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Executive Summary 

This report details key findings from SQA Accreditation’s stakeholder survey 

conducted between January and March 2015. 

In total, 44 complete responses were received from a range of awarding bodies, 

Standards Setting Organisations and other stakeholders. 

The following key conclusions can be drawn from the survey: 

 Stakeholders have considerable understanding of, and confidence in, SQA 

Accreditation. 

 Stakeholders’ experience of working with SQA Accreditation is mainly 

positive, and fares well when compared with stakeholders’ experience of 

working with other UK qualification regulators. 

 The services and support SQA Accreditation provides are highly valued by 

stakeholders. 

 The key strengths of SQA Accreditation that stakeholders values are: 

— helpful and knowledgeable staff 

— dedicated and personal point of contact 

— professional and supportive nature 

— rigorous processes 

— communication 

— continuous improvement activity 

No major areas of concern were highlighted in the survey results. However, a 

number of areas for consideration by SQA Accreditation were identified: 

 Bureaucracy is still cited as the main weakness of SQA Accreditation, 

particularly in regards to processes. 

 The Accreditation Submission (AC2) form can be unwieldy to use and causes 

difficulty for some stakeholders. 

 A number of stakeholders reported incidents of inconsistent feedback and 

guidance from staff, which can cause frustration. 

 The website shows vast improvements from previous surveys but there is 

scope for further improvements to be made. 

 The Regulatory Principles are well embedded and understood by the vast 

majority of awarding bodies. However, the broad scope of the Regulatory 

Principles make it difficult for some stakeholders to understand what is 

required of them. 

 Some awarding bodies require further support and guidance in effectively 

meeting the requirements of the self-assessment. 
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1 Introduction 

SQA Accreditation is dedicated to continuously improving its levels of service, 

and ensuring that stakeholders get the opportunity to share their opinions and 

influence the direction of change. SQA Accreditation considers the feedback from 

stakeholder surveys together with views and comments gathered on an ongoing 

basis to identify potential areas for improvement and development. 

This report details key findings from SQA Accreditation’s stakeholder survey 

conducted between January and March 2015. 

The purpose of the survey was to gather information on stakeholders’ 

experiences of working with SQA Accreditation, and to identify key strengths and 

weaknesses with the view to inform further improvement. The survey was also 

used as a tool to gather initial responses to SQA Accreditation’s new website, 

which was launched in December 2014. 

The survey was open for responses from 13 January to 31 March 2015. SQA 

Accreditation’s key stakeholders were invited by e-mail to respond to the survey, 

and invitations were sent to multiple contacts at 41 awarding bodies, 35 

Standards Setting Organisations (SSOs)1 and five other organisations. 

Responses were encouraged via reminder e-mails and engagement from 

Accreditation Managers and Regulation Managers. 

Where possible, comparisons are made with stakeholder survey results from 

previous years. In 2010, it was decided that the stakeholder survey would be 

conducted every two years rather than annually. Results from the 2009, 2010 

and 2012–13 surveys are included here for comparison where applicable. 

  

                                                

1 We have adopted the term ‘Standards Setting Organisation’ to include Sector Skills 

Councils, Sector Bodies and Industry Standards Setting Bodies as well as partnerships of 

these organisations. 
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2 Response to survey 

Invitations were sent to multiple contacts at 41 awarding bodies, 35 SSOs and 

five others. In total, 44 complete2 responses were received from SQA 

Accreditation’s stakeholders. With only one response from each stakeholder 

organisation received, this gave a response rate of 54% of organisations invited 

to participate in the survey. 

The majority of responses were from awarding bodies (68%) rather than SSOs 

(30%). The full breakdown by stakeholder type is shown in Figure 1. 

The survey was sent to a total of 221 individual contacts, giving a response rate 

of 22%. While this appears low, the survey was sent to multiple contacts at each 

organisation to ensure awareness of the survey and to encourage relevant 

responses to the different sections of the survey. Stakeholder organisations 

submitted one collated response per organisation rather than multiple individual 

responses. 

In comparison to previous years’ surveys, the response rate is far lower by 

percentage of those invited to respond, though in actual numbers the response 

this year is slightly greater than the previous two surveys. 

  

                                                

2 Some responses were received which only answered a limited number of questions at the 

beginning of the survey. These have not been included in the analysis. 

30, 68%
1, 2%

13, 30%
Awarding body

Other (please
specify)

Standards Setting
Organisation

Figure 1: Response by type of stakeholder 
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For 59% of respondents (26), this was the first time they had responded to a 

stakeholder survey from SQA Accreditation — an increase of 22% (10 

responses). 

A pattern of decreasing response from Standards Setting Organisations (SSOs) 

is evident when comparing the breakdown of respondents across each survey. In 

2009 there were responses from 29 SSOs, this has fallen to 13 SSOs in this 

year’s survey.  

 

 

 

 

 

This pattern of decreasing SSO responses is to be expected and reflects the 

wider environment SQA is operating in where the number of SSOs in the UK is 

falling. 

  

Table 1:  Response Rate, comparison by year 

 number percentage 

2009 56 39% 

2010 30 29% 

2012–13 43 31% 

2014–15 44 22% 

Table 2: Standards Setting Organisations’ Response, comparison by year 

 Standards Setting Organisations 

2009 29 

2010 17 

2012–13 14 

2014–15 13 
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3 Understanding of SQA 
Accreditation 

Stakeholders were asked to indicate whether they agreed or disagreed with three 

statements regarding their understanding and opinion of SQA Accreditation’s key 

roles and functions. Respondents’ levels of understanding about SQA 

Accreditation varied although, in most cases, was good regardless of how long 

they had worked with SQA Accreditation. 

Responses to the questions were positive in the main, with over 90% of 

respondents answering that they ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ with each of the 

statements. A contrasting view was expressed by a small number of 

respondents: 

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statements 
(1 strongly agree, 2 agree, 3 neither agree nor disagree, 4 disagree, 5 
strongly disagree): 

  1 2 3 4 5 

I think SQA Accreditation's role and remit 

are clearly defined 
22 18 2 2 0 

I am aware of SQA Accreditation's two 

distinct sections — Accreditation and 

Regulation — and their main duties 

22 21 0 1 0 

I know that SQA Accreditation is a distinct 

autonomous part of the SQA umbrella 

organisation and is not part of the 

awarding body 

26 15 2 1 0 

 

In response to ‘I think SQA Accreditation's role and remit are clearly defined’, the 

response was overwhelmingly positive. There was a 17% increase in those that 

‘strongly agree’ with the statement from the 2012–13 survey. However, two 

respondents disagreed — a 5% increase from the last survey. 
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In response to the second statement ‘I am aware of SQA Accreditation's two 

distinct sections — Accreditation and Regulation — and their main duties’, there 

is a positive increase from the last survey in those who strongly agree. However, 

as in 2012–13, there was one respondent who disagreed. This was not the same 

respondent who disagreed with the first statement. 

 

NB: There is only comparison data from 2012–13 survey for this statement. 

A recurrent theme in stakeholder feedback is that there is confusion between 

SQA Accreditation, SQA the awarding body, and corporate SQA. Various 

attempts have been made to resolve this issue such as SQA Accreditation 

getting their own branding following the 2010 stakeholder survey and the launch 

of a new website dedicated to SQA Accreditation in 2014. 
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Figure 2: ‘I think SQA Accreditation’s role and remit are clearly defined’, comparison by year 

Figure 3: I am aware of SQA Accreditation's two distinct sections — Accreditation and Regulation — 

and their main duties’, comparison by year 
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In this year’s survey, stakeholders were asked whether they agreed or disagreed 

with the statement ‘I know that SQA Accreditation is a distinct autonomous part of 

the SQA umbrella organisation and is not part of the awarding body’. The 

response was overwhelmingly positive, with 59% saying that they ‘strongly agree’ 

and 34% that they ‘agree’. 

 

While only one respondent (2%) said that they disagreed with the statement, it is 

important to note that as an independent regulator, it is critical that stakeholders 

understand SQA Accreditation’s impartiality and its separation from SQA, the 

awarding body. 

The response to these statements indicates that SQA Accreditation is 

communicating its role and remit to stakeholders effectively. While there has not 

been a large increase in the number of positive responses to these statements 

from past stakeholder surveys, the baseline was high and the levels of positive 

responses has been stable. However, there is room for continual improvements 

to ensure all stakeholders fully understand the role of SQA Accreditation and its 

responsibilities and functions. 

  

26
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Strongly agree Agree Neither agree or
disagree

Disagree

Figure 4: ‘I know that SQA Accreditation is a distinct autonomous part of the SQA umbrella 

organisation and is not part of the awarding body’ 
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4 Working with SQA 
Accreditation 

4.1 Stakeholder engagement 
SQA Accreditation engages with stakeholders in a number of different ways, and 

often with multiple contacts in the same organisation. For example, stakeholders 

are allocated a specific contact from SQA Accreditation, such as an Accreditation 

Manager and a Regulation Manager in the case of an awarding body, and an 

Accreditation Manager for SSOs. The Head of Accreditation is the key contact for 

some stakeholders, plus there is general contact from other teams, such as 

administration and the research and information section. 

Survey responses reflect this way of working, with the majority of respondents 

stating that they have ‘regular contact’ with a specific member of staff and ‘some 

contact’ with SQA Accreditation in general.  

 

Throughout the survey, stakeholders provided comments regarding how highly 

they value the level of communication and engagement from SQA Accreditation. 

The allocation of a dedicated contact was highlighted as a key strength of SQA 

Accreditation in particular and is greatly valued by stakeholders: 

No issues with access to the SQA Accreditation staff we need to speak to. 

Always professional and supportive. 

Accreditation Manager is always available should advice or guidance be needed. 

Staff are always highly professional and very helpful 

22

12

6
24

20

11

2
0

5

10

15

20

25

Regular
contact

Some contact Little contact No contact

Specific
Member of Staff

General Contact

Figure 5: Stakeholder’s contact with SQA Accreditation 
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I approach the Accreditation Manager, Regulation Manager and Information 

Officer as required. They are all very helpful and approachable. 

These comments highlight the value placed on SQA Accreditation staff and the 

high level of contact and engagement they have with stakeholders. This is a key 

strength of SQA Accreditation and one that sets it apart from other UK regulators. 

SQA Accreditation aims to always operate as a professional organisation which 

stakeholders value. It is important therefore to gather stakeholders’ opinions to 

ensure SQA is meeting their expectations and engaging with them to an 

appropriate level. 

The survey asked respondents to rate two statements relating to their opinions of 

SQA Accreditation and the services offered: 

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statements 
(1 strongly agree, 2 agree, 3 neither agree nor disagree, 4 disagree, 5 
strongly disagree): 

  1 2 3 4 5 

I believe that SQA Accreditation is a 

professional organisation 
29 12 3 0 0 

I value the services SQA Accreditation delivers 22 17 5 0 0 

 

Responses to both of these statements were overwhelmingly positive, with no 

stakeholders disagreeing with the statements. However, both statements 

received a number of neutral ‘neither agree nor disagree’ responses. 
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Figure 6: ‘I believe that SQA Accreditation is a professional organisation’, comparison by year 
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Over the last three stakeholder surveys, there has been a minor increase in a 

neutral response to these two statements. 

While only a small percentage of respondents gave this neutral response, these 

two statements are fundamental to how SQA Accreditation operates and 

engages with its stakeholders, and it is important that all stakeholders see SQA 

Accreditation as a professional organisation and consider the services it delivers 

valuable. 

In addition, the results from the latest survey show that the number of 

respondents who ‘agree’ with these two statements has decreased. In the case 

of the statement ‘I believe that SQA Accreditation is a professional organisation’, 

this 18% drop in ‘agree’ responses has been offset with a 16% increase in 

‘strongly agree’ responses. 

However in response to ‘I value the services SQA Accreditation delivers’ there 

has been a drop in those that ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’, albeit by only 4% and 

2% respectively. 

  

While these results do not signify any great cause for concern, it will be important 

to note any further downwards trend against these statements in the next 

stakeholder survey. 

All respondents answered a question on the main nature of their contact with 

SQA Accreditation. As expected, the highest results were for: 

 Accreditation of SVQs (57% of respondents) 

 Credit and Levelling of qualifications (57% of respondents) 

 Audit awarding body (48% of respondents) 

 Submission of quarterly uptake data (46% of respondents) 

 Development of Scottish qualification products (43% of respondents) 
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Figure 7: ‘I value the services SQA Accreditation delivers’, comparison by year 
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4.2 Services and performance 
SQA Accreditation undertook a number of continuous improvement activities over 

the past two years in an effort to improve the overall experience for its 

stakeholders, reduce bureaucracy, increase support and guidance provided, and 

make SQA Accreditation’s processes work more efficiently. 

Stakeholders were asked to rate whether services had improved over the time 

they had worked with SQA Accreditation. 

Figure 8: Main nature of contact with SQA Accreditation 
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It is encouraging to note that in the latest survey 32% said that services had 

improved, 14% said that they had ‘slightly improved’ and no respondents said 

that services had worsened. 

However despite the numerous continuous improvement activities carried out by 

SQA Accreditation over the last two years, in comparison to the 2012–13 survey, 

this is a large drop from the 61% who felt that services had improved. 

Some respondents provided further comment in relation to this question: 

... but the standard is high so ‘no improvement’ is no criticism. 

Standard has been maintained in our view. 

I have recorded a no change answer as in all the years I have been working 

with SQA Acc. I have only experienced a high quality service which has been 

maintained over many years with excellent service from the designated staff 

in our developments. 

Improved
32%

No change
54%

Slightly 
improved

14%

2014–15

Improved
61%Slightly 

improved
14%

No change
21%

Slightly 
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2%

no response
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Figure 9: In the time that you have been working with SQA Accreditation, do you feel that our services 

have improved? 
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SQA have always maintained high standards, but the qualification 

assessment and development teams have seen improvement (through 

improved Accreditation services). 

I have always found the services and assistance efficient and helpful. 

Have had an excellent relationship with SQA staff over the past 3 years. 

These comments indicate that the high percentage of a ‘no change’ response 

could be explained by stakeholders feeling that SQA Accreditation has 

maintained a good standard of service. 

Other stakeholders cited the new website and quicker response times to queries 

as services that have improved in the time they have worked with SQA 

Accreditation. 

As a measure of satisfaction with SQA Accreditation, the survey asked 

stakeholders to rate aspects of the services offered by SQA Accreditation in 

relation to staff knowledge, engagement and communication. 

 

 

Feedback was highly positive for most services with the majority of responses 

being ‘excellent’ or ‘good’. The following services received the highest ratings: 

 Staff knowledge and understanding of your needs (59% answered ‘Excellent’) 

 Response time to queries (59% answered ‘Good’) 

Overall, the average percentage of respondents rating SQA Accreditation’s 

performance as ‘good’ and above is 90%. 
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There was a total of 18 ‘fair’ responses and one ‘poor’ response. The stakeholder 

who answered negatively to ‘effectiveness of communication’ elaborated on their 

response in the comments: 

Previously, we were allocated a 'Regulation Manager', however over the past 

three years we are now unclear as to who this named person is. 

Additional comments received relating to this question highlight that one of the 

main positive aspects of the services provided by SQA Accreditation is the 

helpful and supportive nature of staff. 

4.3 External reporting 
SQA Accreditation wanted to gather feedback on stakeholders awareness and 

use of its’ published statistical reports in order to improve the service offered to 

stakeholders. 

Results are disappointing with only 9% of respondents saying that they regularly 

use the reports and 30% saying that they weren’t aware that SQA Accreditation 

publishes regular statistical reports. Interestingly, 50% are aware of the reports 

but rarely use them. 

A number of respondents provided additional comment that they were not aware 

SQA Accreditation provided this service but that these reports would be of 

interest and would be utilised in the future. 

4.4 Website 
In previous surveys, SQA Accreditation’s website has been identified as a 

weakness by survey respondents – citing that it was difficult to navigate and 

source information and that there was confusion between SQA Awarding Body 

and SQA Accreditation. SQA Accreditation reviewed the website in 2014 and as 

5, 11%

22, 50%
4, 9%

13, 30%

Never

Rarely

Regularly

Wasn't aware of this

Figure 11: We publish statistical reports on a quarterly and annual basis. How often do 

you use these reports? 
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a result, a new website dedicated to SQA Accreditation was launched in 

December 2014. 

This year’s survey invited stakeholders to view the new website and provide their 

feedback on a range of aspects. 

 

Respondents were in the main positive towards the new website, with 73% rating 

the overall experience at ‘Good’ or above. The modal answer for all aspects was 

‘good’ although a significant number rated them as ‘average’. 

The stakeholder survey conducted in 2009 asked the same questions regarding 

the website making it possible to track movements in stakeholders’ experience of 

the website. See Table 3. 
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Overall 7% 66% 25% 2% 0% 8% 26% 44% 15% 3% 

Pubs/Docs 

available & 

easy to find 

5% 61% 30% 5% 0% 5% 27% 34% 22% 7% 

Search facility 5% 59% 31% 5% 0% 7% 17% 42% 24% 5% 

Relevant 

information 
14% 61% 23% 2% 0% 7% 52% 36% 0% 0% 

Logical layout 10% 61% 27% 2% 0% 5% 24% 45% 19% 2% 

Ease of 

navigation 
12% 59% 27% 2% 0% 5% 33% 38% 14% 5% 

Google/ 

search results 
16% 59% 25% 0% 0% 12% 42% 24% 5% 0% 

 

Comparing rankings to the 2009 survey results, it is evident that stakeholders 

have experienced improvements in SQA Accreditation's website. For example, in 

2009, only 17% rated the search facility as ‘good’, and 24% rated it as 'poor'. 

However in the current survey, results have been more positive, with 59% rating 

it as good and only 5% rating it as 'poor'. This pattern continues across the 

different aspects surveyed.  

Nearly all aspects of the website surveyed received a ‘poor’ rating and this was 

by the same respondent. However, no further comment was provided that sheds 

light on the issues experience by the stakeholder. 

A number of comments were made regarding the new website: 

More intuitive than before. 

Some documents have in the past been a little tricky to find but I have managed 

to find everything I needed. 

The new website is much clearer than the old one. Sometimes (eg qualification 

search) you have to scroll further down the page than expected to find what you 

are looking for. 

Table 3: Ratings on SQA Accreditation’s website, comparison 



SQA Accreditation 16 Stakeholder Survey 2014–15  

The new layout is an improvement on the old one. However, navigation is still not 

fully intuitive. 

Much easier to navigate than the previous site 

These results indicate that satisfaction with the website is good, and that user 

experience has greatly improved. However, it is also clear that there is further 

room for improvement to ensure stakeholders can access relevant information. 

A number of respondents provided suggestions on how the website could be 

used to provide a better service: 

Link to the SCQF database for credit rated qualifications? 

Easier navigation and indexing. I found it difficult to find the AC forms for 

amendments 

Many users will be familiar with the role of SQA Accreditation, hence their reason 

for visiting the site. It may therefore be more helpful to place less emphasis on 

explaining the accreditation function and roles and responsibilities of SQA 

Accreditation, and give more prominence to forms and guidance on accreditation 

processes, accreditation/re-accreditation submissions, AC2 form, SCQF rating 

etc. Perhaps a customised section for new visitors to the site would assist in 

focusing information requirements of visitors to the site. 

4.5 SQA Accreditation and other regulators 
SQA Accreditation wanted to gather feedback on its performance in comparison 

with other UK qualifications regulators. Stakeholders were asked firstly if they 

had any contact with other regulating authorities and secondly, how they felt SQA 

Accreditation compared. The three other regulators the survey asked for 

comparisons with were: Ofqual, the Welsh Government, and CCEA Accreditation. 

Of the stakeholders that responded to the survey, the majority had some form of 

contact with all four regulators, to varying levels. Respondents had the most 

frequent contact with SQA Accreditation (55%) and secondly with Ofqual (32%). 

Respondents were then asked to compare their view of SQA Accreditation with 

other UK qualification regulators. 
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How do you feel SQA Accreditation compares with other UK regulators with 

whom you’ve had contact? 

 Much 

better 

Slightly 

better 

Same Slightly 

worse 

Much 

worse 

N/A 

Ofqual 41% 27% 20% 2% 0% 10% 

CCEA 10% 17% 14% 2% 0% 57% 

Welsh 

Government 

19% 26% 28% 2% 0% 25% 

 

Overall, response was positive towards SQA Accreditation. For each regulator, 

the majority of respondents felt that SQA Accreditation provided a better service 

than the other regulators they had contact with. A number of respondents 

elaborated within the comments section of the survey: 

Seems like a more personal service. 

The consistency of staff is maintained and ensures essential expertise which we 

rely on and find comfort in. 

We have found we are more likely to receive specific guidance from SQA 

Accreditation 

Access to and responsiveness of Ofqual has significantly declined 

In each comparison, there was one respondent who felt that SQA Accreditation 

was slightly worse than the comparative regulator. This response was from the 

same stakeholder on all three comparisons, but no further comment was 

provided. 

 

 

  

Table 4: Comparison of SQA Accreditation against Ofqual 

 Much 

better 

Slightly 

better 

Same Slightly 

worse 

Much 

worse 

N/A 

2012–13 33% 30% 23% 2% 0% 12% 

2010 50% 21% 14% 4% 0% 11% 
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When looking at stakeholder responses over the last three surveys, the following 

observations can be made: 

 Consistently, over 60% of respondents feel that, when compared to Ofqual, 

SQA Accreditation provides a better service. 

 There has been a reduction in the number of respondents rating SQA 

Accreditation as ‘much better’ than CCEA — a drop from 40% in 2010, to 

26% in 2012–13 and 10% in 2014–15. 

 However, there has been a slight increase in rating SQA Accreditation as 

slightly better — 8% in 2010 to 17% in 2014–15, and a large majority of 57% 

in 2014–15 saying they have no contact with CCEA to base the comparison 

on. Only 20% answered ‘no contact’ in 2010. 

 In comparison with the Welsh Government, SQA Accreditation has 

consistently been rated as providing a better service by around 40% of 

respondents. However, the rating of ‘much better’ has decreased since 2010 

from 24% to 19%, and the rating of ‘slightly better’ has increased from 20% in 

2010 to 26% in 2014–15. 

 In all surveys, SQA Accreditation has not been rated as ‘much worse’ than 

any other regulators, and only 2% have rated SQA Accreditation as ‘slightly 

worse’ against each regulator since 2012–13. 

  

Table 5: Comparison of SQA Accreditation against CCEA 

 Much 

better 

Slightly 

better 

Same Slightly 

worse 

Much 

worse 

N/A 

2012–13 21% 19% 42% 2% 0% 16% 

2010 24% 20% 20% 0% 0% 36% 

Table 6: Comparison of SQA Accreditation against Welsh Government 

 Much 

better 

Slightly 

better 

Same Slightly 

worse 

Much 

worse 

N/A 

2012–13 26% 12% 32% 2% 0% 28% 

2010 40% 8% 28% 4% 0% 20% 
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5 Accreditation 

SQA Accreditation’s role in the qualification development process includes an 

advisory role and a formal approval role. SQA Accreditation approves structures 

and credit rating for qualifications, and accredits qualifications offered by 

approved awarding bodies. Qualifications may require various stages of approval 

by SQA’s Accreditation Co-ordination Group (ACG) as the structures are 

developed, the SCQF credit rating is assessed, and the qualifications are 

submitted for accreditation. 

SQA Accreditation also has an advisory role in the development of National 

Occupational Standards (NOS) and is involved in the process for approval of 

NOS. 

5.1 The accreditation process 
Because this section of the survey is of more relevance to awarding bodies, 

response figures were lower, with a total of 35 responses. 

The survey asked stakeholders to indicate if they agreed or disagreed with a 

number of statements regarding the accreditation process. 
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As the figures above show, the majority of the feedback was positive with all 

three statements receiving feedback that respondents either ‘strongly agree’ or 

‘agree’. A particularly positive result is that 74% of respondents ‘agree’ or 

‘strongly agree’ that SQA Accreditation provides sufficient support and guidance. 

However responses to the statement ‘The AC2 form is easy to use’ were not 

quite so positive, with only 57% in agreement. One respondent disagreed and 

one respondent strongly disagreed. Both stakeholders provided further comment: 

AC2 form is not user friendly — it is difficult to format, amend, view and check 

answers. The ACG approved forms with qualification structures have proved the 

source of numerous errors from SSCs, SQA Accreditation, as the same 

information is duplicated into different forms — therefore increasing the chance of 

errors being made and these errors then becoming embedded and repeated and 

confusing! A central area would be beneficial. 
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Figure 15: SQA Accreditation provides sufficient support and guidance throughout the accreditation 

process 
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Excel with limited space for text is not user-friendly. The previous Word 

documents were much more usable. To answer the questions, text and relevant 

attachments are needed and these are much easier to add to a Word document 

than a spreadsheet. Alternatively, Quickr could be made available to use to 

upload supporting evidence for qualification accreditation applications, rather 

than sending bulky documents/multiple attachments/ multiple emails through 

Outlook. 

Could we suggest SQA Accreditation consider providing Service Level 

Agreement (SLAs) for: review of accreditation submissions (once a submission is 

made) and submission to ACG (once review is complete), regardless of the 

proposed accreditation start date, to assist awarding bodies in project planning, 

launching qualifications and giving notice to/communicating with stakeholders. 

With the majority of the feedback being positive, it appears that the accreditation 

process is well received by stakeholders in the main, but there is still further 

improvement to be considered, particularly with regard to the design of the AC2 

form and the volume of information that awarding bodies need to supply. 

5.2 Other services and support 
SQA Accreditation provides a number of other services and support in addition to 

regulation and the accreditation of qualifications. These include qualification 

product development, SCQF credit rating and levelling, and the development of 

NOS. SQA Accreditation engages with standards setting organisations and 

awarding bodies regarding these services, and is continuously looking to identify 

areas of improvement, or potential additional support services. 

Stakeholders were asked to rate how satisfied they are with the input or support 

from SQA Accreditation in the following areas: 
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Feedback was positive overall, with the majority of respondents being ‘very 

satisfied’ or ‘satisfied’ with the support they receive from SQA Accreditation on 

qualification product development, NOS and SCQF Credit Rating and Levelling. 

When asked how SQA Accreditation could provide a better service in these 

areas, respondents provided the following comments: 

Keep bureaucracy to a minimum. 

All Accreditation officers should have a standardised approach on what is 

acceptable for NOS development. 

On occasions input has strayed from accreditation / regulatory activities into 

commenting on delivery related matters that are the SSC's responsibility. 
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It is positive to note that no respondents provided a negative answer to these 

questions. 
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6 Regulation 

A number of adjustments were made to SQA Accreditation’s regulation activity in 

the last two years with SQA Accreditation’s Regulatory Principles being reviewed 

and the resulting changes embedded, and a process of self-assessment being 

introduced. 

6.1 Regulatory principles 
SQA Accreditation regulates its approved awarding bodies and their accredited 

qualifications according to the SQA Accreditation Regulatory Principles (2014) 

and the supporting regulatory directives. 

The survey asked stakeholders whether or not they agreed with a series of 

statements relating to the regulatory principles. Because this section of the 

survey was of more relevance to awarding bodies, response figures were lower 

at 34 responses — 30 from awarding bodies and four from SSOs. 
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Responses to the statements were positive in the main: 

 62% of respondents agreed that the regulatory principles were easy to 

understand and 15% strongly agreed. 

 Over 80% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they were aware 

of the Regulatory Directives, up from 71% in 2012–13. 

Respondents also agreed that SQA Accreditation provides sufficient support and 

guidance on the regulatory principles (65% agreed, 12% strongly agreed), up 

from 47% in 2012–13. 

Despite this positive feedback, a small number of respondents offered an 

alternative point of view and disagreed with the statements. Further comment 

was given by some stakeholders which could explain the negative or neutral 

feedback: 

4

22

5 3 0
0

5

10

15

20

25

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree
or disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Figure 21: SQA Accreditation provides sufficient support and guidance on the Regulatory 
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They are rather vague in places and open to interpretation. Again, staff are very 

good on guidance but clearer written practical application guidance would be 

useful. 

Sometimes the precise requirements only become evident at audit, but generally 

they are clear. 

It was noted that some colleagues did not strongly agree in response to the 

second point re awareness that the Regulatory Directives support the Regulatory 

Principles. Whilst it is [the awarding body’s] responsibility to ensure that there is 

full awareness of this, SQA Accreditation staff can help in raising awareness in 

their communications and contacts with AB staff. 

Some principles are vague and ambiguous, they could be more specific. 

We would request further supporting guidance/best practice on 

Regulatory Directives on interpreting these principles in specific circumstances. 

Eg more information on the circumstances / considerations where an incident 

becomes reportable to SQA, proving a report template, etc. 

Amending the certificate directives to include reference to the rules for SQA 

logo/no logo for UK and overseas examinations. We follow this rule but it is not 

publicly stated anywhere as far as we know. 

As these principles are clear but broad there are, on occasions, the need to 

clarify instances with regulation contacts for reassurance. 

From this feedback, it is evident that some awarding bodies have difficulty in 

understanding the regulatory principles in practice due to their broad scope. 

6.2 Self-Assessment 
SQA Accreditation introduced a process of self-assessment in April 2014 to help 

inform the audit and provider monitoring activity. The process was kept broad 

and open to allow awarding bodies to produce a self-assessment that fit their 

schedule and business requirements, with the aim of not adding to the awarding 

body’s workload. 

The survey asked stakeholders whether there were any aspects of the process 

that required clarification or improvement and feedback will be used to inform the 

next year’s batch of self-assessments. Only a small number of respondents 

answered the question — some stating that they were happy with the process 

and no change was required, while others offered their suggestions for 

improvement. 

We weren't too sure what was expected but did receive feedback after. I get the 

impression SQA Accreditation weren't too sure themselves and used the first 

responses to gauge possible future requirements and formats. Again, more 
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practical guidance would be helpful. The types and extent of evidence required 

would be helpful. 

The A4 self -assessment guidance could be expanded upon now that the first 

tranche of assessments have taken place. 

Greater attention needs to be drawn to the need to submit self-assessment 

reports in line with the document 'Awarding Body Guidance on Self-assessment' 

Currently going through this process. In some ways the lack of a template is 

helpful, but some exemplary guidance might be of use. 

It is not very clear the level of detail SQA Accreditation is expecting with the self-

assessment report. 

We agree that this should not be a prescriptive process and should fit with the 

business needs and business cycle of the AB. However, some 'headlines' would 

be helpful in terms of the key elements SQA Accreditation wish to focus on. The 

self-assessment report is a useful exercise for an AB to undertake in terms of 

introspection, and a tool to support our continuous improvement activities. We 

would like to suggest that any resulting communication about the report should 

be managed within a specific time frame and potentially feedback given at audit, 

to avoid creating a time consuming or labour-intensive process. 

Specific guidance above and beyond a one-page overview, templates, examples, 

etc — as soon as possible. 

For a smaller awarding body more guidance on what you actual want in your self-

assessment as we felt this wasn't clear from the communication. 

While some respondents felt that the self-assessment process is too open with 

not enough guidance, others felt like it works well and that they understand what 

is expected of them. This variation in response is expected as a result of the 

nature of the self-assessment process. 

6.3 Quality assurance activity 
SQA Accreditation has a responsibility to ensure that accredited qualifications are 

delivered to candidates at a high standard. Quality assurance activities, in the 

form of awarding body audits and provider monitoring, help to make sure that 

awarding bodies act in accordance with SQA Accreditation’s regulatory 

principles. Audits are carried out according to each awarding body’s quality 

enhancement ratings and against the SQA Accreditation Regulatory Principles 

(2014) and supporting directives. 

SQA Accreditation wanted to gather feedback on its quality assurance activity 

and identify potential areas of further improvement. Over the past 12 months, the 

majority of the activity carried out by SQA Accreditation was on audits and 
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provider monitoring visits, although some development visits and ‘other’ activity 

also took place. 

The survey asked respondents to rate how helpful SQA Accreditation’s quality 

assurance activity was to their awarding body. 

 

Overall the quality assurance activity undertaken by SQA Accreditation is 

positively received: 

 50% of respondents felt that provider monitoring visits were helpful and 22% 

felt that they were very helpful. However, 11% (2) felt that they were 

unhelpful. 

 42% of respondents felt that audit activity was helpful and 38% felt that it was 

very helpful. 

When asked to provide further detail on their answers, neither stakeholders who 

answered ‘very unhelpful’ to provider monitoring visits elaborated on their 

response. However, another respondent commented on regulation activity: 

The named AB contact facilitates the audit and can contribute to many areas of 

discussion. However, questions about specialist functions need to be answered 

by the person responsible for that area. To support a smooth audit, it would be 

helpful if increased pre-audit planning could take into account participating 

colleagues’ availability, to ensure that their time and the auditors' time is used 

effectively. Increased pre-audit planning would be beneficial to both parties. 
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7 SQA Accreditation’s 
Performance 

7.1 Key strengths 
SQA Accreditation is interested in understanding the key aspects of its services 

that stakeholders’ value. The survey invited respondents to feed back their 

thoughts on their experience with SQA Accreditation and to list what they 

consider to be its main strengths. Comments received in this section have been 

allocated a key word to assist with the grouping of comments and can be 

summarised as follows: 

 Processes and Guidance 

 Support/Knowledge of Staff 

 Communication 

 Regulatory Principles 

Comments relating to the first three themes listed above all fall under a broader 

theme of customer service, with support and knowledge of staff coming out top, 

in line with previous surveys. Samples of the comments received are: 

Knowledgeable and friendly staff. 

Experienced staff; timely & logical consultation over new initiatives, policies and 

procedures. 

Extent of support provided by accreditation managers. 

Personal support and advice. 

Helpful staff who you know personally and can phone up and talk to about any 

issues or problems. 

Expertise and response times 

Accreditation manager is extremely helpful and supportive in all activities. 

Approachable, helpful, clear guidance, availability of staff to support us is 

excellent. 

SQA Accreditation's staff is seen as the main strength, as illustrated by the 

following comments: '...knowledge and support of the AM I have dealt with over 

the last 5 years' 'AMs are approachable, knowledgeable, and willing to work with 

AB colleagues in order to resolve issues' 'The AMs I deal with regularly are 

extremely knowledgeable, helpful and professional'. 



SQA Accreditation 30 Stakeholder Survey 2014–15  

Named contact, access and availability of a named contact. Good quality and 

trusted advice given. Depth of knowledge and understanding specific to Scotland 

Relatively stable regulatory environment, notably the SCQF (compared to 

NQF/QCF)... Awarding bodies have named contacts for regulatory and 

accreditation queries. Friendly and knowledgeable staff. Retains expertise. 

Regular email communications and annual stakeholder event. 

Expertise of staff, continuity of staff and ability to contact a named individual and 

be assured of a response 

Professional, efficient and helpful. 

The help and support received. 

Principal point of contact who understands the process and has knowledge of the 

sector 

Professional, knowledgeable and supportive staff. Personal touch regarding early 

dialogue. The annual conference. 

Knowledgeable and helpful staff. Provision of more bespoke input than 

equivalents in other home countries. 

7.2 Key weaknesses 
SQA Accreditation is interested in understanding the key aspects of its services 

that need further improvement. The survey invited respondents to feed back their 

thoughts on their experience with SQA Accreditation and to list what they 

consider to be its main weaknesses. 

Feedback can be grouped into a few key areas: 

 Bureaucracy 

 Errors/Inconsistencies 

 Processes and Guidance 

Samples of the comments received are: 

More bureaucracy than the other regulators and availability of written support 

documentation not as good. 

Some cumbersome administration systems/processes need to be updated. 

Occasional evidence of a lack of administrative rigour. 

I think the credit rating process is still unwieldy in relation to processes we go 

through for other regulators. Where qualifications do not lend themselves well to 
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credit allocation it is difficult to find a process that works well. It seems that SQA 

has only one way of approaching this which can be frustrating. 

The requirement to bank documents is an extra level of bureaucracy particularly 

as they have to be renamed to go with the Regulatory Principles. 

Whilst we have recorded positive feedback on the helpfulness and support of 

AMs, we also receive feedback at times about inconsistencies in response from 

AMs regarding submissions, eg differing response to one officer's different 

submissions by an individual AM, and different responses across AMs. This was 

raised at the recent Keep in Touch meeting and AB colleagues suggested that 

information sessions directed by SQA Accreditation would be helpful. 

Consistency of approach across different officers. 

On occasion there has been inconsistency of feedback. 

As the consortium lead with Universal Services, there is slight variance in support 

provided by accreditation managers. 

Providing timescales for submissions/ ACG approval. Need for more guidance on 

principles interpretation, self-assessment, etc. 

As is evident from the comments provided, the primary weaknesses of SQA 

Accreditation identified by respondents is that there can be areas of bureaucracy 

in some processes, and that sometimes there are inconsistencies in feedback 

given to awarding bodies and SSOs from SQA Accreditation officers. 

Bureaucracy has been a consistent criticism of SQA Accreditation in previous 

stakeholder surveys. It has certainly improved in this survey as, while it has been 

highlighted in the ‘weaknesses’ section, it has not been raised as a strong theme 

throughout, as it was in previous surveys. However, there is clearly further work 

that can be undertaken as part of continuous improvement to reduce 

bureaucracy in SQA Accreditation processes. 

The other main weakness identified by respondents is inconsistencies in 

feedback from SQA Accreditation staff. While staff’s expertise, support and 

guidance is clearly regarded as one of SQA Accreditation’s key strengths, 

respondents have identified that there are cases where there have been 

inconsistent approaches from staff in the feedback and support provided. This 

feedback came primarily from SSOs, although similar feedback was provided by 

an awarding body. This is a new theme in the stakeholder survey.  
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8 Conclusion 

Overall the 2014–15 stakeholder survey yielded positive results, with SQA 

Accreditation clearly making improvements over the last two years in areas 

previously highlighted in other stakeholder surveys. The new SQA Accreditation 

website being a prime example of stakeholder feedback being fed into SQA 

Accreditation’s operational plan and continuous improvement activities. 

The response rate to the survey was consistent with last year’s survey, although 

the number of responses from SSOs has decreased in line with the reduction in 

the number operating in the UK. 

In the main, there has been an increase in positive responses to key questions 

on SQA Accreditation’s services from the last three surveys. Respondents found 

SQA Accreditation’s services mostly helpful — with some areas for improvement. 

Consistently, SQA Accreditation’s strength is its customer service — in particular 

its enabling, supportive nature and the approachability and expertise of the staff. 

SQA Accreditation’s staff are an overwhelming credit to the organisation. 

It is positive to note that the Regulatory Principles are well embedded and widely 

understood by stakeholders. Respondents are satisfied that SQA Accreditation 

provides a good level of guidance and support in regards to regulatory activities. 

However, further activity is required to ensure all approved awarding bodies 

understand the Regulatory Principles and what is required of them. The broad 

nature of the Regulatory Principles can sometimes cause difficulties for 

stakeholders, while others appreciate them for the same reason. 

In regards to its weaknesses, bureaucracy continues to be identified as a key 

issue that needs to be further reduced — although this survey shows that 

improvements have indeed been made in regards to bureaucracy in SQA 

Accreditation’s processes in particular. 

Despite improvements being made over the last two years, the AC2 form is still 

cited as being difficult to use for a number of stakeholders due to it being in Excel 

format and at times being confusing as to which sections to complete and what 

evidence to provide. 

While overall there is a strong understanding of SQA Accreditation’s role and 

remit from stakeholders, there is a continued need for SQA Accreditation to 

engage and communicate with current and new stakeholders and to make use of 

the new website to keep them up-to-date with guidance, process changes and 

news. 

Lastly, there is some confusion for a number of awarding bodies on how to 

sufficiently meet the requirements of the self-assessment; further support and 

guidance is required to ensure clarity on what is expected of them. 
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