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Introduction

The Professional Preparation Advisory Group (PPAG) met to review accomplishments and challenges addressed by the collaborative professional preparation system in visual impairments.  Following a review of the issues, accomplishments and challenges of the past, the PPAG members were divided into teams.  Each team was challenged to identify information necessary to move to the next level of the collaborative process and having an adequate supply of VI professionals.  Each team identified barriers, resources, and recommendations in five critical areas.  These areas were:

	·  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Chronic shortage and recruitment

· ESC role in the professional preparation process


	· Funding

· Mentoring

· Instructional options




All of the data developed by each team was combined, without modification.  Individual PPAG members then identified the most critical barriers and recommendation for each domain, and ultimately for the project overall.

Groups did not have access to the information developed by other groups.  The power in this data is that each group identified so many of the same issues without consulting other participants.  This lends validity to the themes identified by the teams. 

Below is a summary of the number of comments developed by teams and priorities identified by individuals.  

	Summary of Responses by Group
	Chronic Shortage
	ESC Role
	Mentoring
	Funding
	Training Options

	Teams
	
	
	
	
	

	Barriers
	33
	33
	17
	36
	40

	Recommendations
	34
	31
	25
	27
	18

	Individuals
	
	
	
	
	

	Barriers
	18
	27
	27
	27
	30

	Recommendations
	50
	41
	44
	47
	48


The data was reviewed for common themes and grouped accordingly. The same themes were used for the barriers and the recommendations.  The themes that were identified were:

	· Adequate personnel - universities 
· Administrative support - ISD and/or ESC

· Administrative support – universities

· Collaboration

· Funding - Personnel or personal issues  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1
· Funding - Programmatic issues

· Mentor availability

Mentor – funding issues
	· Mentor - programmatic and/or quality issues

· Pre-service professionals and related issues

· Working conditions

· Public perceptions

· Recruitment activities


· Unclear, or unrelated

· University programmatic and/or quality issues




On occasion teams and individuals provided data that addressed multiple themes.  Every effort was made to keep the comments in a single domain.  However, when conducting the analysis it was occasionally necessary to divide a single comment into multiple themes.

Summary of Findings

Teams identified the barriers and recommendations necessary for development of an adequate supply of highly trained VI professionals.  After reviewing the data developed by teams, individuals identified priorities, which were analyzed separately.  This document includes information about the three most commonly identified barriers and recommendations.  Each of the themes was further grouped into sub-categories.  

Based on the data developed by teams, and validated by individuals critical barriers include limitations in funding and capacity.  It is possible that these issues are two sides of the same coin; that it isn’t possible to significantly address the capacity issue, without addressing the funding issue.  However these aren’t the only issues that need to be addressed.  Without addressing issues relating to increasing administrative support and general knowledge of VI issues results will be limited.

The most frequent recommendations addressed university programmatic and/or quality issues; improving and/or modifying the mentor program activities, training, and evaluation.  Teams expressed their commitment to recruitment, especially encouraging awareness-level activities and presentations and collaborative activities.  Finally, individuals identified funding as a priority, encouraging changes in funding procedures and assertively exploring both public and private funds.

The next step will be developing action plans which address the recommendations, with thoughtful attention to the identified barriers and in full knowledge that all of the partners involved in this collaborative project work within systems that may have varying goals and limitations.

Resources

When considering future activities, it is necessary to reflect on those resources available.  In Texas we are fortunate in having many resources to assist us in our goal of having an adequate supply of highly trained VI professionals.  Below are the resources identified by the teams. 

	Resource
	Frequency
	Resource
	Frequency

	TSBVI
	18%
	Mentor program
	5%

	ESCs
	15%
	State funds (or funds distributed by the state)
	4%

	Training programs
	13%
	Data
	2%

	Professional expertise of existing VI professionals
	10%
	Federal funds
	2%

	Collaboration and collaborative activities
	9%
	Professional development resources
	2%

	TEA resources, including funds
	8%
	Public information / public perceptions
	2%

	Advocacy groups and organizations
	5%
	Regional funds
	1%


Barriers

In a state as large as Texas, and in a field as small as visual impairments, having an adequate supply of VI professionals is complicated by many factors.  It is necessary to identify those barriers that are infringing on progress towards the goal.  Once identified, it is necessary to determine which are out of the purview of the PPAG and must either be worked around, or be accommodated, and which barriers can be addressed and affected positively.

Teams identified the following issues as significant barriers to accomplishing our goal.  The three most common themes were then analyzed and sub-categories were developed.  The three most common sub-categories are listed below, along the frequency of that sub-category and a sample quotation from the participants.  

Barriers developed by teams

	Themes, in order of frequency
	Sub-categorical themes, frequency, and sample quotes

	· University programmatic and/or quality issues
	· Instructional practices or quality – 38%  (“Concerns about internet course quality”)

· Instructional models – 19% (“Dissatisfaction with coursework delivery models, especially with distance learning”)

·  Concerns about technology – 14% (“Technology breaks down”)



	· Funding - programmatic issues
	· Funds and costs – 30% (“Funding is static as costs are rising”)

· Generic funding comments – 20% (“Lack of awareness of the funding reductions, costs, etc.”)

· Availability and/or access to funding sources – 20% (“Competitive funding in Washington is getting more and more difficult to acquire”)



	· Administrative support - ISD and/or ESC 
	· Knowledge of VI by administrators – 47% (“Lack of understanding of services from TVI and COMS”)

· Administrative support – 27% (“ESC administrative support”)

· Other duties – 20% (“Other duties as assigned”)




Priorities identified by individuals

After reviewing the barriers developed by teams, individuals identified the most critical barriers within each group. This strategy established priorities within the data.  Below is a listing of the most common priorities, listed in descending order.

	Themes, in order of frequency
	Sub-categorical themes, frequency, and sample quotes

	· University programmatic and/or quality issues
	· Program capacity – 59% (“Number of people the university can accept”)

· Program availability – 24% (“Only 2 university programs”)

· Instructional practices or quality – 14% (“Concerns about internet course quality”)



	· Administrative support - ISD and/or ESC
	· Other duties as assigned – 35% (“ESC personnel have too many other hats”)

· Administrative knowledge – 20% (“Lack of awareness of needs of VI children by administrators”)

· Time and distance combination – 25% (“Time and distance”)



	· Funding - programmatic issues
	· Funds and costs – 60% (“Funding is static as costs are rising”)

· Generic funding issues – 40% (“Funding, and lack thereof”)




Several interesting trends emerge from a review of this data.  Both teams and individuals were concerned about the same major categories: University programmatic and/or quality issues and Administrative support from ISDs and/or ESCs, and Funding – programmatic issues, althought the order changed.  

While the categories remain the same when the focus changed to individuals, the specific concerns changed.  In the first category (University programmatic and/or quality issues) team members were concerned with course quality (38%) and course delivery issues (19%), followed by technological issues (14%).  However, following the sharing of all of the data and the discussion, individuals were markedly more concerned about program capacities (59%), followed by program availability (24%).  This was followed by concern over course quality, which previously was the top concern.

Although the priorities changed with the shift from teams to individuals, the specific concerns cited within the funding group showed very little variance.  People remain concerned about funding.

The Administrative support category also showed relatively little variance within the category.  In general, participants and teams were concerned about the lack of understanding and knowledge of issues in visual impairments.  VI consultants are perceived as having too many duties which function as a barrier to being able to fully facilitate recruitment, mentoring, and providing assistance to districts in need of (or have just acquired) VI professionals.

Barrier Summary

What does this tell of our challenges?  Based on the data developed by teams, and validated by individuals several critical issues emerge.  It is clear that addressing the funding and capacity issue is critical.  It is possible that these issues are two sides of the same coin; that it isn’t possible to significantly address the capacity issue, without addressing the funding issue.  However these aren’t the only issues that need to be addressed.  Without addressing issues relating to increasing administrative support and general knowledge of VI issues results will be limited.

Recommendations

In the same way that teams and individuals identified barriers, they also identified recommendations for accomplishing the goal of having an adequate supply of highly qualified VI professionals.

Below is a listing of the most frequently identified themes. The three most common themes were then analyzed and sub-categories were developed.  The three most common sub-categories are listed below, along the frequency of that sub-category and a sample quotation from the participants.  

Recommendations identified by teams

	Themes, in order of frequency
	Sub-categorical themes, frequency, and sample quotes

	· University programmatic and/or quality issues
	· Instructional practices – 45% (“Develop networks and opportunities for face-to-face contact; or person-to-person”)

· Undergraduate program – 20% (“Explore further developing undergraduate program”)

· Additional program – 15% (“Increase program options” or “Add another university program that is more centrally located and can use TSBVI”)



	· Recruitment activities
	· Increase general awareness activities – 62% (“Presentations to high schools, career days, college activities”)

· ESC role in recruitment – 19% (“Continue to use ESCs for recruitment”)

· Collaboration – 14% (“Ask minority populations how to recruit”)



	· Mentor programmatic and/or quality issues
	· Program-specific recommendations – 44%” (“Make a Mentor Notebook”)

· Mentor-specific recommendations – 22% (“Delineate roles and responsibilities of mentor and intern supervisor”)

· Evaluation – 11% (“Evaluate the mentor program in terms of funding and financial considerations”)




Priorities identified by individuals

The procedure for identifying specific individual priorities for the recommendations was the same as that of the barriers.  Once all of the recommendations had been reviewed, participants identified priority recommendations for each group.

	Themes, in order of frequency
	Sub-categorical themes, frequency, and sample quotes

	· University programmatic and/or quality issues
	· Instructional practices – 35% (“Require more contact time with students”)

· Additional program – 22% (“Add another university program that is more centrally located and can use TSBVI”)

· Undergraduate program – 13% (“Explore further developing undergraduate program”)



	· Funding – Programmatic issues
	· Funding procedures – 40% (“Provide stipend for first certification, but not both”)

· Public funds – 23% (“Explore use of (or increase in) SSVI funds for professional preparation”)

· Private funds – 13% (“Seek private funds”)



	· Mentor programmatic and/or quality issues
	· Training recommendations – 38% (“Research/Use a trainer of trainers model to train mentors so ESCs can train in conjunction with TSBVI”)

· Continue program – 24% (“Continue mentor program”)

· Program-specific recommendations – 24%  (“Make a Mentor Notebook”)

· Evaluate program – 10% (“Evaluate mentor program and determine ways to improve it”)




When identifying priorities both teams and individuals developed recommendations addressing University programmatic and/or quality issues and Mentor programmatic and/or quality issues.  While the sequence of the priorities developed in each of these domains varied slightly, the general emphasis is the similar.  Relative to University programmatic issues, people made recommendations in instructional practices, increasing capacity (including possibly adding another program) and further exploration of undergraduate programs.

The priorities identified in the Mentor programmatic and/or quality issues were slightly more varied.  Teams and individuals identified mentor-specific recommendations, such as developing a mentor notebook of activities and procedures, although not equally frequently.  Individuals identified training recommendations and encouraged the continuation of the mentor program.  Team made recommendations about mentor-specific activities.  Both teams and individuals identified the need for evaluation of the mentor program.

Teams also made recommendations about recruitment.  The most common recommendations were to encourage awareness-level recruitment, either through presentations or providing information to students in high schools and colleges.  Also identified was the importance of the ESC role in recruiting, and the role of collaboration with an array of entities in the recruitment process especially to increase the diversity of VI professionals.

Individuals also made recommendations about funding.  Of especial interest to individuals was reviewing and modifying funding procedures.  These changes may include providing stipends to those who are seeking their first VI certification, but not their second, and/or developing a contract for distribution of the training stipends.  Participants also recommended increased exploration of the use of both public funds (such as SSVI) and private funds (such as from foundations and corporations.)

Recommendation summary

The greatest number of recommendations were related to university programmatic and/or quality issues; specifically to changing and/or improving instructional practices, exploring undergraduate options, and increasing capacity by either expansion of existing programs and/or adding an additional program.  Another frequently cited domain was improving and/or modifying the mentor program.  Participants made recommendations about the mentor program activities, training, and evaluation.  Teams expressed their commitment to recruitment by making multiple recommendations, especially encouraging awareness-level activities and presentations and collaborative activities.  Finally, individuals identified funding as a priority, encouraging changes in funding procedures and assertively exploring both public and private funds.

Most critical barriers and recommendations 

The PPAG participants provided a lot of data and established areas of priority for consideration by the collaborative partners.  Much of it can and will be addressed.  Identifying the most critical areas to address is an important part of developing a long-term action plan. Following the development of the barriers and recommendations by teams, and identifying priorities, PPAG member were asked to select a single barrier and a single recommendation that must be addressed.  These items should be of first consideration when developing action plans and reporting back to the PPAG on progress.

Barriers

Twenty-nine barriers were identified.  Information about the most critical barriers is listed below.

	Themes, in order of frequency
	Sub-categorical themes and frequency

	· Funding – 55%
	· Funding – 75%

· Level funding with increased costs – 19%

· Salaries for VI professionals – 6%



	· Capacity – 31%
	· Number of (or lack of) programs – 56%

· Number of students university can accept – 33%

· Limitations in faculty – 11%



	· Public perceptions/ recruitment – 14%
	· Not a well known profession – 75%

· Information exchange between universities, ESCs, and mentor program. – 25%




Recommendations

Twenty-seven recommendations were identified.  Information about the most critical recommendations is listed below.

	Themes, in order of frequency
	Sub-categorical themes and frequency

	· Capacity – 37%
	· Number of (or lack of) programs – 56%

· Number of students university can accept – 33%

· Limitations in faculty – 11%



	· Funding – 30%


	· Generic funding comments – 33%

· Seek funding – 33%

· Funding to increase university faculty so that we can increase the number of students accepted in university programs – 33%


	· Public perceptions/ recruitment – 15%
	· Address administrators’ lack of awareness of VI needs   – 50% 

· Increase visibility through presentations – 25%

· Research appropriate recruitment techniques – 25%




The listing of most critical barriers and recommendations are remarkably congruent.  Both groups address funding, increasing capacity for training and public perceptions and/or recruitment.    The first step in the action plans developed will need to address these issues by committing time and resources towards their completion. 

 The piece that is missing in this listing of most critical barriers and recommendations is the feedback about the role of administrative support.  This is a critical piece when developing recruitment activities and/or changes to university programs.  The basic awareness-level recruitment activities identified as a priority are predominately local activities and are most likely to be conducted by local (or regional) VI personnel.  The role of administrators in facilitating such activities should be considered.  Likewise, the role of administrative support to universities when considering changes to programs and/or funding must also be considered.  

Regardless, activities must be developed and their progress evaluated in light of the reality of the need to increase our capacity to train VI professionals with limited administrative support.
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