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Minutes of Meeting held on 19th November 2013 

11 a.m. – 3.30 p.m. 

Hilton Hotel, Euston, 17-18 Upper Woburn Place London WC1H 0HT 

 

Attending 

Directors Institution / Affiliation 

Lynn Greenwold (Chair) PATOSS 

Claire Jamieson (Vice Chair) Independent 

Julia Kender (Treasurer) Independent 

Barry Johnson Dyslexia Action 

Bernadette McLean Helen Arkell Dyslexia Centre 

Judy Turner ADSHE 

Katrina Cochrane (representing Kate Saunders) BDA 

Ross Cooper Independent 

John Rack Independent 

 

1. Addition to the board 

Katherine Kindersley has now joined the board but was unable to 
attend this meeting.  

Alan Macgregor is no longer a board member but will continue to 
attend meetings on behalf of BPS. 

2. Apologies 

Apologies were received from Katherine Kindersley, Kate Saunders 
and Alan Macgregor. 
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3. Minutes of the last meeting 

These were accepted with minor corrections 

 

4. Matters Arising  

4.c (Matters arising) LG has not received completed Declaration of Interest 
forms from all board members. She will email the form again. 

4. LG will be writing to CPD course providers to advise them that from April 
2014 an annual registration fee of £180 will be charged.   

4. Advertising policy: KS has shared information about the charging 
structure used by BDA charges for advertising. There is concern that the 
cost of having an agent would be greater than any resulting increase in 
revenue. It was agreed that SASC needs to have a clearer idea of its 
funding needs before a decision can be made. It was agreed that 
administration and review of PC renewal applications are seriously under-
funded. SASC also needs to fund the purchase (for STEC) of new 
assessment tests for review. 

5. Confidence Intervals: JT pointed out that ADSHE does not have a view 
on confidence intervals – there is debate about the subject but ADSHE 
follows SASC guidance. 

7. Since the last meeting a document giving guidance for the assessment 
of ADHD has been produced and published on the SASC website.    

8. Matters arising from the special meeting on 30th April 2013: 

Katherine Benzine has asked what has happened about her questions 
about the role of SASC as she hasn’t heard anything since the minutes of 
the meeting on 30th April.  

This is in process and the survey is the next stage. LG will respond to KB 

The SASC Survey 

A printout of the draft survey had been circulated for discussion. It was 
decided that it was important to open the survey as soon as possible and 
that it should remain open until 15th January 2014. Question 22 (relating to 
professional roles) is to be moved to the top of the survey. It will be put on 
the SASC website and sent directly to key people (e.g. SASC approved 
course providers and other stakeholders). Decisions still need to be made 
about analysis and means of disseminating results. Board members were 
asked to assist in disseminating. 

 

LG 

All 

 

LG 
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LG 

ALL 

5. Finance Report 

The Statutory Accounts for the year ended 31st March 2013 were 
distributed and JK talked through them.  

The current balance is £13,290.84 and approximately £2000 will need to 
be spent. We are in a better position than at same time last year. There is 
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no external funding and current revenue is from course registrations and 
APC fees. 

The accounts were accepted. 

The question of tax liability was raised. LG is confident that SASC will not 
be liable for tax but she will check with the accountant. 

NOTE: Our accountant has confirmed: The company is a mutual trading 
company. This means it is a non profit organisation and also no directors 
or staff are paid by SASC (apart from reimbursement of expenses) and as 
such does not trade. Hence it does not have a corporation tax liability. 

 

 

 

LG 

6. Practising Certificates 

a) Cross-standardisation meeting 

LG reported on the last meeting.  

Working papers from assessments: 

DA requires all working papers to be sent in with reports for review 
(renewal of APCs) so that the conversion of raw scores to standardised 
scores can be checked. PATOSS and BDA do not require working papers 
to be sent in, but PATOSS asks for them to be made available on request 
if review of the report raises questions about scoring or moderation.  

This issue was discussed under 6 b) iv. below 

The Level 7 module and general ability testing was raised at the cross-
standardisation meeting and was further discussed under 6 b) v. below. 

It was agreed that 95% confidence intervals would be promoted. Reply to 
article from Paul Strange.  

LG has written to publishers of CTOPP & TOWRE for advice about 
composite scores. They should be used within a discussion about a 
person’s cognitive profile. This reply was circulated to the board. This does 
not apply to WRIT.  

The Turner Ridsdale Digit memory test is unacceptable as an assessment 
tool as noted from STEC decision 14th November 2012 and September 
updated assessment guidance. 

b) APC renewal 
     i) Wording when candidates are above the test age.  

A draft paper form KS was distributed with two suggested alternative 
wordings. 

BJ raised the issue of cognitive decline. [BJ has published an article on 
this and will circulate to the board.] Due care needs to be taken especially 
when assessors have not been trained in this area.  An initial statement to 
cover this should be added to the wording. 
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He also said that there are more tests coming out that span the age range 
(e.g. the Woodcock 3). Most phonological processing tests do not cover a 
wide age range. Part of STEC’s role is to make people aware of tests with 
appropriate age ranges. 

After further discussion there was consensus that the introductory 
paragraph b) of KS’s paper would be appropriate as a starting point, but 
ages should not be used. Additional phrasing shown in a sample circulated 
might be drawn on: 

As these tests have not been standardised beyond a certain point, 
we cannot be sure that the scores are indicative of performance, 
particularly the further away from the ceiling we get. From the 
assessor’s point of view a comparison with scores at the test’s age 
ceiling may be indicative of relative strengths and weaknesses in 
the individual tested, and thus worthy of exploration, but even here 
we have to be cautious, because some subtests will put a greater 
load on memory and speed than others.  Competent assessors will 
be able to draw on their experience and rely on good qualitative 
analysis of performance, to indicate how the individual’s observed 
weaknesses might impact on, e.g. reading or spelling.  .  

JR agreed to draft an additional paragraph to address norm referencing.  

ii.) Reflective covering letter 

It had been agreed at the last SASC meeting that APC applicants might be 
permitted to provide a covering letter with their application assessment, in 
which they explain the reasons for specific aspects of their report with are 
not in line with SASC guidance. There was a strong view expressed that 
the report should stand on its own.  BMcL noted the supporting letter could 
provide reflection on practice. This would be like a self-evaluation which 
anticipates the likely feedback.  

KS drafted suggested wording for the instructions for applicants and JR will 
continue work on this. SASC representatives of awarding bodies will 
disseminate information about this to their organisations when agreed. 

It was pointed out that here would be cost implications for the review 
process. 

iii.) Sample reports and feedback 

Six anonymised assessment reports submitted to DA and PATOSS were 
distributed to board members with the feedback given by reviewers. These 
were reports that had failed, and the purpose of the discussion was to look 
at consistency in feedback and application of the SASC criteria. It was 
agreed that the decisions, content and level of detail in feedback was 
consistent. 

Reason for concerns: these were typical reports from people who had 
applied to either organisation who did not pass. It takes between 6 and 8 
hours to review an application and feedback is very detailed. It takes about 
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the same time to review a second submission. About the same proportion 
(a very small percentage, as reported in previous meetings) of applicants 
do not pass after the second submission. LG said that in response to 
issues that were raised in the PATOSS survey, PATOSS practice will 
focus more on positive feedback, be providing scaffolding materials and 
relevant articles on the website. PATOSS plans to collate further guidance 
and to make available to applicants. There are still some people do not 
seem to look at the guidelines.  

JR commented that the feedback was of a very high standard. Reviewers 
were doing a fantastic job with feedback nicely written, helpful and 
supportive. , but perhaps some points were superfluous in that it could 
become difficult to see the wood for the trees. PATOSS is already planning 
to step back from some aspects of detail in feedback. 

RC thanked DA and PATOSS for sharing the reports. Copies supplied to 
the board should now be shredded. 

iv.) Criteria: scoring evidence 

There was discussion about maintaining consistency between awarding 
bodies while at the same time allowing for some differences.  

Examination of working papers substantially increases the volume of work 
for reviewers. However, working papers do reveal some errors. It was 
suggested perhaps all APC applicants should include record forms without 
implication that these would be checked. Or DA could stop requiring 
submission of the papers.  

LG said that PATOSS reviewers already check scores, and working 
papers can be called for when there is a concern that scores have not 
been accurately calculated. There is usually evidence within reports that 
errors have been made. BJ made the point that identifying incorrect 
interpretation of test ceiling effects requires access to the test record form. 
JR questioned whether it was important for awarding bodies to adopt the 
same procedures. SASC has always agreed that processes should be 
consistent across awarding bodies, as it was important that applicants did 
not perceive one route to APCs as easier than another. However, it might 
be possible to have slightly different procedures while still maintaining a 
basic level of consistency. 

It was suggested that APC renewal applicants could be advised that 
working papers should always be retained to be made available if needed: 
if applying to DA they currently need to send them in; if applying to 
PATOSS or BDA they do not need to submit them with their application but 
may be asked to do so later. LG noted there is already wording to this 
effect is provided on the Patoss website [Practising Certificate FAQs]. 
Guidance in this respect should be made more prominent by all issuing 
bodies. 

BJ said he would take this suggestion back to DA for feedback.  
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v.) The Level 7 Module and the WRIT 

BJ said that while the WRIT is not taught on the DA Level 7 module 
processes of assessment are taught. The issue is that of process over 
content, whereby a trained assessor should able to transfer skills to 
administer, score and interpret a range of test materials. This has 
implications for CPD – reaching a balance between general principles and 
specific content. DA is now moving towards a focus on the teaching of 
general principles so the concern was expressed that the module may not 
absolutely reflect SASC course criteria as they stand. The issue is ‘For 
candidates completing the training are required outcomes achieved, e.g. 
writing competent assessment reports?’ It was confirmed that this course 
has been accredited. It is up to the provider how to address the issue and 
for SASC to review when it is up for reaccreditation.  

vi.) Pricing for Assessment Practising Certificates 

PATOSS and DA have been underwriting the review procedure for a long 
time and this is not sustainable. It could be difficult to impose a sudden 
increase in fees, but other professional organisations charge much higher 
fees. It is clear that reviewers need to be better recompensed.  

A suggested new fee structure is that on first application, £150 is paid for 
three years; at renewal £150, again for 3 years of which £15 for SASC. 
The fee for the submission of a second report would be £110 (currently 
£95). To be taken back to member organisations to discuss and brought 
forward to next meeting.  

vii.) Consideration of Probationary year for first time APC 
applicants. 

An 18-month probationary APC could achieve several things if carefully 
designed: 

 support new assessors through their first 18 months of assessment 
practice 

 thoroughly prepare new assessors for their first renewal application 
 improve the overall assessment practice of new cohorts of 

assessors 
 reveal which training courses are generating inadequately qualified 

assessors which should lead to an improvement in the quality of 
their training 

 reveal those training courses which are generating good quality 
assessors so they can use this information to recruit to their training. 

The overarching purpose would be to support new assessors in developing 
best practice. People are not always confident in assessment on 
completing their training. The idea of the probationary period would be to 
provide support and mentoring in the initial stages as an assessor. 
Freelance assessors would have to seek out mentoring and there would 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BJ, KS, 
LG 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

SASC Minutes November 2013 final.docx    7 

have to be some means of evaluating standards of mentors BJ  

Any SASC or BDA course accredited as leading to an APC taken within 
the last 5 years should meet SASC guidelines.  

Statements have been made publicly that that people are completing 
courses without the required knowledge and skills to do diagnostic 
assessments.  . BJ asked what evidence there was that training was not 
adequate. LG suggested that the issue of course participants’ not being 
competent on qualifying rests with the course providers. KS noted in 
written reply caution against SASC criticising course providers.  

BJ asked where the evidence had come from that training is not adequate.  
LG responded that it became apparent from the quality of the APC renewal 
applications of people who had got their first PCs automatically on 
completing their approved courses. BMcL suggested that perhaps 
applicants should not be granted APCs automatically on completing their 
courses, but that they would have to apply in the normal way (i.e. 
submitting a report for review). 

JT said that one of the assessment criteria for courses should be that the 
candidates have to be able to produce a satisfactory report.   

This issue of probationary certificates was not resolved but proposal will be 
taken back to awarding bodies for further discussion and input and will be 
brought forward to next meeting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BJ, KS, 
LG 

7.   ADHD guidance 

Assessment guidance has now been produced and posted on the SASC 
website. Diagnostic reports should provide evidence that the seven 
diagnostic criteria have been met. 

There are still questions about what constitutes appropriate training. 
However, it is clear that no one without specific postgraduate training in 
ADHD should consider conducting diagnostic assessments in this arena. 
ADHD is also a medical issue and there are many other factors to consider 
that SpLD specialists may not be in a position to evaluate.  

There is a need for more specific guidance on the content and depth of 
training that should be required and it was felt this training should be 
accredited.  

BJ expressed concern that people might think they just need to go on a 
one-day CPD course – this would clearly be insufficient. There is a 
perception that CPD courses constitute training. SASC should be clear in 
its advice that short 1 or ½ day CPD courses are not sufficient. It should be 
in-depth postgraduate and accredited training. 

At the ADHD consensus meeting people came forward interested in 
contributing to discussion about training. LG will pursue. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LG 

8.   STEC Report [AM] 

The next STEC meeting is taking place on Monday 25th November. 

LG requested that STEC discuss the recently distributed Occupational 
Psychologists’ paper on good practice in assessment, and the possibility of 

 

 

BJ, JK 



 

SASC Minutes November 2013 final.docx    8 

a similar approach being adopted by educational psychologists. 

9.   Course Approval 

a) Real Training 

Real Training has submitted a course for approval. The course is designed 
to lead to qualification for APC. RC was appointed as a reviewer and LG 
will ask KK or BMcL to act as the second reviewer.   

 
b) Review of practical assessment knowledge and skills base 

of course leavers 

Due to time constraints, this item needs to be added to the agenda of the 
next meeting. 

 

 

LG,  

10.   CPD authorisation – Pearson 

LG informed the board that Pearson have submitted an on-line course for 
approval but the review hasn’t been progressed because they have not yet 
paid the fee. 

 

11.   AOB 

a) RC drew attention to a Dyslexia event promoted by a dyslexic 
actor on 26th November and 3rd December. 
 

b) The issue of CCET + module was raised (renamed as Test User 
Attainment/Ability) and module. Current regulations state that the 
CCET qualification should have been gained within 5 years of 
taking the module. BJ thinks SASC is not in a position to insist 
on the 5 year revalidation rule. He will look into this. 

 

 

 

 

BJ 

 

Dates of next meetings 

10th March 2014: 11.00 a.m. to 3.00.p.m. 

Committee Room, South Wing, UCL, Gower Street 

 

11th June 2014 (to include AGM): 11.30 p.m. to 4.00 p.m. 

Council Room, South Wing, UCL, Gower Street 

 


