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Foreword

Students’ Feedback Analysis on faculty’s performance, by nature, is a self assessing
mechanism and helps to go for adequate steps for quality improvement course and class room
transactions arc concerned. Students” feedback whatever done in classroom is immeasurable
and so not helping in estimating one’s relative position. Academic excellence of an
educational mstitution is the ultimate goal which is to feed by a number of quality inputs: the
important ones are teaching and teacher’s quality. A teacher with best academic performance
may not be teaching friendly whether it is inside and outside the class room, Without making
transaction with students fruitfully friendly, just compulsory completion of workload as per
course allocation and attendance in classes as per routine allotment are not but futile
exercises. [l requires measuring the lacks in one’s achievemenis in the perception of students.
With this understanding the IQAC of Bahona College develops a mechanism of studenis’
feedback analysis as & measure of self-evaluation and to find the policy path for quality
development. A ten-point quality index mechanism was formulated, with lirtle modification
of the method used for the session 2012-13.

Objectives
. To make faculty and departmental level assessment of teaching and teachers™ quality
in the perception of students,
2. To develop a competitive zeal in teaching environment,
3. To trace policy path for quality development and necessary action there on,

Methods
The steps followed in this students analysis are —

| Teachers qualities have been covered on the basis of following quality indicators-

51 ™o Cluality Indicators = ]
1 Clarity in explanation (CE) !
I.a: Audibilicy

| b Intelligibility

|.¢: Mote down opporiunity

1.d: Remembrance impact

2 Knowledzenble (Knl)

2.a ; Subject knowledge

2b | Specificity

2.¢ - Course consistency in teaching
== 3 Responsibility (Res)

1 a : Completion of syllabus
3b - Remwedial measure

3.¢ . Oppostunity o inter-action
4 Coaperation (Cop)

4.1 : OfF class roomn guidance

) 4 b : Material suppont

3 Punctuality (Punc)

5.a : Class regularity

5.b : Timely result
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6.1 Inapiration g :
62 - Hizher education counseling [
7 Friendliness (Frn) 1 ﬁ!f
7.1 - Approachability e
7.2 : Response students” query 4,0
B Stability (Stab}
o Mentorability {Ment)
1] Bense of humowr (SH) |

..........

Tomake the quality indicators observable, they were converted 1o four prades — less than
average (A ), average (B), good (C) and excellent (D). Thus a questionnaire was so
prepared to have in-built descending order of quality parameters. That is, more importani
quality indicators are placed before the less important ones. Again, to have consistency in
importance, the number of questions put against each quality parameters decreases from 4
to 1. To make the grade measurable they are converted to numbers - | is assigned for
grade A, 2 for B, 3 for C and 4 for D. To get single value for an indicator, average is
taken for those parameters having more than one question.

3. Students® feedback index (SF1) was formulated as follows -

Moaximum valus of feedback respense—Actual value of [eedback response
Maximum vatue of feedback response—Minimum value of feedbock response

SF1=1 -

Here,
*  Maximum value of feedback response = Students’ number = highest value (=4)
Minimum value of feedback response = Students’ number » lowest value (=0
*  Actual value of feedback response = Students™ number * value actually assigned

* SFIranges from O to ]

Thus, SF1, being a relative measure, it neutralizes the difference in students’ and faculty
number among the departments having response to the feedback questionnaire. So it is
comparable across the faculties, departments and above mentioned indicators.

On the basis of SF1 following three Composite Quality Indicators can be derived.

I. Quality Height: the position of the quality graph matters. The more 15 the upward
position of the graph, the more is the achievement in quahity attainment and vice
versa, In case of faculty it can be measured by finding the sum of SFls attained
across the quality parameters. In case of department it can be measured by averaging
faculty total SFI. The faculty/department with highest total SFl/average SFl can he

termed as Best Quality Achiever (QA). A

Quality balance: A quality graph can be fitted for each faculty and department
across 1ts SFI attainment across quality parameters. The horizontal straightness of
this graph is reflective of quality balance. The more is the horizontal, the more is
quality balance and vice versa. Statistically it can be measured in terms of variance of
the SFI attained across the quality parameters. The faculty/department with lowest
SFI variance can be termed as Best Quality Balancer (QB),

[

3. Quality Direction: The direction of the graph is reflective of the Importanee
assigned to ;}u&hl:f parameters. The more is the negative slope the less Importance |s
piven to less important quality parameters and vice versa. The slope being negative
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but covering all the quality parameter implies more importance is given to mnr;\a::t::rﬁ'

important quality parameters and less importance to less important parameters.

Contrary to this, the slope of the graph being positive implies that more importance is

given to less important quality parameters and less imporance is mven 1o more

important ones, Here negative slope deserves. Statistically it can be measured by

finding the trend coefficient (rate of change) of the SFI attained across the quality

parameters. One is in quality concentrator (QC) when the coefficient (or slope) is

negative and in quality de-track when the cocfficient is positive. A faculty /

department with highest negative cocfTicient can be recognized as Best Quality

Concentrator (QC).

4. It 15 to note here that quality tracking and quality balancing are mutually exclusive.
That 15, a best balancer can never be a best quality tracker. Here an issue of value
Judgement occurs — who is better — quality tracker or guality balancer? Balancing all
the qualities is better than avoiding certain qualities.

It has already been stated that QC and QB are mutually exclusive. It implies that one
bemng quality achiever can either be quality balancer or quality concentrator. Tt
implies that one being quality balancer (giving more or less equal importance to all
quality parameters) cannot be quality concentrator (Giving more importance 1o more
important quality parameters and vice versa). OF QB and QC which is better is 2
matter of value judgment. If ranked as per quality teaching-learning transaction the
preference pattern is QA>QB>0QC. (here “>" implies ‘preferred to’) Giving more
importance to more important quality parameters 15 better than giving low level equal
importance to all quality parameters. Thus, this preference pattern is transitive in this
way — QAHQB > QA+QC. That i1s achieving higher balance in all quality parameters
is better than achieving high by concentrating to a few quality parameters,
Considering this transitive preference pattern faculties and departments have been

ranked.

Special considerations h
I The students participating in the feedback mechanism are mostly of 6" semester

They are assumed to be impartial and independent mn assigning grades to the faculties.

The ten indicators considered here are assumed 10 be s0 comprehensive so as to cover all
the quality aspects ol teaching and teachers.

4. The results are rough in nature only as per students” perception, as such depends how far
students are mature, impartial and neutral in their judgment.

bl

Discussions
Discussion will be made in tabular and diagrammatic forms. Here the results will be placed in

toto, Anyone interested can collect the soft copies of the caleulation and can further its

analysis,

Discussion heads are —

Intra-departmental comparison
Inter deparimental comparison
Ranking of Faculties

Rankmg of depariments
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Department Specific Faculty Comparison

Depariment of Political Science

Table | : Faculty wise SFI distnbution

| Facuities 1 2 3 4 5 B i B g 10
Sanjoy Ml 0.863 | 0870 | 0.740 | 0.688| 0.628 | 0672 | 0688 | 0750 | 0641 0797
Ranjit Pegu | 0.770 | 0.729 | 0641 | 0672 | 0.680 | 0600 | 0656 | 0781 | 0567 | 0788
Mridul Dutta | 0822 | 0522 | 0828 | 0836 0.977 | 0561 | 06898 | 0922 0.906 | 0922
4. Pankg/Bora | 0.676) 0615 | 0479 | 0.656 | 0.516| 0445 0453 | 0578 | 0.656 | 065

Table 2 : Composite quality indicators
Slope Variance Average SFI
Facul
Y @O | @B (QA)
S. Mili -18.79 0.083 0,754
R. Pegu =528 0078 0.687
M. Dutta 13.33 0.047 0409
P. Bora -0.45 0.092 0,573
MNote:
. Best quality achiever : M. Dufta
2. Best quality balancer : M. Dutta
3. Best quality concentrator | S, Mili
Table 3 : Ranking of the faculties
Facul | Slope | Variance | Average Total Ranks
wilty | Cy | (OB) | SFL(QA) | (QA+QB) ]
|5, Mili 4 3 3 1 g 1:
R. Pegu 3 2 2 4 3
M. Dutta [ E 4 8 "
P. Bora 2 | I 2 4"
Quality graphs : Faculty comparison
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Quality graphs and frends : Faculty individual
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Mridul Dutta

1009 |
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0.900 \ o~
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Department of Economics

Table 1 - SFI distribution of Faculties

[

| Faculties 1 R T e S N S T O o T T
Binoda Bara o702 | 0853 | 0888 | 0779 | 0913 | 0635 | 0832 | 0875 | 0712 | 0558

Rofigue Ahmed 0,023 | 0926 | 0913 | 0947 | 0.B99 | 0889 | 0.894 | 0823 | 0.952 | (.952
Mainy Moni Salkia | 0.947 | 0939 | 0.926 | 0923 | 0.966 | 0865 | 0.952 | 0523 | 0.952 | 0.904

Reema Rabha 0904 | 0974 | 0923 | 0909 | 0928 | 0837 | 0923 | 0.023 | 0.904 | 0.712 |




Table 2 : Composite quality indicators

Slope Variance | Average SFI
Facult
i (QC) (QB) (QA)
Binedn Bora -9.69 0,119 0.775 <3
| Rofique Ahmed 32.71 0.023 0.922 e
Mainu Moni Saikia _=21.64 0.029 0.930
Reesma Rabha -24.10 | 0072 0 894
Note:
1. Best Quality Achiever : Mainu Moni Saikia
2. Best Quality Balancer ; Rofique Ahmed
3. Best Quality Concentrator ;: Reema Rabha
Table 3 : Ranking of the facultics
slope | Vanance | Average Tuotal
Facu Ranks
ty @n | (08) | SFIQA) | (a+os) | R
Binoda Bora 2 | 1 ™
Rofique Ahmed 1 4 3 ™
Mainu Moni Saikia 3 3 4 | 1"
Reema Rabha 4 2 2 i it
Quality graphs : Faculty comparison
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Quality graphs : Faculty individual presentation
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Mainumoni Saikia
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Department of Assamese
Table | - SFI distribution across faculties
'S s |0 [l a sl 8]l s ] w
Sanksh Eorthakur 0875 | 0.958 | 0.964 | 0.867 | 0.953 | 0.930 | 0.969 | 0.936 | 0.656 | 0.544
Namita Chutla Salkia 0992 | 0.043 | 0.917 | 0,867 | 0930 | 0883 | 0.961 | 0.959 | 0.856 | 0,891
Madhusmita B. Changkaketi | 0.808 | 0,633 | 0.964 | 0859 | 0845 | 0828 | 0.945 | 0.953 | 0.750 | 0.850
BbaRani Das 0,045 | 0,896 | 0.953 | 0.883 | 0930 | 0930 | 0961 | 0.984 | 0672 | 0.006
Sarefa Das 1906 | 0974 | 0,97 | 0.961 | 0952 | 0961 | 0977 | 1000 | 0.750 | 0.908.
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Table 2 : Composite quality indicators fa ";:r;_ \‘-.l%x
: bt --'?QEE. |
| | Slope Variance | Average SET | 12\ *
Facul i, 5
g (QC) (QB) (QA) {Eg,ﬁ*‘jf
Santosh Borthakur - 13.799 0.095 0.895
Namita Chutia Saikia - 15,005 0.093 0.901
Madhusmita B. Changhkakoti | -9686 | 0070 (. 884
Biba Rani Das 0,977 0088 0,906
Sarala Das L9y 0.075 0.930
Mote:
1. Best Quality Achiever : Sarala Das
2, Best Quality Balancer : Madbusmita B. Changkakoti
3. Best Quality Concentrator : Namita Chutia Saikia
Table 3 : Ranking of the faculties
' Slops | Variance | Average Total
- Rank
iosac (QC) | (QB) | SFI(QA) | (0AQB) | R
Santosh Borthakur 4 2 2 4 Sm
| Mamita Chutia Saikia 5 2 3 5 ]
Madhusmita B, Changkakoti | 3 5 1 ] Prm
Biba Bami Das 2 3 4 T 2
Sarnla Das | I L 5 4 L
Quality graphs: Faculty comparison
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Faculty Avg SFI
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Quality graphs: Faculty individual
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¥ _Elﬂ',ﬂﬁ,—_gﬁ IE
Tahle 1 : SFI distribution across the faculties : "_l :}
_:.I'::'\-\_\_ --":,.1';-":'
Faculies e | T T Sl s s e 0
Santana Salkia 0979 | 0954 | 0898 | 0965 | 0.910 | 0.979 | 0965 | 0.944 | 0988 | 0.875
SamirRanjanBora | 0934 | 0.94% | 0977 | 0868 | 0551 | 0854 | 0938 ;I 0.917 | 0.875 | 0.806
Ajit Kr. Bora 0892 | 0.044 | 0889 | 0825 | 0.998 | 0.847 | 0947 | 093 | 0,875 | 0764 |
Amar jyoti Devnath | 0.906 | 0.926 | 0.903 | 0831 | 0.924 | 0875 | 0958 | 0.931 | 0.931 | 0917
Table 2 : Composite quality indicators
= Slope | Variance | Average SFI |
Fulty | (00) | ©B) | (oA
5. Saikia -15450 | 0.038 0.946
S. Banua 37537 | 0048 | 0.901
A K Bora | -21.616 0.057 0.882
AD. Nath 34.270 32.80 0.920
MNote
1. Best Quality Achiever : Dr. S. Saikia
2. Best Cuality Balancer : Dr. 5. Saikia
3. Best Quality Concentrator : S. Barua
Table 3 : Ranking of the faculties
Slope | Variance | Avemge SF1 Total Ranks
Faclly | (o) | @B) | (QA) | (QA+QB) '
§. Saikia 2 4 4 3 -
5. Barua 4 3 2 5] Im
A K. Bora 3 2 1 3 e
ADNah | 1 l 3 3 3
Quality graphs : Faculty Comparison
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Quality graphs : Faculty Individual
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Ajit Kr. Bora

1
0.9

0E

oF

0.5

0.5

0.4

SF1 values

0.3

0.2 —

0.1

(]

1

Q.83

I !
0.4 | 0.88 | 0.82| 0.93

10
0.87 | 0.76

'3_4]5

0.84 | 091 (093

[ s |r.:TEi_

5F1 value

Amar Debnath

0.98
.96

094

0.92

nas |

0.84
082

09

[ 1

2 | 3

& |7 | =8

!:—-E[uaﬂlf rl‘l:lel;;r.

0.0

0.2 | 0.90

0.95 | 0.93

Department of Education

Table 1 : Faculty wise distnbution of SFI

- T —.....-—5- =]

i) ,-”ﬁ. £ | f

T =
e T

e

| Bubul Deka oG4 | 0992 | 0.955 | 0.830 | 0932 | 0.78 | 0.864 | 0909 | 0841 | 0568
Amarjyoli Bharali 0926 | 0933 | 0924 | 0O.795 0858 | 0.816 | 0.830 | 0841 | 0.818 | D477
lizi Bora 0.843 | 0962 | 1.000 | 0.920 | 0866 | 0.932 | 0.977 | 0.955 | 1,000 | 0877

16




Table 2 : Distribution of Composite Index

i'* (Esid.: 1956 [k

fis

AEE
o
A j

Slo Variance Average SF] i
. hue @0 (Q8B) on) 4
Indrani Barthakur -6.944 0.036 (0.949 i
Bubul Deka -14.55 0.125 0.847 “ge
Amarjvoti Bharahh | -10.82 0.063 0.877
[laxi Bora 37.579 | 0027 0963
MNote
1. Best Quality Achiever ; [laxi Bora
2. Best Quality Balancer : Ilax1 Bora
3. Best Quality Concentrator : Bubul Deka
Table 3 : Ranking of the faculities
Vari Avera Taotal
Faculy | @0 | 0By | sr1(0A) | (Qarqpy | Ranks
Indrani Barthakur 2 3 3 b o
Bubul Deka 4 | 1 | 2 | 4"
Amarjyoti Bharali | 3 2 2 4 3
llaxi Bora | 4 4 8 1*

Quality graphs : Faculty Comparison
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Quality graphs : Faculty individual
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Amarjyoti Bharali
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1.000 (s s1osa) 1|
e —
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= Thh S
HE: 0.600
0.4400
0.200 .
0.000 . PN
1 2 1 3 4 | 5 & T 8 ] 10
-—ﬂualbh.-' index i, 5:6 ELEBS ngzﬂ_ﬂ_?‘aiiu E-El:! DE}S EI'.EEII] 08411 u 518 ugn
llaxi Bora
1.020
1.0:00
0980
_§ 0.560 |
% 0,840
0.920
0800
Dmi_|T_a'a'5|E'?i"s'a_ 10
——nuallwmdu EIEIJ_HEIE 1.00 ugz|ugﬁ 0.93 | 0.97 | 0.95 | 1.00 | 0.87
| e T
Department of History
Table | : Faculty wisc distribution of SF1
Faculies | 1 | S s hallandl J _,,E_‘ I T T R s '-ﬁ;'ér
b T 0969 | 0966 | 0931 | 0910 | 0858 | 0951 | 0.078 | 003 | 0.764 | 017
Keshab Natn | 0.976 | 0.958 | 0.926 0017 | 0031 | 0924 | 0.944 | 0.944 | 0.784 | 0.917
[AjtGogoi | 0.865 [ 0856 | 0.764 | 0.715 | 0.792 | 0.743 | 0.875 | 0944 | 0722 | 0.792
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Table 2 : Composite indicators

Slope Warignes Average 5FI {5:'%:;1' 0F Py
i Q0 | (8 Q4) VN
Pranati Duwarah -25.985 0.063 0.925 !:‘_‘-'_l".ﬁlu.:1'jﬁﬁ +
Keshab Nath 28.421 0.058 0.920 Yon &
Aijit Gogoi -2.561 0.05 | 0807 NI
Note
1. Best Quality Achiever : Pranati Duwarah
2. Best Quality Balancer : Keshab Nath
3. Best Quality Concentrator : Keshab Nath
Table 3 : Ranking of the faculties
[ = Slope | Variance | Avemage |  Total e
g @) | (©8) | SFI(Q4) | (QA+QB) | ™
Pranati Duwarah 2 z 3 5 1 ;
8
Keshab Math 3 3 2 5 lm
1
Ajit Gogol 1 1 1 2 2
Quality graphs : Faculty Comparison
i 1:2 I
1 4+
e 0.8 + m & E,.-/-"" =
5 L :
' 06 — e Pranati Duwarah
G | . e==Keshab Nath
08— e
e AJit Gogal
Bl 1— =
S TS
4 2 3 4 5 6 7 &8 9 10
Quality parameters
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SFl values
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Pranati Duwarah
12
1 ﬁ-d——"‘—\-vc
5 0.8
E
8 0.6
& o4 |
0.2
l!:|_1:341|5|E_:-' 8|9 |10
- Quality indices |0.968|0.567|0.930|0.909 0.958 |0.951|2.575 0.202| 0,763 |0.916 |
Keshab Nath
12 —m"
1 b= s = =
og — . e el
n | — —
= 05 |-
E — ———— —_—
] 04 | .
0.2 "
1| 2 a |8 |s|®&|7z]|8]|9 |
v indices 0.975 0,958 0.925|0.916/0.930 0,923 0.944 0.944 0.763 0.916




SFl Values

Ajit Gogoi

i_—ilualit-r indices | 0864 IG.EEEEEI.?EB Eﬂ,?ﬁ:ﬂ.?ﬂl.u,?qg'g_g;rg

1-2|5!45ﬁ57 E'9|1n
0.944 |0.722 0,791

Department of Zoology

Table 1 : SFI distribution among the faculties

| Facultes

2 3 4 5 & f B ]

10

| Pumima Dutta

0.964

0974 | D952 | 0928 | 0961 | (.954 | D.9617 0.974 | 0.816

0.921

Robin Bordoloi

0928

nop2 | 0943 | 0821 | 0961 | 0.914 0.980 | 0.961 | 0.789

0.783

Indira Baruah

0505

ng43 | 0921 | 0862 | 0928 | 0.629 0.816 | 0.783 | 0.6A4

0.711

Gayatri Agni Bora

0.908

2912 | 0047 | 0961 | 0967 | 0.928 | 0.980 | 0.847 0750

0.934 |

0.947

1.000

0078 | ne78 | 0.987 | 0.987 | 0.954 0.883 | 0.947 | 0.967

| Bikrameditya Bakalal

Nl}'[r; £

1. Best Quality Ach
2. Best Quality Balancer

3. Best Quality Concentrd

Table 2 - Composite quality indicators

B

Faculties

Total SF1
(QA)

Vanance

Slope
(QB)

(QE)

_F'Eﬂima Dutta

0,047 0,940

-32.288

“Robin Bordoloi
Indira Baruah
Gayatri Agni Bora

Bikramaditya Bakalial |

0914
0,839
0.023
0,976

0.077
0.091
0,065
0.019

-24.761
=30.173
0610
-1.416

over * Bikramaditya Bakaliyal
- Bikramaditya Bakaliyal
tar - Pumima Dutta
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Tabhle 3 : Ranking of the faculties

Slope WVariance | Avemage Total Ranke
Faxally Q) | (@8 | sr@m | (Qasqs) | *
Purnima Dutta 5 4 4 8 Iu:
Robin Bordoloi 3 2 2 ;| ; 4&
Indira Baruah 4 1 1 2 SH
Gayatri Agni Bora I 3 3 B 3=l
Bikramaditya Bakalial 2 5 5 10 | "3
Quality graphs : Faculty Comparison
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Quality graphs : Faculty Comparison
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Dr. Indira Barua
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— Dr. G. Agnibora
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Department of Botany

Table 1 : SFI distribution across faculties

Facutties R B o T e Y
Suresh Mahanta | 074 | 0.2 | 0.83 | 078 | 087 | 0355 | 065 | 048 | 0.60 | 0.60
| Tapenkr. Gogol | 0,89 | 047 | 0.83 0.86 | 0.77 | 065 | 072 | 060 | 068 | D68
 Debojyoti Bhuyan | 0.83 | 0.79 | 081 077 | 0.79 | 073 | 081 | 051 | 0.63 | 0.63
Protiva Bora 098 | 097 | 086 | 0.69 | 0.04 | 084 | 094 | 076 | 078 078 e
| Sangeeta Das g | 0.88 | 067 | 0.83 092 | 081 | 083 | 068 | 0.70 | D.70 é/}:"_‘\#{
E.f s.fu_,-,%?,;: F
Table 2 : Composile quality indicators of -:c:‘:;??,,j ;f
Slope Varance Total SF1 s
yaouty (QC) (QB) (QA)
Suresh Mahanta -16.372 0.134 0.691
Tapan Kr. Go ol 25672 0.103 0.753
pojyoti Bhuy o 106 0.729
De oti Bhuyan 21.740 0
Protiva Bora 1.231 0.088 0,884
Sa'ngqemﬁas_____‘ 0.918 0.090 0812
Note: ) _
| Best Quality Achiever: Protiva Bora
2. Bﬁt(}uﬂ]ityﬂalanner:ﬁmfm Bora _
3 Best Quality Concentrator : Tapan Kr. Gogoi
Table 3 : Ranking the faculties
Slope | Variance Total 5F1 Total i
Frenlly ol ©B | @) QAR
Bt Mial i I [ 3 -
Suresh Mahanta__ | 31— 3 : gﬂ
Tapan Kr, Gogol _,d_i__ > : ¢
Protiva Bora —feee 3 i 5 =
[SangectaDas | = ——
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Quality Graphs: Faculty Comparison -

Quality Graphs: Faculty individual
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Tapan Kr. Gogoi
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Dipti Goswami

AT

Parinita Bora

Protiva

Protibha Bora
1,200
1.000
: - M
E
v 0,600
0,400
0.200
e 1|2-.3|-I |-E 7 3|5|1|:| B
:—_—ﬂ@y:ﬂm.'ﬂgah.um ﬂ_ﬁﬂ'ﬂSEE 0.544 0,344 |0.944 D?E.ﬂ. 0775 0775 A,
Sangeeta Das
1.000 |
g.o00 |
0800 |
0.700
i 0,600
£ 0,500
% 0.400
ﬂ,EM |
0.200 |
0.100
o000 T3 {3 45|87 85w
uuailr-r Indlm 0.906| Mﬂlﬁﬁ]mm 0.919 0806 na:—um 675/ 0.700 0,700
Department of Chemistry
Table 1 : Distribution of SFI across faculties
meratiag (i 5 2 15 Tl M o 08 Pl i S 0
]
0795 | 0.821 | 0.762 | 0.750 | 0.839 | 0.696 | 0.714 | 0.893 | 0.571 | 0.536
Onmar s Abed_| 0946 | 0976 | 089 0875 | 0946 | 0.857 | 0.768 | 1.000 | 0571 | 0.929
nar micd : : | MR ] s Sy
r;T 54?"{:_915 |_?_ﬂﬁ 0946 | 0929 | 0.911 | 0.964 | 0.964 | 0.857 | 0.679
Bora | 0.786 | 0.667 | 0.690 Tos0 | 0750 | 0571 | 0839 | 0571 | 0571 | 0420
ori ‘ ; sy i : A ieacr®
gl (T 0.821 n,sag 0.964 | 0.661 | 0821 | 0.857 | 0.643 | 0321

Pallaki Saikia 0777 | 0.833
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Table 2 - Composite quality indicators

Slope Vanance Total SFI
i (QC) (OB) (OA)
Dipti Goswami -15.8132 0114 0.738%
Omar § Ahmed -10.018 0.126 0.876
Parinita Bora -12,163 0.148 0.946
Protiva Bora 0464 0.126 0.663
Pallabi Saikia 0,153 0.178 0.754

1. Best Ouality Achiever  Parinita Bora
2 Best Quality Balancer ; Dr. Dipti Goswami
3. Best Quality Concentrator - Dr. Dipti Goswami

Table 3: Ranking the faculties

. TP

Slope Variance | Total SFI Total Rariks
Pcilty ) | ©B) | ©A) |(Qasp) | T
Dipti Goswami 3 3 i ; 1’;
Omar 5 Ahmed 3 4 | 1
Parinita Bora 4 2 3 7 Trr_
Protiva Bora I 4 ! i ii!h"_
Pallabi Saikia 2 ! 3

Quality Graphs : Faculty Comparison
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Faculty Avg SF
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Dr. Porinita Bora
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Department of Physics \eh,
Ny
Table 1 : SFI distribution across faculties S
Faculties I 2 3 4 5 E 7 gl 10
Jiten Nath 0.818 | 0.772 | 0.674 | 0.924 | 0.554 | D674 | 0859 | 0815 | 0554 | 0.913
Gopal Hazarika 0951 | 0.960 | 0.899 | 0.886 | 0842 | 0815 | 0.902 | 088D | 0.565 | 0.837
Sumbit Chaliha 0.848 | 0938 | 0.844 | (.BBO | O.755 | 0.783 | 0.788 | 0826 | 0.511 | 0.663
Diganta P, Gogol | 0,936 | 0.971 | 0:902 | 0765 | 0750 | 0755 | 07112 | 0880 | 0554 | 0.585
Table 2 : Composite quality indicators
Slope Variance Total 8F1
Faculty (QC) (0B) (0A)
“Jiten Nath | -0.107 0.136 0.756
j(f'f;ul Hazanka | -17.229 0.112 0.854
Sumbit Chaltha -18 829 0121 0.784
Diganta Pd. Gopgol 0.091 (0.145 0,778
e |. Best Quality Achiever Gopal Hazarika
7 Rest Quality Balancer | Gopal Hﬂzﬂn]-slzﬂ .
EI Hest Quality Coneentrator Dr. Sumbit Chaliha
| Table 3 : Faculty ranking
—T Glope | Varance | TowlSFI | Total Sl
¢ B (QA) | (QA+QB) s
| Ry | o OB N e
Jiten Math ] 3 s | .
 Gopal Hazarika 3 3 g S
| Sumbit Chaliha : ; 5 . 3“]

| Diganta Pd. Gogol |
Quality Graphs: Faculty Comparisor
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i e 1 AT S
Dr. Sumbit Chaliha *:\;
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0.900 I ™ ...“r.".-‘--
0.800
0.700
0600
0.500
0.400
0.300
0.200
0.100 |
0000 =T, 3 s |6 |7 |8
o33 084 0,88 0.75|0.78 |0.78 | D.E2

5F1 Values

o [ 10| |
066

— ity ndices |0.84 | 093] 024| 088073 [0.78 |2 B {250 2%

1,200 |

1,000
0.800 M

0.400

BFlvalues
=
-

0200

p.oOO [, -—rg': -t_J_E z
g §EIEILAY.
- dices | 0.93 | 057 :_n.s_c_l__c_lff_; 75|90 5

7 s 3 [u]
0.71|0.88 055 |u,§ﬁ'I

[—C Y

[}gpﬂrtmﬂﬂi of Mathematics

Table 1: SF1 distribution across faculties
0475 | 0757 | 0868 | 0.814 | 0.832 | 0.645 | 0645

——— s | 0943 'E'-E@_

i ]

Prasanta Bordoloi | 0-908 Bl s =
_Ea_—-m t“_:_ﬁ?#—'ﬁg o908 | 0961 | 0847 | 0842 | 0:921 | 0.847 | 0.763 | 0776
 Papari Neog BEL'—W?%? o917 | Do | 0941 | 0914 | 0914 | 0951 | 0788 | 0934

: _ Al A —
| Alok fir, Dutta LT | 0816 | 0882 0862 | 0.776 | 0783 | 0908 | 0605 | 0776
 Manash JyotiBora | BT L2 e "

B
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Table 2 : Composite Quality Indicators ru:g Eetd, 125 :‘1
Slope | Varance | Total SFI h,f,}} et
Faculty (QC) (QB) (QA) ST
Prasanta Bordoloi -19.227 0,109 0.830
Papori Neog Bora -26.531 0.072 0.897
Alok Kr. Dutta -26.001 0.050 0,920
Manash Jyoti Bora 0.316 0.083 0.811
Note;
1. Best Quality Achiever : Alok Kr. Dutta
9 Best Quality Balancer Alok kr. E_:Iutta
3 Best Quality Concentrator : Papori Neog Bora
Table 3 : Faculty Ranking
B ol I 1
Slope Variance Total SFI Tota Ranks
G
Faculty _ L OC | I[E;B} {QEA_‘.I {Qﬁ.gq } -
 Prasanta Bordoloi __,_% 3 ; : -
| Papori Neog Bora — o 1 ] E
| Manash Jyoti Bora Y = -

Quality Graphs: Faculty comparison
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E 0.800
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0.400
0.200
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—— Quality indices | 0,94 |0.96 | 0.91| 0.91 034091091 096/ 0.78 0.95
Manash Jyoti Bora
1.000
(K= o]
0.800
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u_nm—i—}?z'_g g | s |87 8|91
 Quality indices _n.a_dlu_u?i'h,a; 0.85 |0.85 | 077 | 078 | 0.90 | 0.60 | 077
Department of Statistics
Table 1 : SFI distribution across faculties
; 2 3 4 5 8 7 L] g 10
T gat1 | 0954 | 0588 | 0911 | 1000 | 0883 | 0082 | 100 | 0857 | 0993
= a1 | el
it phinielll IRRE SRR ; '
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Table 2 ; Composite Quality Indicators

Faculties Slope Natancs Total SFI
(QC) (QB) (QA)
Aditi Baruah -14.938 [.053 0.940
Lalit Kakoty -24.711 0.075 0.038
| Shyamali Dutta 40718 | 0.056 0.043

Note: _
| Best Quality Achiever Shyamali Dutta

2 Best Quality Balancer - Dr. Aditi Barua
3. Best Quality Concentrator : Shyamali Dutta

Table 2 - Composite Quality Indicators

. Slope | Vanance | Total 5F Total fiza
Faculties (QC) (OB) {QA) (QA+QB) anks
ol
Aditi Baruah I % f ; L
Lalit Kakoty 2 5 : - 3“
Shyamali Dutta_| 3 S |
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Quality Graphs: Faculty individual

Faculty avg SFI
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Table & ¢ Distribution of a composite indicaor amons the faculties
Depts | Faculties ac QB | oA
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IF90% attainment is considered as achievement then SFI valug of 0.900 is the cut off, Thus
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