KoMMepIusIbIK eMec MeKeMe /// Non-Profit Institution "Eurasian

«binim O6epyi, AeHcayIIbIK CaKTayIbl Center for Accreditation and
camameH KaMChI3JaHIbIpy _EC I\O /\ Quality Assurance in Higher
JKOHE aKKPEIHTTCY i o tef’g vt .\t, Education and Healthcare"
EypasusiblK OpTajIbIFbDy n Higher Educatin and Healh Gar

THEMATIC ANALYSIS, 2024

Nel. Survey Results of Employees from Educational Institutions Accredited by the
Eurasian Center for Accreditation and Quality Assurance in Higher Education
and Healthcare (ECAQA)

From January to December 2024, a survey was conducted among 687 employees
and students of educational institutions (universities, research centers, scientific
research institutes, higher medical (nursing) colleges, organizations of additional and
non-formal education (CPD)), including educational institutions in the Republic of
Uzbekistan.

During the same period, ECAQA carried out 27 site visits to educational
institutions as part of institutional and specialized (programme) accreditation.

Purpose of the Survey: assessment of the quality of institutions and
implementation of institutional and/or specialized (programme) accreditation,
including the external visit of ECAQA experts.

Methods: the survey was conducted online via online platform
https://webanketa.com/ru/ in Kazakh and Russian languages. The questionnaire
included 14 closed and open-ended questions. The statistical analysis of the survey
results was carried out automatically on the aforementioned online platform. The
response options included: “Fully satisfied / completely agree”, “Partially satisfied /
partially agree”, “Not satisfied / disagree”, “Find it difficult to answer”. Additionally,
a rating system from 0 to 5 (from the lowest to the highest indicator) was applied. Some
questions were grouped and presented in a single chart.

Results:

Among the respondents: 10.9% (75) were administrative staff, 53.1% (365) were
full-time faculty members, 2.04% (20) were part-time lecturers, 2.91% (8) were
resident mentors, 22% (151) were research center employees, 22% (151) were students,
0.44% (3) were interns, 1.31% (9) were Master’s students, 1.31% (9) were PhD
students, 4.8% (33) were residents. Thus, the proportion of students among the total
number of respondents was 20.7% (142) (Fig. 1).

Work experience in education among surveyed employees: less than 5 years —
24.3% (167), 5-10 years — 13.5% (93), 11-15 years — 8.15% (56), more than 15 years
—33.3% (229).


https://webanketa.com/ru/
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The first experience of self-evaluation within accreditation was reported by 56.9%
(391) of respondents. Among them, 49.9% (343) personally participated in training
sessions organized by the accreditation center (ECAQA) for accreditation preparation.
Meanwhile, 40.9% stated that they did not participate in the training, and 9.17% (63)
found it difficult to answer.

Fig. 2 Participation of employees in self-assessment, %
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The majority (74.4%) took part in preparing their educational institution for
accreditation and in external expert evaluation activities, but 26.6% (183) did not
participate but were aware of the accreditation process. Meanwhile, 15.7% (108) were
involved in preparing the self-assessment report, 14.1% (97) collected quantitative data
for the self-assessment (evaluation) report, 8.15% (56) prepared students for
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accreditation, 29.3% (201) conducted practical classes observed by the external expert
commission (hereinafter referred to as EEC). 22.7% (156) participated in preparing the
institution’s documentation. (Fig. 2)

Regarding the study and application of Accreditation Standards, 64.6% (444) of
respondents answered that they had no difficulties and everything was clear and
understandable. However, 5.97% (41) found the wording of the Standards complex,
6.99% (48) found many Standards unclear, and 9.75% (67) of respondents believed
that some standards were redundant in meaning, 4.51% (31 found many unfamiliar
terms and expressions (Fig. 3). The most challenging standards for understanding and
Self-evaluation Report preparation were Standard 8 (Governance and Administration)
and Standard 9 (Continuous Renewal), as well as Standard 2 (Educational Programme)
(due to a large number of evaluation criteria) and Standard 7 (Assessment of the
Educational Programme) (difficulties in understanding criteria).

Fig. 3 Staff opinion on accreditation standards, %
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5.24% (36) of respondents believed that the Self-evaluation Report was too
lengthy, 2.62% (18) reported insufficient time to write the Self-evaluation Report, and
5.97% (41) faced difficulties collecting quantitative data.

79.8% (548) of respondents considered the EEC members competent in academic
and professional matters. 8.59% (59) partially agreed, 0.87% (6) completely disagreed,
and 10.8% (74) found it difficult to answer.

To the question “the composition of the external expert commission for
accreditation complied with ethical requirements during the external evaluation”,
81.5% (560) answered that they fully agreed, 7.71% (53) partially agreed, 0.87% (6)
completely disagreed, 9.9% (68) found it difficult to answer.

During the external expert evaluation, accreditation experts assessed all the
strengths of the educational institution/educational programme 80.5% (553) of
respondents fully agreed, 7.86% (54) partially agreed, 0.58% (4) completely disagreed,
and 11.1% (76) found it difficult to answer. (Fig. 4)



During the external expert evaluation, accreditation experts provided the
educational institution's employees with recommendations for improvement that fully
reflect the existing problems - 78.3% (538) fully agreed with this statement, 10.8%
(74) partially agreed, 0.58% (4) completely disagreed, 10.3% (71) found it difficult to
answer. (Fig. 4)

The approved EEC Site Visit Program was followed and all activities were carried
out - 83.6% (574) fully agreed, 6.4% (44) - partially agreed, 0.29% (2) - completely
disagreed, 9.75% (67) found it difficult to answer.

I am personally satisfied with the recommendations received from the
accreditation experts on improving the educational programme/activities of the
educational organization - 79.6% (544) fully agreed, 8.88% (61) - partially agreed,
0.73% (5) - completely disagreed, 11.2% (77) found it difficult to answer. (Fig. 4)

My personal opinion is that accreditation is an important mechanism for ensuring
the Quality of education - 83.6% (574) fully agreed, 9.61% (66) - partially agreed,
2.04% (14) - completely disagreed, 4.8% (33) found it difficult to answer. (Fig. 4)

Fig. 4 Staff opinion on the external evaluation of the educational
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My suggestions for improving the institution of external evaluation in institutional
and/or specialized accreditation:

— Providing interview questions in advance — 46.9% (322),

— More time for practical class visits — 22.9% (157),

— Expert composition adjustments — 18.6% (128),

— More time for self-assessment — 16.9% (116),

— Content of the EEC site visit program — 15.7% (108),

— Extending the duration of the EEC site visit — 8.59% (59),

— More time for documentation review- 5.24% (36).



Based on the results of the survey conducted among EEC members, the
following conclusions were made:

1) The survey included staff, faculty, and students, allowing for consideration of
opinions from various stakeholder groups.

2) The majority (75.6%) of surveyed staff have experience working in
educational institutions.

3) Most respondents (74.4%) participated in various stages of accreditation
preparation.

4) The Accreditation Standards were clear and understandable for 2/3 of
respondents (64.6%).

5) The most challenging Standards to interpret were Standards 2, 7, 8, and 9.

6) The duration of the Self-evaluation process (institutional or programmatic)
was considered sufficient by 83.1% of respondents.

7) The majority of respondents positively assessed the composition and
professionalism of the external expert commission (79.8%), its ethical conduct
(81.5%), compliance with the visit program (90%), and satisfaction with expert
recommendations (88.48%).

8) Accreditation is an important mechanism in ensuring the quality of education
(93.21%).

9) To improve accreditation preparation, respondents recommended increasing
the time for Self-evaluation (16.9%), allocating more time during site visits to assess
practical training (22.9%), carefully structuring the site visit program (15.7%), and
selecting commission members more thoroughly (18.6%).

ECAQA has identified areas for improvement in 2025:

1. During training for internal self-evaluation committees of educational
institutions, dedicate more time to reviewing Standards 2, 7, 8, and 9.

2. Organize a training seminar on ECAQA Accreditation Standards for
educational institution staff and departments responsible for Quality Assurance and
accreditation.

3. Enhance training on self-evaluation procedures, evidence collection for
Accreditation Standards compliance, interview question formulation, and final expert
Report preparation during Quality Assurance seminars for medical education experts,
including students and employers.

4. When developing the educational institution site visit program, allocate more
time for practical training evaluations, including assessments of the quality of practical
sessions, seminars, and lectures through expert surveys.

The survey results of educational institution staff were reviewed at the ECAQA Expert
Board Meeting, Minutes No. 4, dated December 10, 2024.



