
CROSS-DISABILITIES ADVISORY COUNCIL 
Hybrid Meeting 

Thursday, JUL 23, 2026 
9:31 a.m. – 4:30 p.m. 

 
 
 

Cross-Disability Advisory Council Members Present: Darcy Andahl, Kirsten Dvorak, Kyle Erickson, Andrea Hansen, 
Julianne Horntvedt, Kayla Johnson, Paul Kolstoe, Kevin Miiller, Iman Moore, Katynka Morrissette, Jonathan O’Konek, Vicki 
Peterson, Lorena Poppe, Danielle Robbins 
Cross-Disability State Agency Representatives Present: Jackie Adusimilli, Kathy Barchenger, Kayla Fender, Mary 
McCarvel-O’Connor 
Guests Present: Ben Hawkins, Erin Leveton, Kathy Miiller, Erin Moore, Jillian Salmon  
 
 

WELCOME and ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS 
• The meeting was called to order at 9:31 am. 
 
 

GENERAL BUSINESS 
• Role Call 

 
• APPROVAL OF CDAC JUN Minutes 

o Kevin Miiller opened the floor for discussion on the “ND-CDAC Minutes 25JUN26 DRAFT” 
o Motion:  It was moved by Kayla Johnson and seconded by Lorena Poppe to approve the 25JUN26 Minutes 
o Vote (Yes): Darcy Andahl, Kirsten Dvorak, Andrea Hansen, Julianne Horntvedt, Kayla Johnson, Paul Kolstoe, 

Katynka Morrissette, Jonathan O’Konek, Vicki Peterson, Lorena Poppe, Danielle Robbins 
o Vote (No): none 
o Motion carried 

 
 
• APPROVAL OF CDAC’s Public Comment Thank You Letter 

o Kevin Miiller opened the floor for discussion on the “CDAC Thank You Letter All Public Comment Sessions” 
o Motion:  It was moved by Jonathan O’Konek and seconded by Julianne Horntvedt to approve the thank you 
o Vote (Yes): Darcy Andahl, Kirsten Dvorak, Andrea Hansen, Julianne Horntvedt, Kayla Johnson, Paul Kolstoe, 

Katynka Morrissette, Jonathan O’Konek, Vicki Peterson, Lorena Poppe, Danielle Robbins 

o Vote (No): none 
o Motion carried 

 
 
 

WELCOME ACTIVITIES 
• Members talked about answers to some of the questions they submitted after the June CDAC meeting. These 

questions reflected anything they wanted a reminder on or still didn’t know well after a year of serving on CDAC. 

o Members talked about the reapplication and appeal process if a child is found ineligible for waivered services. 

  



LEVEL OF CARE (LOC) REFRESH – KEY CONCEPTS 
• Members talked about how Medicaid waivers are an important way that states provide additional supports to people 

in their homes and communities. 

• Members were reminded that eligibility for waivers is tied to demonstrating a need for an institutional LOC. States 

must identify at least one LOC (such as Nursing Facilities or Intermediate Care Facilities for Individuals with 

Intellectual Disabilities (ICF/IIDs)) for the waiver. 

o Members discussed examples of types of institutions in North Dakota that can be licensed as ICFs, including 

some community provider group homes. 

• Members completed a Menti survey exercise where they were given a description of a waiver and then they had to 

answer some questions about that waiver’s LOC. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

LOC REFRESH – MULTIPLE LOC ON A SINGLE WAIVER 
• Members discussed how multiple LOC can be served within a single waiver, which answered some of their survey 

questions from June. Wisconsin was cited as an example of a state using this model. 

o Members also talked about how waivers can reserve capacity for different populations in a waiver, but not 

necessarily cap the number of people who can meet a certain LOC on the waiver. 

  



LOC REFRESH – FEDERAL RULES ON ELIGIBILITY 
• Members reviewed federal requirements about eligibility for Medicaid waivers. 

• Members participated in an exercise where they could rate whether something was required to be found eligible for 

a waiver. 

o Members were given stickers to assign their vote:  

▪ Green meant yes, this is always required for eligibility. 

▪ Yellow meant sometimes this was required for eligibility. 

▪ Red meant no, this is never required for eligibility. 

▪ Blue meant not sure whether this was required for eligibility. 

 

o  
• After this exercise, members noted that waiver systems are complex and difficult for families to navigate, and that 

knowing all the rules for eligibility can be challenging. 

• Members learned some things about waiver eligibility in this process: 

o Receiving SSI is never a requirement for waiver eligibility 

o Applicants must always be eligible for Medicaid to get on a waiver, but once they demonstrate they qualify for 

waivered services the income restrictions for their Medicaid enrollment change. 

o Automatic enrollment by condition or any other factor alone is not permitted by federal requirements. 



FRONT DOOR TO WAIVERS 
• Members talked about the “front door” access to waiver programs. 

o Members were reminded about CDAC 1.0’s recommendations on the “front door” and how those will be carried 

forward, not changed. 

• Members discussed strategies for helping families understand what a waiver is and what services it provides, as part 

of the “pre-front door” process. 

o Members identified advertising and outreach channels including school systems, special education services, 

Indian health clinics, and behavioral health providers. 

o Members noted that families often do not know about available resources and services, and that confusion 

about where to seek help is common. 

• Members completed a Menti survey where they shared their experience about the “pre-front door.” 

 

  

 

• Members discussed challenges families face in the “front door” once they apply for waivered services, including long 

wait times for evaluations, unclear steps in the application process, and unrealistic expectations about immediate 

service availability after waiver approval. 

o Members discussed potential improvements to the process, including clearer communication about eligibility, 

better explanation of application steps, and managing expectations about service timelines. 

o Members noted the importance of addressing stigma and shame around disability and accessing services. 

o Members discussed the role of community organizations, child advocacy centers, and family support networks in 

connecting families to information and services. 

• Members completed a Menti survey where they shared their thoughts on opportunities to improve the “front door.” 



 

 

  



BUDGETING FOR WAIVERS 
• Members had some of their June survey questions about the budget process and next steps answered. 

• Members spent time in a “budget explorer” tool, which helped them see more directly what the potential costs and 

impacts of certain policy decisions for the CDW could be.  

o The purpose of this exercise was to have CDAC start thinking about how they might have to make difficult 

decisions on what guidance to share with HHS for developing the CDW, based on different budget amounts the 

state might get for the waiver. 

o The exercise was also meant to show how difficult it is for HHS to make hard policy decisions when additional 

funding isn’t available. 

o The exercise relied on a lot of assumptions that may not reflect final numbers, but it helped start brainstorming 

discussions. 

o The Governor’s budget won’t be released until December, so this exercise is preparing CDAC for similar exercises 

they’ll do to share guidance with HHS on the CDW once they know the available funding. 

• Members shared their thoughts on what policy decisions they thought they should prioritize in different potential 

budget circumstances and asked good questions about what tradeoffs could be made with different hypothetical 

options. 

o Members were reminded that CDAC 1.0’s recommendation to serve more people before serving existing people 

more is the foundation that the CDW will be built off and will be carried through in CDAC 2.0. 

• Members completed Menti survey questions to document their takeaways and initial thoughts from the budget 

exercise, specifically what guidance they might share with HHS on the CDW if the budget is limited. 

 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT 1 
Carl Young 

  



For those interested in reading the policy brief by Carl Young, please contact Carl directly. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT 2 
Denise Harvey

 



  



 
 



 
 
 
PUBLIC Q&A 
• Due to public comment time remaining after each person’s 5 mins, Carl Young and Denise Harvey were asked 

questions by CDAC2 members. 

 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
• The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m. 


