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Minutes of Meeting held on 9th May 2012 

At UCL, Gower Street, London WC1E 6BT 

Attending 

Directors Institution / Affiliation 

Lynn Greenwold (Chair) PATOSS 

Claire Jamieson UCL 

Julia Kender Independent 

Barry Johnson Dyslexia Action 

Bernadette McLean Helen Arkell Dyslexia Centre 

Judy Turner ADSHE 

Kate Saunders BDA 

Ross Cooper Independent 

 

 

1. Apologies 

Apologies were received from Alan Macgregor (BPS) 

John Rack (Independent) was not present at the meeting 

 

2. Minutes of the last meeting 

The minutes were accepted with a minor correction 

 

3. Matters Arising 

(numbering relates to the minutes of the last meeting) 

1. LG has written to GP to thank her for her contribution to SASC 

3. LG has written to Simon Bowen from BPS but has not yet 
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received a reply 

3. BJ is looking into the issue of fees for CCET/APL module courses 

4. The website has now been redesigned to incorporate advertising 

CJ reported on her discussion about digital marketing. As visitors to 
the SASC site are likely to be the target audience for advertisers it 
should not be so important to have a very high hit rate.  

RC was going to look at possible fund raisers. This is ongoing. 

5. CPD authorised training: The EltWell course has been reviewed 
and authorised 

6. Issuing bodies were notified about the revised wording of the 
APC application form.  

LG submitted an application to the Dyslexia SpLD Trust for 
additional funding and this was successful. A grant of £6940 for the 
development of the website has been approved. 

Signing off reports vicariously: BJ took this issue back to DA.        
DA procedures now allow for joint signing of reports when both 
assessors have a PC and both have been involved in the 
assessment.                         

There are still concerns about assessments (outside DA) in which 
non-qualified people are doing the bulk of the work and reports are 
then being signed off by a qualified person. SASC will put clear 
statement on the website. This is against SASC guidelines, but SFE 
is unlikely to be aware of the problem. The guidance has been 
reworded but it is very difficult to monitor practice. 

7. Courses for authorisation: JK reported that the time scale for the 
completion of the LSBU course has been extended to the end of 
2012 as the current cohort may not finish until the end of 2012. It 
was agreed that their training would still receive SASC 
accreditation.  

8. The mapping of the Dyslexia SpLD Trust Professional 
Development Framework with SASC guidance was discussed. LG 
had asked at the last meeting for board members to contact her if 
they wanted to contribute to this process, but to date there have 
been no volunteers. It was suggested the DST be approached for 
funding this work. See 4c below. 

9. STEC: LG has not had time to follow up the issue of liability 
insurance for STEC members 

10. Discrepancy Model: LG has raised point to DSSG of lack of 
consistency in SFE/BIS and SASC advice to awards officers  
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4. Finance Report 

The finances were presented and discussed at the AGM 

The development of income streams was discussed 

a) Advertising: 

JK said that there had been discussion with Lesley Monroe of Pearsons 
at the last STEC meeting in which she was asked whether Pearsons 
would be interested in advertising through SASC. She responded 
positively, in principle. 

LG showed the board the new website design with revolving advertising 
slots. Each is shown for nine seconds and there is no limit to the 
number of slots available. Clicking on a slot opens the advertiser’s 
website. The slots appear on all website pages except the Home page 
and the Assessors’ page 

We would need to aim for a minimum of six occupied slots as this is the 
number that appears on a single view. Slots would be bookable with a 
monthly fee set by SASC. £50 per month was suggested, subject to 
review. Purchasers could perhaps have a minimum sign up period of 
(e.g.) 6 months.  

SASC needs to develop an advertising policy with terms and 
conditions, including a disclaimer statement, before opening the site for 
advertising.  

Potential advertisers will need to apply and applications would be 
considered in light of the agreed policy. 

JK AND BJ WILL WORK ON THE POLICY 

JK reminded the board that SASC needs to be aware of the largely 
unremunerated administrative support provided by PATOSS. It will 
therefore be important to minimise the amount of administration 
involved in  introducing advertising to the website unless proper funding 
to PATOSS is put in place 

b) CPD Courses and the Review Process 

Increasing the fee for event listing on the website was suggested. It 
was thought that, having introduced an annual £180 registration fee 
earlier this year, it would probably not be the right time to do this. It 
might also be counter-productive, as course providers might be less 
likely to advertise if they are paying more to register their events.  

It was thought that the CPD course authorisation fee is set at the right 
level, but that the re-authorisation fee of £175 may need to be reviewed 
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in light of the number of meetings required to go through the process. 

 

c) Dyslexia SpLD Trust 

The possibility of obtaining more financial backing from the Dyslexia 
SpLD Trust for 2012-2013 was discussed. This was thought unlikely as 
funding for the Trust is at least 10% less than last year.  

However, it was suggested that we could submit proposal for further 
funding,   as an early application would be more likely to be successful. 
As funds are probably already allocated for next year, any application 
would need to fit clearly into particular trust objectives already 
established for the year. Possibly the mapping of SASC and Dyslexia 
SpLDTrust criteria (Wider Stakeholder Engagement) might be an 
objective to explore.  

LG WILL PUT TOGETHER A PROPOSAL 

d) Practising Certificate Fees 

The fee for PCs was put up last year. This issue has come up at the 
issuing bodies’ cross-organisational meetings, at which it was agreed 
that, if  fees were to be raised again, the extra money should go to the 
issuing bodies, as the monies they currently receive do not cover the 
costs incurred. Proposed fee for 2nd report review. 

See discussion under 6b & c gelow. 

Income from web listings last year was £7400 
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5. Website 

This agenda item was covered under Finance Report / Advertising 

 

6. Practising Certificates 

a) Cross-standardisation meeting report [BJ] [Notes of meeting 
Tuesday 24th April 2012 1FINAL paper circulated] 

SASC is being asked for guidance on a number of issues. 
i) PC renewal applications:  
The current criterion for approval of diagnostic assessment reports 
submitted for PC renewal is 100% accuracy in the reporting of 
scores.  
There is a proposal that if there are minor errors in scores, but 
reports are otherwise of good quality, supplementary evidence 
could be requested of the applicant. 
KS, who attended the cross-standardisation meeting, summarised 
the rationale and the proposal:   
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Sometimes reviewers see inaccuracies in test scores that may just 
be typing errors; they are minor, in that they did not lead to incorrect 
conclusions. It was thought that there should be the opportunity, if 
the report is otherwise good, to invite the person submitting the 
report to check their results. They would not be told which results or 
which part of the report to check, so onus would remain on the 
individual to find and correct their error/s.  
The critical factor should be the correct interpretation of 
results/scores.  
The applicant could make the necessary corrections without 
submitting a new report (which is the current procedure). If the 
applicant cannot correct the report, their application would be turned 
down and they would have to go though the re-submission process, 
submitting another report. 
There was discussion about whether minor errors should include 
aspects of the report other than test scores (such as word 
omissions), and the wording of guidance for applicants was 
discussed.  
The following wording was agreed: 
‘Minor errors that are technically incorrect but do not have material 
effect on the interpretation will not mean automatic rejection, 
although there would, of course, be feedback and recommendations 
made; and this will be applicable for a first report, not just a second.’ 
Examples would be minor proof reading errors relating to 
scoring*, such as in transcriptions from the body of the report to the 
table of scores; tiny transposition details from the manual/front page 
of the score sheet/s to the table; one tiny slip in the band descriptor 
in the table; one tiny slip in the confidence interval in the table. 

* this phrase was added to the wording drafted at the 
cross-organisation meeting 
NB: For further clarity it is suggested the wording be  
Minor errors which** do not have material effect on the 
interpretation will not mean automatic rejection, although 
there would, of course, be feedback and recommendations 
made; and this will be applicable for a first report, not just a 
second.’ Examples would be minor proof reading errors 
relating to scoring*, such as in transcriptions from the body 
of the report to the table of scores; tiny transposition details 
from the manual/front page of the score sheet/s to the table; 
one tiny slip in the band descriptor in the table; one tiny slip 
in the confidence interval in the table. 
 
**which replacing tautology 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 | P a g e  

 

6 

THIS WAS AGREED BY E-MAIL 
JT mentioned that at a recent ADSHE CPD training session many 
members were very embarrassed and upset at having had their 
applications for APC renewal turned down. LG suggested that 
issuing bodies should include in their feedback a statement such as: 
‘It is not at all uncommon for assessors to be asked to resubmit 
reports / to fail on first submission’.  
 

ii) Consistency of use – SDMT, WRAT 4 
SDMT: This is seen to be a useful test but there are concerns about 
the standardisation dating from 1982. It clearly needs to be re-
standardised, but it should not be removed from the list of approved 
tests until there is a suitable replacement for specialist teacher 
assessors.  
WRAT4: Guidance should be issued about the tables to use for this 
test. Grade level tables are problematic because they relate to two 
different times of year. Grade level tables should therefore not be 
used. 
 

b) Fees for 2nd reports in APC renewal and APE/L route [BJ, LG] – 
paper circulated 

It was recommended at the cross-organisational meeting and agreed 
by the SASC board that that there should be a fee for second 
submissions of PC renewal applications.  
PC issuing bodies plan to provide examples of good practice in report 
writing, with examples across the age range. These should be available 
by July this year. 
 
The PATOSS board suggests that the fee for second submissions 
should be £95 (it is £75 for the first submission).  
BJ’s line manager had asked whether it is appropriate to set a fee 
structure because of concern about creating a cartel. This could be 
looked at when SASC reviews its articles. It was agreed that it is an 
important legal issue that should be properly investigated.  
It was agreed that a £95 fee would be set for resubmissions, to come 
into effect when sample reports are available.  
 
c) Evidence requirements [LG] 

i) APE/L initial application, re-submissions 
The processing of APE/L applications is very time-consuming. The 
current fee is £175, but it was proposed that £390 would be more 
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appropriate. Even this fee would not cover processing costs. The 
current process has 3 assessment reports with DVD evidence.  
LG proposed that one report should be sufficient. 
The proposal is that the £390 fee should be set for the APL Route for 
all the issuing bodies - plus the existing fee of £90 for the Practising 
Certificate.  
Submissions could be broken down into two stage approach, with fees 
being paid at each stage.  
The proposed fee of £390 was agreed.  
LG WILL CIRCULATE TO THE BOARD MORE DETAIL ABOUT 
POSSIBLE CHANGES TO THE RE-SUBMISSION PROCESS AND 
THE PAYMENT OF FEES SO THAT A DECISION CAN BE MADE 
BEFORE THE NEXT MEETING.  
There would have to be a published date by which the change would 
be introduced, and 1st October 2012 was suggested.  
 

ii) Qualifications over 5 years old 
In order to be eligible for a Practising Certificate, applicants’ AMBDA 
level qualification must be less than five years old. If older, 
supplementary evidence needs to be submitted, for which there is an 
additional handling fee. This evidence includes a diagnostic 
assessment report produced within the last 5 years meeting SASC 
gudelines, to confirm up-to-date skills in diagnostic reporting. 
The issue has arisen that some people have an original qualification 
dating from more than five years ago, but have recently applied for and 
been given AMBDA status. It was suggested that these applicants 
would need to supply additional evidence in order to be awarded a 
Practising Certificate. 
KS was asked to update SASC about new CPD arrangements for 
renewal of AMBDA certificates which are currently being introduced, as 
she noted  these will take account of assessment in addition to 
teaching experience. This information would be useful in deciding how 
to handle PC applications from people whose circumstances are as 
described above 
KS WILL CIRCULATE INFORMATION AFTER THE NEXT BDA 
ACCREDITATION BOARD MEETING IN TWO WEEKS’ TIME 
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7. Courses for Authorisation 
a. Bath Spa University Course  

RC and BMcL are the reviewers for this course. They reported that 
the paperwork was excellent, but that the sample report included was 
not of sufficiently high standard. Had it been submitted in application 
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for a PC, it would have been turned down.  
Feedback on the report has not yet been given as it was only 
received a few days ago. 
It was agreed that the applicants should be given feedback on their 
application as a whole, much of which would be positive. They could 
also be given feedback on the report and asked how they would plan 
to use it in terms of course delivery. They would either need to 
provide another report or a clear response to the feedback. The 
matter can then be progressed. 

b. Re-authorisation: OCR – Units from Level 7 Diploma [Units 2, 
3, 4 & 5]  

The format of the course and qualification has changed and is now 
comprised of a number of units. It therefore needs to be reviewed 
again.  
CJ VOLUNTEERED TO REVIEW THE COURSE with LG 
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8. STEC Report [AM] 
JK and BJ gave an oral report: 
There was a meeting in January with Lesley Monroe of Pearsons (see 
7 Finance Report / Advertising above).  
There is progress on the issue of supplying tests for review. Test 
companies are very keen to get their tests approved by STEC.  
There was discussion about tests that become out of date or 
superseded. Guidance is needed as to when these tests should be 
removed from the list of approved assessment tools.  
ADHD Assessment: SFE has asked SASC about tests used in the 
assessment of ADHD. There are parallels with dyspraxia in terms of 
educational effects. It was thought that this could be an issue for 
discussion at a STEC meeting 

 

 

9. CPD authorised training – Progress report [LG] 
This was covered in the AGM earlier in the day. 

 

10. Any other business  
a) There has been a query (from Kathryn Benzine of Dyslexia Action) 
about academic credit rating for SASC authorised courses leading to 
an APC 
SASC has not looked at credit ratings related to contact hours, as the 
focus of SASC has been on outcomes. 
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b) Renaming of CCET:  
The certification is to be named Test User: Educational, Ability and 
Attainment (CCET).  

11. Dates of future meetings  
 
Tuesday 6th November 2012; 11.00 – 3.00 
Tuesday 17th  January  2013; 11.00 – 3.00 [note rescheduled via e-
mail] 
Tuesday 11th June 2013 AGM followed by meeting 11.00 – 3.00 
 
CJ TO LOOK INTO UCL ROOM BOOKINGS 
As there may be wider attendance at the AGM in 2013 a larger room 
will be applied for 
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