Needs Study Group of the NAHASDA Formula Negotiated Rulemaking Committee
Conference Call

July 13, 2015
4:00 p.m. ET 
Meeting Notes 

The conference call started with a roll call of all participants on the call.  Six of the seven study group members were present.  The Southwest regional member or alternate was not present.  It was noted that Gary Cooper would be joining the call late today so Jason Adams served as the chair for today’s meeting in his place.   It was also noted that today’s call is recorded because the note taker has to leave before the call ends.  Since the agenda for this conference call was not sent out before the meeting, the group proposed the following agenda items for today’s call:

1. Review and approve the meeting notes from previous meeting (June 23-24, 2015).

2. Review and approve the draft Memo to the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee.
3. Discussion of updated drafts of the Nine Data Source Evaluations.

4. Discussion of updated draft of the Study Group Report.
The study group then reviewed the notes from the previous meeting on June 23-24, 2015.  Karin Foster requested that the notes reflect that she was sick and was not able to attend the Seattle meeting.  With this change, the meeting notes from the face-to-face meeting in Seattle on June 23-24, 2015, were approved.  

Review and approve the draft Memo to the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
The group reviewed the draft Memorandum to the IHBG Negotiated Rulemaking Committee that was emailed out to the study group last week.  The Memo provides an update of the study group’s work from August 2014 through July 2015. Glenda Green went over the draft memo and asked the study group members to ask questions and make comments.  It was noted that the following numbers referenced in the memo needs to be updated:

· Number of data sources identified in the nomination process

· Number of data sources that did not meet the pre-determined screening criteria

· Number of characterizations prepared

· Number of data sources rejected during the characterization phase
Glenda Green will look into this and update the memo with the correct numbers.  There was a comment from a study group member that the second paragraph does not correctly reflect that some of the technical experts were involved in the study group’s process from the beginning.  There was a suggestion from a study group member to remove references to the phases that each of the technical experts was involved in.  There was another comment to add to the last paragraph that the Final Report will also be posted on the IHBG Rulemaking Website.  The group approved these changes.  Glenda Green will revise the Memo based on the suggested changes and send out a revised draft via email on July 14th for the study group’s final approval.
Discussion of Updated Drafts of the Nine Data Source Evaluations
The study group then moved onto discussions about the updated drafts of the nine Data Source Evaluations.  The technical experts noted that most of the comments from the study group members on the previous drafts were about being consistent with information for all data sources.  A study group member suggested postponing the discussion of the updated evaluations until the next conference call, since the study group just received the updated evaluations and has not had a chance to review the information.  The group agreed to put the discussion of the updated evaluations as agenda items for the next conference call. 
Discussion of updated draft of the Study Group Report

The discussion of the updated draft Study Group Report was postponed until the next conference call because the study group just received the updated draft report and needs adequate time to read the draft report. The group decided to look at the changes made from the Seattle meeting on today’s call.  It was noted that the study group’s request to put the study group’s recommendations in the beginning of the report was reflected in the revised draft report.  Todd Richardson raised three specific questions for clarification to the group.  These questions and the study group’s discussions of these questions are addressed below.
1. How do we treat challenge data? When the study group’s recommendation is implemented, the challenge data would have expired, should we apply the challenge data as if it is 2018?
A study group member requested Todd Richardson to run 2 separate test runs: one test run if it is 2018 and one test run that is aged as it currently is. There was a comment by a study group member that if a tribe has a HUD accepted challenge, that we should give the tribe the benefit of the challenge and consider retaining that challenge as active in implementation year (like giving it a 10-year life).  There was another comment from a study group member that the FY the rule is implemented, the 10-year life starts from there (the challenge data that is aged with a 10-year life cycle).  A study group member requested the technical experts to list out the assumptions behind the test runs clearly and very explicitly (especially when using tribal challenged data).  The study group suggested to clarify in the study group’s recommendations that the challenge data will have its ten year start date on the date of implementation (2018), including any aging of the challenge up to this time, with an expiration of FY 2028.  Four study group members agreed to the suggested change and two study group members reserved their votes because they were not present at the Seattle meeting where the language for this recommendation was drafted.  Todd Richardson will send out an email with clarification on the study group’s recommendation on the AIAN Persons Variable based on today’s discussions. 
2. Does the study group want to see what the effect of the allocation is before or after the volatility adjustment?

The Negotiated Rulemaking Committee agreed to the volatility adjustment when we introduce new data into the formula. The study group suggested that they would like to see both test runs: one with and one without the volatility adjustments.

3. What are the points of comparison for the test runs? Do we compare the runs to the current funding allocation (2000 Census data aged) and also the Decennial 2010 data with ACS?
The study group suggested that the first comparison will be to the current funding allocation.  The second comparison will be with the Decennial 2010 data with ACS. 

Executive Summary: A Study Group member noted that a change needed to be made on page 4 of the draft executive summary.  “Of the 47 nominated data sources, the technical reviewers study group members agreed unanimously that…”  An additional typo on page 4 was also identified and corrected.  It was also recommended that the recommendations from Seattle be incorporated into this section.  A committee member also noted that Item 3 was still in play and should be noted for the record.  This section will also be re-titled, “Executive Summary and Data Study Group Recommendation”.
Section 4: This section walks through the overall process and lays out important dates.  No changes were noted.
Section 5: This section lists the Study Group Members.  No changes were noted.

Section 6: This section lists the technical experts and their roles.  It was noted that the bio for Jim Anderson should also reflect that he represented SPONAP.
Section 7: This section details the nomination process.  No changes were noted.
Section 8: This section lists each nomination and it’s source.  Glenda Green noted that four data source nominations (8, 9, 10, and 16) were not included in the list.  It was determined that nominations 8, 9, and 10 were withdrawn.  It was noted that nomination 16 was split into multiple sources and reviewed individually.  A Study Group member noted that an edit was needed on page 18, “Public comments addressing other issues -- measuring alternative needs, handling Formula Area overlaps, and mitigating perceived inequity between small and large tribes – already are being addressed by the Study Group Negotiated Rulemaking Committee process.”
Section 9: This section describes the initial screening and characterization process.  No changes were noted.

Section 10: This section provides the results of the screening and characterization process.  A question as raised as to whether the chart should also note that the Study Group members (in addition to the technical reviewers) rejected the data sources.  One call participant stated that the reason for rejection for Nomination 20 was vague and suggested additional information be added.  A Study Group member also stated that the reasons for nomination acceptance or rejection should be clear to all readers and that the report should be written objectively.  It was also noted that this chart would stay in the report and not be moved to the appendices.
Section 11: This section describes the evaluation process for the 9 nominations that passed from screening into evaluation and then the process of how the recommendations were formed.  No changes were noted.

Section 12: This section provides the results of the data source evaluations, details the core data sources, and provides an overall summary.  This section will be slightly re-organized so that the data is presented in a different order.
Section 13:  There was discussion regarding whether this section is still needed since the recommendations were moved up to the Executive Summary Section.  It was decided that this section would remain if needed pending the outcome of all the recommendations (ie if not all recommendations were passed with full consensus, the decision making process would be outlined here).  This section would then be re-titled, “Narrative Description of the Process for Recommendations.”

Other Comments: A Study Group member noted that the Table of Contents was missing Section 12.  It was also requested that the report be made available in Word.  Todd Richardson will send out the report in Word with the changes made during this call.  The Table of Contents may also be re-worked labeling Brief Summary as Section 1 (removing Section titles from the Table of Contents and the Executive Summary).  It was also discussed that the report may be broken into volumes for the ease of printing and downloading.  Volume 1 would be the report and Volume 2 would be the Appendices.

Data Runs:
A status on the data runs was that the preliminary runs were completed and needed to be run with the volatility clause and would also include the agreed upon changes and adjustments for other Needs variables.

Recommendation #3: There was discussion on Recommendation #3 sent out by Study Group member Jason Adams and the Alternate Recommendation sent by Study Group member Heather Cloud.  Each proposer was provided time to discuss their recommendation.  Jason Adams stated that his recommendation was designed to include the two data sources  and wanted to include both since they were evaluated.  He tried to encapsulate the complexities and the cost and tribes and tribal sovereignty and wanted to put them forward as a recommendation that this is something to be pursued at some point in time.  Heather Cloud stated that she had concerns about the unknown variables and how the outcomes may affect the block grant and future funding.  After discussion, it was decided that if changes to the proposals were not made, both recommendations would be brought to the Committee.  However, more discussion and suggestions for revised language would be discussed during the next call.
Next Call:  It was noted that there were only 2 calls remaining before the report was distributed on July  28.  The goal is to have the recommendations completed during the July 20th call and to reserve the July 27th call to finalize the report wording.  Another call was tentatively scheduled for Tuesday, July 21st at 12pm eastern pending the outcome of the July 20th call.  Decisions that need to be made during the next discussions were:

1. Go back through evaluations for questions on process.

2. Another review of draft report

3. Recommendation #2 (given that the data runs will be done this week)

4. Recommendation #3

5. Make sure Study group comfortable w/ wording and recommendations in final report (for the July 27 meeting)

It was noted that Recommendation #4 was approved by Consensus prior.

