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On the call:

Abbie Felder (AL), Betty Beale (SERRC), Frank Nesbit (GA), Corry McCarter (MA), Daphne Worsham (WRRC), Tomas Lopez (NM), Alan Wood (CA), Toyah Robey (KY), Veronica McDonald (TN), Nikke Sandve (MT), Sara Eyer (MT), Jennifer Doolittle (OSEP).
Jennifer: Welcome to today’s call with our presenter, Dr. Betty Beale representing the Southeast Regional Resource Center. Betty will outline the low incidence consortium that was established for several years with the southeast states. This was a collaboration of State Special Education Departments, state certification departments, and IHEs to provide distance based course work leading to certification and M.Ed. in deaf education. Betty has a good understanding of the work of states and how to collaborate strategically with schools and parents to implement a consortium she will be describing. 
Betty: Thank you for inviting to share the exciting work we did with Southeast Regional Consortium for Low Incidence Disabilities (SERCLID). I’m happy to hear that Frank Nesbit, one of our consortium partners, was able to attend today’s session. 
We began this initiative at the Southeast Regional Resource Center several years ago at the request of our state SPED directors.  After conducting a needs assessment on personnel shortages in low incidence disabilities, we decided early on to focus upon teachers for Deaf/Hard of Hearing (DHH), Blind/Visually Impaired (BVI), and Deaf Blind (DB) student populations. Please refer to both the PPT and concept paper for details.

The Southeast regional consortium included membership from the following states – Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, Puerto Rico, Virgin Is., Texas and Florida. Our intent was to increase numbers of qualified teachers of DHH, BVI, DB students.  We discovered there were pockets of great need for qualified personnel within the states, mainly rural and outlying jurisdictions. Many professionals were working with students with low incidence disabilities and were not certified. 

The big barriers of implementing this multi-state initiative were intrastate mobility, regional certification reciprocity challenges, and poor collaboration between universities.  In order to address these issues, we looked at the system as a whole to come up with some agreed upon parameters. Certification and requirements varied from state to state and all pieces of the system worked independently. 

The design was quite complex in how the states would interact with one another. First and foremost we needed to align the certification and licensure standards using distance technologies. To leverage our resources we joined up with a PT3 Grant (Deaf Blind Grant Funded Project located at Kent State University).  This collaborative partnership was instrumental in bringing together the deaf-ed community. 
Another key factor in effectively implementing this project was to bring together a broad group of stakeholders, advocacy organizations, LEAs, state certification officers, IHE faculty and administration, resource people, national and regional funded partners. By coming together in the beginning, bringing in additional resources (PT3 Grant), and having the RRC funds dedicated to the project we were successful. 

There were essentially three phases for this initiative: 
Phase I: Identified consortium partners, then identified problems and developed strategies for addressing the issues. (2003-04)

Phase II: Committed to a Memorandum of Understanding, Designed models for systems design, personnel preparation, and designed action plan for Phase III. (2004-05)

Phase III: Implementation of the Personnel Preparation Model (2006-07)
The Memorandum of Agreements were signed by all the states for cross-regional reciprocity. It was agreed that licensure and certification earned in one state would be approved in another of the regional state. We developed certification plans for teachers moving across state lines. One issue to be addressed before MoAs were signed was about teachers completing an online coursework. We had to get state directors and sped directors agree on the criteria for accepting distance learning credit.
SERCLID developed recruitment tools, maps, brochures. By establishing an interstate program we were able to increase personnel prep programs for LI disabilities. Additionally SERCLID provided the necessary coursework for current teachers to complete requirements to become certified.

The program ended this in 2007. The SERRC Program work shifted and the center was no longer able to continue the work on the initiative. Additionally, the PT3 funding ended and many of the original members have moved on to other things. As a result, the programs have not been able to sustain themselves. Some of the original consortium programs no longer exist. Some universities Arkansas and Texas have lost their programs. 

Frank Nesbit: I’m a state consultant for Deaf/Blind certification in Georgia. When I was involved in the project, my major concern was the reciprocity across state lines. It’s less of an issue now. The one issue that has emerged relates to IHE collaboration. We’re finding now that the tuition agreement is the most pivotal issue to resolve before universities could move forward with the collaboration.

QUESTION, Tomas: Right now, I’m involved with a team drafting some rules for Deaf and Hard of Hearing teachers and offering them an alternative assessment. I’m confused in reading the documentation: is this for teacher prep programs or for teachers with sensory impairments?

Betty: This project was specifically designed to address teacher certification, but we did not get involved in alternate assessment.  I believe NCEO has worked the most with it. We were specifically addressing highly qualified standards for teaching students with low incidence disabilities.

Tomas: In New Mexico we have found that individuals with DB or DHH disabilities have difficulty passing the state teacher certification tests (Special Education Certification, LI certification). We are looking for examples of states that have taken steps to change requirements within their state licensing department in order to develop an alternate certification assessment for individuals with DB/DHH disabilities.
Jennifer: Is there anyone on the line who has addressed this?

Frank: We haven’t specifically addressed this. But we do take measurable steps to hire DB personnel.

ACTION: Daphne Worsham: As information specialist for the WRRC, I can research this for you. I will send this via the LI Affinity Group listserv.
QUESTION: Correy, MA: I have a question about reciprocity. When teachers are looking at this state information, does the state clearly stipulate the reciprocity requirements on their websites? 

Ans, Betty: Yes. This was a requirement that was established with the involved states. 

Correy, MA: I’m originally from NY, when I moved to MASS I looked it up it said I would have reciprocity. When I arrived, I was required to take additional coursework and take another test. Before moving, I would have appreciated clearly identified requirements for reciprocity, so I could be better prepared for the resources and time commitment necessary to complete the requirements.
Betty: This was one of issues that we discussed related to reciprocity. The various requirements made it quite a challenging process to come up with an agreed upon set of reciprocity requirements and reasonable timeframe for completing them.
Frank: There’s a section called special Georgia requirements. In reference to one of Tomas questions. In one of the new IDEA sections, one of the specific requirements to part of the effort is to help employ personnel with disabilities 300.177. 

Tomas: We’re looking at Prelinqual DHH (Hearing between ages 1-5yrs) individuals who have challenges passing the license requirement test. 

Frank: Something similar needs to be addressed in Georgia for deaf interpreters. Their written test is challenging. I would be interested in this question as well.

QUESTION: Correy: How do you address the issue in teaching the LI students if no training for personnel is available?

Betty: That is one of the problems the states encountered. In the meantime they are using the schools themselves as training programs. Teachers are working with these student teachers. 

Frank: Pretty soon, we’ll be seeing distance technologies utilized to a greater degree so we can access the professionals remotely. 

Correy: Are there any schools testing this out now?

Frank: I can get some details from the Georgia program and send it out to the group. 

Jennifer: The within state programs that are good examples Florida, Virginia, and Massachusetts. In terms of states working together, the collaboration between multiple partners and working through the issues is critical to a successful initiative. As Frank just mentioned, distance education is a necessary component of it.  Another factor is sustaining the work. You’ll need money to continue the program over time to meet the challenges that arise in the future (for example, coming up with tuition agreements). I wonder what grants are available that could be used to target this issue? 

Betty: I would add that a tremendous amount of work was required to implement this model over 6 years. It’s important to have a core group to sustain this once a university or program leaves. This group can take up the slack while finding other partners to continue the process. 

Jennifer: You bring up an excellent point. There is no other area in which the sands are shifting as much as in LI Disabilities.  Thus having a core group to maintain the work is a critical element.
Concluding Remarks:
Thank you for participating on today’s call and thank you Betty for presenting. At this time we do not have a future calls planned for this group. Look for a survey monkey from us. We’ll request your interest in continuing these calls and how best to assist you in doing your state work in relation to LI. 
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