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INTRODUCTION 

The School Study Council of Ohio (SSCO) and Ohio Center for Deaf/Blind Education (OCBDE), in 

collaboration with the Ohio Department of Education (ODE), have been working to increase the number of 

qualified teachers of the visually impaired in Ohio. Funding was provided to allow two institutions of higher 

learning to submit a plan for preparation programs for teachers of students with visual impairments/blindness. 

These programs have been important in alleviating critical teacher shortages and building a cadre of qualified 

teachers for these populations in the Ohio area. In 2005, when this project began, there were 62 teachers of the 

visually impaired in Ohio, 50% of whom would be eligible for retirement within a five-year period. Thus, the 

need for additional trained personnel has been critical. Since the inception of this project, approximately 65 

Intervention Specialists have earned licensure and all who sought employment have been placed. This report 

provides information about the 2008-09 grant year. 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

The University of Toledo and The Ohio State University were each awarded funding to prepare teachers of 

the visually impaired. The programs were designed to provide the following assurances: 

• Graduate 10 fully licensed teachers of visually impaired; 

• Licensure would be obtained within a twelve-month time line; 

• Meet requirements of the Ohio Department of Education Alternative Licensure Program; 

• Provide an effective program evaluation and data collection process; 

• Collaborate with local educational agencies and related entities; and 

• Provide all necessary course instruction for obtaining licensure. 

The role of SSCO is that of support of a preparation program for teachers of the visually impaired through 

the following activities: 

• Issuance of requests for proposals designed for The Ohio State University and the University of Toledo; 

• Review of each submission; 

• Issuance of award notices and funding once the submissions meet requirements of the request for 

proposals; 
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• Monitoring of the performance of each program; 

• Provision of technical assistance to each program; 

• Evaluation of all phases of the programs through client satisfaction survey and impact evaluation; 

• Publicizing and informing the public about the programs through SSCO, its web site and other avenues; 

• Convening of joint meetings of the principals for each project; and  

• Provision of support services as needed. 

ON-SITE VISITS 

On-site visits to each program were conducted. Two on-site visits were made to the University of Toledo – 

one on November 20, 2008 and a second on April 22, 2009. Drs. Stephens and Wolf conducted the November 

on-site visit; Drs. Stephens, Wolf and Saylor were involved in the April on-site visit. The Ohio State University 

on-site visit took place on April 23, 2009. These visits provided an opportunity for university personnel and 

SSCO/OCDBE staff to review and discuss the programs and to identify issues and concerns. A protocol for the 

on-site visits was developed and summary reports were compiled (See Attachment A). Ongoing project 

consultation was provided by SSCO/OCDBE to both University programs through telephone calls, email, fax, 

on-site visits and meetings in Columbus, Ohio. 

SYMPOSIA AND CONFERENCES 

During the 2008-09 academic year, two conferences were held so that university personnel from both 

programs could meet and, with project staff, discuss progress, needs and issues. An invitational forum was held 

on March 20, 2009. Both project directors and several university staff members and students participated in an 

interactive round table discussion of major program and training issues. Questions regarding budget and record 

keeping were also discussed. The second conference was held on June 2, 2009. Several university staff 

members and local personnel serving the needs of visually impaired students participated in the meeting. 

Evaluation of both meetings was completed and results were extremely positive. Respondents were asked to 

rate their agreement with a series of items regarding the symposium using the following scale: 4 = Strongly 

Agree; 3 = Agree; 2 = Disagree; and 1 = Strongly Disagree. Percentages and mean ratings with standard 

deviations were calculated and comments about the forum were invited. For the March meeting, mean ratings 
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for the items ranged from a high of 4.0 to a low of 3.40. Mean ratings ranged from a high of 4.0 to a low of 3.64 

for the June meeting.  See Attachment B for the agenda, materials and evaluations of both meetings. 

PROGRAM EVALUATION 

Client Satisfaction Survey 

Client satisfaction surveys were sent to students in the 2007-08 training program cohorts. Nine of ten 

students in the Ohio State University program responded, yielding a return rate of 90%; six of ten students in 

the University of Toledo program responded, yielding a return rate of 60%. The combined data yielded a 75% 

return rate with fifteen of twenty students responding. 

Discussion of Design and Results of Client Satisfaction Survey 

Students provided demographic information including the month and year of their endorsement, their 

highest degree earned, years of teaching experience and the subject areas of their license. They were asked to 

rate their agreement with a series of items describing critical elements of their preparation program using the 

following scale: 5 = Strongly Agree; 4 = Agree; 3 = Neither Agree or Disagree; 2 = Disagree; and 1 = Strongly 

Disagree. Responses greater than three were considered positive; responses lower than three were considered 

negative, with three considered neutral. Percentages and mean ratings with standard deviations were calculated 

and comments about the program were invited. 

Both programs yielded very positive student ratings. The Ohio State University cohort gave the 

Orientation/Mobility training the highest rating on its evaluation with a mean score 4.33. University of Toledo 

student evaluations ranged from a high of 4.5 in Course Scheduling to a low of 3.20 in Assistive Technology. 

Students’ comments reflected a need for more intensive instruction and more hands-on experience in the area of 

Assistive Technology. Regarding advisor assistance, all ratings in the aggregated report were positive, ranging 

from a mean of 4.11 to 4.33. Dr. Sakui Malakpa, Project Director at the University of Toledo was voted 

outstanding teacher of the year for 2008-09. Overall satisfaction with the Vision Training Program was rated at 

4.07. Please refer to Attachment C for a copy of the technical report for each University and the technical report 

for the aggregated data. 
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The Ohio State University personnel responded with outstanding effort to the results of the client 

satisfaction survey and to the feedback received from their students. A series of monthly meetings with students 

was instituted to allow for more face-to-face interactions on topics that students requested. Also, based on 

student feedback, weekly debriefings were instituted to discuss student teaching progress. A Saturday workshop 

was arranged for April 25, 2009 dedicated to Assistive Technology and open to students from both cohorts. A 

total of fifteen students attended this program – fourteen students from Ohio State. Of these, eight were current 

students, five had completed an earlier cohort and one was a student in the program to prepare teachers of 

students with hearing impairments. One student was from the Toledo program. An outline of program changes 

and enhancements in The Ohio State University program is included in their on-site materials. 

Students have an understanding of the limitations of a program that is offered in the time span of one year. 

Students’ success depends to some extent on their motivation and resourcefulness in completing many of the 

requirements of online courses. Given the demands of full-time employment and the demands of the Vision 

Training Program, these students performed exceptionally well and exhibited a strong commitment to their 

training. One sign of highly engaged students is an expressed desire for more -- more information, more 

training, more application of strategies and techniques; interest in all of these was high. 

Recruitment Activities 

For the 2008-09 grant year, ten students were admitted to each of the University programs. Seven students 

from The Ohio State University program are expected to earn licensure as of Summer 2009. Dr. Malakpa 

indicated that he is working diligently to assist students in the 2008-09 cohort with the completion of their 

program so that they might earn licensure. 

At The Ohio State University, five students completed the program in the 2005-06 cohort  (ODE funded the 

project; however, that year, SSCO was not involved). Seven students in the 2006-07 group and ten students in 

the 2007-08 group completed the program, yielding a total of 22 Intervention Specialists over the three-year 

period. In the University of Toledo program, seven students completed the program in 2005-06, six in 2006-07 

with four more from this cohort finishing in 2008 and six in 2007-08. Thus, with the 2008-09 students, the 

number of students who have completed licensure in the two programs will surpass the number of Intervention 
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Specialists who were in the field at the beginning of this project. A number of qualified applicants have 

expressed interest in the ODE supported 2009-2010 program, which is contingent on ODE funding. 

Brochures were designed and developed for each university program (see Attachment D for a copy of each 

brochure). These brochures have been posted on a number of websites, including those of SSCO, the Center for 

Instructional Supports and Accessible Materials (CISAM) and Teachers of the Visually Impaired in Ohio. They 

were sent to school district superintendents in Ohio, Directors of Regional Resource Centers, and members of 

the Association for Education and Rehabilitation of Blind and Visually Impaired in Ohio. 

Information about the program has been included in presentations to the National Association for Education 

Research conference, State AERO meetings, Capital University, and Ohio State School for the Blind. In 

addition, informal discussions were held with American Council of the Blind, National Federation of the Blind, 

Lions Club, Franklin County Education Service Center and a number of school districts. 

The Ohio State University program has opened their courses to students in related fields as a way to provide 

program exposure and thereby recruit qualified applicants. In addition, Ohio State University faculty has made a 

number of presentations locally and at national and international conferences, increasing its visibility and 

promoting interest in the program. 

A website for the Vision Training Program has been established at SSCO with links to The Ohio State 

University and the University of Toledo. This website has material of use to potential and current students in the 

licensure program, including a program description, current reports and links to the Ohio Educational Service 

Centers. In an effort to promote recruitment of Intervention Specialists in school districts in Ohio, a letter was 

prepared and sent to all Educational Service Centers describing the programs in place to prepare teacher of the 

visually impaired. Additional links are being added for access to material that will include instructional 

strategies for Intervention Specialists of visually impaired students. 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The licensure preparation program is meeting a critical need for preparation of teachers of students with 

visual impairments. The need for additional personnel is being met partly with this vision project in which, 

since its inception, more than sixty teachers have earned licensure as Intervention Specialists. 
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The institutional support of The Ohio State University is strong. Not only are there in-kind contributions of 

space, material and equipment at the department, college and university level, but also the support of a full time 

faculty member (Dr. Tiffany Wild) is significant and has contributed to the overall strength of the program. 

Both formative and summative evaluations were carried out in all phases of the project and will be 

continued into the next cycle of training. An impact evaluation will be designed and carried out in the fall of 

2009 for employers of the Intervention Specialists who have been trained in years 3 and 4 of the project. Course 

evaluations were completed for all courses offered in both programs and annual site visits were made at both 

universities. Ongoing advising was provided by university personnel involved in the training programs and sites 

for student teaching experiences were identified. In addition, both The Ohio State University and the University 

of Toledo have provided support through provision of computers, equipment, staff, instructional material and 

supplies and space. 

Following are some recommendations for continued improvement in the next phase of the training program: 

• The model used by The Ohio State University to open their courses to students in related fields should 

be encouraged as a way to provide program exposure and thereby recruit qualified applicants. In 

addition, the efforts of The Ohio State University to be involved in professional activities at the local, 

national and international levels have increased program visibility and enhanced recruitment efforts. 

These activities are highly commendable and every effort should be made to provide support in these 

areas. 

• There is a continuing need to broaden recruitment efforts to attract a broader population of students into 

the licensure program so that diverse populations will be represented. University faculty should continue 

their efforts to make direct contacts with urban districts that have a high percentage of minority students 

in order to promote their interest in working with students with visual impairments. 

• Based upon feedback through the evaluation instruments and from the two symposia held this year, there 

is a need for intensive, hands-on workshops in areas of need for students who have completed the 

program. At the August 20th forum, several areas were identified that would lend themselves to half-day 

workshops, e.g., presentations on orientation training and on use of assistive technology.  In addition, 
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discussion groups and /or panel discussions dealing with the special issues facing teachers of visually 

impaired students could be addressed. The Ohio State University faculty has responded to this need by 

conducting workshops to enhance the program. In addition to the workshop on assistive technology that 

was held in April 2009, a workshop on alternative evaluation is scheduled for October 17, 2009. These 

workshops are designed to students’ expressed need for more intensive work in these areas. 

• The variety of settings and role assignments in which the Intervention Specialists are working after 

completion of the program is noteworthy. If funding were available to provide intensive workshops for 

Intervention Specialists who received their training through the Vision Training Program, there would 

be opportunities for the Intervention Specialists to meet with and learn from one another in the early 

years of their professional service. Five Intervention Specialists who completed their program in 

previous years attended the Technology Day at The Ohio State University and their comments regarding 

the workshop were very positive. Given that these Intervention Specialists are often in different settings 

and some travel great distances to provide service, the post-graduate workshops could be both a critical 

support mechanism and a vehicle for networking. 

• The development of a program to prepare Orientation & Mobility specialists is critically important. 

Given that there are less than twenty O&M instructors who provide services to school-aged children in 

Ohio and given that there is currently no University preparation program in the state of Ohio, we 

recommend the funding of a grant to support a planning year for an O&M program. Support should be 

given to an institution that currently has a comprehensive teacher preparation program for teachers of 

children with disabilities, including those with visual impairment and students with multiple disabilities. 

• The success of the program depends upon continued support by each of the universities through 

provision of computers, equipment, staff, instructional material and supplies and space. 



 10 

 
 
 

ATTACHMENT A 
 
 
 

ONSITE VISIT REPORTS: 
 
 
 

THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

UNIVERSITY OF TOLEDO



 11 

ONSITE VISIT: THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

Thursday, April 23, 2009 
 

Agenda 
 

1.0 Completion of protocol – program description and review 
 
2.0 April 25th Assistive Technology Fair Discussion 
 
3.0 Review of issues raised at March 20th meeting 
 Requirements for licensure under ODE grant 
 
4.0 Dissemination activities 
 Website: Program description 
 
5.0 Promoting employment opportunities for students 
 Listserv through SSCO; contact with school districts and ESCs 
 
6.0 Application for 2009-2010 funding 
 PENDING FUNDING 
 

7.0 Additional items
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PROTOCOL FOR 2009 ON-SITE VISIT 
THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 

 
Date: 4/23/09 
  
Name of Program: The Ohio State University Program in Visual Impairments 
 
Contact Person/Title:  Peter Paul, PhD (PI) 
   Tiffany Wild, PhD (Project Director) 
   Cheryl, Boley (Instructor) 
 
Address:  333 Arps Hall  
      1945 N. High St.  
      Columbus, Ohio 43210 
 
Telephone:   (614) 292-4783 (Wild) 
 
Fax:  (614) 292-7695 
 
Email address:  paul.3@osu.edu 

wild.13@osu.edu 
 
I. STUDENT NUMBERS 

A. Number of students currently in program (pipeline) 9 via grant 
B. Number of students graduated this year as of September 2008  9 
C. Number of students graduated in 2008 who began program in 2007  9 
D. Number of students expected to graduate as of Summer 2009 
  7 (a few students will need reading courses beyond the Summer) 
E. Number of students expected to graduate as of Summer 2009, who began program in 

2008     7 
F.  Number of program inquiries  5 as of April 2009 
G.  Number of qualified applicants  4 as of April 2009 
H.  Number of students accepted   2 as of April 2009 (not supported by grant yet;  
      1 will be M.Ed only-no initial licensure) 

 
II. ABOUT THE INSTRUCTORS 
 

A. Names of instructors and their roles 
• Cheryl Boley, Instructor of Foundations, Braille, and Professional Development 

Course 
• Kay Clarke, PhD, Instructor – Orientation and Mobility 
• James Duffield, Instructor of Assistive Technology in the Professional Development 

Course 
• Cecelia Peirano. Instructor of Curriculum Course – in charge of overseeing all guest 

lecturers 
• Tiffany Wild, Project Director; instructor of Visual Processes, Foundations, and 

Nemeth Code 
• Robin Finley, Guest lecturer in Curriculum Course – specializing in team building, 

and expanded core curriculum 
• Brett Page, Guest lecturer in Curriculum Course – specializing in assessments 
• Annie Tolle, Guest lecturer in Curriculum Course – specializing in physical education 
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• Sheryl Fraley, Guest lecturer in Curriculum Course – specializing in daily living 
skills  

• Colleen Heath, Guest lecturer in Curriculum Course – specializing in students with 
multiple disabilities 

• Kim Picard, Guest lecturer in Curriculum Course – specializing in career education 
• Karen Koehler, Guest lecturer in Curriculum Course – specializing in science and 

social studies  
• Ann Pilewski, Guest Lecturer—multiple disabilities; transition 
• Peter V. Paul, PI; advisor; instructor of courses for M.Ed portion for HI and VI 

students 
 

B. Number of years of experience of each 
Cheryl Boley  39 
Kay Clarke   26 
James Duffield 37 
Peter Paul  25 (university level); 30 (public school plus university) 
Cecelia Pierano  31 
Tiffany Wild   10 
Robin Finley   13 
Brett Page  10 
Anne Tolle  34 
Sharon Shaw   31 
Sheryl Fraley   26 
Colleen Heath  34 
Kim Picard  16 
Ann Pilewskie  29 

 
C. Specialty areas  

• Cheryl Boley, Braille, History of the Visual Impairment Field and Professional 
Development 

• Kay Clarke, PhD, Orientation and Mobility 
• James Duffield, Assistive Technology  
• Cecelia Peirano, Math and Literacy  
• Tiffany Wild, Project Director; Eye Diseases and Anatomy, Special Education 

Laws, Consumer/Professional Organization Relationships, and Nemeth Code  
• Robin Finley, Team Building, and Expanded Core Curriculum 
• Brett Page, Assessments 
• Annie Tolle, Physical Education 
• Sheryl Fraley, Daily Living Skills  
• Colleen Heath, Students with Multiple Disabilities 
• Kim Picard, Career Education 
• Karen Koehler, Science and Social Studied Education 
• Ann Pilewskie, Students with Multiple Disabilities; transition 

 
III. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

Note: courses described below are VI core courses. Students also need to take 18 quarter or 12 
semester hours of reading as required by ODE. 
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A. Courses offered 
EDU T&L 826 – Visual Processes 
-components of the process of vision, anatomy and physiology of the eye, causes of 
impaired vision, educational implications of the eye disorders, and analyses of eye 
specialists’ reports. 
 
EDU T&L  925.52 – Foundations of Visual Impairments 
-Foundations of the field of visual impairments including history, consumers, 
practitioners, and practices in education. In addition, early childhood components are 
explored including assessments, early development, psychosocial implications of visual 
impairment, and the importance of working with families. 
 
EDU T&L 747- Curriculum & Instruction 
-Principles of curricular and instructional design for children with visual impairment and 
children with multiple disabilities with respect to licensure (Birth – 21) 
 
EDU T&L 833 – Reading and Writing Skills 
-Focus on mastery of Grade 2 literary Braille as well as teaching strategies based upon 
research regarding reading and writing instruction for children with visual impairments 
 
EDU T&L 835 – Modes of Communication 
-Continuation of examination of modes of written communication with a focus on 
Nemeth Code for mathematics.  Mathematics instructional techniques are explored as 
well with emphasis on teaching mathematical content standards 
 
EDU T&L 893.52 – Professional Development 
-Development of knowledge and skills with adaptive technology used for students with 
visual impairments as well as an exploration of laws, professionalism, regulations, 
policies, career education, consumer organizations, and expectations of the field of visual 
impairments 
 
EDU T&L 685 – Orientation and Mobility 
-Provides background on the field of orientation and mobility, practical experience with 
basic skills, assessments, and instruction 
 
EDU T&L 885 – Internship 
-Assessment of student teachers in developing skills required for a novice teacher 

 
B. Online courses 

All courses are online with the exception of the student internship experience (885) and 
orientation and mobility (685). 

 
C. Use of technology 

Students will participate in an all day technology fair to introduce them to the various 
forms of technology on May 16, 2009. Students from the 2007-2008 cohort will be 
invited. In addition, students can choose to participate in a technology camp as part of 
their student internship experience. 

 
D. Student teaching experiences/sites 

Students in the alternative licensure program may either student teach during the school 
year or during the summer camps at the Ohio State School for the Blind. 
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E. Course/Student evaluation process 

Courses are all formally evaluated using the university grading system for students. Each 
course assignment is given a point value. Students are assessed using rubrics. Informal 
evaluations take place via the discussion boards and face-to-face meetings that occur 
monthly. 

 
F. Advising activities 

Students are sent an e-mail providing them with the call numbers and registration 
information quarterly. In addition, students can call, send e-mails, or meet with 
instructors as needed. Instructors are encouraged to communicate with their students 
regarding assignments, progress, and any issues that arise during the quarter. 

 
IV. ISSUES OF CONCERN REGARDING PROGRAM (address any of the following that 

apply, such as assistive technology or Orientation & Mobility) 
 - Many students would like to see an Orientation & Mobility program developed in Ohio. We are 

searching for grants but have not found one to support such a program. Students would like to 
specialize in both teaching visual impairments and orientation and mobility as 2 areas of 
concentration for the Master of Education program. 

 - Last year students asked for more hands-on experience with technology. As a result, we have 
implemented the technology day. Since this has yet to be conducted, we have no assessment of 
the effectiveness of this program. 

 -We are still struggling with the reading requirements (state of Ohio plus NCATE). As a result, 
up to 4 students will not finish the program by the Summer of 2009, mainly due to the reading 
requirement, which means three courses per quarter. The students can handle two courses per 
quarter, but three is a challenge. 

 
V. PREPARATION FOR PRAXIS II 

- Students participate in a review for the Praxis during the face-to-face meeting times.  In 
addition, our curriculum is aligned with Praxis components to allow students to become 
proficient with materials covered on the Praxis. 

 
  

VI. DESCRIPTION OF RECRUITMENT ACTIVITIES 
 

Copies of products describing program, e.g., brochures, web announcements, Powerpoint 
presentations, recruitment activities at both University and community levels (attach as 
appropriate) 
 
- Brochures have been passed out at various functions 
- Presentation on OSU’s TVI Program is available online through the NCLVI website 
- Planned presentation about OSU’s TVI Program at upcoming AER conference 
- Informal advertisement through presentations at both ASTE and NARST international 

conferences 
- Website advertisement as well as open enrollment for all courses 
- Mention of program in NWTF publication regarding information about teaching 

conservation to students with visual impairments 
- Mention of TVI program in general education classrooms 
- Planned travel this spring to service centers around Ohio 

 
VII. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 
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A. Course evaluation data, informal/formal activities to assess student satisfaction with 

program 
- Quarterly data taken formally by University SEI system 
- Quarterly data taken from students in the form of a qualitative instrument 
- Informally students are asked about their coursework and the program at each 

monthly face-to-face meeting 
 
Note:  Evaluation of courses and instructors have been submitted as part of the Midterm Report. 
 
VIII. PLACEMENT RESULTS FOR STUDENTS 
 

A. Number of students employed 10 
B. Employment sites 

- Residential schools for the blind, public school inclusion classrooms, public 
school special education classrooms, nursing home (this student volunteers at the 
School for the Blind) 

C. Informal/Formal feedback mechanisms to assess impact of graduates 
- E-mail contact and questionnaire 

 
IX. LEVEL OF INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 
 

A. Description of support (funding, in-kind contributions, space, materials, equipment, etc.) 
at the department, college and university level 
- Support of Salary for Dr. Tiffany Wild from the College and School. 
- Support of office space and storage space for program materials and Dr. Tiffany 

Wild 
- Recognition through meeting with College dean 
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UNIVERSITY OF TOLEDO 

ONSITE VISIT 

 
 
Dr. Sakui Malakpa,  Professor of Education  
5024A Gillam Hall  
 
Dr. Thomas Switzer, Dean  
College of Education  
 
Dr. Thomas Stephens  
Project Director  
 
Dr. Joan Wolf  
Project Consultant  
 
 
 
 
 
Agenda  
 

• Review of project  
• Issues  
• Action Items  
• Other  
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ONSITE VISIT: UNIVERSITY OF TOLEDO 
 

Wednesday, April 22, 2009  
 

Agenda  
 

1.0 Completion of protocol Ð program description and review 
 
2.0 April 25th Assistive Technology Fair Discussion 
 
3.0 Review of issues raised at March 20th meeting 
 Requirements for licensure under ODE grant 

Number of students/year earning license 
Compensation for Program Director (UT) 

 
4.0 Dissemination activities 
 Website: Program description; need for link to UT 
 
5.0 Promoting employment opportunities for students 
 Listserv through SSCO; contact with school districts and ESCs 
 
6.0 Application for 2009-2010 funding 
 PENDING FUNDING 
 
7.0 Additional items 
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STUDENT NUMBERS: Here is a list of students currently in the project.  

Phyllis Amicon 
Nancy Boone   
William Lee Costello 
Mary Ellen Cox 
Julie Iannantuono 
Amber Kroeger 
Emily Murtha  
Christina Parsons  
Laura Zenz 

Number of students completing by summer: This yearÕs project started late due to delays in 
paperwork.  As a result, it will be difficult for these students to complete the project by the end of 
summer.  Nonetheless, I will work diligently with them to the completion of the project. I know this is a 
concern of SSCO and ODE but IÕm doing my best to ensure successful completion. 

List of courses 

SPED - 5800: PRACTICAL AND THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS OF VISION IMPAIRMENT AN D 
BLINDNESS 
 
Sped-5810: ADVANCED STUDY OF LOW VISION 
 
SPED - 5870: EDUCATIONAL AND CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS FOR THE BLIND AND 
VISUALLY IMPAIRED  
 
SPED - 5880: ADVANCED STUDY OF INDEPENDENCE SKILLS AND TECHNOLOGIES FOR THE 
BLIND and VISUALLY IMPAIRED  
 
SPED-5850: BRAILLE I 
 
SPED-5860: BRAILLE II AND OTHER MEDIA 
 
SPED 5000: ISSUES IN SPECIAL EDUCATION  
 
SPED 5990: FIELD PLACEMENT EXPERIENCE IN VISION  
 
RDG 518: PHONOLOGICAL THEORY AND CLASSROOM APPLICATION 
 
Technology: The above courses are three graduate credit hours each (on a semester basis) and are 
offered on line. This offering therefore requires students to be familiar with technology to ensure 
communication with the professor and completion of course requirements. For instance, students 
submit scholarly papers and other assignments to the professor via email. Some reading materials 
are placed on line for students and all tests are taken on line. In addition, a substantial portion of 
SPED 5880 is devoted to adaptive technology. 
 
Advising: The P.I. recruits and advises all students in the project.  This includes advice relative to 
course sequence, field placement, and procedures for continuing with a masterÕs degree beyond the 
project.  The professor also helps with job placement after students complete the project. 
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Course Evaluation: Like all courses offered online within the College of Education, course evaluation 
is done online.  The professor receives a breakdown of ratings after the semester ends. In addition, 
the professor constantly seeks feedback from students regarding aspects of the course that are 
working and those needing improvement and even change. 
 
Field Placement: When students enroll in SPED 5990 as an independent field placement course, they 
are guided/advised regarding where they carry out their field experiences. The studentÕs work site is 
considered in line with the collegeÕs policy on field experiences for people seeking additional licenses. 
 
 
Praxis II: A considerable number of our students already have passed Praxis II. For students who 
have not, materials are imbedded in the various courses with praxis II in mind.  Beyond course work, 
we have guidelines, handouts, and other materials to prepare students for Praxis II.  In the past, we 
dedicated an entire course for this purpose but could not fit another course in our list of courses as 
we already have 27 credits. 
 
Advertisements: I will forward a few messages (out of many) from Roxanne ring regarding our ads in 
the various newspapers.  
 
 
Project Evaluation: 
I constantly seek feedback from my students regarding the project as well as their specific 
challenges, setbacks, delights, etc., with the project. My proposal also includes an advisory group 
with whom I consult albeit not frequently.  Course evaluations are done every semester and data 
forwarded to me are included in my professional Activities Reports. Here is a sample from Fall, 2007.  
Ratings are on a 1-5 basis, 1 being the highest rating and 5, the lowest.   
 
SPED 3850/5990: Braille I: 3 credits Overall rating: 1.4  
SPED 5000: 3 credits: Overall rating: 1.1 
SPED 7000, 3 credits (taught in conjunction with SPED 5000.)  Overall rating: 1.0, N = 14. 
 
I am humbled to say that I was voted outstanding teacher of the year 2008-2009. 
 
Placement Results: almost all the students recruited in our project are employed. This is consistent 
with the objective of the project; that is, recruit current teachers in other areas of special or regular 
education with the aim of enabling them to gain an add-on license in vision.  I cannot give an accurate 
number but many are continue in their placements except that they are now vision teachers.  Others 
seek new positions as vision teachers.  One case comes to mind regarding a young lady in Cincinnati 
who was a braillist in the school system.  After gaining her add-on vision license, she moved to 
Dayton as a vision teacher. 
 
Institutional support: The Judith Herb College of Education provides my salary, a graduate assistant, 
and the equipment in my office.  The college also established a beautiful vision lab equipped with 
adaptive devices for training teachers of the blind.  Equipment is limited but this is a huge 
improvement over the days when we took our students to the Toledo Sight Center for adaptive 
technology. 
Although we have bought a few braillers through this project, the college provides most of the braillers 
students use in the project. The college also provides rooms and security for our all-day Saturday 
meetings. 
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Co-teachers:  I need to address the issue of co-teachers. The synopsis of our discussion presented in 
Dr. StephensÕ email seems as if the co-teachers play a limited role.  I need to clarify that these co-
teachers are not mere passive participants. For example, when Robert Eutz works with us, he is 
asked to grade at least two exercises in braille.  Students mail their exercises to him; he grades and 
returns them with feedback. Similarly, our orientation and mobility instructor makes herself available 
to students for questions, guidance, etc. Besides, when we meet at the University of Toledo, itÕs not 
only for a few hours; rather, itÕs for the entire day.  Meeting for such long periods two or three times a 
semester is not merely a matter of passive contribution. 
 
Project website - The website for my vision grant is: 
http://www.utoledo.edu/education/grants/Vision/index 
 
I hope I have responded to the inquiry sent to me.  Again, I will forward a number of email messages 
regarding our advertisements.   
 
Thank you very much and I look forward to working with SSCO and the ODE. 
 
Sakui Malakpa 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 
 
 

SYMPOSIA AND CONFERENCE 
MATERIALS 
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VISION PROJECT: August Forum 

March 20, 2009 
10:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. 

Concourse Hotel, Columbus Airport 
 
 
 
AGENDA 

10:00 Ð 10:30 AM  Registration and Refreshments 

10:30 AM Ð 10:45 AM  Welcome and Introductions 
Dr. Thomas Stephens/Dr. Joan Wolf 

10:45 AM Ð 11:30 AM  Presentations 
Dr. Sakui Malakpa, University of Toledo 
Dr. Peter Paul, The Ohio State University 

11:30 AM Ð 12:15 PM  Review of Protocol for On-Site Visit; Review of Client 
Satisfaction Survey; Open Discussion 
Group 

12:15 PM Ð 12:30 PM  Break 

12:30 PM Ð 2:00 PM  Working Lunch 
Establish Dates for Program Visits; Continued 
Discussion 

2:00 PM  Meeting Evaluation and Adjournment 
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VI MEETING DISCUSSION FOCUS ON ISSUES 
 3/20/09 

 
I. ISSUES: 

(OSU): 1. Reading Courses – The requirement of 3 courses per quarter causes the need for no 
cost extensions and Special Education Dept. is dissatisfied with reading coursework 

 
 Possible Solutions: 

a. Waive the “rule” 
b. Independent study 
c. Online reading courses 

 
2. Alternative License vs. Masters in Education Program 
 - Trying to fulfill NCATE requirements 
 - AER and CEC recognition 

- Alternative License participants are considered  
   “Advanced Students” 

 
Possible Solution: Meet with ODE regarding the need for clarification on requirements 
for reading coursework 

 
3. Students withdrawing early from program – Audit of funds does not look at 
dropouts only expenditures 
 

 Possible Solutions: 
a. Penalty phase 
b. Pay back $$ used 
c. Have a signed agreement to cite circumstances for withdrawal 

 
(UT and OSU)→ 4. Getting students from VI program to stay and work in Ohio 

Q: Can SSCO use “clout” to promote program and help get students positions 
once licensed?  Maybe collaborate with ODE? 

 
 Possible Solutions: 

a. Obtain a contact list of VI supervisors  
b. SSCO has brainstorming session to talk to ODE 
c. VI website promoting licensed students/recent graduates from program 
d. SSCO could promote individual students 
e. Promote TVI positions on ODE website 
f. Get on an ODE listserve 
g. Continual communication/promotion of program using professional listserve and 

within the email content provide link to SSCO website 
h. Put burden on collaborating agencies (ODE & SSCO) to get the word out re: 

program grads 
i. Use the Superintendents monthly meetings as a forum to promote VI program  

 
 Obstacles:  
  * Creating any contact list is challenging 
 
(UT)→ 5. Denied compensation / Q: Project funded for next year? 
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 UT: 4 – 6 new students next year (10 students total) 
 OSU: Will also have 10 students total 
 
 Possible Solutions: 

a. SSCO advises OSU and UT to recruit with the phrase “pending funding” 
b. SSCO will get definitive answer about funding a.s.a.p. 
c. UT needs to budget for more workshop “materials”  since no compensation is 

allowed 
 
 6. Summer Workshops on Special Topics 
  (assistive technology / related services) 
  
 Possible Solutions: 

a. Half day with lunch on their own 
b. Full day – would have to offer housing for those traveling and lunch on their own 
c. Possibly in October – SSCO will propose 3 dates with approval from UT and 

OSU on one of the three 
 
 7. Getting an O & M Program in Ohio 
 
 Possible Solutions: 

a. Could be item on agenda during SSCO meeting with OSU and UT leadership 
b. Possible contacts : Kay Clark  
         Chancellor of Education – Fingerhut 
c. SSCO meeting with Dean – OSU 
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Your evaluation is important for providing relevant services to you.  Please take a moment to complete this 
form. Thank you for your participation. 
 
 
Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement with each statement: 

15>=78;E))
!8>44) !8>44) F6G:8>44)

15>=78;E)
F6G:8>44)

H) I ) A) J)
 
1. I received meeting information with sufficient time to plan my  
    attendance.   
 

4  3  2  1 

2. I received materials for the meeting in a timely manner.   
 

4  3  2  1 

3. I had an opportunity for input into the meeting agenda. 
 

4  3  2  1 

4. The meeting was well organized.   
 

4  3  2  1 

5. Attendees were encouraged to participate in discussion.  
 

4  3  2  1 

6. Input from participants was welcomed and valued. 
 

4  3  2  1 

7. Meeting design and topics were appropriate for the time  
    available. 
 

4  3  2  1 

8. Meeting design allowed for good interaction among participants. 
 

4  3  2  1 

9. The meeting room was comfortable and appropriate for the  
     session. 
 

4  3  2  1 

10. Information shared will be useful to me.  
 

4  3  2  1 

11. My overall satisfaction with this meeting was high.    4  3  2  1 
 
 
Comments/Suggestions: ________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 



 28 

ALTERNATIVE PATHWAY PROGRAM TO PREPARE 
INTERVENTION SPECIALISTS IN VISION IMPAIRMENT 

Meeting Evaluation: March 20, 2009 
Technical Report 

March 2009 
 
 
Number of respondents: 10  
 
Respondents were asked to rate their agreement with each of the following items using the scale below: 

Strongly  
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly  

Disagree No Response 

5 4 2 1 N/R 
 

              SA A D SD N/R Mean Standard 
Deviation 

9 0 0 1 0 1. I received meeting information 
with sufficient time to plan my 
attendance.   90.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 

3.70 0.95 

7 1 1 1 0 2. I received materials for the 
meeting in a timely manner.  
 70.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 0.0% 

3.40 1.07 

9 0 1 0 0 3. I had an opportunity for input 
into the meeting agenda. 
 90.0% 00.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

3.80 0.63 

8 1 0 0 1 4. The meeting was well 
organized. 
  80.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0 10.0% 

3.89 0.33 

10 0 0 0 0 5. Attendees were encouraged to 
participate in discussion. 
  100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

4.00 0.00 

10 0 0 0 0 6. Input from participants was 
welcomed and valued. 
 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

4.00 0.00 

10 0 0 0 0 7. Meeting design and topics were 
appropriate for the time available. 
 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

4.00 0.00 

10 0 0 0 0 8. Meeting design allowed for 
good interaction among 
participants. 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

4.00 0.00 

 
 
 
 

              SA A D SD N/R Mean Standard 
Deviation 

7 3 0 0 0 9. The meeting room was 
comfortable and appropriate for 
the session. 70.0% 30.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

3.70 0.48 
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10 0 0 0 0 10. Information shared will be 
useful to me.  
 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

4.00 0.00 

10 0 0 0 0 11. My overall satisfaction with 
this meeting was high. 
 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

4.00 0.00 

 
 
Comments/Suggestions: 
• Thank you for the opportunity to participate. 
• I thank you for your support and feel very fortunate to be part of the group. 
• Everyone was very professional and focused toward a common goal.  It was an enjoyable  experience. 
• Thank you for this meeting.  We need this time for both university to come together we  rarely get this 
opportunity. 
• Great job Joan! 
• Meeting room was cold.  Food was delicious. 
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PATHWAY TO LICENSURE: VISUAL IMPAIRMENT PROJECT 
March 20, 2009 

10:00a.m. -2:00 p.m. 
Concourse Hotel, Columbus Airport 

 
Vision Project Representatives Present:  Cheryl Boley, The Ohio State University 

Laurie Brevick, The Ohio State University 
Bill Costello, University of Toledo 
Mary Ellen Cox, University of Toledo 
Brooke Lewis, The Ohio State University 
Sakui Malakpa, University of Toledo 
Emily Murtha, University of Toledo 
Peter Paul, The Ohio State University 
Tiffany Wild, The Ohio State University 

 
SSCO Staff Present: Angela Dicke 
 Heather Herbster 
 David Mullins 
 Kathy Richards 
 John Saylor 
 Thomas M. Stephens 
 Joan Wolf 
 
 

MINUTES 
 

1.0 Welcome and Introductions 
 

T. Stephens and J. Wolf welcomed everyone to the meeting.  Those present introduced 
themselves. 
 

2.0 Presentations 
 

S. Malakpa began by expressing his appreciation for the project funding.  This project has made a 
huge difference as evidenced by comments from both students and school districts.  He strongly 
emphasized the need to continue this project for several more years.  He was especially pleased 
to have the students with him today from the Ohio School for the Deaf so they could hear about 
all aspects of the project.  S. Malakpa also thanked T. Stephens and J. Wolf for their on-site visit.  
His Dean has now agreed that students completing the program can be licensed through the 
Ohio Department of Education and the problem has been solved.  The Braillewriter purchased 
from project monies is a great addition.  A new dean will be appointed in July or August and 
arrangements will be made for a meeting regarding the project with VI staff.  The University of 
Toledo used funds to for recruiting students by advertising in Toledo, Cleveland, and Columbus.  
The brochure has also been helpful.  M.E. Cox also suggested securing a booth at area job and 
college fairs. All three students from the Ohio School for the Deaf found the project information 
in the Columbus Dispatch.  T. Stephens stated that, with respect to recruitment, the project could 
help the universities with expenses to some extent.  Other SSCO projects have been successful by 
displaying brochures in area libraries. 
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P. Paul also thanked the staff for their support and equipment funding.  Thanks also to Kay 
Clarke, C. Boley, and T. Wild for keeping the project going.  The quality of the project depends 
on the students and the staff.  Recruitment has been through word of mouth and the brochure. 
 
T. Wild reviewed the OSU program highlights with group discussion. 
 

• Monthly meetings, to allow more face-to-face interactions, on topics students wanted 
more information 
• Teaching students with visual impairments and multiple disabilities 
• Professional Organizations within the field of visual impairment and blindness 
• Use of Slate and Stylus 
• Use of Abacus 
• History of the field 
• Legal issues in the field 
• Assistive Technology Fair 
• Survival Tips from the 2007-08 cohort 
• Introduction to all coursework with emphasis on extra time for Braille and Nemeth 
• Conducting an IEP meeting 

• More instructional time devoted to assistive technology 
• This has resulted in developing an Assistive Technology Fair, which will be conducted 

on April 25 at the Ohio State School for the Blind.  We will invite students from last 
year’s cohort to join us as well.  To date, three students from the previous cohort have 
given a RSVP.  Jim Duffield has contacted vendors to participate.  A large crowd is 
expected.  The project may be able to assist with costs. 

• Students asked for a better Nemeth book 
• We are now using the Introduction to Braille Mathematics from the American Printing 

House for the Blind 
• More feedback during student teaching 

• Students are now required to participate in a debriefing each week after student 
teaching.  This will give both the mentor teachers and supervising teachers a chance to 
talk with the students about their progress.  In addition, the mentor teacher will debrief 
after each lesson taught.  Written feedback will be provided to the student teachers. 

• Additional meeting before student teaching and orientation and mobility 
• Fill-time contact on main campus – T. Wild is the new coordinator of the visual 

impairment program 
• Larger numbers of students taking our courses 

• Students from various programs are learning about our courses.  This year we have 
had students from music education, optometry, rehabilitation, hearing impairment, 
and sports medicine take our courses. 

• We are also serving students outside of Ohio 
• Recruitment efforts for next year have begin 

• 9 program inquiries 
• 2 qualified applicants 
• 1 student accepted (not support by grant) 
• 1 new doctoral student applicant 
 
 



 32 

• Mention of our program by national organizations 
• Our program has also been noted at major research conferences such as the 

International Meeting of the Association for Science Teacher Education, International 
Meeting of the National Association for Research in Science Teaching, and the 
International Meeting of the Association for Education and Rehabilitation for the Blind 
and Visually Impaired 

• We have also been mentioned in publications of the National Federation of the Blind, 
National Wild Turkey Federation, and American Federation of the Blind 

• Number of Masters’ students increased 
• 5 currently enrolled in the MED Program 
• 2 new inquiries 

• Student representation at the Jo Taylor Leadership Institute – L. Brevick was named as a 
Delta Gamma Scholar 

• Newly designed assessments for the NCATE Evaluation Team 
 
Kay Clarke conducts orientation and mobility.  Guide dog training and techniques, along with 
O&M are conducted at area malls, OSU campus/High Street.  OSU staff will determine how the 
project can assist and support this project. 
 

3.0 Review of Protocol for On-Site Visit; Review of Client Satisfaction Survey; Open Discussion 
4.0 Establish Dates for Program Visits; Continued Discussion 
 

The group reviewed the protocol and survey reports. 
 
P. Paul noted that there is an ongoing problem with OSU reading courses.  After much discussion 
it was suggested that project staff arrange a meeting with ODE personnel to clarify the specific 
reading requirements/timelines for licensure.  A meeting will also be scheduled with the Dean 
regarding this matter.  The distinction between the licensing program and requirements for the 
M.Ed program which aims to meet NCATE approval was discussed. 
 
The group reviewed the no-cost extension procedures.  T. Stephens reminded S. Malakpa and P. 
Paul that early notice is needed.  When requested indicate amount of unspent funds and it is 
needed due to activities for the current project that will not be completed until after the ending 
date.  Projects can be extended up to one year. 
 
P. Paul requested consideration of constraints in the grant for those who withdraw from the 
project.  A penalty phase could be implemented so those withdrawing would be responsible to 
pay back the money used to date.  Both projects should have students sign a form stating that if 
they drop out, the money expended should be returned by writing a check to the university and 
given to the project coordinator.  Any collections are the responsibility of the university.  S. 
Malakpa stated that UT is having difficulty with student who “use” the program to get credits who 
may not want employment as Intervention Specialists with students with Vision Impairments. 
 
P. Paul raised the issue of keeping students of the program employed in Ohio.  He asked if SSCO 
could meet with ODE personnel to actively help these students obtain jobs in Ohio since they are 
funding this project.  B. Lewis added that she has received several calls from other states, but not 
in Ohio, although she has been actively pursuing employment in state.  J. Saylor will contact 
Bonnie Nelson at ODE regarding the development of a listing of these students.  ODE and SSCO 
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have invested funds to help with the VI shortage and should assist the students in finding 
employment. 
 
It was further suggested that a list of emails for various districts and organizations be compiled for 
students to contact regarding employment.  Promote use of TBI job listings.  The universities were 
also encouraged to join AERO’s listserv and include a link to SSCO. 
 
Staff are developing a VI website on SSCO’s website to be available the beginning of April.  
Information will include the flyers, project summary, links to both universities, links to the Ohio 
Center for Deafblind Education products, and final reports for OSU, UT, and ODE.  A counter 
will also be added to monitor website hits.  We will explore ways to list districts serving visually 
impaired students to aid those receiving licensure as they seek employment. 
 
The group inquired about project refunding.  T. Stephens noted that ODE is cutting many 
programs next year.  Contacts will be made to make a case for keeping this vision project.  If 
funding is received, UT and OSU will need 10 students enrolled in the project.  S. Malakpa and 
P. Paul were encouraged to begin recruitment, pending funding. 
 
It was requested that the project support an extra Saturday workshop, perhaps in the summer.  
Suggestions included 1 this year and 2 next year, conducted from 1:00-5:00 to allow time for 
driving, offer an honorarium, group discussion, panel discussion, special topics (assistive 
technology, strategies, sharing, student management), secure professionals to speak (Nancy 
Puleski, OCALI).  Staff will propose several dates for the universities to consider (possible in 
fall/October). 
 

5.0 Meeting Evaluation and Adjournment 
 

Participants completed their evaluations. 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 2:00 p.m. 
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SCHOOL STUDY COUNCIL OF OHIO 
 
 

AGENDA 
 

TOWARD A NATIONALLY AVAILABLE ASSESSMENT AND INSTRUCTIONAL PROTOCOL FOR 
TEACHERS OF STUDENTS WITH LOW INCIDENCE DISABILITIES 

 
School Study Council of Ohio 

June 2, 2009 
 
 
10:00 a.m.  Arrival and coffee 
 
10:15 a.m.  Welcome and introductions 
 
10:45 a.m.  Explanation of meeting goals   Dr. T.M. Stephens 
 
11:15 a.m.   Orientation to small group work               Joan S. Wolf 
 
11:30 a.m. Small group work – Session 1 
 
12:30 p.m. Working lunch 
 
1:15 p.m.  Group discussion 

Participants will share results of their small group discussions from Session 1 
 
2:00 p.m.  Small group work – Session 2 
 
2:45 p.m.  Group discussion 

Participants will share results of their small group discussions from Session 2 
 
3:30 p.m.  Meeting evaluation 
 
 
 
 
Time frames for the discussion are approximate and will be adjusted based on the group’s needs. 
 
Please see the attachments for support materials and be sure to bring these to the meeting. 
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TOWARD A NATIONALLY AVAILABLE ASSESSMENT AND INSTRUCTIONAL PROTOCOL FOR 
TEACHERS OF STUDENTS WITH LOW INCIDENCE DISABILITIES 

 
Meeting Attendees Ð June 2, 2009  

 
 

 
Margaret Briley, Chair, Depa rtment of Counseling & Special Education, Youngstown State University  
 
Cheryl Boley, Administrator, Braille Production Program, Ohio State School for the Blind  
 
Owen DeWolfe, Journalist  
 
Angela Dicke, Project Assistant, SSCO  
 
Janet Gordon, Educational Cons ultant, Ohio School for the Deaf  
 
Heather Herbster, Project Coordinator, Ohio Center for Deafblind Education  
 
William Heward, Professor Emeritus, School of Physical Activity & Educational Services, The Ohio State 
University  
 
Paula Mauro, Director, Center f or Instructional Supports & Accessible Materials, Ohio State School for 
the Blind  
 
David Mullins, Grant & Evaluation Coordinator, SSCO  
 
Bonnie Nelson, Consultant, Office of Exceptional Children, Ohio Department of Education  
 
Peter Paul, Professor of Educat ion, School of Teaching & Learning, The Ohio State University  
 
Kathy Richards, Project Assistant, SSCO  
 
John Saylor, Deafblind Center & VI Project Consultant, SSCO  
 
Wayne Secord, Senior Research Scientist, Department of Speech & Hearing, The Ohio State Uni versity  
 
Sheila Smith, Assistant Director, Ohio Center for Autism & Low Incidence (OCALI)  
 
Thomas Stephens, Executive Director Emeritus & VI Project Director, SSCO  
 
Gary Thompson, Educational Researcher  
 
Tiffany Wild, Visiting Assistant Professor, School o f Teaching & Learning, The Ohio State University  
 
Joan Wolf, Senior Consultant, SSCO  
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TOWARD A NATIONALLY AVAILABLE ASSESSMENT 
AND INSTRUCTIONAL PROTOCOL FOR TEACHERS OF 

STUDENTS WITH LOW INCIDENCE DISABILITIES 
 

Meeting Evaluation: June 2, 2009 
Technical Report 

June 2009 
 
 
Number of respondents: 12 
 
Respondents rated their level of agreement with the following items using the scale below: 

Strongly  
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly  

Disagree No Response 

5 4 2 1 N/R 
 

              SA A D SD N/R Mean Standard 
Deviation 

12 0 0 0 0 1. I received meeting information 
with sufficient time to plan my 
attendance.   100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

4.00 0.00 

11 1 0 0 0 2. I received the meeting agenda in 
a timely manner.  
 91.7% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

3.92 0.29 

11 1 0 0 0 3. The meeting was well 
organized. 
 91.7% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

3.92 0.29 

12 0 0 0 0 4. Attendees were encouraged to 
participate in the discussions. 
  100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

4.00 0.00 

12 0 0 0 0 5. Input from participants was 
valued. 
  100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

4.00 0.00 

12 0 0 0 0 6. The group work sessions 
allowed for meaningful interaction 
among participants. 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

4.00 0.00 

10 2 0 0 0 7. The meeting discussions yielded 
valuable information. 
 83.3% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

3.83 0.39 

9 2 1 0 0 8. My overall satisfaction with this 
meeting was high. 
 75.0% 16.7% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

3.67 0.65 
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Comments/Suggestions: 
• Thank you! 
• Will we receive summary notes for today? 
• Very well done.  Tom's idea has great potential if it can remain focused on key elements of effective 

instruction. 
• Very large group - could prove unwieldy, especially as the focus narrows from midpoint of study on. 
• Excellent. 
• Valuable; great group of colleagues.  
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TOWARD AN ASSESSMENT AND INSTRUCTIONAL PROTOCOL FOR TEACHERS OF STUDENTS 
WITH LOW INCIDENCE DISABILITIES 

         
Small Group Discussion 

Session 1 
 
 
These questions are proposed as the foundation of the small group discussion.  Please select a Reporter for 
your group.  The goal is to deal with some of the basic questions that can lead us to identifying the steps to the 
development of an assessment system and instructional protocol for teachers of students with low incidence 
disabilities. The following questions will be used as the foundation for discussion: 
 
 
• Do we have, based on the literature and expert opinion, a standard of practice to define  and defend 
good teaching practice in you area of expertise?  What are the major  elements of this standard of 
practice? 
 
 
• To what degree are teachers following an established standard of practice? 
 
 
• What is the role of a standard of practice in the assessment of teacher quality?   Currently, how are 
we assessing teacher quality? 
 
 
Your discussion should yield responses to these questions.  The Recorder should capture the major points of 
your discussion and any conclusions drawn by the group.  Given the brief time for discussion, consensus is 
neither expected nor required.  Rather, the goal is to capture your best thinking on the issues. 
 
The available materials may be of use to you.  Feel free to use them as source materials or simply to peruse 
them as adjunct to the expert opinion that is found in your group. 
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TOWARD AN ASSESSMENT AND INSTRUCTIONAL PROTOCOL FOR TEACHERS OF STUDENTS 
WITH LOW INCIDENCE DISABILITIES 

 
Small Group Discussion 

Session 2 
 

A TAXONOMY ENCOMPASSING CRITICAL ASPECTS OF CLASSROOM TEACHING 
         
This outline includes sample teacher behaviors identified in the literature as part of current teacher practice.  
Please select a Reporter for your group.  The goal of the discussion is to address some of the basic questions 
that can lead us to identifying the steps to the development of an assessment system and instructional protocol 
for teachers of students with low incidence disabilities.  This working document provides a sample of teacher 
behaviors in nine categories.  It is a work in progress. Based on what you know about exemplary practices, 
please critique this material, proposing additions, deletions and modifications in each of the categories.   
 
CATEGORIES FOR EFFECTIVE TEACHING 
 
I.  Organization of content knowledge for student learning 
 
II.  Selection and Use of Materials 
 
III.  Differentiating Instruction 
 
IV.  Student and Classroom Management 
 
V.  Creation of Appropriate Physical Learning Environment 
 
VI.  Creation of Appropriate Psychological Learning Environment 

VII. Use of Appropriate Evaluation  

VIII. Engagement in Collaboration 

IX. Adherence to Professional and Ethical Practice 

 
SAMPLES OF TEACHER BEHAVIORS FOR EACH CATEGORY 

 
I.  Organization content knowledge for student learning 
 1.1  Articulates clear learning goals that are appropriate for students 
 
II. Selection and Use of Materials 
 2.1 Selects and organizes instruction material 
 2.2 Makes appropriate decisions on modes of delivery 
 2.3 Arranges physical environment 
 2.4 Uses appropriate pacing for lessons 
    2.5  Makes use of a variety of media and materials 
    2.6  Exhibits ability to adapt materials to individual needs of students 
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III. Differentiating Instruction 
 3.1 Differentiates instruction to meet individual learning needs 
 3.2 Uses re-teaching based on student needs 
 3.3  Uses a variety of grouping methods to accommodate individual differences  
 3.4  Uses a variety of teaching techniques that are adapted to needs of students 
 
IV. Student and Classroom Management 
 4.1  Maximizes student participation 
 4.2  Allows for student decision-making 
 4.3  Encourages student-student interaction 
 4.4  Asks open-ended questions 
 
V. Creates Appropriate Physical Learning Environment 
 5.1  Organizes physical environment to maximize learning 
 5.2  Creates a variety of learning spaces 
 5.3  Allows for small group work 
 5.4  Provides space for individual student instruction 
 5.5  Provides space for quiet study 
 5.6  Creates an effective pattern for movement within classroom 
 
V. Creates Appropriate Psychological Learning Environment 
 6.1  Uses appropriate visual cues 
 6.2  Uses appropriate auditory cues 
 6.3  Uses appropriate reinforcement techniques 
 6.4  Uses appropriate correction techniques 
 6.5  Allows time for student responses 
 6.6  Exhibits appropriate facial gestures and demeanor 
 
VII. Use of Appropriate Evaluation 

7.1  Uses a variety of formative evaluation techniques – criterion referenced and standardized tests; 
observation; student presentations, portfolios 

 7.2  Allows for student self-evaluation 
 7.3  Shows evidence of self-reflection of teaching methods and style 
 
VIII Engagement in Collaboration 
 8.1 Acts as an advocate with educators, service providers and community members 
 8.2 Serves as a resource to colleagues about special education  
 8.3 Facilitates successful transition of students across settings and services 
 
IX Adherence to Professional and Ethical Practice 
 9.1 Practice within rules and policies set by the profession 
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TOWARD A NATIONALLY AVAILABLE ASSESSMENT AND INSTRUCTIONAL PROTOCOL FOR 
TEACHERS OF STUDENTS WITH LOW INDICENCE DISABILITIES 

 
June 2, 2009 

 
Session 1: Whole Group Discussion Points 
 

• There are good standards out there but not translated in the field 
• Obstacles 

• Teachers being hired that have not background with low incidence 
• Huge discrepancy in definition of Òevidence-based practice: 
• Assessing/Designing interventions APIE 

• What makes a good teacher is both art and science 
• Are teachers trained to deal with multiple layers of staff? (disconnects with general ed., 

teachers, aides, etc.) 
• Do standards of practice translate to classroom performance? 
• Academic standards vs. standards of practice 
• Low incidence has unique needs 

 
Possible instrument to develop  

• Looking for a set of strategic indicators that define effective instruction with low 
incidence population  

• Outcomes/Needs with low incidence  
• Need a model with several indicators that separate average teaching and predict 

effective teaching  
• A checklist to work from/ strategic assessment tool  
• Major performance areas  
• 5 sub areas (research based/taxonomy  
• Student behavior/observable items Ð Teacher behavior/observable items  
• Validate items  
• Interview teacher  
• Teacher assesses student skills = Evaluator assesses teacher skill s 

• Start with model of what teachers ÒdoÓ-components of teaching areas 
• Special ed. Teachers with background knowledge of low incidence vs. special ed. and general 

ed. teacher with no background knowledge of low incidence population 
• Build on whatÕs already been done Ð fine tune for specific populations 
• VI/HI Guidelines Ð teacher prep and practice are out-of-date and not research-based but still 

used as an evaluation tool 
• No teacher guidelines for expanded core curriculum 
• Pre-K through 21 needs to be included since that is the population we serve 

 
Session 2: Whole Group Discussion Points 
 

• Indicators of teacher behaviors are tied to belief systems 
• Number of teachers nominated by _____ because they are believed to be ÒqualityÓ teachers 
• Number of teachers as also nominated by _____ because they are believed to be average 
• There is a structured interview 
• Identify the behaviors together 
• Good teachers are across the continuum of special ed. and general ed. 
• Communication competence 

• Academic skill set 
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• Uniqueness tied to disability group 
• Good teaching needs balance with knowledge and understanding of population 
• Focused on the student 
• APIE (4 elements of good teaching) 
• Article to read by Mark Goldberg 
• Add the category of ÒUnderstanding of Policies and ProceduresÓ to Professional Behavior and 

Ethics 
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TOWARD A NATIONALLY AVAILABLE ASSESSMENT AND INSTRUCTIONAL PROTOCOL 
FOR TEACHERS OF STUDENTS WITH LOW INCIDENCE DISABILITIES 

 
June 2, 2009 

 
Small Discussion Group 

Session 1 
 
These questions are proposed as the foundation of the small group discussion.  Please select a Reporter for your 
group.  The goal is to deal with some of the basic questions that can lead us to identifying the steps to the 
development of an assessment system and instructional protocol for teachers of students with low incidence 
disabilities. The following questions will be used as the foundation for discussion: 
 
• Do we have, based on the literature and expert opinion, a standard of practice to define  and defend 
good teaching practice in you area of expertise?  What are the major  elements of this standard of 
practice? 
 
• To what degree are teachers following an established standard of practice? 
 
• What is the role of a standard of practice in the assessment of teacher quality?   Currently, how are 
we assessing teacher quality? 
 
 
Green Group responses: 
• IEP 
• Expectation of teachers 
• Environment analysis 
• Discrepancy analysis 
• Certain skills 
• What do we do with data collected? 
• Staff management for implementation 
• Systematic approach to instruction 
• Identify best teachers for best practices – trial and error 
• How do best teachers become best teachers? 
• High expectations? 
• Empathy? 
• Innate ability? 
• Match methodology with student needs 
• Codify teaching practices from best teachers 
• Standard of practice does not always translate to field 
• Based on applied studies where teachers demonstrate results 
• Practice gap – what we know, what is practical 
• Direct and frequent assessment of teachers’ students is important for teachers 
• Lose what they gain in student teaching in the field 
• Do we have a standard of practice for autism? 
• There is a knowledge base. 
• Not in a format that works 
• Huge range of practices 
• No certification (national) in autism 
• Autism spectrum is diverse 
• Evidence based practices 
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• Teacher quality 
• Keeping kids under control 
• No standard quality assessment 
• Lack of ownership element 
• Parental involvement 
• What degree are teachers following established standards? 
• Shortage 
• Some not qualified 
 
Yellow Group responses: 
• Teacher preparation and practices guidelines out of date, being revised, not research-based 
• AER (Association for Education & Rehabilitation of the Blind 
• CEC (Council for Exceptional Children 
• OSEP (Office of Special Education Programs) – federal education department 
• Lack of awareness in the classroom 
• Expanded core curriculum (no teacher guidelines) 
• Can’t or challenged to put “best practice” into action 
• Operationalize standards of practice 
• Need a good review of the literature 
• Do we need to reinvent the wheel? Capitalize on what’s been done. 
• Commonality in “core” of “good” teaching 
• Lack of instruction on statistical data in teacher preparation 
• Teachers are following some standards, but we don’t know to what degree 
• Lack of research 
• Most classroom teachers don’t know the standards 
• Standards are very general 
• An effective teacher may not be able to raise achievement (scores) for all children 
• Capacity to differentiate instruction to meet student needs (not tied to increasing student achievement on 

standardized tests 
• Praxis III for beginning educators 
• Those who evaluate the teacher seldom have the background knowledge 
• Evaluators are union controlled 
• Very little evidence-based practices.  Does this hamper VI/HI in assessing teacher quality 
• Suggested guidelines 
• K-12 is broad range 
• Need to include Pre-K-21 
• HQT makes this complicated 
• RTI (3 tiers) – How does that fit? 
Blue Group responses: 
• We do have a good standard of practice, but not adopted/vague document. 
• Classroom observation 
• Can spot good teachers 
• Dependent on local decision making 
• Student engagement/participation 
• Confidence 
• Statement of small group of things that matter – What makes kids succeed? What is productive? 
• Compatible with licensure? 
• Looking for someone competent, engaging, focuses on individual goals/needs, behavioral needs, 

positive focus, knows content, evaluates students and reflects on accomplishments 
• Have knowledge and skill to support 
• Perkins competencies – How are we using them? Concept, environmental, communication… 
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• Think of population, competence, scaffolding, participation, activities – outcomes, strategies, processes 
for teachers 

• Conscious performance 
• Basic classroom competencies of regular education 
• Student identification 
• Create a safe environment 
• Establish safe, secure relationship 
• Indicators/Observational means 
• Identify intended audience 
• Meaningful to audience 
• Performance feedback 
• Imagine what form will look like – checklist, booklet, evaluation… 
• How to train and make it universal 
• Label the population = low incidence 
• Model to work from 
• Teacher interview regarding student 
• Work backwards 
• Look at competencies and compare for common change 
• Strategic indicators of teacher competence 
• Uniqueness of this population = challenge 
• What separates teacher effectiveness? 
• Rate strategies 
• Indicators for regular education and other indicators for deafblind population 
• Qualitative assessment 
• Core of highly discriminating items – can find what you need 
• Screening items 
• Standard of practice in assessment of teacher quality is now a district/principal decision 
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Small Discussion Group 
Session 2 

 
A TAXONOMY ENCOMPASSING CRITICAL ASPECTS OF CLASSROOM TEACHING 

         
This outline includes sample teacher behaviors identified in the literature as part of current teacher practice.  
Please select a Reporter for your group.  The goal of the discussion is to address some of the basic questions 
that can lead us to identifying the steps to the development of an assessment system and instructional protocol 
for teachers of students with low incidence disabilities.  This working document provides a sample of teacher 
behaviors in nine categories.  It is a work in progress. Based on what you know about exemplary practices, 
please critique this material, proposing additions, deletions and modifications in each of the categories.   
 
CATEGORIES FOR EFFECTIVE TEACHING 
 I.  Organization of content knowledge for student learning 
 II.  Selection and Use of Materials 
 III.  Differentiating Instruction 
 IV.  Student and Classroom Management 
 V.  Creation of Appropriate Physical Learning Environment 
VI. Creation of Appropriate Psychological Learning Environment 
VII. Use of Appropriate Evaluation  
VIII. Engagement in Collaboration 
IX. Adherence to Professional and Ethical Practice 
 
SAMPLES OF TEACHER BEHAVIORS FOR EACH CATEGORY 
I.  Organization content knowledge for student learning 
     1.1  Articulates clear learning goals that are appropriate for students 
II. Selection and Use of Materials 
 2.1 Selects and organizes instruction material 
 2.2 Makes appropriate decisions on modes of delivery 
 2.3 Arranges physical environment 
 2.4 Uses appropriate pacing for lessons 
    2.5  Makes use of a variety of media and materials 
    2.6  Exhibits ability to adapt materials to individual needs of students 
III. Differentiating Instruction 
 3.1 Differentiates instruction to meet individual learning needs 
 3.2 Uses re-teaching based on student needs 
 3.3  Uses a variety of grouping methods to accommodate individual differences  
 3.4  Uses a variety of teaching techniques that are adapted to needs of students 
IV. Student and Classroom Management 
 4.1  Maximizes student participation 
 4.2  Allows for student decision-making 
 4.3  Encourages student-student interaction 
 4.4  Asks open-ended questions 
V. Creates Appropriate Physical Learning Environment 
 5.1  Organizes physical environment to maximize learning 
 5.2  Creates a variety of learning spaces 
 5.3  Allows for small group work 
 5.4  Provides space for individual student instruction 
 5.5  Provides space for quiet study 
 5.6  Creates an effective pattern for movement within classroom 
V. Creates Appropriate Psychological Learning Environment 
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 6.1  Uses appropriate visual cues 
 6.2  Uses appropriate auditory cues 
 6.3  Uses appropriate reinforcement techniques 
 6.4  Uses appropriate correction techniques 
 6.5  Allows time for student responses 
 6.6  Exhibits appropriate facial gestures and demeanor 
VII. Use of Appropriate Evaluation 
 7.1  Uses a variety of formative evaluation techniques – criterion referenced and   
 standardized tests; observation; student presentations, portfolios 
 7.2  Allows for student self-evaluation 
 7.3  Shows evidence of self-reflection of teaching methods and style 
VIII.  Engagement in Collaboration 
 8.1 Acts as an advocate with educators, service providers and community members 
 8.2 Serves as a resource to colleagues about special education  
 8.3 Facilitates successful transition of students across settings and services 
IX. Adherence to Professional and Ethical Practice 
 9.1 Practice within rules and policies set by the profession 
 

 
Green Group responses: 
• Item 6: Instructional methods?  Add: opportunities for student response, planning for acquisition, 

generalization and maintenance. 
• Word use “appropriate” vs. “inappropriate.” 
• Needs a level for technique 
• Operationalize teaching behaviors to avoid 
• Missing: Technology, communication modes, working with parents/families, behavioral management, 

managing teaching staff, health related issues, data collection and use, resources management (possibly 
its own category) 

• 7.1 Needs environmental situational analysis, uses data to monitor/change instruction 
• 2.6 “Adapt to modify,” possible redundancy in some categories, assessment, design/plan, 

implement/instruct, evaluate, apply 
• Bundle categories within categories that already exist (ODE) 
• Ethical practice - implementation of behavioral programs 
• Assessment – knowledge of characteristics, teacher behaviors, collaboration, communication, 

application of results 
• Evaluation – student progress, technology 
• Application – adapt, modify, continue 
 
 
 
Yellow Group responses: 
• I. Use of content standards - knowledge of content areas, (all categories) specific to population, 

appropriate to grade level 
• VIII. Parent involvement - understanding the culture, using data to inform team decisions regarding 

instruction, professional development field of specialty 
• X. Professional growth - staying updated on current best practices 
• VI. Licensure – field experience/student teaching, exhibits skills in disability area 
• VII. Documents and demonstrate significant improvement in student performance, relate each category 

with a content area 
• IV. Add: Organization of time, problem solving skills, inquiry, critical thinking 
• VII. Add: Appropriate feedback, “etc.” after list, observation has to be a wide descriptor 
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• IX. Add: Writing skills, procedures, and policies 
 
Blue Group responses: 
• “Putting the cart before the horse” 
• Missing: Ability to directly communicate content information (oral, sign, and hand) 
• Communicates the teachers’ beliefs about children clearly 
• How/What/Who they teach 
• Indicators 
• Conversations intersecting on skills/beliefs unique to special needs kids 
• What questions to ask regarding this list 
• Interview Teachers: Select two groups of 20 teachers – special and regular education, “exceptional” and 

“normal” to be interviewed, teachers nominated by superintendents, principals, etc., interviewers will 
not be aware of what “type” of teacher they are interviewing, useful information obtained from 
“exceptional” and “average” teachers, compare information/differences, structured interview process, 
nominees all told they were nominated as “exceptional,” break down information for principal use 

• Teacher Assessment “Concept” (in place of “Model”) 
• Commonalities of excellence 
• Situational masters 
• Indicators: resourcefulness, implementing/testing, communication, accessibility 
• Quarterly evaluation to show growth, direct focus 
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ATTACHMENT C 
 
 
 

CLIENT SATISFACTION SURVEY 
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ALTERNATIVE PATHWAY PROGRAM TO PREPARE 
INTERVENTION SPECIALISTS IN VISION IMPAIRMENT 

Student Satisfaction Survey 
Technical Report:  Combined Data 

December 2008 
 
Number surveyed: 20 
Number of respondents: 15 (75%) 
 
1. Institution where training was completed: 

The Ohio State University 
University of Toledo No Response 

9 
60.0% 

6 
40.0% 

0 
0.0% 

 
2. Month and year of endorsement: 

• Taking the Praxis in January 
• December, 2004 
• July, 2008 
• Not yet 
• Not yet - waiting for Praxis results 
• August 1, 2008 
• October 1, 2007 

 
3. Gender: 

Male 
Female No Response 

0 
0.0% 

15 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

 
 
4. Highest degree earned: 

B.A./B.S. 
M.A./M.S. Ed.D/Ph.D 

Other 
No Response 

9 
60.0% 

6 
50.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

 
 

5. Ethnicity (this question was optional): 
African-

American/Black Asian/Pacific Islander Latino/Latina White/European-
American 

2 
13.3% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

13 
86.7% 

 
Multiracial Other No Response 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 
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6a. Teacher’s license/certification: 

Yes 
In Process No No Response 

13 
86.6% 

1 
6.7% 

1 
6.7% 

0 
0.0% 

 
6b. Subject areas of licenses specified: 

• Elementary 1-8. 
• Early Childhood K-3, Intervention Specialist K-12, Reading Endorsement. 
• Special Education: PreK-12 Visual Impairments and K-12 Mild/Moderate Disabilities. 
• Special Education. 
• Special Education. 
• Comprehensive Science, General Science, Biological Science, Chemistry. 
• Middle School. 
• Early Childhood Education and Reading Endorsement. 
• Early Childhood and Elementary Education (birth to 8th grade); Early Childhood Special Education. 
• Elementary Education K - 8, Reading Endorsement K-12. 
• Elementary Education, all areas in grades 1-8. 
• Learning Disabilities, Behavior Disorders, Elementary Education. 
• Mild to Moderate K-12; Moderate to Intensive K-12. 
 

7. Years of teaching experience: 
None Up to 1 year 1-4 years 5-9 years 

2 
13.2% 

1 
6.70% 

1 
6.70% 

4 
26.7% 

 
10 years or more No Response 

7 
46.7% 

0 
0.0% 

 
 
Respondents were asked to rate their agreement with each of the following items using the scale below: 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Neither Agree 

nor Disagree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable 

5 4 3 2 1 N/A 
 

                        
 SA A N D SD Not 

Applicable Mean Standard 
Deviation 

8. The following program elements prepared me well for my position 
1 8 6 0 0 0 a. Online courses 

6.7% 53.3% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 

3.67 
 

0.62 
2 8 4 0 0 1 b. Supervised field 

experience meetings 13.3% 53.3% 26.7% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 
 

3.86 
 

0.66 
4 6 3 2 0 0 c.  Braille instruction 

26.7% 40.0% 20.0% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
 

3.80 
 

1.01 
                

 SA A N D SD Not 
Applicable Mean Standard 

Deviation 
6 7 2 0 0 0 d. Orientation/Mobility 

training 40.0% 46.7% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 

4.27 
 

0.70 
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1 5 2 5 1 1 e. Assistive technology 
6.7% 33.3% 13.3% 33.3% 6.7% 6.7% 

 
3.00 

 
1.18 

3 7 2 2 0 1 f. Preparation for Praxis II 
20.0% 46.7% 13.3% 13.3% 0.0% 6.7% 

 
3.79 

 
0.97 

1 12 1 1 0 0 g. Student teaching 
experiences 6.7% 80.0% 6.7% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.87 

 
0.64 

3 11 1 0 0 0 h. Course content overall 
20.0% 73.3% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.13 

 
0.52 

 
Comments: 

• It would have been nice to have more hands on time for the technology pieces. I don't feel like I know all 
that is out there to provide for my students. Everyone has been a great resource to contact about questions. 

• Need more hands on technology experience with direct teacher instruction 
• I was very grateful for the online courses. If it had not been online, I would not have been able to do the 

course since I live 2 hours away, work full time, and have a little one. I would have to say that the online 
aspect made some parts of the learning more challenging. The assistive technology part was educational and 
I learned about different pieces of available technological assistance, however I am currently taking some 
CISAM classes to learn how to actually use them. I know that they are working on how to get some actual 
time with using the assistive technology. I enjoyed the student teaching and learned a lot. Doing it in the 
summer was the only way I was really going to be able to do this - other than having someone come to my 
school to give me supervision. I would say though that I am currently seeing 3 multiple handicapped children 
and that was not something we had any experience with in the student teaching. I do not know how to change 
that since there is no camp for multiple handicapped. The only other things that I wish I would have had 
more experience with was seeing and helping with some of the tests we will be responsible for performing 
and IEP's. I did learn a lot and was grateful for the opportunity and especially grateful for the online course 
and the wonderful grant! Perhaps meeting on a few more Saturdays would help with the assistive devices, 
seeing and participating in IEP's, and to see how to do some of the tests that we will need to do. Again, I 
hope the program continues. I believe it is a good idea and very beneficial - perhaps it may just need a few 
adaptations to make it even more beneficial. 

• The course work was overwhelming for the amount of time we had to cover it. Online learning is economic, 
but I think we missed out on valuable instruction by not attending classes as a group more often. 

• We needed more instruction on the laws that impact special educational needs and what they mean. We 
needed more infant comparisons with regular children. We needed more help with what assistive technology 
choices there were and how to actually use them and when one is better than another. We needed more 
information on how to read a doctor's prescription and what all three numbers meant. 

 
 

 SA A N D SD Not 
Applicable Mean Standard 

Deviation 
9. I was satisfied with the assistance I received from my advisor in the following areas: 

2 8 2 3 0 0 a. Required courses 
13.3% 53.3% 13.3% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.60 

 
0.99 

4 11 0 0 0 0 b. Course scheduling 
26.7% 73.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.27 

 
0.46 

4 8 1 2 0 0 c. Supervised field 
experience 26.7% 53.3% 6.7% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.93 

 
0.96 

2 8 3 0 0 2 d. Placement questions 
13.3% 53.3% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13.3% 

 
3.92 

 
0.64 
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3 7 3 2 0 0 e. Personal issues 
20.0% 46.7% 20.0% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.73 

 
0.96 

4 10 1 0 0 0 f. Quality of advising overall 
26.7% 66.7% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.20 

 
0.56 

 
Comments: 

• My advisors were wonderful. They were understanding and easy to get a hold of when I needed time. 
• No problems in this area. 
• Our courses were all scheduled out due to the amount of students and the online programming, so there really 

was no advising what to take, it was simply a schedule to follow. If there were questions about the 
scheduling process or books to order, they were answered readily. 

• I was very surprised at how little feedback there was even when observed. 
 
 

 SA A N D SD Not 
Applicable Mean Standard 

Deviation 
4 9 1 1 0 0 10. Overall, I was very 

satisfied with the Vision 
training program. 26.7% 60.0% 6.7% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.07 

 
0.80 

 

Comments: 
• Other than the lack of face-to-face contact, I feel that the program prepared me to be a teacher of the 

visually impaired. I think it would be helpful to get to see what a certified TVI does on a typical day. 
• The online components fit well with my schedule. 
• Thanks for the experience and the opportunity. My only regret is that I was not able to get more information 

earlier about how to possibly get into the masters program in combination with this program. 
• I know so much more especially since I was able to apply what I had learned. Student teaching was a 

highlight because of the live interaction with the children. It gave me the confidence to know that I could do 
what I thought I could. It also gave me the opportunity to practice skills I had only scratched the surface of 
such as assistive technology. I became aware that it seems I'll never know enough but active learning makes 
me a better teacher. 
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ALTERNATIVE PATHWAY PROGRAM TO PREPARE 
INTERVENTION SPECIALISTS IN VISION IMPAIRMENT 

Student Satisfaction Survey 
Technical Report:  Ohio State University 

December 2008 
 
Number Surveyed: 10 
Number of Respondents: 9 (90%) 
 
1. Institution where training was completed: 

The Ohio State University 

9 
100.0% 

 
2. Month and year of endorsement: 

• Taking the Praxis in January 
• July 2008 
• Not yet, waiting for Praxis results 
• August 2008 

 
3. Gender: 

Male Female No Response 

0 
0.0% 

9 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

 
 
4. Highest degree earned: 

B.A./B.S. 
M.A./M.S. Ed.D/Ph.D 

Other 
No Response 

5 
55.6% 

4 
44.4% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

 
 

5. Ethnicity (this question was optional): 
African-

American/Black Asian/Pacific Islander Latino/Latina White/European-
American 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

9 
100.0% 

 
Multiracial Other No Response 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

 
 
6a. Teacher’s license/certification: 
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Yes In Process No No Response 

9 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

 
6b. Subject areas of license specified: 

• Elementary 1-8. 
• Early Childhood K-3, Intervention Specialist K-12, Reading Endorsement. 
• Special Education. 
• Comprehensive Science, General Science, Biological Science, Chemistry. 
• Special Education. 
• Early Childhood and Elementary Education (birth-8th grade), Early Childhood Special Education. 
• Elementary Education, all areas in grades 1-8. 
• Learning Disabilities, Behavior Disorders, Elementary Education. 
• Mild to Moderate K-12, Moderate to Intensive K-12. 

 
7. Years of teaching experience: 

None Up to 1 year 1-4 years 5-9 years 
0 

0.0% 
0 

0.0% 
0 

0.0% 
4 

44.4% 
 

10 years or more No Response 
5 

55.6% 
0 

0.0% 
 
 
Respondents were asked to rate their agreement with each of the following items using the scale below: 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Neither Agree 

nor Disagree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable 

5 4 3 2 1 N/A 
 
 

 SA A N D SD Not 
Applicable Mean Standard 

Deviation 
8. The following program elements prepared me well for my position 

0 3 6 0 0 0 a. Online courses 
0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.33 

 
0.50 

0 5 3 0 0 1 b. Supervised field 
experience 0.0% 55.6% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 

 
3.63 

 
0.52 

2 4 3 0 0 0 c.  Braille instruction 
22.2% 44.4% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.89 

 
0.78 

4 4 1 0 0 0 d. Orientation/Mobility 
training 44.4% 44.4% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.33 

 
0.71 

0 4 1 3 1 0 e. Assistive technology 
0.0% 44.4% 11.1% 33.3% 11.1% 0.0% 

 
2.89 

 
1.17 

1 6 1 1 0 0 f. Preparation for Praxis II 
11.1% 66.7% 11.1% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.78 

 
0.83 

0 8 1 0 0 0 g. Student teaching 
experiences 0.0% 88.9% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.89 

 
0.33 
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 SA A N D SD Not 

Applicable Mean Standard 
Deviation 

1 7 1 0 0 0 h. Course content overall 
11.1% 77.8% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.00 

 
0.50 

 
Comments: 

• It would have been nice to have more hands on time for the technology pieces. I don't feel like I know all 
that is out there to provide for my students. Everyone has been a great resource to contact about questions. 

• Need more hands on technology experience with direct teacher instruction 
• I was very grateful for the online courses. If it had not been online, I would not have been able to do the 

course since I live 2 hours away, work full time, and have a little one. I would have to say that the online 
aspect made some parts of the learning more challenging. The assistive technology part was educational and 
I learned about different pieces of available technological assistance, however I am currently taking some 
CISAM classes to learn how to actually use them. I know that they are working on how to get some actual 
time with using the assistive technology. I enjoyed the student teaching and learned a lot. Doing it in the 
summer was the only way I was really going to be able to do this - other than having someone come to my 
school to give me supervision. I would say though that I am currently seeing 3 multiple handicapped children 
and that was not something we had any experience with in the student teaching. I do not know how to change 
that since there is no camp for multiple handicapped. The only other things that I wish I would have had 
more experience with was seeing and helping with some of the tests we will be responsible for performing 
and IEP's. I did learn a lot and was grateful for the opportunity and especially grateful for the online course 
and the wonderful grant! Perhaps meeting on a few more Saturdays would help with the assistive devices, 
seeing and participating in IEP's, and to see how to do some of the tests that we will need to do. Again, I 
hope the program continues. I believe it is a good idea and very beneficial - perhaps it may just need a few 
adaptations to make it even more beneficial. 

• The course work was overwhelming for the amount of time we had to cover it. Online learning is economic, 
but I think we missed out on valuable instruction by not attending classes as a group more often. 

• We needed more instruction on the laws that impact special educational needs and what they mean. We 
needed more infant comparisons with regular children. We needed more help with what assistive technology 
choices there were and how to actually use them and when one is better than another. We needed more 
information on how to read a doctor's prescription and what all three numbers meant. 

 
          

 SA A N D SD Not 
Applicable Mean Standard 

Deviation 
9. I was satisfied with the assistance I received from my advisor in the following areas: 

0 5 2 2 0 0 a. Required courses 
0.0% 55.6% 22.2% 22.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.33 

 
0.87 

1 8 0 0 0 0 b. Course scheduling 
11.1% 88.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.11 

 
0.33 

 
 SA A N D SD Not 

Applicable Mean Standard 
Deviation 

2 5 1 1 0 0 c. Supervised field 
experience 22.2% 55.6% 11.1% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.89 

 
0.93 

0 5 2 0 0 2 d. Placement questions 
0.0% 55.6% 22.2% 0.0% 0.0% 22.2% 

 
3.71 

 
0.49 
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1 4 3 1 0 0 e. Personal issues 
11.1% 44.4% 33.3% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.56 

 
0.88 

2 6 1 0 0 0 f. Quality of advising overall 
22.2% 66.7% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.11 

 
0.60 

 
Comments: 

• My advisors were wonderful. They were understanding and easy to get a hold of when I needed time. 
• No problems in this area. 
• Our courses were all scheduled out due to the amount of students and the online programming, so there 

really was no advising what to take, it was simply a schedule to follow. If there were questions about the 
scheduling process or books to order, they were answered readily. 

• I was very surprised at how little feedback there was even when observed. 
 

         
 SA A N D SD Not 

Applicable Mean Standard 
Deviation 

1 7 1 0 0 0 
10. Overall, I was very 
satisfied with the Vision 
training program. 11.1% 77.8% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.00 0.50 

 

Comments: 
• Other than the lack of face-to-face contact, I feel that the program prepared me to be a teacher of the visually 

impaired. I think it would be helpful to get to see what a certified TVI does on a typical day. 
• The online components fit well with my schedule. 
• Thanks for the experience and the opportunity. My only regret is that I was not able to get more information 

earlier about how to possibly get into the masters program in combination with this program. 
• I know so much more especially since I was able to apply what I had learned. Student teaching was a 

highlight because of the live interaction with the children. It gave me the confidence to know that I could do 
what I thought I could. It also gave me the opportunity to practice skills I had only scratched the surface of 
such as assistive technology. I became aware that it seems I'll never know enough but active learning makes 
me a better teacher. 
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ALTERNATIVE PATHWAY PROGRAM TO PREPARE 
INTERVENTION SPECIALISTS IN VISION IMPAIRMENT 

Student Satisfaction Survey 
Technical Report:  University of Toledo 

December 2008 
 

Number Surveyed: 10 
Number of Respondents: 6 (60%) 
 
1. Institution where training was completed: 

University of Toledo 

6 
100.0% 

 
2. Month and year of endorsement: 

• December, 2004. 
• Not yet. 
• I am still working on it. 
• October 1, 2007. 

 
3. Gender: 

Male Female No Response 

0 
0.0% 

6 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

 
 
4. Highest degree earned: 

B.A./B.S. 
M.A./M.S. Ed.D/Ph.D 

Other 
No Response 

4 
66.7% 

2 
33.3% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

 
 

5. Ethnicity (this question was optional): 
African-

American/Black Asian/Pacific Islander Latino/Latina White/European-
American 

2 
33.3% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

4 
66.7% 

 
Multiracial Other No Response 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

 
 
6a. Teacher’s license/certification: 

Yes In Process No No Response 

4 1 1 0 
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66.6% 16.7% 16.7% 0.0% 

 
6b. Subject areas of license specified: 

• Special Education: PreK-12 Visual Impairments and K-12 Mild/Moderate Disabilities. 
• Middle School. 
• Early Childhood Education and Reading Endorsement. 
• Elementary Education K - 8, Reading Endorsement K-12. 

 
7. Years of teaching experience: 

None Up to 1 year 1-4 years 5-9 years 
2 

33.3% 
1 

16.7% 
1 

16.7% 
0 

0.0% 
 

10 years or more No Response 
2 

33.3% 
0 

0.0% 
 
 
Respondents were asked to rate their agreement with each of the following items using the scale below: 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Neither Agree 

nor Disagree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable 

5 4 3 2 1 N/A 
 
 

 SA A N D SD Not 
Applicable Mean Standard 

Deviation 
8. The following program elements prepared me well for my position 

1 5 0 0 0 0 a. Online courses 
16.7% 83.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.17 

 
0.41 

2 3 1 0 0 0 b. Supervised field 
experience meetings 33.3% 50.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.17 

 
0.75 

2 2 0 2 0 0 c.  Braille instruction 
33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.67 

 
1.37 

2 3 1 0 0 0 d. Orientation/Mobility 
training 33.3% 50.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.17 

 
0.75 

1 1 1 2 0 1 e. Assistive technology 
16.7% 16.7% 16.7% 33.3% 0.0% 16.7% 

 
3.20 

 
1.30 

2 1 1 1 0 1 f. Preparation for Praxis II 
33.3% 16.7% 16.7% 16.7% 0.0% 16.7% 

 
3.80 

 
1.30 

1 4 0 1 0 0 g. Student teaching 
experiences 16.7% 66.7% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
3.83 

 
0.98 

2 4 0 0 0 0 h. Course content overall 
33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.33 

 
0.52 

 
Comments: (None) 
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 SA A N D SD Not 

Applicable Mean Standard 
Deviation 

9. I was satisfied with the assistance I received from my advisor in the following areas: 
2 3 0 1 0 0 a. Required courses 

33.3% 50.0% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 
 

4.00 
 

1.10 
3 3 0 0 0 0 b. Course scheduling 

50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 

4.50 
 

0.55 
2 3 0 1 0 0 c. Supervised field 

experience 33.3% 50.0% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 
 

4.00 
 

1.10 
2 3 1 0 0 0 d. Placement questions 

33.3% 50.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 

4.17 
 

0.75 
2 3 0 1 0 0 e. Personal issues 

33.3% 50.0% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 
 

4.00 
 

1.10 
2 4 0 0 0 0 f. Quality of advising overall 

33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 

4.33 
 

0.52 

 
Comments: (None) 

 
         

 SA A N D SD Not 
Applicable Mean Standard 

Deviation 
3 2 0 1 0 0 10. Overall, I was very 

satisfied with the Vision 
training program. 50.0% 33.3% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
4.17 

 
1.17 

 

Comments: (None) 
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