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‘No to Failure’ Specialist Tuition was planned as 20 
individual/paired hour long lessons (often less in 
practice) - to start pupils on the path to success in a 
school which was becoming increasingly ‘skilled up’. 
The Comparison Group received 10 hours of tuition 
in the Autumn term 2008. 

‘No to Failure’ offered:

Foundation training: whole staff awareness and •	
understanding of Dyslexia-SpLD 

Specialist Teacher training •	

Experience of screening, assessment, planning •	
and delivery of individual learning programmes

Resources to assist screening, assessment and •	
support programmes

Specialist tuition for ‘at risk’ pupils in year 3 or 7 •	

‘Master class’ experience for Teaching Assistants •	
‘shadowing’ the specialist tuition

Feedback to each school: screening and post •	
test results and final reports on taught pupils

The project provided Specialist Teachers. These 
teachers use a toolkit of skills based on a thorough 
understanding of the structure of language. Their 
training includes the theory of literacy learning, 
the deficits which may underlie literacy difficulties 
including phonological deficits, and detailed 
understanding of phonological awareness, 
phonemic decoding and the phonic structure.

Specialist Teaching is developed from individual 
assessment. It is ‘analytic’ teaching, continually ‘fine 
tuning’ tuition to the learner’s changing needs and 
developing skills. It aims to improve not only literacy, 
but also organisation, concentration and learning so 
that the pupil is able to access the curriculum, and 
become an independent learner.

It is always based on intensive specialist training 
and is multi-sensory, structured, cumulative, and 
individually tailored not only to a learner’s needs 
but also his interests.

In addition Specialist Teaching employs:

Synthetic phonics as the essential base - •	
followed by carefully structured higher level 
phonics 

Teaching bypass strategies as well as necessary •	
skills

Metacognitive awareness - leading the pupil to •	
understand his own strengths and weaknesses 
and strategies which work for him

Deliberate targeting of the pupil’s learning •	
strengths, intelligences and learning styles to 
use in learning

Wide range of imaginative and motivating •	
techniques

Knowledge and use of current technology •	

Plenty of opportunities for over learning •	

Study skills – explicitly taught•	

Understanding the overlap between SpLDs •	

Small, measurable steps - so that success can be •	
seen

Explicit goals and targets – fully understood by •	
pupil and teacher

Focus on raising self esteem by building •	
confidence – based on measurable steps to 
success.
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Quantitative Evaluation of the Screening and 
Intervention 

Of those pupils who had not achieved expected 1. 
levels in Key Stage 1 (KS1) and Key Stage 2 (KS2) 
Standard Assessment Tests (SATs), just over half 
(56%) were found through screening to be at 
risk of Dyslexia-SpLD.

Whatever the cause or causes underlying the 2. 
pupils’ literacy difficulties, the approaches taken 
by the Specialist Teachers had impact on their 
progress. The ‘No to Failure’  evaluation shows 
that with adjustments to teaching, in this case, 
Dyslexia-SpLD Specialist Teaching, pupils who 
are falling behind can make effective progress.

The proportion of pupils found to be at risk of 3. 
Dyslexia-SpLD was relatively higher for Year 3 
pupils (26%) than for Year 7 pupils (18%). Such 
age-related changes would be expected as a 
function of educational input, but nevertheless 
the results suggest that over four school years, 
from Year 3 to Year 7, less than a third of pupils 
who were at risk of educational failure had 
been lifted out of risk as a result of their schools’ 
approaches to teaching, learning and whatever 
SEN provision had been made. However, two-
thirds of the pupils remained at risk, underlining 
the need for teachers to be able to identify 
pupils at risk as early as possible so that 
appropriate intervention can be put in place 
sooner rather than later. 

15.5% of the total sample screened showed 4. 
cognitive deficits, which are the hallmarks 
of Dyslexia-SpLD: phonological processing, 
phonemic decoding and working memory.

Of the pupils who were identified as at risk of 5. 
Dyslexia-SpLD, two-thirds had phonological 
difficulties: 39% had poor phonic decoding skills 
and 28% had phonological processing deficits.  

58% were found to have a working memory 
deficit. International research has consistently 
shown that deficits in these cognitive abilities 
are the hallmarks of Dyslexia.

‘No to Failure’ screening results suggest a link 6. 
between pupils‘ ‘at risk status’ for Dyslexia-SpLD 
and the failure to reach expected targets in SATs. 

The strongest impact of the intervention was 7. 
on the pupils’ spelling, and it is unclear whether 
this indicates that the focus of teaching was on 
spelling skills more than on reading skills.  

Progress in response to the intervention 8. 
was more marked for Year 3 than for Year 7 
pupils, especially in phonemic decoding skills, 
confirming the common finding that younger 
pupils are easier to remediate than older ones. 

The ‘No to Failure’ intervention study was 9. 
successful in improving the skills of pupils in 
Year 3 and 7 who were found by screening to 
be at risk of Dyslexia-SpLD. The overall results 
provide encouraging support for the benefits 
not only of Specialist Teaching but also of  
using a screening approach to help identify  
at-risk pupils. 

The positive conclusions are augmented by the 10. 
gains shown by pupils in the Comparison Group 
when they were given a short programme of 
specialist tuition.  

Conclusions

The results of the ‘No to Failure’ research study 1. 
demonstrate that Specialist Teaching works, and 
that even a fairly modest amount of Specialist 
Teacher input can make a marked difference to 
the literacy skills of Dyslexic/SpLD pupils. 
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which at a rate of, say, £35 per hour amounts 
to a total of only £588 per pupil (this figure 
does not include training and organisational 
costs). Obviously it is desirable (and in most 
cases almost certainly essential) that Specialist 
Teaching should continue for these  pupils. 

A short period of intervention cannot be 10. 
expected to ‘normalise’ the literacy skills of 
every pupil and remove all need for support. But 
once real gains have been made in response to 
Specialist Teacher input, it should be possible 
increasingly for Teaching Assistants, working 
under the supervision of a Specialist Teacher, 
to be able to cater for these pupils’ needs, thus 
reducing the costs of continuing support. 

The core of the ‘No to Failure’ approach is the 11. 
knowledge and experience of the Specialist, 
i.e.  Dyslexia-SpLD, Teacher, who has the skills to 
identify and understand the pupil’s problems 
and who can personalise tuition to each pupil’s 
individual learning needs.

Recommendations

1. NTF Training Pyramid

The NTF Project recommends training for 
professionals in education at Foundation and 
Specialist levels to ensure that all pupils with 
Dyslexia-SpLD have their needs met according to 
the requirements of the Code of Practice, i.e. ‘early 
identification and timely support by appropriately 
trained staff’. A graphic representation is shown in 
the NTF Training Pyramid with its 3 levels.

NTF recommends: 

Level 1 Foundation 
All teachers in their initial teacher training, or for 
those already in post as Continuing Professional 
Development (CPD), and all Teaching Assistants, 

should have training in the acquisition of literacy 
skills. That training should also include the 
identification, recognition and understanding 
of Dyslexia-SpLD and the principles of effective 
teaching and learning strategies in the classroom 
for pupils with Dyslexia-SpLD.  These should cover 
phonological skills, phonics, multi-sensory teaching, 
supporting numeracy and creating a Dyslexia-SpLD 
friendly classroom. 

Level 2 Certificate 
At least one Lead Specialist Teacher in every school 
should be able to screen and assess pupils and 
teach those with more profound Dyslexia-SpLD. This 
specialist training includes transition planning and 
individual and small group personalised learning 
programmes.

Level 3 Diploma 
At least one Expert Specialist Teacher in every 
school (or shared between a cluster of smaller 
schools) who can, in addition, carry out full 
diagnostic assessments, liaise with professionals 
from outside agencies, contribute to training of 
specialists, mentor Dyslexia-SpLD trained Teachers 
and assess for access arrangements at primary 
and secondary level. This more advanced specialist 
training follows and builds on the Lead Specialist 
Teacher qualification above.

2. Cost effective, sustainable solutions for 
pupils with Dyslexia-SpLD

Resources, in terms of finance, time and effort will 
best be spent on the key people, i.e. ‘skilling up’ the 
professionals so that they can make optimum use 
of existing resources within their schools and bring 
their skills and experience to generations of pupils.  

Along with a desire to be given adequate time 
within the school day to carry out their roles, staff 
at all levels frequently said the top item on their 
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awareness and building capacity. ‘No to Failure’ 
has encouraged schools to make good use of this 
resource and indeed all three Local Authorities are 
including it as an integral part of their ongoing 
support plans for inclusion of pupils with Special 
Educational Needs (SEN).

3.1.1  Project Outcomes from Foundation   
 Training

Leadership teams will be able to:

Identify the need for additional specialist a. 
training in SpLD, as part of strategic self 
evaluation and review,

Understand the need to make available the b. 
resources to secure specialist SpLD training,

Understand the need to secure access to c. 
training within their own organisation, or across 
cluster or partnership groups.

Teachers will be able to:

Identify pupils who are struggling to acquire a. 
communication, literacy and numeracy skills 
and create a supportive environment through 
quality first teaching,

Recognise common signs of difficulty in b. 
understanding and / or making others 
understand information conveyed through 
spoken language and recognise common signs 
of literacy and numeracy difficulties,

Use appropriate principles and methods to c. 
enhance communication, literacy and numeracy 
skills,

Implement appropriate classroom strategies for d. 
supporting access to the curriculum,

Refer pupils on appropriately, e. 

Carry out and support Teaching Assistants to f. 
carry out specified programmes set by Specialist 
Teachers,

Provide support to parents.g. 

Teaching Assistants will be able to:

Understand the nature of communication a. 
difficulties, Dyslexia and other SpLDs,

Be familiar with the principles of effective b. 
teaching and learning and their exemplification,

Contribute to a supportive environment,c. 

Support teachers  in implementing strategies for d. 
curriculum access,

Support teachers in implementing strategies for e. 
progress in improving communication, literacy 
and numeracy skills,

Work with class teacher and / or Specialist f. 
Teacher to carry out clearly specified 
programmes of work set by Specialist Teachers 
for individuals or small groups,

Feel empowered to ask for and expect good g. 
supervision,

Work with, a range of professionals, e.g. h. 
speech and language therapists, occupational 
therapists.

3.2 Specialist Teacher Training

3.2.1 Pyramid Level 2 – Lead Specialist Teachers

Specialist Teacher Training to provide a Lead 
Dyslexia-SpLD Teacher (Level 5 on the QCA 
framework) for each school. This training is 
commensurate with Approved Teacher Status of the 
British Dyslexia Association: ATS.
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The ‘No to Failure’ Project Specification aimed to 
deliver the outcomes from specialist training listed 
below (3.2.1.1, 3.2.2). These are being achieved 
through the teachers already trained under the 
project in Southwark and Cornwall, evaluation 
feedback from whom is given below.

3.2.1.1 Project Outcomes from Specialist   
 Training: Lead Teachers

Lead teachers who have undertaken specialist 
training in SpLD will  have improved confidence 
and capacity in fulfilling their responsibilities. 

They will be able to: 

Screen pupils for literacy difficulties,a. 

Carry out assessments of individuals and b. 
small groups; assessments of literacy skills 
and underlying skills such as phonological 
awareness and phonemic decoding,

Advise on and set programmes of work for c. 
individuals and small groups and teach such 
groups; teach pupils with more severe and 
complex difficulties,

Work with class teachers, other staff, and d. 
governors to develop the school as a supportive 
environment for pupils who have literacy 
difficulties,

Liaise with other relevant professionals such as e. 
educational psychologists,

Contribute at school, cluster, Local Authority f. 
level to policy on literacy difficulties; share good 
practice, be involved in mentoring etc,

Contribute to Continuing Professional g. 
Development (CPD) for SpLD,

Support advisory work with, and deliver courses h. 
for parents.

3.2.2  Pyramid Level 3 – Expert Specialist   
 Teacher

Specialist Teacher Training to provide an Expert 
SpLD Teacher (Level 7 on the QCA framework), 
commensurate with Associate Membership of the 
British Dyslexia Association i.e. AMBDA. As well as 
the outcomes described above for the Pyramid 
Level 2 training, additional outcomes are expected 
from this higher level of specialist training.

3.2.2.1  Additional Project Outcomes for Expert  
   Specialist Teachers 

Expert Specialist Teachers trained to this level will 
be able to:

Carry out full diagnostic assessments,a. 

Assess for access arrangements at primary and b. 
secondary level,

Liaise with professionals from outside agencies,c. 

Act as the key to sustainability of provision d. 
by contributing to the future training of 
specialists, coordinate training and professional 
development for a cluster of schools and 
Certificate trained teachers,

Mentor SpLD trained teachers within a cluster of e. 
schools.
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Unfortunately it meant that the pupils who 
subsequently became the ‘Comparison Group’ were 
not a  ‘pure’ control group. Nevertheless it proved 
the value of the ‘master class’ model. Teaching 
Assistants were less available in secondary than in 
primary schools.

5.1.4 Level of commitment

The wider success of the Trailblazer training 
programme is strongly influenced by the ability 
of the participating schools to commit adequate 
time and financial resources.  Close consideration 
was paid to the ability of the schools to maximise 
the limited amount of budget available.  The level 
of this commitment and willingness to prioritise 
the training within the schools, together with the 
full support of the Local Authority was taken into 
consideration when selecting the schools. 

Without exception each Trailblazer school was 
welcoming, friendly and committed to the success 
of the collaboration with ‘No to Failure’ in order 
to bring benefit to its pupils. Schools agreed to 
release staff for both Foundation training and 
Specialist training, to work collaboratively with ‘No 
to Failure’ tutors in the screening process, to liaise 
with ‘No to Failure’ Specialist Teachers and, where 
it was possible, to release Teaching Assistants to 
observe specialist tuition and to follow this up with 
the pupils. In some schools additional Teaching 
Assistant time was bought in to allow this extra 
support. One Local Authority used ‘No to Failure’ 
to develop its own training centre, to assure an 
ongoing resource of trained specialists throughout 
their schools. All Local Authorities have shown 
support for Dyslexic-SpLD students as an important 
part of their strategic planning.

5.1.5 Compatibility with other initiatives

Many schools were already participating in other 
initiatives and it was important that the ‘No to 
Failure’ project was given equal consideration 
and priority.  Wherever possible, the aim was to 
integrate the benefits of the other initiatives with 
the Trailblazer training programme.

The Local Authorities have, in their final reports, 
outlined these initiatives in more detail. Some, such 
as Making Good Progress or Every Child A Reader, 
brought a budget many times the size of the ‘No 
to Failure’ budget. Inevitably with a larger budget 
‘No to Failure’ could have offered a wider range of 
support, for example, an initial day to introduce 
the project, cover for staff to attend training or 
lessons, parent support meetings etc. Nevertheless 
each school responded positively to what ‘No to 
Failure’ was able to offer, and, as is evident in the 
evaluations, found benefits to pupils and staff. 
The ‘No to Failure’ project has been closely linked 
throughout to National Strategies work and the 
Inclusion Development Programme (IDP); the link 
with IDP will continue as all three Local Authorities 
are proactively involved with furthering the 
Inclusion Development Programme. 

5.1.6 Readiness to proceed

Due to timescales in terms of funding and 
teaching availability, a readiness to proceed 
with the programme promptly, was viewed as a 
positive factor when selecting schools within Local 
Authorities.

This was a key factor in the final selection. With 
pressure to begin the project, there was limited 
time to travel around different authorities in order 
to explain the project and discuss each situation 
thoroughly with key stakeholders. 
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In Gerrans an initial meeting was set up between 
the pupil’s parents, class teacher and the Teaching 
Assistant with the ‘No to Failure’ Specialist Teacher. 
This was an informal arrangement which would 
have been ideal for all schools, but without 
additional budget (and planning) it depended not 
only on the willingness of those involved but also 
their ability to give the time. As in other schools, 
the Teaching Assistant who supported the ‘No 
to Failure’ pupil was eager to use her skills and 
knowledge with other pupils, and this was of benefit 
to the whole school. The Local Authority Dyslexia 
Advisors felt that the belief of ‘I can do it!’ along with 
increased self-confidence were the most valuable 
outcomes of the project.

Inevitably there were ongoing difficulties to be 
overcome in the project across the county, such as:

Time travelling between schools for ‘No to •	
Failure’ Specialist Teachers working in two or 
three schools in a day.

Timetabling in a very small school where each •	
member of staff wears several ‘hats’.

Schedule of lessons within two terms e.g., •	
working around time restraints and other 
important school activities.

These were largely overcome by goodwill, creativity 
and flexibility by everyone involved. 

Local Authority Dyslexia Advisors decided that in 
the future these problems could be overcome by:

An ‘in-house’ specialist (an aim of the ‘No to •	
Failure’ project).

Teaching Assistants specifically appointed for •	
the role (‘No to Failure’ would recommend that 
they also be trained Teaching Assistants).

‘Time to talk’ – all had appreciated the all-too-•	
rare opportunities to plan, discuss and compare 
notes.

The Dyslexia Service appreciated the positive 
outcomes of the ‘No to Failure’ project, among 
them:

Fitting into Cornwall’s commitment to support •	
individual needs.

National qualifications for some teaching staff •	
(ATS and AMBDA levels).

Additional ICT support for schools with •	
Microlink  resources.

Funded Foundation training days for schools.•	

Cornwall has embedded and integrated the ‘No 
to Failure’ project into their overall planning and 
is using it as a stepping stone for future plans, 
including:

Using the ‘No to Failure’ schools as positive •	
models for other schools.

Rolling out the teacher and Teaching Assistant •	
model.

Continuing the foundation level training (A •	
‘No to Failure’ funded day with a focus on the 
teaching of learning preferences and how to 
use them is planned for March, and the two 
Dyslexia Advisors have carried out foundation 
training in all the ‘No to Failure’ schools).

Making the input sustainable through the •	
standard funds for one-to-one tuition.
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6.4 Methodological issues

6.4.1 Selection of the intervention and 
Comparison Groups

Because the ‘No to Failure’ project had insufficient 
funds to provide specialist Dyslexia tuition for all 
the at-risk pupils, a procedure was devised to select 
pupils from the at-risk group who would be given 
tuition as part of the project. (However, it should be 
borne in mind that in each participating school at 
least one teacher was receiving training that would 
enable them subsequently to provide specialist 
Dyslexia tuition within their school, so the pupils 
not selected for specialist tuition at this stage would 
have received it in due course.)

According to the selection procedure adopted, the 
following pupils were classed as less suitable for 
tuition in the project: 

poor attendance •	

severe social •	

emotional or behavioural difficulties •	

pupils already receiving Specialist Teaching •	
intervention either in or out of school

severe speech and language processing •	
problems 

current emotional upheaval in the pupil’s life. •	

The following factors were regarded as rendering 
the child more suitable for tuition in the project: 

failure to achieve expected SATs results; •	

pupils who are ‘stuck’ or ‘slow moving’ on school •	
tracking; 

family history of SpLD/Dyslexia; •	

‘looked after’ children. •	

Using these criteria, 108 of the 243 at-risk pupils 
were selected to receive specialist tuition. The 
decision was made by the ‘No to Failure’ Specialist 
Teacher in consultation with school staff, particularly 
the SENCo.

As explained in Section 6.1, after the ‘No to 
Failure’ project was already underway and tuition 
had commenced, it became clear that a more 
conventional empirical research design would 
be necessary in order to provide convincing 
evidence for having a trained Dyslexia teacher 
in every school. Accordingly, it became essential 
to create a control or Comparison Group to 
enable satisfactory statistical analysis of project 
data. However, the conventional methodological 
procedure – assignment of at-risk pupils to either 
intervention group or control group at random 
– was not possible, because by this stage the 
pupils in the Intervention Group had already been 
selected and tuition had commenced. Because it 
was unclear at this stage whether there would be 
financial and other resources available to provide 
specialist tuition for the pupils in the Comparison 
Group as part of the study, the pupils chosen for the 
Intervention Group tended to be those who were 
judged by their teachers to be the most ‘needy’, 
as already explained above. This decision process, 
while being justifiable on educational and ethical 
grounds, resulted in an outcome that was far from 
ideal on scientific grounds. Most notably, it resulted 
in the Comparison Group – which, by default, was 
composed of the remainder of the at-risk pupils 
who were not in the Intervention Group (N=135) 
– not being equivalent to the intervention Group, 
which is one good reason why the Comparison 
Group has not been referred to as the ‘control 
group’. The Intervention Group contained a higher 
proportion of boys and a lower proportion of girls 
than the Comparison Group (Intervention Group: 
65.2% male, 34.8% female; Comparison Group: 
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within the data (for further explanation see Section 
13.3). It also permits determination of whether the 
scores of these two groups changed differentially 
over time. If the Intervention Groups is found 
to make significantly greater progress than the 
Comparison Group during the period of the study 
then the intervention may be regarded as having 
been successful. However, because the assignment 
of participants to Intervention and Comparison 
Groups was not at random and the two groups 
sometimes had significantly different pre-test 
scores, results should be interpreted with extra 
caution. 

A draft of this Section was reviewed by members 
of the Dyslexia Expert Advisory Group assisting 
Jim Rose in the preparation of a review and 
recommendation on provision for dyslexic pupils 
in schools. A member of that group undertook a 
separate regression analysis of the data, controlling 
for baseline scores. The results are presented in 
Section 13.5, and, where appropriate throughout 
this Section, we have indicated where the results of 
the regression analysis do, and do not, concur with 
results of the other analyses.

6.5.2 Analysis of NMRA data

The New Macmillan Reading Analysis (NMRA) is 
a test of oral reading ability and comprehension 
designed primarily for pupils in the junior school 
age range (7 to 11 years). It comprises three roughly 
equivalent forms (A, B and C), each containing six 
passages of text of increasing length and difficulty, 
followed by orally-administered comprehension 
questions. The NMRA does not yield standard 
scores but instead gives reading ages (‘age 
equivalents’) for both reading accuracy and reading 
comprehension. A reading age may be defined 

as the average chronological age of pupils in the 
test standardisation sample who attained a given 
reading score. Reading ages are not as satisfactory 
for research purposes as standard scores, which 
are chronological age-independent and enable 
valid comparisons to be made between different 
chronological age groups. Nevertheless, in the 
absence of standard scores, reading ages are the 
next best thing. The table of norms in the NMRA 
Manual gives reading ages in age bands; for the 
purposes of statistical analysis the midpoint of the 
age band was used although it is recognised that 
this solution was far from ideal as moving from the 
midpoint of one range to the midpoint of the next 
would show considerable progress not necessarily 
reflected in the actual progress made (see Section 
6.10.4 for further discussion of this matter).

Another limitation of reading ages is that the 
magnitude of differences in reading age is not 
consistent across the whole age range. A child of 
7 who is two years behind in reading age has a 
more severe difficulty than a child of 10 who is two 
years behind in reading age, and that 10-year-old 
will have a more severe difficulty than a child of 13 
who is also two years behind in reading age. For 
this reason, NMRA results for Year 3 pupils and Year 
7 pupils are treated separately, and not combined. 
Because of constraints on time and resources, the 
Comparison Group in the ‘No to Failure’ study was 
not administered the NMRA and hence analyses 
involving Comparison Groups were not possible 
for this test. Instead, we have examined the growth 
in reading accuracy and reading comprehension 
shown by the NMRA scores, but as we do not know 
how the Comparison Group would have performed 
on this test, this necessarily limits the conclusions 
that may be drawn. 
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6.5.5 Amount of teaching input

The target duration for pupils in the Intervention 
Group to receive Specialist Teacher input was 
20 weeks, but only in 15% of cases was this 
target achieved.  The average amount of tuition 
delivered by a specialist Dyslexia teacher was 16.82 
hours (SD 2.65; min. 10.3 hours, max. 20 hours). 
In addition, some pupils received input from a 
teaching assistant; the average for this was 5.35 
hours (SD 7.12; min. 0 hours, max. 30 hours) but 
the distribution was highly positively skewed, i.e. 
the majority of pupils received little or no teaching 
assistant time (3 hours or fewer) and 39.8% of pupils 
received no input at all from a teaching assistant. 
The average total teaching input (i.e. teacher hours 
plus teaching assistant hours) was 22.02 hours (SD 
7.91; minimum 10.3 hours, maximum 47 hours), also 
with a significant positive skew to the distribution. 
Because of the nature of these data – i.e. very little 
variation in the amount of teaching input and 
highly skewed distributions for teaching assistant 
time and total teaching input – further statistical 
analysis was not carried out. 

6.5.6 Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics for Years 3 and 7 combined 
are presented in Table 8, which shows the mean 
scores for pupils in the Intervention Group and Full 
Comparison Group at the three times of testing: 
1) Pre-test, 2) Post-test 1 (approximately 10 weeks 
after the Pre-test), and 3) Post-test 2 (approximately 
20 weeks after the Pre-test). The data in this table 
are from the Suffolk Reading test (Pre-test and 
Post-test 2 only), Vernon Spelling test, and the 
three measures generated by the TOWRE (note that 

although the TOWRE comprises two tests – Sight 
Word Efficiency and Phonemic Decoding Efficiency 
– a third measure – Word Reading Efficiency – may 
be calculated, which is a composite of the other 
two measures). Table 9 shows the results for Year 
3 alone from these tests, and Table 10 shows the 
results for Year 7 alone from these tests. The NMRA 
Reading test does not generate standard scores, so 
the results for this test have been presented in a 
separate table (Table 11) and analysed separately. 

In a project of this magnitude, length and scope 
inevitably there are gaps in the data as a few pupils 
may have been absent from school during testing 
periods. In fact, the data set is about 20% smaller 
than would have been the case if all pupils had 
been assessed at each stage. Statistical analyses of 
effects over the course of the intervention are based 
only on participants for whom data were available 
from each stage. Tables 8, 9 and 10 show numbers 
of pupils who were tested at all stages as these 
were the numbers appropriate to the analyses, 
and hence show fewer participants than the total 
number involved in the project. However, no data 
were deliberately excluded from any of the analyses 
reported here, and no attempt was made to identify 
‘outliers’ (extreme scores) in order to exclude such 
scores. The total number of pupils tested on each 
of the tests employed in the study is shown in 
Table 18 (Section 7.1). The remaining tables in this 
Section show numbers of participants for whom 
data were available.  Standard deviations11  are 
reported throughout. Details of statistical results are 
presented in the Section 13, cross-referenced with 
the summaries in this Section. 

11The standard deviation (often abbreviated to SD) is the most common statistic for expressing variability in a set of scores and is 
calculated as the average amount by which the scores in the set deviate from the mean.
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statistically significant with a moderate effect size 
(d=0.41). Repeating the analysis with the Reduced 
Comparison Group resulted in a slightly higher 
effect size (d = 0.50). 

For Year 7 pupils, the intervention Group showed 
twice as much improvement in spelling as the 
Comparison Group. This effect was statistically 
significant with a small to moderate effect size (d = 
0.34), increasing somewhat when the analysis was 
repeated using the Reduced Comparison Group (d 
= 0.40).

Regression analysis supported the finding of 
significant improvement in spelling for the whole 
sample as well as for Years 3 and 7.

6.9.4 Factors affecting the amount of progress

There are many examples of pupils in the 
Intervention Group making substantial progress in 
response to intervention, with gains up to 28–29 
standard score points seen in a few cases. On 
NMRA, 23% of the Intervention Group made gains 
of 12 or more months in reading accuracy, and 
30% made gains of 12 or more months in reading 
comprehension. A little over half of the Year 3 pupils 
made good progress, and slightly less than half of 
the Year 7 pupils made good progress (i.e. gains 
of 5 or more standard score points or gains of 5 or 
more months in reading age). The best results were 
seen in NMRA reading accuracy and comprehension 
and in Vernon Spelling. When the measures used 
involved a fluency or speed element for assessing 
reading accuracy or comprehension (i.e. TOWRE 
Sight Word Reading and Suffolk Reading), fewer 
pupils were seen to make good progress. In 
general, it was found that the higher the literacy 
scores at pre-test, the more likely that the pupil 
would make good progress. These findings not 
only confirm expectations that the pupils with the 
more severe literacy difficulties are the hardest 

ones to remediate, but also counter arguments that 
findings of beneficial effects of the intervention can 
be explained by regression to the mean. Several 
pre-test measures were found to be significant 
predictors of progress in reading and spelling, and 
Year 3 pupils made significantly greater gains in 
spelling and reading accuracy than Year 7 pupils. No 
significant gender differences were found.

6.9.5 Risk subgroups

Three different Risk Subgroups differing mainly in 
the severity of cognitive difficulties in phonology 
and verbal memory were proposed on the basis of 
the screening results. These subgroups were found 
significantly to differentiate the at-risk pupils at pre-
test on all the literacy measures. On all pre-tests, the 
order of the means was Subgroup 1 < Subgroup 2 < 
Subgroup 3, indicating that the pupils in Subgroup 
1 [High risk of Dyslexia (phonological type)] had the 
poorest literacy skills, while the pupils in Subgroup 
3 [Moderate risk of Dyslexia (non-phonological 
type)] were the least impaired in their literacy, and 
the pupils in Subgroup 2 [Moderate risk of Dyslexia 
(phonological type)] placed between the other two. 

Analysis of the differences in progress made by the 
three risk Subgroups on the various tests showed 
that, in general, all three Subgroups made progress, 
but there was some variation in response, which 
does have teaching implications. Subgroup 3 
showed the most progress, especially in spelling and 
sight word reading efficiency, which, arguably, can 
be attributed to the fact that pupils in this Subgroup 
had no deficits in phonemic decoding, phonological 
processing or memory, and hence did not have any 
major barriers to improvement in spelling and sight 
word reading, given the opportunity to receive 
specialist help with these skills. Pupils in Subgroup 1, 
although having by far the lowest average pre-test 
score for phonemic decoding, made slightly, but 
significantly greater gains in phonemic decoding 





82

Although this was a rational strategy because it 
allowed a large number of pupils to be screened 
swiftly and easily, it also restricted the subsequent 
at-risk group to pupils with reading and/or spelling 
skills at or below standard score 85 (one standard 
deviation below the mean). It is likely that there 
were many dyslexic pupils in these schools with 
reading and spelling skills above standard score 85, 
but who were inevitably excluded from the project. 
An important consequence of this was that the 
intervention was delivered not to a representative 
sample of pupils at risk of Dyslexia-SpLD, but 
instead to a subgroup of pupils at risk of Dyslexia-
SpLD whose difficulties were probably more severe 
than those experienced by the average pupil with 
Dyslexia-SpLD. This, in turn, will have decreased the 
likelihood that the intervention would be successful 
in the short term. 

The second stage was an individual screening 
administered to all pupils whose group screening 
results showed reading and/or spelling skills at or 
below standard score 85 (N=416). This comprised 
standardised tests of phonic skills, sight word 
reading, phonological awareness, verbal memory, 
and verbal and non-verbal reasoning. On the whole, 
this was a sensible battery to administer for this 
purpose, since it covered the range of skills that will 
usually enable a teacher to discriminate between 
a dyslexic poor reader and/or speller and pupils 
whose poor reading and/or spelling is not due to 
Dyslexia. 

In the third and final stage of the screening 
procedure, data from the individual screening 
were used to identify ‘at risk’ pupils, defined as 
those having a Dyslexia-SpLD profile, i.e. significant 
impairments in reading and/or spelling (standard 
scores 85 or lower) together with either (a) a clear 
pattern of cognitive deficits in phonology and/or 
verbal memory, or (b) other indicators of SpLD, such 
as persistent problems of coordination, attention 

or visual-perceptual skills that are reflected in 
classroom activities such as writing, mathematics, 
following instructions, learning and recall. This 
identification process was carried out by Specialist 
Teachers in consultation with school staff. A total 
of 243 pupils were judged to be at risk of Dyslexia-
SpLD on the basis of the individual screening results 
(21% of the total sample). 

6.10.3 Implications of the screening results

Overall, 21% of the total sample was judged to 
be at risk of Dyslexia-SpLD, a figure that was 
remarkably similar across the three local authorities, 
confirming not only that consistent criteria have 
been applied, but also that these criteria relate to 
the identification of learning difficulties that are 
largely independent of socio-economic factors. 
Although this figure is somewhat higher than that 
often reported in the literature, it is not inconsistent 
with some internationally published figures, which 
estimate the overall prevalence of impairments of 
a dyslexic nature at about 15-20% of the general 
population (International Dyslexia Association, 2007; 
see also Shaywitz, 1992). 

However, it should also be noted that the screening 
procedure was set deliberately wide. In particular, 
the inclusion of category (b) [other indicators 
of SpLD] in the selection of at-risk pupils may 
have been a significant factor in determining the 
percentage found to be at risk. Although it is not 
known exactly how many pupils were selected on 
the basis of category (b), 26% of the at-risk group 
were subsequently found to have no measured 
cognitive deficits in phonological processing, verbal 
memory or phonemic decoding so, arguably, this is 
a reasonable estimate of this subgroup (referred to 
as subgroup 3 in the analysis). If these pupils had 
not been included in the at-risk group, the figure for 
prevalence of risk of Dyslexia-SpLD in the sample 
would have been 15.5%. (If only those with deficits 
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expected levels in SATs. Furthermore, in areas where 
there are high levels of deprivation, this figure 
may approach 100%, suggesting that the ‘double 
whammy’ of Dyslexia-SpLD and socio-economic 
hardship is a particularly difficult challenge to 
overcome.

Differences in the proportion of at-risk pupils with 
more cognitive deficits compared with those who 
have fewer cognitive deficits demonstrate the 
importance of identifying children who are at risk as 
early as possible because, unless given appropriate 
specialist intervention as early as possible, they will 
still be likely to be experiencing major educational 
difficulties years later and, in all probability, into 
adulthood. 

Fewer than half (44.5%) of the pupils who were 
found to be at risk were already on the SEN Register 
prior to screening. A further 8% were placed on 
the SEN Register as a direct consequence of the 
screening results. Nevertheless, almost half (48.5%) 
of the at-risk pupils were not on the SEN Register 
at any time during the project. The question must 
therefore be raised: why were these pupils not 
on the SEN register? One perspective is that the 
identification of one-fifth of pupils goes far beyond 
the proportion of pupils intended to be included 
on the SEN register, with the inevitable conclusion 
that the ‘No to Failure’ screening net may have been 
cast too wide. This conclusion is supported by the 
fact that about half of the pupils in the at-risk group 
had TOWRE standard scores of 90 or above, which is 
within the normal range (Sight Word Efficiency: 52%; 
Phonemic Decoding Efficiency: 48%), suggesting 
that the literacy difficulties of this proportion of the 
sample were not as impaired as was first imagined. 
This may be compared with the equivalent figures 
for those pupils who had below average Suffolk 
Reading and/or Vernon Spelling results (i.e. standard 
scores 85or less) on the group screening but who 
were not put into the at-risk group (N=173), where 

scores of 90 or greater were attained by 48% of 
pupils on Sight Word Efficiency and 55% of pupils 
on Phonemic Decoding Efficiency – in other words, 
roughly the same percentages as for the at-risk 
group. 

A contrasting perspective is that all the at-risk 
pupils had below average Suffolk Reading and/or 
Vernon Spelling results (i.e. standard scores 85 or 
less) so their reading comprehension and spelling 
was undoubtedly poor, and about two-thirds had 
significant deficits in phonological processing 
and/or verbal memory. On this basis, they do have 
special educational needs and hence, arguably, all 
should have been on the SEN register (or, at least, 
many more than actually were). 

In theory, all pupils should be receiving education 
according to their needs, so we must assume that 
schools and teachers were already doing their 
best to provide for the learning needs of the at-
risk pupils in the study. Doubtless many would 
have been recognised as being behind their 
peers in literacy and would have been receiving 
personalised support in the classroom, even though 
they were not on the SEN register as such. However, 
the main factor at work would seem to be that, 
prior to the ‘No to Failure’ project, these schools did 
not have a procedure for readily identifying at-
risk pupils, and many may not have had access to 
personnel who could devise and administer such 
a procedure. Although the project did not carry 
out an audit of SEN identification procedures in 
the participating schools, none of the teachers in 
those schools told the project team that routine 
screening for Dyslexia was carried out. The ‘No to 
Failure’ project, in providing specialist Dyslexia 
teachers who can use a range of literacy and 
cognitive tests and the expertise to identify pupils 
with Dyslexia-SpLD, has equipped schools with a 
more sensitive mechanism for picking up a category 
of pupils with special educational needs. One may 
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design with a treated Intervention Group and 
an untreated Comparison Group, with the latter 
subsequently being offered treatment after the 
post-test. However, the ‘No to Failure’ project was 
originally designed as a ‘trailblazing’ study intended 
in part to demonstrate the benefits of screening 
for Dyslexia-SpLD and specialist dyslexic tuition on 
the basis of evidence that was largely qualitative 
in nature. Only later was the requirement imposed 
for a controlled empirical study that would yield 
statistically analysable quantitative data. One 
consequence of this was that the pupils who would 
receive intervention had already been identified 
and thus it was not possible to meet the ‘gold 
standard’ for intervention studies such as this, 
which would require assignment of at-risk pupils 
to intervention and control groups at random. 
The most ‘needy’ pupils had been selected for 
intervention because at that stage it was not known 
whether those unselected would subsequently 
be offered specialist Dyslexia teaching as well. 
Inevitably, those in the Intervention Group turned 
out to have more severe difficulties than the at-risk 
pupils who had not been selected for intervention. 
The latter subsequently formed the Comparison 
Group, which, in the absence of a true control group, 
was the next best solution for the purposes of 
statistical evaluation of the intervention. 

A further complication was that, strictly speaking, 
the Comparison Group was not ‘untreated’ because 
half of the members of that group were on the SEN 
register and were receiving some additional help 
for their difficulties, which continued during the 
intervention period. Furthermore, additional input 
may have been forthcoming for the Comparison 
Group pupils as a result of the awareness-raising 
sessions organised in all participating schools by ‘No 
to Failure’ as part of the trailblazing initiative.  Hence 
it was always going to be harder to demonstrate 
statistically significant benefits of the intervention 

than if the design had employed a control 
group that was genuinely untreated. In addition, 
compromises to the integrity of the Comparison 
Group were subsequently uncovered that will have 
further undermined the capability of the project to 
deliver findings that were statistically satisfactory 
(see Section 13).

Ideally, the administration of the screening, pre-
test and post-tests should have been carried out 
by personnel independent of the tuition (and also 
‘blind’ to group membership), instead of by the 
teachers themselves. Hopefully, this would also 
have reduced the number of missing observations 
in the data (i.e. cases where pupils could not be 
tested because they were absent from school), 
because independent assessment personnel would 
have been more flexible and free of the constraints 
imposed on the Specialist Teachers by the project 
tuition programme. Unfortunately, the project’s 
resources did not extend to this. 

6.10.6 Implementation of the intervention

The project employed 21 specialist Dyslexia 
teachers to deliver the intervention. To a large 
extent, the choice of these teachers was dependent 
on who was available in the locality at that 
particular time. Teachers with qualifications in 
teaching pupils with Dyslexia-SpLD are rather thin 
on the ground especially in less affluent parts of 
the country. Many of them are fully employed in 
schools, or privately employed, and will have few 
or no vacancies for additional pupils in the short 
term. The relatively short lead-in time for the project 
meant that longer-term planning for delivery of the 
intervention was ruled out.

Unlike most other intervention studies with 
dyslexic pupils, the ‘No to Failure’ project did 
not employ a standard teaching programme. 
Specialist Dyslexia teachers decide which particular 
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The majority (64%) of the at-risk pupils in the study 
were in Year 7.  Providing an effective intervention 
for these older pupils – who typically have more 
severe problems – in an average of only 16.8 hours 
is extremely difficult and it is unsurprising that few 
made dramatic leaps forward. Simply preventing 
such pupils slipping backwards relative to their 
more literate peers is not an easy task; to reverse 
this trend is a considerable feat. Development of 
literacy skills in the middle and later periods of 
schooling are heavily dependent on practice, and 
‘Matthew effects’ can be observed in those pupils 
who have failed to master the basics of reading and 
writing by the time they enter secondary school.14  
In spite of these obstacles, however, a substantial 
proportion of the Year 7 pupils made encouraging 
progress, with 58% making good progress in 
reading comprehension, 51% making good 
progress in spelling, and 44% making good progress 
on a composite literacy measure. On the other 
hand, it would be pertinent to investigate whether 
interventions with enhanced focus on reading, and 
perhaps less emphasis on spelling, would have 
greater impact on the progress of Year 7 pupils with 
literacy or dyslexic difficulties than that were seen 
here.

Despite the various methodological problems and 
design limitations of the study, which militated 
against the probability of finding positive impact 
of the intervention, the results compare favourably 

with other phonologically-based intervention 
studies for pupils with Dyslexia carried out in the 
UK and USA, especially when the relative brevity of 
the present study is taken into account. However, 
it is important to put on record that future studies 
should from the outset engage the services of a 
research psychologist or educationalist who can 
advise on methodological matters and ensure 
that the design and implementation of the project 
adheres to accepted scientific principles.

About half of the at-risk pupils in the study were 
not on the SEN register. Arguably, therefore, 
the expenditure of time and effort devoted to 
screening pupils for Dyslexia-SpLD is justified by the 
expectation that in any school there are likely to 
be many pupils whose difficulties might otherwise 
have remained unrecognised and unaddressed, 
or, at least, not properly understood. It might be 
regarded as understandable that this should 
apply to quite a few Year 3 pupils, because many 
teachers would argue that pupils of this age often 
need more time to master the basics of literacy. But 
by the time pupils reach secondary school there 
is an expectation that their literacy skills will be 
sufficiently developed to enable them to meet the 
demands of the curriculum. There is a serious risk 
of wider educational failure in pupils whose literacy 
skills remain poor during their secondary schooling. 
On the whole, secondary school subject teachers are 
not trained in recognising or in supporting pupils 

14 ‘Matthew effects’ refer to a phenomenon that has been observed in reading research, whereby early success in 
acquiring reading skills usually leads to later successes in reading as the pupil develops, while failing to learn to read 
before the end of primary school can lead to life-long problems in learning new skills (Stanovich, 1986). This is because 
pupils who fall behind in reading, read less, increasing the gap between them and their peers. Later, when pupils need 
to ‘read to learn’ (where before they were learning to read) their reading difficulty creates difficulty in many other school 
subjects, so they fall further and further behind in school. [‘For unto every one that hath shall be given, and he shall 
have abundance: but from him that hath not shall be taken away even that which he hath.’ The Gospel According to St. 
Matthew, Chap. 25, Verse 29.]
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teaching tailored to their strengths and areas of 
difficulty. Part of that process must surely be the 
enhancement of the knowledge base and expertise 
of all teachers to notice when pupils are not making 
appropriate progress and to adjust their teaching 
accordingly. However, specialist Dyslexia teachers 
have a key role to play in training classroom 
teachers and Teaching Assistants, and in facilitating 
identification in the classroom, as well as in delivery 
and management of effective solutions for pupils 
identified with Dyslexia-SpLD.

In the current difficult economic climate it is 
especially noteworthy that the intervention 
provided in the ‘No to Failure’ study was 
comparatively inexpensive: the average amount 
of Specialist Teacher time given was 16.8 hours, 
which at a rate of, say, £35 per hour amounts to a 

total of only £588 per pupil (this figure does not 
include training and organisational costs). Obviously 
it is desirable (and in most cases almost certainly 
essential) that Specialist Teaching should continue 
for these dyslexic pupils – an intervention such as 
this cannot be expected to ‘normalise’ the literacy 
skills of every pupil and remove all need for support. 
But once real gains have been made in response 
to Specialist Teacher input it should be possible 
increasingly for Teaching Assistants, working under 
the supervision of a specialist Dyslexia teacher, to be 
able to cater for these pupil’s needs, thus reducing 
the costs of continuing support. However, the core 
of this approach is the knowledge and experience 
of the specialist Dyslexia teacher, who has the skills 
to identify and understand the pupil’s problems 
and who can personalise tuition to each pupil’s 
individual learning needs.
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specialist literacy teaching.  For example, one school 
became aware that parents had no idea who the 
SENCo was. General parent support groups were set 
up.  In another case, a pupil’s difficulty in recording 
the homework set was identified and the Teaching 
Assistant wrote it in the pupil’s homework diary. 

7.3.5 Perceptions of the assessment process

Several interviewees expressed surprise at the 
pupils whom the screening tests had identified as 
‘at risk’.  There was a comment that ‘pupils come 
out of the woodwork’ and ‘the more complex 
or detailed the tests become, the more kids 
you will find’.  Another teacher pointed out that 
standardised tests make no reference to the socio-
cultural factors involved in literacy difficulties: for 
example, one child had poor reading skills because 
he had hitherto not attended school.  There was 
concern about the effect of ‘labelling’ pupils by the 
assessment tests.  However, the situation was not 
straightforward and there was also evidence of 
pupils being ‘labelled’ in other ways – for example, 
attributing a pupil’s literacy difficulties to ‘poor 
parenting’.

However, the screening was also seen to be 
beneficial in that it brought a cohesive approach: 
in one school an interviewee remarked that the 
previous situation had been that one teacher 
might think that a child had a literacy problem 
and the next teacher would not and so there 
was no continuity with regard to support for the 
pupil.  There was a comment that, following the 
intervention, teachers referred to evidence rather 
than just saying that they ‘thought’ a pupil had or 
did not have difficulties.

The precision of the assessment was commented 
on; teachers valued knowing exactly what they 

should work on with a particular pupil.  They felt 
that, following assessment, they ‘knew how to help’.

7.3.6 The environment into which the project 
was implemented

While there was praise for the individual project 
teachers and recognition of the benefits for 
individual pupils receiving additional tuition, 
concerns about the way in which the project could 
be maintained, or even made to run with maximum 
efficiency and effectiveness in its present state, 
were widespread and voiced in all project sites.  The 
benefits were perceived to result from the resources 
(ie teaching time) brought by the project.  There was 
a degree of consensus about:

the tightness and inflexibility of school budgets •	
- in particular in small primary schools.

the difficulty of taking on yet another initiative, •	
especially with the very short notice that project 
schools were given.

the difficulty of prioritising specific learning •	
difficulties when there were other pressing 
social difficulties:  for example, rural primary 
schools in areas of considerable social need 
could be regarded by parents as ‘a bolt-hole’ 
where they felt safe and could discuss their 
difficulties. In a small school, time spent on 
counselling parents was time lost in supporting 
pupils in the classroom.

the necessity for an allocated budget – reference •	
was made to the fact that the project was often 
running on goodwill (eg staff staying on late) 
but it could not be extended, or colleagues ‘won 
round’ on this basis.
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In the current difficult economic climate it is 9. 
especially noteworthy that the intervention 
provided in the ‘No to Failure’ study was 
comparatively inexpensive: the average amount 
of Specialist Teacher time was 16.8 hours, 
which at a rate of, say, £35 per hour amounts 
to a total of only £588 per pupil (this figure 
does not include training and organisational 
costs). Obviously it is desirable (and in most 
cases almost certainly essential) that Specialist 
Teaching should continue for these  pupils. 

A short period of intervention cannot be 10. 
expected to ‘normalise’ the literacy skills of 
every pupil and remove all need for support. But 
once real gains have been made in response to 
Specialist Teacher input, it should be possible 
increasingly for Teaching Assistants, working 
under the supervision of a Specialist Teacher, 
to be able to cater for these pupils’ needs, thus 
reducing the costs of continuing support. 

The core of the ‘No to Failure’ approach is the 11. 
knowledge and experience of the Specialist, 
i.e.  Dyslexia-SpLD, Teacher, who has the skills to 
identify and understand the pupil’s problems 
and who can personalise tuition to each pupil’s 
individual learning needs.

8.2 Recommendations

NTF Training Pyramid1. 

The NTF Project recommends training for 
professionals in education at Foundation and 
Specialist levels to ensure that all pupils with 
Dyslexia-SpLD have their needs met according to 
the requirements of the Code of Practice, i.e. ‘early 
identification and timely support by appropriately 
trained staff’. A graphic representation is shown in 
the NTF Training Pyramid with its 3 levels.

NTF recommends: 

Level 1 All teachers in their initial teacher 
training, or for those already in post as Continuing 
Professional Development (CPD), and all Teaching 
Assistants, should have training in the acquisition 
of literacy skills. That training should also include 
the identification, recognition and understanding 
of Dyslexia-SpLD and the principles of effective 
teaching and learning strategies in the classroom 
for pupils with Dyslexia-SpLD.  These should cover 
phonological skills, phonics, multi-sensory teaching, 
supporting numeracy and creating a Dyslexia-SpLD 
friendly classroom. 

Level 2 At least one Lead Specialist Teacher in every 
school should be able to screen and assess pupils 
and teach those with more profound Dyslexia-SpLD. 
This specialist training includes transition planning 
and individual and small group personalised 
learning programmes.

Level 3 At least one Expert Specialist Teacher 
in every school (or shared between a cluster of 
smaller schools) who can, in addition, carry out full 
diagnostic assessments, liaise with professionals 
from outside agencies, contribute to training of 
specialists and mentor Dyslexia-SpLD trained 
Teachers and assess for access arrangements at 
primary and secondary level. This more advanced 
specialist training follows and builds on the Lead 
Specialist Teacher qualification above.

Cost effective, sustainable solutions for 2. 
pupils with Dyslexia-SpLD

Resources, in terms of finance, time and effort will 
best be spent on the key people, i.e. ‘skilling up’ the 
professionals so that they can make optimum use 
of existing resources within their schools and bring 
their skills and experience to generations of pupils.  





110

‘No to Failure’ would like to thank the following:

Linda Austin, Dyslexia Advisor, Southwark

Jane Beaumont, Dyslexia Advisor for Cornwall 
Council

Christine Birch, Educational Consultant SpLD

Janet Bristow, Director of Education, Springboard for 
Children

Sally Collard, Tutor, St Austell College

Steve Colwill, Assistant Director of Individual Needs, 
Cornwall Council

Directors of Education in Calderdale, Cornwall and 
London Borough of Southwark

Laraine Ehrlanderr-Lawrence, Director of Learning 
Support, Danes Hill Preparatory School

Dr Felicity Fletcher Campbell, Independent 
Evaluator for ‘No to Failure’, Open University

Nick Hammill, Headteacher Lyndhurst School, 
Southwark

Dr Joanna Horne, Independent Evaluator for ‘No to 
Failure’, Hull University

Rachel Ingham, Specialist SpLD Tutor

Kath Kelly, Manchester Metropolitan University

Trish Lowson, School Link Officer for Inclusive 
Learning, Calderdale

Dr Chris Singleton, Independent Evaluator for ‘No to 
Failure’, Hull University

Sarah McCarthy Fry, MP, Parliamentary Under 
Secretary of State for Schools and Learners

Members of the DCSF Expert Advisory Group on 
Dyslexia

Anne Mitchell, Director, Learning and Education 
Network

Margaret McVeigh, Chief Executive, Springboard for 
Children

Jackie Murray, Principal, Fairley House School

Sandra Page, Dyslexia Advisor for Cornwall Council

Julia Rowlandson, Educational Consultant, SpLD

Anne Scarborough, Head of Family Support Services, 
Calderdale

Mark Sherin, Dyslexia Centre Manager, Southwark

Staff at CReSTeD

Debbie Sweet, Inclusion Consultant (Primary), 
Calderdale

The attendees at and contributors to the 
Stakeholder Day and Regional Roadshows 

The Specialist Teachers who provided support in 
schools throughout ‘No to Failure’

Ceri Wilson,  Leader of Learning, Radyr 
Comprehensive School

Staff, parents and pupils of the following schools:

Alfred Salter Primary School

Beormund Primary School

Bude Junior School

Gerrans School

Gorran School

Grampound Road School

Ladock School

Lyndhurst Primary School

Probus School

Rawson Junior, Infant and Nursery

Ryburn Valley High School

Sacred Heart Roman Catholic Secondary School

Shelf Junior and Infant School

St John’s Walworth Primary School

St Joseph’s Roman Catholic Primary School

9. Acknowledgements





112

Removing barriers to literacy & learning

Foundation Programme for teachers and 
classroom assistants

What are specific learning difficulties & 1. 
Dyslexia?

Definitions of Dyslexia•	

Dyslexia in the context of other SpLDs•	

Indicators of Dyslexia & risk factors•	

Establish centrality of language in many SpLDs•	

Identifying needs in the YR, KS1 & KS2 2. 
classroom

Using checklists, observation & background •	
information

Identifying appropriate screening tools•	

Analysing & interpreting results•	

Formulating & implementing reasonable •	
adjustments

Group & individual learning plans & support •	
programmes

A brief look at the structure of the English 3. 
language

Structure of spoken language•	

Sounds of English•	

Syllables•	

Morphemes•	

Differences between spoken and written •	
language

Importance of oral work•	

10. Foundation     
Training Outline

Learning styles & multisensory teaching4. 

Practical demonstration of learning something •	
new in a multisensory way

Teaching letter sounds in a multisensory way•	

Phonological skills and phonic strategies5. 

How children learn to read & spell•	

Phonological awareness•	

Teaching sound-letter links•	

Teaching phonological skills•	

Synthetic & analytic phonics•	

Increasing skills and independence in a 6. 
Dyslexia friendly classroom

Memory skills•	

Personal organisation •	

Social skills (linked to language)•	

Support for reading7. 

Using published reading schemes & identifying •	
appropriate resources

Supported reading•	

Reading comprehension•	

Reading tricky words•	

Building automaticity & fluency•	

Support for spelling8. 

Analysis of spelling errors•	

Multisensory methods for teaching spelling•	

Spelling lists•	

Proofreading strategies•	
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The suite of programmes outlined in Section 3.4 
that was provided by Microlink for the ‘No to Failure’ 
project consisted of the following software:

Claro Read •	  - text to speech technology that 
converts any digital text such as documents, 
web pages etc. into spoken word

Screen ruler•	  - to highlight single lines of text 
on a screen; excellent resource for supported 
reading

Claro Mindful•	  -  basic mind mapping / 
visualised concepts software

Colour Explorer•	  - colour tint adjustment 
software to support learners with colour reading 
difficulties

Dragon Naturally Speaking•	  – text to speech 
software. Unlimited site licence including home 
use for staff

Training Pack•	  – a ‘self-help’ training manual

 

 

11. ICT used in the  
‘No to Failure’ project
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13.3 Analysis of variance

Analysis of Variance (usually abbreviated to ANOVA) 
is the principal technique for making statistical 
comparisons between two or more treatment 
variables when the data are drawn from a normal 
distribution, and is used to determine whether the 
differences between the means of the variables 
are likely to be due to real (as opposed to chance) 
factors. (The term ‘normal distribution’ is used to 
refer to any distribution of scores that approximates 
to a symmetrical bell-shaped curve, with the 
majority of cases clustered around the mean and 
decreasing numbers of cases approaching the 
extremes [or tails] of the distribution. In psychology 
and education, most measures are generally 
found to approximate to a normal distribution, e.g. 
measures of reading ability in a mainstream class of 
pupils will usually be distributed roughly in a bell-
shaped curve.)

ANOVA calculates the variation between the scores 
and variation between the sample means; if the 
latter is substantially bigger than the former, then 
the variation is due to the independent variable 
and is said to be statistically significant. (Statistical 
significance is a measure of the probability [p] that 
a given finding could have occurred by chance. 
The lowest level of statistical significance usually 
accepted is p<0.05, which means that if the study 
were to be repeated 100 times the observed finding 
would have occurred by chance on less than five of 
those occasions; higher levels of significance often 
encountered are p<0.01 [1 in 100] and p<0.001 [1 in 
1,000].) 

The statistic generated by ANOVA is referred to 
as F. A 1-way ANOVA has only one factor that may 
have two or more conditions (e.g. comparing the 
gains made in response to intervention of pupils 
in three different groups). A 2-way ANOVA has two 
factors (e.g. comparing the factor of treatment 

[Intervention group vs Comparison Group] with 
the factor of time [pre-test vs post-test 2]. A 2-way 
ANOVA generates F values for the main effects (in 
this example, treatment and time) plus an F value for 
the interaction between the factors (i.e. treatment 
× time). A significant interaction indicates that the 
changes shown by the two groups over time were 
significantly different.

Note that in all the analyses reported here, ‘two-
tailed’ measures of probability have been used: i.e. 
the direction of difference between the groups has 
not been assumed.

13.4 Overall results of the intervention 
study

Overall results for Year 3 pupils

There are significant improvements from pre-test 
to post-test 2 on Spelling SS (t[54]=7.81, p<0.001, 
d=0.99), NMRA Accuracy Age Equivalent (t[53]=9.60, 
p<0.001, d=0.83), NMRA Comprehension Age 
Equivalent (t[54]=9.48, p<0.001, d=0.89) and TOWRE 
Phonemic Decoding Efficiency SS (t[53]=4.30, 
p<0.001, d=0.50). There are no significant 
differences between pre-test and post-test 2 scores 
on Suffolk reading SS, TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency 
SS or TOWRE Word Reading Efficiency SS.

Overall results for Year 7 pupils

There are significant improvements from pre-test 
to post-test 2 on Spelling SS (t[36]=4.46, p<0.001, 
d=0.53), NMRA Comprehension Age Equivalent 
(t[36]=2.54, p<0.05, d=0.45), TOWRE Sight Word 
Efficiency SS (t[38]=2.57, p<0.05, d=0.37) and TOWRE 
Phonemic Decoding Efficiency SS (t[38]=2.05, 
p<0.05, d=0.20) and TOWRE Word Reading Efficiency 
(t[38]=2.04, p<0.05, d=0.24). There are no significant 
differences between pre-test and post-test 2 scores 
on Suffolk reading SS or NMRA Accuracy Age 
Equivalent.
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Year 7 pupils (Intervention Group vs Full 
Comparison Group)

Two-way ANOVA shows a significant effect of time 
on TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency SS (F[1,84]=28.02, 
p<0.001). There is no effect of treatment group and 
no significant interaction. 

Year 7 pupils (Intervention Group vs Reduced 
Comparison Group)

Repeating the analysis with the Reduced 
Comparison Group did not produce any substantive 
changes to the findings for the TOWRE Sight Word 
Efficiency test.

13.4.3 TOWRE Phonemic Decoding Efficiency

All pupils (Intervention Group vs Full 
Comparison Group)

A Mixed ANOVA revealed no overall significant 
difference between the treatment groups 
(F[1,203]=3.09, p>0.05). There was a significant 
difference between the treatment groups at pre-
test (t[1, 239]=2.99, p=0.003), and at post-test 
2 (t[1, 239]=2.33, p=0.02) but not at post-test 2 
(t[1, 239]=0.73, p>0.05). There was a significant 
difference in Phonemic Decoding Efficiency 
scores from pre-test to post-test 2 (F[1,203]=17.27, 
p<0.001) and a significant interaction (F[1,203]=4.35, 
p<0.05).

All pupils (Intervention Group vs Reduced 
Comparison Group)

Repeating the analysis with the Reduced 
Comparison Group did not produce any substantive 
changes to the findings for the TOWRE Phonemic 
Decoding Efficiency test, although the interaction 
effect was enhanced (F[1,166]=8.94, p<0.01) with 
slightly increased effect size (d=0.33).

Year 3 pupils (Intervention Group vs Full 
Comparison Group)

Two-way ANOVA shows a significant effect of 
time on TOWRE Phonemic Decoding Efficiency SS 
(F[1,117]=4.92, p<0.05) and a significant interaction 
(F[1,117]=15.11, p<0.001). There is no overall effect 
of treatment group.

Year 3 pupils (Intervention Group vs Reduced 
Comparison Group)

Repeating the analysis with the Reduced 
Comparison Group did not produce any substantive 
changes to the findings for the TOWRE Phonemic 
Decoding Efficiency test.

Year 7 pupils (Intervention Group vs Full 
Comparison Group)

Two-way ANOVA shows a significant effect of 
time on TOWRE Phonemic Decoding Efficiency 
SS (F[1,84]=16.94, p<0.001). There is no effect of 
treatment group and no significant interaction. 

Year 7 pupils (Intervention Group vs Reduced 
Comparison Group)

Repeating the analysis with the Reduced 
Comparison Group did not produce any substantive 
changes to the findings for the TOWRE Phonemic 
Decoding Efficiency test.

13.4.4 TOWRE Word Reading Efficiency

All pupils (Intervention Group vs Full 
Comparison Group)

A Mixed ANOVA revealed no significant difference 
between the treatment groups (F[1,203]=3.30, 
p>0.05). There was a significant difference in scores 
from pre-test to post-test 2 (F[1,203]=10.44, p<0.01), 
but no significant interaction (F[1,203]=0.16, 
p>0.05).
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Year 7 pupils (Intervention Group vs Reduced 
Comparison Group)

Repeating the analysis using the Reduced 
Comparison Group did not produce any substantive 
changes to the findings for the Vernon Spelling test, 
other than an increased effect size (d increased from 
0.34 to 0.40).

13.5 Regression analysis

A pre-publication draft of Section 6 was made 
available to the members of the DCSF Dyslexia 
Expert Advisory Group for peer comment. A 
member of that group produced a critical review 
and offered to carry out further analysis of the 
main results where data from both Intervention 
and Comparison Groups were available. The 
results of that analysis and the rationale behind 
it are presented in this section, together with 
conclusions and recommendations, and are used 
with permission. The analysis was confined to data 
from the Suffolk Reading test, Vernon Spelling test, 
and the two subtests of the TOWRE. The analysis did 
not include the results obtained from the NMRA 
because Comparison Group data were not available 
for that test, for reasons explained in Section 6.5.2, 
nor did it include data from the TOWRE Word 
Reading Efficiency measure, as that is a composite 
of the TOWRE Sight Word Reading Efficiency and 
Phonemic Decoding Efficiency measures. 

13.5.1 Rationale for regression analysis

Intention to treat will be used (all of the 1. 
Comparison Group treated as controls even 
though some may mistakenly have received 
materials designed for the Intervention Group).

Focus will be on outcomes at post-test 2 to 2. 
provide most rigorous test of the effects of the 
intervention.

The high correlation between performance 3. 
at baseline and at outcome for each measure 
(>.6) limits statistical power. Regression 
analysis controlling for baseline score is the 
optimal approach because this increases 
power (proportional to the square root of the 
correlation of pre- and post-test scores).

Owing to missing data there is a reduced data 4. 
set for analysis (see Section 6.5.6 for explanation). 
Analysis needs to maximize power to detect 
effects, hence data has initially been pooled 
across Year 3 and 7 and then sub-analyses will 
compare age groups.

Measures: the following assumptions were made 5. 
post-hoc. Multisensory Dyslexia teaching has 
at its core improving knowledge of grapheme-
phoneme (GPC) and phoneme-grapheme (PGC) 
correspondences.  In this light, the primary 
outcomes were considered to be an increase in 
GPC and PGC knowledge; these are measured 
by TOWRE Phonemic Decoding Efficiency and 
Vernon Spelling, which where therefore used as 
‘primary’ outcomes.  The ‘secondary’ outcomes, 
to which generalization is predicted, were taken 
to be TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency and Suffolk 
Reading. 

13.5.2 Form of analysis

The first set of analyses used multiple regression 
to predict outcome when baseline score was 
controlled (by entering group as a dummy variable).  
If the intervention has a significant effect, then 
this is observed as a significant effect of group on 
post-test outcome score when differences between 
the groups at pre-test are taken into account.  That 
is, Intervention Group accounts for significant 
variance when variance between the groups 
before the intervention is controlled. In a second 
set of models, non-verbal IQ was also entered as 
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Preliminary analyses suggested that the number 
of teaching hours delivered was not a significant 
predictor of outcome in the present sample, 
but further investigation of this issue would be 
desirable.

13.5.4 Summary of findings

Analysing across all of the pupils for whom there 
were complete data sets, there were significant 
positive effects of intervention on Vernon Spelling. 
In analyses by subgroups, the effects of intervention 
were significant on TOWRE Phonemic Decoding 
Efficiency and Vernon Spelling post-test scores 
for Year 3 pupils; the effect on spelling remained 
significant when school level factors were taken 
into account. For Year 7 pupils, the only significant 
effect of intervention was on Vernon Spelling.  There 
were some negative effects of the intervention 
on outcomes (particularly Suffolk Reading). It 
needs to be borne in mind that these analyses are 
compromised by missing data.

13.5.5 Conclusions and implications

The findings of the current analyses must be 
interpreted cautiously given all the methodological 
limitations affecting this trial.  Strictly, given that 
allocation to groups was not random, the data are 
uninterpretable, particularly given large amounts 
of missing data (~20%), which makes it difficult to 
ascertain whether there is bias in the observations.15   
Additionally, the measures were not optimal for 
measuring progress (see comments in Sections 

6.2.2 and 6.11.4).  It should also be noted that the 
prevalence of literacy problems in the schools 
that took part suggests there may be school-
level factors that need to be taken into account. 
Notwithstanding this, the effects of the specialist 
Dyslexia input appear to be significant for Year 3 
pupils in terms of their spelling development and 
the development of their decoding skills.  For Year 
7 pupils, the only effect to reach significance was 
that on spelling performance. These findings have 
implications for the content and delivery of ‘Dyslexia 
Specialist Teaching.  At face value, it appears that 
the ‘ingredient’ that is effective is the emphasis on 
phoneme-grapheme skills (spelling), a matter that is 
addressed further in Section 6.10.8.  

The findings of this controlled study are promising.  
They suggest that the ‘specialist Dyslexia input’ 
trialled had a positive effect on the progress of 
school pupils, specifically in spelling.  The impact of 
the intervention also had some effect on decoding 
for Year 3 pupils but not Year 7 pupils. The findings 
invite scrutiny of the content of the intervention 
and its delivery in different settings. Further research 
using a randomized design, with a standard 
protocol for delivery and frequent fidelity checks, 
is required to demonstrate efficacy of Specialist 
Dyslexia Teaching. This protocol should contain 
those ingredients and elements that are helpful for 
pupils with Dyslexia and take account of the need 
for new knowledge to generalise. Such a trial should 
also investigate predictors of responsiveness to 
intervention (how different pupils respond).   

15 The children with missing spelling scores at post-test 2 tended to be those with poorer Suffolk test scores at screening.
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13.6 Progress as a function of pre-test 
scores

Suffolk Reading test

On the Suffolk Reading test there were no 
significant differences at pre-test between ‘good 
progress’ pupils and ‘poor progress’ pupils.

TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency

On the TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency test there were 
no significant differences at pre-test between ‘good 
progress’ pupils and ‘poor progress’ pupils.

TOWRE Phonemic Decoding Efficiency

On the TOWRE Phonemic Decoding Efficiency 
test there were significant differences at pre-test 
between ‘good progress’ pupils and ‘poor progress’ 
pupils, with the ‘good progress’ pupils having 
significantly higher pre-test scores on PhAB Fluency 
(t[52]=2.42, p<0.05, d=0.66); and TOWRE Phonemic 
Decoding Efficiency test (t[91]=2.73, p<0.01, d=0.57).

TOWRE Word Reading Efficiency

On the TOWRE Word Reading Efficiency test there 
were significant differences at pre-test between 
‘good progress’ pupils and ‘poor progress’ pupils, 
with the ‘good progress’ pupils having significantly 
higher pre-test scores on TOWRE Phonemic 
Decoding Efficiency test (t[91]=2.35, p<0.05, d=0.49); 
and TOWRE Word Reading Efficiency (t[91]=2.47, 
p<0.05, d=0.53).

Vernon Spelling test

On the Vernon Spelling test there were significant 
differences at pre-test between ‘good progress’ 
pupils and ‘poor progress’ pupils, with the ‘good 
progress’ pupils having significantly higher pre-
test scores on PhAB Alliteration (t[52]=2.30, p<0.05, 
d=0.67); PhAB Semantic Fluency (t[52]=3.10, p<0.01, 
d=0.92); Suffolk Reading (t[89]=2.63, p<0.05, d=0.57); 

TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency (t[89]=3.50, p<0.01, 
d=0.75); TOWRE Phonemic Decoding Efficiency 
(t[89]=3.24, p<0.01, d=0.69); and TOWRE Word 
Reading Efficiency (t[89]=3.67, p<0.001, d=0.82).

NMRA Reading Accuracy

58% of pupils in the Intervention group made gains 
of 5 months or greater on NMRA reading accuracy 
and 71% made gains of 5 months or greater on 
NMRA reading comprehension. On NMRA reading 
accuracy there were significant differences at 
pre-test between ‘good progress’ pupils and ‘poor 
progress’ pupils, with the ‘good progress’ pupils 
having significantly higher pre-test scores on Digit 
Span (t[84]=2.29, p<0.05, d=0.51) and TOWRE Word 
Reading Efficiency (t[85]=2.27, p<0.05, d=0.51).

NMRA Reading Comprehension

On NMRA reading comprehension there were 
significant differences at pre-test between ‘good 
progress’ pupils and ‘poor progress’ pupils, with the 
‘good progress’ pupils having significantly higher 
pre-test scores on Vernon spelling (t[84]=2.38, 
p<0.05, d=0.58), Suffolk Reading (t[83]=2.22, 
p<0.05, d=0.52), NMRA reading accuracy 
(t[82]=5.30, p<0.001, d=1.24) and NMRA reading 
comprehension (t[35]=5.85, p<0.001, d=1.47).
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TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency test

Two-way ANOVA shows a significant effect of 
risk group on TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency SS 
(F[2,90]=14.68, p<0.001) and a significant effect of 
time (F[1,90]=7.84, p<0.01). There is no significant 
interaction. Post-hoc tests show significant 
differences between Subgroups 1 and 3 (p<0.001; 
d = 1.34) and between the Subgroups 2 and 3 
(p<0.001; d = 0.97). Separate analysis of the Year 
3 and Year 7 data did not produce any different 
findings regarding the performance of the three 
subgroups on the TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency 
test, except that for Year 3 the effect of time was not 
significant.

TOWRE Phonemic Decoding Efficiency test

Two-way ANOVA shows a significant effect of risk 
group on TOWRE Phonemic Decoding Efficiency 
SS (F[2,90]=27.15, p<0.001) and a significant 
effect of time (F[1,90]=20.72, p<0.001). There was 
no significant interaction. Post-hoc tests show 
significant differences between the Subgroups 1 
and 2 (p<0.01; d = 0.68), between Subgroups 1 and 
3 (p<0.001; d=1.47) and between the Subgroups 
2 and 3 (p<0.01; d=0.86). Separate analysis of the 
Year 3 and Year 7 data did not produce any different 
findings regarding the performance of the three 
subgroups on the TOWRE Phonemic Decoding 
Efficiency test.

TOWRE Word Reading Efficiency test

Two-way ANOVA shows a significant effect of 
risk group on TOWRE Word Reading Efficiency SS 
(F[2,90]=17.94, p<0.001). There is no effect of time 
nor a significant interaction. Post-hoc tests show 
no significant differences between the subgroups. 
Separate analysis of the Year 3 and Year 7 data did 
not produce any different findings regarding the 
performance of the three subgroups on the Word 
Reading Efficiency test.

Vernon Spelling test

Two-way ANOVA shows a significant effect of risk 
group on Spelling SS (F[2,88]=4.43, p<0.05) and a 
significant effect of time (F[1,88]=82.82, p<0.001, 
p²=0.49). There is no significant interaction. Post-

hoc tests show significant differences between 
Subgroups 1 and 3 (p<0.05; d=0.71) and between 
Subgroups 2 and 3 (p<0.05; d=0.70). Separate 
analysis of the Year 3 and Year 7 data did not 
produce any different findings regarding the 
performance of the three subgroups on the Vernon 
Spelling test, except that for both Year 3 and 7 the 
effect of risk group was not significant.

NMRA Year 3 results

Two-way ANOVA shows a significant effect of 
risk group on NMRA Reading Accuracy Age 
(F[2,50]=3.47, p<0.05), a significant effect of 
time (F[1,50]=83.94, p<0.001) and a significant 
interaction (F[2,50]=3.70, p<0.05). Two-way ANOVA 
shows a significant effect of risk group on NMRA 
Reading Comprehension Age (F[2,51]=6.47, p<0.01) 
and a significant effect of time (F[2,51]=76.93, 
p<0.001). There is no significant interaction. 

NMRA Year 7 results

Two-way ANOVA shows no significant effects of 
risk group or time on NMRA Reading Accuracy Age 
and no significant interaction. Two-way ANOVA 
shows a significant effect of time on NMRA Reading 
Comprehension Age (F[1,34]=5.45, p<0.05). There is 
no effect of risk group and no significant interaction.
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The following tests were used in the study. Note that 
some tests were used in the screening and some 
in the pre-test – post-test assessment stages. [See 
Section 6]

14.1.1 Vernon Graded Word Spelling Test (3rd 
edition)

Published by Hodder Murray, this test was revised 
and re-standardised in 2006 and is designed to test 
spelling attainment and progress from age 5 to 18+ 
years. It takes approximately 20 to 30 minutes and 
results can be reported as standardised scores. 

The test is administered by presenting words in 
order of difficulty, with each one placed in the 
context of a sentence. The words in this revised 
edition have been analysed to classify and match 
them to the National Literacy Strategy and the Key 
Stage 3 National strategy Framework for Teaching 
English so that teachers may more easily identify 
particular strengths and weaknesses in a student’s 
spelling.

14.1.2  Suffolk Reading Scale 2 (Revised)

Published by GL Assessment (formerly NFER–
Nelson), the revised (2002) edition of this group 
reading test is an extended and updated version 
with three age ranges. It is a test of reading 
comprehension in which pupils read a sentence 
and choose from a selection of words which one 
best fits the sentence. The project used level 1 (ages 
6:00–8:11) with Year 3, and level 3 (ages 10:00–
14:11) with Year 7. Each level takes approximately 50 
minutes to administer and results can be reported 
as standardised scores. 

14.1.3  Free Writing

This was an informal test in which pupils wrote 
for about 10 minutes on how they might spend a 
lottery win. Each pupil’s writing was analysed for:

Content and ideas•	

Vocabulary•	

Spelling•	

Organisation•	

Language•	

Handwriting•	

Presentation•	

14.1.4  Test of Word Reading Efficiency (TOWRE)

This test, which was devised by Torgesen, Wagner 
and Rashotte in 1999 and is published by Pearson 
Assessment, assesses the ability to pronounce 
printed words accurately and fluently. It is a single 
word reading test of both real and non-words, a test 
of both fluency and speed. There are two subtests: 
Sight Word Efficiency, in which pupils are required 
to sound out non-words quickly and accurately 
(e.g. ba, ip, barp, stip, cratty, trober), and Phonemic 
Decoding Efficiency, in which pupils are required 
to recognise familiar words as whole units (e.g. is, up, 
cat, work, jump, crowd, better, uniform, necessary). 
The tester is given phonetic transcriptions that are 
acceptable. 45 seconds is allowed for each task 
and it takes about 5 minutes to administer the 
whole test. TOWRE is designed for ages 6:0 to 24:11 
years and results can be reported as standardised 
scores for both parts of the test. However, it should 
be noted that the norms are based on samples of 
children in the United States.

14. Tests used in 
the study
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Lucid Ability Non-verbal Reasoning Test

Nonverbal reasoning is a test involving matrix 
puzzles that can be solved by application of logical 
reasoning. In each item children are shown on the 
computer screen a 3 × 3 matrix of nine squares that 
has the bottom right hand square empty. Students 
choose from a selection of six squares at the bottom 
of the screen the one that they think completes the 
pattern best. 

14.1.8  New Reading Analysis (NMRA) 

This test of oral reading accuracy and reading 
comprehension is published by GL Assessment 
(formerly NFER–Nelson) and dates from 1985. 
The construction of the test includes a guide to 
miscue analysis, i.e. analysis of the pupil’s reading 
behaviours and errors that can be used to plan a 
remediation programme. The test takes at least 
15 minutes to administer. There are three parallel 
forms, which allow for longitudinal testing of 
progress. Pupils are asked to read prose passages of 
increasing complexity and then to answer questions 
based on the text. The scores for each section, along 
with observations by the assessor, are a valuable 
foundation for doing a full miscue analysis on the 
reader’s strengths and weaknesses. Results are 
expressed as age equivalent ranges; standardised 
scores are not available. 

14.1.9  Confidence Measure

This informal measure of confidence about school-
based tasks was used with some pupils. Pupils were 
asked at the beginning and at the end of their 
lessons how good they thought they were in terms 
of:

Reading•	

Spelling•	

Writing•	

Maths•	

Putting up your hand if you don’t know•	

Behaving well at school•	

How clever do you think you are?•	
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In each school a Learning Support Assistant •	
(LSA) was assigned to work alongside the 
teacher and thus received on the job training on 
how to put together and run a programme of 
learning for these pupils. 

Years 7 and 8 continued to be the targeted years. •	

Once secure in what they were doing, these LSA’s 
were then encouraged to cascade these skills 
amongst their colleagues and set up more groups 
for other students in the school. The Dyslexia Action 
teacher would provide advice and guidance for 
these groups.

In 2003 a ninth school joined the project.

This model continued successfully until summer 
2008 but throughout that time meetings took place 
to consider how Primary Schools could be brought 
into the project. Following many discussions Phase 
Three of the project was decided upon.

Phase Three

This September the project moved in to consultancy 
mode. 

The Secondary schools continue to be •	
supported and training provided for new staff. 

Secondary Schools not on the project are being •	
offered training and Dyslexia Action staff will be 
involved in modelling the teaching skills needed, 
as necessary.

All Primary Schools will be offered training and •	
the modelling of Team Teaching groups.

Advice on all aspects of helping students •	
gain literacy targets will be available to all 
Portsmouth City schools.

Summary

This is, and always has been, a very exciting project 
to work on. Portsmouth City has been innovative 
and pioneering throughout. Their determination to 
tackle the problem of poor reading skills amongst 
their students has driven the project through all its 
stages and those involved have constantly looked to 
further and improve access to the skills provided.

15.3 CReSTeD   

The Council for the Registration of Schools Teaching 
Dyslexic pupils is a registered charity (No. 1052103) 
set up in 1989 to provide some guidance and 
assurance to parents seeking a school for their child 
with Specific Learning Difficulties (Dyslexia).  It acts 
as a source of school names which parents can 
use as their first step towards making a placement 
decision which will be critical to their child’s 
educational future. CReSTeD is proving to be a 
valuable resource for parents, educational advisers 
and schools.

CReSTeD’s main activity is to produce a Register of 
schools that provide for pupils with SpLD.  Of these, 
the main difficulty is Dyslexia.  There is, however, a 
general recognition that Dyslexia rarely exists in 
isolation and latest research demonstrates a high 
level of co-morbidity with other difficulties.  These 
include Dyspraxia, Dyscalculia, ADD, as well as 
Pragmatic and Semantic Language Difficulties.

The Register is provided free of charge to help 
parents and those who advise them to choose 
schools for dyslexic children. It is a first step in 
making this choice and includes a checklist to help 
parents decide if a school can meet their child’s 
special needs. 
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individual pupils.  It is the aim of the staff and 
Governors that all pupils should leave the school 
properly equipped for the next stage of their 
education and to this end the provision for pupils 
with special educational needs, whether defined 
as specific learning difficulties, ‘invisible pupils’ or 
exceptionally able or ‘gifted’ is addressed.   

The SEN Policy is initiated and co-ordinated by the 
Director of Learning Support –SENCo - and works 
towards fulfilling the requirements of the DfES 
Special Educational Needs Code of Practice 2001 
and the Disability Discrimination Act 2001 and its 
manifestation within the context of a Preparatory 
School environment so far as it is reasonably 
practicable and compatible with the provision of 
the effective education of other pupils.  

All pupils from the Nursery up to the Year 8 are 
included in the SEN Policy.  Pupils are regarded as 
having special educational needs if they have an 
identifiable learning difficulty such as Dyslexia or 
difference such as giftedness, which calls for specific 
provision to be made for them and when the 
identifiable characteristics of their learning profiles 
are significant or sufficient to compromise their 
ability for making effective use of the educational 
facilities provided and enjoyed by their peers.

Support in the LSC is planned to enable all pupils to 
participate effectively in curriculum and assessment 
activities.  It aims to ensure that all pupils are 
valued equally and that there is no discrimination 
against them in any area of school life, on the basis 
of their learning profile.  It is imperative that in 
order to help these pupils maximise their access 
to the educational opportunities offered at Danes 
Hill, they are identified at the earliest opportunity.  
They can then be provided with different levels of 
intervention to match their level of need.  Staff are 
made aware of each pupil’s special needs in order 
that they may be understood and met in all school 

settings.   The LSC staff discuss targets with their 
pupils when writing IEPs.  The pupils are encouraged 
to take an interest in their targets and the support 
work. 

Implementation

The Director of Learning Support has responsibility 
for the co-ordination of SEN from the Nursery to 
Year 8, the management of LSC staff and Special 
Needs Assistants. The Governor with responsibility 
for SEN is a specialist in the field and is available 
for consultations with parents of SEN pupils 
and advises on the provision of Educational 
Psychologists and Speech and Language therapists 
where necessary.  The school has a direct link with 
an Educational Psychologist.

Admissions Arrangements

Pupils entering the school will normally be assessed 
through the normal channels as set down in the 
Admissions Policy.  If necessary they may be referred 
to the Director of LS for further assessment and 
advice on appropriate intervention.  The school 
maintains a strong academic tradition and would 
not be suitable for children with very complex 
difficulties.  The Director of LS advises staff and 
parents on working with an incoming pupil with 
identified SEN.

Identification and Assessment

Pupils may be referred for Assessment at any time in 
the school year as a result of concern expressed by 
staff, parents or as a result of screening tests. 

Provision

Additional Specialist Teaching provision is put 
in place once a pupil’s rate of progress has been 
identified as inadequate, despite having appropriate 
and differentiated learning experiences.  When 
the IEP is drawn up for the pupil it may focus on 
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Qualifications of Head of Specialist Provision or 
Senior SpLD teacher

Title SENCo

Qualifications  Cert. Ed.  Dip Ed. (Special    
 Education), M.Ed (Learning  
 Difficulties), AMBDA               

Consultant’s comments

The highly qualified and competent SENCo runs an 
excellent team comprising qualified teachers and 
LSAs. His dedication to and care of the pupils in 
his charge is immediately obvious. The size of the 
department involves a huge amount of organisation 
and its success is in large part due to his ‘people 
handling’ skills and the commitment he engenders 
in his team.

Ofsted Report

A new (Ofsted) report (2006) was provided on 
the day of the visit. It describes the school pupil 
intake as entering with results which are generally 
below average, with the proportion of pupils with 
statements of special educational needs at four 
times the national average. It confirms the findings 
of the earlier report and adds that, although pupil 
attainment at Key Stage 3 is below the national 
average, by the time pupils reach the end of Key 
Stage 4 attainment is just above average. This 
success is credited to well focused intervention and 
support and ‘reflects the inclusive nature of the 
school’. 

Timetable (including Special Needs Provision)

The whole school timetable is well balanced to 
meet the needs of all children, from the most able to 
the least able. It includes the full range of academic/
GCSE subjects as well as NVQ courses such as 

construction.

The Learning Support Department provides tuition 
for individuals and small groups which is timetabled 
to fit with subject lessons that these pupils don’t 
do. This can be a subject such as French or German, 
or in some cases, all English lessons are taught 
within the department. Some pupils are taught in 
nurture/access classes and gradually integrated into 
mainstream lessons.  

Staffing and Staff Development

Qualifications and experience of all learning 
support staff 

Consultant’s comments 

The state sector are moving more and more 
towards using highly trained learning support 
assistants (HLTAs) to deliver provision to dyslexic 
pupils, both in the class room and in the support 
unit. Ercall Wood has 5 qualified teachers with 
specialist qualifications for teaching dyslexic pupils 
and 21 teaching assistants with varying levels 
of qualifications. All appear to have the special 
qualities of empathy and commitment to the pupils 
that make the role a successful one. The work of 
the TAs is set out and overseen by the SENCo, and 
timetabled by Administrative Assistant, to ensure 
that the match between the TA and the pupil/s 
being supported works to maximum advantage. 
The system of teaching, using graded folders 
of worksheets and precision testing, employed 
throughout the Department, means that the 
excellent TAs are able to guide pupils through 
their programmes with only minimal input and 
monitoring  from the SENCo. 

The Administrative Assistant begins her day 
rescheduling Teaching Assistants’ timetables to 
ensure that staff absences are covered by moving 
those available to the most needy children. 
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provide impartial and objective advice and •	
support to dyslexic people and those with 
whom they come into contact,

set the standards for and accredit Dyslexia •	
knowledge and professional expertise,

deliver innovative solutions which break new •	
ground in the field of Dyslexia,

disseminate and share best practice regionally, •	
nationally and internationally,

promote research. •	

One of the key areas of work is the BDA Quality 
Mark which sets the standards for individual 
schools, Children’s Services, Post-16 education and 
training, and organizations to be Dyslexia friendly.  
This means that in each of those settings the 
environment supports dyslexic people, rather than 
creating barriers, allowing each individual to reach 
their potential.

In 1999 the BDA launched the first edition of the 
Achieving Dyslexia Friendly Schools pack. In 
2004, following wide consultation with a range 
of education professionals and generous support 
from the J J Charitable Trust, the BDA Quality Mark 
scheme was launched. 

Sixteen local authorities and children’s services, 6 
colleges of further education and 7 schools in the 
UK have already achieved the BDA Dyslexia Friendly 
Quality Mark award and many more are currently 
working towards it. Companies are also now 
registering for the Dyslexia Friendly Quality Mark 
award.

The BDA Quality Mark is a whole school approach. 
The BDA recognises that most of the time the 
majority of moderately dyslexic students will be 
taught in mainstream classrooms and by non 
specialist tutors. Therefore it is important that 

general classroom environments are Dyslexia 
friendly and employ appropriate teaching 
methods, in addition to schools providing Specialist 
Teaching programmes for (1 to1 and small group) 
intervention work. 

Schools registering for the Dyslexia friendly BDA 
Quality Mark carry out a self-audit against a set 
of Standards provided by the BDA. The Standards 
cover all areas of school life including:

Leadership and management1. 

Quality of teaching and learning 2. 

Creating a climate for learning3. 

Partnership and liaison with parents, carers, 4. 
governors and other concerned parties.

From the audit the school identifies those areas in 
which they need to develop further and draw up 
an action plan to do so. This will commonly include 
some additional training of staff in quality first 
Dyslexia friendly teaching and support (for teachers 
and teaching assistants). Schools should have 
systems for early identification of possible dyslexic 
difficulties and deliver effective intervention 
programmes as early as possible. They should also 
work to build the self-esteem of dyslexic individuals.

Having implemented the Action Plan, schools 
prepare a ‘Record of Evidence’ to show that they are 
now meeting each of the BDA Quality Mark criteria, 
and submit this to BDA. The BDA will ask to see 
some of this evidence in advance of a verification 
visit.  At the verification visit the BDA will carry out 
observations and interviews with a range of school 
personnel, pupils, governors and parents. They also 
ask to see any further evidence that they require to 
show that the school is meeting the BDA Quality 
Mark criteria. 
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The footage and sound files for this film were 
gathered by Sandy Fitzgerald (NTF Project 
Manager) and Rosie Wood (SpLD Specialist 
Advisor) during 7 days over a 3 month period on 
completion of the NTF Specialist Teacher tuition 
but before completion of the delayed tuition of the 
Comparison Groups.  

Cornwall and Calderdale were visited prior to the 
school Summer holidays; Southwark was visited 
early in the Autumn term.

The number of schools visited were as follows:

Calderdale:  5 schools visited over 2.5 days 

Cornwall:  10 schools interviewed over 2.5 days on 
site at 6 ‘host’ schools where staff and pupils from 
some of the other schools travelled to meet us. This 
happened particularly within the Roseland region 
of Cornwall, where a cluster group of 9 tiny schools 
support each other on many levels and have a good 
relationship.

Southwark:  4 schools visited over 2 days 

Prior to each regional visit, the ‘No to Failure’ 
Specialist Teachers were asked to nominate pupils 
for us to meet.  These pupils were not just the ones 
who had made the most academic progress but also 
included many whose significant improvement in 
confidence during the specialist tuition was most 
noticeable.  This was a recurring theme when talking 
to pupils and school staff alike (as well as parents).

Although the visits were to gather sound and film 
footage from pre-arranged interviewees, we were 
surprised and delighted to meet with parents who 
had come along because they wanted to meet 
us and thank us for the input of the ‘No to Failure’ 
project.  

It is hoped that the DVD has allowed those most 
closely involved in ‘No to Failure’ to tell us how it was 
for them, in their own words.

To watch the film footage, please visit:

www.thedyslexia-spldtrust.org.uk/no-to-failure-
project/
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