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Abstract [

Assessing student satisfaction with academic services provided by higher education institutions has always been
a challenging task. This study aimed to create a valid, reliable, and practical web-based student satisfaction scale
(SS8) through a design and validation stage. Applying the SERVQUAL model in this development research,
during the design stage, the SSS consisted of three subscales with 32 items. These items were established and
validated through expert review for content validity, pilot testing for practicality, and a main test for concurrent
validity. The results showed that the it had an acceptable level of content validity with I-CVT scores ranging from
.80 to 1.00 and an S-CVI of 90. It also met practicality criteria with an S-SPI of 0.9. The concumrent validity of
the SSS ranged from .665 to .999, and reliability was .888 to .999. These findings suggest that the S55 met valid,
reliable, and practical criteria. It has diagnostic and predictive value for improving quality assurance purposes.

Keywords: Academic Service, Student Satisfaction, Higher Education, Service Quality

1. Introduction

Ensuring the quality of higher education is proving to be a challenge in various countries' education systems (Liu
& Liu, 2017; Shabbir et al., 2015; Sunarto, 2022). The need to improve quality has also become a priority in
Indonesia, bolstered by a new Decree of National Higher Education Standards (NHES) in 2023 . A study conducted
by Visscher dan Hendriks (2009) on quality assurance in six countries, including the Netherlands, Italy, England,
Germany, Estonia, and Denmark, highlights the importance of continuous quality improvement, taking into
account several critical factors, including the limited use of data in reviewing and improving institutional
functions.”

Higher education quality is a critical aspect that encompasses various areas ranging from student satisfaction to

institution rankings. While both factors play an essential role in determining the quality of education, Harvey
(2022) prioritizes student satisfaction over institution rankings. The rationale behind this approach is that the
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primary purpose of student feedback is to identify areas that require improvement, her than simply providing
information or ranking institutions . Therefore, the quality of academic and supported services is a crucial indicator
of higher education quality worldwide (Wong & Chapman, 2022). Several studies have also identified student
academic satisfaction as a significant factor in improving the overall quality of higher education (Abilietal., 2012;
Butt & Rehman, 2010; Kanwar & Sanjeeva, 2022; Zaki, 2020).

Evaluating student satisfaction in higher education including in study program level is a crucial aspect that has
been studied researchers worldwide. To this end, various methods have been proposed, including the
SERVQUAL (Parasuraman et al., 1988), HESQUAL (Teeroovengadum etal.,2016), and the competency method
(Warn & Tranter, 2001). However, among these methods, the SER VQUAL model has gained significant attention
as it measures both expectation and peraati()n, which enables the identification of satisfaction levels by analyzing
the gaps between these two variables. The SERVQUAL model has been used in multiple studies worldwide to
assess higher education satisfaction, including studies on faculty satisfaction (Krsmanovic et al., 2014), public and
private quality comparison (Saliba & Zoran, 2018), service quality (Goumairi et al., 2020), and public
administration services (Soares et al., 2017). The model's ability to identify the gaps between expectation and
perception has made it a popular and widely used tool for evaluating student satisfaction in higher education. This
approach allows researchers to analyze the factors that contribute to student satisfaction and identify areas that
need improvement, ultimately enhancing the quality of education in higher learning institutions.

With the advent of web-based surveys, measuring student satisfaction has become relatively easier, offering
numerous advantages such as improved design, administration, response rate, low data entry errors, efficient
analysis, reporting, and cost-effectiveness (Nayak & Narayan, 2019;: Wu et al., 2022; Wyatt, 2000). Despite these
advantages, the survey instrument, including the satisfaction scale, must meet specific requirements in its design
and development to ensure its validity, reliability, and objectivity, and to minimize bias while collecting data (Lee
& Lim, 2008). Despite the benefits of existing student satisfaction instruments, such as their ability to measure
student satisfaction, there are also limitations. The scope of the instrument content may be too broad and not
entirely applicable to a study program's specific needs and uniqueness. Therefore, study programs require a student
satisfaction scale that can accurately measure academic services and meet their improvement needs. For this
reason, this study aims to create a valid, reliable, and practical student satisfaction scale with academic services
that can improve quality assurance at the study program level. The proposed scale will be tailored to meet the
specific needs of each study program and ensure that the data collected is objective, unbiased, and reliable.

2. Methods
2.1 Research Design and Procedure

The method of this development research was in the form of scale construction referenced to Mann (2006), Lee
and Lim (2008), and (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2017). The development procedure consisted of design and validation
stages. In the design stage, the study focused on defining the indicator of the scale, writing the blueprint, pooling
items, writing the initial scale items, and transferring all the scale materials into a web-based scale of Google Form.
Meanwhile, for the validation stage, the study addressed content validation assessment by an expert panel, pilot
test, and main test.

2.2 Participants

The study was conducted at Sriwijaya University's Faculty of Teacher Training and Education (FTTE) among its
current lecturers and students. Ten out of 22 heads of study programs were randomly selected to participate in the
expert review to assess the content validity of SSS. The age group of students who took part in the pilot test and
main test ranged from 18 to 30 years. The first-year students were excluded from the study since they were not
considered ready to benefit from academic services. In the pilot test, 30 students were chosen randomly to assess
the practicality of SSS. Finally, in the main test, 949 students from 22 study programs took part in the validation
of S55.
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2.3 Instruments

The process of validating the initial SSS involved three steps: expert review, pilot test, and main test (Mann, 2006).
The expert review was conducted by a panel of experts who established the content validity using a validation
sheet. They reviewed each item separately, non-face-to-face approach, following a single-blind procedure (Rubio
etal., 2003). Using a scoring format of 1 to 4 of (Polit et al., 2007) (1=not relevant, 2=somewhat relevant, 3=quite
relevant, and 4=very relevant), they filled out the sheet to indicate how they judged each item. The pilot test was
conducted by providing respondents with a revised SSS on a designed website. They were also asked to complete
a 16-item practicality questionnaire using a Likert format of 1 to 4 (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, and
4=strongly agree). The questionnaire covered the content, language, and web-survey platform of SSS. Examples
of the questions were “the number of questions is adequate™ (content), “The sentences used are clear, do not give
rise to multiple interpretations” (language), and “Any device can be used to access the scale” (web-survey
platform). Finally, in the main test, respondents had the final version of the SSS available on a web-based platform.
They were asked to complete the SSS and their responses also ranged from 1 to 4 (I1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree,
3=agree, and 4=strongly agree). The web link to the SSS in Google Form platform was sent to students via study
program social media.

2.4 Data Analysis

The research question had three criteria to clarify and was analyzed in three portions accordingly. Firstly, S§8
calculated the content-validated value using the CVI method , consisting of CVI for item (I-CVI) and CVI for scale
(S-CVI) (Yusoff, 2019). An item was rated I-CVI of 1.00 if all validators agreed it was "quite relevant or very
relevant”. If over half but not all validators deemed an item "quite relevant or very relevant”, the I-CVI was at
least 0.78 for ten validators. If none of the validators chose "quite relevant or very relevant” for an item, the I-CVI
was 0. Its S-CVI was calculated by dividing the number of items scored 3 or 4 (deemed relevant) by the total
number of items. The method of scale practicality index (SPI) adopted from the CVI was used to measure the
practicality criteria of SSS in the pilot test. The I-SPI was 1.00 1f all respondents agreed that an item was "agree
and strongly agree". If more than half but not all respondents rated an item as "agree and strongly agree", the I-
SPI was at least 0.78 for ten respondents. If none of the respondents chose "strongly disagree or disagree” for an
item, the I-SPI was 0. The S-SPI of S8§ was counted by dividing the number of items scored 3 or 4 (deemed
agree) by the total number of practicality items. Additionally, its reliability and validity in the pilot test were
measured through Cronbach alpha and item-total correlation, while convergent validity was utilized for its
reliability and validity in the main test. The items of 888 should have higher correlations among themselves and
significantly higher loadings, as measured by Cronbach alpha and item-total correlation to ensure its reliability
and validity.

3. Results
3.1 Design Phase

During the design phase of the SSS, the SERVQUAL model (Parasuraman et al., 1985, 1988) was implemented
to generate the scale. The expectation and perception aspects of the scale contained five domains of service quality,
namely tangible, reliability , responsiveness, assurance, and empathy, with an equal number of items in each aspect.
As per the literature review, the initial form item composition of the SSS consisted of 32 items, with 16 items each
for expectation and perception aspects. The scale comprised teaching service, academic administration service,
and facility satisfaction subscales. To provide a clearer understanding, the table below illustrates the blueprint of
the SSS.
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Table 1: The Blue Print of the S§S
Domain (N item)
Subscales Tangible Reliability Responsiveness Assurance Empathy
E* P#% | H P E P E P E P
Teaching Service 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Academic
Administration 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Service
Facility 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2
Total of Items 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4

*E=Expectation, **P=Perception

After reviewing the literature, establishing the blueprint of SSS, and pooling the items, the study continued to

select the items, prepared the manual, and transferred them into a web-based survey platform of Google Form.

3.2 Content Validity

The study conducted a thorough literature review and consulted with experts to identify the different aspects and
domains of SSS. A panel of ten experts then assessed the relevance of each item in relation to the aspect and

domain definition. To ensure its content validity, it used I-CVI and S-CVI measures. Below is a detailed table of
the I-CVI, S-CVI subscales, S-CVI SSS of the initial form after validated by the expert panel.

Table 2: I-CVI and S-CVI of S5S judged by expert panel (N=10)

. . Expectation Perception

Dimension

Not Relevant Relevant CVI Not Relevant Relevant CVI
Teaching Service Subscale
Tangible 1 9 90 1 9 90
Reliability 1 9 90 2 8 90
Responsiveness 2 8 .80 2 8 .80
Assurance 1 9 90 1 9 90
Empathy 10 1.00 1 9 1.00
S$-CVI Teaching Service = .9
Academic Administration Service Subscale
Tangible 10 1.00 10 1.00
Reliability 1 9 90 1 9 90
Responsiveness 1 9 90 2 8 80
Assurance 2 8 .80 1 9 90
Empathy 1 9 90 10 90
S-CVI of Academic Administration Service =0.9
Facility Subscale
Tangible 10 1.00 1 9 .90
Reliability 1 9 90 1 9 .90
Responsiveness | 9 90 2 8 .80
Assurance 1 9 90 1 9 .90
Empathy 1 1 9 90 1 9 .90
Empathy 2 10 1.00 10 1.00

S-CVI of Facilities = 916

S-CV1 of the 858 = 903

Using the CVI method as done by Zamanzadeh et al. (2015) for given scores of 10 validators in the table above,
each item must reach a consensus of I-CVI equal to or more than 0.78 to be included in the initial form. 32 items
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are in the values between .8 - 1. They are more than .78 of I-CVI. Thus, all items remain in the pool of items.
Meanwhile, the S-CVI value of each subscale and full scale reach 1, indicating all subscales and the full scale meet
the requirement of content validity.

3.3 Pilot Test of §§8

To obtain validity and reliability coefficients on the SSS, a pilot test was conducted in which 30 respondents
participated. The data was analyzed using the Corrected Item Total Correlation Technique (Wolf, 1967) with the
computer assistance of SPSS Version 25. This method was used to obtain the overall Cronbach's Alpha and
Corrected Item-Total Correlation of the SS8. The results showed that all items in the three satisfaction subscales
were deemed valid, except for the Assurance-Perception-Administration-Academic-services (APAAA) item,

& McCowan, 1999), indicating that the item needed to be rephrased and included in the main test. To ensure the
reliability of all items in the SSS, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated. The results of this analysis confirmed that all
items in the SSS were reliable, with a sufficient value of >0.60. Overall, the pilot test provided valuable insights
into the SSS and helped to ensure that the scale was adequate for further validating through the main test step.

Tabel 3: The Results of Pilot Test (N=30) and Main Test of S55 (N=949)

Pilot Test Main Test

Items* Corrected Item- C_r()nb;lch's Alpha Corrected Item- Cronbach's Alpha if

i Total Correlation  if Item Deleted Total Correlation Item Deleted
Item-Total Statistics of Teaching Service
TETS A28 879 649 945
ReaETS 659 .860 729 941
ReaETS 355 882 797 038
AETS 588 860 793 938
EETS 559 872 .800 937
TPETS 696 858 740 940
ResPTS 722 .856 .800 937
ResPTS 737 855 7187 038
APTS 670 .860 828 936
EPTS 684 858 649 945
Item-Total Statistics of Academic Administration Services
TEAAS 653 819 785 953
ReaEAAS 536 832 815 951
ReaEAAS 475 834 818 951
AEAAS 709 815 821 051
EEAAS 748 812 794 952
TPAAS 785 .804 786 953
ResPAAS 449 .839 834 951
ResPAAS 414 840 .800 952
APAAS 222 852 830 051
EPAAS 548 827 802 952
Item-Total Statistics of Facilities
TEF 6067 925 745 941
ReaEF 641 926 746 941
ReaEF 563 929 755 941
AEF 626 927 753 941
EEIF 846 921 734 941
EEIF 631 927 748 941
TPF 704 924 766 940
ResPF 841 918 45 941
ResPF 783 921 754 941
APF 742 922 T77 940
EEPIF 619 929 709 943
EEP2F 862 920 746 941
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*T=tangible, Rea=reliability, A=assurance, E=empathy, Res=responsiveness, E=expectation, P=perception, TS=teaching service,
AAS=academic administration service, F=facilities

Following the completion of the initial SSS, a pilot test was also carried out to evaluate its practicality. Participants
were asked to express their thoughts on the website's content, language, and appearance by responding to a
questionnaire. The responses to these questions were assessed using the SPI method, which assisted in determining
their I-SPT score. The overall feasibility score of the SSS was verified by calculating the S-SPI, which involved
categorizing the number of items where participants a'ccd or strongly agreed (score 3 or 4) versus those where
they did not agree or strongly disagree (score 1 or 2), and dividing it by the total number of items. The feasibility
score obtained for the SSS using this method provides a comprehensive understanding of its practicability.

No. Practicality Items I-SPI
1 The purpose of the scale is clear. 1.00
2 Instructions for filling are clear. 097
3 The number of questions is adequate. 090
4 Fill in questions relevant to the purpose of the scale. 1.00
5 Duration of completing the scale does not take up time. 097
6 Questions are placed orderly. 0.87
7 The sentences are clear and do not give rise to multiple interpretations. 083
8 The number of words in each item is adequate. 097
9 Response forms 1-4 are easy to understand. 093
10 Scalable application site is easy to access. 1.00
11 The appearance of the questionnaire on the web is attractive. 087
12 Filling in information about respondents is easy. 1.00
13 All questionnaire response buttons are easy to access. 1.00
14 The font size used is adequate. 097
15 The scale can be accessed using the device you own (smartphone, tablet, laptop, 100
computer)
16 Reviewing responses before completing is easy to do. 097
S-SPI 0.94

3.4 Main Test Test of SSS

During the main test, the SSS was validated by involving 949 students, and analyzed using the comected item-total
correlation method. The results of the data analysis are presented in Table 3 above, where the criterion validity
coefficient of the items ranged from 649 to .834. Meanwhile, the coefficient of Cronbach's alpha were between
936 and 953. A scale is considered reliable if the Cronbach's alpha value is greater than .60 and the criterion
validity coefficient is at ICEISG30. Therefore, the data in the table indicate that the SSS has good reliability and
validity. When compared to the pilot test, the validity and reliability values of the main test were better. This is
acceptable due to the significant difference in the number of respondents, which influenced their values. For better
understanding, the final form of the S8S items is attached in Appendix 1.

4. Discussion

The current study aimed to create a web-based quality assurance instrument called the Student Satisfaction Scale
(SS88). It was designed to improve the service quality of study programs and includes teaching services, academic
administration services, and facility subscales. The study was successful in designing and validating it, resulting
in a valid, reliable, and practical SSS. Based on these findings, the SSS is considered suitable for this institution
to measure student satisfaction with academic service. Furthermore, a discussion followed in connection with the
achieved goal.

During the development of SSS, the SERVQUAL model (Parasuraman et al., 1988) was exclusively used. This

model emphasizes the importance of measuring consuna satisfaction based on tangible, reliability,
responsiveness, assurance, and empathy dimensions. In order to determine the service quality level, a balanced
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number of items between expectations and perception in each dimension was required. This would enable
identification of any gaps between the two (Dan, 2012). In the design stage, the components of measuring student
satisfaction aspects such as teaching services, academic administration services, and facilities were analyzed. As
a result, 20 items were established for the first and second subscales, and 12 items for the third subscale.
Specifically, these initial items consisted of 16 expectation aspects and 16 perception aspects. Due to psychological
considerations of respondents, such as the risk of losing interest in completing a longer questionnaire, a smaller
number of items were prefemred (Sharma, 2022).

After conducting a blind review, ten validators reached a consensus that all proposed items of S88 were relevant
and had valid content. The items achieved I-CVT between .80 and 1 and an S-CVT value of .90, which is above the
minimum limit of 0.78 for ten raters. In order to ensure content validity, the proposed items were evaluated based
on relevance, clarity, simplicity, and ambiguity. An intensive literature review was conducted to ensure that all
items fulfilled these criteria. Expert panels also considered all items of SSS to be adequate. Therefore, it can be
concluded that it meets the content validity requirement. The CVI value is important in defining the domain of the
latent variable being measured, both in the development stage and the judgment-quantification stage (Bertea &
Zait,2013). In his work, Yagmale (2003 ) outlined four standards for evaluating content validity - relevance , clarity,
simplicity, and ambiguity. In the current study, the items were thoroughly reviewed against the standard to ensure
their relevance to indicators. The expert panels judged the items of SSS to be adequate during the judgment-
quantification stage. Thus, it can be concluded that SSS satisfies the requirement of content validation.

In terms of applying web survey platform of this study, the S§8 has good practical values according to the results
of the pilot test. The level of practicality was calculated using the SPI method, and each item reached values
between (.87 and 1.0, indicating that the scale 1s practical or user-friendly in terms of content, language, or website
appearance. Along with the initial validity and reliability values, it is a matter to assess practical aspects because
it provides comprehensive information regarding its usefulness to users. Some related studies have confirm the
using web-based or online survey in for its quality (Rao et al., 2018) as well as its possibilities, pitfall, and
application (Harlow, 2010). However, some limitations emerge because the SSS only uses the Google Form
platform, which requires semi-manual data processing. If incorporated into the existing information system, the
system may process data more effectively and display them on the quality assurance unit of the institution website.
Nonetheless, the practical test results demonstrate that users did not complain about using this platform. The
finding the current study confirms previous researches of how effective ways to design and apply it as a supporting
platform for data collection (Regmi etal., 2016; Son et al., 2021; Zeithaml etal., 2002) and informs user experience
during a web-based survey (Santosa, 2016). Compared to similar applications (Andres et al., 2020), studies show
the web platform superiority in the present research including unlimited respondents, automatically presented
answers in spreadsheets, theme options, adding logos, images, videos, skip logic and page branching, embedding
surveys into emails or web sites, adding collaborators, and it's free.

To determine whether the SSS stands for previous work, the studies of Siming et al (2015), Weerasinghe et al.
(2017), and Razinkina et al. (2018) may be a reference. Their studies identified various elements that influenced
student satisfaction, such as GPA, quality of teaching, clarity of expectations, teaching style, quality of lecturers,
quality of campus services and facilities, and effective use of technology. Additionally, the studies found that the
quality of classrooms, lecturer-student relationships, interactions with fellow students, concern for lecturers' well-
being, and student growth and development also contribute to student satisfaction. The cumrent study project
selected several of these elements for pooling the items, categorizing them into tangibility, reliability,
responsiveness, assurance, and empathy domains. It points similar results that according to validators’ viewpoints
they were relevant included in the scale.

The latest study conducted on the subject has revealed some significant findings. According to the study, the
number of items focused on facility subscales outweighed those of teaching service and academic administration
service subscales, as per expert opinions. This indicates the crucial role that facilities play in building satisfaction
levels. While previous research by Douglas et al. (2006) suggests that facilities are not as significant in measuring
student satisfaction, they are still very important in determining a student's choice of university. Prospective
students pay serious attention to the quality of facilities offered by a higher education institution before making a
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decision. With 12 of 32 items denoting the facility subscale in the present study, it is clear that the items in this
subscale hold universal importance.

The study in question has successfully achieved its objectives. However, the process of determining the exact
service quality in higher education is a complex and multi-faceted one. The Parasuraman et al. model of service
quality is used in this study to determine how the respondents perceive their expectations of the services and their
perception of the performance of the expected services. It is important to note that capturing the performance of
the service by a scale is not always sufficient due to the subjective nature of service quality measurement using a
self-report method that depends on the respondent perception (Ozkan, 2016). Therefore, future research may
benefit from including another method, such as peer review or the use of performance indicators and service
providers or higher education institutions (Mishra, 2007). By comparing the expectations and perceptions of the
respondents, more impressive data on the service quality can be obtained. In terms of website-based surveys used
to measure student satisfaction in a more integrated fashion, future studies may consider embedding SSS into
iuf()rmalal systems to make the administration, data pl’(as sing, and reporting more effective and informative.
Overall, the study has provided valuable insig into the service quality in higher education, and future research
can build on these findings to further enhance the quality of service provided to students.

5. Conclusion

Students' satisfaction with their academic experience in higher education is an important aspect that needs to be
measured accurately. While there are numerous methods available to assess overall satisfaction, using a similar
scale may not be sufficient to reveal individual responses concerning academic satisfaction. To address this 1§,
researchers have developed an altemative instrument called the student satisfaction scale (SSS), which applies the
SEIEQUAL model to measure academic satisfaction more comprehensively. The SERVQUAL model analyzes
the gap between students' expectations and perceptions to evaluate their satisfaction w teaching services,
academic administration services, and facilities. "[a SSS comprises 32 items that measure students' e xpectations
and perceptions in five critical domains, including tangibility, reliability, assurance, responsiveness, and empathy.
These domains represent the quality assurance required at the study program level of higher education. The
validation stage of the study confirmed that the SSS is a reliable and valid tool for measuring student satisfaction
with academic services. It has both diagnostic and predictive values for improving the academic quality assurance
of study programs, ensuring that students receive the best possible learning experience.
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Appendix 1: The Final Item of the SSS

No. Code Items

1 TETS Lecturers should organize the classroom before and during learning in a neat manner and
orderly manner.

2 ReaETS Lecturers need to use innovative, case-based, problem-solving, and project-based learning
methods.

3 ReaETS Lecturers must immediately to students who experience difficulties in learning and
provide necessary assistance.

4 AETS Lecturers are required to Use current, reliable, and easily accessible sources for lecture
materials.

5 EETS Lecturers must create a comfortable learning atmosphere for all student.

6 TPETS Staff need to organize the workspace and equipment to show readiness to serve students'
academic administration needs.

7 ResPTS Staff must always be agile in providing academic administration services to students.

8 ResPTS Staff should be responsive when students convey administrative needs that need to be
resolved.

9 APTS Staff must have reliable skills to provide good administrative services to students.

10 EPTS Staff should show a polite attitude when treating students who require administrative
services.

11 TEAAS The classroom where lectures are held or the laboratory where practice and practicums
are held and the equipment must look representative.

12 ResEAAS  Fumiture (desks, chairs) and equipment in the classroom must be available in sufficient
quantities and well maintained.

13 ResEAAS  Lecture rooms and facilities must be available if there is a sudden need.

14 AEAAS The laboratory or practice room should be equipped with modern equipment in sufficient
quantities for learning.

15 EEAAS Sanitary facilities (toilets) must be available in sufficient numbers, easily accessible, and
kept clean.

16 TPAAS Places of worship facilities should be available in sufficient capacity and easily accessible
to students.

17 ResPAAS  Lecturers always arrange the classroom carefully to create a conducive leaming
atmosphere.

18 ResPAAS Lecturers always apply contemporary learning methods, problem-solving, case
discussions, and projects.

19 APAAS Lecturers are aware of students' difficulties in learning and immediately assist.

20 EPAAS Lecturers provide up-to-date and easily accessible learning materials and resources.

21 TEF Lecturers always create a fun and comfortable learning atmosphere.

22 ReaEF Staff organize working conditions neatly to facilitate service to students.

23 ReaEF Staff provide administrative services deftly by their main duties.

24 AEF Staff respond quickly when students need help with paperwork or completing documents.

25 EE1F Staff demonstrate high skills in providing administrative services.

26 EEIF Staff provide full academic administration services with friendliness.

27 TPF The classrooms where lectures are held or the laboratories where practicums are carried
out and their equipment look classy.

28 ResPF The lecture rooms and their furniture and other equipment are always well maintained
and in sufficient quantities.

29 ResPF Whenever there are other incidental needs, space in one of the buildings and equipment
are always available.

30 APF The laboratory or practice room has modern equipment and is sufficient in quantity.

32 EEPIF Sanitary facilities (toilets) are always clean, easy to reach, and available in adequate
quantities.

32 EEP2F Places of worship facilities are provided in adequate capacity and are easily accessible.
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