
 

 

July 25, 2025  

Dear members of the Interim Joint Committee on Health Services,  

As the national organization responsible for developing, administering, scoring, and reporting optometry 
examinations, the National Board of Examiners in Optometry (NBEO) thanks you for the opportunity to 
appear before the Committee at its July 30th meeting and appreciates the opportunity to submit these 
materials in advance. NBEO strongly urges you to find the proposed regulatory amendment to 201 KAR 
5:010 deficient. It is against the best interests of Kentucky citizens to allow optometry candidates to 
replace the NBEO Part I: Applied Basic Science exam with the foreign Optometry Examining Board of 
Canada (OEBC) written exam.  

The enclosed documents are provided as pre-reads ahead of the committee vote on this issue. Included 
are the following: 

• A fact sheet summarizing why the proposed amendment to 201 KAR 5:010 is bad for 
Kentucky and puts patients at risk. 

• NBEO’s responses to frequently raised arguments by proponents of the amendment. 
• A comparison of the competency domains tested by NBEO Part I and by the OEBC written 

exam.  
• A state-by-state scope of practice overview.  
• A summary of NBEO’s pass rates compared to the OEBC written exam pass rates.  
• KBOE’s written justification for the proposed amendment.  
• The documentation of what research KBOE conducted prior to filing the proposed 

amendment.  
• Letters from state optometry boards and experts who agree that this proposed regulatory 

amendment puts Kentuckians at risk.  

The proposed amendment to 201 KAR 5:010 would lower licensure requirements, allowing unqualified 
optometrists to enter the profession and practice on Kentuckians. NBEO strongly urges you to vote 
against this amendment and find it deficient in order to protect the safety of Kentuckians.  

Thank you again for the opportunity to share this important information. 



Lowering licensure standards puts Kentuckians’ eye
health at risk

Doctors of optometry in the U.S. must pass a three-part board examination by the National Board
of Examiners in Optometry (NBEO®) to obtain a license. These exams work in sequence to ensure
optometrists have the necessary knowledge and skills for safe practice in the U.S. – testing
crucial competencies in foundational optometric and biomedical concepts, as well as clinical
thinking and decision-making to appropriately diagnose and treat patients.
Kentucky is on the precipice of being the only state in the country to accept the Canadian written
exam for optometric licensure, a test based entirely upon the Canadian healthcare system,
instead of the American Part I exam. 
This change could lower the licensure standards and risk allowing unqualified candidates to
receive licensure, potentially endangering the people and patients of Kentucky.

The Issue

American and Canadian Exams Are Not Equivalent

Kentucky’s Expanded Scope Requires More

A Risky Exception

The American Part 1 exam tests biomedical science and works in tandem with the other required
American exams to ensure candidates possess the required knowledge and skills for safe
practice in the United States. The Canadian exam does not test biomedical science, meaning
candidates would not be tested on things like basic anatomy of the eyes. One exam cannot be
substituted for another.

Optometrists in Kentucky are authorized to perform laser and minor surgical procedures such as
removal of eyelid bumps. These procedures are not within the scope of optometric practice
allowed in any Canadian province. If this regulatory amendment passes, patients in Kentucky will
be treated by optometrists who have not been assessed for competency in biomedical sciences,
which is essential for the practice of optometry in Kentucky.

The Canadian exam is not accepted for optometric licensure in any other U.S. state, which would
make Kentucky an outlier. 

This proposed regulatory change risks the vision and
overall health of your constituents. We urge you to reject
the proposed regulatory amendment to 201 KAR 005:010.



The General Assembly is considering an amendment that, if passed, would allow
optometry candidates to bypass the American (NBEO) Part 1 Applied Basic Science exam
with a foreign, Canadian (OEBC) test that is incomparable in content and based entirely
upon their healthcare system.  

Lowering licensure standards puts
Kentuckians’ eye health at risk

This change will lower standards for optometric licensure in
Kentucky

Kentucky optometric students don’t need lower standards to
pass

This change would be bad for the profession and for patients

Kentucky would be the only state in the country to accept a
foreign licensure exam for optometric practice

The American test is a three-part series designed to work in sequence to ensure
optometrists have the necessary knowledge and skills for safe practice. Unlike the
American exam series, the Canadian exam does not test biomedical sciences such
as basic anatomy of the eyes.  

Optometric candidates in Kentucky who are qualified to practice can and should
pass the American exam – they don’t need lower standards to qualify.  

The Canadian exam is based entirely on the scope of practice in Canada, and is
not accepted anywhere in the U.S. This exam doesn’t test on laser and minor
surgical procedures, which optometrists in Kentucky are authorized to perform.  

By passing this amendment and lowering the standard to obtain a license, you risk
allowing unqualified candidates to receive licensure and practice in Kentucky.  

This amendment is not in the best interest of patients
or the people of Kentucky. We urge you to reject the
proposed regulatory amendment to 201 KAR 005:010.



Why Arguments by Proponents of the Amendment to 201 KAR 5:010 Are 
Mistaken and the Proposed Amendment is Deficient 

  

Eight Common, Flawed Arguments The Actual Facts 

1. The Kentucky Board of Optometric Examiners 
(KBOE) has the statutory authority to approve 
any board exam it wants other than the National 
Board of Examiners in Optometry® (NBEO®) 
exam because the authorizing statute states that 
the KBOE may “accept the scores of the 
applicant from an examination prepared, 
administered, and graded by the National Board 
of Examiners in Optometry or any other 
organization approved by the board as qualified 
to administer the examination.”  KRS 
320.250(2)(b). 

1. KBOE does not have unconstrained authority 
to approve any exam it wants; this argument 
ignores clear, mandatory instructions to KBOE in 
the statute. KRS 320.250(2) states that the 
examinations approved by KBOE for applicants 
for initial licensure “shall relate to the skills 
needed for the practice of optometry in this 
Commonwealth at the time of the 
examination and shall seek to determine the 
applicant’s preparedness to exercise these 
skills.” The Optometry Examining Board of 
Canada (OEBC) written exam that KBOE 
proposes to permit as a substitute for the NBEO 
Part I exam was never designed to address 
Kentucky’s expansive scope of practice and 
does not determine applicants’ preparedness for 
the independent practice of optometry in 
Kentucky, as optometrists have a very narrow 
scope of practice in Canada.  As a result, the 
proposed regulation is deficient under the 
Kentucky Administrative Procedure Act. KRS 
13A.030 (a proposed administrative regulation is 
deficient if it “appears to be in conflict with an 
existing statute, … is beyond the statutory 
authorization of the administrative body, [or] 
modif[ies] or vitiate[s] a statute or its intent”).   

2. KBOE is demonstrating bold leadership and 
innovation. 
 

2. There is no merit in being the first to lower 
standards or to depart from what every other 
state in the U.S. recognizes is the baseline 
level of medical knowledge that optometrists 
need to practice safely.  Many other state 
licensing boards and experts have expressed 
alarm at KBOE’s proposal to substitute a foreign 
exam for the national U.S. standard.  One state 
(Nevada) has already responded by passing a 
law that would bar licensure by endorsement to 
any Kentucky-licensed O.D. who relied on the 
OEBC written exam rather than the NBEO Part I 
exam to obtain their Kentucky license. 

3. The NBEO Part I pass rate is too low.  

 

 

3. The primary motivation for KBOE’s proposed 
amendment is its desire to grant optometry 
licenses to candidates who are unable to pass 
the NBEO Part I exam. KBOE’s Regulatory 
Impact and Analysis Statement focuses 
exclusively on pass rates, identifying “the 
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4. The NBEO Part I exam questions are not 
relevant to practicing optometrists.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

necessity of the amendment” as: “Post 
pandemic, there were a number of optometry 
school students that could not pass the National 
boards as required in current Kentucky 
regulation.”  KBOE’s scanty research into using 
the online OEBC written exam as an alternative 
to the securely administered NBEO Part I exam 
also focused on pass rates, rather than the 
content of the exams.  For example, the 
research summary from KBOE’s February 2024 
meeting states: “Key statement: Dr McIntosh 
and his colleges report part 1 of NBEO is more 
difficult than initial portion of the Optometry 
Examining Board of Canada (OEBC) Written 
Exam. Possibly 10-20% more difficult.”    

Indeed, the ultimate pass rate for the OEBC 
written exam was 100% in four of the past six 
years and never dipped below 99.3% in that 
period. See Exam Pass Rates - OEBC. The 
ultimate pass rate on the NBEO exam was 
consistently in the 92% range prior to the 
pandemic, dipped during the pandemic – 
consistent with results for many other licensing 
exams during the pandemic – and is trending 
back towards the prior pass rate (most recently, 
85.88% nationally).  See National Board of 
Examiners in Optometry Yearly Performance 
Report – ASCO.  The NBEO grants candidates 
up to six attempts to pass each part of the exam.  
A pass rate that screens out applicants who 
lack the skills to safely and effectively 
practice optometry in the Commonwealth is 
not too low.  KBOE’s amendment is prioritizing 
applicant interests over patient safety. 

4. Every question on the NBEO Part I exam 
has direct clinical relevance.  For example, a 
Part I multiple choice question asks candidates 
to identify the most common bacteria found on 
human skin. That is directly relevant to a 
patient’s risk of infection, especially from 
optometric minor surgical procedures. Each of 
the three parts of the NBEO exam evaluates an 
essential component of optometry candidates’ 
preparation for independent practice. Part II and 
Part III test candidates on cases that present 
textbook examples of the core kinds of 
conditions optometrists are likely to encounter. 
Part I recognizes that few patients fall neatly 
into the textbook categories, and that an 

https://oebc.ca/reports/exam-pass-rates/
https://optometriceducation.org/news/national-board-of-examiners-in-optometry-yearly-performance-report/
https://optometriceducation.org/news/national-board-of-examiners-in-optometry-yearly-performance-report/
https://optometriceducation.org/news/national-board-of-examiners-in-optometry-yearly-performance-report/
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5. The NBEO Part I exam is created in an echo 
chamber with little communication or input from 
stakeholders. 

 

optometrist needs knowledge of fundamental 
biomedical science to appropriately and 
safely treat those patients. 

5. NBEO develops its exam questions through a 
rigorous, peer-reviewed process involving 
practicing optometrists and experts to ensure 
each question aligns with current clinical 
standards and accurately reflects the scope of 
optometric practice across the United States. 
NBEO test development does not occur in an 
echo chamber.  As NBEO shared in its June 
testimony before KBOE, every question on the 
exam is reviewed by approximately 25 
optometrists – drawn from across the country – 
prior to being used on the exam. See 
https://nbeo.optometry.org/media 
/documents/news/KBOE_Transcript.pdf.  

6. The OEBC written exam is comparable to the 
NBEO Part I exam. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6. The OEBC written exam is not designed to 
test students on foundational science 
concepts, unlike the NBEO Part I exam. The 
NBEO Part I exam evaluates candidates on their 
biomedical knowledge in the areas of Anatomy, 
Biochemistry, Immunology, Microbiology, Optics, 
Pathology, Pharmacology, and Physiology.  The 
OEBC written exam evaluates candidates on 
Clinical Expertise, Collaboration, Patient-
Centered Care, Practice Management, and 
Scholarship. The OEBC domains are designed 
based upon the Canadian healthcare system, 
with its narrower scope of optometric practice, 
not that of the United States. In fact, the OEBC 
study guide itself suggests that candidates may 
wish to use the NBEO Part II study guide to 
prepare for the OEBC exam, not the NBEO Part 
I study guide. (See https://oebc.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2024/12/Study-Guide-
2025.pdf). Not even the OEBC would suggest 
that the OEBC written exam and NBEO Part I 
exam are equivalent.   

Additionally, NBEO follows the Standards for 
Educational and Psychological Testing.  This is 
the gold standard within the testing community.  
Those standards require validation of all the 
intended uses and interpretations before using 
an exam to make decisions. The Canadian 
exam has not been validated for use as a 
licensure exam in the United States. In fact, 
the Canadian exam website specifically lists 

https://nbeo.optometry.org/media/documents/news/KBOE_Transcript.pdf
https://nbeo.optometry.org/media/documents/news/KBOE_Transcript.pdf
https://oebc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Study-Guide-2025.pdf
https://oebc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Study-Guide-2025.pdf
https://oebc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Study-Guide-2025.pdf
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7. The NBEO exam is too expensive, so an 
alternative is needed.  

 

 

 

 

 

8. NBEO opposes this change because it is 
afraid of competition. 

 

 

their vision statement as “To be the exclusive 
provider of competence assessments for 
Canada’s optometric regulatory authorities.”  
There is no research that supports the use of the 
Canadian exam in the United States. 

7. NBEO is a non-profit organization, and its 
exam fees are driven by the costs of developing 
and administering the exam. NBEO’s exam 
costs are in line with peer exams from other 
industries. In fact, the proposed KBOE 
regulation would not save any money for 
candidates: instead of paying $1445 USD to 
take the NBEO Part I exam, candidates opting to 
substitute the OEBC written exam would have to 
pay $2000 CDN (at today’s exchange rates, 
approximately $1460 USD). See Fees - OEBC.  

8. Opposition to this regulatory change has 
never been driven by fear of competition. 
Accepting a licensure exam that does not cover 
Kentucky’s expanded scope of practice and is 
not taken in a secure location would be a failure 
of KBOE’s statutory obligation and would put 
Kentucky patients at risk.  Optometrists are held 
to a medical standard of care and, especially in 
Kentucky, have a scope of practice that overlaps 
with medical doctors, including certain 
prescription authority, laser surgery, and other 
minor surgical procedures. NBEO opposes this 
amendment because it puts patients at risk, 
not to escape competition. The online OEBC 
written exam is not an adequate substitute for 
the NBEO Part I exam and will not ensure that 
licensed Kentucky optometrists are qualified to 
provide safe and effective care consistent with 
Kentucky’s scope of practice. 

Additionally, medicine, osteopathic medicine, 
chiropractic medicine, podiatry, pharmacy, etc. 
all have one national licensure examination and 
test candidates on their knowledge of 
foundational biomedical science.  These national 
standards are in place to protect the public. 
Kentucky deserves optometrists who meet the 
standards of every other US state. 

 

4896-9727-9320 

https://oebc.ca/taking-the-exam/exam-fees/


 

 

Source: 

https://nbeo.optometry.org 

https://oebc.ca/ 

 

https://nbeo.optometry.org/
https://oebc.ca/


 

Source:  https://www.reviewofoptometry.com/article/optometric-scope-breaking-down-barriers 



 
 

First Time NBEO Part I 

 

First Time OEBC Written

 
2023-2024 66.71% 94.1% 
2022-2023 62.65% 94.2% 
2021-2022 73.19% 89.1% 
2020-2021 77.67% 93.0% 
2019-2020 81.79% 98.2% 
2018-2019 74.66% 94.4% 
2017-2018 72.93% 91.7% 

 

 

 Ultimate 
Pass Rate 

NBEO  
2023-2024 85.88% 
2022-2023 83.59% 
2021-2022 87.77% 
2020-2021 92.46% 
2019-2020 92.20% 
2018-2019 92.68% 
2017-2018 92.09% 

 

 

 

 

Source:  https://optometriceducation.org/news/national-board-of-examiners-in-optometry-yearly-
performance-report/ 

https://oebc.ca/reports/exam-pass-rates/  

 

Pass Rate Comparison between NBEO and OEBC Examinations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NBEO Ultimate Pass Rates are the candidates 
who passed all three exam parts in the series 

https://optometriceducation.org/news/national-board-of-examiners-in-optometry-yearly-performance-report/
https://optometriceducation.org/news/national-board-of-examiners-in-optometry-yearly-performance-report/
https://oebc.ca/reports/exam-pass-rates/
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KBOE Research Performed February 2024



















 
 
 
To:  Members of the Interim Joint Committee on Health Services 
From:  Association of Regulatory Boards of Optometry 
Date: May 13, 2025 
Re: Concerns Regarding Proposed Amendment to 201 KAR 5:010 
 
 
The Association of Regulatory Boards of Optometry is a 501(c)(3) not-for-profit organization whose 
membership is comprised of regulatory boards of optometry in the US, Canada, Australia and New Zealand. 
We would like to express our significant concerns regarding the proposed amendment to 201 KAR 5:010. We 
ask you to bring this matter before the full Interim Joint Committee on Health Services for an in-depth 
discussion and that you vote against this amendment. The amendment will allow the Optometry Examining 
Board of Canada (OEBC) written examination to be accepted for optometric licensure in Kentucky as an 
alternative to the nationally recognized National Board of Examiners in Optometry (NBEO) Part 1 Applied 
Basic Sciences Exam. We believe this would be detrimental to the health and safety of Kentucky citizens, 
increasing the risk of inappropriate optometric care. 
 
We ask you to consider the following points: 
 
The Exams are NOT Equivalent: NBEO’s Part I Exam tests the basic biomedical science concepts necessary 
for practicing optometry. In contrast, the OEBC Written Exam evaluates how optometrists respond to clinical 
situations in case-based scenarios. Knowledge of biomedical sciences is crucial for providers of optometric 
care to ensure public safety. In addition, the NBEO Exam is developed based on the scope of optometric 
practice in the US to ensure validity and relevance to US licensing boards. The OEBC written exam is 
designed by Canadian optometrists based on the scope of practice in Canada. It is important to note that 
Kentucky licensed optometrists can utilize lasers and perform minor surgical procedures that are not allowed in 
any Canadian province. Therefore, an exam developed based on the Canadian health care system is not a 
valid tool to assess the competence of optometrists who will practice in Kentucky. 
 
Lowering Standards: In its Regulatory Impact Analysis for the proposed changes, the Kentucky Board of 
Optometric Examiners (KBOE) stated the reason for the amendment was because “…many individuals in 
Kentucky have failed the NBEO Part I Exam multiple times.” The KBOE also suggests that the change will 
"add an additional path to Kentucky licensure" and "will help access to health care." The goal of improving 
healthcare access should not come at the expense of safety. The primary responsibility of licensing boards 
must be to protect the public by ensuring that all licensed optometrists meet the same standard of competency. 
Lowering this standard to create an easier route to licensure could result in compromised care, particularly in 
underserved areas. 
 
Public Safety Concerns: Licensing boards prioritize public safety, and the quality of care provided to patients. 
If an exam is allowed which has not been proven to be equivalent to the long-standing nationally recognized 
exam, there are concerns about whether it adequately evaluates an optometrist's competency. Kentucky has 
been commended for expanding the scope of optometric care to enhance access for patients. However, this 
amendment introduces an unacceptable level of risk to the public. Kentucky will be taking a step backwards by 
lowering licensure standards and potentially jeopardizing the quality of healthcare to increase access.   
 
 
 
 

3440 Toringdon Way 
Suite 205 PMB #20533 
Charlotte, NC 28277 

Tel:  (704) 970-2710 
Fax:  (888) 703-4848 

Email:  arbo@arbo.org 

Association of Regulatory Boards of Optometry 



Kentucky Will be an Outlier: No other US state or territory accepts the OEBC Exam for licensure.  Kentucky 
would be the only state to do so which would undermine the mobility and portability of Kentucky licensed 
optometrists. If the amendment is approved, a barrier will be created for Kentucky optometrists isolating them 
because the requirements in Kentucky will differ significantly from those of other US optometry boards.  
 
We respectfully request that you bring this issue to a full committee hearing, carefully weigh the testimony 
presented, and critically assess whether this proposed change truly serves the best interests of patients in 
Kentucky. We urge you to vote NO on this amendment. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Lisa Fennell, ARBO Executive Director/CEO 
 
On behalf of the ARBO Board of Directors: 
 
Jeffery Yunker, OD, President 
Terri Haley, OD, Vice President 
Margaret Whelan, MPA, Secretary-Treasurer 
Eric Bailey, OD, Director 
James Campbell, OD, Director 
Luanne Chubb, OD, Director 
Glenn Kawaguchi, OD, Director 
Gerard Lozada, OD, Director 
Patrick O’Neill, OD, Director 
Linda Tharp, OD, Director 
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May 19, 2025 
 
Dr. Joe Ellis, Chair 
Christi LeMay, Executive Director 
Kentucky Board of Optometric Examiners 
100 Consumer Lane 
Frankfort, KY 40601 
 
Dear Members of the Kentucky Board of Optometric Examiners, 
 
On behalf of the Executive Board of the Federation of Associations of Regulatory Boards (FARB), we 
submit this letter regarding the proposed amendment to 201 KAR 5:010, which would allow the 
written portion of the Canadian Optometry Examining Board of Canada (OEBC) examination to 
substitute for the National Board of Examiners in Optometry (NBEO) Part I examination currently 
required for licensure in Kentucky. 
 
FARB is a national federation representing regulatory boards and agencies across numerous 
licensed professions. Our mission is to promote public protection and regulatory excellence by 
providing education, best practices, and leadership on licensure and credentialing matters. 
 
We respectfully express our concern over the proposed regulatory amendment for the following 
reasons: 
 
1. National Standards Safeguard Public Protection. Nationally recognized, psychometrically 
validated examinations like the NBEO ensure that all U.S. licensees meet minimum qualifications 
aligned with U.S. scope of practice, legal frameworks, and public health needs. These exams are 
regularly updated through rigorous industry-standard methods, including job task analyses, 
statistical validation, and input from U.S. practitioners, educators, and regulators. Allowing an 
alternative exam not developed or validated for the U.S. context risks introducing critical gaps in 
assessing essential competencies, particularly foundational basic sciences crucial for safe 
optometric care. 
 
2. Lack of Equivalency or Validation Studies. While the OEBC written examination may be a valid 
tool for Canadian licensure, no formal equivalency study has been conducted to demonstrate its 
alignment with U.S. optometric practice, law, or public safety expectations. Without this validation, 
there is no evidence the OEBC exam covers essential knowledge areas measured by NBEO Part I, 
undermining the board’s ability to legally and defensibly ensure candidates meet minimum 
competence. 
 
3. Legal and Oversight Risks. Licensing boards have a legal responsibility to rely on assessments 
that meet psychometric and legal defensibility standards. The NBEO, through its established 
processes and oversight committees, provides transparency, accountability, and defense-ready 
evidence to regulatory boards. The OEBC, as a foreign examination, lacks U.S.-based oversight 
mechanisms, meaning the Kentucky board could face heightened legal exposure if challenged on 
licensure decisions or if public harm occurs. 
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4. Alignment with Education. U.S. optometric education programs are designed to prepare 
students for licensure under the NBEO examination system. Introducing an alternative, non-U.S.-
validated exam disrupts the alignment between education and licensure, potentially confusing 
candidates, creating mismatches between training and assessment, and compromising graduate 
preparedness. This disconnect threatens the integrity of the entire licensure pipeline, from 
education to safe entry into practice. 
 
5. Threats to National Portability and Licensee Mobility. Adopting an alternative exam not 
recognized by other U.S. states isolates Kentucky licensees, effectively confining their licensure 
and practice to Kentucky alone. This creates unnecessary barriers to professional mobility, 
fragments national licensure standards, and undermines uniformity—an outcome FARB members 
actively work across professions to prevent. 
 
6. Risks of Perceived Standard-Lowering. We note the Regulatory Impact Statement’s reference 
to candidates struggling to pass NBEO Part I. However, the purpose of competence exams is 
precisely to set and uphold the minimum threshold for safe, qualified entry to practice. Bypassing 
or replacing such exams without robust evidence risks lowering standards and eroding public trust. 
 
FARB’s Position 
 
As a cross-professional organization dedicated to advancing regulatory best practices, FARB 
strongly recommends that any consideration of alternative or international examinations be 
accompanied by a formal validation process, robust comparability studies, and assurance that 
public health, safety, and welfare remain fully protected. We caution against regulatory changes 
that fragment licensure systems, reduce legal defensibility, or introduce unsupported pathways by 
clear, evidence-based analysis. 
 
We commend the Kentucky Board of Optometric Examiners for its commitment to ensuring 
qualified practitioners serve the public and stand ready to provide guidance, resources, or further 
discussion on this important issue. 
 
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Michael Armstrong 
President, Executive Board 
Federation of Associations of Regulatory Boards (FARB) 
 
cc: 
Lisa Fennell, Executive Director/CEO, Association of Regulatory Boards of Optometry (ARBO) 
Jill Bryant, Executive Director, National Board of Examiners in Optometry (NBEO) 
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12 May, 2025 
 
 
  Re: regulatory amendment to 201 KAR 005:010 

To the Members of the Legislative Review Committee, 

The National Association of VA Optometrists (NAVAO) respectfully submits this letter 
to express our concerns regarding the recent proposal by the Kentucky State Board of 
Optometry to allow the written portion of the Optometry Examining Board of Canada 
(OEBC) examination as a substitute for Part I of the National Board of Examiners in 
Optometry (NBEO) examination. 

While we commend the Kentucky Board for its longstanding leadership in protecting 
patient access to high-quality eye care—indeed, Kentucky maintains one of the most 
progressive scopes of optometric practice in the United States—we find it alarming 
that such an advanced patient care environment would now be associated with a 
significant deviation from national licensure standards. 

According to the current Veterans Health Administration (VHA) Optometrist 
Qualification Standard [VA Handbook, Part II, Appendix G5, effective April 15, 2002], 
candidates must hold a valid license to practice optometry in a U.S. state, territory, 
commonwealth, or the District of Columbia. Moreover, to be promoted to the 
Intermediate grade level, an optometrist must have successfully completed all parts of 
the NBEO examination. Kentucky becoming an outlier in no longer requiring NBEO Part 
I poses both administrative complications for initial federal appointment and 
significant barriers to professional advancement within the VA system. 

Further, we are deeply concerned about the potential long-term consequences to the 
credibility and portability of the Kentucky optometry license. No other U.S. state 
currently accepts a foreign licensure examination as a substitute for the NBEO. This is 
unprecedented not only in optometry but also across other doctoral-level health 
professions. 

The NBEO examination, particularly Part I, assesses the foundational scientific 
knowledge required for safe and competent clinical practice. To our knowledge, there 
has been no rigorous, peer-reviewed study comparing the OEBC and NBEO 
examinations for equivalency. Compounding this concern is the fact that Canada does 
not accept the NBEO for licensure, raising further questions about reciprocity and 
standards alignment. 

http://www.navao.org
mailto:info@navao.org


In light of these issues, we respectfully urge the Committee to investigate the rationale behind this decision and to 
consider placing a hold on its implementation. We strongly recommend that no changes be finalized until a formal, 
independent study of examination equivalency is conducted and until public safety implications are fully addressed. 

We appreciate your attention to this matter and welcome the opportunity to contribute further to this important 
discussion. 

 

Respectfully, 

 
Molly McGinty-Tauren, O.D., FAAO 
President 
National Association of VA Optometrists  

 



 
 
 

  

                                                  

 
 

June 9, 2025  
 
Dr. Jill Bryant, OD  
Executive Director National Board of Examiners in Optometry (NBEO)  
200 S. College Street, #2010  
Charlotte, NC 28202  
USA 
 

Delivered Via Email 
 

Dear Dr. Bryant: 
 
 
Thank you for the recent conversation and the invitation to discuss the significant risks associated 
with online/remote proctoring.  
 
ISC2 is the world’s largest and oldest non-profit member organization for cybersecurity 
professionals, driven by our vision of a safe and secure cyber world. Our award-winning 
certifications – including cybersecurity’s premier certification, the CISSP® – enable professionals to 
demonstrate their knowledge, skills and abilities at every stage of their careers. Our more than 
265,000 certified members, and associates lead the profession with the same shared vision. 
 
Due to the highly valuable nature of our exam content and our global ANSI/ISO/IEC 17024 
accreditation status, ISC2 has traditionally utilized the most secure exam delivery available in the 
commercial assessment marketplace. Since moving to Computer-Based Testing (CBT) in 2009, ISC2 
has partnered exclusively with Pearson VUE, the market leader for examination delivery. 
Furthermore, ISC2 has been the industry leader in examination security. We have a duty to ensure 
all ISC2 credential holders – now and in the future – who have invested time and resources to 
prepare for and pass an ISC2 examination can trust that their certification will maintain its value for 
the long term. We cannot and will not create any doubt about the integrity of our exam process 
and the qualifications of those passing our examinations.  
 
Under no circumstances has ISC2 ever utilized any form of online proctoring. To be clear, there are 
at least two significant risks associated with online proctoring. The first risk is the ability for 
individuals to utilize unauthorized aids during an exam to help them pass when they otherwise 
would not; and the second risk is the ability to remove exam content in part or total from an 
uncontrolled physical environment during online delivery. The loss of an exam form or item pool 
could lead to a breach declaration and potentially to mass invalidation of results. 

  



 
 
 

  

                                                  

 
As the leader in cybersecurity qualifications, ISC2 has conducted two online proctoring pilot 
examinations. Each pilot, utilizing the latest examination delivery and security technology, resulted 
in a complete loss of the examination form and invalidation of results for most candidates. At this 
time, there is no delivery technology that ameliorates the cybersecurity and criminal risks 
associated with online proctoring. Despite promises of convenience, online proctoring is not fit for 
high stakes examination programs; certainly not for examination programs where public health or 
safety is paramount.  
 
To ensure the highest level of integrity in our examination results, ISC2 enforces a stringent 
security posture – especially when evaluating candidates’ testing environments, whether it be 
center-based or online. We constantly monitor and test the environment and provide evaluations 
of suspicious and fraudulent activity; when we do see something, action is taken. For these reasons 
ISC2 would recommend against any licensing agency substituting an exam delivered in a secure 
testing center with an exam delivered online. NBEO is welcomed to share this letter with 
lawmakers and policy makers.  

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Casey Marks, PhD, CAE 
Chief Qualifications Officer  
 
ISC2 
625 N Washington Street, Suite 400 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
United States 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 
OFFICE OF NEVADA BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COUNCILS STANDARDS 

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF OPTOMETRY 
 

Members of the Kentucky Interim Joint Committee on Health Services: 
  
On behalf of the Nevada State Board of Optometry as its Executive Director, I am writing to oppose the 
proposed amendment to 201 KAR 5:010 to accept the Optometry Examining Board of Canada (OEBC) 
written exam as an alternative to the National Board and Examiners in Optometry (NBEO) Part I Exam 
for licensure in Kentucky. 
 
Knowing of 201 KAR 5:010, this issue is of such significance to avoid this false equivalence between the 
OEBC and NBEO Part I that in the best interests of the public the Nevada State Board of Optometry has 
proposed and sponsored a bill to add an additional section to its license by endorsement statute (NRS 
636.206).  Eligibility for a Nevada license can only occur if the applicant/non-Nevada optometrist “[h]as 
passed each part of the comprehensive national optometry examination administered by the  National 
Board of Examiners in Optometry or its successor as a prerequisite to the issuance [of a Nevada license].”  
This proposal passed 42-0 in the Assembly and 21-0 in the Senate, and we expect it to become Nevada 
law in 10/2025. 
 
As an optometry licensing board, we are concerned about the potential ramifications of the regulation 
amendment.  The proposed change has the potential to permit optometry graduates, who may have failed 
NBEO Part I Exam six times, to take the OEBC written Exam and obtain a Kentucky license. With that 
license, these optometrists could then apply for a license through reciprocity or endorsement in another 
state. The reason for the change listed in the Impact Analysis is because “a number of students could not 
pass the NBEO Exams.” We feel that those students need additional education to improve their 
knowledge and skills, not a lowering of the standards for licensure. 
  
The NBEO is a widely respected organization that is recognized across all states and territories in the 
United States for optometric licensure. Use of the NBEO Exams ensures uniformity and consistency in 
the qualification of optometrists to enter practice and allows for license mobility across the country. The 
NBEO Part I Exam is a multiple-choice exam that tests the basic biomedical science concepts necessary 
to enter the clinical practice of optometry. The OEBC Written Exam is case-based and assesses clinical 
thinking and decision making with an emphasis on assessment, diagnosis and planning, and patient 
management.  The two exams are not equivalent, and one should not be substituted for the other to assess 
the competency of optometric students.  
  
The proposed amendment does not protect the health and safety of the citizens of Kentucky. The Nevada 
State Board of Optometry is opposed to this proposed regulatory change by the KBOE due to concerns 
related to public protection, consistency, and the confusion that will arise from this modification.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/ Adam Schneider  
Adam Schneider, Esq. 

JOE LOMBARDO 
Governor 

 

DR. KRISTOPHER SANCHEZ 
Director 

 
PERRY FAIGIN 
NIKKI HAAG 

MARCEL F. SCHAERER 
Deputy Directors 

 
ADAM SCHNEIDER 

Executive Director 







 
Katie Hobbs 
Governor 
 

Kelly Moffat, O.D. 
President 
 

Stephanie Mastores, O.D. 
Vice President 

 

 
 
 
 

Margaret Whelan 
Executive Director 

Arizona State Board of Optometry 
1740 West Adams St., Suite 3003 

Phoenix, AZ 85007 
 

Person with disabilities may request reasonable accommodations by contacting the Arizona State Board of Optometry at (602) 542-8155.  
Requests should be made as early as possible to allow time to arrange the accommodation 

November 29, 2024 
 
Ms. Christi LeMay, Executive Director 
Kentucky Board of Optometric Examiners 
2365 Harrodsburg Rd., Suite A240 
Lexington, KY 40504  
 
RE: Proposed language changes and the use of OBEC exam in lieu of NBEO 
 
Dear Ms. LeMay, 
 
The Arizona State Board of Optometry (“Board”) strongly opposes the proposed changes to the language in the 
Kentucky optometry licensing regulations, specifically the substitution of "OBEC for NBEO" as stated in 
Section 1, subsection (1)(e) of the proposed language, and the broader impact this would have on the licensing 
process. This opposition is grounded in concerns related to public protection, consistency, professionalism, and 
the potential confusion that may arise from this modification. Also, it should be noted that the exam is called 
Optometry Examining Board of Canada exam (“OEBC”), not OBEO. 
 
The Importance of National Consistency in Licensing Examinations 
The National Board of Examiners in Optometry (“NBEO”) is the recognized and established body responsible 
for administering the national examinations that assess the competency of optometry candidates. The NBEO is 
widely respected and recognized across all states and territories in the United States as the definitive authority 
for optometric licensure. Using the NBEO exams as the standard for licensure ensures “national consistency” in 
the education, training, and qualifications of optometrists and is the only one recognized (in statute) for 
licensure by the Arizona Board. 
 
By replacing NBEO with OBEC in the proposed regulation, Kentucky would be creating a divide between state 
requirements and national standards. The term OBEC could introduce unnecessary confusion, particularly for 
candidates coming from other states. If Kentucky recognizes the OBEC as a substitute for NBEO, this not only 
undermines the national standard but also risks introducing variability in the competency requirements of 
optometrists who may have been tested under different systems. This inconsistency could undermine the 
integrity of the profession and diminish the uniformity of optometric care provided across the country. 
 
Potential Confusion Among Applicants 
Not requiring the NBEO exam for licensure can lead to significant challenges for professionals seeking to 
practice in states that do not recognize the OBEC examination. Without a widely accepted national exam, 
individuals may encounter additional hurdles in obtaining licensure, resulting in disparities in the qualifications 
needed for practice and potentially excluding qualified candidates. Additionally, if optometrists must take 
different national exams for licensure, it can prolong the time required to obtain their licenses, restricting their 
mobility and delaying entry into the workforce.  
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The Risk of Decreased Public Confidence in Licensing Standards 
Optometry, like other health professions, relies heavily on public trust. When a state alters its regulatory 
language and accepts a potentially less-recognized standard (such as OBEC), it raises concerns among the 
public and other professionals about the rigor of optometric training and assessment in that state. This could 
erode confidence in the quality of care optometrists provide, especially if patients or other healthcare providers 
are uncertain about the equivalence of credentials. 
 
By continuing to emphasize the NBEO as the required standard for licensure, Kentucky maintains its alignment 
with national practices and reassures the public that optometrists are held to the same high standards of 
education and competency as their counterparts across the United States. 
 
Legal and Professional Implications 
Replacing NBEO with OBEC in the licensing regulations could also have legal implications. The NBEO is a 
nationally recognized organization whose examinations are accepted as the standard for licensure across nearly 
every state. Altering this requirement could lead to legal challenges from applicants who have met the NBEO 
requirements but are unsure how the OBEC results would impact their eligibility for licensure, including in 
other states. 
 
The Role of Optometry Boards in Licensure 
Like Arizona, the Kentucky Board of Optometric Examiners has a responsibility in ensuring that all individuals 
practicing optometry within the state meet rigorous standards that protect the health, safety and welfare of its 
residents. The current licensing process, which uses the NBEO as the standard for licensure, serves this 
responsibility well. 
 
If there is any desire to expand the pathways to licensure, such as recognizing Canadian licensure or 
examinations, it would be more appropriate to establish a separate, clearly defined pathway for foreign-trained 
candidates, rather than replacing the established NBEO requirement with a term that could cause confusion and 
undermine national consistency. 
 
Conclusion 
Ultimately, not accepting a national exam for licensure can create a fragmented system that complicates the 
pathways to licensure and undermines workforce mobility and efficiency. It is essential for the profession to 
have standardized assessments recognized across states to facilitate smoother transitions and equitable access to 
licensure. 
 
The Arizona State Board of Optometry opposes the proposed language changes, specifically the substitution of 
"NBEO" with "OBEC" in the Kentucky optometry licensing regulations and urges the Kentucky Board of 
Optometric Examiners to retain the use of NBEO as the required national examination for licensure. The Board 
also urges the Kentucky Board reconsider any changes that may create confusion, compromise professional 
standards, or undermine public confidence in the quality of optometric care and the ripple effect it would have 
on other collegial boards regarding licensure of optometrists. 
 
Please contact me at margaret.whelan@optometry.az.gov or (602) 542-8155 with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Margaret Whelan 
Executive Director  

mailto:margaret.whelan@optometry.az.gov


 

From: HANSON Shelley G * OBO <Shelley.G.HANSON@obo.oregon.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2024 5:13 PM 
To: christi.lemay@ky.gov <christi.lemay@ky.gov> 
Cc: AUMAN Melissa * OBO <Melissa.AUMAN@obo.oregon.gov> 
Subject: Comment on rules & regulations amendments for optometry applicants  

  

Ms. LeMay and Kentucky Board of Optometry Board members, 

 

The Oregon Board of Optometry is submitting comments on your proposed updates to add 
an additional pathway to licensure in Kentucky for optometry applicants. 

 

As another optometry licensing board, we are concerned about the potential ramifications 
of the passage of this regulation in your State. Like you, we strive to ensure that we license 
providers with appropriate education and training that can provide quality care to our 
citizens. There is a current pathway to licensure that has been in place for a number of 
years and has been successful.  

 

If that pathway is changed in one licensing jurisdiction, it can cause mobility constraints for 
the licensee. If these regulations aren't adopted in other states, it limits the licensee's 
ability to get licensed in other states. New graduates oftentimes need the flexibility to make 
geographic changes due to professional and personal needs. This sets a standard that isn't 
universally acceptable.  

 

The NBEO Part I Exam tests basic science knowledge. As a health professional , it's 
imperative that the licensee has adequate scientific knowledge to do the job now and in the 
future. As more states look to expand the scope of practice, missing basic scientific 
knowledge handicaps the licensee in the future as the profession grows and adapts to the 
changing healthcare system needs.  

 

There is a generous number of attempts allowed to pass each of the NBEO exams. If an 
applicant struggles with a section of the exam it's imperative that they get the additional 

mailto:Shelley.G.HANSON@obo.oregon.gov
mailto:christi.lemay@ky.gov
mailto:christi.lemay@ky.gov
mailto:Melissa.AUMAN@obo.oregon.gov


education to ensure successful passage of the exam to meet the overall standards of the 
profession. 

 

The Oregon Board of Optometry asks you to reconsider this regulatory change and asks you 
to keep your current regulations in place. 

 

 

  

**Our licensing system and portals will be unavailable from Monday 11/18 through Sunday 
11/24/24 

  

Shelley Hanson 

Shelley.g.Hanson@obo.oregon.gov 

Executive Director, Oregon Board of Optometry 

1500 Liberty St SE, Ste 210 

Salem, OR 97302 

971-701-1194   Melissa: 971-701-1603 

Fax 503.914.5142 

https://www.oregon.gov/obo/Pages/index.aspx —licensee self-service portal access is 
available on the site 

**my work schedule is Monday through Thursday 7:30 am to 4:30 pm and Friday 7:30 am to 
11:30 other than holidays and time off 

Any information provided in this email may be confidential under ORS 676.175 and is not to 
be distributed. 

  

 

mailto:Shelley.g.Hanson@obo.oregon.gov
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      July 18, 2025 

 
 
Kentucky Legislative Interim Joint Committee Health Services 
 
Dear Members: 
 
 
On behalf of the North Carolina State Board of Examiners in Optometry, I am writing to oppose the 
proposed amendment to the Kentucky Administrative Code pertaining to the acceptance of the 
Optometry Examining Board of Canada (OEBC) written exam as an alternative to the National Board 
and Examiners in Optometry (NBEO) Part I Exam for licensure in Kentucky. 
  
The North Carolina Optometry Board, like that of the Kentucky Optometry Board, has as its primary 
responsibility the interest of public protection. The public should be assured that when the Kentucky 
Optometry Board grants a license, the individual being granted a license has met a competency 
standard to enter practice and provide quality care to the citizens of Kentucky just as we do in North 
Carolina.  
 

The NBEO, Parts 1,2 and 3 are three components of a comprehensive examination process that 
ensures state optometry boards that a candidate for licensure has met the competency standards. 
The 3 parts of the NBEO Exam are essential components of the certification process. Removing or 
substituting a dissimilar exam would be like removing one leg of a chair and expecting the chair to 
be functional. 
  
The North Carolina Board rarely takes a position involving other state boards. However, our Board 
thinks this law would weaken the criteria for establishing a minimum level of competency for the 
profession. Additionally, there are several North Carolina citizens enrolled in the Optometry School 
in Pikeville, Kentucky who will be returning to North Carolina to practice optometry. Those 
candidates for licensure would not be eligible to substitute any parts of the NBEO examinations. As 
such, the North Carolina Board of Examiners in Optometry is opposed to this proposed regulatory 
change by the KBOE due to concerns related to public protection, consistency, and the confusion 
that will arise from this modification.  
  
For the Board, I am 

 

Sincerely, 

      
William B. Rafferty, O.D., Executive Director                                                             
North Carolina State Board of Examiners in Optometry 

521 Yopp Rd., Suite 214 #444                                                                                    

Jacksonville, NC  28540                                                                                         

(910) 285-3160 or (800) 426-4457                                                 

exdir@ncoptometry.org 

   

mailto:exdir@ncoptometry.org


Richard E. Castillo, OD, DO 
2625 Cambridge Circle 
Tahlequah, OK 74464 
June 1, 2025 
 
To: Members of the Interim Joint Committee Health Services 
Frankfort, KY 40601 
 
Dear Honorable Members of the Kentucky Legislature, 
 
As a practicing ophthalmologist, career optometric advocate and educator, regional 
stakeholder, and someone who has long supported the advancement of optometric scope of 
practice in Kentucky, I am writing to respectfully express my concern regarding the recent 
proposal to allow substitution of the National Board of Examiners in Optometry (NBEO) Part I 
Applied Basic Science Examination with a remotely delivered Canadian examination. 
 
Over a decade ago, I actively supported and contributed to the legislative expansion of 
optometric practice in Kentucky. For several years, I took part in conducting statewide laser 
and surgical training workshops throughout Kentucky for Kentucky optometrists and was 
honored to serve on the committee appointed to advise the Kentucky Board of Optometric 
Examiners on the rules and regulations needed to implement that new law. At the time, we 
assured Kentucky legislators that such an expansion was justified based on the education, 
training, and skills of Kentucky optometrists—and, crucially, that rigorous regulatory 
oversight and nationally recognized standards of competency would ensure public safety and 
professional integrity. 
 
This framework has always rested on a fundamental principle: that only those Doctor’s of 
Optometry who meet nationally accepted standards of competency—consistent with similar 
practices used for all independent healthcare practitioners in the United States—would be 
granted the privilege to practice in the Commonwealth. It is in this context that I respectfully 
voice my opposition to substituting the NBEO Part I Applied Basic Science Examination with 
a “remotely” administered Canadian-written examination that does not assess the basic 
biomedical sciences, which is the sole testing authority recognized by the Association of 
Regulatory Boards of Optometry for licensure in the United States. The biomedical sciences, 
assessed at a high level by the NBEO, similar to the US medical board exams such as the 
USMLE, form the foundation for critical-thinking and clinical practice in both medicine and 
optometry. 
 
For 75 years, the NBEO Part I has been the established, psychometrically validated, 
universally accepted examination for optometric licensure, built around the scope and 
expectations of U.S. practice, including in states like Kentucky with an expanded scope of 
care. By contrast, the Canadian examination has not undergone psychometric validation 
relative to Kentucky’s standards or U.S. standards generally—rather it aligns with the scope 



of practice currently permitted in the Canadian provinces, which remains considerably more 
limited than Kentucky, or a significant number of U.S. States. 
 
Substituting this foreign exam for the established and psychometrically validated U.S. 
licensing NBEO exam fractures the historic and nationally-accepted credentialling process 
for optometric licensure in the U.S. and may inadvertently erode the regulatory assurances 
previously provided to Kentucky lawmakers and the public and could risk undermining the 
strong standards that have set Kentucky apart as a national leader in optometric 
advancement. 
 
Thank you for your ongoing commitment to preserving the highest standards of public health 
and professional accountability in Kentucky and the region. Your careful consideration and 
due diligence help ensure that the citizens of the Commonwealth continue to receive 
optometric care consistent with national standards of safety and competence. Please do not 
deviate from the historic, uniform, and established standards of professional licensure in 
Kentucky or the U.S. in general. 
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
 
Richard E. Castillo, OD, DO 
Dean, College of Optometric Medicine 
University of North Carolina Pembroke 
Pembroke, NC 28372 
richard.castillo@uncp.edu 
918-845-5148 
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Dear Senator/Representative, 

My name is Robert Donati and I am an optometric educator of over 20 years and a current resident of the great 

commonwealth of Kentucky. My wife and I moved here from Illinois in 2020 to work remotely because we love 

horses, nature, and the abundant resources Kentucky has to offer. Another key feature we looked for in our 

decision to move was access to quality healthcare and we have had no issues with that so far. However, I feel that 

quality optometric healthcare may be at risk. 

I am writing to you today with significant concerns about the proposed regulation change (201 KAR 005:010) the 

General Assembly is currently considering that would allow optometric candidates to bypass the NBEO Part I 

Applied Basic Science Exam with the Optometry Examining Board of Canada (OEBC) written exam. If adopted, 

this change sets a bad precedent for Kentucky optometry and paves the way for potentially unqualified candidates 

to practice.  The proposed change is not in the best interest of the people of Kentucky and here is why: 

• The practice of optometry requires a foundational set of biomedical science knowledge, especially 

given Kentucky's expanded optometric scope of practice. The two exams (NBEO Part 1 Applied Basic 

Science and the Optometry Examining Board of Canada (OEBC) Written Exam) are NOT equivalent in 

the knowledge they assess or in their rigor. What separates a doctor from a technician is having a strong 

foundational knowledge of the basic biomedical sciences so that they can interpret test results and more 

importantly, apply those test results to the individual patient based on their history and current clinical 

presentation. 

• The Canadian exam does not test biomedical science and was designed based on the scope of 

practice in Canada. The OEBC examination is designed for the much more limited scope of optometric 

practice in Canada. Optometrists in Kentucky perform many medical functions that optometrists in 

Canada must refer to an ophthalmologist. Kentucky optometrists are able to perform laser and minor 

surgical procedures that are not allowed in any Canadian province. They can also give injections and have 

certain prescription authority. Understanding the basics of anatomy, physiology, pharmacology, etc. is 

foundational to practicing ocular health in the United States. These sciences are prerequisites for 

comprehension of eye structure and function, and they also form the base of knowledge for laser and 

minor surgical procedures.  

• Kentucky will be the only state in the country to accept the OEBC exam. This will limit the ability of 

Kentucky trained optometrists to practice outside of the state if they opt for the OEBC written exam in 

place of the current NBEO Part I. 

• The NBEO exam – like other medical profession licensing exams in the U.S. – is administered in 

secure testing centers while the OEBC written exam is administered remotely, which can present 

ethical and security risks. In fact, a recent study showed that remotely proctored candidates are up to 7 

times more likely to be flagged for suspected collusion than in-person proctored candidates. 



  
 

 

The Kentucky Board’s stated justification of the purported “necessity” for the proposed amendment is that “[p]ost 

pandemic, there were a number of optometry school students that could not pass the National boards as required 

in current Kentucky regulation.” I have spent the majority of my professional career teaching these foundational 

biomedical sciences to first year optometry students in Illinois and continue to do so remotely in my new home 

state of Kentucky. It is unfortunate that the Kentucky Board of Examiners (KBOE) is proposing this change rather 

than working with the administration and faculty at the Kentucky School of Optometry to help their students 

succeed at the NBEO Part I examination. It can be challenging getting the resources needed to help struggling 

students succeed (trust me I know), but the efforts are more than worth it! In fact, current pass rate date shows that 

both first-time and ultimate pass rates are rising again. To the extent this was a problem, it was a temporary one 

that does not warrant a change that would put Kentucky dramatically out of step with the rest of the country. 

Rather than lowering the professional standards, the KBOE should be working harder to provide their optometry 

students with the resources necessary for success. 

As a closing statement, I would like to say that my wife and I sought out an Illinois College of Optometry trained 

optometrist when we moved to Kentucky because I knew they would have the foundational and clinical 

knowledge to provide us with the best eye care now and as we age. Don’t you want citizens of Kentucky to have 

that feeling about their homegrown optometrists? I sure do!  

 

Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

 

Robert J. Donati PhD 

Associate Professor 

Illinois College of Optometry 

rdonati@ico.edu 

Home address: 

200 Gleneagles Way 

Versailles, KY 40383 

mailto:rdonati@ico.edu



