Notes: Study Group 

of the NAHASDA Formula Negotiated Rulemaking Committee

NWONAP HUD Office

901 1st Av, Room 163, Seattle, WA 98104

Tuesday, June 23 – Wednesday, June 24, 2015

8:00 AM (PST)

Roll Call:
Members attending: Jason Adams, Gary Cooper, Carol Gore, Glenda Green, Aneva Yazzie (alternate), Tom Springer (alternate)

Note: Karin Foster was sick and was not able to attend this meeting. 
Other attendees: Jim Anderson, Gabe Layman, Patterson Joe, Kevin Klingboil, Craig Moore, Dave Heisterkamp, Pat Boydston, Cathleen WhiteRabbit, Todd Richardson, Mellor Willie
Review and Approve Agenda.
Discussion about the questions submitted to the technical experts (TE) and if there had been changes to the draft report.  TE had not had time to reconvene and make comments for the evaluation documents.  Study Group (SG) decided rearrange agenda and move the report out from the TE to later tomorrow.  SG decided move forward with discussing the data sources and recommendations.  
Review and Approve Minutes/Notes from previous meetings.
Approved minutes from June 16 and June 18, 2015 at 8:50am.  
Discussion of data sources and Study Group’s recommendation(s), including data source implementation.
General Comments: There was a discussion that SG members are not Tribal Leaders and how to move forward balancing what the Tribal Leaders want and leave room to have a say.  SG member acknowledged that as a Committee member they are responsible to Tribal Leaders in their region.  
Tribal Survey: SG member emphasized self-governance.  Large land-based treaty tribes recommend a tribal survey.  Tribal survey an extension of tribal self-governance.  The validity of a tribal survey boils down to the credibility of who collects the information.  
Tribal surveys are being done currently as part of the challenge process.  There in concern from smaller tribes on the capacity to conduct tribal surveys.  Need to maintain tribal choice and the ability to opt-out.  

General comments about a survey needing to be broad enough to capture needs and circumstances of tribal communities.  
Discussion on the cost and timing of attempting to implement a tribal survey.  Suggestion to acknowledge in the final report the reality of trying to implement a tribal survey for small, medium, and large tribes capacity to implement.  Even with generous funding, it would take time to collect data on a tribal survey.  
DOI and Census Consultation: In the fall Census will be conducting Consultation on the upcoming 2020 centennial census.  SG has the opportunity to provide feedback and recommendations learned over the past year to improve outcome for tribes.   Potential 2016 funding for Department of Interior to improve the AI/AN count.  SG group can help inform DOI to identify data gaps.  Day 2 of the meeting more discussion on the impact and importance of the upcoming Census and Consultation.  
Discussion about how to age the AI/AN data and utilize the support data.  General discussion about what happens when ACS captures a lower AI/AN count than 2010 census.  There are drawbacks to each data source: IHS uses administrative records and does not capture migration and recorded at county.  Census Bureau cannot track by race, ACS uses a rolling five year average.  
TE reported that the overall sampling up in the ACS 2013.  Smaller communities not getting covered and some larger NY tribes.  Of the 617 tribal communities, 150 communities have more that 50% of households surveyed between 2009-2013, 312 communities have between 25-50% households surveyed, and 100 households (25 larger tribal communities) would have concerns about the lack of data.  Not sure how many of those 75 communities are also minimally funded tribes.  
Sample size: Recommendation to census
ACS shift may be too drastic of a shift.  Recommendation to keep decennial for AI/AN pop. Count

How do we age decennial?  Best method?  At what point do you need to age data?  

ACS can have an annual rolling 5-year average, decennial every ten years, 

How to smooth funding spikes over time.  

Is there a disconnect between having AI/AN be linked to decennial and the other factors linked to ACS 5-year rolling average.  AI/AN factor a small part of the formula.  

Potential to age data further apart from eachother.  How to address the pattern of disconnect.
Preserve Tribal Challenge process right without making it overly complicated.  

How will tribes challenge the data if the data is based on a rolling sample?  Will a one time count hold in a challenge setting environment?  As we haven’t had any new data, current challenges have held for the last ten years.  Don’t want to make it costly for tribes to have to challenge annually.  How long can you keep that data challenge results.  Minimize burden on tribe.   

Core data used to measure the AI/AN:

1. Use ACS and not age

2. Use ACS and age:

a. Rolling average 5-year period

b. Updated every five-year snap shot
3. Use Decennial census and not age

4. Use Decennial and age for with: 

a. Annually, IHS (drawbacks: does not capture migration, collected at the county level only, and not updated every year), or 

b. Annually, Census Population Estimates program (captures general population migration), or  

c. Annually, ACS percent change in the five-year rolling average.
Migration data:
· IHS does not capture migration and collected at the county level.  
· Census Population Estimates can measure migration by race, but data delayed by a year.  Data compiled by information from IRS and Social Security Administration.  Anyone outside those, would not be counted.
Data Challenge: Core data would dictate the challenge cycle.  Always opportunity for challenge AI/AN with tribal survey/data.  Currently, since all factors on decennial, any factor can be challenged and challenge would stand for ten years.  Moving forward, how long to keep challenge data?  Age challenge data the same, until data catches up. But, what happens when there is a population decline?  

Statute requires looking at the formula data every five years.  Put challenging the data on the same five-year cycle.  Balancing burden of a challenge and accuracy of data.   
2020 census will be capturing Alaska Native, Native American, Central American, South American, Canadian American.  Will be able to exclude Central, Canadian, South American.  Can the 2010 data have a special tabulation Central, South, Canadian.  However drawback, when completing form, persons check AI\AN, but do not check what tribe.  

ACS continually improves methodically, counts, and survey.  Do not want to lose the ability to capture better data.  Give the benefit of the tribe catching to the locked-in data.  How to balance the timing  of data and challenges.  
Two Recommendations to propose to Committee:  1) Data Source, 2) How does it impact data challenge process and interval of challenge period.
Decennial occurs every ten years, and two pieces of core data.  Decennical data tolerance to age it out ten years, or should it be looked at every five-years.  Add in the “better of” option when ACS catches up.  How to determine the cliff of falling numbers.  
Recommendations for Variable AI/AN:  

· Core Data: better-of ACS, tribal challenge, or decennial (not-aged)
· Challenge life cycle: ten years
Placeholder: to exclude South, Central, and Canadian AI/AN from the decennial and ACS.  
The AIAN population will be the greater of the most recently available ACS, Decennial Census, or Challenge data.  All of the need variables will be adjusted as a ratio of:
[“the greater of AIAN population” / ACS AI/AN population ]   X   each need variable 

Translation: The greater of AI/AN population divided by ACS AI/AN population, multiplied by each need variable in the formula. 

If this is adopted, the data would no longer be “aged”.
After lunch discussion about if the support data above should be revisited as IHS data does not measure migration.  Discussion about using a ACS percent change in the rolling five-year average.  Desire for supporting data to measure AI/AN and migration.  
*Day 2 Note:  There was a discussion on day 2 of the meeting to eliminate the aging of decennial data as previously discussed on day 1 of the meeting.  

[  ] Follow-up item for TE: Come back tomorrow, between ACS and Census Population Estimate, which would be a better reflection of population change.  

Discussion for Variable Overcrowding: (25% of formula weight)  
a. Overcrowded, or

b. Without complete kitchen, or

c. Without complete plumbing
Discussion about residence without a flush toilet and difference between ACS and Census long form.  ACS tries to get more detailed information, but is considering dropping the flush toilet language from the question.  Census testing suggests that eliminating that part of the question does not impact the result.  
Discussion of overcrowding calculation # persons/room.  Back in the day, rooms were built with well defined rooms, now houses are built with large open rooms.  Affects the calculation for overcrowded.  Two potential miscounts by under counting household and number of rooms, can really alter results.  
Discussion about how full Committee could discuss breaking this variable apart and weighting each component different.  To weight, for example, substandard or very substandard.  However, not the task of SG.
[  ] (for Todd) What is the difference in the census overcrowding result and the ACS overcrowding result?
[  ] (for Todd) Need to compare the ACS questions and the 2000 Census long form used in the formula variables.  
[  ] (for Todd) How many of the minimally funded tribes fall into the category of under surveyed by the ACS. 

Question 8 (excluding telephone), Number of rooms, and number of persons feed the Overcrowding variable.  
Full committee could consider picking and choosing specific items in the household condition question on the ACS.  

Discussion of Core Data:

a. Decennial Census
b. ACS
c. National Tribal Survey
d. Tribally administered Survey
Discussion about the cost and timing of creating and paying for a survey.  SG member suggested taking ACS and providing recommendations on how to improve data using supporting data to supplement, if ACS variable is lacking.  Another suggestion on providing ways to improve ACS outcomes.  There is not another comprehensive data source that can capture, consistently better than ACS.  ACS will give a reasonable answer, adequate for the variables.
Proposal 1: to use ACS five-year rolling average, updated annually, as the Core data on the remaining variables. 

Proposal 2: Status quo, to continue as currently practiced with 2000 Census data aged. 
Discussion of cost.  Special tabs from Census cost money, but not a lot.  Labor cost in the assembly of the data, more expensive part.  Overall, less costly and burdensome than a survey.  
Discussion of geospatial surveying technique at NHA, to weight the factors of urban and rural to enhance survey results.  ACS is improving the sample size every year.  2010 Census updated the Master Address file, worked with tribes to get information about housing units.  Census using satellite surveying of communities to expand Master Address file.  
Suggestion for how to better collaborate between Census and Tribes.  In Alaska, Census worked with delegation to counts people at times when people are back in the villages.  How to capture transient/seasonal populations, that they are counted and counted in the right place.  Most likely missed in the ACS, because it is a housing unit based survey.     

In 2010, Census launched the tribal count earlier than general count, however got stalled when the general count launched.  Not enough bandwidth to follow-up.  
Recommendation for Census, increase budget to increase sampling size and increase outreach/advertising to tribal communities.  Consideration to make updates to process and delivering a form in person, then leave and let the family fill out form in private.  

Opportunities to participate in Census consultation and provide recommendations from the Committee.

[  ] (for TE) To compile a list of recommendations to put forward to Census on ways to improve the ACS outcome in tribal communities.  

Question about availability of Census Master Address File.  Maps are available of areas surveyed, by census track and provide the number of households, but individual addresses are protected under privacy.  Tribes can provide their own address and ask Census to do a comparison.  

Comment that the SG make some future recommendations on what would be an ideal sources of data and data collection, for example a better Census tool, or tribally administered survey.  
Discussion to rethink the entire formula mechanism, for example, shifting the fund allocation to be based on a tribe’s determination of need and dollars needed.  It would require a change in the statute (as current statute state all eligible entities receive funding based on a formula allocation).  
Day 2 deliverables: 
· General discussion on the difference in using “persons” vs. “households” in the need variables.  The run will come from a special tabulation from Census and may not have the run in time for the August meeting.  

· Once runs complete the SG will meet to discuss and make a decision on which of the four Options for Proposal 2 to present to the full Committee.   
· Language to recommend to the full Committee the future viability of a Tribal Survey.  SG member will craft after meeting.  Demonstrate traction and methodology beyond a grand concept.    

Report from technical experts, re: revisions to the evaluations based on Study Group feedback. 

· Methods to “age” the data: IHS, Census Estimate Population, and ACS.  General comment that TE are uncomfortable with all of them.  

· IHS- no migration captured.  

· Census Estimate Pop- unclear how Census captures tribal migration.  Lag of a year will provide population migration by race by county.  Not a clear understanding of how Census calculates (mixture of decennial form and administrative records).  Also, does not capture those persons “off the grid”.  

· ACS- comment that may as well use the ACS data itself.  
General purpose of aging data to soften the spikes year to year.  In the effort to soften the spikes, potentially aging the data wrongly could create a spike that should not have been there.  Concern about those with population decline, and get a steeper decline when data reset is a greater problem.  
Recommendation to build into the formula a “better-of” option between decennial, ACS, or challenge for the AI/AN count.  

Recommendation: If ACS is the higher, use it.  If decennial higher than ACS, then use the ratio differential that decennial higher or lower to apply to all other factors in the formula. 
 For the most part, this mostly affects smaller tribes who are generally underrepresented in the ACS surveys for counties.  Stable 
Discussion on challenging the data: Which data source is easier to challenge? ACS may be easier to challenge than using aged data.

Decennial

ACS 

Tribal survey

Potentially not age the decennial data and use a “better-of method”, so that potential spikes would only occur at the next decennial.  

What is the volatility and impact of using a better-of method and not aging the decennial?  Discussion of the hold harmless provision and the introduction of new data.  Discussion of the volatility agreement of the Committee.  The report should clarify how the volatility language affects the recommendations of the SG (to include in the preamble).  Discussion moved to earlier part of the notes to add language to the Recommendation for Variable AI/AN.
· Change in overcrowding.  Background on how this impact affected the CDBG program.  General nationwide drop in overcrowding 5.3% to 3% between 2000 and 2010 census.  Does this hold true in tribal communities?  Issues with room count (newer homes have more open floor plan).  ACS question is much clearer about what constitutes a room.  Looking at all persons living in tribal areas.  Average rate of overcrowding in tribal communities fell from 17% to 13%.  However, areas with higher rates of overcrowding in 2000, continued to be the same areas most overcrowded 2010.  Navajo 39% to 20%, Pine Ridge, and Yakama experienced large falls in overcrowded.  Very high correlation between 2000 and 2010.  
· Change in definition on kitchen and plumbing definition of the question, same items asked, but in a different way.  Overall decline for all people living in tribal areas 2000 17%, 2013 ACS to 12%.  Very high correlation between 2000 and 2013, largest drop in Alaska.  
· Each overcrowded household and unit without kitchen and plumbing is now worth more on a per unit.  Those with overcrowded will receive more in funding per unit.  Conclusion that it will not have a lot of movement of reallocation of funds except for those larger tribes (Navajo, Pine Ridge, Yakama) who have experienced a large decrease in overcrowded units that may or may not be true reflection of housing condition.  
General discussion on the imperfection of data (Census, ACS).  How to know what data is accurate, or close to accurate.  Navajo conducted own needs assessment (based on 2 persons per bedroom) was 39%.  ACS overcrowded number is 1 person per room.
Alternative to overcrowded to look at number of households in a housing unit.  Special tabulation from Census to be determined in time.    
How to mitigate this drop in funding?  Possible recommendation to soften the impact by designating a buffer percentage that if tribe drops XX%, then would only drop only XX%.  A hold harmless clause for a variable and to lessen the burden of conducting a challenge.  
· Minimal funded tribes and issue of data quality in the ACS.  ACS not great for tribes with small populations.  Mixed story.  100 tribes received min. funding (typically small- fewer than 50 houses), although ACS measures small as 400 households.  Idea of doing the “best of” can help alleviate these cases. 

· List of recommendations to improve data collection to put forward to Census consultation (deferred to later point)

[  ] TE add this sample size to the list Census of recommendations.  TE elaborated by getting the sampling frame correct.  Census weights population to the total people of the county for all people.  Works pretty well at the county level.  However, does not work as well with smaller communities of a particular racial group.  Recommendation would be to treat Native American communities as counties.  This would weigh the tribal areas better and force Census to work more closely with tribal leaders to get better surveying.  Overall in the 2010 census, there was a larger ratio of the long form sent to rural communities. 

[  ] TE add marketing budget for the ACS to the list Census of recommendations.   

· Self-identified AI/AN and the exclusion of Central, South, and Canadian (represents 3%) 

· 2010 1.76 million AI/AN alone, 1.28 specify tribe, 88K Alaska Native, 443K no tribe, 43K Central, South, and Canadian.  Summary 3% specified a non-American Indian group, 20% do not specify tribe
· 2010 2.7M AI/AN and another race, 1.9M specify tribe, 630K do not specify, 79K non-American Indian Tribe.  Summary 3% specified a non-American Indian group, 23% not specify

· 2010 multi race 39% do not specify tribe.  

· The 3% varies more in certain States.  

· TE responses to Evaluation questions:  (See attached doc)

· General discussion regarding the write-in box for tribal affiliation, vs. an appendix with list of federally- recognized tribe.  

· Is there a comparison of those who check AI/AN box, but do not specify tribal affiliation.  Todd will follow-up with 2010 data.  
Review of timing of materials and deliverables.  
· Report delivered to Committee July 28, 2015
· How and when to determine the report is complete.  TE provide a draft report on June 19, 2015, delayed.  But will be available by or before July 6th.  Draft report will be based on approved outline, but may need some modification.  Point person for submitting errors in the report can be sent to Todd Richardson, and cc: Glenda Green.  
· Suggestion to keep the Executive Summary is a simple and complete with enough detail to include process, recommendation, and the why.   Suggestion to begin with the recommendations, then go into the process, then reference to sections of the report. 
· General statement to keep the report simple and complete.  
· Who will draft the recommendation language for the proposals?  
· TE will put together the PowerPoint for full Committee.  SG meeting the Monday prior to meet and make any changes to the presentation.  
· What to do with the supportive data characterized and evaluated?  
· List of items to-do:  
· Reviewing report.
· Reviewing runs and making a decision on recommendation for Proposal 2.  
Review of draft sections prepared by HUD.

This agenda item was not discussed during the meeting.  
Next meetings:

Monday, July 6 – 8am AK/9am PT/10am MT/11am CT/12pm ET

Monday, July 13 – 12pm AK/1pm PT/2pm MT/3pm CT/4pm ET

Monday, July 20 – 8am AK/9am PT/10am MT/11am CT/12pm ET

Monday, July 27 – 8am AK/9am PT/10am MT/11am CT/12pm ET

Adjournment.  

Meeting adjourned at 4:18 pm.  
