe 
Yes, based on the proposal that this survey would be specifically designed to support the IHBG formula variables.
Another reviewer answers ‘Unknown’ based upon the lack of an instrument or any specific questions that might be included in a new instrument agreeable to all tribes.
d. other objectively measurable conditions as the Secretary and the Indian tribes may specify 
Yes, based on the proposal that this survey would be specifically designed to support the IHBG formula variables.  This data source could measure all housing needs variables set forth in the NAHASDA regulations, including population, household income characteristics, overcrowding, and completeness of facilities as well as any other aspect of housing need consistent with the definitions in the statute.
Another reviewer answers ‘Unknown’ based upon the lack of an instrument or any specific questions that might be included in a new instrument agreeable to all tribes.
2. Does the data source reflect the following other factors for consideration, (answer Y/N for each):
a. the relative administrative capacities and other challenges faced by the recipient, including, but not limited to geographic distribution within the Indian area and technical capacity
Yes, the form would be designed and developed with tribal involvement and with specific consideration for the relative capacities of TDHEs to respond to the form. 
Another reviewer answers ‘Unknown’ based upon the lack of an instrument or any specific questions that might be included in a new instrument agreeable to all tribes.
b. the extent to which terminations of assistance under subchapter V of section 302 of NAHASDA will affect funding available to State recognized tribes 
Absent a change in Title V of the statute, the data source will not have any independent impact on funding available to state-recognized tribes. 
3. Does the data source measure the formula variables in 24 CFR Part 1000? 
X
AIAN persons
X
AIAN households with annual income less than 30% of median income 
X
AIAN households with annual income between 30% and 50% of median income
X
AIAN households with annual income between 50% and 80% of median income
X
AIAN households which are overcrowded or without kitchen or plumbing
X
AIAN households with housing cost burden greater than 50% of annual income
X
Housing Shortage (number of low-income AIAN households less total number of NAHASDA and Current Assisted Stock)
4. Does the data source measure other aspects of housing need?
	
	Units of Measurement
	Population Data Sets

	
	Individual
	Housing Unit/Household
	Family
	Other: 
	AIAN
	Enrolled Tribal Member
	Other:
any identified in the statute  

	Unit Count
	
	Y
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Safe and Sanitary
	
	Y
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Age of Unit
	
	Y
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Occupancy
	
	Y
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Room Count/Unit Size
	
	Y
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Unit Type
	
	Y
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Facilities (Kitchen/Plumbing)
	
	Y
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Unit Tenure/Ownership
	
	Y
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Population
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Income
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Expenses
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Employment
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Disability
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Other Aspect of Need: any identified in the statute   
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y


One reviewer checked the items above based on the proposal that this survey would be specifically designed to support the IHBG formula variables.
Another reviewer answers ‘Unknown’ based upon the lack of an instrument or any specific questions that might be included in a new instrument agreeable to all tribes.
*NOTE: All of the reviewers agree that the accurate identification of all American Indian and Alaska Native persons and families currently within each formula area is extremely important.  This is an issue for the Tribally Administered Tribal Survey, as well as the Decennial Census, ACS and any other data source providing data for the IHBG formula.  
Previously one reviewer raised concerns about the units of measurement that the U.S. Census Bureau applies in the course of its data collections, specifically households vs. families and AI/AN persons vs. enrolled tribal members. The reviewer noted that the way Census counts households may undercount distinct families living within a single housing unit by lumping them together as a household. Each distinct family unit may have its own housing need.  These distinct families may include single, semi-transient, and temporary residents of other people’s homes and others for whom the connection to other residents in the home is not made clear on the Decennial Census form.  
However another reviewer points out that HUD and the Census Bureau have been studying the use of information on the relationships among individual in a housing unit to count the presence of different types of families.  
One reviewer recognizes the complexity of defining “family” in a manner that is both implementable and sufficiently flexible to embrace the wide array of family units present in modern society.  It is unlikely that all tribes and HUD could agree on a uniform definition of the term.  For example, consider a household comprised of nine individuals: an unmarried man and woman, one child who is the offspring of both the man and the woman, one child who is the offspring of the man but not the woman, the man’s married aunt and uncle, the man’s step-brother, the woman’s grandmother, and a friend of the woman, all of whom permanently reside in the unit.  How many families reside in that particular household?  It is worth noting that the current definition in NAHASDA is vague and provides no clarification.
The reviewer that expressed concerns about the household vs. family unit of measure also has concerns about the self-identification of AIAN as race. The reviewer raises the issue of how to “identify, distinguish or count enrolled members of federally recognized tribes.”  The reviewer notes that when the IHBG allocation formula was negotiated, the Decennial Census was viewed as the only data source that was national in scope, captured remotely relevant data, and displayed a requisite level of scientific rigor and uniformity across tribal areas.  The reviewer believes that the use of “AIAN persons” as a unit of measure was considered by many of the first Negotiated Rulemaking Committee members to be unavoidable, as that was the definition applied by the Census Bureau after the U.S. Office of Management and Budget's (OMB) October 30, 1997 “Revisions to the Standards for the Classification of Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity”.  
The reviewer notes that the present definition of “American Indian and Alaska Native” applied by the Census Bureau is:
“A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North and South America (including Central America) and who maintains tribal affiliation or community attachment. This category includes people who indicate their race as "American Indian or Alaska Native" or report entries such as Navajo, Blackfeet, Inupiat, Yup'ik, or Central American Indian groups or South American Indian groups.”
The reviewer notes that this definition does not require enrollment in a federally-recognized tribe as a qualification.  The reviewer recognizes that the Census includes a line asking respondents who identify as AIAN to “print name of enrolled or principal tribe” to embrace a tribal enrollment requirement, but the reviewer believes that the inclusion of the term “principal” in addition to “enrolled” makes those who self-identify as AIAN, whether they are from the United States or elsewhere in North or South America, indistinguishable from enrolled tribal members.
Another reviewer notes that the Study Group has discussed the legal question regarding whether the NAHASDA prohibits the use of AIAN population data.  Some study group members believe there is no such prohibition in NAHASDA, which was also the position supported by HUD’s Office of General Counsel.  NAHASDA requires that the need portion of the formula be based in part on the “number of Indian families within Indian areas of the tribe.” See Section 302(b)(2) of NAHASDA.  Some of the study group members believe this requirement is satisfied because tribal enrollment data is used to cap a tribe’s AIAN population data.  Those study group members, including HUD, have suggested that use of AIAN population data is permissible as an “other objectively measureable condition” under Section 302(b)(3) of NAHASDA.
The reviewer believes that the more relevant question for purposes of the study group’s technical experts is whether there is an accurate, current, complete, transparent, and available data source that can provide data on the number of tribal members, as defined in NAHASDA, that live within tribal areas.  There are three strategies for counting tribal members within tribal areas.  First, use of self-reported race in Census products.  Second use of tribal enrollment or other administrative records that contain address information and that are regularly updated. This has been discussed  in the Tribal Enrollment Evaluation and does not appear to be feasible. Third, the tribes and HUD could create a national tribal survey that was appropriately accurate, precise, current, complete, transparent, and available.  The precise questions and protocol for identifying American Indian and Alaska Native persons and families have not been developed for this evaluation.  
It is not the intention to require verification of tribal enrollment through presentation of any document or identification card.  It is the intention to develop a self report question that accurately identifies tribal enrollment.  Any such question would need to account for the experience gained from review of Census questions.  For example, when asked to write the name of a tribe, some individuals use incomplete federal tribe names.  Thus a respondent listing “Cherokee” could be indicating the Cherokee Nation, the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma, the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, or even the Delaware Tribe of Indians that was formerly known as the the Delaware Cherokee.
Additionally, in certain regions respondents may identify an affiliation other than their enrolled tribe, despite actually being enrolled tribal members.  One example is how many Alaska Natives may respond when asked to identify their “tribe.”  The tribal status of Alaska Native peoples is unique.  Historically, most Alaska Natives identified along ethnic lines as being, for example, Aleut, Tlingit, or Yupik.  It was not until the 1970s that the land claims of Alaska’s indigenous peoples were settled with the establishment of regional and village corporations having Alaska Native shareholders.  Federal recognition of Alaska tribes did not occur until the 1990s, a process that resulted, in many instances, in tribes being formally recognized on the basis of the proximity of a group of people to a particular village or geographic area.  Sometimes, those people were not connected by shared ancestry, history, or culture; the manner in which the federal government recognized Alaska’s tribes was in some circumstances an artificial construct.
Because of this complex history, Alaska Natives may respond in a variety of ways to any request for “enrolled or principal tribe”.  Some may identify the tribe of which they are a member.  Some may identify the ANCSA regional or village corporation of which they are a shareholder.  Others may identify in a traditional manner as being, for example, Aleut, Tlingit, or Yupik.  This latter class of individuals is the primary cause of concern in Alaska, as these ethnic categories are not considered to be tribes under NAHASDA.  Many Alaska Native elders, for example, would be excluded from such a special tabulation because they tend to identify ethnically when asked about their “tribe” – despite being shareholders and/or tribal members.   
Over many years, the United States Census Bureau has responded to the concerns of Alaska Native peoples regarding this issue.  Any newly developed tribal survey would need to do the same and recognizes and count Alaska Natives who primarily identify along ethnic lines (e.g. Haida, Inupiaq, Athabascan, etc.) when asked about their tribal affiliation, preventing a potentially significant undercount of Alaska Native persons.
One reviewer would add that, though certain tribes contend that properly counting enrolled tribal members (those eligible to be served under NAHASDA) and delineating the number of Indian families within Indian areas would be challenging (and we agree), this reviewer does not believe that this circumstance merits dismissing this as an issue that should be considered when addressing the relevance of any data source for use in the IHBG formula, especially given the importance of that issue to many tribes throughout the United States. While, as noted above. some may contend that the formula partially or fully satisfies the statutory requirement of counting Indian families in Indian areas by applying tribal enrollment numbers as part of the determination of a cap on the number of AIAN persons counted for a tribe for formula purposes, virtually no one would contend that the population of AIAN captured by the Decennial Census and ACS in any way mirrors or reflects the population of low-income Indian families or persons that are actually eligible to be served under section 201(b) of NAHASDA (for example, HUD’s IHBG Formula Allocation spreadsheet listed 2,163,840 enrolled tribal members nationwide in 2010 and the 2010 Census counted 5,220,579 individuals who listed themselves as AIAN Alone or In Combination with Other Races). This reviewer assumes that none of the reviewers would support a count of American Indians or Alaska Natives by a data source that, by definition, results in an undercount of all or a subset of these populations, but attention must also be paid to the harmful effects of sweeping overcounts that distort efforts to accurately identify populations of eligible tribal members and the degree and nature of their housing need and, as a result, distort the allocation of limited funds to recipients.  
Thus, this reviewer’s rating of data sources reflects both what they do (e.g., count self-identified AIAN persons) for the current IHBG formula and what they do not and may never do to support the ongoing efforts of many IHBG recipients to ensure that formula allocations more closely mirror the number of eligible low-income Indian families in formula areas who may actually be served using IHBG funds.  
Overall, is the data source RELEVANT? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor? Provide a narrative explanation for the overall rating. How can the data source relevancy be improved? What resources are needed to make these improvements?
Excellent.  This survey would be designed specifically to be relevant for this program. The questions will be phrased to measure any aspect of need within any population identified by the statute.
Another reviewer answers ‘Unknown.’ It is difficult to evaluate the relevancy without the actual survey instrument.  In theory, if the survey was designed to do so, it could provide the data necessary to meet the current formula variables or any other variables that the committee decides to include in the formula. Based upon the lack of an instrument or any specific questions that might be included in a new instrument that would be agreeable to all tribes, all that is left is intent.
Currency
1. Does the frequency with which the data is collected make them reliably current on an annual basis, or can they be made reliably current? Explain, including how and how often data can be made current without introducing significant error into the estimates. 
Yes and No.  The current proposal is to collect new data every 5 years to reflect a single point in time.  Thus, the source itself doesn't produce data that is current on an annual basis (nor would any data source with a collection cycle greater than an annual basis) but an ageing factor could be applied to it if the factor was independently identified and approved.  To be made current on an annual basis, the data would need to be aged for the intermediate years during which data would not be collected. Developing an improved method for ageing is an important discussion, but not one that is solely relevant to this National Tribal Survey.
One reviewer notes that data would not be available until after processing and that collection and processing would have to work with the annual distribution of IHBG Formula Response Form by June 1 for the subsequent year’s allocations.  
Another reviewer notes that an ageing factor could be applied to it and that most data that could be used as an aging factor would use historical data to indicate an estimate for the current year. Thus, if 2015 was the based upon 2012 data, the 2012 data could be aged to 2015 by accounting for annual births, deaths, and migration for each formula area.  The selection of an ageing factor or developing an improved method for ageing is an important discussion, but not one that is within the scope of evaluation of an agency-administered National Tribal Survey. 
2. Is the aggregated data available for use within a reasonable time frame after it is collected? How long does it take for the data to be available? Explain any delays.
The answer to the specific question here is ‘Yes.’  It would likely take 2 years or less to aggregate the data after it is collected. The time between data collection and aggregation would be dependent on the number and types of questions and variables and the collection period agreed upon by tribes, as well as the overall funding for the data collection program. Aggregation of the data would presumably take less time as the collection process was further refined and tribes gain additional data collection experience and capacity.  
The use of online modes of data collection can facilitate and speed the process of reviewing, coding, and entering data from survey responses.  The use of high-speed optical character readers can also reduce processing time and reduce human errors that can occur in data entry.  As the collection and response entry process was further refined some efficiencies might allow data to be made available more quickly.
However, as noted during characterization, there would be an additional lag time of approximately two to three years after the appropriation of funds and before the start of data collection to allow for the design of the survey instrument, modes of delivery,  and methodology with input from all tribes. In addition any new data collection needs to meet the requirements of the Paperwork Reduction Act. Efforts to develop tribal capacity to administer the survey could occur concurrently. After the initial development investment, however, it is expected that future modifications related to changes in the IHBG formula could be implemented relatively rapidly.
Another reviewer answers ‘Unknown’ based upon the lack of an instrument or any specific questions that might be included in a new instrument agreeable to all tribes.
3. Is the data stable over time? (i.e. no sudden swings in values, caused by sampling/methodology changes/etc.) 
Data stability cannot be measured for a new survey.  Stability would presumably mirror that of other federally-administered surveys. 
One reviewer notes that, rather than presuming the stability of data from a new questionnaire, it would be better to develop and test measures of stability.  
Stability could also be affected by Congressional action, or failure to act.  A government shutdown would stop the process for a specific time period, though this is likely true of all government surveys.  A Congressional reduction in funding could also have many effects on when collection took place, what was collected and upon the processes that lead up to distribution of aggregated data.
Overall, is the data source CURRENT? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor? Provide a narrative explanation for the overall rating. How can the data source currency be improved? What resources needed to make these improvements?
Good.  The 5 year interval represents an improvement in frequency from the decennial census and would mirror that of the ACS 5-year estimates, though the proposed survey would utilize a point-in-time sample every five years rather than a rolling sample that continues throughout the five-year period.  This source will still require some ageing mechanism to bring the data to current every year. It would be possible to increase data collection frequency if additional funding were available and deemed appropriate.  
Accuracy and Precision
*The design of this survey will inevitably balance available funding levels and sources with desired levels of completeness, accuracy and precision.  Decisions regarding appropriate sample sizes, marketing, quality control and other factors will be dependent upon the appropriation of sufficient funding to establish the conditions necessary to produce data that is at least as complete, accurate and precise as other existing federal data sources.
As noted above, those tasked with designing and implementing this survey would inevitably be forced to strike a balance between cost and the other factors impacting the overall quality of survey data.  This balancing would focus primarily on the ability of the survey to achieve response rates and sample sizes that enable survey data to fall within a specified confidence interval or margin of error. However, while sample sizes and response rates are clearly two of several key indicators of survey success or failure, they are not the only determinants of data quality. The relevance, quality and completeness of responses are significant indicators of data quality and fitness for a particular purpose. For example, the difficulty of obtaining accurate “within household coverage” (the counting and collection of data for all residents of a housing unit) in many tribal areas has been a major concern for the Census Bureau for many years and it is an issue which cannot be directly resolved by higher response rates or increases in sample size. 
Thus, one must balance the impact of, for example, lower response rates and smaller sample sizes in a survey that captures perfectly relevant data and  obtains complete and accurate responses from respondents with the consideration of data from a survey that receives very high response rates and incorporates sufficient sample sizes but gathers data that is of more limited relevance and is either heavily imputed due to a higher percentage of incomplete responses or simply gathers inaccurate data based upon a high percentage of inaccurate responses.    
1. Does the data collection program methodology support deriving estimates covering formula areas as described in 25 CFR 1000.302? If not, for which other geographies can the data source derive estimates?
Yes. The data collection program would be designed to estimate data values for all IHBG formula areas (and potentially other service areas necessary for allocating federal funding for tribal programs subject to any limitations caused by divergence concerning applicable units of measurement and subject characteristics or definitions).
2. Are there sufficient protocols in place to address potential respondent misunderstandings concerning data collection instruments? Explain.
Yes, based on the proposal, the intention would be to design and test the data collection instruments with the direct involvement of and input from all tribes.  The procedures, protocols and training necessary to ensure accurate implementation of the data collection process would similarly be developed with extensive tribal consultation. This tribal consultation would be expected to find and address potential respondent misunderstandings concerning the data collection instruments.  With each data collection event, it is expected that protocols would be broadened and strengthened to reduce respondent misunderstandings to the lowest possible levels.  
Another reviewer answers ‘Unknown’ based upon the lack of an instrument or any specific protocols for recruitment, administration, and follow-up that would be agreeable to all tribes and within the capacity of all tribes to accomplish.
3. Are the data collection instruments and data collection protocols culturally sensitive? Explain.
Yes. In contrast to the instruments used by other national surveys representing broader national interests, the instrument(s) and protocols for this survey would be developed with extensive tribal consultation in order to specifically address, to the greatest extent feasible, the varying sensitivities of the many tribal cultures in the United States.
One reviewer noted that it should be recognized that there are cultural differences between tribes.  The diversity of tribes in the United States may require significant work to avoid decisions that show more awareness from the perspective of some tribes than from others. While tribal consultation can help to minimize bias with the wording of questions in surveys, it should be noted that one way of phrasing a question in a survey might lower bias in one tribe but increase bias in another.  
One reviewer suggested that for the foregoing reasons, nonresponse rates could be much higher for low-income AIAN households compared to other data sources and could introduce unintended bias in the estimates.  However, having the Census Bureau administer this survey would provide experience with putting in place protocols similar to those used for other Census data collections, such as the Decennial Census and the American Community Survey.
4. Are there sufficient protocols in place to verify the accuracy of collected data? 
Yes. These protocols, which would likely take the form of quality assurance and control procedures as well as initial verification of the accuracy of the Master Address File or other survey frame for each formula area, for example, would be developed with extensive tribal consultation.
Another reviewer says “NO”, there are concerns about precision.  The capacity of many tribes to undertake a valid survey that would be usable for a formula such that all tribes trust the data of other tribes to be fair and equitable is unknown. There is no instrument nor any specific protocols for sampling, administration, and follow-up that would be agreeable to all tribes and within the capacity of all tribes to accomplish.
5. Are there major concerns about precision? For instance, are the margins of error reasonable and consistent across all Indian areas? Explain.
No. There are no major concerns about precision. The survey methodology, including the determination of the appropriate sample size within each stratum, would be designed to keep margins of error reasonable and consistent across all areas. Standardized training for tribal survey coordinators and manuals and other materials made available to all tribes would ensure the highest possible degree of procedural uniformity.  Operational support and training and technical assistance provided by the Census Bureau and HUD’s PD&R Office would further enhance tribal capacity before, during and after the data collection process. 
Technically, all recipients of IHBG funds could currently collect their own data to challenge census data used in the formula with limited restrictions or mandatory procedures to ensure the precision of each tribe’s data.  In addition, recipients whose formula areas encompass urban areas are left to independently determine appropriate sampling methodologies and sample sizes in these very challenging areas.  Standardization of sampling methodologies and data collection procedures and protocols, while enabling the content to adapt to the needs of the program and its funding formula, could produce a more precise set of tribally-collected data and provide needed support to recipients that did not previously have the capacity to challenge their formula data.   
Another reviewer says “YES”, there are concerns about precision.  The capacity of every tribes to undertake a valid survey that would be usable for a formula such that all tribes trust the data of other tribes to be fair and equitable is unknown, and it seems unlikely that all tribes would have the same capacity to do this.    
6. Are there major concerns about accuracy? For instance, do missing administrative data or imputation and/or weighting methods introduce bias?
No. As proposed, the survey methodology would be designed to keep margins of error reasonable and consistent across all areas and methods of imputation or weighting data would need to be carefully evaluated to ensure that bias was not introduced into the data systematically in, for example, areas experiencing higher percentages of very low income households. 
Another reviewer says Yes. The reviewer expects that there will be missing data in this, or any other large survey.  Some have been critical of the methods of imputation that Census has used to to address missing data.  However this survey would either need to develop imputation methods or accept smaller response rates. What would be done is not known.  For that reason that reviewer says Yes there is a concern.
As noted by reviewers in the evaluations of the American Community Survey, the Decennial Census and the National Tribal Survey (Tribal Administered), the use of Master Address File (MAF) addresses and multi-stage contact protocols to select and contact participants may adversely affect Tribes in rural areas.  Any limitations caused by these methods and tools as identified in the evaluations of other sources would initially apply to this source as well.  For example, Certain research indicates that coverage in rural areas is poorer than in the urban areas. While filter rules can be examined and potentially modified to account for erroneous exclusions, improving overall coverage in rural areas cannot be done without finding a way to get missing units added to the MAF. This may require greater awareness among tribes of the need to inform the Census Bureau about new housing units, structures newly converted to housing, and non-traditional places of habitation.
However, greater involvement of tribes in survey development could allow for a more substantial opportunity to improve the survey frame based on local efforts, such as 9-1-1 addressing processes and other housing unit mapping projects, and to develop contact protocols that balance the need for cost-effectiveness with the goal of limiting any potential bias caused by employing different or more contact methods in different formula areas or portions of formula areas.  Additionally, a positive potential outcome of examining and improving upon existing tools and protocols might be that the specific tribal focus of this survey could facilitate more targeted study of the possible disparate impacts in tribal areas of certain survey design and implementation processes which are implemented at the national level.  
In response to a question from the Study Group concerning the relative accuracy of rolling samples versus point-in-time counts, the reviewers provide the following response. All other things being equal, when the two are compared, a point-in-time sample will provide a more accurate estimate for that specific point in time and a rolling sample will provide a more accurate estimate of average conditions over the entire period of sampling. Because a rolling sample creates estimates for the average over a window of time, the longer the window of time the less accurate those estimates are for representing any specific point (or window) in time, especially for periods of time at the leading and trailing edge of the sampling window. For example, an estimate for population based on a 5-year rolling sample from 2010 through 2014 would be least accurate for representing the population in either 2010 or 2014, though it could provide a very accurate estimate for the average population over that time period. For a point-in-time sample, the accuracy of an estimate applied to a period other than the specific point-in-time for which it was collected decreases with time from the sampling period. For example, an estimate for population based on a point-in-time count in January 1, 2010 could be very accurate for the population at the start of 2010, but would be less accurate for representing the population in 2014. In addition, cost considerations impact sample sizes, survey content, marketing budgets and other aspects of both rolling samples and point-in-time counts, and these differences or variances have significant impacts on data quality and very often limit one’s ability to make specific and direct comparisons between surveys based on this factor or difference alone. 
In response to a question from the Study Group concerning the staffing of a tribally administered point-in-time count conducted every five years in comparison to a rolling sample conducted by the Census Bureau, the reviewers provide the following response.  ACS maintains permanent office and field staff to complete its monthly samples, though the Decennial Census must hire and train the vast majority of its field and local office staff for each 10-year collection cycle. A national tribal survey administered either by the tribes or by the Census at 5-year intervals would not likely retain permanent staff, though a National Tribal Survey incorporating a rolling sample, rather than a point-in-time count, may be able to maintain some amount of permanent staffing.  
Training staff for each collection cycle is an expensive undertaking and training new staff with each 5-year cycle may limit data quality to some extent when compared to maintaining consistent staffing.  Similar to the Decennial Census, training of field staff would need to be thorough and would likely draw at least in part from the pool of former Decennial Census employees living within and around tribal areas.
However, if funding were available to increase the frequency of the survey to every 2-3 years instead of every 5 years, it may be possible to utilize the pool of temporary and permanent staff at the Census to manage and complete this survey in a manner similar to the American Housing Survey. Additionally, in the tribally-administered version of this survey, greater potential exists to retain permanent office and field staff through individual tribal data collection programs or statistics offices tasked with continually collecting and maintaining other datasets relevant to tribal interests and management as a way to leverage the training and capacity developed through administering the national tribal survey.  
Overall, is the data source ACCURATE and PRECISE? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor? Provide a narrative explanation for the overall rating. How can the data source accuracy and precision be improved (for example, is it possible to correct or compensate for any and all survey design issues, such as phrasing of questions, incentives for participating, imputation methods, number of attempts to collect data at sampled housing unit, etc., which are likely to introduce biases for all or a certain subgroups of tribes, including small, large, rural, urban, etc., or certain types of data, including financial, population, etc.)?  What resources are needed to make these improvements?
One reviewer rates this source as ‘Good to Excellent’ for Accuracy and Precision.  The survey could likely merit a rating of Good in its first cycle and has the potential to rate Excellent in subsequent cycles. The National Tribal Survey would be designed to collect accurate and precise data for the IHBG formula without requiring additional resources to compensate for data problems after the fact (e.g., through individual tribal data challenge processes). At the outset of the proposed survey, issues related to inaccuracy of the Master Address File (MAF), refining the process for sampling American Indian or Alaska Native households in urban and other complex areas, and the balancing of cost concerns with the potential bias created by employing contact protocols differently in rural versus urban areas, for example, may impact this survey in the same ways that they presently affect the American Community Survey. However, the specific purpose of this survey, as opposed to national surveys, would likely enable it to adapt, adjust and improve its methodologies for collecting data from American Indian and Alaska Native households  in ways that other large national surveys cannot.  As with any survey, increased funding would enable the survey administrators to increase sample sizes in specific areas of concern and perform more extensive testing of response and inclusion rates and other sources of error to continually improve the quality of the resulting data. 
Another reviewer recommends "Fair" on this.  Absent better information on response rates on the tribally administered challenges to date to counter, it is doubtful that they exceed the ACS rates of over 90% in most tribal areas (due to the mandatory nature of the ACS).  Moreover, we need to carefully consider sample size and cost to administer.  If response rates are not even close to the ACS and sample sizes are equivalent or worse, then non-response bias and sampling error will erase any benefits of better sampling frame or more culturally sensitive questions.
Another reviewer answers ‘Unknown’ based upon the lack of an instrument or any specific protocols for sampling, administration, and follow-up that would be agreeable to all tribes and within the capacity of all tribes to accomplish.
Completeness
1. Does the data source collect data for all Indian tribes as defined in Section 4 (13) of NAHASDA? 
Yes. This data source would be designed to collect data and estimate data values for all formula areas defined in the statute.
One reviewer is concerned about how this data source would be able to respond to changes in formula area that occur when new trust land is added to a formula area. 
2. Are outreach efforts to encourage participation in the data source appropriate and effective within tribes/tribal areas? Are those efforts equally effective and equally implemented across all Indian areas? Explain.
Yes. Follow-up contact with non-respondents would be conducted and marketing through tribes and tribal service providers and regional and national organizations could also be undertaken. There will likely be additional outreach and marketing efforts specifically within tribes and their community representatives, especially in comparison to ACS, which does very little marketing due to an extremely limited budget for these activities. For example, for the six months prior to data collection, marketing of the survey would be done through local radio, TV, and newspaper outlets; tribes and tribal service providers; regional and national organizations familiar to the tribe. Social media campaigns would be used to encourage participation in the Tribal Survey.  It is difficult to estimate the costs of this marketing, however it will require sufficient funds for each Tribe to conduct its own marketing campaign. 
Unknown.  Some tribes may not have the capacity to undertake this work even with additional funding resources.
3. Are all populations well represented in the data source, as evidenced by high response and inclusion rates or any other criteria? Explain any identified areas, populations, and/or topics where response or inclusion rates may be a cause for concern. 
Because this is a proposal for a new survey, there are no response or inclusion rates to draw from. However, the methodology for this survey would be designed with consultation from tribes and specific acknowledgement of particular areas of concern highlighted in the evaluation of other national surveys in an effort to avoid these issues. 
The proposal for this survey indicated that the survey frame would initially be based on the US Census Master Address File (MAF) for formula areas, which is currently used for the ACS and Decennial Census.  In a separate data source evaluation, one reviewer suggested that the use MAF addresses to select participants may adversely affect Tribes in rural areas, since research indicates that coverage in rural areas is poorer than in the urban areas.  However, another reviewer commented that it is possible that the extensive address canvassing performed in the 2010 Decennial Census rectified a lot of the MAF coverage issues in rural areas.  The new MAF incorporated the work of the 2010 Census Address Canvassing operation.  Whether for purposes of a federally administered tribal survey or a current Census Bureau data collection like the ACS, the reviewers agree that the Census Bureau should work with tribal entities to improve and update the MAF. 
It is not clear at this time whether the Census Bureau would make the MAF available to tribes to conduct this survey. While the Census Bureau website states “[t]he content of the MAF/TIGER database is undergoing continuous updates and is made available to the public through a variety of TIGER/Line® shapefiles”, the data provided is only made available as tract-level housing unit counts rather than actual map spots/unit coordinates or lists of addresses in the MAF. (see https://www.census.gov/geo/reference/gtc/gtc_maftiger.html) Thus, the tribes and HUD would have to either negotiate with the Census Bureau to obtain the MAF for their respective areas, if possible, or utilize other resources prepared by the tribe or other agencies to prepare the survey frame. 
In response to a request from the Study Group to summarize the more general issue concerning the likely change in outcome based on whether a survey is mandatory or voluntary, the reviewers provide the following response. There is no way to disentangle all of the factors that contribute to high response rate. It may be a fair assumption that for two otherwise identical surveys, one defined as mandatory by an authoritative body will have higher response rates than one marked as voluntary, but there is no reason to think that ANY mandatory survey will automatically result in a higher response rate than ANY voluntary survey, especially when there is no enforcement of the requirement. Survey length, the intensity of (and budget for) non-response follow up, the respondents’ understanding of how the data will be used and many other issues are all extremely important. The U.S. Decennial Census, for example, in addition to being mandatory, is a short survey with a large budget for advertising and follow-up and a direct connection to electoral representation and many funding sources. There is not a voluntary survey comparable to the Decennial Census in those terms to investigate the impact of the mandatory vs. voluntary designation alone. 
The Census Bureau did a study to investigate how making ACS a voluntary survey would impact response rates for that survey and found that mail response fell by over 20%, while the overall response rate was about 5% lower than for the mandatory survey.  A negative impact on response rates in traditionally low response areas was also identified though the specific impact on AIAN areas was not specifically quantified (see Griffin et al, 2003). However, this study was conducted in 2003, when ACS was still quite new. Now, more than ten years later, there still has not been a particularly effective marketing campaign to encourage participation and awareness of that survey, so this mandatory designation by the U.S. government may have been especially important. A more recent study (Griffin and Starsinic 2012) argues that the “hardest-to-interview populations” were equally represented in the voluntary and mandatory implementations, and that it is the people with higher education and income levels, as well as more mobile populations, that are likely missed by voluntary surveys.  So, although it has been determined that ACS has a higher response rate as a mandatory survey than a voluntary survey (when using the particular language used to introduce the surveys in that study, see Griffin et al., 2004 for more information on the impact of wording), it does not necessarily follow that no voluntary survey would be able to achieve a response rate equal to or greater than that achieved by ACS. There are a myriad of other factors and techniques that influence response rate.
In response to a question from the Study Group concerning the sufficiency of the sample for urban areas and areas with higher percentages of non-AIAN households, the reviewers provide the following response. Developing stratified samples that may be further clustered in some urban areas to ensure that American Indian and Alaska Native populations are properly targeted presents both a new and not insignificant challenge as well as an opportunity to refine sampling frames within diverse formula areas. As noted in the characterization stage, recipients with urban areas or largely non-AIAN populations comprising portions of their formula areas are already faced with this sampling challenge if and when they choose to challenge Decennial Census data used in the current formula.  Sample sizes will inevitably vary between formula areas to ensure that margins of error are consistent, so defining a precise national sample or samples for individual formula areas at this time is not possible. The estimates of sample size provided in the evaluation assume that the initial sample for each area or stratum will fall somewhere between the lowest sample size necessary to statistically attain the established margin of error (for relatively rural and homogenous areas) and the larger ACS sample size in more diverse formula areas or strata where advanced sampling and screening methodologies have not yet been employed to specifically target the American Indian and Alaska Native population.   
In response to a question from the Study Group concerning how tribal membership would be “verified” by field staff conducting the National Tribal Survey, the reviewers provide the following response. Based on the initial survey proposal, interviewers would not “verify” tribal enrollment via documentation or other in-field review method. 
As an example, the question designed to collect enrollment information could incorporate the membership requirements of the definition of “Indian” set forth in section 4(10) of NAHASDA.  The question would ask the respondent whether or not they are an enrolled member of an Indian tribe in addition to asking the respondent to list the tribe in which they are enrolled. The survey design process would test, identify and implement the best method for collecting this data.    
In response to a request from the Study Group to list the possible ways to address the
potential circumstance that a tribe or tribes “opt out” of the National Tribal Survey, the reviewers provide the following options to consider:
· Tribe would have no data, and therefore no need-based allocation (or minimum needs allocation)
· Tribe chooses not to administer Tribally Administered survey: Census Bureau or other agency could conduct a “special census”; Census Bureau/HUD could negotiate and organize/manage members of other tribes, or other nearby residents, to administer the survey in those areas
· HUD or the Census Bureau would impute data from a nearby tribe or one sharing similar selected characteristics 
Overall, is the data source COMPLETE? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor? Provide a narrative explanation for the overall rating. How can the data source completeness be improved? What resources are needed to make these improvements?
Good to Excellent.  The National Tribal Survey would be designed to collect complete data for the IHBG formula, covering all relevant geographic units and populations, though any limitations caused by the use of the Master Address File and varied multi-stage contact protocols as discussed above and identified in the evaluations of other sources would initially apply to this source as well, if these tools were in fact incorporated, and would likely justify an initial rating of ‘Good.’ Based on the level of involvement of tribes in the design and implementation of this survey, it is assumed that there will be greater opportunity to actively engage tribes in the improvement of survey frames and area-appropriate contact protocols that could justify a rating of ‘Excellent.’ 
Another reviewer indicates FAIR. This effort would require participation of all of the more than 500 tribes. This is a very high expectation that we don’t know is likely.  Most tribes are small, and while that would make doing a survey easier, it also means they are unlikely to have the capacity to undertake the survey. 
Another reviewer answers ‘Unknown’ based upon the lack of an instrument or any specific questions that might be included in a new instrument agreeable to all tribes, the lack of information about how sampling would be done in urban areas where tribes without reservation or trust land are living within a larger community, the lack of a protocol for follow-ups, the need to continually update the MAF based address file for each tribe every five years and to have the update occur as close to survey administration as possible. 
Availability
1. Can the data be collected and analyzed with no significant additional resources? 
No. This is a proposed new survey that is not currently funded.
2. Is there a source of funding available for the data collection and analysis? Explain the resources needed (and the source of these resources) to develop, administer, and analyze the data.
No. The funding source for the proposed survey has not been identified as it has not yet been proposed to, much less authorized by, Congress. The characterization for this data source provides a more detailed discussion of costs, but the estimates range from $21.7 to $105 million per 5-year cycle, or $4.34 to $21.0 million per year.  
The stability of federal funding for this survey would likely depend upon overall funding levels for all federal surveys and in particular the funding levels for subject-specific surveys, such as the American Housing Survey.  The source of the funding would ultimately determine the stability of the funding itself and, as noted, the funding source for this data source has not yet been identified.  While assessing the suitability of this survey to provide data for other tribal programs was not within the scope of this evaluation, the use of National Tribal Survey data for multiple tribal programs would likely inform and influence both the initial and continuing funding levels for this survey. 
The cost range stated above does not include the cost of developing the survey. Development costs could vary significantly based on the process selected for testing the survey instrument and the collection process itself. For example, if new formula variables were adopted based on existing definitions and eligibility requirements set forth in the statute, the potential wording of survey questions and underlying subject definitions would be much more constrained than if an entirely new universe of variables and subjects were selected and a more robust process of negotiating the precise new wording for definitions and questions were required.  Guidance and relevant formulas for estimating national survey development costs are very difficult to obtain because, as Robert Groves has noted in his publications, each survey is unique (i.e., presents an array of different operational variables), much of this information is treated as proprietary and even anecdotal information is not often neither captured nor shared.  This was the experience of the Technical Support Committee member and one of his staff members who sought to obtain information concerning estimating national survey development costs from the Census Bureau and NORC and were informed that Census staff had been instructed not to share information with this member and that NORC could not share its proprietary information with outside entities.  
In terms of the costs to tribes for participating in the development of the survey instrument and design of a culturally-sensitive data collection process, the process could be separately funded or it could potentially be organized and funded in a fashion similar to the traditional Negotiated Rulemaking process (e.g., Committee member’s costs are covered by the federal government and other participants bear their own costs of participation) as this activity would appear to represent as extension of the IHBG Formula Negotiated Rulemaking Process. 
Based on the national scale of the proposed data collection effort and the limited number of census challenges completed by tribes per year (an average of just over 8 per year for the past 18 years and 2 per year for the past 10 years with an average of just under 4 successful challenges per year for the past 18 years and just under 1 successful challenge per year for the past 10 years), the initial cost to HUD of monitoring tribal surveys would presumably be much higher for HUD than for the census challenge process.   
Tribes would likely develop greater capacity to administer the survey with each collection cycle and methods of monitoring data collection would become more streamlined over time. Given the involvement of all tribes in this survey, the provision of training and technical assistance by HUD, the Census Bureau and the regional and national tribal organizations on a national scale, as well as the likely emergence of regional and inter-tribal information and resource sharing efforts specifically for this purpose, may allow these monitoring expenditures to diminish for future data collection cycles.
Of note, the lower number of recent challenges to formula data may in part be attributed to the approximately 13 years of ageing 2000 Census data and the perception that tribes may not be able to surpass these potentially inflated numbers.  
Marketing and any other operational costs should also be included in overall survey cost considerations, but because marketing (and other) strategies will be based on survey design decisions that have not yet been made, these costs are very difficult to estimate at this time. Marketing will certainly add some amount of additional cost to the overall estimate for the survey, though a survey designed by and for tribes will likely benefit from additional cost-free advertising, marketing and community engagement activities that tribes either carry out themselves or receive from local media outlets within their tribal area.
3. Can the data collection process be completed without imposing an additional administrative burden on tribes/TDHEs? If no, describe what support is available or needed (if not available) to reduce those burdens? Explain.
No. Tribes/TDHEs will be administering the survey and many tribes will likely need training and capacity-building to develop the essential underlying technical skills to implement this and other tribal data collection efforts. Presumably, tribes would seek funding to conduct these activities and would hire additional temporary staff or an outside data collection entity (unless a standing tribal data collection program had been established) with those funds rather than utilize current staff.  In this case, the human resources burden on tribes would mirror that of a census challenge under the current regulations but, unlike census challenges which are presently funded using funds from the recipient’s IHBG grant, the potential exists for this data collection effort to be funded from another source.  
In addition, as noted above, the Census Bureau and/or HUD’s PD&R Office could potentially provide training and technical assistance, and possibly provide direct operational support to tribes, to lower the technical burden of the survey on tribes. Presumably the mobilization of support and development of standardized procedures and protocols would lower the current burden on recipients left to develop their own processes and strategies for conducting census challenges in challenging areas or foregoing correction of their data due to the perceived difficulty of doing so.  
In response to a question from the Study Group concerning the relative burden imposed on tribes by census challenges versus the burden that may be imposed by a National Tribal Survey that may require more strict methodology and collection procedures, the reviewers provide the following response. Census challenges are a separate issue that will need to be reevaluated after the base data source(s) are finalized as the challenge process would likely change along with any change in the source of the base IHBG formula data. However, in order to promote fairness and equity, any data accepted for purposes of adjusting formula allocations (and associated primary collection procedures and protocols), whether as a challenge or as source data, should presumably be subject to a similar level of scrutiny.  Given the limited guidance and structure provided to tribes at present when conducting census challenges, a more structured approach with more detailed instructions and manuals and a greater opportunity to learn from and cooperate with other tribes (and possibly the Census Bureau and HUD’s PD&R Office) may in fact remove some of the burden currently experienced by tribes that are essentially going it alone and filling in the gaps under current census challenge guidelines.  As less than half of census challenges completed since 1998 have been successful (66 of 140), this added structure may enable previously unsuccessful tribes to finally correct their formula data.  Greater structure and guidance may also limit tribes’ need to hire outside contractors to conduct the survey in the initial or future collection cycles. 
4. Is the data quantifiable and easily integrated into a funding allocation formula?
Yes. The data would be collected and tabulated based on established formula area geographies and formula variables so that they can be easily integrated into the IHBG formula.
No. Probably not easily.  Over 500 tribes conducting their own surveys will require a substantial effort to compile into a single data set for the funding allocation formula.
In response to question from a Study Group member concerning which organization would compile the data collected, the reviewers provide the following response. Based on the initial proposal, it is assumed that HUD would compile the data collected by tribes for the National Tribal Survey-Agency Administered, though HUD could contract that process out to the Census Bureau if that proved to be a better use of its resources and the relative expertise of the agencies.  As noted in another section, the process for monitoring, evaluating and compiling this data would require additional resources within HUD (possibly significant additional resources during the first collection cycles) due to the national scale of the proposed project.
Overall, is the data source AVAILABLE? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor? Provide a narrative explanation for the overall rating. How can the data source availability be improved? What resources are needed to make these improvements?
Fair/Poor. Collecting data and developing a new data source are expensive and labor-intensive endeavors. Improving screening techniques to better identify and isolate the target population, especially when surveying in urban areas, employing appropriate marketing strategies in tribal and non-tribal areas and cultivating a feeling of tribal ownership in the process and the survey itself to increase response rates will help keep the cost on the lower end of the wide cost estimate range provided above.  As noted above, the development of a standardized set of procedures and protocols and the mobilization of existing federal resources to support the process may in fact make it possible for tribes to correct data they have historically believed was inaccurate but were not able to address due to the complexity of the area to be surveyed and their lack of data collection capacity.     
Transparency
1. Has the data source been subjected to previous study/evaluation to assess strengths and weaknesses? If yes, are those studies available?
N/A. The survey does not currently exist so it cannot have been previously studied or evaluated.
In response to a question from the Study Group concerning the applicability of individual tribal surveys in the design and evaluation of a proposed National Tribal Survey, the reviewers provide the following response. Materials describing certain tribal surveys were reviewed by the Technical Experts as informative with respect to lessons learned regarding data collection procedures and other outreach and design elements, but they were not necessarily determinative regarding all of the issues that would be addressed by and factored into a national tribal survey.    
The specific procedures and protocols followed by individual tribal surveys and the survey content itself may, to some extent, be informative for the development of a national tribal survey as the decisions made by tribes reflect specific challenges and opportunities that are: 1) unique to tribal areas generally, 2) merely present in different degrees in tribal areas than in non-tribal areas, or 3) unique to their particular tribal area. In addition, certain sample size and cost-related information is useful in developing potential ranges of cost and necessary sample size for certain areas or types of areas.  For example, an average cost per case taken from the Dakota Pilot Project, which involved housing needs assessments conducted by five tribes on their respective reservations in North Dakota and South Dakota, allowed for a comparison of per-case costs with ACS, Decennial Census and other surveys as part of the larger discussion of the potential range of total data collection costs for the National Tribal Survey.  
The development of a national survey would likely benefit from certain economies of scale in terms of technical assistance and coordination that an individual survey would not and it would also suffer from overarching funding limitations and procedural restrictions related to preserving the structural uniformity of the survey that would render useless many direct comparisons to decisions made during individual surveys.      
The following is a non-exhaustive list of the many tribal needs assessments and surveys that have been conducted to date: 
The Navajo Housing Needs Assessment 
Dakota Housing Needs Assessment Pilot Project
Karuk Tribe of California Census
Wind River WINDS I, II and III surveys
Ho-Chunk Nation Census
2. Were you able to find answers to most data screening, characterization and evaluation questions? Explain which questions you were not able to answer and why.
Because this is a new survey, it is difficult to develop precise cost estimates and to discuss the specific aspects of need addressed by the data source; these are based on survey elements that have not yet been defined. Once the relevant decisions have been made, the data program itself would be as transparent as other similarly organized data collection programs.
Overall, is the data source TRANSPARENT? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor How? Provide a narrative explanation for the overall rating. Can the data source transparency be improved? What resources are needed to make these improvements?
Due to the fact that this survey does not yet exist, much of the information necessary to answer the Transparency questions is not currently available.  However, based on the proposed process for designing and implementing the survey with direct tribal involvement, the reviewers assumed that this data source will be as transparent as, and potentially more transparent than, any other federal survey providing IHBG formula data if and when it is implemented.
Another reviewer says that while the absence of any actual survey instrument or survey process leaves the proposal opaque,  this could not move forward without transparency for two reasons.  First, tribes would expect it during any consensus process that developed the survey instrument and administration protocols. However, the exact nature, extent, length, cost, and beginning points for a consensus process is unknown. Second, the federal government would require it as a part of the processes of acquiring OMB approval. This would involve publication in the federal register and open comments from any interested person or organizations.
Summary and Conclusions
1. Overall, is the data source appropriate for measuring one or more current IHBG formula variable(s)? Choose one of the following options and explain: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor. What are the areas of biggest concern?
Good.  This proposed survey could certainly collect all necessary data to support the current IHBG formula variables. However, if the Committee chooses to retain the same formula variables, or decides to adjust the variables in such a way that revisions to the Decennial Census and American Community Survey definitions and questionnaires requested by the Committee and HUD could feasibly capture the required data (for example, simply adding a question concerning the tribal enrollment status of the respondent to the “race” question or inserting a question concerning the number of families living in a housing unit), the existing data sources may prove to be more cost-effective options for collecting this data. When all factors are considered, the cost of developing and implementing the program and the time and resources required to do so are the areas of greatest concern. As noted below, the Committee will need to weigh that cost against the benefits of having a data source specifically designed to meet and adapt to the evolving needs of the IHBG formula.  
Another reviewer rates this overall as Fair.   This other reviewer rates this as “Excellent” for its current use to challenge the Census Bureau collected data but rates it is as “Fair” as a data source that could be used for all tribes.  This rating is based primarily on the “availability” measure. The cost to undertake the survey would be many additional millions of dollars, the challenge of building capacity among all eligible tribes would be substantial, the burden on HUD to ensure that each tribe is collecting the data in a way that other tribes believe is fair and equitable would be very high.  
2. Overall, is the data source appropriate for measuring other aspects of housing need (as developed in the characterization phase) that are not current formula variables? 
Yes. The greatest strength of this data source is its ability to measure any aspect of housing need necessary to meet NAHASDA statutory requirements. Thus, if the Committee sought to change the formula variables in such a way that existing data sources, including the Decennial Census and/or the American Community Survey, could not accurately measure them, the National Tribal Survey would provide the only option for the Committee and HUD to capture the data required for the formula.  In that sense, this proposed data source merely represents the creation of any new survey developed by and targeted specifically toward the collection of data for tribes and tribal programs, rather than broader national interests.  This new survey would, for the first time, enable Committee members to craft a formula and data source based on what they collectively identify as true measures of tribal housing need as opposed to making decisions on the basis of what data source is available regardless of that source’s actual relevance or suitability for this specific purpose.     
Another reviewer says that this is potentially the case. However, what those aspects would be and how they would be selected, are unknown. 
