ONAP Conference Call – September 19, 2014 @ 2:30pm EST
Participants:

· Glenda Green

· Carol Gore

· Heather Cloud

· Jason Adams

· Greg Moore

· Kevin Klingbeil

· Ed Goodman

· Karen Foster

· Aaron Santa Ana

· Miller Willey 
· Jad Atallah

· Dina O’Hara

· Gary Cooper

· Sharon Vogel

· Amis (?)

· Blake Kazama

1. Questions Regarding Agenda:

Glenda – Can post Rules of Order under Study Group section on website if Karen is ready. Karen OK to post; Glenda will send to post, not sure if can be quick but will email to participants

Agenda Approved 

2. Update on Fed Reg Notice

Aaron – Did get a copy of notice signed and forwarded to F.R. for publication

· No publication date

· Fed Reg should come back today to give date

· Once he has it, will send to everyone – probably next Wed/Thurs for publication

· Then will reach out to people who run F.R. website so people can submit comments

· Probably will receive comments by the end of the month in response to notice

3. Review & Approve Rules of Order

· Karen prepared a draft based on discussion at last meeting – Glenda sent out on Wednesday

· Heather – need to read through Rules of Order – doesn’t have a copy due to traveling

· (Karen Foster read a copy of draft; See Attached)

· First paragraph – Added provision about meeting notices on short notice

· Meeting notices on website, email reminder would be helpful for Heather because of travel

· Gary – Chairman can send out email to everyone – calendar invite with basic info but maybe not detailed call-in instructions

· Karen – Will add sentence about notification by email

· Second paragraph – 

· Glenda – This reads OK. No other input

· Third Paragraph – Minutes

· Someone may not always be available so “to extent feasible” language makes sense here

· Fourth paragraph – Submission of Documents – 

· Docs should be sent to HUD (to Glenda’s email), who will ensure posting 

· Fifth paragraph – Proposal Concept – 

· To wrap in proposal that committee approved

· Karen – There was suggestion to include something about conduct at meetings.  Can draft that in as well if need be.

· Jason – No comments.  Consistent with guiding principles.  As for language on conduct, will leave to group or Chair 

· Karen will send additions to Rules of Order to Glenda to post

· Motion to Approve Rules of Order

· Seconded by Glenda

· Rules of Order Approved

4. Development of Questionnaire/Eval Criteria for Review of Data Sets

· Gary – Need to develop Questionnaire or Eval Criteria for how to review data sets as presented

· Need scoring matrix as well

· Jason – 2 Documents.  One is a framework (How we work through process; steps to build on); the other is a document that discusses assessment and recommendation of data sets

· Need to move toward a common process

· Carol – Should walk through documents and get input from group

· (Jason Adams read through Framework Document; See Attached.)

· Comments:

· Day 1 –

· Carol - “Characterize” – What does that mean?  How do we select technical people?

· Jason’s region has hired someone for his technical expertise.  “Characterize” is the heart of the issue; how we are going to characterize data.  This is up for debate.

· Carol – Requests no action be taken on Framework document until the second document is reviewed

· Technical expert - Recommends a team approach so we have some fair approach to hiring

· Glenda – Her understanding was that each committee member would identify their technical support person

· Jason – If don’t have capability, need to gauge ability to do it themselves.  Not meant to be exclusive.

· Glenda – Ben Winters/Todd Richson will be their technical support

· Gary – Other members should let him or Glenda know contact information for technical support people

· Carol – Blake is their technical support

· Gary – Jason and Carol should send him or Glenda their technical support contact information

· Glenda – Will put together list but not approving the process; just a good idea to do this

· Karen – Good idea; all working toward an open process

· Gary – Everything will come back to us to characterize and will have people with expertise to provide suggestions to the group

· Comment on Framework Doc – Call “Days” “Steps” instead

· Day 2 – 

· Glenda – Good with discussing current variables; uncomfortable with discussion of new variables.  Believes that is outside of our scope.

· Carol – Uncomfortable too.  Need to be careful about our assignment.  Can only use current variables and data collected from various sources today.  Uncomfortable with expanding scope.

· Jason – What if data sources doesn’t correlate with current variables?  Not saying no, but need to work at variables from that perspective.

· Carol – Need to provide knowledge we acquire to committee.  Maybe addendum could be added about other things Study Group examined, but our primary task is to look through the lens we have today

· Jason – If we can list potential new variables and discuss in report somehow, that’s what we hope to gather. Variable taken out of a specific data source.  Unfair to evaluate variable specific to one data source.

· Carol – If you talk about others, list them and articulate what that data source measures so we leave it open.  That way we don’t overstep the boundaries of the assignment.
· Karen – Concerned that the reason we have variables we have is because that’s what needs to be measured.  Committee can decide whether to add or subtract variables.

· Carol – Read concept approved by Committee to Study Group from June 13, 2014

· Can introduce new data sources that measure new things that might be relevant, but assignment is clear.  Need a balance because we don’t want to deviate from the assignment

· Glenda – Concern is timing.  Variables can be in-depth discussions and get us off track and off schedule.  Lot of work to do before next August.  Wouldn’t want to have a cursory discussion on something so important.  Agree w/Carol – Clearly outside scope of concept. 

· Jason – Concept document says delay of implementation until completion of “study”.  Study or recommendation?  We are completing a “study” – wants to show all data sources, variables and give them the information.

· Carol – Agrees with Jason – want to study all relevant data sources.  Disagrees with the use of word “variables or other variables”

· Karen – Use of variables is not academic. Data source is what is relevant to scheme.  Don’t want to be too expansive, but shouldn’t pass over this.  Need to have something that measures need in Indian country.  Should be able to present to committee so committee has full view.

· Gabe – Matter of process – Whether Study Group is going to take a look at current variables and take additional steps or not.  Study Group has no authority to modify variables

· Carol – For full transparency, should acknowledge not looking to add/change/modify existing variables.  Don’t want to limit data sources.

· Gabe – Question for Glenda – Does HUD have concerns with study with 2 comparison assessment of data sources based on current variables and second comparison with additional variables that could be used in future?  Would HUD be comfortable with that?

· Glenda – We’ll get bogged down in timing.  Can’t adequately have discussion on variables when trying to study relevant sources of data.  The charge was to do so based on what is in the regulation. Need to remain within the scope.

· Gabe – Overall scope is current variables.  If we come across data source that is relevant but not part of original data sources, can we also have addendum?

· Glenda – No problem with that so long as it’s not driving the study

· Jason – Finalizing a list is our end result.  If we only rely on current variables, they were selected after data sources.  Data set was driving variables.  Want to be flexible enough to list variables and data sets and say what strengths and weaknesses are.  If we stick only with current variables, we’ll be done very fast.

· Carol – Agrees with Jason.  Let’s not be exclusive in those data sources – Want to relay any and all data sources we discover.  Up to committee to use expanded review. 

· Gabe – Does Study Group try to ID all variables and seek out data sources or analyze data source and report back to committee what it could derive from them?

· Jason – The language written seems to have sounded alarms.  Let’s modify if we are in agreement.  Want to look at current variables and list variables that come out of data sources.  Can’t just go by one data source.

· Karen – Rewrite section to reflect discussion.  Identifying potential variables through this process. 
· Carol – Proposal – Under Day 2 – would suggest we replace word variables with “data sources”

· Gary – Comment – 2 step process – Identified sources we know about as well as those unknown.  Don’t want to put anything in that would affect that.  “Close data source interpretation period” – don’t want to lose sight of 2 step process.

· Jason – We were working toward process where it would close

· Gary – Need clarification of when it will close.  Not clear on when it closes.

· Carol – For every place you use “variable,”
 replace with “data sources.”  Could include another bullet about variables.

· Jason – Can revise so long as still discuss variables.  Needs to be some listing or discussion of variables to discuss data sources.

· Karen -  Can help work on language

· Gabe – It’s beyond scope of Study Group to decide variables but we will learn about new data sets that could potentially become new variables, but should be included in a part 2 of the study

· Karen – Want to give committee as much information as possible

· Jason – Will try to revise 

· Miller – Needs to get off conference call. Next steps?

· Gary – There will be work done on document, then it will be posted online. Need to have another call within next 2 weeks.

· Jason – email with any comments or suggestions
· Day 3 – 

· No comments

· Day 4 –

· No comments

· Day 5 –

· No comments

· Day 6 – 

· Karen – There would need to be revisions proposed to Day 6 as there would be to Day 2. 

· Carol and Glenda – Agree

· Day 7 –

· No comments

· Day 8 –

· No comments

· Sentence at Bottom – 

· Carol – Wants Study Group to achieve consensus based opinion – reconcile assignment with minority/majority opinion language. We have adequate communication with committee without a quarterly report

· Karen – Agrees.

· Jason – Who reports back to committee? Gary? 

· Gary – Was his plan to do so

· Karen – Take language out re quarterly report

· Gary – We provide minutes on website anyway and some update on what we’ve done

· Gary proposes to set up a time for another call

· Friday, October 3, 2014 at 2:30 EST

· Will review next document during next call

· Can send emails to Jason discussing any suggestions to documents before next call

· Karen – Item 5 on Agenda – Is there a relevant document?

· Jason – Second document is the process of going through data sources, not necessarily a scoring matrix.  Do we work toward a scoring matrix?

· Carol – Need to have a framework to report back to committee. Nothing was specifically proposed.

· Jason – Anticipates report would contain some type of matrix

Adjournment @ 4:22pm EST
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