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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to investigate how a group of special education 

teachers in British Columbia provide remedial support to students identified as having a 

reading disability (RD).  Considering the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) ruling the 

location of the support was of interest.  To achieve the study’s purpose, the author of the 

current study set out to determine how a group of special educators offer remediation and 

what this remediation looks like.  A mixed-methods survey was distributed to all 

attendees of the learning assistance teachers’ association (LATA) conference in 

Vancouver, BC on October 23, 2016.  Twenty-five completed surveys were returned.  

Results indicate that most respondents prefer to provide pullout remediation, a wide array 

of strategies were used when providing support, and that the Moore v. British Columbia 

has made little difference to how special educators provide service.  Areas for further 

research include a deeper analysis of why preferences exist and a broadening of the 

survey recipients to include educational assistants and administrators.     
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Chapter One: Introduction 
Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study was to investigate how a group of special education 

teachers provide remedial support to students identified as having a reading disability 

(RD).  Considering the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) ruling the location of the 

support was of interest.  By learning more about the approaches special educators in 

British Columbia take when offering remediation for RD students, this researcher hoped 

to understand how the support offered to students with a RD aligned with the support the 

Supreme Court of Canada (SCC) outlined as necessary in Moore v. British Columbia 

(2012). 

In Moore v. British Columbia (2012) the SCC upheld a ruling made by the British 

Columbia Human Rights Tribunal (BCHRT) that the government of British Columbia 

and the North Vancouver School District (SD44) had discriminated against Jeffrey 

Moore, a child diagnosed with a severe RD in grade two (Pare, 2013).  The complainant 

in this case argued the closure of a diagnostic centre for students with RD that had, prior 

to being closed for budgetary reasons, provided intensive services and individualized 

supports to RD students, was discriminatory.  This discrimination was found to come 

from the denial of meaningful access “to the statutory commitment to education made to 

all children of British Columbia” (Moore v. British Columbia, 2012).  By removing the 

access to specialized services, students with a RD were placed into a general education 

setting where the accommodation being provided was found to be inadequate to meet 

Jeffery Moore’s needs by both a British Columbia Human Rights Tribunal and the 

Supreme Court of Canada (SCC).  
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 The case is essentially about where Jeffrey Moore was placed and which type of 

instruction was offered to him.  Because Jeffrey Moore’s placement in the general 

education class was not matched with the individualized intensive instruction he needed 

to benefit from the curriculum, the British Columbia Ministry of Education and SD44 

were found guilty of discrimination. One should note that the level of weekly remediation 

Jeffrey Moore was receiving after his designation was far from negligible: “two 30-

minute sessions of individual assistance in the Learning Assistance Centre, two 40-

minute periods of individual assistance with a tutor in the Learning Assistance Centre, 

and four 40-minute sessions with an aide, primarily in the classroom” (Moore v. British 

Columbia, 2012).   In fact, this level of support is far greater than any this researcher, in 

his tenure as a teacher, has witnessed offered to a RD student. Despite this the SCC 

agreed the level of support Jeffrey was receiving was not enough to allow him to develop 

his individual potential (Pare, 2013).  This ruling begs the question about its applicability 

to other RD students in the province.  

 This current study examined how special educators attempt to meet the needs of 

students like Jeffrey. The examination of the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) case 

helps to place the outcome of the research conducted for this study in a legal, but not 

necessarily, educational context.  To do the latter this study will examine empirical 

evidence (though the nature of this debate, as will become evident in the second chapter 

of this paper, has become ideological as well) to help place this study’s research findings 

within an educational context. 
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Justification of the Study  

The debate around where and how to educate students diagnosed with a RD is 

lengthy and ongoing.  Will (1986) described the pullout approach, at the time the 

dominant method of instruction for RD students, as fragmented, leading to a lack of 

ownership by administrators and the stigmatization of students with a RD.  The solution 

proposed by Will (1986) involved general educators and special educators forming a 

partnership that allowed for RD students to remain in-class while the strengths of each 

program were utilized.     

 Baker and Zigmond (1990) produced a mixed-methods study detailing changes 

that would need to occur in the regular classroom for this partnership to be successful.  

This case study produced a rich portrait of how one urban elementary school in the 

United States readied itself for a transition to full-time inclusion of students.  Baker and 

Zigmond (1990) recommended teachers “increase the percentage of time they devote to 

teaching and to use a wider range of techniques for teaching reading” (p. 526).    

 In the thirty years since the debate about placement of students with a RD began, 

positions have solidified.  On one side are those researchers who have found that the goal 

set forth by Will (1986) has yet to be met.  Scruggs, Mastropieri, and McDuffie (2007) 

argue the qualitative research to date indicates the ideal of true collaboration between two 

equal partners still eludes classroom teachers and special educators.  Zigmond (2003) and 

King-Sears and Bowman-Khrum (2011) argue the full inclusion of RD students in the 

regular classroom has prevented these students from receiving the individualization 

required in their individual education plans (IEPs).  Most recently Kauffmann, 
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Anastasiou, and Magg (2017) have argued that special education needs to remain 

separate from general education.   

 On the other side of the debate are those researchers who have examined reading 

instruction in resource rooms for RD students and found the instruction lacks 

individualization (Vaughn, Moody, & Schumm, 1998; Swanson & Vaughn 2010) and is 

not empirically better than inclusive instruction (Bentum, 2003; Tremblay, 2013).  Rea, 

McLaughlin, and Walther-Thomas (2002), also contend inclusion produces significantly 

higher grades and better attendance. 

 Given these mixed findings, drawing conclusions about the efficacy of one type 

of instruction relative to the other may seem somewhat subjective, so it is here that the 

SCC ruling in the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) case is instructive.  The BCHRT’s 

ruling in the Moore case found SD44 failed to assess Jeffrey’s condition early enough - 

he received a psycho-educational assessment when he was in grade two - and without the 

availability of the diagnostic centre, Jeffrey did not receive the intensive supports he 

required (Moore v. British Columbia, 2012).  The SCC upheld this ruling, meaning two 

key elements to working with students with a RD in British Columbia have been 

established: 1) early assessment and 2) intensive remediation. 

 This study attempted to gauge whether special educators in British Columbia are 

meeting these two key elements.  Understanding how special education teachers in BC 

support RD students, whether in-class or via pullout, whether in a small group or one-to-

one, helps to measure the level of intensity of support offered to RD students.  This study 

also helped to determine when students identified as RD are usually assessed in order to 
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offer insight into whether the Moore ruling has had any impact upon the timeliness of 

assessment practices in this province.    

Research Question and Hypothesis 

The nature of the problem addressed in this study was whether the educational 

program offered to a student identified as having a RD in British Columbia would meet 

the requirements set out by the SCC in the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) ruling.  

These requirements, as discussed above, pertain directly to early assessment and to the 

amount (intensity) of support offered.   The following four research questions were posed 

to measure adherence to these requirements.  

1. When is the student assessed?  

2. What is the preferred location of special educators when offering remediation 

service to students identified as having a RD? 

3. When offering support, whether in-class or in a separate location, what type of 

support is provided? 

4. How much support is offered to students identified as having a RD? 

This researcher hypothesized special educators would indicate RD students are, 

usually, diagnosed via a psycho-educational test in grade four.  A preference for in-class 

support with the occasional use of small group reading teams was hypothesized in answer 

to the second question.  The type of support being offered in-class would be found to 

vary, but this researcher hypothesized the most consistent model would be the “one teach, 

one assist” model as described by Scruggs et al. (2007, p. 392).  Scruggs et al. (2007) 

describe the one teach one assist method as co-teaching method whereby the general 

education teacher assumes full teaching responsibilities and the special education teacher 
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provides individual support as needed.  Lastly, the current researcher hypothesized the 

frequency of support would fall far short of the benchmark set out by the SCC in Moore 

v. British Columbia (2012).   

As this researcher is not a lawyer and did not seek legal opinion, assessing 

liability if legal proceedings were to be undertaken regarding the support received by a 

student with a RD was not within the scope of this paper. 

Definition of Terms 

Several key terms were identified as requiring definition.  The first is in-class 

support – Support offered by special education teachers to students identified as having a 

RD that occurs in the general education classroom as opposed to a self-contained 

classroom.  In contrast to in-class support is pullout support.  Pullout support will be 

defined as follows: A type of remedial support offered outside of the regular classroom.  

For the purposes of this paper, unless otherwise specified, it is understood a special 

education teacher offers this support. 

Additionally, the job title special education teacher requires definition.  This job 

title is often used interchangeably with the titles of learning assistance teacher, resource 

teacher, or support teacher and can be defined as: a teacher who plays an active role in 

assessing, planning for, and providing remediation for students identified as having a 

disability.  

This paper will look at a specific type of disability, learning disability.  This 

definition is taken from the United States based National Joint Committee on Learning 

Disabilities and is very similar, but much more succinct than the definition contained in 

the British Columbia Ministry of Education’s (2006) manual: 
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Learning disabilities is a general term that refers to a heterogeneous group of 

disorders manifested by significant difficulties in the acquisition and use of 

listening, speaking, reading, writing, reasoning, or mathematical abilities. These 

disorders are intrinsic to the individual, presumed to be due to central nervous 

system dysfunction, and may occur across the life span. Problems in self-

regulatory behaviours, social perception, and social interaction may exist with 

learning disabilities but do not by themselves constitute a learning disability. 

Although learning disabilities may occur concomitantly with other handicapping 

conditions (for example, sensory impairment, mental retardation, serious 

emotional disturbance), or with extrinsic influences (such as cultural differences, 

insufficient or inappropriate instruction), they are not the result of those 

conditions or influences. (Learning disabilities and young children, 2007, p. 63)  

This paper will be focusing upon a specific type of learning disability, namely a reading 

disability, which is defined by Karande and Kulkarni (2005) as a “significant 

unexpected, specific and persistent difficult[y] in the acquisition and use of reading” (p. 

961). 

Two final terms to require definition: 1) remediation - Additional support 

provided to a student identified as making insufficient academic progress; and 2) 

assessed – in this study the term refers to a psycho-educational assessment. 

Brief Overview of Study 

 The goal of this study was to investigate how, why, and when special educators in 

British Columbia provide remedial support to those students who are designated as 

having a RD.  The data for this mixed-methods explanatory study was collected through a 
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paper questionnaire received by all participants at the learning assistance teachers’ 

association (LATA) conference in Vancouver, BC on October 23rd, 2016.  The survey 

asked the teachers to fill out six non-identifying demographic questions to ensure the 

subsequent questions were applicable to them and in hopes of developing greater 

thematic possibilities when analyzing the data.  Next, twelve Likert-style response 

questions regarding the place RD students most often receive remedial support and 

awareness of the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) were asked.  Three open ended 

qualitative questions followed, designed to elicit more qualitative data about the 

experiences of special education teachers when providing support to RD students.  This 

data was gathered to help answer the study’s third research question:  

Respondents placed the survey in a drop box located at a table in a public area.  

This researcher collected the surveys at the end of the one-day conference.  The current 

researcher nalyzed the surveys with the goal of understanding how the responses 

intersected with the empirical literature and legal decision discussed in this study. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

This review seeks to establish how students with a RD are best offered remediation.  

The importance of this question can be seen in the four decades long discussion between 

scholars about proper placement and a 2012 decision by the SCC which severed what this 

researcher perceived to be the public school system’s heterodoxy surrounding the validity 

of full inclusion for students with reading disabilities.  Four research questions were 

asked in this study in hopes of illuminating how special educators in British Columbia 

offer or prefer to offer remediation to students with reading disabilities:  

1. When is the student assessed?  

2. What is the preferred location of special educators when offering remediation 

service to students identified as having a RD? 

3. When offering support, whether in-class or in a separate location, what type of 

support is provided? 

4. How much support is offered to students identified as having a RD? 

 The combination of qualitative and quantitative data produced by the survey 

allowed for all research questions to be addressed and for thematic groupings to occur.  

To help answer these questions empirical evidence around placement, type and intensity 

of support, and timeliness of assessment is examined. Each study examined in this paper 

has, as a central tenant, a desire to investigate how students diagnosed with a RD are 

offered remediation.    

 The debate about what effective remediation consists of has been shaped by two 

very different ideological viewpoints on the education of students with a RD and these 

differing views have greatly influenced how RD students receive education (Kavale & 
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Forness, 2000; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995).  On one side of this debate are scholars who argue 

that meaningful access to education for students with a RD is best accomplished in the 

classroom (Sailor & Roger, 2005).  Those advocating full inclusion build their arguments 

from a social constructivist theoretical perspective believing all disabilities (physical, 

emotional, and intellectual) should be looked at as labels handed down from the medical 

community (Barnes, 1991; Oliver 1996).  This model of disability holds that “disability” 

is constructed by society and is not intrinsic to the individual and supporters argue 

because of this all exceptional students can be served always in the regular classroom 

(Anastasiou & Kauffman, 2011).  From this absolutist perspective, the argument for co-

teaching can be made.  Friend, Reising, and Cook (1993) define co-teaching as “two or 

more professionals delivering substantive instruction to a diverse, or blended, group of 

students in a single physical space” (p. 2).   

 On the opposite side of this debate is the argument for something other than co-

teaching, but not necessarily, for complete segregation (Volonino Zigmond, 2007).  This 

method of support generally occurs in the school resource room (Vaughn et al., 1998) 

and, for the purposes of this paper, will be defined as pullout support.  Pullout support 

has been heavily criticized since Will’s 1986 article expressed concerns about the 

educational achievement of students who received instruction in this method.      

 This review will analyze the empirical evidence surrounding both forms of 

support to detect whether there is a stronger evidentiary basis for either.  Upon reviewing 

the literature surrounding the question of where, how, and when support to students with 

a RD is offered, a discussion of the how the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) relates to 

this evidence case will be presented.   
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 The Moore case, at its core, revolved around promises made about where and how 

Jeffery Moore received support for his severe reading disability.   Understanding the 

SCC’s ruling in this case, in conjunction with the empirical evidence surrounding 

educating students with a RD, will help to provide context for the survey results and 

analysis to be discussed in Chapter Four. 

Full-inclusion/Co-Teaching  

 Will’s 1986 questioning of the pullout approach that had been the dominant 

educational method utilized by special educators up to that point, can be said to have 

ignited the modern debate about where students with disabilities are educated. The model 

that has come to dominate since this time is one of full inclusion supplemented by co-

teaching (Volonino & Zigmond, 2007).   

 Friend et al., (1993) define co-teaching as “two or more professionals delivering 

substantive instruction to a diverse, or blended, group of students in a single physical 

space” (p. 3) and offer five separate types of co-teaching: 1) One teach, one assist – in 

this model the general education teacher does all of the instruction while the special 

education teacher circulates in the room, ostensibly helping students with disabilities 

(Friend et al., 1993) though some research (Zigmond & Matta, 2004) indicates the reality 

is different; 2) Station teaching – various learning stations are created and the co-teachers 

provide support at the stations; 3) Parallel teaching – the co-teachers teach the same or 

similar content in different groupings; 4) Alternative teaching – one of the teachers will 

take a smaller group to different location for specialized instruction; and 5) Team 

teaching – teaching responsibilities are shared equally.  These differentiations are 
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paramount to the research conducted in the current study as they allow for a 

categorization of the types of in-class support offered by survey respondents.   

 Scruggs et al. (2007) note that model one (one teach, one assist) was the most 

prominent model of co-teaching reported in the studies included in their metasynthesis.  

Volonino and Zigmond (2007) note that “[o]verall, the results from studies on co-

teaching have indicated special educators frequently assume the role of instructional aide 

and a variety of factors inhibit their ability to provide specialized instruction within the 

general education classroom” (p. 295).  The Scruggs et al. (2007) metasynthesis also 

notes that frequently, when a general education teacher (GET) and a special education 

teacher (SET) engage in co-teaching, the SET is of a lesser status. 

 This lesser status role was prominent in Zigmond and Matta’s (2004) 

observational study of co-teaching at the secondary level.  Zigmond and Mata (2004) 

found, over a span of 201 observations conducted in New York and Pennsylvania, the 

SET spent most of their co-teaching time helping, rather than teaching.  Additionally, 

Zigmond and Matta (2004) found that the benefits of co-teaching for students with 

learning disability (LD) at the secondary level were dubious: 

So, what was the value-added of the SET in secondary school content subject 

classes? The second teacher was a nice addition, an occasional relief for the GET, 

and more attention to students when class is organized for small group (team) or 

independent seatwork. But none of what we saw would make it more likely that 

the students with disabilities in the class would master the material. We did not 

hear the SETs chime in with carefully-worded elaborative explanations. We rarely 

heard SETs rephrase something already said to make the explanation clearer. We 
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virtually never saw the SET provide explicit strategic instruction to facilitate 

learning or memory of the content material. If students with disabilities were 

mastering the content and earning passing grades in these high school courses, it 

was not because of something special the SET was doing in this class. If students 

with disabilities were not mastering the content, and not earning passing grades, 

given what we know about the usefulness of strategic, intensive, relentless 

instruction for students with learning disabilities, the kinds of coaching and team 

teaching we saw was not likely to make much difference in academic 

achievement. (p. 74)  

This lengthy quote is given prominence in this review as it serves to underline a 

problem perceived to exist by this author in what the role of the SETs is when providing 

in-class support.  The quote also relates to the tenth question in the survey conducted for 

this research: “When I am providing in-class support I feel my tasks are clearly 

differentiated from those of an education assistant” (Appendix A).   This question relates 

to the power imbalance between teachers in a co-teaching setting described by Zigmond 

and Matta (2004) and Scruggs et al. (2007).  As well, this statement touches upon both 

the third and fourth research questions: “When offering support, whether in-class or in a 

separate location, what type of support is provided?”  and “How much support is offered 

to students identified as having an RD?”  (Appendix A).  

In the middle school/early high school grades, King-Sears and Bowman-Kruhm 

(2011) looked at the state of reading instruction for students with a RD in the inclusive 

classroom in grades six through nine.  A succinct summary of the problem being 

addressed by King-Sears and Bowman-Kruhm (2011) can be stated as:  Is the remedial 



READING DISABILITIES IN BC  
 

14 

reading instruction received by students identified as having a RD in co-taught 

classrooms meeting the requirements outlined in their IEP? 

 To research this question, King-Sears and Bowman-Kruhm (2011) surveyed 

special education teachers (who also co-taught grades 6-9) in public schools in Virginia, 

Delaware, West Virginia, and Maryland.  Their findings include responses from 105 

special educators.  The survey consisted of nine items (eight of which required a Likert 

response) questioning IEP goals, specialized reading instruction, and co-teaching.  This 

research method provided quantitative data as results reported on a scale (save for one 

open-ended question which requested information about the use of reading programs).    

 The results of the survey conducted by King-Sears and Bowman-Kruhm (2011) 

indicate, “special educators are concerned that quite a few students with disabilities are 

not progressing in reading” (p. 181).  Two results they use to support this conclusion are 

that slightly more than one-third of respondents indicated that students have difficulty 

making reading progress in co-taught classes and that one-third of respondents do not feel 

individualized instruction is occurring at any point during the day.  This finding appears 

to be contingent upon one’s interpretation of the phrase “quite a few”, as one could also 

note that nearly 66% of special educators who responded to the survey are not concerned 

about students with a RD making reading progress in co-taught classes.   

 This study also has two other limitations.  The first limitation, the reliance upon 

teachers’ perceptions, is the more serious.  A finding that many teachers believe IEPs are 

being considered when co-teaching occurs is far different than understanding how IEPs 

are considered in co-teaching.  The second limitation, a lack of generalizability, is not 

particularly serious, as the study does offer an overview of how special educators feel 
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about co-teaching in four states, but expanding these findings beyond this geographical 

range is not possible.    

 This study offers a window into how special educators feel about working in a co-

teaching environment, much as the research contained in this current study does.  

Additionally, like the current study it creates insight into what support in a co-taught 

classroom looks like and what the role of the special educator is in this classroom.   

 A study purporting to offer less ambiguous results of the benefits of full inclusion 

for students with learning disabilities can be found in the work of Rea et al., (2002).  This 

study used archival research from two suburban middle schools in the southeast of the 

United States to measure the efficacy of the co-teaching model as compared to the pullout 

model.  Two schools were selected, one that educated students diagnosed with a LD in an 

inclusive setting and one that utilized a pullout method.   Archival data for grade eight 

students with a LD was utilized to measure achievement in academics, behaviour, and 

attendance.  Evidence was collected from scores on state-proficiency tests, the Iowa Test 

of Basic Skills, in-school and out-of-school suspension data, and school attendance 

records. The evidence found by Rea et al. (2002) indicates that in none of these areas did 

the pullout model supersede the full inclusion model.  

 Rea et al. (2002) contend that “many disagreements” about inclusive education 

“hinge on the lack of empirical evidence” (p. 204) and their study offers a small 

contribution to overcoming that deficit.  Two fundamental questions arise from their 

work and because they have yet to be answered, the importance of the study remains 

limited.  First, the usage of archival data limits validity.  The reader does not know why 

being in an inclusive class is the cause of better attendance and decreased suspensions.  
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Perhaps the inclusive school also offers a wide-array of extracurricular activities that 

require strong attendance and adherence to rules to participate.  Rea et al. (2002) appear 

to conflate correlation with causation. 

 The second question raised by Rea et al. (2002) pertains to its reliability.  A study 

published sixteen years ago with rather definitive findings, has not, to the best of this 

researcher’s knowledge, been replicated. Without this additional work, Rea et al. (2002) 

research should be taken as an exciting aberration warranting additional research.   

 Magiera and Zigmond (2005) sought to establish how the experience of being in a 

co-taught class differed from being in a solo-taught class for students with disabilities.  

Magiera and Zigmond (2005) conducted 84 observations across eleven classrooms in a 

New York middle school.  They found, by using time-sample data measuring thirteen 

variables that the experience differed in two significant ways: 1) In co-taught classes 

students with disabilities received individual instruction 2.2 percent of the time as 

opposed to less than 1 percent of the time in solo-taught classes; and 2) Students with 

disabilities had more interaction with the GET when the SET was not in the classroom, 

which should not be surprising given that the role of the SET is to work with students 

with disabilities.  

 Studies on the remedial and academic efficacy of co-teaching at the elementary 

level are no less open to interpretation.  Waldron and McLeskey (1998) produced a 

quantitative study showing LD students who were taught in an inclusive setting with co-

teaching make at least as much progress in reading as their counterparts taught in non-

inclusive settings.  The procedure that led to this conclusion is questionable due to the 

support (release time, university encouragement, and weekly meetings) those teachers 
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working in the co-teaching settings received.  This support was disproportionate to the 

support received by teachers working in resource rooms.  Indeed, the teachers working in 

the “non-inclusive” setting in Waldron and McLeskey’s (1998) study were told that the 

setting they were working in would be abolished the following year.  This procedure of 

researchers offering teachers in co-teaching settings more support than teachers in 

resource room settings can be seen in other studies as well (Murawski, 2006; Tremblay, 

2013).   

 Bentum (2003) performed a longitudinal study that analyzed the reading 

outcomes of students with a RD who had received resource room support for periods of 

three years (n=230) and six years (n=64). The findings in this study indicated that 

students with a RD who received instruction in resource rooms failed to make gains in 

the areas of word recognition, reading comprehension, and spelling.  Of interest was the 

finding that no matter the approach taken (systemic phonics approaches such as the 

Orton-Gillingham method or what Bentum [2003] calls “eclectic” [p. 375] approaches) 

the results did not differ. No matter the approach, Bentum (2003) found those students 

receiving resource room support for extended periods saw their scores on spelling and 

verbal intelligence standardized tests decline.  

 Bentum (2003) concludes by stating that placing students with a RD in resource 

rooms for remedial instruction is not the best place to address these difficulties. The 

difficulty with this finding, however, is the lack of evidence showing an alternate model 

offers better results. The question that naturally arises from this work is what would the 

same measurements show for a comparable group of students who did not receive 

support outside of the classroom.  
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 One study that does not lack this comparator group is Tremblay’s 2013 work set 

in in the Wallonia-Brussels Federation in Belgium which focused upon measurable 

student outcomes in reading/writing, math, and attendance.  Tremblay (2013) conducted a 

comparative analysis of co-teaching in an inclusive setting and solo teaching in a self-

contained special education room with pullout for remediation and therapy.  Tremblay’s 

(2013) co-teaching group consisted of a general education teacher and special education 

teacher working together for several hours per week. Tremblay’s (2103) analysis 

included eight grade 1 classes and four grade 2 classes utilizing the co-teaching model. 

These classes averaged 4.83 students with a LD.  

 The participating special education classes numbered nine grade 1 and four grade 

2 classes. These classes averaged 8.15 students with LD.  Tremblay (2013) found that at 

the start of grade 1 there were no significant differences in achievement between LD 

students educated outside of the class or in co-teaching environments. By the end of 

grade 1, Tremblay (2013) found significant differences in reading and writing in favor of 

the students in the co-teaching settings. Tremblay (2013) himself notes a huge caveat to 

this finding; at the end of each school year approximately 25% of students with a LD 

were not keeping up with the faster pace in the co-teaching classes and were diverted to 

the special education classes.  This finding lends credence to the observation made by 

Baker and Zigmond (1995) about the inflexibility of the teacher in the inclusive 

classroom to alter the pace and content of classroom instruction. 

 Swanson (2008) conducted a synthesis of observational studies of reading 

instruction for students with a RD in the general classroom and resource room between 

the years 1980 and 2005. There were 25 studies included in her study, 12 contained 
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general classroom observations and 13 contained resource room observations. Swanson 

(2008) began her research with the understanding that there were four essential 

components to effective reading instruction for students with a RD: (1) explicit and 

systematic instruction is required; (2) phonemic awareness and phonics instruction; (3) 

higher processing skills such as fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension are required 

from the start of reading instruction; and (4) small group instruction is the best grouping 

structure for students who have a RD.  These essential components largely coincide with 

the “high-quality, intensive education” (p.50) described by McLeskey and Waldron 

(2011).     

  Swanson’s (2008) synthesis found that the four components mentioned above 

were not being met in either the resource room or the general education classroom. 

Students spent little time in either setting engaged in systematic instruction in any area. 

There was little phonics instruction observed in any of the studies she observed. There 

was little time spent teaching reading fluency, comprehension, or vocabulary. The most 

common form of grouping noted in the studies Swanson (2008) reviewed was either 

undifferentiated seatwork or whole class instruction.    

 Baker and Zigmond (1995) argue that general education teachers in 

inclusive classrooms are open to changing the “how” of instruction (less homework, 

alternate assignments, and less demanding workload), but not the “what” of instruction 

(course content and pacing).  Further, Baker and Zigmond (1995) use their review of five 

case studies to show that concern for the group has replaced concern for the individual 

when special educators are instructed to engage in full inclusion.  Additionally, much like 
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Scruggs et al. (2007) the special educators in Baker and Zigmond’s (1995) study note that 

they feel like the equivalent of a paraprofessional when engaging in co-teaching.   

Resource Room Instruction 

 Given the lack of unequivocal evidence supporting inclusive education for 

students with a RD, this section of the paper will review evidence, primarily quantitative, 

supporting resource room instruction.  Given the amount of research pertaining to this 

topic, the review is not exhaustive.  Studies have been chosen because of their 

chronology, their valid data, and how they pertain to one another.  

McLeskey and Waldron (2011) argue that students with a RD require instruction 

that is intensive and explicit. This instruction they argue should be carried out in small 

groups, students should have similar instructional needs, student progress should be 

monitored frequently, and independent practice should be closely supervised and 

continued until responses are automatic.  McLeskey and Waldron (2011) contend “that 

research that has been conducted over the last decade provides evidence that this 

instruction is best delivered in part-time, separate special education settings, and that full 

inclusion is not a feasible alternative for meeting the basic academic needs in reading and 

math for most students with LD” (p. 49).   

Marston’s (1988) study used a time series analysis of reading performance to 

measure the reading of 11 students.  These students received reading instruction for 

approximately ten weeks in the regular classroom followed by ten weeks in the resource 

room.  Progress was measured by words correct per minute (WCPM).  The findings 

indicated reading gains in the resource room were approximately two times greater than 

in the regular classroom.  Marston (1988) attributed this difference in gains to a 
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difference in instruction; in the resource room there was less of a focus upon “cognitive 

strategies, use of cues and explanations, and homework” (p. 22).  This finding coincides 

with the work of Swanson and Vaughn (2010) who argue that the methodology for 

instructing students with a RD is substantially different than what is successful in 

instructing the non-disabled student.   

Swanson and Vaughn (2010) conducted a quantitative study measuring how and 

how often the four essential components of reading instruction discussed in Swanson’s 

2008 article were taught to RD students when instruction was offered in the resource 

room.  These four essential components are: (1) explicit and systematic instruction is 

required; (2) phonemic awareness and phonics instruction; (3) higher processing skills 

such as fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension are required from the start of reading 

instruction; and (4) small group instruction as the best grouping structure for students 

who have a RD.  Reading outcomes and teaching methodology were analyzed for RD 

students in four school districts in the southwestern United States. Using purposive 

sampling procedures, Swanson and Vaughn (2010) found RD students in these four 

districts had the greatest needs in the areas of word reading, comprehension, and oral 

reading fluency.  Word reading was measured using the Letter-Word Identification (LWI) 

subtest of the Woodcock Johnson III achievement test (WJ III) (Woodcock, McGrew, & 

Mather, 2001).  The LWI pretest standard scores for students across the observed 

classrooms averaged below a score of 85, indicating an area of need.  Instruction in this 

area focused on phonics/word study and not on phonological awareness.  Comprehension 

was measured using the Instructional Content Emphasis – Revised (ICE-R) tool designed 

by Edmond and Briggs (2003). Swanson and Vaughn (2010) found that most instruction 
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in the realm of comprehension consisted of “low level, question and answer” (p.489) 

strategies.  Oral Reading Fluency was measured using the Dynamic Indicators of Basic 

Early Literacy Skills Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS ORF) (Good & Kaminski, 2002).  

The DIBELS ORF (Good & Kaminski, 2002) subtest evaluates the oral reading fluency 

off students on 1-minute timed passages by measuring words read correct per minute 

(WCPM). The results in this area indicated that there was not enough time given to 

reading connected text after phonics/word-study. 

Swanson and Vaughn’s (2010) study demonstrates many of the benefits that can 

accrue from consistent instruction in the resource room, but it also exposes the 

weaknesses of resource room instruction.  As Bentum (2003) established, many special 

educators utilize an “eclectic” (p. 375) approach to reading instruction.  This approach 

may deviate from empirically established best practices into areas of comfort or personal 

bias.  With these limitations in mind a review of a scripted clinical reading intervention 

that has been proven to make rapid gains in reading progress for students with severe RD 

will follow.     

Alexander, Anderson, Heilman, Voeller, and Torgesen (1991) utilized a clinical 

setting to help establish how producing rapid gains for students with severe reading 

disabilities is possible.  They utilized an intensive scripted program called Auditory 

Discrimination in Depth (ADD) to develop oral and phonological awareness.  The 

students receiving ADD intervention spent their time utilizing a multi-sensory approach 

to reading that required students to understand the motor movements made by the human 

mouth when articulating sounds (Alexander et al., 1991).  Each RD child participating in 

the study was tested prior to the intervention and then given the same posttest two to 
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three weeks after receiving sixteen weeks of intensive intervention.  The students were 

found to have achieved substantial reading gains in all areas measured (word attack, word 

identification, passage comprehension, and fluency) (Alexander et al., 1991).     

The gains produced in the Alexander et al. (1991) study with ADD were 

replicated in a 2001 study by Torgesen, Alexander, Wagner, Rashotte, Voeller, and 

Conway (2001).  In this study Torgesen et al. (2001) compared the ADD method of 

clinical instruction to a second method of clinical instruction called embedded phonics 

(EP).  Both programs have been designed to provide remediation in the areas that 

Torgesen et al., (2001) hold RD students are most lacking in, fluency and phonemic 

analysis.   Participants in the Torgesen et al. (2001) study were divided into two groups, 

one ADD group and one EP group.  The students in these groups were offered an 

intensive period of remediation consisting of 67.5 hours of one-to-one remediation 

broken up into two 50-minute sessions a day. 

The sixty participating students were all identified as having a RD and all 

received an equal amount of intervention time (Torgesen et al., 2001).  Both the ADD 

group and the EP group made significant reading gains during the intensive remediation 

phase of the study (Torgesen et al., 2001).  These gains were stable during the time 

between the end of remediation and the two-year follow-up period (Torgesen et al., 

2001). 

Clearly the fundamental problem with these findings is the staggering investment 

one of these intensive programs of remediation would require for a school district in 

British Columbia to implement.  The impracticality of a program’s implementation does 

not alter its empirical support.  Given that Torgesen et al. (2001) have been able to 
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replicate the findings of these studies, a forward-thinking district could begin looking at 

ways to implement either the ADD or the EP program in an intensive setting as a pilot 

project.         

 Alexander et al. (1991) note, the “educational establishment” (p. 56) should 

consider ways to offer students, unable to make necessary gains in regular or special 

education settings, intensive remedial support.  Alexander et al. (1991) make an 

additional conclusion; as forty percent of the study participants returned to the regular 

classroom within one year following the intervention, they believe a case can be made, 

both economically and educationally, for early intensive intervention for all children who 

are not producing gains in the regular or special education classroom.  These findings, 

that substantial reading progress is possible for all children, even those with the most 

severe RD, if offered early and intensive intervention, bear a considerable relationship to 

the findings made in the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) case.   

Moore v. British Columbia (2012) 

 The empirical evidence surrounding both pullout and full inclusion/co-teaching is 

mixed, yet what was being fought for in Moore v. British Columbia (2012) was access to 

intensive remedial treatment outside of the classroom (Pare, 2013).  Jeffrey Moore was 

diagnosed with a severe RD when he was in grade 2.   He and his family were told by 

SD44 officials that as the two diagnostic centres, which had previously served RD 

students, had been closed (because of budget cuts) SD44 could no longer meet his needs.  

District officials offered an inclusive education or suggested that he attend a private 

school specializing in treating RD students (Fries, 2007).  
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 This inability to provide immediate and intensive services outside of the 

classroom was found by the BCHRT that originally heard the case to constitute prima 

facie discrimination (Wobick, 2013).  The SCC agreed with this finding and did not agree 

with the arguments made by SD44 that this discrimination was justifiable due to budget 

cuts as the cuts were made disproportionately to special education services (Wobick, 

2013).   

 One may view the findings of this case as a rejection by the SCC of the social 

constructionist model of disability.  This model of disability, as mentioned in Chapter 

One, holds that “disability” is constructed by society and is not intrinsic to the individual 

(Anastasiou & Kauffman, 2011).  The proponents of this theory reject alternate 

interpretations of disability and ways to educate those with disabilities as discriminatory 

and segregationist positions (Anastasiou & Kauffmann, 2011).  Yet, what the Moore 

family was seeking was the chance to have their son segregated from the general 

classroom.   

 Henteleff  (2010) argues the principle of “equal opportunity” means that disabled 

students should be granted a level of education comparable to that received by their non-

disabled peers.  By embracing a social constructivist theory of education, the hope would 

be that Moore and other RD students could receive a level of education comparable to 

that received by non-RD students in the general education classroom.  Indeed, the SCC 

has only ruled one other time regarding special education (Eaton v. Brant County Board 

of Education, 1997) and in that ruling the SCC found that equality required placement in 

the regular classroom (Paré, 2013). The SCC broadened this idea of the general education 

comparator group in Moore v. British Columbia (2012).   
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In Moore v. British Columbia (2012) the comparison included equalization of 

opportunity (Paré, 2013) in education, and not just equalization of setting.  This finding 

itself seems to lend prescience to MacKay’s (1986) earlier argument that under s. 15 of 

the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms “a school board that offers the exact same 

services to a disabled child as to the other regular-stream students is in reality 

discriminating against the child with the disability” (p. 295).  By underfunding and 

reducing services to RD students and by placing those students in a general education 

classroom, SD44 was in effect undermining the principles of explicitness and intensity, 

principles upon which special education thrives (Zigmond & Kloo, 2011).  

Conclusion 

 This review has sought to provide a background for the debate surrounding where 

students with a RD are educated.  A review of the thirty plus years of literature 

surrounding this topic lead to no definitive conclusions.  As such the review moved away 

from the empirical evidence and into the Canadian courtroom to review the literature 

surrounding Moore v. British Columbia (2012).  Reviewing this case has shown that 

despite the empirical uncertainty of the academic literature reviewed here, by depleting 

the services offered to students with a RD, SD44 was not able to meet the needs of 

students like Jeffrey Moore (Fries, 2007).  
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Chapter Three: Procedures and Method 

Research Design  

 The aim of the current mixed-methods, explanatory research design was to 

contribute to the knowledge base surrounding where, when, and how students with a 

diagnosis of Reading Disability (RD) receive remediation in British Columbia.  

Importantly, this study hoped to place the current practices employed by special 

educators who attended the October 23, 2016 provincial conference of the provincial 

professional organization, Learning Assistance Teachers Association of British Columbia 

(LATA), within the context of Moore v. British Columbia (2012).  With these 

motivations in mind the following research questions were formulated: 

1. When is the student assessed?  

2. What is the preferred location of special educators when offering remediation 

service to students identified as having a RD? 

3. When offering support, whether in-class or in a separate location, what type of 

support is provided? 

4. How much support is offered to students identified as having a RD? 

 The current study was developed as a research project that invited all special 

educators who attended the LATA conference on October 23, 2016 to complete a survey 

(Appendix A) consisting of two parts.  The first part of the survey consisted of questions 

seeking non-identifiable demographic information.  The second part of the survey 

consisted of twelve Likert style questions, which provided quantitative data relating to all 

four of the research questions.  The survey’s second part also contained three open-ended 

questions, qualitative in nature, designed to elicit richer data about the second research 
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question.  Participation in the study was voluntary and anonymous.  The results were then 

analyzed for emergent themes found in the responses. 

Sample 

 The participants in this study were all special educators who attended the LATA 

conference held in Vancouver, British Columbia on October 23, 2016.  This sample can 

be categorized as a convenience sample because the researcher felt this was the most 

efficient way to gather responses from special education teachers from around the 

province. Additionally, the keynote speaker at this conference, Barbara Arrowsmith-

Young, discussed learning disabilities, so this researcher felt the sample would be 

receptive to a study focusing upon reading disabilities.   

 There was a total of 250 attendees and all of them received a survey (Appendix 

A).  Some of the attendees were not special education teachers so they were asked to 

disregard the survey.  These surveys were included in the conference welcome package 

distributed at the start of the conference.  This researcher had a table set up in the main 

foyer of the conference centre. 

The respondents came from varied backgrounds.  Special education teaching 

experience ranged from five years through twenty years.  The respondents came from 

both urban and rural districts.  Some respondents held bachelors degrees while others 

held masters degrees. The respondents included part time, full time, and itinerant teachers 

from primary, middle, and high schools.  

Instrumentation 

 This study focused on where, when, and how British Columbia special education 

teachers are currently providing remediation to students identified as having a RD.  The 



READING DISABILITIES IN BC  
 

29 

instrument used to collect data was a survey (Appendix A).  The length and format of the 

questions contained in the survey were carefully considered vis-à-vis their relevance in 

yielding information directly related to the study’s research questions.  The survey 

covered two areas: teacher demographics and current practice regarding providing 

remediation to students with RD.   

 The first section of the instrument (Appendix A) was used to provide a context for 

the information that would be gathered in the second section.  The current researcher 

hoped this demographic information would help this researcher draw connections 

between different practices and age, gender, experience, education level, and grade level 

taught of the Special Educator. 

 The second section of the instrument (Appendix A) consisted of twelve Likert 

style questions.  These questions were designed to elicit data pertaining to all four of the 

research questions raised by this study.  The Likert style questions were the sole sources 

of data collected for research questions one, three, and four.  For research question two, 

both the Likert style questions and the open-ended qualitative questions provided data.   

Questions one through three relate to the Supreme Court of Canada’s final ruling 

in Moore v. Education (2012).  This ruling has had numerous case comments made by 

legal scholars (Charney & Kracier, 2012; Brodsky, 2013; Pare, 2013), but the current 

researcher was unable to locate any research in the educational literature detailing how, if 

at all, this ruling has altered the practice of special educators in British Columbia.  The 

following nine questions of the second section allowed special educators to express their 

preference about where and how support is offered to students designated with a RD.   

The tenth statement in the survey – “When I am providing in-class support I feel my tasks 
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are clearly differentiated from those of an Education Assistant” (Appendix A) – may 

seem slightly confrontational, but the metasynthesis conducted by Scruggs et al. (2007) 

cites many instances when the special education teacher “assumed, or was seen to 

assume, a subordinate role” (p. 407) when providing in-class support.  The eleventh 

statement in the survey was asked because much of the literature surrounding in-class 

support, both historical (Baker & Zigmond, 1990) and contemporary (Scgruggs et al, 

2007; Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; and King-Sears & Bowman-Kruhm, 2011) has found 

special education teachers feel their work providing in-class support is hindered by a lack 

of common planning time. 

Three open-ended questions designed to elicit richer data regarding the type of 

service offered to RD students appeared at the bottom of the survey (Appendix A).  These 

questions contained a direct relationship to the third research question of this study by 

trying to establish what type of service was provided to students when providing service 

in-class or when utilizing a pullout method of support. 

Procedures 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate how a group of special education 

teachers provide remedial support to students identified as having a reading disability 

(RD). The seriousness of this topic for the educator can be made by either a legal 

argument or an empirical one, neither of which are exclusive, and both of which, 

however briefly, are discussed in the second chapter of this study.  

When the Vancouver Island University Research Ethics Board granted final 

approval for the study, this researcher contacted the president of LATA and received 

permission to begin the process of planning for the LATA conference.  All participants’ 
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welcome packages contained the survey (Appendix A) and a consent form (Appendix B).  

The letter of consent assured the participants that their participation was voluntary and 

anonymous.  Participants were told that by disregarding the survey they were exercising 

their right to not participate, but those who chose to return the completed survey were 

agreeing to participate. 

 For those teachers that chose to return the study, a drop box was conveniently 

placed at a separate LATA table in the foyer.  This drop box was not within the sight of 

this researcher, so the anonymity of respondents was not compromised.  This researcher, 

at the end of the one-day conference, picked up the drop box.      

Validity 

Several steps were taken to minimize threats to internal validity.  This researcher 

was not aware of any personal relationships with any respondents that may have 

influenced completion of the survey.  Further, the anonymity of the survey reduced any 

unforeseen possibility of relationships influencing completion and/or answers.  This 

researcher tried to reduce any overt bias in the wording of the questions, but is unable to 

say with certainty that anonymous respondents did not read bias into questions designed 

to have none.  

 The external validity, specifically the generalizability, of this study is low.  This 

study is designed to provide a portrait of how remediation services are being provided to 

students diagnosed with RD in British Columbia.  That goal alone would limit its 

findings to British Columbia.  The sample, which was drawn from a one-day conference 

in Vancouver, likely, did not include respondents from all regions of British Columbia.  

The data and conclusions drawn from it may, however, be of interest to special education 
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teachers throughout British Columbia and beyond.  Special educators may be able to 

recognize their practice in some of the trends identified by the study. 

Data Analysis 

 The data collected from the completed surveys were analyzed to gain a sense of 

the remediation currently being offered to RD students by special education teachers in 

British Columbia.  The data were also analyzed for any commonalities between 

demographic information and practice, such as how more experienced teachers felt 

towards in-class support and differences between programs offered between urban and 

rural district special educators. 

 Once collected, the surveys were analyzed and quantitative data from the Likert 

scale was studied and analyzed.  This data was then placed into bar graphs to provide the 

reader with a strong visual representation of participant responses.  Enough data was 

collected to provide information pertinent to each research question.   

Qualitative data was also carefully analyzed and coded for thematic 

commonalities.  Commonalities found in responses (i.e., “assist”, “use technology”…) 

were represented by two circular charts, one for in-class support strategies and one for 

pullout strategies.  This representation was chosen because it allowed readers to quickly 

recognize areas of strategic commonality amongst respondents.  Several emergent themes 

were discovered from this analysis of the qualitative data, and these are presented in the 

summary and brief descriptions sections.  

 

 

 



READING DISABILITIES IN BC  
 

33 

Chapter Four: Findings and Results 

The purpose of this study was to investigate how a group of special education 

teachers provide remedial support to students identified as having a reading disability 

(RD).  The data collected gives insight into how these British Columbia special educators 

are offering remediation to students with a RD in the post-Moore era.  The current 

researcher distributed a paper survey (Appendix A) to attendees of the learning assistance 

teachers’ association (LATA) conference on October 23rd, 2016.  Of the 250 attendees, 

25 completed surveys were returned, giving a response rate of 10%.  Not all recipients of 

the survey, however, were eligible to complete the survey as many conference 

participants were not working as special educators, but were attending the conference.  

Four research questions were investigated in this survey:  

1. When is the student assessed? 

2. What is the preferred location of special educators when offering remediation 

service to students identified as having a RD? 

3. When offering support, whether in-class or in a separate location, what type of 

support is provided? 

4. How much support is offered to students identified as having a RD? 

The survey was divided into three sections: non-identifying demographic information, a 

five point Likert scale containing twelve questions related to remediation and the Moore 

v. British Columbia (2012) case, and a third section containing three open-ended 

questions.  Findings were divided into the same three sections.   
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General Information about Participants 

The information discussed in this section is drawn from the first section of the 

survey.  The reason for its collection was to offer the current researcher the opportunity to 

link findings from the Likert response and open ended sections that follow to 

demographic information.   

Figure 1 shows the distribution of teaching experience of the participants.  The 

years of experience of the educators who participated was reported in six choices 0-3 

years, 3-5 years, 5-10 years, 10-15 years, 15-20 years, and 20 or more years. Five (20%) 

of the participants had been teaching for 0-3 years, seven (28%) had been teaching for 3-

5 years, two (8%) had been teaching 5-10 years, five (20%) had been teaching 10-15 

years, three (15%) had been teaching for 15-20 years, and two (8%) had been teaching 

for twenty or more years.  One (4%) did not respond to the question.   

 

Figure 1. Years of teaching experience. 

Figure 2 displays the grade level respondents work with as special educators.  

Four (12%) respondents reported working solely with students in the kindergarten 
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four through seven.  The largest cluster of respondents, nine (36%), worked with students 

from grades Kindergarten through seven.  Six (24%) respondents worked solely with 

students in grades eight though twelve.  Four (16%) of respondents did not find a 

selection that matched their assigned grade level so they chose to create a new entry or 

not respond.  These entries are as follows: one (4%) respondent selected grades six 

through eight, two (8%) selected grades Kindergarten through six, and one left the 

selection blank. 

 

Figure 2. Grades worked with as a special educator. 

 Figure 3 displays the number of students designated as solely reading disabled on 

a respondents’ caseload.  Nine (36%) respondents reported having zero students on their 
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had between one and five students on their caseload with this designation, while another 

four (16%) stated that they had between five and ten such students on their caseloads.  
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and thirty of these students on their caseload.  One respondent (4%) stated that their 

caseload consisted of over thirty students (eighty-six).  

 

Figure 3. Number of students on caseload designated as having a reading disability. 

Figure 4 displays the highest level of education attained by respondents.  Five 

(20%) replied their highest level was a bachelor of education degree.  Eight (32%) replied 

that their highest attainment was a diploma in special education.  

Twelve (48%) replied their highest level of educational attainment was a master of 

education degree.  

 

Figure 4. Highest qualification held. 
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 Figure 5 details the school districts where respondents are employed.  Eight 

(32%) of respondents were employed by the Surrey School District (SD36).  Four (16%) 

of respondents were employed by the Vancouver School District (SD39).  Three (12%) 

respondents were employed by the Coquitlam School District (SD43).  Two (8%) of 

respondents were employed by the Central Okanagan School District (SD23).  The 

remaining eight (32%) responses came from eight separate districts: Kootenay-Columbia 

School District (SD20), West Vancouver School District (SD45), Chilliwak School 

District (SD33), North Vancouver School District (SD44), Richmond School District 

(SD38), Comox School District (SD71), and Burnaby School District (SD41). 

 

Figure 5. Home districts of respondents. 
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Likert Scale Findings 

The second part of the survey was designed to examine the ways in which special 

education teachers attending the LATA conference in Vancouver, BC on October 23rd, 

2016 provide remedial support to those students on their caseload designated as having a 

RD. Respondents could respond using a 5 point Likert scale where 5 meant strongly 

agree, 4 meant agree, 3 was unsure, 2 was disagree and 1 was strongly disagree. A 

summary of the frequency of responses for the 12 Likert scale statements is in table 1.  

Table 1. Total Frequency of Responses for 12 Likert Statements.  

 Likert Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

Disagree 
 
2 

Unsure 
 
3 

Agree 
 
4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
 
1. I believe the 
Moore V. British 
Columbia case has 
changed the way 
British Columbia 
Special Educators do 
their job. 
 

 
2 (8%) 

 
2 (8%) 

 
12 (48%) 

 
6 (24%) 

 
3 (12%) 

 
2. My district offers 
a separate 
segregated program 
that provides 
intensive and explicit 
support for RD 
students  

 
5 (20%) 

 
2 (8%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
8 (32%) 

 
10 (40%) 

 
3. Students in my 
district are usually 
designated before 
Grade Four 
  

 
6 (24%) 

 
5 (20%) 

 
5 (20%) 

 
8 (32%) 

 
1 (1%) 



READING DISABILITIES IN BC  
 

39 

 
Likert Statement	

 
 Strongly  
Disagree 

1	

 
 Disagree 

 
2	

 
 Unsure 

 
3	

 
 Agree 

 
4	

 
 Strongly 

Agree 
5	

 
4. On average I feel 
that I am able to 
offer my RD 
students adequate 
time for remediation 
 

 
6 (24%) 

 
13 (52%) 

 
2 (8%) 

 
3 (12%) 

 
1 (4%) 

5. I am able to offer 
RD students on my 
caseload more than 
one hour of 
remediation each 
week 

 
 4 (16%) 

 
 6 (24%) 

  
 1 (4%) 

 
 9 (36%) 

 
 5 (20%) 

6.  I work on a one-
to-one basis with RD 
students for more 
than two hours per 
week.  
 

 17 (68%)  4 (16%)  1 (4%)  2 (8%)  1 (4%) 

 
7. When working 
with RD students, I 
work with groups 
that have more than 
three students 
 

 
2 (8%) 

 
4 (16%) 

 
1 (4%) 

 
8 (32%) 

 
10 (40%) 

 
8. My preferred 
form of support is 
in-class support 
when working with 
RD students. 
  

 
4 (16%) 

 
10 (40%) 

 
4 (16%) 

 
4 (16%) 

 
3 (12%) 

 
9. My preferred 
form of support is 
pullout support 
when working with 
RD students. 

 
2 (8%) 

 
3 (12%) 

 
4 (16%) 

 
8 (32%) 

 
8 (32%) 
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 Likert Statement	 Strongly 
Disagree 

1	

Disagree 
 
2	

Unsure 
 
3	

Agree 
 
4	

Strongly 
Agree 

5	
 
10. When I am 
providing in-class 
support I feel my 
tasks are clearly 
differentiated from 
those of an 
Education Assistant 

 
4 (16%) 

 
6 (24%) 

 
3 (12%) 

 
8 (32%) 

 
4 (16%) 

 
11.  I am given 
adequate time to 
plan with classroom 
teachers when 
providing in-class 
support. 

 13 (52%)  11 (44%)  0 (0%)   1 (4%)  0 (0%) 

 
12. When working 
with RD students I 
monitor their 
progress frequently 
  

 
0 (0%) 

 
2 (8%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
14 (56%) 

 
9 (36%) 

 

As seen in table 1 research question one “When is the student assessed?” is 

addressed by survey statement three “Students in my district are usually designated 

before grade four” (Appendix A).  The response to this statement was varied, with 24% 

and 20% either strongly disagreeing or disagreeing.  Twenty percent of respondents were 

unsure of when students were usually assessed.  Lastly, 32% and 4% agreed or strongly 

agreed with the statement presented. 

Research question two “What is the preferred location of special educators when 

offering remediation service to students identified as having a RD?”, is addressed by 

survey statements eight and nine.  Statement eight asks respondents to rate their level of 

agreement with the statement “My preferred form of support is in-class support when 
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working with RD students” (Appendix A).  A slight majority of respondents to this 

question either strongly disagreed (16%) or disagreed (40%) with the statement.  Sixteen 

percent of respondents were unsure, sixteen percent agreed, and twelve percent strongly 

agreed.   

Statement nine asked respondents to rate their level of agreement with the 

statement “My preferred form of support is pullout support when working with RD 

students” (Appendix A).  In response to this statement a clear majority of respondents 

either agreed (32%) or strongly agreed (32%).  Sixteen percent of respondents were 

unsure, twelve percent disagreed, and eight percent strongly disagreed. 

Research question two is analyzed further by showing responses to statements 

eight and nine in relation to the number of years the respondent has taught.  Figure 6 

details responses to statement eight “My preferred form of support is in-class support…” 

(Appendix A) and Figure 7 details responses in relation to years taught to statement nine 

(“my preferred form of support is pullout…”, Appendix A). 

Figure 6 is a visual representation of responses to the statement “My preferred 

form of support is in-class support when working with RD students” (Appendix A).  

Responses were grouped together by the number of years the respondent indicated they 

had been teaching.  For those teachers who had been teaching for zero to three years there 

were a total of five responses and each option, strongly disagree, disagree, unsure, agree, 

and strongly agree, garnered one response.  For those teachers who indicated they had 

been teaching three to five years there were seven responses.  Three respondents in this 

experience range indicated that they disagreed with the statement and two indicated that 

they strongly disagreed.  One of the respondents in the three to five years of experience 
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range was unsure, while one agreed with the statement.  In the five to ten years of 

experience grouping there were two responses.  One respondent in this grouping strongly 

disagreed with the statement and one strongly agreed.  In the ten to fifteen years of 

teaching experience grouping there were five respondents.  Three of these respondents 

disagreed with the statement, one was unsure, and one strongly agreed.  In the fifteen to 

twenty years of experience grouping there were three respondents.  One respondent 

disagreed, one was unsure, and one agreed.  In the twenty or more years of experience 

there were two respondents.  One of the respondents disagreed with the statement and 

one was unsure.      

 

 

 

Figure 6.  In-class support as preferred form of support. 

 Figure 7 is a visual representation of responses to the statement “My preferred 

form of support is pullout support when working with RD Students” (Appendix A).  

Responses were grouped together by the number of years the respondent indicated they 
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had been teaching.  For those teachers who had been teaching for zero to three years there 

were a total of five responses and each option, strongly disagree, disagree, unsure, agree, 

and strongly agree, garnered one response.  For those teachers who indicated they had 

been teaching three to five years there were seven responses.  Four of the responses were 

in the strongly agree category, one was in the unsure category, and two were in the 

disagree category.  In the five to ten years of teaching experience grouping there were 

two responses.  One response was in the strongly agree category and one was in the 

unsure category.  In the ten to fifteen years of experience grouping there were five 

responses.  Two of the responses were in the strongly agree category, two in the agree 

category and one in the unsure category.  In the fifteen to twenty years of experience 

grouping there were three responses.  One response was in the strongly agree category, 

one in the agree category, and one in the unsure category.  In the twenty years and more 

grouping there were two responses, both of which were in the agree category. 

 

Figure 7. Pullout as preferred form of support. 
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Research question three “When offering support, whether in-class or in a separate 

location, what type of support is provided?”, was addressed by statements seven, ten, and 

twelve in the quantitative section of the survey (Appendix A).  Most respondents either 

agreed (32%) or strongly agreed (40%) with statement seven, “When working with RD 

students, I work with groups that have more than three students” (Appendix A).  One 

respondent was unsure (4%), four respondents disagreed (16%), and two respondents 

strongly disagreed (8%). 

Statement ten “When I am providing in-class support I feel my tasks are clearly 

differentiated from those of an education assistant” (Appendix A) had a strongly disagree 

response rate of 16%.  An additional six respondents (24%) disagreed, three respondents 

(12%) were unsure, eight (32%) agreed and four (16%) strongly agreed. 

Statement twelve “When working with a RD student I monitor their progress 

frequently” (Appendix A), contained the second most unequivocal results in this section 

of the survey.  No respondents (0%) strongly disagreed, two respondents (8%) disagreed, 

no respondents were unsure (0%), fourteen respondents (56%) agreed, and nine 

respondents (36%) strongly agreed. 

The fourth research question was addressed by the Likert response section of the 

survey through statements four, five, and eleven (Appendix A).  Statement four asked 

respondents to respond to the statement, “On average I feel that I am able to offer my RD 

student adequate time for remediation” (Appendix A).  Six respondents (24%) strongly 

disagreed, thirteen respondents (52%) disagreed, two respondents (8%) were unsure, 

three respondents (12%) agreed, and one respondent (4%) strongly agreed.   
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Statement five sought to determine respondents level of agreement with the 

statement, “I am able to offer RD students on my caseload more than one hour of 

remediation each week” (Appendix A).  Four respondents (16%) strongly disagreed, six 

respondents (24%) disagreed, one respondent (4%) was unsure, nine respondents (36%) 

agreed, and five respondents 20% strongly agreed.   

Statement six sought to determine respondents level of agreement with the 

statement, “I work on a one-to-one basis with RD students for more than two hours per 

week” (Appendix A).  The clear majority of respondents either strongly disagreed (68%) 

or disagreed (16%) with the statement.  Agreement was limited to eight percent (agree) 

and four percent (strongly agree).  An additional four percent (or one respondent) were 

unsure about the statement. 

Statement eleven presented respondents with the following statement: “I am given 

adequate time to plan with classroom teachers when providing in-class support” 

(Appendix A).  Responses to this question were almost uniformly in the strongly disagree 

(52%) or disagree (44%) sections of the survey.  Only one respondent (4%) agreed with 

the statement, while none were in strong agreement or unsure. 

Special educators from the Surrey School District (SD36) responded to the 

distributed survey in greater numbers than special educators from any other district (eight 

completed surveys, or 32%).  Due to this response rate the current researcher has broken 

down the Likert scale findings to show the SD36 results apart from the other districts.  

After presenting the findings in Table 2, this researcher will briefly discuss the 

similarities and differences with the broader results for select questions.  The questions 
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discussed will be selected because of their relevance to the findings discussed in the fifth 

chapter of this study. 

Table 2. Total Frequency of Responses for 12 Likert Statements from SD36 Respondents. 

Likert Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

Disagree 
 
2 

Unsure 
 
3 

Agree 
 
4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
 
1. I believe the 
Moore V. British 
Columbia case has 
changed the way 
British Columbia 
Special Educators 
do their job. 
 

 
2 (25%) 

 
1 (12.5%) 

 
2 (25%) 

 
2 (25%) 

 
1 (12.5%) 

 
2. My district 
offers a separate 
segregated 
program that 
provides intensive 
and explicit 
support for RD 
students  

 
3 (37.5%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
3 (37.5%) 

 
2 (25%) 

 
3. Students in my 
district are usually 
designated before 
Grade Four 
  

 
 
 
 
 

3 (37.5%) 

 
 
 
 
 

1 (12.5%) 

 
 
 
 
 

2 (25%) 

 
 
 
 
 

2 (25%) 

 
	
	
	

  
 
 0 (0%)	

 
4. On average I feel 
that I am able to 
offer my RD 
students adequate 
time for 
remediation 
 

 
4 (50%) 

 
4 (50%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
0 (0%) 
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Likert Statement	 Strongly 
Disagree 

1	

Disagree 
 
2	

Unsure 
 
3	

Agree 
 
4	

Strongly 
Agree 

5	
 
 
5. I am able to offer 
RD students on my 
caseload more than 
one hour of 
remediation each 
week 
 
 
 

 
 
1 (12.5%) 

 
 
3 (37.5%) 

 
 

0 (0%) 

 
 
3 (37.5%) 

 
 

1 (12.5%) 

 
6. I work on a one-
to-one basis with 
RD students for 
more than two 
hours per week.  
 

 
6 (75%) 

 
1 (12.5%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
1 (12.5%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
7. When working 
with RD students, I 
work with groups 
that have more 
than three students 
 

 
1 (12.5%) 

 
1 (12.5%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
3 (37.5%) 

 
3 (37.5%) 

 
8. My preferred 
form of support is 
in-class support 
when working with 
RD students. 
  

 
2 (25%) 

 
3 (37.5%) 

 
1 (12.5%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
2 (25%) 

 
9. My preferred 
form of support is 
pullout support 
when working with 
RD students. 
 

 
1 (12.5%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
1 (12.5%) 

 
2 (25%) 

 
4 (50%) 
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Likert Statement	 Strongly 
Disagree 

1	

Disagree 
 
2	

Unsure 
 
3	

Agree 
 
4	

Strongly 
Agree 

5	
 
 
 
 
10. When I am 
providing in-class 
support I feel my 
tasks are clearly 
differentiated from 
those of an 
Education 
Assistant 
 

 
 
 
 

3 (37.5%) 

 
 
 
 

1 (12.5%) 

 
 
 
 

1 (12.5%) 

 
 
 
 

2 (25%) 

 
 
 
 

1 (12.5%) 

 
11.  I am given 
adequate time to 
plan with classroom 
teachers when 
providing in-class 
support. 
 

 
5 (62.5%) 

 
3 (37.5%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
0 (4%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
12. When working 
with RD students I 
monitor their 
progress frequently 
  

 
0 (0%) 

 
0 (0%) 

 
1 (12.5%) 

 
3 (37.5%) 

 
4 (50%) 

 

Statement one asked respondents to rate their level of agreement with the 

statement “I believe the Moore V. British Columbia case has changed the way British 

Columbia Special Educators do their job”.  Special educators from SD36 had a varied 

response: two (25%) strongly disagreed, one (12.5%) disagreed, two (25%) were unsure, 

two agreed (25%), and one strongly agreed (12.5%).  The wider survey results saw two 

(8%) respondents strongly disagree, two (8%) disagree, twelve (48%) say they were 

unsure, six (24%) agree, and three (12%) strongly agree. 
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The second Likert Statement asked respondents to answer the statement “My 

district offers a separate segregated program that provides intensive and explicit support 

for RD students”.  Respondents from SD36 replied to the statement in the following 

manner:  three (37.5%) expressed strong disagreement, three (37.5%) agreed with the 

statement, and two (25%) expressed strong agreement.  The wider survey results saw five 

(20%) respondents express strong disagreement, two (8%) express disagreement, eight 

(32%) agree, and ten (40%) strongly agree. 

The third Likert statement on the survey asked respondents to rate their response 

to the following survey: “Students in my district are usually designated before grade 

four” (Appendix A).  The results from SD36 showed three respondents (37.5%) strongly 

disagreeing, one respondent (12.5%) disagreeing, one (12.5%) expressing uncertainty 

two (25%) agreeing, and one (12.5%) strongly agreeing.  The general results showed the 

following outcome with six (24%) respondents and five (20%) either strongly disagreeing 

or disagreeing.  Five respondents (20%) were unsure of when students were usually 

assessed.  Lastly, eight 32% and 4% agreed or strongly agreed with the statement 

presented. 

Respondents from SD36 answered the fourth Likert statement on the survey, “On 

average I feel that I am able offer my RD students adequate time for remediation” 

(Appendix A), the following way: four (50%) strongly disagreed and four (50%) 

disagreed.  The general survey results were as follows: six (24%) strongly disagreed, 

thirteen (52%) disagreed, two (8%) were unsure, three (12%) agreed, and one (4%) 

strongly agreed.  
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 The fifth statement on the Likert survey asked respondents to respond to the 

statement “I am able to offer RD students on my caseload more than one hour of 

remediation each week” (Appendix A).  Respondents from SD36 were split on this issue 

with one (12.5%) strongly disagreeing, three (37.5%) disagreeing, three (37.5%) 

agreeing, and one (12.5%) strongly agreeing.  Comparatively, the results from 

respondents taken in their entirety were as follows: four (16%) strongly disagreed, six 

(disagreed), one (4%) was unsure, nine (36%) agreed, and five (20%) strongly agreed. 

The sixth Likert statement, “I work on a one-to-one basis with RD students for 

more than two hours per week” (Appendix A), saw SD36 participants respond as follows: 

six (75%) strongly disagreed, one (12.5%) disagreed, and one (12.5%) agreed.  The 

general responses were as follows: seventeen (68%) strongly disagreed, four (16%) 

disagreed, one (4%) was unsure, two (8%) agreed, and one (4%) strongly agreed. 

Statement eight on the survey asked respondents to rate how they feel about the 

following statement: “My preferred form of support is in-class support when working 

with RD students” (Appendix A).  Two respondents (25%) from SD36 strongly disagreed 

with the statement and three (37.5%) disagreed. One respondent (12.5%) from SD36 was 

unsure and two (25%) strongly agreed.  The general results showed somewhat more 

diversity.  Four respondents strongly disagreed (16%) and ten (40%) disagreed.  Four 

respondents (16%) were unsure, four (16%) agreed, and three (12%) were in strong 

agreement.  

Statement nine on the survey asked respondents to how they feel about the 

following statement: “My preferred form of support is pullout support when working 

with RD students” (Appendix A).  Special educators from SD36 responded with one 
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respondent strongly disagreeing with the statement (12.5%), two respondents (25%) 

agreeing with the statement, and four respondents (50%) strongly agreeing with the 

statement.  The general results of the survey were somewhat more diverse: two 

respondents (8%) strongly disagreed, three (12%) agreed, four (16%) were unsure, eight 

(32%) agreed, and eight (32%) strongly agreed. 

Open-Ended Responses 

 The open-ended section of the survey consisted of three questions (Appendix A).  

The first question asked respondents if they are aware of the Moore v. British Columbia 

(2012) court case, and if they are, in what way, if any, had it altered how services are 

delivered in their school.  The second and third questions sought to find more detailed 

information about the type of remediation services offered by special educators when 

pullout or in-class support, respectively, is utilized. 

 

Figure 8. Awareness of Moore v. British Columbia (2012). 

 The first question had a 72% response rate and from those responses 32%, or 

eight respondents, indicated that they are aware of the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) 

case.  The responses to the first question were unique, making any thematic 

categorization difficult.  The data for this question will be reported by grouping the eight 
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responses into three groups: responses from SD36 (Surrey), SD 43 (Coquitlam), and 

responses from districts with only one completed survey.  

One respondent from SD36 indicated that “there has been recognition of 

increased services to students” at the elementary level.  This respondent noted that SD36 

has created “many separate programs…to support students who need more intensive 

support”.  One respondent demonstrated their knowledge of the importance of early 

assessment in the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) case.   This respondent from SD36 

noted that students are not assessed in that district until grade 3.  This, the respondent 

reasoned, “impacts the amount of service students in the primary grades receive for 

learning/reading difficulties”.  A third respondent from SD36 noted “there is more intent 

to help struggling readers” but added that no extra financial support has been 

forthcoming.   

 A respondent from SD43 stated that there has been a continued “reduction in the 

number of spots available in short term specialized placements”.  A different respondent 

from SD43 wrote that “accountability” has increased, and along with that accountability, 

however, has come a requirement to accept “political” decisions.  Another SD43 

respondent argued that the district’s “senior leadership team” is “very aware of [sic] legal 

implications”. 

There was one response from a teacher in SD39 (Vancouver).  This respondent 

noted “students with reading disabilities are included in the classroom setting”.  This 

respondent continued that “not enough support is provided for the dyslexic student” and 

highlighted the fact that many of these students receive private tutoring or have had a 

costly private school experience prior to entering public school.  One respondent from 
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SD44 (North Vancouver) indicated that the amount and consistency of paperwork has 

increased since the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) decision. 

 The second question in the open-ended response section (Appendix A) asked 

participants to provide the remediation strategies they used when working with students 

diagnosed with an RD when working in a pullout setting.  This question had a positive 

response rate of 80% (or 20 respondents).  Responses will be grouped into two 

categories, those offering some specific programs used for intervention and those that 

offer generic strategies. 

 Of the 20 responses, 12 respondents (60%) used strategies that were not part of 

any specific intervention program.  As seen in Figure 9 decoding was the strategy 

respondents cited that they taught most often to RD students in a pullout setting.  This 

strategy was cited by 8 of the 12 respondents, or 66%.  The second most common 

strategy, phonological skills, was included in 6 of the 12 responses, or 50%.  Repeated 

reading/fluency and reading comprehension strategies, respectively, were taught in a 

pullout setting by 4 of the 12 respondents, or 33%.  Reading strategies were taught by 3 

of the 12 respondents, or 25% and sight words were taught by 2 of the 12 respondents, or 

16%. 
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Figure 9. Strategies used in pullout support. 

Eight of the twenty respondents mentioned specific commercial reading 

intervention programs used when working with RD students in a pullout setting.  The 

most common commercial intervention utilized was the Fountas and Pinnell (2010) 

benchmarking system.  This system was noted by three of the eight respondents (37.5%), 

all of whom taught in the Surrey School District.   

Several other interventions were generated at least two responses. Levelled 

Literacy Intervention (Fountas, 2009) was mentioned by 2 respondents (25%).  Adrienne 

Gear’s Reading Power (2015) program was mentioned by two respondents (25%).  A 

computer literacy program, Raz Kids (LAZEL Inc., 2016), was also mentioned by two 

respondents (25%). 

The third question in the open-ended response section (Appendix A) asked 

participants to provide the remediation strategies they used when working with students 

diagnosed with an RD when providing in-class support.  Fourteen (56%) of the twenty-
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five survey respondents answered this question.  Of the eleven non-respondents, four 

(16%) explicitly stated that they do not provide in-class support.  The remaining seven 

(28%) left the question blank. 

 

Figure 10. Strategies used when offering in-class support. 

The strategies noted for this response were diverse.  Most responses were written 

in point form and contained several of the strategies listed in Figure 10.  There were four 

responses that were found on three surveys: assistive technology, reread text/fluency, 

small reading groups, and lots/everything/depends (a conglomeration of responses 

sharing a similarity in their multitude of options).  Additionally, four responses garnered 

at least two responses: reteaching content, modifications/adaptations, visuals, and 

comprehension strategies. 

 Two of the respondents stated that the researcher should refer to the previous 

question “When providing pullout support which remediation strategies do you use when 
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working with students designated as RD?” (Appendix A).  Upon referencing the previous 

question both respondents had written comprehension strategies as a technique they used 

to teach when working with RD students in a pullout setting.   
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Chapter 5 – Discussion and Conclusion 

Summary of Research 

The goal of this study was to examine how remediation services provided by 

special education teachers to students diagnosed with a reading disability (RD) have or 

have not changed since the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) ruling.  More specifically, 

do special education teachers prefer to offer support to RD students in an in-class setting 

or is a pullout model of support preferred?  This avenue of inquiry was pursued because 

place of support played a central role in the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) ruling.   

 The study used a survey to examine special educators’ knowledge of the Moore v. 

British Columbia (2012) case and their own opinions about the best way to offer 

remediation.  The survey was distributed to all attendees of the Learning Assistance 

Teachers’ Association annual conference in Vancouver, BC on October 23, 2016.   

Special educators from twelve school districts completed the survey.  Of the 250 

educators who received the survey, 25 valid surveys were returned, giving a response rate 

of 10%.   

 The surveys were collected and analysis was done to determine how the Moore v. 

British Columbia (2012) ruling had impacted remediation offered to RD students in 

British Columbia.  Data was also evaluated to determine how special education teachers 

performed their role when tasked with providing remediation to RD students.  Both 

qualitative and quantitative data were obtained and examined. 

 The findings of this study are discussed in three sections.  The first section 

examines the responses to the Likert statement section of the survey.  The second section 
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discusses the responses to the open-ended response questions.  A third section deals 

directly with questions related to the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) case.   

Discussion of Key Findings and Conclusions 

 Likert statements.  The first research question of this study sought to determine 

when assessment of students suspected of having a RD occurred.  The need for early 

assessment can be seen in the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) case as Jeffery Moore’s 

psychoeducational assessment and subsequent designation as a student with a RD 

occurred when he was in the second grade (Moore v. British Columbia, 2012).  This 

assessment led to the finding that Jeffrey required more intensive remediation than he had 

been receiving in the general education classroom and suggested that he attend the 

Diagnostic Centre (Charney & Kraicer, 2012).  The longer this assessment had been 

delayed, despite clear signs that it was needed, the longer adequate intervention would 

have been postponed (Charney & Kraicer, 2012).   

 This research question was addressed by the third statement in the Likert 

statement section of the survey, which read “Students in my district are usually 

designated before Grade Four” (Appendix A).  The responses were mixed, but a plurality 

of respondents selected either strongly disagree (24%) or disagree (20%).   The greatest 

number of responses selected were in the agree (32%) category.  The strongly agree 

option received a single response (4%) and unsure received 5 responses (20%).   

When these results were analyzed by looking at a single district (SD36) 37.5% 

and 12.5% of respondents either strongly disagreed or disagreed.  The remaining half of 

respondents from SD36 were either unsure (25%) or agreed with the statement (25%). 
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When analyzed collectively the responses to this statement seem to indicate that each 

district has its own policy, but analyzing responses from a single district, SD36, offers a 

different view.  The responses from SD36 indicate special educators are not aware of a 

district policy on assessment.  This divergence of opinion shows a lack of consistency 

and, if there is a district policy set by upper administration, it shows a lack of 

communication.  These findings may also indicate that many students who need to be 

assessed are not being assessed before grade four.  One of the key caveats in the Moore v. 

British Columbia (2012), at least in this authors opinion, is that Jeffery Moore had 

displayed clear signs that he needed to be assessed at an earlier age than he was.   

   Educators will encounter many students in the early primary grades who have 

difficulty reading and not all of them are going to have a RD.  If early assessment of 

students who are showing clear warning signs of RD is to occur Kauffman, Anastasiou, 

and Maag (2017) argue that educators must be willing to accept false positives.  

Kauffman et al., (2017) make a strong case for the need to accept false positives to 

provide early intervention rather than offering no services and/or assessment and risking 

a false negative outcome.  

The second research question in this study sought to determine the preferred 

location of special educators when offering remediation service to students identified as 

having a RD.  The preferred location of special educators when offering remediation was 

discussed in statements eight and nine of the Likert section of the survey (Appendix A).  

The responses indicate a clear, but not overwhelming, preference amongst special 

educators who participated in this survey for pullout support.   
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When presented with the statement “My preferred form of support is in class 

support...” (Appendix A) four respondents (16%) strongly disagreed and ten (40%) 

disagreed.  Conversely, three respondents (12%) strongly agreed and four (16%) agreed 

with the statement.  The remaining four (16%) were unsure.   

When presented with the opposite statement, “My preferred form of support is 

pullout…” (Appendix A) most respondents either agreed or strongly agreed.  Eight 

respondents agreed (32%) and eight strongly agreed (32%).  Disagreement with this 

statement measured two respondents (8%) strongly disagreeing and three respondents 

(12%) disagreeing.  An additional four respondents (16%) were unsure.   

When SD36 was examined individually very similar, but more pronounced, 

results were found.  When presented with the statement “My preferred form of support is 

in-class support” (Appendix A), two respondents (25%) strongly disagreed and three 

respondents (37.5%) disagreed.  One respondent was unsure (12.5%) and two 

respondents (25%) strongly agreed.   

The statement “My preferred form of support is pullout…” (Appendix A), when 

analyzed from the perspective SD36 respondents is like the broader findings discussed 

above, with a clear majority agreeing or strongly agreeing with the statement.  Two 

respondents (25%) agreed with the statement and four respondents (50%) strongly 

agreed.  Disagreement with the statement by SD36 educators was marginal with only one 

respondent (12.5%) strongly disagreeing and one respondent (12.5%) expressing that 

they were unsure. 

These findings indicate survey respondents, a group of special educators from 

across British Columbia, prefer to offer remediation to students identified as having a RD 
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in a pullout setting.  The reasons for this are left to speculation as the survey did not set 

out to determine why special educators feel this way.  Survey respondents are certainly 

not alone in feeling that the general education classroom is not the only setting in which 

an RD child can receive their education.  Fuchs and Fuchs (1995) argue that the 

mainstream classroom cannot accommodate all students all the time.  One of the reasons 

for this, contend Fuchs and Fuchs (1995), is the need for an intense focus upon the 

individual student’s needs.  This diversity means changing not just the “how” of 

instruction, but changing what is being taught to each student (Baker & Zigmond, 1995).   

Kauffman et al., (2017) have continued this discussion by arguing for a separate system 

of special education based upon a scientific understanding of the conditions being treated, 

a system responsive to the individual needs of every student enrolled in it.  Finally, as 

discussed throughout this paper, the ruling by the SCC in Moore v. British Columbia 

(2012) has a clear implication upon the role place should play in meeting the needs of RD 

students in British Columbia.   

The fourth research question, “How much support is offered to students identified 

as having a RD?” (Appendix A), sought to determine if the finding that “effective special 

education encompasses low student-to-staff ratios, intensive and prescribed instruction in 

basic skills, frequent performance monitoring and opportunities for one-to-one 

instruction” (Volonino & Zigmond, 2007, p. 297) was being met by British Columbia 

special educators.  Three statements in the Likert section of the survey (Appendix A) 

pertained directly to this research question.   

Statement two asked participants to respond to the statement “My district offers a 

separate segregated program…for RD students” (Appendix A).  Five (20%) respondents 
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to this statement strongly disagreed, two (8%) disagreed, zero (0%) were unsure, eight 

(32%) agreed, and ten (40%) strongly agreed.  On the surface this finding shows that 

upper administration in school districts have recognized the need to offer RD students an 

alternative to regular classroom placement, however, when the results from SD36 are 

analyzed what appears is a lack of awareness on the part of special educators.  

  The responses from the SD36 special educators to this statement were telling in 

their diversity.  Three (37.5%) of respondents strongly disagreed, 0 (0%) disagreed, zero 

(0%) were unsure, three (37.5%) agreed, and two (25%) strongly agreed.  In what was 

presented as more of yes or no type of statement one would expect to only find strongly 

agree and agree responses, or their opposite.  This researcher questions the results for this 

statement as each district does or does not offer such a segregated program.  If SD36 

offers this program, why did three respondents (one shy of half) strongly disagree with its 

existence?  If it does not offer such a program why did 67.5% of respondents state the 

opposite.  The subjectivity of responses to an objective statement places the findings for 

this statement in doubt. 

A slight majority of special educators who responded to the survey felt they 

offered at least one hour of remediation to RD students on their caseload each week (20% 

strongly agreed and 30% agreed).  When presented with the statement “I work on a one-

to-one basis with RD students for more than two hours per week” (Appendix A) an 

overwhelming majority of respondents either strongly disagreed (68%) or disagreed 

(16%).  

When the findings were disaggregated to reflect only the outcomes from SD36 an 

equal number of survey respondents agreed (37.5%) or strongly agreed (12.5%) with the 
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statement “I am able to offer RD students on my caseload more than one hour of 

remediation each week” (Appendix A) as those that disagreed (37.5%) or strongly 

disagreed (12.5%).  A strong majority of SD36 educators strongly disagreed (75%) or 

disagreed (12.5%) with the statement “I work on a one-to-one basis with RD students for 

more than two hours per week” (Appendix A). 

These findings indicate that the amount of remediation each student designated 

with a RD receives per week is on average at least one hour, but less than two hours.  The 

intensive and explicit reading instruction described by McLeskey and Waldron (2011) is 

not possible in this brief period.  Additional instructional time, argue Fletcher and 

Vaughn (2009) requires forty to sixty minutes per day.  This instruction should occur for 

four to five days a week.  This instruction, in the British Columbia context, would likely 

take the RD student out of their class for the entirety of their Language Arts instructional 

period.       

    The fourth statement on the Likert section of the survey presented respondents 

with the statement “On average I feel that I am able to offer my RD students adequate 

time for remediation” (Appendix A).  This statement had a strongly disagree response of 

24% and a disagree response of 52%.  Such strong disagreement to the response indicates 

that for most respondents the amount of remediation time RD students receive is 

inadequate based upon their needs.  When one remembers that the support Jeffery Moore 

received prior to leaving the public system included “two 30-minutes sessions of 

individual assistance in the Learning Assistance Centre, two 40-minute periods of 

individual assistance with a tutor in the Learning Assistance Centre, and four 40-minute 

sessions with an aide, primarily in the classroom” (Moore v. British Columbia, 2012), the 
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level of support currently offered to RD students may be on parallel level, or it may be 

significantly below the level received by Jeffery Moore in Moore v. British Columbia 

(2012).  The difficulty in analyzing this question any deeper is in large part due to the 

wording of statement five.  The statement simply reads “I am able to offer RD students 

on my caseload more than one hour of remediation each week” (Appendix A); it does not 

ask if this remediation occurs in a one-to-one setting.  

The twelfth Likert statement received an unusually positive response, and though 

its relation to the research questions can be seen as tangential, the findings should be 

noted.  The Likert statement “When working with RD students I monitor their progress 

frequently” saw two (8%) respondents disagree, fourteen (56%) agree, and nine (36%) 

strongly agree.  This indicates that no matter the beliefs of responding special educators 

they do monitor the progress of these students frequently.  Such frequent progress 

monitoring is, as described by McLeskey and Waldron (2011), an essential component of 

instruction for RD students.  

Open-ended questions. The open-ended section of the survey consisted of three 

questions.  Questions two and three sought to answer the third research question “When 

offering support, whether in-class or in a separate location, what type of support is 

provided?”.  The second question asked respondents to describe strategies they used 

when providing pullout support and the third asked respondents to provide strategies they 

used when providing in-class support (Appendix A).  The lens that will be used to 

analyze the responses is provided by Swanson (2008) who argued that successful 

instruction for RD students consists of four essential components: (1) explicit and 

systematic instruction; (2) phonemic awareness and phonics instruction; (3) higher 
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processing skills such as fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension need to be taught from 

the start of reading instruction; and (4) small group instruction is the best grouping 

structure for students who have a RD. 

 The greatest number of responses to the open-ended question requesting 

respondents to describe strategies used when providing pullout support fall into the 

grouping of what Bentum (2003) would label “eclectic” (p. 375).  These “eclectic” 

approaches (Bentum, 2003, p. 375) are not part of any systematic commercial program.  

The greatest number of responses in the eclectic category fell under the label of 

“decoding strategies”.  Unfortunately, this is too broad of a response to determine 

whether it is a system of explicit and systematic instruction. The next most frequent 

response was phonics, a response one can safely assume would meet Swanson’s (2008) 

second requirement for successful reading instruction for RD students.  Fluency and 

reading comprehension strategies were also common responses.  This indicates many 

respondents were meeting the third component of Swanson’s (2008) framework. 

 Several in-class support strategies described by the respondents met the criteria 

set forth by Swanson (2008) although much of what was provided was too vague to be 

considered useful.  Three respondents stated they provide a strategy they labelled reread 

text.  If this means they work with RD students to help them reread text to a point of 

fluency, then this would fall into the higher processing skills described by Swanson 

(2008).  If it means that text is read to the students, the role of the special education 

teacher providing in-class support would be closer to that described by Zigmond and 

Matta (2004).  Zigmond and Matta (2004) found that special education teachers co-

teaching in the secondary classroom did not provide remedial support, but focused on 
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helping students complete assigned tasks.  The question arises, then, if this support role is 

the best use of a highly-trained educator or if it is work that could be conducted by an 

educational assistant? (Zigmond & Matta, 2004). 

The responses “lots”, “everything”, and “depends” are too vague to speculate 

about.  The responses “small group instruction” and “comprehension strategies” are 

positive signs that Swanson’s (2008) four components of reading instruction can be 

brought into the regular classroom.    

The present study determined that respondents did not feel they were offering 

adequate support to RD students they worked with and that the support they did offer fell 

short of the support that was described as inadequate in Moore v. British Columbia 

(2012).  The present study also found that most respondents preferred to offer 

remediation services in a pullout setting, and many approaches were taken when offering 

both in-class and pullout support.  The efficacy of this support was not analyzed in any 

substantive manner 

The Moore (2012) case. The Moore v. British Columbia (2012) case has played a 

central role throughout this study.  The case has served as a backdrop for the entire study 

as this researcher, in his role as a special educator, was fascinated by what he perceived 

may be possible implications arising from the case.  To gauge how other special 

educators felt regarding this case one open ended question was asked and one Likert 

statement was presented relating directly to the case.  The open-ended question, “Are you 

aware of the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) court case and if so what impacts do you 

believe it has had upon the way services are delivered in your school district? (Appendix 

A), found most respondents were either unaware of the case (40%) or did not answer the 
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question (28%).  The remainder (32%) were aware of the case.  This information was 

coupled with the first Likert statement “I believe the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) 

case has changed the way British Columbia special educators do their job” (Appendix A).  

Respondents to this statement were roughly analogous to responses to the open-ended 

question pertaining to the Moore (2012) case: one (4%) strongly disagreed, three (12%) 

disagreed, 12 (48%) were unsure, six (24%) agreed, and three (12%) strongly agreed.  

These findings indicate that if the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) case had any impact 

upon service delivery to RD students, that impact has been subtle.  A starker conclusion 

may be that unless a district has gone out of its way to change policy in relation to the 

decision, special educators have not been given any reason to be aware of the case.   

Limitations: Unresolved Problems and Weaknesses 

 Although this study had participants from twelve school districts, eight of those 

districts had only one participant.  Additionally, most respondents were from urban 

districts.  This limited response rate disqualifies this study from being generalized in any 

sense.  This limited response made identifying demographic trends a difficulty due to 

most individuals lacking demographic commonalities.  

 The use of the Likert scale also limits the depth of responses that participants 

could provide.  As useful as determining the preference of special education teachers 

when providing support to RD students was, a deeper understanding could have been 

provided by asking why respondents feel this way?   

 Lastly, the nascent research skills of the present researcher left some areas 

unexplored that could have been explored.  Some of the Likert statements should have 

been more precise, while others could have been pulled from the survey in their entirety.  
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The current researcher is reminded of the phrase about hindsight and its effect upon one’s 

vision.   

Suggestions for Further Research 

 This study sought to determine how a group of special education teachers in 

British Columbia provide remedial support to students identified as having a reading 

disability (RD).  The role of the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) decision was also 

carefully considered in how, if at all, the decision influenced remediation services for RD 

students. Three considerations for further research will be suggested. 

 First, why do special educators feel the way they do?  This study relied heavily on 

a Likert survey, something that offers data that can be quantified, but limits insight into 

why decisions are made.  Understanding why respondents to this survey felt that they did 

not offer adequate remediation time to RD students or why they preferred one form of 

support over another would be beneficial.  Similarly, understanding what respondents 

meant when, in an almost unanimous response, they stated that they did not feel they 

were given adequate time to plan with classroom teachers when providing in-class 

support would be beneficial.  How much planning time would be enough?  Would this 

even be possible given the size of some caseloads?  Without proper planning time can in-

class support be effective?  This qualitative analysis would likely present a deeper 

understanding of the beliefs, pressures, and resources of special educators in British 

Columbia. 

 Second, an examination of the role played by educational assistants (EA) when 

working with RD students would be extremely beneficial in understanding if RD students 

are receiving beneficial support from other members of district staff.  If a special 
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education teacher assumes a lesser role when providing in-class support as described by 

Volonino and Zigmond (2007), is this a role that can be played by an EA?  Determining 

the role EAs play and can play when working with RD students in British Columbia 

would be a first step. 

 Lastly, an understanding of how administrators feel about remediation for RD 

students in British Columbia should be sought.  What pressures are administrators facing 

that may influence how they instruct special education teachers to provide support?  Do 

administrators have beliefs that are different than special education teachers?  If so what 

influences these beliefs?  How familiar with the empirical literature surrounding 

placement of RD students are administrators?  

 This researcher contends that a deeper understanding of how British Columbia 

special educators work with RD students will, ultimately, only benefit those students.  

Expanding the scope of this study and including other professionals will be one way to 

develop a deeper portrait of what is happening across our province for RD students.  This 

understanding will help to ensure the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) remains an 

anomaly and not a precedent setting case.  
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Appendix A - Special Educator Survey 

 
“Reading Disabilities in BC after Moore v. British Columbia (2012)”  

Please answer the following questions and then begin the short survey. This survey is 
meant to be anonymous. Please do not identify yourself, your school or anyone else. It 
should take approximately 15 minutes to complete.  

A. Demographics  

 
1. I	am	a	Special	Education	teacher	in	a	

British	Columbia	school	district	
 
________Yes 
 
 
________ No  
Please discontinue if you selected 
“No”.  
 

 
2. I	currently	have	________	students	

designated	as	solely	reading	disabled	on	
my	caseload.	

 
 

 
3. I	currently	provide	special	education	

services	to	grades	
 
____K-3 ____8-12 

 
____4-7  ____8-10 

 
____K-7 ____11-12 
 

 

 

4. I have been teaching special 
education for  

_______0-3 years _______3-5 years 
_______5-10 years _______10-15 years 
_______15-20 years _______20+ years 
 
 

5. I	hold	the	following	qualification(s)	
 
____Bachelor of Education   

 
____Diploma in Special Education 

 
____Master of Education 

6. I	teach	in	the	following	school	district:	
	
	
__________________________________________	

 
B. Preference of Place and amount and type of service offered 
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Please read and/or refer back to the following definitions before/when completing the rest  
 
of this survey: 
 

In-class support  – Support offered by special education teachers to students identified 

as RD that occurs in the general education classroom as opposed to a self-contained 

classroom  

Pullout Support – A type of remedial support offered by the Special Educator outside of 

the regular classroom.   

Remediation – Additional support provided to student identified as reading disabled. 

Special Education Teacher – A teacher who is employed to assess, plan for, and provide 

remediation to students identified as having a disability.  In British Columbia the terms 

“learning assistance teacher”, “resource teacher”, and “support teacher” are often used 

interchangeably 

 

Please rate the following questions/statements based upon your experiences with 

providing special education services to RD students in British Columbia. 

Likert Statment Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

Disagree 
 
2 

Unsure 
 
3 

Agree 
 
4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
 
1. I believe the 
Moore V. British 
Columbia case has 
changed the way 
British Columbia 
Special Educators do 
their job. 
 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 
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2. My district offers 
a separate 
segregated program 
that provides 
intensive and explicit 
support for RD 
students  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
3. Students in my 
district are usually 
designated before 
Grade Four 
  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
4. On average I feel 
that I am able to 
offer my RD 
students adequate 
time for remediation 
 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
 
5. I am able to offer 
RD students on my 
caseload more than 
one hour of 
remediation each 
week 
 

 
 

1 

 
 

2 

 
 

3 

 
 

4 

 
 

5 

 
6.  I work on a one-
to-one basis with RD 
students for more 
than two hours per 
week.  
 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
7. My district offers 
sports academies 
and/or an outdoor 
school for students 
 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
8. My preferred 
form of support is in-

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 
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class support when 
working with RD 
students. 
  
 
9. My preferred 
form of support is 
pullout support 
when working with 
RD students. 
 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
10. When I am 
providing in-class 
support I feel my 
tasks are clearly 
differentiated from 
those of an 
Education Assistant 
 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 

11.  I am given 
adequate time to plan 
with classroom 
teachers when 
providing in-class 
support. 
 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
12. When working 
with RD students I 
monitor their progress 
frequently 
  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
Please provide any comments you have about the previous questions in the space below 
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Please answer the following questions based upon your experiences.  

 
1) Are you aware of the Moore v. British Columbia (2012) court case and if so what 

impacts do you believe it has had upon the way services are delivered in your school 

district? 

 

 
2) When providing pullout support which remediation strategies do you use when 
working with  
 
students designated as RD? 



READING DISABILITIES IN BC  
 

82 

  
 

 
 
3) When providing in-class support which remediation strategies do you use when 
working with  
 
RD students? 
 
 

 

Thank you for completing this survey.  Please place it in the drop box on your way out.  
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Appendix B: Consent Letter for Special Educators at the LATA 2016 Conference 
 

“Reading Disabilities in BC after Moore v. British Columbia (2012)” 
 

Principal Investigator – Dennis Mousseau, Master of Education Student at Vancouver 
Island University, 250-520-0224, dmousseau@sd69.bc.ca   
 
Supervisor - Rachel Moll, Ph.D., Faculty of Education, Vancouver Island University, 
250-753- 3245 (ext. 2161), Rachel.Moll@viu.ca  
 
Purpose – I am a Master’s of Educational (Leadership) student at Vancouver Island 
University.  To meet program requirements I have designed a research project on how 
Special Education teachers in British Columbia offer remediation to students diagnosed 
with Reading Disabilities.  The research will explore where, why, how, and when Special 
Educators offer services to these students.  The study will attempt to place these practices 
within the judicial decision handed down by the Supreme Court of Canada in the 2012 
case, Moore v. British Columbia.  You are being invited to participate because you are 
a Special Education teacher in a British Columbia school district.  If you are a 
teacher of another subject and/or if you are a teacher from outside of British 
Columbia, please recycle this letter and attached survey.   
 
Study Procedures -– To participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a paper-
based survey. The survey consists of 15 questions. Survey completion should take about 
10-15 minutes and your help would be appreciated. You may choose not to answer any 
question for any reason.  If you do not wish to participate please disregard the survey. 
Once you have completed the survey, please return it to the drop box provided at the 
LATA Welcome Table.  Please do not provide any information, beyond the requested 
demographic information, about yourself or others on the survey.  There are no known 
potential risks. 
 
Confidentiality – The survey is designed to be anonymous. Please do not identify 
yourself or anyone else on the survey.  When the surveys are no longer needed they will 
be destroyed.  Until that time they will be kept in a locked filing cabinet only I will have 
access to.  Information about the project will not be made public in any way that 
identifies individual participants. 
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Concerns about your treatment in the research - If you have any concerns about your 
treatment as a participant in this research, please contact the VIU Research Ethics Officer 
by telephone at 250-753-3245 (ext.2665) or by e-mail at reb@viu.ca 
Consent - Consent to participate in this survey is implied by the completion of the 
survey.  Your participation in this study is voluntary and if you do not wish to participate 
simply recycle the survey and this letter.  You may choose to not answer any question for 
any reason, once your survey has been submitted, however, your responses cannot be 
removed from the data set since they cannot be identified. The return of your 
completed survey indicates your consent to participate in the research and for the 
information you provide to be included in the results of the study.  

Contact for information about the study - The results of the study will be submitted as 
a thesis in partial fulfillment of the requirements of the Master of Education program. 
The thesis may be published in the Vancouver Island University library’s online 
repository. This research will be shared in the form of a presentation at the Annual Action 
Research Conference at Vancouver Island University in the spring of 2016. If you have 
any questions, or would like further information about the research project, please feel 
free to contact me at the email address below: dmousseau@sd69.bc.ca 

Dennis Mousseau 
 
Master of Education Student 
 
Vancouver Island University 
 
dmousseau@sd69.bc.ca 
 


