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SPLD Test Evaluation Committee (STEC) 

Minutes of meeting held on 11th March 2013 at 1-7 Woburn Walk London WC1H 
OJJ 

Attending 

Member 
Lynn Greenwold (LG) 
Barry Johnson (BJ) 
Julia Kender (JK) 
David McLoughlin (DM) 
Janet Kruger (JKr) 
Rachel Simpson (RS) 
Caroline Holden (CH) 
 

Chair: Julia Kender 

Minutes: Caroline Holden 

Apologies 
 
Apologies were received by email from Hilary Dinham and from Janet Skinner. 
Minutes of the last meeting 
 
Not presented. This meeting was called as an extra meeting. Minutes of the 
November 2012 meeting will be discussed at the next scheduled STEC 
meeting on May 21st 2013, together with these minutes. 
Matters arising 
 
N/A 
Agenda items 1 and 2. Existing and Future SASC and STEC constitution and 
working practices.  
 
JK reported that SASC has recently reviewed its own constitution, procedures 
and working practices. It was therefore a good time to do the same for STEC, 
especially in developing ways for SASC and STEC to work together. 
 
Copies of SASC’s Articles of Association and Memorandum of Association 
were circulated. 
 
A number of questions and issues for discussion were raised: 
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• What is the role of STEC?  
• How does this role relate to the role of SASC? 
• Is STEC currently achieving the goals originally defined for it? 
• What roles encompassed in the SASC Memorandum of Association 

apply to STEC?  
• Could communication between SASC and STEC be improved by better 

circulation of minutes/working papers between each group? 
 
A first issue which, in terms of the relationship between SASC and STEC, 
required clarification and discussion, was that of professional liability. SASC 
has Director’s Liability Insurance which covers SASC members. LG asked 
whether STEC members, to access this insurance, would need to become 
members of SASC and how this might be done.  
Action LG to investigate. 
Later in the meeting this issue was briefly revisited and BJ suggested that STEC 
Members, if they have their own professional liability insurance, alert their 
insurer that they are a member of the STEC Committee, explaining the role of 
the committee and the work done. However, there was general agreement 
that because STEC is a working group of SASC, SASC should be the body 
ultimately responsible for any liability issue.  
 
The second discussion point concerned the respective roles of SASC and 
STEC.  
 
LG suggested that the general role of STEC should be: 
a) to provide guidance on test and assessment materials through reviews 
b) to give general guidance on approaches to assessment and 
c) that b) might be achieved through building  broader stakeholder 

consultation 
 
LG referred to the recent work done to bring together a range of 
professionals to agree upon definitions and approaches to the assessment of 
dyspraxia. The range of professionals involved in the consensus meetings had 
inspired confidence and formed the basis for the current guidance on the 
SASC website relating to the assessment of dyspraxia.  
 
She envisaged that a similar scenario might enable a broader consensus to 
emerge on the issue of assessment for ADD/ADHD. SASC had drafted and 
circulated a possible statement on the role of STs and psychologists in the 
assessment of ADD/ADHD but there had been many concerns subsequently 
raised. LG suggested that STEC might be one of a number of stakeholder 
groups which might contribute to such a meeting.  
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There was then a discussion of how and in what capacity STEC members 
might contribute to such an ADHD or other consensus meeting.  
 
DM and CH both felt that although the role of STEC had evolved, its primary 
purpose was still to review assessment materials.  
 
JK referred the meeting back to the SASC memorandum of association 3.4 
and 3.5 which emphasized that the role of SASC is to ‘promote and monitor 
standards in training and continuing professional development in respect of 
matters associated with the diagnostic assessment of specific learning 
difficulties in educational settings…’ and suggested that this would need to 
be emphasized in any contribution to a stakeholder meeting, so that 
SASC/STEC could then defend any eventual policy decision.  
 
RS wanted to confirm that any contribution from an individual member(s) of 
STEC to a stakeholder meeting would be as a representative of STEC, with the 
nature of this contribution discussed and agreed beforehand at a STEC 
meeting.  
 
Action: LG to investigate the possibility of a stakeholder/consensus meeting 
on the issue of the assessment of ADHD/ADD.  
 
The third issue which arose was of how decisions made at SASC/STEC are 
disseminated to the wider profession/other stakeholder groups.  
 
LG reported that SFE feel the general standard of DSA assessment reports 
submitted is improving  - there are fewer queries and issues raised. 
  
There was a brief discussion of:  
 

• whether or not STEC assessment material reviews could be published on 
the SASC website for perusal by assessors visiting the site 

•  whether this might raise issues of liability 
• what the purpose of STEC reviews was 
•  whether, additionally, notes could be added to the SASC website 

relating to the use of alternative tests as well guidance as when not to 
use older, outdated tests and why.  

 
LG confirmed that test reviews could be added, in principle, to the SASC 
website.  
 
Business then turned to re-wording and updating the original Terms of 
Reference for STEC. This was completed and a draft of the re-worded Terms of 
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Reference is attached at the end of these minutes.  
 

Agenda item 3. Number and Timing of STEC meetings 
 
It was agreed that: 
 

• there will be a minimum of 3 annual meetings of STEC (to bring it into line 
with SASC meetings) 

• the dates for these meetings will be decided at the November meeting 
• meetings will normally last for 2 and a half hours (1.30 – 4.00 p.m.), with a 

rest and comfort break half way through each meeting.  
 
Agenda item 4. Chair and minute-taking, Tenure, Minute summary 
 
DM stated that he would step down as Chair of STEC after the next STEC 
meeting. BJ thanked David for all his hard work over the years as Chair and for 
offering his premises for the meetings. Hilary Dinham responded to the draft 
minutes circulated to say that she would like to add her thanks to David for 
chairing and hospitality and also to Janet for taking the minutes for so long and 
so well.   
 
Although there had been a proposal that the Chair be rotated it was felt that 
the committee would benefit from a consistent chair as a point of reference. 
STEC should consider nominations for a new Chair and this will be added to the 
agenda for the next meeting.  
 
There was also a proposal to rotate the minute-taker but it was suggested that a 
better system might be for two people to share the minute-taking, as it was 
difficult to contribute to the meeting while minute taking.  
It was also suggested that the minute taker(s) give a brief re-cap of the points 
raised at each meeting at the end of each meeting.  
Minute-taking will also be added to the agenda of the next meeting. 
 
JKr will continue to maintain the test list, making additions and amendments as 
required. 
 
The question of how STEC members are invited on to the committee was also 
briefly raised and discussed.  
   
Agenda item 5. Process for obtaining and circulating test reviews 
 
To allow full discussion of this issue, it will be placed on the agenda for the next 
meeting. 
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Agenda item 6. Test use and review of tests 
 
To allow full discussion of this issue, it will be placed on the agenda for the next 
meeting. 
 
Agenda item 7. CTOPP2 AWMA 2 
 
BJ and CH will both try to review the CTOPP2 before the next meeting, trialling 
the new review form proposed by RS.  
 
DM and RS will try to review the AWMA before the next meeting, trialling the new 
review form proposed by RS. 
 
HD might be able to provide another review of TIPS.  
AOB 
 
LG wanted to clarify an issue referred to in the minutes of the November STEC 
meeting, i.e. a concern that many experienced teachers had had their 
applications for practicing certificates (PC) rejected by PATOSS. Although she 
did not have the statistics at hand, LG said statistics had been compiled as to 
the proportions of applications for PC and PC renewal which were 
successful/unsuccessful.  
 
Action: LG to email CH with this information which will be circulated with the 
agenda for the next meeting. 
 
DM wanted to point out that the minutes in this case did not wholly reflect what 
had actually been said at the meeting.  
 
 
 
 

Date and time of the next meeting. 

21st May 2013 1.30 – 4.00pm  

1-7 Woburn Walk London WC1H OJJ 

For information only 

SASC AGM 11th June 2013. 


