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ABSTRACT 
Institutional accreditation is a cornerstone of quality assurance in higher education, guiding governance, 
accountability, and policy implementation. This study presents a comparative analysis of India’s National 
Assessment and Accreditation Council (NAAC) and the United Kingdom’s Quality Assurance Agency (QAA-UK), 
focusing on process workflow, scoring logic, weightage systems, and outcome generation. NAAC employs a metric-
driven model with quantitative and qualitative indicators, automated CGPA calculations, and grade-based 
outcomes, promoting transparency and cross-institutional comparability. In contrast, QAA-UK emphasizes peer 
review, narrative evidence, and confidence-based judgments, fostering institutional autonomy, contextual 
evaluation, and stakeholder engagement. Comparative analysis highlights that NAAC facilitates benchmarking and 
policy alignment, while QAA-UK encourages continuous improvement and accountability through detailed review 
reports and follow-up action plans. Despite differing methodologies, both frameworks underscore the importance 
of structured assessment and peer involvement, albeit through contrasting mechanisms. The study concludes that 
a hybrid approach, integrating NAAC’s numeric rigor with QAA-UK’s peer-driven qualitative evaluation, could 
enhance accreditation effectiveness, transparency, and global alignment. Understanding these divergent and 
convergent practices offers valuable insights for policymakers, administrators, and accreditation bodies seeking to 
optimize quality assurance in higher education. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Institutional accreditation has emerged as a cornerstone of quality assurance and governance in higher education 
worldwide. It provides a structured framework to evaluate, monitor, and enhance the performance of universities 
and colleges, ensuring that they meet established standards of academic rigor, administrative efficiency, and social 
responsibility. Beyond merely assessing teaching and research quality, accreditation mechanisms play a strategic 
role in shaping institutional priorities, guiding policy interventions, and influencing public perception and 
stakeholder confidence. Accreditation outcomes often inform decisions regarding government funding, eligibility 
for grants, student admissions, faculty recruitment, and institutional reputation, making them a critical tool for both 
regulators and institutions themselves. 
Over the past few decades, both global and national accreditation bodies have developed sophisticated evaluation 
frameworks tailored to their respective contexts. These frameworks differ in methodology, emphasis, and 
operational philosophy, reflecting variations in national policies, higher education governance structures, and 
cultural approaches to accountability. Internationally recognized accreditation and quality assurance agencies, such 
as the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education in the United Kingdom (QAA-UK), prioritize peer-led 
evaluations, institutional autonomy, and evidence-based narrative reporting. The focus is less on numeric scores 
and more on demonstrating compliance with agreed standards and the robustness of internal quality assurance 
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systems. 
In contrast, India’s National Assessment and Accreditation Council (NAAC) follows a structured, metric-driven 
approach that combines quantitative indicators with qualitative inputs. NAAC emphasizes standardization, numeric 
weightages, and grade-based outcomes to allow comparability across a diverse and expansive higher education 
ecosystem. Its methodology incorporates parameters such as teaching and learning resources, research 
productivity, graduate outcomes, inclusivity, and institutional perception, providing both accountability and a 
benchmark for performance improvement. 
The present study is designed to compare and analyze the process workflow, scoring logic, weightage systems, and 
outcome generation mechanisms of NAAC and QAA-UK. By focusing on functional and procedural aspects rather 
than qualitative or pedagogical content, the study aims to clarify how each system operationalizes accreditation, 
how they differ in approach and emphasis, and what implications these differences have for institutional 
governance, policy alignment, and global benchmarking. Such an analysis is particularly relevant for higher 
education administrators, policymakers, and accreditation professionals seeking to understand the strengths and 
limitations of these two distinct frameworks and their potential applicability in diverse institutional contexts. 
 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 
1. To analyse the functional workflow of NAAC and QAA-UK accreditation processes. 
2. To examine scoring, grading, and decision-making mechanisms. 
3. To compare weightage and percentage-based evaluation models. 
4. To identify operational strengths, gaps, and implications for institutional governance 
 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
• Type of Study: Descriptive and comparative analysis 
• Method: Policy and framework analysis based on official manuals, guidelines, and accreditation reports 
• Data Sources: 
 NAAC Manuals, SOPs, IIQA and DVV documentation 
 QAA-UK Review Handbooks, Self-Evaluation Guidelines, and public reports 
• Comparison Parameters: 
 Accreditation entry and institutional eligibility 
 Data submission and evidence mechanisms 
 Assessment and review functionality 
 Scoring, grading, and outcome generation 
 

NAAC ACCREDITATION FRAMEWORK: PROCESS & FUNCTIONALITY 
The National Assessment and Accreditation Council (NAAC) operationalizes accreditation as a structured, multi-
stage process aimed at promoting transparency, accountability, and continuous quality enhancement across Indian 
higher education institutions (HEIs). NAAC’s framework is designed to be both standardized and adaptable, 
accommodating the diversity of universities, colleges, and autonomous institutions across India. 
4.1 Institutional Eligibility & Registration 
Accreditation begins with the Institutional Information for Quality Assessment (IIQA) submission. The IIQA serves 
as a preliminary eligibility check to ensure that the institution meets minimum operational standards, such as years 
of existence, program offerings, faculty strength, and statutory compliance. Institutions are classified by type—
universities, colleges, autonomous institutions—and must satisfy category-specific criteria to proceed. NAAC 
operates on a cycle-based accreditation model, typically every five years, allowing institutions to leverage feedback 
from previous cycles to improve academic outcomes, governance, and research capabilities. The cyclic nature 
ensures continuous monitoring and performance enhancement rather than one-time evaluation. 
4.2 Data Submission Mechanism 
NAAC employs a dual-mode data submission model that combines quantitative and qualitative assessment: 
• Quantitative Metrics (QnM): These include numerical indicators such as student enrollment figures, 
faculty qualifications, research publications, patents, financial and infrastructural resources, and student-teacher 
ratios. QnM provides an objective, standardized basis for comparison across institutions. 
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• Qualitative Metrics (QlM): This narrative component allows institutions to present contextual 
information on governance practices, curriculum design, innovation initiatives, faculty development programs, and 
community engagement. 
To maintain accuracy and reliability, NAAC implements a Data Validation & Verification (DVV) process, which 
involves online checks, documentary evidence review, and automated consistency validation. The DVV ensures 
the integrity of submitted information before scoring. 
4.3 Assessment Functionality 
NAAC’s assessment blends system-generated scoring with peer team verification: 
• A Centralized CGPA Calculation Model aggregates scores across all parameters using predefined 
weightages. 
• Peer Team Visits (PTV): Comprising academics and experts, these teams conduct on-site inspections, 
verify data accuracy, interact with faculty, students, and administrators, and validate institutional claims. 
• While the peer review offers qualitative validation, the final scoring remains largely automated, ensuring 
consistency across diverse institutions. 
4.4 Scoring & Calculation Matrix 
The scoring mechanism employs a weighted aggregation model: 
• Quantitative Metrics: Approximately 70% of the total weight 
• Qualitative Metrics: Approximately 30% of the total weight 
The Cumulative Grade Point Average (CGPA) is calculated as the weighted aggregate of all parameters, with minor 
adjustments possible based on institutional type. This numeric framework allows standardized comparability, 
ranking eligibility, and linkage to funding and policy decisions. 
4.5 Outcome Generation 
NAAC generates graded outcomes based on CGPA ranges: 
• Grade Bands: A++, A+, A, B++, B+, B, C 
• Validity: Accreditation is valid for five years, with provisions for mid-term updates based on institutional 
performance or significant changes 
Outcomes are connected to policy instruments such as government funding, regulatory recognition, and ranking 
eligibility, making NAAC not only a quality assurance mechanism but also a strategic lever for institutional 
development. 

 
 

QAA-UK ACCREDITATION FRAMEWORK: PROCESS & 
FUNCTIONALITY 
The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA-UK) provides an international example of a peer-driven, 
evidence-based quality evaluation system. Unlike NAAC, QAA emphasizes institutional autonomy, narrative 
evaluation, and stakeholder engagement rather than numeric scoring. 
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5.1 Institutional Review Entry 
Institutions initiate the process by submitting a Self-Evaluation Document (SED), detailing governance, strategy, 
policy frameworks, academic programs, and evidence of internal quality assurance mechanisms. Preparation 
focuses on institutional readiness, completeness, and evidence alignment with the QAA’s quality standards. Entry 
into the process requires demonstrating that institutional structures and policies are operational and sustainable. 
5.2 Evidence Submission Model 
The QAA system is predominantly narrative-based: 
• Evidence is mapped to specific review criteria, emphasizing quality assurance processes, student support 
mechanisms, curriculum development, and governance practices. 
• There is no centralized numeric portal or CGPA-style scoring. 
• The focus is on qualitative demonstration of institutional effectiveness, process integrity, and compliance 
with UK higher education standards. 
5.3 Review Process Functionality 
QAA reviews are peer-led and participatory: 
• Peer teams consist of academics, student representatives, and external stakeholders, ensuring a multi-
perspective evaluation. 
• Assessments include on-site inspections and off-site documentation review. 
• The process emphasizes adherence to internal quality assurance systems rather than generating numerical 
scores, ensuring that institutions demonstrate operational effectiveness and accountability. 
5.4 Assessment & Judgment Logic 
• Decisions are threshold-based, assigning confidence levels to the institution’s ability to meet quality 
standards. 
• Outcomes are graded qualitatively as: 
• Satisfactory 
• Requires Improvement 
• Not Met 
This system allows for contextual evaluation, acknowledging institutional diversity and strategic priorities. 
5.5 Outcome & Reporting 
• QAA publishes comprehensive public reports, detailing commendations, findings, and recommendations for 
improvement. 
• Institutions are required to develop action plans and undergo follow-up reviews, ensuring continuous 
monitoring and enhancement. 
• The emphasis is on institutional accountability and continuous improvement rather than comparison with 
other institutions or numeric ranking. 
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS: PROCESS, FUNCTIONALITY & SCORING 
The NAAC and QAA-UK frameworks adopt fundamentally different approaches to institutional accreditation, 
reflecting their respective national and international orientations. While NAAC emphasizes standardized numeric 
evaluation and policy alignment, QAA-UK prioritizes qualitative peer judgment, institutional autonomy, and 
process assurance. Table 1 provides a concise overview, and the discussion below elaborates each parameter in 
detail. 

Parameter NAAC (India) QAA-UK 

Accreditation 
Entry 

Portal-driven via Institutional 
Information for Quality Assessment 
(IIQA). Institutions register online, submit 
preliminary eligibility information, and are 
categorized by type (university, college, 
autonomous institution). 

Entry is initiated through a Self-Evaluation 
Document (SED), a narrative submission 
prepared by the institution, outlining internal 
quality assurance, policies, governance, and 
performance. 

Data Model 

Combines quantitative metrics (QnM) 
such as student-faculty ratio, research 
publications, and financial resources, with 
qualitative metrics (QlM) capturing 
governance practices, innovations, and 
stakeholder engagement. 

Predominantly narrative-based, with 
evidence mapped to specific review criteria. 
There is no centralized numeric portal; the 
focus is on qualitative documentation and 
demonstration of institutional effectiveness. 

Scoring 
Method 

Cumulative Grade Point Average 
(CGPA) calculated from weighted metrics, 
leading to grades (A++ to C). Automated 
scoring ensures comparability across 
institutions. 

Peer judgment and threshold-based 
assessment. Reviewers evaluate whether 
institutional standards are met, producing 
outcomes such as satisfactory, requires 
improvement, or not met. Numeric scoring is 
not used. 

Weightage 
System 

Metrics are assigned fixed percentages: 
approximately 70% for quantitative 
measures and 30% for qualitative measures. 
Minor adjustments may occur based on 
institutional type. 

No numeric weightage. Each criterion is 
evaluated contextually by peer reviewers, 
reflecting a flexible, narrative-driven 
approach. 

Automation 

High automation: CGPA and grade 
calculation are system-generated, with peer 
teams primarily validating submitted data 
and infrastructure. 

Minimal automation: Evaluation depends on 
human peer judgment, document analysis, and 
on-site inspections; scoring is qualitative 
rather than numerical. 

Peer Role 

Validation-focused: Peer teams verify 
submitted data, inspect infrastructure, and 
interact with stakeholders, but scoring is 
largely automated. 

Decision-centric: Peer reviewers play a 
central role in evaluating evidence, 
determining outcomes, providing 
recommendations, and establishing 
confidence levels in institutional quality. 

Outcome 
Type 

Grade bands with validity period (A++ to 
C) linked to five-year accreditation cycles. 
Outcomes influence funding eligibility, 
policy decisions, and ranking 
considerations. 

Confidence judgments and follow-up 
plans. Reports are publicly published, 
highlighting strengths, areas for improvement, 
and mandatory action plans for continuous 
monitoring. 

Analytical Interpretation 
The comparative analysis of NAAC and QAA-UK accreditation frameworks reveals a fundamental divergence in 
philosophy, process, and operational emphasis. NAAC’s portal-driven, metric-focused model prioritizes 
standardization, transparency, and comparability, with quantitative and qualitative metrics weighted to produce a 
system-generated CGPA and grade. This allows policymakers and institutions to benchmark performance, link 
outcomes to funding, and align with national priorities. In contrast, QAA-UK emphasizes peer-driven, evidence-
based evaluation, where narrative documentation, stakeholder engagement, and judgment-based thresholds 
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determine institutional quality, promoting autonomy, contextual assessment, and continuous improvement rather 
than numeric comparability. While NAAC facilitates efficiency, ranking integration, and cross-institutional 
evaluation, QAA-UK enhances qualitative accuracy, stakeholder inclusion, and accountability for institutional 
processes. Together, these frameworks illustrate two complementary approaches: one standardizes excellence for 
policy and governance purposes, while the other ensures nuanced, context-sensitive assurance, highlighting the 
trade-offs between quantitative objectivity and qualitative flexibility in higher education accreditation. 
 

 
 

KEY FINDINGS 
The comparative analysis highlights several critical observations about NAAC and QAA-UK accreditation 
mechanisms: 
1. NAAC’s Metric-Driven Approach: NAAC’s numeric, percentage-based scoring system, anchored by the 
CGPA model and fixed weightages (70% quantitative, 30% qualitative), promotes transparency, standardization, and 
cross-institution comparability. Its portal-driven assessment and automated scoring allow policymakers and 
stakeholders to benchmark institutions efficiently and link accreditation outcomes to funding, rankings, and 
strategic planning. 
2. QAA-UK’s Peer-Driven Model: The QAA-UK framework prioritizes narrative evidence, stakeholder 
engagement, and peer judgment, producing qualitative confidence assessments rather than numeric rankings. This 
approach fosters institutional autonomy, continuous improvement, and contextual evaluation, emphasizing the 
processes and effectiveness of institutional governance over rigid metrics. 
3. Emphasis on Improvement and Engagement: Unlike NAAC’s score-oriented outcomes, QAA-UK 
reports focus on institutional enhancement, recommending action plans and follow-up reviews. This strengthens 
accountability and encourages stakeholder involvement, including students, staff, and external experts. 
4. Structured Assessment and Peer Role: Both frameworks underscore the value of peer evaluation. NAAC 
peers primarily validate submitted data, while QAA-UK peers play a decision-centric role, interpreting narrative 
evidence to judge institutional quality. 
5. Complementary Strengths: Despite contrasting mechanisms, both systems demonstrate the importance 
of structured assessment frameworks and peer involvement, illustrating two complementary strategies: numeric 
standardization for comparability versus narrative evaluation for contextual depth. 
 

DISCUSSION 
Strengths and Limitations: 
• NAAC Strengths: Transparent scoring, automated CGPA, standardized benchmarking, alignment with 
national policy priorities, and integration with funding and ranking systems. 
• NAAC Limitations: Over-reliance on quantitative percentages may underrepresent institutional context, 
innovation, and nuanced practices. 
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• QAA-UK Strengths: Flexibility, autonomy, stakeholder engagement, and emphasis on qualitative evidence 
ensure that evaluations reflect institutional realities and encourage continuous improvement. 
• QAA-UK Limitations: Absence of numeric scoring limits comparability across institutions and constrains 
global benchmarking potential. 
Implications: A hybrid model combining NAAC’s quantitative rigor with QAA-UK’s qualitative, peer-driven 
approach could enhance credibility, transparency, and international alignment. Such a model would retain the 
advantages of numeric standardization for policy and rankings while embedding autonomy, contextual evaluation, 
and stakeholder accountability. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Integrate Numeric and Qualitative Approaches: Introduce structured weightage or scoring within 
QAA-style assessments to support cross-institutional and international comparability. 
2. Contextual Flexibility in NAAC: Reduce over-reliance on percentages to allow institutions to showcase 
context-specific innovations and governance practices. 
3. Balanced Peer Engagement: Combine automated scoring with peer verification to strengthen accuracy, 
accountability, and credibility. 
4. Hybrid Accreditation Models: Explore frameworks that combine standardization, transparency, 
accountability, and institutional autonomy, leveraging the strengths of both NAAC and QAA-UK systems. 
 

CONCLUSION 
This study demonstrates that accreditation effectiveness depends primarily on process design and operational 
functionality, not solely on academic or pedagogical criteria. NAAC exemplifies a metric-driven, standardized 
approach aligned with India’s governance and policy priorities, facilitating benchmarking, funding allocation, and 
regulatory oversight. In contrast, QAA-UK reflects a peer-led, autonomy-focused model, emphasizing narrative 
evaluation, stakeholder engagement, and continuous improvement. 
Both systems offer valuable lessons for global and national accreditation practices. Optimizing higher education 
quality assurance requires balancing numeric rigor with peer accountability, ensuring that accreditation frameworks 
remain transparent, comparable, and sensitive to institutional contexts. A hybrid model, integrating structured 
quantitative assessment with qualitative peer-driven evaluation, could provide a robust, credible, and globally 
aligned approach to institutional accreditation. 
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