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 IDEA Advisory Meeting 
MINUTES DECEMBER 11, 2019 9:00 – 4:15 P.M. QUALITY INN, BISMARCK 

 

MEETING CALLED BY Shannon Grave, Chairperson 

TYPE OF MEETING IDEA Advisory Meeting 

FACILITATOR Gerry Teevens 

NOTE TAKER Michelle Souther 

ATTENDEES 

Gerry Teevens, Michelle Souther, Colette Fleck, Shannon Grave, Lucy Fredericks, Susan Gerenz, 
Barb Burghart, Patti Mahar, Emmanuel Mensah, Tracy Zaun, Debbe Poitra, Jodi Webb, Amber 
Morrell, Beth Larson-Steckler, Vicki Peterson, Patty Cummings, Victoria Johnson, Brenda Ruehl, 
Renee Wetzsteon, Valerie Kuntz, Nicole Lang, Debra Huber, Carsen Grave, Michelle Pfaff, Bruce 
Klootwyk, Jessica HowlingWolf 

 

Agenda topics 
 SPP/APR DATA AND PROGRESS EMMANUEL MENSAH & GERRY TEEVENS 

DISCUSSION 

States are required by law to submit an Annual Performance Report every year to the federal government 
on the 17 indicators. North Dakota’s most recent SPP and APR reports can be found here: 
https://osep.grads360.org/  
 
North Dakota’s most recent OSEP Response Table and Determination Letter can be found here: 
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/allyears.html 
 
Part B Indicators 

• 1 Graduation Rate  
• 2 Drop-Out Rate 
• 3B Participation for the Students with IEPs 
• 3C Proficiency Rate Reading & Math 
• 4A Suspension/Expulsion 
• 4B Suspension/Expulsion 
• 5A LRE Regular Classroom  
• 5B LRE Separate Classroom 
• 6A LRE Preschool Regular Classroom 
• 6B LRE Preschool Separate Classroom/School 
• 7A Social-Emotional SS2 
• 7B Knowledge and Skills SS2 
• 7C Appropriate Behaviors SS1 & SS2 
• 8 Parent Involvement 
• 10 Disproportionate Representation – Disability Category 
• 11 Child Find  
• 13 Transition Planning by Age 16 
• 14 Post–Secondary Outcomes Education 
• 15 Resolution Sessions 
• 16 Mediation 
• 17 State Systemic Improvement Plan 

 
The SPR/APR data is used to help the state determine which special education units will be focused 
monitored.  

 
Indicator 1: Graduation Rate: Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular 
diploma. North Dakota did not meet this target. Students with disabilities in North Dakota can stay in 
school until they are 21. The target for Indicator 1 is 89%. North Dakota’s rate was 68.48%. The number 
of youth with IEPs in the adjusted cohort eligible to graduate was 866 students. The number of youth 
with IEP in the adjusted cohort graduating with a regular diploma was 593. 
 
Exit Outcomes for Students on IEPs 
 
593 – Graduate 
112 – Continued 

https://osep.grads360.org/
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/allyears.html
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/allyears.html
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161 – Dropped Out 
 
Who is most likely to graduate: 
 
Environment: regular classroom – 77% 
 

• SLD – 82% 
• SI – 65% 
• OHI – 74% 

 
Ethnicity – White – 72%  
 
Who is least likely to graduate: 
 
Environment: 

• Students in separate classrooms: 30% 
• Students in resource room: 55% 

 
Primary Disability: 

• ID – 37% 
• Autism: 50% 
• ED – 53% 

 
Ethnicity: 

• Native American: 55% 
• Black or African American: 56% 

 
4-year graduation rate: 

• 87.99% All students,  
• 90.57% Non-IEPs,  
• 68.48% IEPs. 

 
Indicator 2: Drop Out Rate: Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school. North Dakota’s rate 
for this target was 18.59%. The target is 17.00% for this indicator.  Number of youth with IEPs in the 
adjusted cohort dropping out 161.  
 
Who is most likely to Drop Out? 

 
• Students in separate settings: 40% 
• Emotional Disturbance: 36% 
• American Indian or Alaskan Native: 33% 

 
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) – Increase the graduation rate for students 
identified with primary disability of ED, as measured by the extended six-year rate. Number of youth with 
ED in the six-year adjusted cohort is 98. Number of youth with ED graduating with a regular diploma 
within 6 years – 52. Target – 66.72% North Dakota’s rate 53.10%.  
 
Q: Is there a way to collect the dropout reason from the student? Indicator 14 collects that data.   
 
What are the primary reasons for students dropping out?  
Questions & Discussion: 
DPI posed Questions: 

• What are your initial thoughts and reactions to the on-time Graduation, Dropout rates and ND 
SIMR? – What would be the reason for students of color dropping out? It could be culture or 
economic status. Does the curriculum provide interest association? 

• What further disaggregation or analyses might help provide additional insights? 
• What improvement activities would you suggest? 

Committee members questions and discussion: 
 
Q: Does the state have data on students on IEPs and their socio-economic status that drop-out? The 
state will look at this and see if it effects the dropout rate. The state is looking at merging the dropout 
file with the discipline data in order to see what the data shows. 
 
Q: Does the state look at IEP students who are identified as ELL? The state would have to merge two 
files together to get this data. Graduation file doesn’t come with ELL students identified.  
Q: Early intervention and how does that effect drop-out rate?   
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Debra Huber would like to see more data from students on why they are dropping out. If a student flunks 
middle school and they don’t pass a core subject, they have a whole day of subjects they don’t like. They 
decide to drop out because they don’t like school anymore. Bruce commented that as a substitute teacher 
he has seen students with disabilities are sometimes just pushed through the system and they have no 
interest to continue to go on because they aren’t really learning. They are just getting advanced grade to 
grade.  
 
Indicator 3B: Statewide Assessment Participation Rate – Reading. Students with IEPs eligible to 
participate in NDSA, NDAA, ACT. North Dakota’s rate for 3b was 94.81%. The 3b target is 95%. Indicator 
3B: Statewide Assessment Participation Rate – Math. North Dakota’s rate for 3b was 95.69%. The 3b 
target is 95%.  
 
Indicator 3C: Proficiency Rate – 17.00% for school year 2018-19 for Reading, Math – 15.57%.  Grades 
tested are 3-8 and 11. The target is set by OSEP and is 100%.  
 
Who is most likely to score proficient in Math only on NDSA? 
 

• Students in regular classroom: 18.21% 
• White: 19.36% 
• Grade 3: 26.44% 
• Asian: 29.58% 
• Speech/Language: 33.18% 

 
Who is least likely to score proficient in Math only on NDSA? 

• Students in resource room: 5.35% 
• ID: 1.11% 
• Grade 10: 4.36% 
• With Accommodation: 5.74% 
• Native American: 7.17% 
• Inside Regular Class <40% of Day: 8.07% 
• SLD: 8.88% 
• African American: 9.04% 
• Hispanic: 9.23% 

 
Who is most likely to score proficient in Reading only on NDSA? 

• Inside Regular Class >80% of Day: 16.41% 
• Asian: 19.72% 
• 3rd Grade 23.62% 
• Autism: 24.42% 
• Speech/Language: 28.98% 

 
Who is most least likely to score proficient in Reading only on NDSA? 

• ID: 0.00% 
• Residential Facility: 0.00% 
• Pacific Islander: 4.00% 
• Inside Regular Class 40% to 79% of Day: 4.48% 
• American Indian: 7.25% 
• Took NDSA with Accommodation: 7.40% 
• SLD: 7.69% 
• Inside Regular Class <40% of Day: 8.72% 
• Black: 9.35% 
• 10Th Grade: 9.51% 
• Low Income: 10.84% 

 
Indicator 4: Suspension/Expulsion Rate: Rate of suspension and expulsion for students with disabilities 
for greater than 10 days in a school year. North Dakota met the target for Indicator 4. Twenty-three 
students with IEPs were suspended for more than 10 days statewide. Students with IEPs statewide 
15,902. The rate of suspensions and expulsions is .14%. Indicator 4B is the rate of suspension/expulsion 
by race/ethnicity. North Dakota met the target for Indicator 4B. The target for 4b is set by OSEP and has 
to be 0%.  
 
Committee member Q: What does the other category on the discipline incident report entail? This data is 
collected in STARS by the school health office. 
 
Indicator 5: LRE for students – percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 removed from the regular 
class, served in public/private separate school, residential, homebound, or hospital. North Dakota’s rate 
was 73.12%. The target for 5A is 77.50%. North Dakota’s rate was 5.99%. The target for 5B is 4.75%. 
North Dakota’s rate was 1.59%.  The target for 5C is 1.08%. North Dakota did not meet the target.  
 



4 
 

Vicki Peterson is wondering why we are not making progress. The state has looked at the data and has 
found that there are more students with intense needs which results with more students in less inclusive 
settings. Fargo has seen an increase in restricted setting because of the research-based interventions 
now in place.  
 
Indicator 6: LRE for Preschool Students – Percent of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 in settings with 
typically developing peers. The target for 6A is 29.60%. The target for 6B is 26.50%, ND did not meet 
the target. North Dakota does not have state mandated preschool programs. 
 
Indicator 7: Percent of preschool children with improved positive social emotional skills, acquisition and 
use of knowledge and skills; and use of appropriate behaviors. North Dakota met the target for this 
indicator. Indicator 7 data comes from ND Early Childhood Outcomes Summary form from Tienet. The 
challenge here is the casemanager at one district level rates the child on entry and then the child leaves 
and goes to another district and that district does the exit scores.   
 
Indicator 8: Parent Involvement – percent of parents with a child receiving special education services 
who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for 
children with disabilities. North Dakota did not meet the target for this indicator. North Dakota’s response 
rate was (436) 8.2% for 2018-19. The survey is mailed out to parents. Percentage of parents with a child 
receiving special education services who reported that schools facilitated parent involvement was 
71.19%.  
 
Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation – percent of districts that had disproportionate 
representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education that is the result of inappropriate 
identification. North Dakota met the target for this indicator. OSEP sets the target for this indicator which 
is at 0%.  In ND, Disproportionate Representation is defined through as a weighted risk ratio of 3.00 and 
above based on a target n of 10+ and a comparison group n of 10+. There was one district identified for 
Indicator 9. District currently reviewing their policies, practices and procedures.  
 
Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation by Disability Category – percent of districts that had 
disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the 
result of inappropriate identification. North Dakota’s rate was 8.33% for 2017-18. OSEP sets the target 
for this indicator which is at 0%. 
 
Indicator 11: Evaluation in 60 days – percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were 
evaluated, and eligibility determined within 60 days. The data is collected through Tienet. North Dakota 
did not meet this target. North Dakota’s rate was 99.46%. OSEP’s target is 100%. This is a compliance 
indicator so we have to be at 100%.  
 
Indicator 12: Transition from Part C to Part B – percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who 
are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday. 
North Dakota did not meet this target. North Dakota’s rate was 99.79%. The target for this indicator is 
100%.  
 
Indicator 13: Transition planning on IEP by age 16 – percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP 
that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably 
enable the student to meet the postsecondary goals. North Dakota did not meet the target for this 
indicator.  North Dakota’s rate was 99.52% for 2018-19. The target is set by OSEP at 100%. There were 
413 documents reviewed.  
 
Indicator 14: Post-Secondary Outcomes – percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had 
IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and were enrolled in post-secondary education/training or 
employed. There were 793 students in the sample. 280 students were contacted for a response rate of 
35.31%. 
 
Indicator 15: Percent of hearing requests resolved through resolution agreements. If states have fewer 
than 10 they don’t have to report the data. 
 
Indicator 16: Mediation - percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements - if states 
have fewer than 10 they don’t have to report the data. 
 
Indicator 17: State Identified Measurable Results (SIMR), increasing the graduation rate of student with 
emotional disabilities. This report goes into OSEP in April.  
 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS  
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ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

   

 
 PARENT SURVEY REPORT & DISCUSSION GERRY TEEVENS/MICHELLE WOODCOCK 

DISCUSSION 

What can we do to increase the response rate of the parent survey for Indicator 8?  
We have gone to a new set of questions this year. Michelle Woodcock pulled the response rate from last 
year and the results were very similar to this year. In the past we have done online surveys and the 
response rate was low. How about a phone app? Parents are more likely to respond to survey from the 
district versus the state. One idea was to use Social media/parent support groups and ask them to post 
something on their page saying if they receive this survey please fill it out. If the survey link was 
available throughout the year you may get a better response rate. How do we ensure that parents have 
been through the IEP process throughout the year? A link through text message from the school? 
February and April were suggested for sending out the survey twice a year and maybe that would 
increase the response rate. Is QR code an option? Is it possible to give away a gift card as an incentive 
for them filling out the survey? 
 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

   

 
 
 
 

  
 TRIBAL FOSTER CARE DEBBE POITRA 

DISCUSSION 

Debbe Poitra works for the Belcourt School District. She is the foster care liaison.  Indian Child Welfare 
Act that was enacted in 1978. There were a number of native American children placed in non-Indian 
homes. In December 2016 the guidelines were updated. The number of Native children in foster care are 
more than twice as high as the general population. Why are Native American children in foster care, 
group homes, residential facilities? Loss of people and land because of this law being put in place. People 
were forced to relocate and that caused people to be spread out across the state.  Trauma is transmitted 
to subsequent generations by children identifying with their parents’ suffering, children being influenced 
by the style of communication caregivers use to describe the trauma, and children being influenced by 
particular parent styles. “The impact of elders stories historical trauma and loss was associated with a 
person’s own traumatic experiences.” Parenting styles can be impacted as a result of trauma. The top 
reasons children are in foster care: 

• Neglect  
• Parent Substance abuse  
• Child behavior 
• Parent incarcerated 

 
Department of Health and Human Services website has all of the contact information and the charts 
Debbie used during her presentation. 
According to that website data, 180 foster youth, 53 (29%) of the student were on an IEP. 
 
January to March – number of licensed foster homes started 1,014 and ended with 1,027. 
74 new families were licensed (2% inquired and became licensed) 
61 families ended/terminated their license with primary reason for closure as: 

• No longer interested 
• Moved 
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• Revocation 
• Adoption 
• Personal family struggles 

  

 

 

CONCLUSIONS Have a representative from the tribal foster care office come and give a presentation. 

 

 

 
 UPDATE ON SHORTAGES ACROSS THE STATE GERRY TEEVENS 

DISCUSSION 

There are 24 unfilled teacher positions. They filled several positions, but they were filled with alternate 
licenses and are not considered highly qualified. There were 34 paraprofessional positions not filled. 
Special education has a contract with TAESE to develop a Teacher Recruitment website to help districts 
fill their unfilled teacher positions. It will be ready after the New Year. 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

 
  

 2018-19 DISPUTE RESOLUTION REPORT GERRY TEEVENS 

DISCUSSION 

Dispute Resolution Top Issues: 
 

• Behavior discipline 
• Accommodations 
• IEP implementations 

 
Numbers of Complaint investigations requested don’t match the numbers completed. Why? 

• Didn’t meet the requirements for a complaint investigation to be carried out.  
• Complaint was withdrawn by the party filing the request.  
• Another dispute resolution option was chosen 

 
Request for IEP facilitation (7) 
 

• Six of the facilitation requests resulted in facilitated meetings and successful IEP completion. 
• One IEP facilitation request resulted in the team reaching consensus and party withdrawing 

request. 
 

Request for mediation (5) 
• Three mediation requests resulted in a successful formal agreement. 
• One mediation request did not occur when parties withdrew their participation for mediation and 

choose to submit an IEP facilitation and complaint investigation request. 
• One mediation requested resulted in parent withdrawing request and submitting a complaint 

investigation request after district chose not to participate in mediation. 
 
Requests for State Complaint Investigations (11) 

• Four requests met criteria and an investigation was completed 
• Three requests withdrew the complaint request 
• Four requests did not meet criteria for a complaint investigation 

 
Requests for Due Process Hearing (4) 
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• Both Due Process Hearing Requests resulted in parties reaching an agreement during a 
resolution meeting. The parents withdrew the requests. 

 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

   

 
 

 PRIORITIES OF THE IDEA ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE FOR THE YEAR COMMITTEE 

DISCUSSION 

Root cause analysis for why students are dropping out. What strategies are in place? Identify schools with 
the most success. Share the wealth of information to other schools. Highlight areas and best practices.  
Have Russ Riehl, Simle Principal present their data and what they are doing. Beth recommended that 
Robin Lang, Safe and Healthy Schools come and give a presentation to the committee.  
 
Where are we at? Crosswalk the mental health with the SSIP plan data. Behavioral Health?  
 
Priority – dropout – inviting Robin Lang to review the Department initiatives– mental health, trauma and 
highlight on success of districts – what works and what doesn’t work.  
 
Suspension/Expulsion data – more data drill down. 
 
Trends and what did you put into place to get those gains. Mental health and behavioral health – what 
are some schools doing to get better outcomes? Crosswalk with disabilities and mental health – dropout 
rates. Are we over-qualifying students with ED – mental health factors? Are we providing the right 
interventions?  
 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS Jessica HowlingWolf made a motion to make dropout the priority for the year and Victoria Johnson 
seconded the motion. IDEA Advisory will make increasing graduation rates their focus this year. 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

   

 
 
 

   

DISCUSSION  

 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

 



8 
 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

   

 
 
 
 

  SUGGESTIONS SUMMARY   

Issues and Concerns in our State: Vicki Peterson received 
numerous referrals regarding suicide attempts. Four out of five 
students were elementary students. What are schools doing when 
those students are back in school? What kind of protocols are in place? 
All five of these students were identified at school. They can’t come 
back to school until they are evaluated by clinical psychologist and 
they can’t get into a psychologist until April. What does a parent do? 
How do we continue to educate these students that are on an IEP? In 
the United States we typically see these students doing harm to 
others. There should be a plan in place before the student comes back 
but there should be a policy in place to deal with this issue. Families 
are told to go out of state. Protection and Advocacy works with 
parents and schools to get a meeting to discuss what is the safety plan 
when the student comes back to school. We want them back in school, 
but we need those wrap around services. Is there a fast track to 
getting an evaluation? West Central has open assessments and they 
can be evaluated on the spot. We need more social workers and 
counselors to be aware of services available. Most schools have no 
idea where to refer parents for services. The only services they are 
getting are in school because they are receiving special education 
services. It is a high concern right now. Schools are not mental health 
facilities and they don’t know what to do. Schools can’t provide these 
resources. At what level does this need to be discussed at? The reason 
Vicki brought this up is because all the students she dealt with are on 
IEPs. Are parents getting connected to the right people? Maybe 
connect the parents to P & A. NDDPI’s website on suicide prevention.  
https://www.nd.gov/dpi/districtsschools/safety-health/youth-
behavioral-health/suicide-prevention   
 

  

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

The committee approved the September Minutes. Brenda Ruehl made 
the motion to accept the minutes and Vicki Peterson seconded the 
motion.  
 
Public Comment: Roxane Romanick. Roxane has a 20-year-old 
daughter with down syndrome. Roxane is a social worker and has 
been involved with IDEA and early intervention for 20 years. She is 
Executive Director of Designer Genes ND. They provide membership 
support across the state. They have 287 members which they feel is 
50% of people with down syndrome. 
 
Roxane has seen two situations where children are exiting early 
intervention at three and being offered preschool services as 
outpatient services and not a preschool services classroom. We have a 
problem with funding for three-year-old children. Services being 
offered aren’t always developmentally appropriate. The issue is 
supporting caregivers for growth – moving to an IEP when there is no 
option for services you will see a more direct services approach. 
Concerned about the lack of options for three-year olds. During 
legislative session there was an issue brought up to get rid of the 4-
year old mark. During the session a heated debate was made that we 
shouldn’t be pushing preschool on three-year old.  The district doesn’t 
have a three-year-old district preschool and they aren’t taking 
students with disabilities that are three-year old. They are providing 
more direct services and that is not the optimum learning style for a 
three-year-old. She is concerned with Fargo’s level D separate setting 

  

https://www.nd.gov/dpi/districtsschools/safety-health/youth-behavioral-health/suicide-prevention
https://www.nd.gov/dpi/districtsschools/safety-health/youth-behavioral-health/suicide-prevention
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and how are they addressing the behavior needs. Are we identifying 
the needs that we need to? Could there be some guidance provided? 
Stipulations because the districts don’t have three-year-old programs 
and they can’t get licensing. A letter of support from the IDEA 
Advisory Committee to the Early Childhood Education Committee 
regarding licensing requirements to support the three-year-old license 
requirement for preschool. Without this many three-year-olds are not 
getting access to a preschool environment.   
 
A request was made for a Joint effort between the IDEA advisory 
committee and the early childhood education committee to create a 
white paper to create clarity on licensing for preschools in ND.  
 
Recommendation for someone from this committee to attend the early 
childhood education committee. The meeting is December 17th at 
11:00 a.m. 
 
The March meeting is scheduled for March 26, 2020. 
 
Agenda Items for March meeting:  
 

• Suicide Prevention and Youth Risk Survey – Robin Lang  
• Behavioral Health Representative to discuss behavioral health 

changes 
• Update on the SSIP Plan – Emmanuel Mensah 
• Dropout Data – Stan  
• Parent Survey Update 
• OSEP Changes to SPP 
• Transitioning Education and transition planning – voc rehab, 

mentoring coaches (for June Meeting) 
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