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Abstract

The present study investigated the subtypes and bundled packages of accommodations
that were provided by Canadian teachers for secondary students with learning disabilities
participating in a provincial literacy-testing program. Based on our quantitative data
analyses, we have identified the ten most frequently used accommodation packages for these
students in this paper. Our results show that the bundled packages consist of one to ten
different subtypes of accommodations and that students often received four to six subtypes
of accommodations from teachers. The results also suggest that teachers were inclined to
provide a very wide range of bundled packages for the students although a significant
number of the packages were used by only one student. Finally, we concluded that receiving
a complex bundled package did not necessarily mean better literacy performances.
Keywords: Learning disabilities, Literacy test, Test accommodations
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