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Abstract

As of 2021, India has over 5,000+ best Nursing colleges in various states of India. These top Nursing
colleges in India are divided by ownership where 2,000+ colleges are owned by private institutions, 400+
are owned by the government and 300+ are under semi-government institutions. BSc, GNM, ANM, BSc
(Post Basic), UG Diploma, MSc, etc. Government of India, Ministry of Human Resource Development has
established NAAC under UGC and NBA under AICTE in 1994 to look into the quality aspects of HEI and
undertake accreditation of the HEI. Nursing institutions can go for NAAC accreditation for institution as
well as NBA accreditation for individual programmes. Due to implementation of RUSA which shall be
funding the HEI, and the mandatory clause imposed by NBA of accreditation for capacity enhancement etc.

Moreover, NBA accreditation is a prerequisite for the technical institutions to seek autonomous status from
university. This paper studies the commonalities and differences between NBA and NAAC accreditation for
Nursing institutions in India.

Keywords: Accreditation, NCI, Nursing Institutions HEI, IQAC, NAAC, NBA, Nursing, SSR.

1. Introduction

India currently is second largest populous nation in the world, second largest educational system in
the world and five years down the line shall be the single largest populous nation leaving behind China.
Demographically too India is a nation of young persons with two thirds of population below 35 years of age
and should leverage from this to emerge as a superpower and get into the comity of developed nations.
Popular for their dedication, care, compassion and resilience, the nurse’s role in India has expanded over the
decades to go beyond traditional bedside care. From initial assessment and innovative care models to
supervision, research and evaluation, nurses today are orchestrating every stage of the patient experience,
improving efficiency and outcomes along the way. Significant increase in the number of nursing colleges
and specialised training courses are further fuelling their ambitions.

Presently as on 2021 no Indian Institution is in top 100 world Class University ranking as most of
the institutions are only engaged in teaching. There is no much quality research, consultancy and industry
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interaction and majority of private institutes clamorous for more branches and more seats. Government of
India has been giving focus to education sector and had come out with Sarva Shiksha Abiyan and thereafter
Madhyamik Shiksha Abhiyan. After the success of these two abhiyans in 2013 (The National Higher
Education Mission) Rashtraiya Ucchatar Shiksha Abhiyan (RUSA) has been put into force to improve the
quality of higher education institutes (HEI) in India.

Universities as well as institutions are covered under RUSA and the minimum eligibility to get grants
is accreditation. Mushrooming of Nursing institutions for the sake of encashing on the growing aspirations
of the citizens has led to severe deterioration in the quality of teaching learning process over the years.
Quality is not an event; it’s a continuous process and a relentless pursuit to achieve academic excellence. It’s
an ongoing, dynamic and lifelong endeavour of an institution. India has one of the largest and diverse
education systems, in the world. Privatization, widespread expansion, increased autonomy and introduction
of programs in new and emerging areas has improved access to higher education. At the same time, it also
led to widespread concern on the quality and relevance of the higher education. Since Florence Nightingale
first proved the significance of nursing in healthcare and how good nursing practices can drastically
transform health care outcomes, the demand for nurses all over the world have grown exponentially. The
nursing workforce in India (registered nurses and midwives) stood at a whopping 3.2 million as of 2020 and
has only grown from there. The National Institutional Ranking Framework (NIRF) in India has published
the ranking of universities/institutions in various categories for the fifth time in series, on 11th June 2020.
As usual the ranking list is topped by IS¢, IITs, [IMs, and NITs in various categories. Since its announcement
there has been a lot of anxiety, discussion, opinions amongst various stakeholders; few are thinking that
some institutions which have accreditation by National Assessment and Accreditation Council (NAAC) and
accreditation of programmes by National Board of Accreditation (NBA) do not find their names in the NIRF
ranking list, so is there any need for ranking when there is an accreditation? Which is easier to accomplish,
i.e. whether securing NIRF ranking is difficult as compared to achieving NAAC accreditation or NBA
accreditation? Is obtaining NBA accreditation for few Programmes easier than attaining NAAC accreditation
for the entire Institution or vice-versa? There was news by the Vice-Chancellor of Anna University that the
university fell by five ranks this time due to loss of around 400 students, who left to join medicine after a
delay in medical counselling held last year. Few Institutions who figured in the NIRF ranking list last year
failed to find their names in the list this year. Only few Institutions have improved their ranking this year
while many went down in their positions. Some others write that there is a flaw in the NIRF methodology
and indicate how to fix it and so on. The author who is actively involved in the field of engineering education
for last two decades, has critically analysed the NIRF methodology wvis-a-vis NAAC and NBA
methodologies, compared the criteria, weightages, reporting, benefits, and present here a comprehensive
view of findings and recommendations.

2. Accreditation versus Ranking

In the context of education, Accreditation and Ranking are not simple measures of quality just as a
ratio of output to input, but they are measurements of the degree of excellence exhibited at different levels
of'education. Hence, they are assessments of the totality of various quality parameters of education including
the input quality and quantity, innovative process and performance, continuous improvement, institutional
support, governance and output quality in terms of students’ performance, graduate outcomes, perception,
etc. Since Accreditation and Ranking are measures of the overall performance and total quality of an
educational institution, the scores obtained for all criteria/parameters are cumulated to compute the total
marks, grade or rank. However, Accreditation and Ranking are not exactly the same since there is a
discernible difference between the two measures in terms of the specific criteria or metrics used, weightages
assigned, assessment methodology employed, and description of the outcome. The basic understanding of
both aspects and the pertinent differences between them are highlighted below:

* Accreditation is a process of quality assurance and improvement, whereby a Programme or an Institution
is assessed to verify whether the Programme or the Institution continues to meet and/or exceed the Norms
and Standards prescribed by AICTE/UGC from time to time or not? It is a kind of recognition which
indicates that a Programme or Institution fulfils certain minimum standards and produces graduates to cater
to the needs of the industry and/or society.
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 Ranking, on the other hand is an assessment of overall performance of an Institution and its comparison
with the performance of other Institutions.

* Accreditation by NBA is an assessment of the quality of a Programme based upon the 3-year comprehensive
data and improvement to fulfil the POs and PSOs.

* Accreditation by NAAC is an assessment of the quality of an Institution as a whole based upon the 5-year
comprehensive data and accomplishments.

* Ranking by NIRF is an assessment of the overall performance of the Institution including its perception as
a whole on yearly basis at national level.

* Accreditation by NBA awards absolute marks out of 1000 to the Programme and Accreditation by NAAC
awards absolute grade on a 4-point scale to an Institution, whereas ranking by NIRF gives a score out of
100 to an Institution, which is relative to those of other institutions similarly placed and thus brings out a
comparison.

* Accreditation by NBA is a measure of the attainment of the set minimum standards by a Programme.

* Accreditation by NAAC is a measure of the continuous fulfilment of the set minimum standards by an
Institution.

» Ranking by NIRF is a measure of relative performance of Institutions at national level, arranged from top
to bottom (1 to 100 or 200) in a particular category.

* NBA assesses the capability of a Programme to score > 600 marks to secure accreditation for 3-years or to
score > 750 marks to secure accreditation for 6-years, based upon the extent of fulfilment of 10 Criteria.

* NAAC assesses the capability of an Institution to score CGPA on a 4-point scale: (a) 3.51 to 4.0 to secure
A++ grade; (b) 3.26 to 3.50 to secure A+ grade; (c) 3.01 to 3.25 to secure A grade; (d) 2.76 to 3.00 to secure
B++ grade; (e) 2.51 to 2.75 to secure B+ grade; (f) 2.01 to 2.50 to secure B grade; (g) 1.51-2.00 to secure
C grade based upon the fulfilment of 7 Criteria for accreditation.

* NIRF assess and ranks one Institution vis-a-vis other Institutions at national level in a particular category.

* NBA Accreditation is valid for a period of 3-years or 6-years and NAAC accreditation is valid for a period
of 5-years but NIRF ranking is valid for one year only.

* NBA accreditation is a measure of the degree of excellence of a Programme, whereas NAAC accreditation
and NIRF ranking are measures of the degree of excellence of an Institution.

3. Criteria, Parameters (Metrics) and Weightages

NIRF, NAAC and NBA use extensive criteria and metrics to assess the overall educational quality but with
varying criteria, methodology and weightages as described below.

3.1 NIRF Ranking Parameters and Weightage

The five important parameters (metrics) used in NIRF ranking and their weightages are given in
Table 1. The weightages for these five parameters are calculated approximately using equivalent criteria
(parameters) from NAAC accreditation and NBA accreditation process, and are provided in columns 4 & 5
of Table 1 for comparison and analysis.

NIRF Ranking uses 5 broad metrics, each assessed for 100 marks and its respective weightage as
given in Table 1. Each metric has a set of sub criteria with the marks allotted as detailed on the NIRF website
[1]. NIRF ranking of institutions is carried out every year. The first three metrics used in NIRF ranking are
somewhat similar to those employed in NAAC and NBA accreditation processes. One can infer from Table
1 that these three important metrics together constitute 80% weightage in NIRF ranking whereas they along
with their equivalent metrics or criteria put together have only around 30% weightage in both NAAC
accreditation and NBA accreditation. So, both NAAC accreditation and NBA accreditation use some more
criteria (metrics) that describe the PEOs, POs, curriculum, teaching-learning process, procedures,
implementation, continuous improvement and outcomes, which altogether account for the remaining 70%
weightage. So, it can be deduced from this simple analysis that NIRF ranking is largely data-centric, i.e.
marks are awarded for only data (figures) entered online and there in no marks for any theoretical description,
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process definition and procedures. On the other hand, both NAAC accreditation and NBA accreditation are
data-centric as well as process-centric, wherein marks are awarded for both the data entered and for the
theoretical description, process definition and procedures followed. However, NIRF ranking is very distinct
in the sense that it effectively makes use of the latter two parameters, namely Outreach & Inclusivity and
Perception, although their weightages are relatively low. Especially, Perception plays a vital role, which is
assessed independently by a third party in a very transparent manner through the stake holders, renowned
academic leaders and industry experts at national level.

Table 1:- NIRF Ranking Parameters and Weightages vs. Weightages in NAAC Accreditation and NBA

Accreditation.
o . . Weightage in . .
SL. Parameters / Criteria / Weightage in NAAC Weightage in NBA
No. Metrics NIRF ranking e accreditation
accreditation
1 | Teaching, Learning and 30% 15% 13%
Resources
2 Resegrch and Professional 30% 10% 10%
Practice
3| Graduation Outcomes 20% 5% 8%
4 | Outreach and Inclusivity 10% 1% --
S Perception 10% - --
Total 100% 30% approx. 3% Approx.

Table 2:- Seven Criteria for NAAC accreditation with marks (arranged in ascending order)

NAAC

7. Innovation and Best Practices NN 100

6. Governance ledership NN 100

5. Student support and Proggration I 100

4. Infrastucture and learning Resources I 100
1. Carriculam Aspects N 100

3. Research Consultancy and Extension NN 150
2. Teaching Learning and Evaluation NN 350

o

50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

3.2 NAAC Accreditation Criteria and Weightage

NAAC accreditation uses 7 broad criteria to measure the overall quality of an Institution. Each
criterion has quantitative and qualitative metrics as described elaborately on NAAC website. Table 2 shows
the distribution of marks for all seven criteria under three different categories [2], namely University (U),
Autonomous Institution (Au) and Affiliated Institution (Aff) (UG & PG). NAAC accreditation is distinct
from the NBA accreditation process with regard to data validation and verification process. The NAAC
software selects random samples, and the data for nearly 70% of metrics are verified and validated in a
transparent way so that the institution cannot play any role in changing or manipulating the data or documents
after online submission and webhosting of the information. Though there is a metric to measure the feedback
from local stakeholders, especially students’ satisfaction survey, there is no robust method or component to
measure the perception of the institution from independent academicians and industry experts at national
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level. Also, there is no scope to measure the outreach and inclusivity in terms of student count and faculty
count from other states and regions in the country. So even if an institution has NAAC accreditation it is
only catering to the needs of local students employing faculty members within the state. Therefore, if any
institution wishes to have a national presence, then it has to look into outreach, inclusivity and perception.
Accordingly, NAAC has to take note of this gap and incorporate the metrics for measurement of Outreach
& Inclusivity and Perception as used in NIRF ranking, in order to bridge the gap and complete the quality
loop.

3.3 NBA Accreditation Criteria and Weightage

NBA accreditation uses 10 extensive criteria to assess the Programme. Each criterion has sub criteria
as described on NBA website [3]. Table 3 given below shows the distribution of marks for all criteria under
two different categories, namely Tier I and Tier II Institutions.

SL Criteria Marks Marks
No. (Tier I) (Tier II)
1 Vision, Mission and Program Educational Objectives 50 60
2 Program Curriculum and Teaching-Learning Processes 100 120
3 Course Outcomes and Program Outcomes 175 120
4 Students’ Performance 100 150
5 Faculty Information and Contributions 200 200
6 Facilities and Technical Support 80 80
7 Continuous Improvement 75 50
8 First Year Academics 50 50
9 Student Support Systems 50 50
10 Governance, Institutional support and Financial 120 120
Resources
Total 1000 1000

The NBA accreditation process with 10 criteria covers a wide range of aspects concerning the whole
gamut of the Programme. Though there is a provision to take the feedback from local stakeholders, it is
recorded only as an observation, which is subjective but not incorporated for calculation of marks. Hence,
there is no robust method or objective criterion to independently measure the feedback and perception of the
Programme or Institution using third party academic and industry experts at national level. NBA has to take
note of this shortcoming and improve the methodology to complete the quality loop.

4. Assessment, Ranking / Accreditation, Display / Report
4.1 NIRF Assessment and Ranking

The Ranking of Institutions under each category is done from highest score to lowest score out of
100 obtained by each Institution with ‘1’ being the Top Rank and ‘100’ or ‘200’ being the Lowest Rank.
Further for each Institution the score obtained out of 100 under each of the 5 Metrics with an Overall score
out of 100 is displayed.

The Ranking of Institutions is displayed on NIRF website in various categories such as Overall, Universities,
Engineering, Medicine, Management, Architecture, Law, Pharmacy, Colleges (Arts & Science), etc.
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4.2 NAAC Assessment Qutcome

The final result of the Assessment and Accreditation exercise is a combination of evaluation of Qualitative
and Quantitative Metrics. The Report comprises three parts.

(i) Peer Team Report
* Section 1:  Provides General Information of the Institution.

* Section 2:  Highlights Criterion-wise analysis based on peer evaluation of qualitative indicators. This is
a qualitative, descriptive assessment report based on the Peer Team’s critical analysis of
strengths and weaknesses of HEI.

* Section 3:  Gives an Overall Analysis, which includes Institutional Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities
and Challenges.

*» Section 4. Records Recommendations for Quality Enhancement of the Institution (limited to /0 major
points).

(i) Graphical representation based on Quantitative Metrics (QnM)

This is a System Generated Quality Profile of the HEI based on statistical analysis of quantitative indicators
in the NAAC’s QIF (Quality Indicator Framework). Graphical presentation of Institutional features is
reflected through synthesis of quantifiable indicators.

(iii). Institutional Grade Sheet

Institutional Grade Sheet generated by Software is based on Qualitative Indicators, Quantitative Indicators
and Student Satisfaction Survey using existing calculation methods.
4.3 NBA Evaluation Report
The NBA Evaluation Report consists of two parts, namely:

* Chairperson’s Visit Report detailed in Part-A, Part-B and Part-C.

* Evaluator’s Visit Report detailed in Part-A, Part-B and Part-C.
It also includes a report on observations highlighting Strengths, Weakness and Opportunities to improve the
Programme.

5. Benefits of Ranking and Accreditation
5.1 Benefits of NIRF Ranking

NIRF rank is a measure of the degree of excellence of an Institution at national level. It is a great recognition
of the wonderful overall performance of an Institution. It is credible evidence that an institution’s
performance is laudable and comparable with that of other institutions nation-wide. It provides a great
mileage to the Institution at pan India level to attract students from various parts of the country to improve
outreach, inclusivity and perception, and benchmark its performance.

5.2 Benefits of NAAC Accreditation

* A good NAAC grade is recognition of Institution’s performance.

* NAAC assessment process helps the Institution to know its strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities for
improvement through an informed review process

* The NAAC accreditation process enables identification of areas for improvement at Institutional level.

* The NAAC process provides an Institution a new direction to grow and identity itself amongst the better
institutions.

* With a good NAAC grade, an Institution is eligible to receive funds from Govt. and other Research
Organizations.

* The Institution is obliged to provide quality education and provide reliable information on its website.
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* Institution must practise innovative and modern methods of teaching-learning.

* Employers will have an assurance about the Institution’s commitment to quality and visit the College for
recruitment of the students/graduates.

* The Society recognises the Institution as the Best or Better one amongst the rest
5.3 Benefits of NBA Accreditation
» NBA accreditation is recognition of a Programme’s good performance.

» Through accreditation process the Programme knows its strengths, weakness, and opportunities for
improvement through review.

Accredited Programme offers the standard quality education. Accreditation enhances stake-holders’
confidence that the Programme is committed to offer quality education.

* Accreditation enables better enrolment to the Programme as Parents and Students are assured about the
quality of education.

* Accredited Programme strengthens Students’ learning and Graduates’ attributes to meet Industry’s needs.
* Employers recognise accredited programme and consider prospective recruitment of graduates.

* The Degree offered by the Accredited Programme has recognition at international level as there is
equivalence of such programmes.

* An Accredited Programme demonstrates accountability to the Society, through continuous improvement
to achieve excellence.

6. Conclusion and Recommendations

It is seen over a period of time that the NIRF ranking list is dominated by IISc, IITs, IIMs, NITs and other
Universities of higher learning. This indeed is credible evidence that all these high-performing institutions
within the top notch of ranking have attained a greater degree of excellence in education. They already impart
high quality, holistic and outcome-based education and consequently majority of the graduates have high
success rate/impact, and thus there is no need to accredit the programmes offered by such top institutions in
India. Followed by these institutions of national importance, there are other institutions, which find their
place towards the bottom side of ranking. There is a question whether these institutions.and other institutions
in the country have to achieve both accreditation and ranking or anyone? It is now evident that though NIRF
ranking, NAAC accreditation and NBA accreditation make use of some similar metrics and some other
specific criteria for assessment, the methodology of data collection, verification, validation, weightages
assigned to different criteria/metrics and eventually the description/display of the outcomes are substantially
different from each other. All the three measures are unique and not competitors to each other but together
they provide multiple benefits to the Institutions. Hence it is desirable that all Tier I, Tier II and other
institutions aspire to achieve all the three distinct measures, step by step sequentially, in order to add feathers
in their cap and achieve fame. Upon thorough analysis the author infers that the quantum of efforts and
fulfilment of requirements to achieve each of the above three measures vary. It is relatively easier to achieve
NBA accreditation as compared to NAAC accreditation, which in turn may be relatively easier to achieve as
compared to NIRF ranking. For NBA accreditation, the entire process of assessment is largely cantered on a
particular Programme in an institution that offers several programmes or courses. The Department which
offers that Programme shall fully focus on it and plan systematically to improve the input, process and
outcome of the Programme over a period of 3-years and thus it will be comfortable to achieve NBA
accreditation for that Programme either for 3-years or for 6-years. In this context, the popular institutions,
which have wonderful infrastructure, student and faculty quality and numbers automatically focus on
imparting outcome-based education and used to naturally achieve NBA accreditation for one or more
programmes. On the other hand, some institutions in order to achieve the end by whatever means, may resort
to manipulations in terms of transferring few faculty members from a relevant programme to another
programme and thus manage required faculty numbers and cadre ratio to achieve the minimum required
scores. Few institutions even use to call only the known stake-holders like alumni, parents and industry
experts and tutor them to give very positive feedback to the NBA evaluators and thus influence the process.
Such institutions also try to create the required documents for 2-3 years’ period with the help of some
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consultants and somehow end up in securing accreditation for just 3-years, and thereafter they may not
continue to impart outcome-based education in letter and spirit as they never believe in long-standing quality.
Thus, the NBA assessment and accreditation that focuses on assessment of short-duration (3-years) data
lacks the independent verification and validation of the opinion/perception in terms of transparent third-party
feedback and perception. Thus, it is recommended that NBA shall make use of the robust DVV process used
in NAAC methodology and also include Perception metric of NIRF to get independent and true opinion on
the overall quality of the Programme being accredited.

To achieve NAAC accreditation, an Institution has to work continuously for at least 5-years and improve the
overall quality and performance concerning all programmes. Thus, some institutions fail to achieve NAAC
accreditation or struggle to end up in securing B+ grade or lower grades, subject to few exceptions. Some
other institutions are successful in securing NBA accreditation but fail to achieve NAAC accreditation. This
is due to the fact that it is easier to improve the quality of a Programme as compared to improve the overall
quality of an Institution, which is based upon the logic that it is always easier to focus on a small entity,
improve and achieve the outcome as compared to focusing on a relatively bigger entity with more struggle
to achieve the outcome. There may be few exceptions that some institutions have secured NAAC
accreditation but could not achieve NBA accreditation. Hence it is largely concluded that achieving NBA
accreditation is relatively easier as compared to achieving NAAC accreditation. Though NAAC has an
inbuilt robust DVV process, it does not include an important measure of Perception. Hence, it is
recommended that NAAC shall include a specific metric to objectively measure the Perception of an
Institution similar to the NIRF methodology to bridge the gap and complete the quality loop. For achieving
NIRF ranking, an Institution no doubt has to take care of all quality and performance aspects as required for
NBA and NAAC accreditation but it has to especially establish its footing in respect of Outreach, Inclusivity
and Perception, which are very relevant metrics at national level. The NIRF data verification and validation
is coordinated by NBA office and entirely carried out by the third party without any influence from the
institutions. Whereas in NAAC and NBA assessment and accreditation processes, the inspection and
verification is done at the site and sometimes there may be a chance for the institutions to influence the
assessment. Hence achieving NIRF ranking is relatively difficult for an institution, as compared to achieving
NAAC accreditation and NBA accreditation, put in that order. So, it is concluded that, for a particular
institution, the totality of quality aspects and efforts required to achieve NIRF ranking is > than that required
to achieve NAAC accreditation, which in turn is > than that required to achieve NBA accreditation. Thus,
considering all aspects and overall scenario, it is largely opined that NIRF ranking > NAAC accreditation >
NBA accreditation.

Finally, it is strongly recommended that institutions shall follow transparent procedures, commit to
continuously impart good quality outcome-based education and take steps to genuinely improve in all
possible spheres to achieve excellence at both Programme level and Institutional level to naturally achieve
NBA accreditation, NAAC accreditation and NIRF ranking. NBA accreditation helps institutions to
continuously achieve excellence of one or more Programmes, and NAAC accreditation and NIRF ranking
help Institutions in achieving excellence at national level.
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