In-Person Meeting of the Needs Data Set Study Group

Seattle, Washington
December 1, 2014

12:00 p.m. – 6:00 pm
December 2, 2014

8:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m.

Meeting Notes 

Attendees:

Ed Brooks, Law Office of Edward Brooks, PLLC

Ashley Canoe, Cherokee Nation

Heather Cloud, Ho Chunk Nation

Gary Cooper, Cherokee Nation Housing Authority

Shawnevan Dale, Navajo Housing Authority

Deirdre Jones Flood, Washoe Housing Authority

Karin Foster, Yakama Nation Housing Authority

Carol Gore, Cook Inlet Housing 

Glenda Green, HUD

Patterson Joe, Navajo Housing Authority

Kevin Klingbeil, Big Water Consulting

Gabe Layman, Cook Inlet Housing 

Amy Oakley, HUD

Maria Tagliavento, Cook Inlet Housing

Jon Tillinhost, Tlingit Haida Regional HA

Sharon Vogel, Cheyenne River Housing Authority

Jim Wagenlander, UNAHA and assorted TDHEs

Ben Winter, HUD 

For purposes of these notes, TSP stands for Technical Support Person, SG stands for Study Group.

The meeting was called to order, and all study group members were present (all regions and HUD were represented).  The meeting began is a discussion of the goals for this two-day meeting.  It was decided that the goal would be to review and approve the following four documents: Framework for Data Study Group Meetings and Process, Overview of the Data Source Assessment Process, Data Source Assessment and Recommendation Process, and Proposed New Data Source Nomination Requirements.  There were several draft documents for handout, including the four listed above, Agenda, August 28th meeting minutes, and Excel file of the compiled (to date) comments from the Federal Register request for data sources. 
1. Review and Approval Agenda.

Motion to approve agenda submitted by Carol Gore, seconded by Glenda Green.  No objections.  
2. Review and Approval Framework for Data Study Group Meetings and Process.

Kevin Klingbeil will amend Step 3 to read: “Close the data source nomination period two weeks after adoption of overview and process documents of the study group.”  Unanimous vote to approve the Framework for Data Study Group Meetings and Process document.   
3. Review and Approval of Overview of Data Source Assessment Process document.
Technical Support Persons (TSPs) Ben Winter, Kevin Klingbeil, and Gabe Layman met on a 3.5 hour conference call prior to meeting in Seattle to discuss and revise the Overview document.  Heather Cloud requested to note the record that Eastern Woodlands was not included in these emails conversations.  It was clarified that HUD, UNAHA, and Alaska were the only ones who provided comments to the original document about the process, and that it was agreed at the last meeting to get together to consolidate comments into one document.   

There was discussion around the overarching purpose of the study group (SG) and what to report back to the full Committee regarding current variables and whether to include data sources that measures other aspects of housing need.  Carol Gore emphasized this was to be an inclusive process, that there were to be two types of “buckets” to report back to the full Committee: an identification of the best data sources that fit the current formula variables, and an objective list of data sources to assist the full Committee in identifying the best data fit for other aspects of housing need.  

There was agreement to evaluate every data source fairly and objectively and that it is not the intention of the SG to decide on new variables.  Data sources are to be evaluated on what they measure. 

There was discussion and disagreement on what the final report to the full Committee would look like.  There was a 15 minute break, in which time, Ben, Kevin, and Gabe got together to, illustrate the below chart on a white board to discuss with the group:

Matrix of Evaluation of Data Sources: 
	Theme
	Current Variable
	Need
	Description
	Most Appropriate Data Source
	Not an Optimal Data Source
	Basis of Decision/ Narrative Notes

	Income
	*
	Median HH Income
	
	A, B
	C, D, E
	

	
	
	Median Family Income
	
	A, C
	B, D, E
	

	Housing Quality
	*
	Over-Crowding
	
	A, C
	
	

	
	
	Housing Age
	
	A
	
	

	
	*
	Insufficient Plumbing
	
	B, C
	
	


A discussion of the above Matrix followed the 15-minute break.  It was discussed that the TSPs will identify areas the Need column during the characterization phase.  The matrix raised future questions about how the TSPs will evaluate data sources to select optimal data source for Need.  Will the TSPs each prepare an individual Matrix of findings, or does the SG want a single, harmonized Matrix?  

There was discussion about how the SG wants to present a report to the full Committee (e.g. one report by consensus, or separate, majority and minority reports).  Comment that the SG needs to “own” the report and take responsibility to produce a document for the full Committee’s consideration.  Final paragraph of Overview amended to state minority report if consensus is not reached.  
There was question about what is being delegated to the TSPs.  Heather Cloud asked about timelines and qualifications of identifying TSPs.  Each region is provided the opportunity to identify a TSP.  HUD has identified Ben Winter and UHAHA (Northern Plains) has identified Kevin Klingbeill.  The Overview document was amended to state “nominated” technical support person and the dates to nominate will be tied to the call for data sources.   
Beginning at the top paragraph, document simplified to cut out the word “model”, eliminated need requirements for nominating a new data source, initial screening, and eliminated defunct data sources.  

Clarification on what happens if consensus not reached a screening, then the source will progress to later stages.

Clarified an unbiased process for TSP to screen data sources.  

Carol Gore requested the TSPs be a robust group, to look at every data source, do homework, and provide comments to SG.  

Study group will have two weeks to review and provide written feedback for evaluation stage.  

Heather Cloud requested to include different opinions to characterization phase and to provide documentation.  

Carol Gore suggested that the SG will decide by consensus which data sources get eliminated and do not proceed to the evaluation phase.  

Heather Cloud asked about when the “clock starts” on these documents.  Is it at the time of approval, or when the minutes from the meeting get approved?  It was decided by the group that they become effective when posted to the ihbgrulemaking.com website.  

Karin Foster highlighted the six broad categories that fit within the charge of the study group.  

Document amended to include May 28, 2015 as the final date for the draft report.  

Ben Winter commented that given the time constraints, it would be unrealistic for TSP to dive deeply into potential data sources for all sources.  

Heather Cloud suggested creating a timeline with dates to pair with the Framework document.  Ben will reconcile this tonight.  

Carol Gore suggested to really look at the dates and to provide as much time to the TSPs for technical review.  

SG approved the document pending final grammatical/formatting check at 4:25pm.  Document will be effective when posted to the ihbgrulemaking.com website.  There was agreement that each region has two weeks to identify TSP.  

4. Review and Approve Data Source Assessment and Recommendation Process document.

INITIAL SCREENING:
Item 2:  Delete “re-nominate as a model”
Item 4:  Delete “re-nominate”
Item 5:  Is the data source capable of being applied to all existing FORMULA areas? <If the data source is not capable of being applied all formula areas, reject or re-nominate as a model>.

Discussion:  The discussion was on the use of the terms “FORMULA AREA” and “INDIAN AREA.”

Jim Wagenlander proposed replacing the term Formula Area with the term Indian Area.  Jim’s concern is that the term Formula Area is not statutory, but rather a product of the regulatory process, whereas the term “Indian Area” is taken from the statute.  Jim argued for using “Indian Areas” consistently throughout the process document. 

Jon Tillinghast argued for keeping the term Formula Area because it is consistent with how needs data has been gathered since NAHASDA was passed.  Jon’s concern is that the use of the term Indian Area may have the unintended consequence of throwing out formula areas that tribes have spent time and resources to establish – which he argued was inconsistent with tribal sovereignty.  Jon also argued that failing to account for Formula Areas would require the provisions of the regulations related to formula areas to be rewritten, which would be a major and controversial undertaking.  

Jad, legal counsel for HUD, confirmed that HUD’s interpretation is that Needs Data may be based on Formula Areas.  Jad explained that Indian Area is a broad term clarifying where recipients can provide affordable housing.  Whether the Study Group’s process documents use the term Formula Area or the term Indian Area is NOT a statutory issue.  The statute does not require the use of the term Indian Area in this situation.  Ultimately, it is up to the Neg Reg Committee on what areas they choose to use.

The group was asked to vote on the use of Formula Area vs Indian Area.  Carol asked for a recess to discuss the issue with Jon Tillinghast.

Carol Gore agreed to eliminate Item 5 under Initial Screening as long as Item 1 in Accuracy and Precision under the Evaluation section of the document is retained.  The latter item states: “Does the data collection program methodology support deriving estimates covering the desired geographies (formula areas)?”  Carol requested confirmation that the use of the term Formula Area in this portion of the Evaluation section would be retained.  Carol emphasized that whatever data sources are selected, it is essential that they are capable of being applied to each tribe’s recognized Formula area.

The Study Group agreed to Carol’s recommendation to strike Item 5 from “Initial Screening” and to retain Item 1 in “Currency”.

Item 6: Will the data source require a one-time set aside of IHBG funds of $10 million or more or have recurring costs to the IHBG program of $5 million or more annually?  <if the data source would have costs to the IHBG program equal to or exceeding those identified above, reject or re-nominate as a model>.

Gabe Layman explained that the figures proposed were placeholders only and were included for discussion purposes.  He suggested that there is some level of cost that will be unacceptable to the tribes and/or HUD.  If a data source would cost more than that acceptable amount, then it would probably not make sense to spend the Study Group’s time characterizing or evaluating it.  

Jim Wagenlander suggested deleting this item.  His concern was that the proposed language ruled out the possibility that additional funds may be secured through Congress for the survey, and that cost should therefore not be a determining factor since it won’t affect IHBG funds. 

Sharon Vogel commented that ACS has shortcomings.  She opined that tribes, like hers, need their own tribal model.  She suggested that the cost of the data source could come from tribal cost sharing from other federal programs.  

Ed Brooks, legal counsel and tribal member of Lumbee Tribe, shared his concern that State recognized tribes are not participants in many of the federal programs that are exclusive to federally recognized tribes, and therefore, they will likely not be represented in any data collections that require cost sharing because state tribes do not have the same access to those federal programs. 

Glenda Green from HUD disputed the comments offered by Jim and Sharon regarding the likelihood of additional funds being appropriated by Congress or resulting from federal cost sharing.  She shared that HUD has not ever funded cost sharing, nor has HUD ever directly paid for research (surveys).

Karin recommended deleting Item 6.

Carol Gore reminded the group of the 5 guiding principles of the study – one of which addresses cost.  It is and should be important to the group that the practicality of recurring costs is an issue to the IHBG funds.  

Kevin commented that costs will be addressed in ‘fact-finding”.

Karin commented this is an issue that should be examined during the Characterization phase.

Ben commented that during the Evaluation Phase, cost of the data sources will be evaluated, including recurring costs.  

Carol Gore commented that she would agree to remove Item 6 because the characterization section is broad enough to determine costs, and that the “experts” will provide estimated costs of new data sources.

Item 6 was removed from this section with the understanding that the issue of cost is addressed in other sections.

The group adjourned at approximately 6:30pm on Day 1.

CHARACTERIZE THE DATA SOURCE:
Delete comment in first paragraph.  

Delete “unlike the evaluation questions that follow”

Discussion on flexibility for TSPs to provide a range of answers to evaluation questions (e.g. Yes, No, Somewhat).  The SG requested narrative responses to accompany Yes-No-Somewhat answers.  

There was a verbal agreement to simplify the process of excluding data sources if TSP all agree and communicate with SG during fact finding/characterization phase.  

Purpose and Methodology Sub-Section:

Carol Gore asked the how do we define “eligible population”.  This was reserved as a topic for discussion.  

Item 7: Karin Foster suggested changing all “tribal areas” to “Indian areas”.  

Accuracy and Precision Sub-Section:

Ben Winter provided examples to define Accuracy and Precision.  Accuracy is how close one is to a target.  Precision is the confidence in your sampling survey.  

Carol Gore asked generally, how the SG will measure the competency of TSP to use questions to understand tribes and tribal issues to be able to evaluate tribal bias. 

Glenda Green asked what kind of information TSP need to present to the SG to illustrate bias.  


Ben Winter defined bias as gaps, holes, or missing populations in data.  Does a survey have proper outreach? Is there evidence of people not participating?  

Request to provide narrative/examples and clear documentation by TSPs.  Added “and supporting evidence” to characterize the data source.  

Ben Winter made the comment that the questions appear to be phrased more survey oriented and written to evaluate surveys.  For those administrative data sources, some of these questions will be harder to fit into the Accuracy and Precision questions.  
Implementation and Funding Sub-Section:

There was discussion about the ability of TSPs to cost out new data collection.  Ben Winter commented that there are some benchmarks available for internet, phone, and in-person survey costs.  

Carol commented that the questions seem to focus on new data sources.  

Item 1:  Add (e.g. Census, federal agencies), Delete “HUD and IHBG Program”

Jim Waggenlander asked about the costs to challenge may change formula.
Item 2: Add: “If this is proposed new data source, please provide information used to estimate the cost of data collection”.  Delete “or to the IHBG allocation”.  Add cost to HUD or IHBG recipients.  

Item 3:  Change language to, “What additional resources are needed to apply the data in the IHBG formula, and from which sources?”
Switch Item 3 to Item 4.  

Transparency and Potential for Challenge Sub-Section:

Item 2: Delete “(and is it possible)”
Item 3: Delete 
Discussion on how costs to challenge may change.  Questions about the hold harmless provision and about how to deal with successful past challenges with be dealt with were tabled as a decision to be made by the full Committee.

Jim Waggenlander asked for clarification on the subtitle “Transparency”, for example in Item 1, How transparent is the proposed data source?”  Suggestion to add “If not, why not?  Please provide additional comments”
EVALUATE THE DATA SOURCE:
Discussion on SG seeing the differences in TSP evaluation opinions before being aggregated and reconciled.  TSPs to provide individual support narratives and comments.  
Relevance Sub-Section:

Item 1: Comment from Alaska that question is too narrow.  Jim Waggenlander suggested revision to include only 302(b) and (b)2 only.  There was a collective revision to include actual language from the statute and reference 302(c), resulting in breaking up Item 1 into two questions: the mandatory factors and the Other factors to consider.  TSPs evaluate each of the six items Yes or No.  

Item 2: Delete “Do the data collection”

Item 3: Checklist in the notes, created by TSPs during characterization phase.  

Overall, TSPs include a narrative piece and combing Items 3 &$.  

Discussion on how to evaluate matrix.  Suggested scale to use: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor and to include narrative explanations with rating by TSPs.

Currency Sub-Section:

Item 1: Change question to ask if frequency of data collection be made current reliability will any errors be introduced.  

Discussion of point in time data versus a rolling average.  Ben Winter thought that either could be argued as current.  

Discussion on aging data.  How reliable is it?  TSPs would provide narrative on how to age data.  
Accuracy and Precision Sub-Section:

Item 1: Jim Waggenlander introduced language to change formula areas to Indian areas, but was reminded that the SG reached consensus yesterday using the words formula areas.  Delete “geographies” and “target population”, as population and Indian families is covered in relevancy section.  

Item 7:  Add “Are there major concerns about accuracy.  For instance, do missing administrative data or imputation and/or weighting methods introduce bias?”  

Completeness Sub-Section:

Item 1: Discussion on ways that data source collects Indian area.  How does data include/exclude State recognized tribes?  Suggestions to add “recipients of NAHASDA”.  Also, change “tribal area” to “all Indian tribes as defined by Section 4(13) of NAHASDA.

Discussion about if completeness questions duplicate the questions in accuracy.  Decision to keep the Completeness sub-section separate.  

Availability Sub-Section:

Item 2: Explain the resources needed to initially and routinely develop the data source.  

Item 3: Add, “if support is needed and cost of those burdens”

Transparency Sub-Section:

No changes.  
Summary and Conclusions Sub-Section:

Are there other tribal programs using this data?  (Added to Purpose and Methodology Section and Accuracy Section)  

Discussion about how the summary questions will help fill out the matrix column “Most Appropriate Data Source”.  

Item 1 & 2: Delete.  

SG approved the document pending final grammatical/spelling/formatting, and ensuring that timelines are in sync at 2:45pm.  SG will have two business days to comment before the document will be effective and posted to the ihbgrulemaking.com website.  
5. Review Timeline Dates.

Ben Winter provided a timeline with actual target dates to complete tasks.  
6. Review Nomination Form.
Kevin Klingbeil and Ben Winter drafted a data source nomination form.  Ben had questions if sending out the form would trigger the Paperwork Reduction Act.  More details to follow.  SG will have two business days to respond to data source nomination form.  

Ben will clean up “nomination” of TSP to be changed to “selection or identification/designation” of TSP by each region.  Clarification that regions pay for their own TSP.  

Formal meeting adjourned at 3:00 p.m.  

NEXT CONFERENCE CALL AT 1PM EST ON DECEMBER 17, 2015.  
