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The Idaho State Independent Living Council (SILC) actively engages in activities that help provide Idahoans with disabilities with a greater voice in obtaining services that are consumer responsive, cost effective and community based.  We are solutions oriented: collaborating with people with disabilities, public agencies, and private, non-profit and for-profit organizations to improve the quality of life and increase independence for Idahoans with disabilities.

The SILC upholds the principles of the Independent Living movement: consumer control, peer support, self-help, self-determination, equal access and positive systemic change through individual and systemic advocacy, maximizing opportunities available to all Idahoans. We are the only statewide organization governed by a majority of people with disabilities that serves Idahoans across disabilities and lifespan. 

The SILC works closely with the three non-profit Centers for Independent Living (CILs) and other partners in the development and support of the State Plan for Independent Living (SPIL).

The proposed 2026 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) regulation, 2 CFR Part 200 to replace the 2024 OMB Uniform Guidance will significantly impact operations for the SILC and the CILs. I’m providing comment specific to the SILC with the understanding that the three non-profit CILs in Idaho are providing direct comments regarding the move from OMB “guidance” to OMB “regulation.”

Independent Living (IL) programs operate under federal statute, specifically the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended. When federal regulations restrict the ability to conduct systems advocacy, analyze barriers, educate the public, attend federally endorsed trainings, or coordinate across sectors, the State cannot fulfill its federal IL obligations without increased operational risk or the possibility of non‑compliance.

This could result in:

· Reduced effectiveness of statewide IL services
· Reduced stakeholder engagement
· Limited SPIL implementation capacity
· Barriers to coordinate emergency preparedness, housing, health, and transportation access
· Potential loss of federal funds due to restrictive compliance interpretations

The impact will be much bigger than any one agency or organization. Indeed, the impact will be realized by more than 269,000[endnoteRef:1] non-institutionalized Idahoans who have disabilities as well as many more who are living in an institutional setting.  [1:  2022 American Community Survey] 


I have included a table on the last two pages of this document that calls out specific sections of the OMB proposed regulations and how it will conflict with federal law, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, and state law, SILC establishment, Title 56, Chapter 12.

The independence and autonomy of the Idaho SILC are requirements of Title VII of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 as amended. SILCs must operate independently and without improper influence from the State or Federal government.

OMB proposed regulations expand agency authority to terminate awards for discretionary reasons, including changes in policy priorities (§200.340), giving federal agencies leverage to pressure SILCs to avoid findings or policy recommendations that conflict with the administration. Title VII requires that SILCs remain independent; OMB’s discretionary termination authority could undermine that independence.

Title VII requires that SILCs develop, implement, monitor, and evaluate the State Plan for Independent Living (SPIL) and identify barriers, statewide goals, and needed policy or systems changes.

OMB proposed regulations prohibit using funds for activities interpreted as DEI, disparate‑impact theories, or ideological/public‑policy messaging (§200.218, §200.300). It requires program design that aligns with administration policy priorities, even when Title VII requires independent barrier identification (§200.202). Furthermore, the merit review will evaluate whether projects advance Presidential policy priorities, not independent IL needs (§200.205).

SPIL implementation requires identification of systemic barriers and policy issues — the same activities which OMB may classify as prohibited “policy messaging” or DEI‑related work.

Title VII Requires that CILs conduct systems advocacy (§725); that SILCs contribute to statewide systems change through SPIL development and implementation.

OMB’s proposed regulations would bar funding for activities it interprets as supporting “unlawful DEI,” “disparate‑impact liability,” or “ideological frameworks” (§200.218, §200.300).
Agencies may deny or terminate awards based on policy misalignment with Presidential priorities (§200.205, §200.340).

Title VII mandates systems advocacy; proposed OMB regulations will restrict the types of advocacy IL programs are required to perform under the Rehabilitation Act.

Title VII requires that CILs conduct ongoing public education, I&R, outreach to underserved groups, and disability rights education. The Idaho SILC also engages in that work through authorization of our federally approved State Plan for Independent Living.

Under the proposed regulations, OMB would restrict outreach, communications, and public education costs if they could be deemed “policy messaging” or ideological (§200.300; subpart E cost limits). Furthermore, messaging around discrimination, barriers, accessibility, or systemic inequities could be misinterpreted as prohibited DEI/disparate‑impact content (§200.218).

Title VII requires disability‑rights education; OMB may define this as unallowable messaging.

Title VII Requires  that SILCs conduct public meetings, gather stakeholder input, and coordinate with agencies across sectors (§705).

Federal agencies may evaluate partnership affiliations as negative risk factors (§200.206), including coalitions associated with DEI, disparity work, or policy advocacy and engagement activities could be treated as public‑policy messaging (restricted in §200.300 and §200.218).

Stakeholder engagement and coordination — required by Title VII — may be penalized or restricted under OMB’s risk and content regulations.

Title VII Requires SILCs to identify service gaps, issue recommendations, comment on state policies, and provide IL-informed policy guidance.

The proposed OMB regulation will bar federally funded public policy messaging that does not align with administration priorities (§200.300). and a proposed merit review standards will require that funded activities “advance Presidential policy priorities” (§200.205).

Title VII mandates independent policy analysis; OMB restricts policy communication deemed inconsistent with the Administration’s direction.

Title VII Requires that IL staff receive IL training, technical assistance, national conferences, and policy education are essential for compliance and network function.

Travel, membership, and conference fees may be unallowable if organizations engage in advocacy or policy messaging (§200.400 and related cost principles). Additionally, partnerships and affiliations may be considered “questionable practices” under risk review (§200.206).

Participation in IL trainings may be limited if organizations discuss advocacy, equity, or policy — all typical Independent Living training and conference content.

Title VII Requires that State Plans for Independent Living support coordination with multiple service systems; that systems coordination is essential for community integration and Olmstead compliance.

The proposed OMB regulations prohibit activities involving frameworks that resemble DEI, equity analysis, or disparity identification (§200.218, §200.300). Additionally, federal agencies may view cross‑sector coalitions as “affiliations” raising risk flags (§200.206).

Analysis of cross-sector barriers — required for IL systems change — could be interpreted as restricted DEI or disparity‑impact work.

Comparison Table: OMB Proposed Rule vs. Federal Law (Title VII) vs. Idaho State Law

	Topic / Function
	OMB Proposed Rule (2026)
	Federal Law – Title VII of Rehab Act
	Idaho State Law – SILC Statute (Idaho Code §56‑1202)

	SILC Independence
	Gives federal agencies broad discretionary termination authority, including when activities “no longer align” with federal priorities (§200.340). 

	SILCs must be independent, consumer‑controlled bodies free from state or federal interference (§705).
	SILC “shall be independent of any state agency” (§56‑1202(1)). 


	SPIL Development & Implementation
	Restricts activities classified as policy messaging, DEI, or disparate‑impact (§200.218, §200.300). SILCs may be penalized if barrier identification conflicts with federal priorities (§200.202, §200.205). 

	Requires SILCs/CILs to identify barriers, gather data, set goals, and collaboratively implement SPIL statewide (§704, §705).
	Idaho SILC roles include conducting assessments, planning, coordination, and operational oversight under state law and bylaws (§56‑1202). 


	Systems Advocacy & Systems Change
	Prohibits using funds for activities interpreted as DEI, identity‑based, or systemic disparity frameworks (§200.218, §200.300). 

	CILs must conduct systems advocacy; SILCs must participate in systems change and statewide planning (§725(b)(6), §705).
	Idaho law expects SILC involvement in statewide systems coordination and IL advocacy functions.

	Public Education & Outreach
	Limits federally funded public communications, outreach, or education if considered “policy messaging” (§200.300; cost principles). 

	IL programs must conduct public education, outreach, and community engagement (§704).SILC must hold open public meetings, receive public input, and operate transparently (§56‑1202).
	SILC must hold open public meetings, receive public input, and operate transparently (§56‑1202).


	Stakeholder Engagement

	Coalition participation and affiliations may increase “risk” (§200.206). Activities could be tagged as policy messaging or ideological.

	Federal law requires public participation, coordination with agencies, and inclusive stakeholder processes, including conducting a statewide assessment at least every three-years (§704, §705).

	State law requires public meetings, coordination, and engagement (assessment and monitoring) in statewide IL planning (§56‑1202).


	National IL Training & Conferences

	Membership, conference, or training costs may be unallowable if orgs engage in advocacy (§200.400+ cost principles).

	SILCs/CILs are required to engage in capacity building, technical assistance, and IL‑network training.

	Idaho SILC employees must operate under bylaws and maintain competency; training is assumed in operational authority (§56‑1202).

	Cross‑Sector Coordination (housing, Healthcare, Transportation, emergency management, etc.)

	DEI/disparate‑impact restrictions may limit disparity analysis or cross‑agency work (§200.218, §200.300).

	Title VII requires coordination across systems to advance IL and community integration (§704(e)).

	Idaho SILC statute anticipates multi‑agency coordination as part of statewide IL work.


	Public Meetings & Transparency

	Public forums may be subject to viewpoint‑neutrality enforcement (§200.219), potentially constraining discussion

	SILC is required to operate through public meetings and open processes.

	Idaho law codifies quarterly public meetings and transparent operations (§56‑1202(4)).
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