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Managing Editor's Message 

Derrick Smith 

So you may be asking yourself, “What is a 
"managing editor?” Well, to be honest, it is a 
term that I just made up because I needed a title.  
The next question you may be asking is, "Why 
does the DVIQuarterly have a managing editor?"  
That is a valid question that needs to be an-
swered for the DVI membership. 

In 2011, the DVI Board voted to take the DVIQ 
online. The costs of printing a hard-copy publica-
tion limited the number of articles and ads we 
could publish each issue. Going online not only 
saved us money but it allowed us more freedom 
to include more articles, more resources, more 
ads, connect links to other websites directly, and 
provide all of this in color.  It was a necessary and 
good change for DVI. 

Dr. Loana Mason was hired to be the editor to 
take us into this next phase of the DVIQ. With a 
very steep learning curve, Dr. Mason was able to 
create the first online version of the DVIQ with the 
Winter 2012 edition. It was beautifully done and 
provided a benchmark for the future.  Dr. Mason 
was able to publish another issue in Spring 2012 
that was equally wonderful.  These two articles 
can still be found on the DVI website. However, 
the development of the next issues hit some criti-
cal problems and unfortunately, Dr. Mason was 
unable to continue creating issues.  After thought-
ful consideration, Dr. Mason resigned from the 
DVIQ editor position in September, 2013. 



 
 

 

 

The DVI Board and I personally, as the sitting 
president of DVI, want to apologize to the mem-
bership for not publishing the DVIQ in a timely 
manner.  We recognize that this is unacceptable 
and will attempt to make amends by "catching-
up" on the issues. We have set February 14, 
2014, to be completely "caught-up" with a special 
issue on "Human Sexuality." We plan to publish 
one issue every two weeks from now until our 
deadline.   

So, back to the original question about me as the 
"managing editor." Dr. Tiffany Wild and I have 
agreed to serve in the editor's role while a new 
editor is found to continue publishing the DVIQ. 
The DVI Board will be posting a "job description" 
for the editor's position very soon.  In the mean 
time, we will be working diligently on the next is-
sues. You will have noticed by now that we de-
cided to use a simple and professional format for 
this issue and we will continue to use a simple, 
clean look until a new editor is hired. 

Thank you again for your patience during this 
transitional time.  We again apologize for the late-
ness of these issues and hope that the DVIQ will 
again be a valuable resource for you! 
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President's Message 

Derrick Smith 

It is probably very odd to have both the "Editor's 
Message" and "President's Message" to come 
from the same person. I have to agree! How-
ever, it is necessary for the first two issues that 
we are doing, as I will be serving in both roles. 

It was difficult to determine what to focus upon 
since it has been some time since my last 
"President's Message." I will attempt to provide 
an overview of the Division's activities since the 
last published issue, which was published after 
the 2012 CEC Convention and Expo in Denver, 
Colorado. 

Since the Denver convention, the Division has 
had two meetings - one at APH in October, 2012, 
and one at the 2013 CEC Convention and Expo 
in San Antonio, Texas. At these meetings, the or-
ganization continued to work on developing a 
long-term strategic plan that would move the Divi-
sion forward and meet the needs of the member-
ship. Here are a few items of note from during 
this time: 

1. Several amendments were ratified at the
CEC General Assembly in San Antonio.
While most of the amendments were sim-
ple in nature, there were a few of note.
The Publications Committee and the Posi-
tion Papers Subcommittee were split into
two separate committees and were pro-
vided with specific responsibilities. The
Publications Committee was tasked with
creating resources for the membership that
would be provided online for members



  

                                     

only. The Position Papers Committee was 
commissioned to review and lead the revi-
sion process of all DVI position papers.  
There were also amendments made that 
allowed for online voting on all issues 
within the division. 

2. The DVI website is currently under revi-
sion. CEC has provided an infrastructure
for its units (divisions and states) to create
a website within the CEC's existing web-
site. DVI was the first division to elect to
use this resource because it provided a
mechanism for providing a "member's only"
area and connect more closely with CEC.
The Website ad hoc committee plans to
have the new website "go live" on January
1, 2014.

3. The O&M Committee led the work to pro-
vide ACVREP CE's at the 2013 CEC Con-
vention after testing this at the 2012 Con-
vention. This year it was noted in the CEC
schedule guide and was well received by
the attendees and CEC.

4. DVI has represented the special education
for students with visual impairments profes-
sional field on various committees, work-
groups, and individual tasks within CEC,
including supporting making CEC's activi-
ties more accessible to individuals with vis-
ual impairments.

5. Mike Bina, the DVI CAN Coordinator, con-
tinues to be a leading voice within the CEC
Public Policy network and represents the
field very well.

6. DVI and AER are currently collaborating on
developing a policy for sharing position pa-
pers across the two organizations.
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7. President-elect Diane Pevsner and her
Program Advisory Committee developed a
strong schedule of presentations for the
2013 Convention.

8. Drs. Tiffany Wild and Tessa McCarthy rep-
resented DVI on the CEC Interdivisional
Research Committee as they work to cre-
ate a CEC position paper on evidence-
based practices.

9. Dr. Mary Jean Sanspree continues to rep-
resent DVI on the CEC Knowledge and
Skills Subcommittee that oversees the
standards that are used by personnel
preparation programs.

There are many, many more activities that I could 
list but these are just a few of the major activities 
of the organization. Beyond these, the Board is 
working to determine new benefits and resources 
that we can provide to the membership to in-
crease the value of membership in the organiza-
tion. While it may seem that we are being quiet 
during the year, there are many individual mem-
bers of DVI who are working tirelessly upon your 
behalf. As the president of the organization, I 
would like to thank each and every member who 
volunteers time and energy to the work of the or-
ganization. Without your efforts, the voice of spe-
cial education for students with visual impair-
ments would not be heard. 
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AnimalWatch Vi Suite Project:       
Supporting Students with Visual      

Impairments in STEM 

L. Penny Rosenblum, Ph.D. 

University of Arizona 

Did you know that a polar bear can smell a seal 
up to 1 mile away or that a panda cub at birth 
weighs about the same amount as your iPhone?  
Until I became the director of the AnimalWatch Vi 
Suite project (www.awvis.org) which is a 3-year 
research grant awarded to the University of Ari-
zona's Dr. Jane Erin and Dr. Carole Beal, I had 
no idea. 

Our project is funded by the 
   U.S. Department of Education's 
   Institute of Education Sciences 

and began in Spring 2012. After 
two surveys of the field, our re-
search team took the leap and 
decided to develop an iPad app 
that employs principles of uni-

   versal design. The content 
   focuses on endangered species 
   such as the black rhino, chee-
tah, and sea turtle. When using the app and the 
accompanying graphics (large print and braille) 
students doing math at the 5th to 9th grade level 
solve word problems and build their pre-algebra 
readiness skills.  Research tells us that if students 
are not successful in developing their pre-algebra 
competence they are very unlikely to go into the 
STEM fields. 

Developing an app and the graphics that accom-
pany it has been the focus of the first year of our 
project. We had content from prior work of Dr. 10 



 
    
    
  
    
    
   

    
   

     
    
    

 

Beal's but decided we needed new and improved 
content that includes material presented in maps, 
charts, tables, bar graphs, etc. We wanted to 
know what features youth would like to have in an 
app that would help their learning.  To gather this 
information, we conducted usability testing with 
over 30 youth in Arizona. The youth assisted us 
in determining a layout for 
our answer pad, selecting  
the background and font 
color for our help videos, 
designing a scratch pad to 
do computation on, and so 
much more. When it 
gave us feedback on line 
choices, textures, position 
of labels, etc. They told 
us that having a 3D model 
of an animal coupled with 
the  graphic was valuable.  
Our usability testers thought our descriptions of 
images of animals added to the content and they 
appreciated the clear descrip-tions of the content 
of the graphics. 

As we conducted our usability testing we found 
that many Arizona teachers didn't know the power 
of the iPad for youth with visual impairment.  So, 
to help them build their skills so they in turn could 
teach their students, we brought Ed Summers 
and Diane Brauner of North Carolina to Arizona 
for a two day hands-on workshop.  After the work-
shop, Bonnie Steinberg, a TVI for Scottsdale Uni-
fied, shared " It's no wonder I have been so am-
bivalent about the iPad... in my ignorance it was 
like I was trying to bake a cake with only half the 
ingredients." Brauner and Summers demon-
strated to all in attendance the power of the iPad 
for our students through their interactive, hands-
on and patient presentation style. 
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Later this fall the 20 teachers, who are part of the 
project’s feasibility study, will meet virtually with 
Brauner and Summers three times and then all 
   will come back together in 
   Phoenix on January 10 where 

the teachers will learn more 
   advanced skills and receive the 

AnimalWatch Vi Suite app and 
   booklets of accompanying 

graphics for their students to 
use. The 30 students will then 

   each complete six math units 
   during Spring 2014. The re 

search team will examine how 
they used the scaffolding we provide to solve the 
problems, how they locate information in the 
graphics, and the role of audio coupled with print 
or braille in helping students access information.   

Plans are already underway for 2014-2015 when 
we will conduct a national study to demonstrate 
the promise of the intervention.  Keep an eye out 
for future announcements in the DVIQ and on 
listservs and in other publications.  To keep up 
with what the AnimalWatch Vi Suite project team 
is doing, come to our session at the November 
AZAER conference, visit our web site at 
www.awvis.org, and/or like us on Facebook.   
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Collaboration to Teach Children 
who are DeafBlind 

Nicole Johnson, Ed.D., Assistant Professor 
Kutztown University 

There is estimated to be between 45,000 
and 50,000 individuals in the United States who 
are deafblind. Nearly 90% of the children and 
youth on the deafblind child count have one or 
more additional disabilities (NCAT, 2010). Many 
children with deafblindness also have speech and 
language impairments, orthopedic impairments, 
and other health impairments (Engleman et al., 
1999). In this unique category of children, there is 
a large amount of heterogeneity in terms of de-
grees of sensory loss, both for vision and hearing, 
as well as other types of disabilities (Parker, 
2009). Deafblindness is a unique field because it 
relies on multiple practices and disciplines to 
meet the complex communication and service 
needs of individuals with diverse conditions 
(Parker et al., 2007). 

Individuals who are deafblind are diverse in 
their communication abilities and educational 
needs. A factor experienced by all people in this 
population is the profound impact that diminished 
sensory input has on their development and ac-
cess to opportunities for learning (Parker, 2009). 
This lack of sensory data can overwhelm people 
who are deafblind and leave them isolated even 
when they are surrounded by family and friends 
(Correa-Torres, 2008; Sauerburger, 1993). Most 
teachers are not prepared to meet the complex 
and multiple support needs of students with deaf-
blindness (McLetchie & MacFarland, 1995) which 
makes it crucial for professionals to collaborate.  

Teaming is determined to be the best prac-
tice in special education (Reed-Victor, 2004). Col-



 

 

laborative teaming is defined as a group of indi-
viduals working together to achieve mutually de-
fined goals (Janney & Snell, 2000). An important 
aspect in teaching children with deafblindness is 
for professionals and families to work collabora-
tively as a team to provide appropriate services. 
Educational team members work together to inte-
grate an often complex array of supports for 
learning, mobility, and classroom participation 
(Odom et al., 1999). The collaborative teaming 
process gives opportunities for general educa-
tors, special educators, and parents to share 
knowledge and skills to generate new and novel 
methods for individualizing learning (Villa & Thou-
sand, 2000). A transdisciplinary approach is 
shown to be effective when working with children 
who are deafblind because they have complex 
learning needs that require a skilled team  
of educational service providers. Their complex 
needs present challenges to the children’s educa-
tional teams and their families (Chen, 2004). In a 
transdiciplinary model, professionals share roles 
and may combine their assessments and treat-
ment tasks so that any one individual may be car-
rying out the responsibilities of a different profes-
sional (Howard et al., 2013).  
 The transdiciplinary model helps the team 
overcome challenges when working with a child 
who is deafblind because all members of the 
team collaborate and share their areas of exper-
tise to meet the child’s specific needs. Specialists 
should work collaboratively with the entire educa-
tional team to help identify problem areas related 
to their given area of expertise as they arise 
throughout the day (Downing & Eichinger,  
2011). For teaming to be effective, professionals 
have to collaborate on a regular basis and share 
valuable information with the team. Collaboration 
can take place face to face or at a distance, as 
long as all members of the team know and under-
stand what the needs of the child are.  15 
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Effective teaming requires effort from the 
child’s whole educational team. The Minnesota 
Department of Children, Families and Learning 
(2002) outlines a five step process to help guide 
effective collaboration in order to make decisions 
regarding the instruction of students with disabili-
ties. First, the team reviews the standards, per-
formance task, and curricular demands. Next, the 
team discusses the learning needs of the student 
and the availability of resources. This is a crucial 
step because it gives professionals an opportu-
nity to discuss the specific needs and concerns 
relevant to the placement of a student as well as 
modifications that the student will need to suc-
ceed. In step three, the team decides on accom-
modations for the student and determines re-
sponsibility for implementing them. During this 
step, the team explores changes that will be im-
plemented to the current curriculum to allow the 
student to meaningfully participate in instruction. 
Step four is to monitor, adjust, and provide feed-
back. The last step is for the team to clearly iden-
tify target goals, discuss how the student will be 
evaluated, then evaluate the student using estab-
lished criteria (Minnesota Department of Children, 
2002). This collaboration ensures that all mem-
bers of the team are utilizing the same accommo-
dations, modifications, and techniques to meet 
the individual needs of the child with deafblind-
ness. 

Effective teaming for a child who is deaf-
blind requires a long-term commitment from the 
child’s family and educational team. Powell 
(2002) discusses the meaning of collaboration as 
working towards interdependence (giving and re-
ceiving help), sharing information, participating in 
co-planning/teaching, creating a common vision 
and shared purpose, and instilling a community-
wide expectation of ongoing reflection and profes-
sional development. Despite the time and effort 
that effective teaming requires, professionals tend 



 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 
  

 

 

to see that collaboration “offers tremendous op-
portunities for growth for the children along with 
the adults who work with them” (Tilton, 1996). Be-
cause deafblindness is a low incidence disability, 
many professionals lack the skills to effectively 
work with these children; it can be overwhelming 
for one professional. But when all professionals 
work together, fears and doubts are alleviated, 
which ultimately helps children with deafblindness 
receive the best education and services that they 
deserve. 
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Screen Sharing in the Classroom: 
Tools That Enable Desktop Viewing 

of Distance Materials 

Yue-Ting (Ting) Siu, TVI 

It seems every time we turn around, there’s an-
other term, gadget, program, or device that can 
help students with visual impairments. While it is 
difficult keeping up with the latest and greatest, 
the good news is that someone else has usually 
figured out what works. There are some exciting 
tools available for our students with low vision, 
and this article focuses on enabling independent 
and immediate access to materials presented “on 
the board.” 

Screen Share, What?! 
Screen sharing is a term that refers to mu-

tual viewing of the same material, but on different 
devices. In the classroom, a teacher might pre-
sent PowerPoint slides for a lesson or be working 
on a SmartBoard. While this approach engages 
the entire class, the visual nature of the informa-
tion often excludes the student with low vision. 
Traditionally, we bridge access to these materials 
by seating our students in the front of the room, 
training them on using a monocular, or struggle to 
find a portable CCTV. These accommodations 
certainly work, although it can be difficult getting 
the student to “buy in” to using these tools that 
make them stand out from their peers. With 
screen sharing, a student simply opens their own 
device such as a laptop or iPad, sees the material 
presented on the board on the desktop of their 
device in real time, and uses the features of their 
device to adjust the contrast and magnification of 
the material. The approach is particularly attrac-
tive because the student maintains his or her in-



 
 

 

 

 

dependence, is no longer confined to sitting in the 
front row or tethered to a power outlet, uses uni-
versally-designed and common classroom tech-
nologies, and does not look different from sighted 
peers. 

Too Good to be True? 
As with all technology, certain prerequisites 

need to be in place to support such a system of 
access. How the student can screen share de-
pends on the availability of wireless connectivity 
in the school and the technological capabilities of 
the classroom teacher. In a class where the ma-
jority of students bring their own devices, screen-
sharing can even heighten the learning experi-
ence of the whole class by allowing the teacher to 
check for everyone’s understanding as the lesson 
progresses. Here are some approaches that 
serve the same purpose of desktop access to 
materials presented “on the board.” What you 
choose to implement will depend on the existing 
supports. 
Real-time screen sharing: Join.Me, Team-
Viewer, NetClick 

These tools rely on wireless internet in the class-
room (wi-fi). They are free to use, and work on 
any PC, Apple computer, or tablet (such as an 
iPad). The teacher and student install the pro-
gram on their respective devices, and either click 
to “share the screen” (start a presentation), or 
“join” (view someone else’s screen). When the 
teacher initiates the screen share, an access 
code is generated. Anyone with this code can 
then access the screen, and follow along the les-
son as it happens. Join.Me and TeamViewer are 
particularly useful when teachers use a Smart-
Board. Join.Me has the most user-friendly inter-
face. TeamViewer allows teachers to give control 
of the screen to any participant if they want stu-
dent participation. NetClick differs because it is 
limited to PowerPoint presentations, but it allows 21 
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a teacher to check for students’ understanding by 
asking students to click on a part of the screen to 
answer questions. Teachers immediately see 
where the clicks are to gauge how many students 
“get it.” NetClick does not limit the number of par-
ticipants, while the free version of Join.Me is lim-
ited to 10 participants.  

Screen shot 1: JoinMe interface shows options to 
“share” or “join.” In the “join” option, there is a 
form field to enter a code. 

Screen shot 2: teacher screen with generated 
code, shown after clicking “share.” 

Screen shot 3: View of teacher’s screen with the 
access code prominently displayed. Students can 
show understanding of concepts by tapping on 
any part of the image, and their taps are dis-
played as heat maps on the teacher’s view. This 
feature can be turned on or off by activating the 
“hide/show clicks” button. 
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Screen sharing through a student copy of the 
teacher’s notes: Dropbox, Google Drive 

If there is no wi-fi in the classroom, but the 
teacher is able to give the student a digital copy 
in advance, the student can arrive to class with 
the notes in hand by downloading the files prior to 
class when he or she has an internet connection. 
This approach is suitable for PowerPoint presen-
tations, but does not work with dynamic lessons 
using a SmartBoard. The student can open his or 
her own copy of the slides and click along as the 
teacher moves through the lesson. 
For more information on how to leverage these 
tools for a student with low vision who needs to 
access notes on the board, follow these links to 
access step-by-step tutorials: 
How to view the SmartBoard on an iPad, a tuto-
rial from Ed Summers and Diane Brauner 

How to set up Dropbox with students and teach-
ers, a tutorial from Yue-Ting (Ting) Siu 
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Assistive Technology: Does the 

Law Translate to Practice for      


Students with Visual Impairments?
 

Tara Mason, TVI, M.Ed., Ph.D. Candidate  

Introduction 
What is assistive technology? Assistive 

technology can mean a continuum of low to high 
technology learning equipment or products that 
will help students access or maximize their ac-
cess to their educational programs. Assistive 
technology is formally defined by IDEA (2000) as 
“…any item, piece of equipment, or product sys-
tem, whether acquired commercially off the shelf, 
modified, or customized, that is used to increase, 
maintain, or improve functional capabilities of a 
child with a disability,” (20 U.S.C. 140(1)).  Day 
and Huefner (2003) offer a comprehensive list 
taken from the Adaptive Technology Resource 
Center (2001) list, including items such as posi-
tioning systems, daily living aids, visual aids, 
auditory materials, motor airs, computer software, 
switches, refreshable braille, accessibility aids/ 
technology, etc.  

IDEA extends its definition of the Assistive 
Technology (AT) to include the services associ-
ated with the recommended comprehensive 
scope of devices, equipment, or any product that 
will help meet the needs of a student’s individual-
ized learning program. Within IDEA, (34 CFR 
300.346(a)(2)(v)), “IEP team also shall…consider 
whether a child requires assistive technology and 
services.” And further, the law recognizes that if 
the team decides that a student requires assistive 
technology in order to receive a Free and Appro-
priate Public Education (FAPE) then the child is 
entitled to have the assistive technology and take 
the technology back and forth from school to 
home (34 CFR 300.308). In IDEA, a summary of 25 
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other services related to assistive technology are: 
evaluation regarding AT; purchasing, leasing, and 
the like, AT for a student; selection, design, fitting, 
customizing, etc. AT for a student; coordinating 
and using other therapies and services for a stu-
dent’s AT implementation; training and technical 
assistance regarding AT for student, staff, and 
family; and lastly, training for professionals work-
ing with students and their AT. In both the defini-
tion presented by IDEA and the comprehensive 
nature of what the definition allows, there is room 
for a large variety of assistive technology to be 
tested and implemented in students’ individual-
ized learning programs.  

Review of current literature comparing, con-
trasting, and evaluating the previous literature
and explaining the relation to your topic of in-
vestigation

Yell (2012) notes that assistive technology 
and the increasing needs for legislation to ac-
knowledge the need to ensure its placement in a 
student’s program was directly addressed in the 
Federal Office of Technology Assessment in 
1982. This report highlighted the issues related to 
coordination and technology functionality, which 
led to Congress passing The Technology Assis-
tance for Individuals with Disabilities Act in 1988 
(29 U.S.C. 3001-3007). The schedules of ser-
vices summarized previously are a result of this 
act, which was reauthorized in 1994 (p. 74). The 
key within this legislation and any case brought to 
due process by parents or students, in regards to 
assistive technology, is “…that assistive technol-
ogy devices and services should be included in 
the IEP if necessary to provide a FAPE as a spe-
cial education service or a related service or to 
maintain children and youth with disabilities in the 
LRE through the provision of supplementary aids 
and services,” (p. 75).  Essentially, if the assistive 
technology device would be a great addition to a 
student’s education program but the district is al-



 

ready meeting the requirements of FAPE in the 
current program, staff or administrators may be 
reluctant to include it within the IEP goals.  

Day and Huebner (2003) extensively review 
the legal precedents regarding students and as-
sistive technology.  Introducing the argument, 
they note, “…Technology was not considered an 
important feature at that time {in 1970} for general 
education, nor was it on the agenda for the young 
field of special education, a field that had scarcely 
located space within the walls of the public school 
building,” (p. 23). Presently, assistive technology 
plays a large role in the delivery of a free and ap-
propriate public education for a special education 
student. In contrast, in the field of visual impair-
ment, Kelly (2011) notes that within his study only 
42% of the academic oriented high school stu-
dents were using high-tech assistive technology 
products or devices. Additionally, in the field of 
visual impairment, Johnstone, Altman, Timmons, 
and Thurlow (2009) note that students in five dif-
ferent states were solely reliant on their teacher 
(teacher of student with visual impairments, TVI) 
to provide, advocate and teach them how to use 
their assistive technology, if it was provided. In 
the original definition cited of IDEA, assistive 
technology also contains an “assistive technology 
service” (IDEA, Alper & Raharinirina, 2006), 
which is an important distinction. The service 
component of assistive technology ensures ac-
cess to potentially beneficial assistive technology 
for an individual eligible for special education ser-
vices, but this may not always be carefully main-
tained in districts with limited technology exper-
tise. From Johnstone, et.al, it can be assumed 
that students, who are visually impaired, requiring 
specialized services through their TVI, are reliant 
on their TVI to be a proficient assistive technology 
user as well and evaluate them for potential as-
sistive technology products or supports.  
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Discussion and Interpretation of the Issue
When thinking about the issues regarding 

the need for assistive technology the argument 
can be framed using the law, IDEA and Assistive 
Technology Act of 2000, combined with the level 
of student need. What does the law require 
schools, teachers, and individualized educational 
programs provide for students with disabilities 
AND what do these same students need to be 
able to do to be productive members of society? 
Turnbull (2005) presents a thorough investigation 
into the query of the reauthorization of IDEA un-
der No Child Left Behind (NCLB) in 2004 and 
what that means for students being served under 
special education systems in our public schools. 
Turnbull contends that the reauthorization of IDEA 
changes the landscape dramatically for what is 
expected on the part of the educator, student, and 
parent regarding increased accountability to bet-
ter mirror the requirements in NCLB. The author 
proposes three categories of IDEA under NCLB 
that can help interpret the law to the greater ex-
tent. He suggests the education community think 
of IDEA as an education law, civil rights law, and 
welfare law. Turnbull proposes, “Self-reliance pre-
cedes social support. Personal responsibility pre-
cedes social dependency,” (p.324).  Further, the 
reauthorization points to outcomes and requires 
thoughtful discourse and planning for how stu-
dents will become productive members of society 
and economically self-sufficient. How can special 
education teachers ensure that they are address-
ing self-sufficiency?   

Assistive technology can help meet the 
needs of greater self-sufficiency for students who 
are receiving special education services. Yeager, 
Kaye, Reed, & Doe (2006) conducted an exhaus-
tive survey of people with disabilities that were 
using Independent Living Centers in California. 
They found that regardless of the type of disabil-
ity, respondents reported their disability as the pri-



mary reason they were unable to work. The re-
spondents who were working and had increased 
independence were using assistive technology in 
their lives and at their jobs. There were nearly 
15,000 surveys sent out with only approximately 
1,500 returned. Of those 1,500 surveys “…only 
20 percent or 308 people were working, More 
specifically, 6 percent had full time jobs, 10 per-
cent had part-time jobs and 4 percent were self-
employed,” (p. 336). For those 20% who were 
working, their household median income was be-
tween $10,000-15,000 and for those who were 
living alone and working, their median income 
was $5,000-10,000 annually. The group was 
asked what assistive technology would help them 
work or keep a full time job and the top three an-
swers were: computer hardware/software with ac-
cessibility features, mobility devices, and mobility 
related transportation help.  Kelly and Wolffe 
(2012) examined the percentage of transition age 
students with visual impairments that were using 
the Internet regularly in three waves of data col-
lection during the years 2005, 2007, and 2009. 
They found only 43% of transition aged youth 
with visual impairments were using the Internet 
regularly to socialize, research, or for any other 
everyday task. The primary determining factor 
that correlated to the 43% of participants using 
the Internet were if they had a job, were in post-
secondary training, or volunteered regularly in the 
community.  

Alper & Raharinirina (2006) suggest there 
are primary barriers to assistive technology that 
perpetuate this problem of students not being 
provided opportunities to learn and become profi-
cient using assistive technology. The primary bar-
riers noted: inadequate school resources to pur-
chase AT, lack of information for families and pro-
fessionals, high cost, inadequate training and pro-
fessional development of teaching staff, ongoing 
support once the AT is implemented (which can 29 
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result in it being abandoned), and eligibility issues 
affecting student access to AT. This content 
analysis research summarized 60 articles regard-
ing assistive technology from 1988 to 2003. 
Among findings, the authors note that assistive 
technology for individuals with visual impairments 
were the smallest category of all articles. There 
were limited articles regarding early childhood 
and post-K-12 transition aspects of assistive tech-
nology. The content analysis found little to no evi-
dence of ongoing support, family collaboration, or 
assistive technology being used in community or 
home settings of students with disabilities.  

Additionally, Smith and Kelly (2011) re-
viewed literature over the past 45 years that ad-
dressed assistive technology in the visual impair-
ment field and found 256 studies addressing as-
sistive technology. Of those studies “…48% of the 
articles were discussions of a theory, belief, or 
practitioner-based concept, and 13% were dis-
cussions of product reviews or evaluations,” (p. 
77). This synthesis of research, confined by stud-
ies regarding K-12 programs serving students 
with visual impairments, found that only two stud-
ies of the 256 total presented data regarding the 
effectiveness of an intervention which included a 
group of appropriate participants, intervention, 
control group, and a comparison group. In a 
separate study, Kelly (2011) found that only 46% 
of academically oriented high school students 
with visual impairments were using high-tech AT 
in their classrooms (p. 238). Kelly noted that this 
finding matched that of the few other studies, 
which studied samples of students with visual im-
pairments in other states. 

Conclusion 
IDEA, The Technology Act of 2000, and 

ADA have made clear recommendations in the 
areas of assistive technology, both in device ac-
quisition and services related to K-12 and  



 

  

 

   

 

post-secondary AT. There remain several barriers 
to obtaining and being trained to utilize AT. Addi-
tionally, there is a lack of experimental studies re-
garding AT to help guide teachers, who are trying 
to implement AT in their students individualized 
programs. Further, despite the clear legal require-
ment to consider AT in a student’s IEP, courts are 
still ruling in favor of school districts that can 
show adequate progress was made towards a 
student’s IEP goals without assistive technology. 
This issue could be compared to a negative feed-
back loop (Appendix A) that merely perpetuates 
itself within each student’s program. Each article 
summarized in this discourse recommends strate-
gic actions to be taken so our society can better 
serve students with visual impairment who are re-
ceiving special education services. What can be 
done in response? In the field of visual impair-
ment, teachers, students, parents, and adminis-
trators can look specifically at the Expanded Core 
Curriculum to guide AT use and implementation. 
Students who are provided access and training 
using AT have better outcomes for independent 
living, job access, and self-sufficiency. 
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