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IQAC, Bahona College, Bahona Jorhat

Foreword _ _ _

Students™ Feedback Analysis on faculty s pc‘rim'nm.mc. by
lﬁcchanism and helps to go for adequate steps for q‘ualll}' ; !
class room transactions are concerned. Sl.udcms' [eedback \\'l1att.‘\-'m" donc‘ In .cla?;sm(‘]m I?
unobservable and unquantifiable. Academic ‘cxccl'[cn.cc ol an uc‘lucutmnal mstitution is .thu
ultimate goal which is to feed by a m‘lmhcr ol quality mputs: the important ones are teachin
and teacher’s quality. A teacher wl‘lh best academic pcrli'nrnmncc may
friendly whether it is inside and ()LIIS‘]dL‘ lh‘c class room. Without m
transactions. Just compulsory completion of w t‘frk.]md as per course | . :
in classes as per routine allotment are not but !utl'l‘c exercises. It requires measuring the lacks
in one’s achievements l'mm‘ studc‘m S slud%‘n‘ls. With this Lm.dcrslumlmg_’ the IQAC of Balmii
College develops a mcchan‘lsm ol f‘.ludcms leedback analysis as o measure of self-evaluation
and to find the policy path for quality development, A tlen-point quality indey mechanism was
formulated. with little modification of the method used for the session 2012-13.

nature. is a scll” assessing
improvement so far as course and

u
not be teaching
aking fruitful classroom
allocation and attendance

Objectives
I. To make faculty and departmental Jovel assessment
in the perception of students.
To develop a competitive zeal in teaching environment,
To trace policy path for quality development and necessary

Methods _ .
The steps followed in this students analysis are

of teaching and teachers™ quality

ed N

action there on.

I Teachers qualities have been covered o the basis of follow ing quality indicators-

[ SLNo | Quality Indicators

I Clarity in explanation (CL) |

Laz Audibility
[ L. [mulligzihilil_\
L.c: Note down Opportunity
o - syl I.d: Remembrance Impact i
. Knowledgeahle Knl) |
| 24 Subject I\nuw\\lcdgc |
| 2.b: Specificity
o | 2. Course consistency in teaching

i Responsibiliy (Res) |
Ja: Completion of syvllabus
' | 3.b: Remedial measare !
L ae) E)ppnr'luml_\ 1o inter-action
Conperation (Cop) .
L Off ¢lass room guidance |
| ] | Lb: Material support
| - | Punctuality (I’unc_}
| S Class regularity

‘ .

fad

S.h Timely result
Mativation (Mob)
iration
61 Inspiratic . o
6.0+ Hivher education counseling

I riendliness (Frn)



] Tl x ;\ppl’uach;lhiiil} e s “Sta gr,;;‘\‘!;‘\?;
! | 7.2: Response students” query - B | O\ g xf
8 | Stability (Stab) B e 11 R4
9 | Mentorability (Ment) | e e
10 L Sense ol humour (SH) A

To make the quality indicators obseryvable. they were converted to four grades — less than
average (A). averdage (13). good (C) and excellent (D). Thus a questionnaire was so
prepared 1o have in-built descending order of quality parameters. That is. more important
quality indicators arc placed betore the Jess important ones. Again. to have consistency n
importance. the number of questions put against cach quality parameters decreases from 4
(o 1. To make the grade measurable they are converted to numbers - 118 assigned for
i |

arade A, 2 for B. for C and 4 for 1. To getsingle value for an indicator. average 1S

taken for those parameters having more than one question.

2 Students feedback index (S11) was formulated as follows -

Maximum value of feedback response: Actual value of | cedback response
Siidcashidasonetis it B ey g

SFI 1- —— LI L

Mn.l'm_mm palue of [redback response Minimum value of feedbuck response
Here.
o Maximum value of feedback response Srudents” number x highest value (%4)
Minimum value of feedback response Students” number * lowest value (=0)

o Actual value of feedback response Srudents” number = value actually assigned

o SFI ranges from 0 10 |
Thus. SEL. being a relative measure. i neutralizes the difference i students™ and faculty
number among the departments having response 10 the feedback questionnaire. Soitis
comparable across the facultics. departments and above mentioned indicators.

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

1. Quality Height: the position of the quality graph matters. The more is the upward
position of the graph. the more 1s the achievement in quality attainment and vice
versa, In case of faculty 1t can be measured by finding the sum of SIls attained
across the quality parameters. In case of department it can be measured by averaging
faculty total SFL The faculty/department with highest total Sk¥l/average SIl can be
rermed as Best Quality Achiever (QA).

7. Quality balance: A quality graph can be fitted for each faculty and department
qeross its SEL attainment across quality paramcters. The horizontal straightness of
this eraph is reflective ol quality balance. The more is the horizontal. the more 18
qualis balance and vice versa. Statistically it can be measured in terms ol variance of
the SHI attained across the quality parameters. The faculty/department with lowest
SI] variance can be termed as Best Quality Balancer (QB).

Quality Direction: The direction of the graph is rellective of the importance
assiened to quality parameters. | he more 1s the negative slope the less importance is
*.li\'L:—I] (o less important quality parameters and vice versa. The slope being negative
but coyering Al the quality parameter implies more importance 18 given 1o more
Liuaﬂil_\ parameters and less iniportance 0 less important parameters.

T

Important J ;
Contrary 1o this. the slope of the graph being positive implies that more importance 1s

piven o less important quality parameters and less impottance is given Lo more
important ones. Here negative slope deseryes. Sratistically it can be measured by



finding the trend coefficient (rate of change) of the SIFI 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 coefficient is positive. A faculty

department with highest negative coefficient can he recognized as Best Quality

Concentrator (QC).

4. It is to note here that quality tracking and quality balancin

£ are mutually exclusive.
That is. a best balancer can never be a best qu

ality tracker. Ilere an issue of value
judgement occurs - who is better quality tracker or quality balancer” Balancing all
the qualities is better than avoiding certain qualities,

It has alrcady been stated that QC and QB arc mutually exclusive. [t implies that one

being quality achiever can either be quality balancer or quality concentrator, It
implies that one being quality balancer (giving more or less cqual importance to all
quality parameters) cannot be quality concentrator (Giving more importance to more
ersa). O QB and QC which is better is a
matter of value judgment. If ranked as per quality

preference pattern is QA>QB=QC. (here

important quality parameters and vice v

tcaching-learning transaction the
implies “preferred (o). Giiving more
importance to more important quality parameters is better than gjy ing low Icu;l equal
importance to all quality parameters. Thus. this prefer
way - QA+QB > QA +QC. That is achieving higher b

is better than achieving high by concentratine

Chee pattern is transitive in this
alance in all quality parameters
10 a

o ) > ) lew quality  parameters.
Considering this transitive preference patiern faculties

and departments have been
ranked.

Special considerations

The students participating in the feedback mechanism are mostly of 6™ semestor

They are assumed to be impartial and independent in assigning dem t S

The ten indicators considered here are assumed 1o b

the quality aspects of teaching and teachers.

4. The results are rough in nature only as per students’ pereeption.

students are mature. impartial and neutral in their judgment.

:uJ P —

0 the facultics.

¢ S0 comprehensive so as 1o cover all

as such depends how far

Fhon’

v



Discussion will be made in (abular and diagrammatic for
(oto. Anyonc interested can collect the sol

analysis.
Discussion heads arce

Discussions

. Intra-departmental comparison

w2 1=d

Ranking ol Faculties

Inter departmental comparison

 copies of the caleul

Department of Political Science
|

4 Ranking ol departments
Table |
'r Facuities | 1 :. 2
'___1__Sarjtj0\{ Mili 3.94 4.00
| 2 RanjitPegu | 3.56 L 348
; : | | .
l 3 Mridul Dutta | 378 | 393 |

[ 1
| 4 Pankaj Bora | 3.94 ]I 3.93 |

- SF1 distribution of faculties

3

393
348
3.85 |
3.93 |

4 I'.
378
344 |
378
3.89 |

5

3.89

3.78 \ :

3.89

389 |

6
4.00
3.89
4.00
4.00

.......

J"J, ) ™ i iy
,/fb" P =
I ¥, 2. \~.<;-:‘
U a1 1 IS ok
o Urrge. M
1{3 956 !jl_.‘_ ;
SN A
ey
\\."m. "O,.-“‘.‘

ms. Here the results will be placed in
ation and can further its

7 \ 8 | 9 | 10 |SFI
400! 400, 4.00| 400 | 0.99 |
| 34| 378| a00| 378 __0_92_\
| 378) 400] 400 4.00| 098
| a00] @@J___&Qﬁ_ﬁpglﬁﬂ

Fable 2 @ Composite quality indicators

| Faculty
~ Sanjoy Mil

| RanjitPegu |
- Mridul Dutta |

' Slope (QC)

0.0100
0.0438
0.0204
0.0111

1
l
!

0.0054
0.0419
0.0098
0.0023

1. Best Quality Achiever: Dr. Pankaj Bora
7 Best Quality Balancer @ Dr. Pankaj Bora
3. Best Quality Concentrator Sanjay Mili

[able 3 : Ranking the faculties

I
- Pankaj Bora
Note

Gacult I Slope
acu \ QC)

Sanjay Mili | 4

- Ranjit Pegu .!

Mridul Dutta 2

3

|
Panka) Bora

) _ (QB)
| -I
| 2
' 4

Variance

Average

| SFLQA)

3
|
2
4

1 5

f
|

1

| Variance (QB_~) ]__Ayerag;e_{_c_lg_) :

L

0.9884

09157

0.9750
0.9894

[otal

| (QA+QD).

oo o O

.|

-
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d .
* Department of Economics
u«?,.-%gj‘,:_‘:fft Table 1 : ST distribution of facultios
Faculies 1 2: 3| 4] 5| GL 7| 8| 9 LAVES”
Rofique Ahmed | 3.95 | 384 | 398 | 393 3??] 367 | 390 | 380 387 | 380 1.000
‘BinodaBora | 3.52 3.56| 380 | 383 | 377 | 353} 3.63 | 3_8?; 360 | 327 | 0.997 !
' Mainumoni Saikia | 3.93 387| 380 | 377 | 380 363! 387 | 3.93 | 3_73_. 3.60  1.000 _
ReemaRabha | 398 | 387 391| 383 383 373 383 393 360 360 1.000
Table 2 : Composite quality indicators
oo : : !
- Slope | Variance | Average SF|
Facult i I . g
el . @QC) | (a8 (QA) |
_Rofique Ahmed 0.014 | 0.009 1.000 |
 BinodaBora 0015 | 0032 | gy B
‘Mainumoni Saikia 0019 1 0014 | 1000
Reema Rabha 0032 | 0018 | 100
Note:
4. Best Quality Achiever : Dr. Rofique Ahmed
5. Best Quality Balancer - Dr, Rofique Ahmed
6. Best Quality Concentrator « Dy Rofique Ahmed
lable 3 : : Ranking the lacultioy
. | Inpg ‘ Variance ‘ Average | o
Faculty ' ovulage | otal |
s et ICH 1 (O | SFLQA) | QAR | Ranks |
Bmmh Bora L__ 3 | 4 i 4 Q l Vs
| 1 T : el
| Rofique A /\]‘lm{.d T — | | 1 2 . B ‘
‘Mainu Moni Sdi]\n l 3 | 2 ! 3 5 =
Reema Rdhhd i 4 3 ) " 5 f A
Department of Assamese
Table | i SE] (Ii.“i“'ihU[]I(\]] ACTOSS 1(“\“““:\
,|“.Facul_t\_,f_ B 1] 2 ; 3 | 4 | 5| 5 | 5 | 3 9 10 . AY%
I 'N C saiki 4135804 3333 3324 | 3441 e fo I 09
W€ Sty 2?? + i% = ;44_1 | 3.706 | 3765 4.000 3.706 | 3.294 | ot
3 GortRRUE ' il | ST 28R 3908 | 3 4my 3.882 | 3647 | 3.647 gt
i | 3.426 | 3.412 | %176-%76:3. | |08
_M B Changkakoti | 244? 42 I = 32;,‘ 3‘;4} L3412 349 | 3.235 | 3, 529 | | 3.176 | 08
B. Das J 2| 3235 | 3.500 | 3.588 | 3353 | %824 3. ’381 ) 8
S Das | 3794 | 3.804 | 3392 | 3.441 | 33531 3647 | 347 3765 | 306 | 3358 |00
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Table 2 : Composite quality indicators

!Féculty _ | slope (QC) ]1 variance (QB) | Average SF'. {QA) L

| NCsaikia __1 0003 | 00626 10905 =1

s Borthakur '. 0.034 | 0.0624 o 880

| MBChangkakoti | -0.013 | 00311 . 080

' B. Das © 1 0031 | 00436 | 0863 |

s Das 0011 | 00351 | 0898 |
Note:

1. Best Quality Achiever @ Dr. M.B. Changkakou
2 Best Quality Balancer: Namita Chutia Saikia
3. Best Quality Concentrator: Dr. S. Borthakur

able 3 : Ranking the facultics

5 | Sldpc_-' \f’m'iuncc_] "\\le’;_.t._ I ) “101_'11_—“—| —\

| Faculty Q)| @) | SFLQA) \ (Qlea '1 Rf‘”“_

‘ Sdl]lUsh_I:‘ml'lhdi\u-l' [ :‘ || a | _3 . L S_Ti__

|l\dm|1a(hu1m Saikia —— 5 |1 ] \ ) __6__ B 1'___22.1__{

. Madhusmita B. Changhakoti | 3 'l | 5 | 6 '1 2‘_“ _ s

| Biba Rani Das 4 3 4 ‘ 7 Il _f'_d N
[Sarala[)ax 2 L || R S ; B | P_I__I
Department of Education
Table 1 : Faculty wise distribution ol Skl

[ Faculies | 1 | | 3 o4 5 | 6 '1 l li SR
| 1Borthakur | 3725 | 3833 | 3689 | 3583 13600 | 3.667 3.850 | 38001 3.600 3633 | 0925
BDeka - | 3692 | 3656 | 3733 | 3.450 | 3.700 I 3.700 \ 3.867 | 3.733 \ 3.633 | 3.300 | 0912
| AJ Bharall | 3.600 | 3722 | 3744 | 3.533 | 3.700 | 3.617 | 3.883 l 3.833 | 3.633 | 3.333 | 0915
| 1Bora | 3.600 | 3.867 | 3.744 | 3700 | | 3.833 | 3667 13.917 | 3900[ 3.800 | 3400 | 0.936

Table 2 : Distribution ol Composite Index

[

~ Faculty I Slope :. Variance | SFI !.

' Borthakur | 0.006 , 0-010 0,925

B Deka }-0.015‘ 0.026 | 0.912 |

AJBharali | -0.010 | 002> | 0915
| Bora | 0006 0025 | 0936

Nole :
1 Best Quality Achiever : B. Deka
Y Best Quality Balancer : | Borthakur
3. Boest Quality Concentrator : 13. Deka

b
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\\ .'j : |
WS <
JU"__Q_P" l
rFac_u_ft[es _

K € Nath
_Ajit Gogol

P P Bora

Note :

c

l

: . Slope | Variance . r'\\L‘l'E;lli;__‘.L; lotal | R
Faculty _ (Q(‘) | (OB) | SF] {(2“_\-) L (QATOB) | ankes |
IBorthakur | 3.5 | 4 | 3 7 X
Bbeks L L L ¥ 1T -
AJBharali | 2 | 25 | | 43 = 1
|1 Bora | 35 l 25 | 4 j 6.5 3"
Department of History
Table I: Faculty wise distribution of S|
N S --l '. = 1 1= - . e .
] B 1 —[V_“ _2 i 3_ ! A | 5 | 6 . 7 | ]l 9 i 10 SFI
| 4000 | 4.000 | 33833 387513917 1 3875 . 3.958 | 4. 000 | 4.000 | 3833 | 098:.
} 3.500 | 3.528 | 3.500 | 3.750 | 3.583 | 13542 | 3.875 | | 3833 3.750 | 3383J 0.9
_ . =4 |
| 3.688 | 3.694 | 3.722 | 3.750 | 3.708 %667 3.833 { 3. 750 3 750 3.833 | 093
Table 2 : Composite indicators
L : o
| i |
| Feoly | sope(ag - Variance (0B) | Average SFI (an) |
: !
Ajlt Gogm ] 0026 | 0.020 i 0.911 i
PPBora 0012 | 0003 | 0.935 |
1. Best Quality Achiever: K. . Natha
2. Best Quality Balancer : p.p. Bora
3. Best Quality Concentrator : K C. Nath
_ 'Il'ahh.' 3t Ranking of the faculties
%Iopc | Variance | Averaoe | T =
Faculty : | | fverage | Fotal |
K C Nath l = 3 ] ) | 3 I 5 : ] sl
_ . | _ :
| Ajit Gogm r 1 1 | 1 1 > il
| PP Bora l 2 1 3 | 2 l 5 ]
B
ol s
8

Table 3 : Ranking ol the faculities




82
11
35

_ "%
Department of Zoology e,
Table 1 : SFI distribution among the faculties
acuties | 1| 2] 3| 4 sl s 7] &]_ s[j{"_;ﬂ_
AGBora  3.848 | 3.819 3.841 . 3837. 3.957 %685{ 3.935 | 3.391 | 3.826 | 2.826 | 0.924
| BBakalial | 3.918 | 3.891 | 3.906 | 3.957  3.957 3.783 3'9451 3.935 | 3.913 | 2.913 | 0.953
| Avg.SFI | 3.883 | 3.855 ‘ 3.873_’ 3.897 | 3.957 | 3.734 | 3.940 | 3.663 | 3.870 | 2.870 | 0.939
Table 2 : ('omposilc quality indicators
! Faculty | slope (QC) Variance (QB) | Average SFI__(QA)—‘
' AGBora | -0.069 '_ 0.1189 0.9241
| BBakalial | 0054 | 01023 | = 09529
Note :
I. Best Quality Achiever : Dr. Bikramaditya Bakaliyal
2. Best Quality Balancer @ Dr. Bikramaditya Bakaliyal
3. Best Quality Concentrator : Dr. Bikromaditya Bakaliyal
Table 3 : Ranking ol the faculties
| o Slope " Variance | A\ erage Towal | Ranks |
COTTE QO @B | SELQA) QAQR) o
AGBora | 1 | 1 | _’>““
[ B Bakalial | 2 | 2 2
Department of Botany
Table 1 : SFI distribution across faculties
lFacuy | 1] 2] 3] 4] s] 6] 7] 8| 9] 10| sm |
| D.Bhuyan | 3192 | 2.822 | 3318\ 3.198 | 3.535| 3.570 | 3.605| 3.698 | 3.535|2.907 | 0.834
P.Borah | 3.936 | 3.845 | 3798 3.733 | 3.837| 3.733| 3.849| 3.837 | 3.860 | 3.651 | 0.952
'S Das 3.843 | 3.775 I & )97 3593 3.744 | 3.663 ! 3.686  3.907 | 3.721 | 3.349 0.922 |
Fable 2 - Composite quality indicators of
! ‘ Slope Variance | ;\\'cragc
Faedy | QC) | (@B) | (QA)
- D. Bhuyan | 0.0338 | 00917 | 0.8344
P, Borah «().0122 0.0067 0.9520
S. Das 0.0187 0.0241 0.9219
Nolte: _ .
1 Best Quality Achiever : Dr.S. Das
Y Best Quality Balancer : P. Bora
1 Best Quality Concentrator : P Bora

9



1d.:1966 J; Table 3 : Ranking the facultics

j ]"’IC-L-II.l\* | Slope | Variance Total SII | Total Ranks
LT QO | @B) | (QA) | (QA:Qny | Rank: hi
' ‘D.Bhuyan | 1 | | ‘ | l B | Jud : o
P, Borah | 2 i| 3 3 | 6 N | N
Sbas [ 3 [ o > i g | ¥
N
IJ
Department of Physics |

Table 1 : SF1 distribution acrosg facultics

Sm— i i [ 2 I 3 : 4 I 5 6 [ 5 8 ' 8 - 10____F_SE
JNath | 3.94 | 3.94 ‘ 386 1379 | 400 | 379 | 400 | 302 | 400 i 375 | 09
GHazarika | 3.94 | 3.86 | 3.86 392 | 4.00 | 383 | 396 | 400 | 00 | 3.92 | 04
sowi Lase | a8 | s ses 396 279 | 305 | 50y | ver] o0 AR
Doogoi [ 290 ] 390 [ 383 |38 | 400|575 |40 [ ago | 4007 252 00

Table 2 : Composite quality indic

ators
il | ane i =,
Faculty '\l“F’} Variance | ol SEI
| QC) | By | (OA)
Jiten Nath 00037 | 0.0090 | 09748
(mpdl _”d{dllkd _ J - 0.0087 0.0039 | U.§821
Sumbit Chaliha | 0.0067 ’ 0.0041 0'g7r2 1
Diganta Pd. Goml [ 0.0070 1| 0.0072 | 0.;98;4- |
2 ! .- . |
Note: '

l. Best Quality Achiever : Gopal Hazarika
2. Best Quality Balancer - Gopal Hazarika
3. Best Quality Concentrator - Jiten Kr., Nathy

Table 3 ; FFaculty ranking
i - - ] \ ik ;
[ l‘aculty | ?(};)(pt; | Variance o) ) lotal
' L L (OB (QA) ‘ Ranks
Jiten Nath 4 | ' I QA ;QI%] | |
C;opai “d/d]l}\nl i I : 1 ‘ | - yre
) l 1 4 8 I w1 [
S_umhlt (@ hdl ha la 3 | 3 | % 0 | l el
Diganta Pd. (rogm | 2 l J i’ = N P2
z L 2 5 ~nd

i

10
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Department of Mathematics v
Table 1 : SEFI distribution across facultics g
aculty | T2 3| a] s| ] 1] 8] 9 9| 10] sk |
e - I 1 1 1 ; I = 1
_Bordoloi | 3.975 4.000 3967 | 4000 4.000/ 4.000| 4.000 4.000 _g.oo_o[ 4.000 | 0.999 |
.K.Dutta | 4.000 | 4.000 4.000 4000 13.950 | 4.000 4.900[ 4,000 | 4.000 | 4.000 | 0.999
NBora | 400, 400, 400 400 4 00| 400, 400 400| 400 ' 400 | 1.000 |
/) Bora 950 |  3.967 | 4.000 | 4.000 | 4,000 | 4.000 lL_f_fk_.OO_O_i 4.000 | 4.000 | 4.000 | 0.998
l'able 2 : Composite Quality Indicators
- Slope Variance | Total SFI i
e ey .
| (QQO) (QB) | (QA) N
I’tasdnld Bordoloi 1 0.00 . 000 | 0,999
- Alok Kr. Dutta 000 | 000 j 0.999 l
- Papori Neog Bora i 0.00 . 000 * 1.000
- Manash Jyoti Bora - 11714 000 0998 \
Note:
1. Best Quality Achiever : Papori Neog Bora
2. Best Quality Balancer : Undefined
3. Best Quality Concentrator : P. Bordoloi. P.N. Bora. Alok Kr. Dutta
Table 3 ; Faculty Ranking
| - Slope | Variance Total SFl Total e |
Facully ‘ : | Ranks
| = (QC) QB | QM) (QA+QB) |
[ : | Tl e G 1. —)-Im—
' Plcl%cll'lld Hmdnlot | 3 ’ - e ._..6 - - —
Pannu Neog Bora ! 3 I 3 ] 4 7 1 1™ ‘
s : 1 : -, : L S E
C Alok Kr. Dutta | 3 . 3 | 3 6 1 e ‘

! : i ! - I ol
~Manash Jyoti Bora 1 ’ 3 3 6 | 2" |
Department of Statistics
Lable 1 SIT distribution across faculties

_ i : . I s S T
Faculty 1| 2| 3] 4 5y 6| 7] 8 | _9| 10 | SFI
A Barush | 3853 | 3.941 4000 3971 & 000  4.000  4.000  4.000 | 4.000 | 3. 824 | 0.990 | ]
| LKakoty = 3.882|  4.000 3 930 3.941  3.941 | 3.941 | | 3.941 | 3.941 | 4.000 | 3.941 | 0.988 |

11




f} G Table 2 : Composite Quality Indicators
j&f %
{acl e ‘:1C.ﬁf~‘:‘,i1[ : ; . 5
1 ‘J{.\ESO—/G;; Eaculties | Slope | Variance - lotal ST
R S ([ I TR I N
Aditi Baruah | 00014 | 000446 | 0990 |
LalitKakoty | 0002 | 0001217 | 0988 |
Note:

1. Best Quality Achiever
2. Best Quality Balancer
3. Best Quality Concentrator

Table 2 : Composite Quality Indicators

~ Slope Variance | Total SI'I |

Iraculties - Total _—
(&) OB QY @agm | Ranks ]
AditiBaruah | 2 | 1 I a1
|LalitKakoty | 1 | 2 ‘ 1 ll 3 L [ |

Inter-Departmental Comparison

l'able No I : Distribution of composite quality index across departments
.' § ! :

I. Eagully .‘sl.opc : Variance | lTotal SIF

i | QO By I oa)

|P.Se.Ave | 00213] 00148 0.9671 |

s | t =

|LcoAve | 00199 00181 10395

4

AssAvg | 0.0075 ' 0.0470 . 0.8797
dnAve | -0.0092| 0.0214] 0917
listAvg | 00119 0.0096 | 0.9428
ZooAve | -0.0616 01106 |  093gs
BotAvg | 0.0010| 00408 | 09028 |
Phy avg 0.0047 ! 0.0060 | 09784 |
Math Ave | 29.2864  0.0002 0.9988 |
Stats Aveg 0.0017 | 0.0028| 09387 |

The highest QC rank goes to the department of Zoology and the lowest OB rank to the
department of Mathematics. The highest QB rank goes to the department of Mathematics and
the lowest QB rank to the department of Zoology. Again the highest rank of (OZANT

_ 0es 1o the
department of Economics and the lowest QA rank goces to the departiment of Ass

dmese,

age—sinti

%f"\}



Table no 2 : Ranking the departments

! " Rank in :’ Rank in Rank in ! Tkl Quality gositian of |
i Department (OC) | (OB) | (QA) Rank the Department

| Ny B | (QBQA)
(ZooAvg | st | 10th | 7th | 17 - 6_d__ ]
FcoAvg | 2nd | 6th | ast T 3_FT______

| EdnAvg | 3d | 7th | 8th | . B :’___

| Bot Avg ath | 8h  9th ‘ 17 bt

| Stats Avg 5th | 2nd 3d |5 | 3’:_

' Phy avg 6th | 3rd = 4th 7 ' 3'_‘

; Ass Avg ~7th , 9th  10th 19 7_”_'_

- Hist Avg gth | 4h  6th 10 ‘ _ _-;I“‘ )

' P.Sc. Avg - 9th _ ir_ sth | 5th o 1'r

| Math Avg_‘ 10th ! 15t 2nd ‘ 3 } o

The best department, as shown in the abov

Il arts and scienee departments are consideree

Table no 3 : Ranking the Arts Departments

¢ table is Mathematics

| separately the departmental ranking will be as follows -

| Ass
5 Edn
i Hist

i

| Bot

. 200
Phy
Stats

| Math

-~ Rank n
- Department |

(QO)

3rd

|
|
|

l

2nd |

Ath

‘5th !

t

'

1st |

Rank in I Rank n : [I{Z:?kl ; Quality position of
(QB) ; (QA) | (QB+QA) ll the [)cparh'{wn.l_
5th 5th | 10 |
4th 4th | 8 lf”_‘[
1st | 3rd | 4 ‘ r
2nd 2nd | 4 |il
| s 4] ]

Table No 4 : Ranking the Scienee Departments

| R in |
Department | ank in

Rank in

(QC) | (QB)

2nd ]
1st

4th !
3rd '
5th |

_4th |
st |
3rd |
2nd

1st

|
1-

. Towal
R{&Sf\\ ;” " Rank |
(QB+QA)_
5th 9 -
Ath | 9 :
3rd | 6 |
2nd ' 4 |
Ist 2 |

13

Quality position of
the Department
i e
Lllh
3u1

=l

st
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Table No 5 : Distribution of

( Department
LE _htlcai Sc
Poirtrcai Sc

I Fhia”
F Political Sc.

Education
rducatlon

Education

Polrt:cal St

| History
History

History

Assamese
Assamese

| Assamgge

Assa mese

Economlcs

[ Economlcs

P

| Economics
L Economics
|' Zoology
| Zoology
Phy51cs
Physics
Physics _
Physics
| Botany
[Botany
Botany

I_\Aa_the_m_e_ltics
l Mathematics
_ Ma_thema_tics
/ Mathematics
| Statistics
| Statistics

' Al Bharall
__' _IBora

| KC Nath
| Ajit Gogoi

Ec_f_l.icggio_n o

_|INC Saikra
|8 Borthakur
_‘_M B Changkakoti

Ranking the Faculties

Faculty

| Ranjit Pegu

- Mridul Dutta

| Pankaj Bora
| Borthakur

-]

‘. Sanjoy Mili
-

|

Bi

J B Deka

PP Bora

| B. Das
1
|_S Da_s

‘R Ahmed
_ l _B. B_ora
‘ M. S__aikia

j R. Rabha
|AG Bora
| B Bakalial
Ii J Nath
| G Hazarlka_
} S Chahha
-I-
l

D. Bhu\(m
P. Borah
,I_S. Das
| Ps Bordoloj
| A. K. Dutta

1 P N Bora

. M Bora
- A Baruah
| L Kakoty

R

K

14

——— L

Parameters

| slope

| (QC)
' 0.0100

| ooass

0.0204
0.0111

-0.006
0.015

| -0.010

| -0.006
0,003

0.012

-0.013

0031

0.011
0.014
0.015
0.019
0.032

0.003
0.034 |

0026

| 0.06897

| -0.0037
| 0.0087

_ [ 0.0067

0.05429 |

| 0.007¢ !

0.0338
-0.0123
| -0.0187 |

. 000!

| 0.00 |

000
117.14

. 0.00147¢

| 00020, 0.001217

}-'zu:ullx W se

i
Varlonce ‘ Average i

(QB)
0.0054

0.0419 |
0.0098 |

0.0023
0.010
0.026
0.025
0.025
0.005
0.020

0.003

0.0626 |

0.0624 |

0.0311
0.0436
0.0351
0.009
0.032
0.014
0.018

0.1189 |
0.1073
0.0090) |

0.0039

0.0041 |

0.0077 |

0.0917

0.0067
0.0241 !

0.00

0.00 |
0.00
0.00 |
0.0044¢

@)
0.9884 |
0. 9137
0. 9730
0. 9894
0.925
0.912
0.915
0.936
0.982
0911 |
0935 |
0.905 |
0.880 |
0.850 |
0.863 |
0898
1061 |
0.997
1.047
1,053
0.9241 |
0.9529
0.9748
09821
09755
0.9814
0.8344
0.9520 |
09219 |
1.00
1.00
100
1.00
0.990
0.988

i
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Ranking the faculties of the Arts Departments
L2 =)

Table No 7 : Ranking the laculties ol Arts Departments
able ! : R: i

= = o | QA QB+QA _
Deﬁartment  Faculties I e (15 ; ;1 st |
Economics " Ahmed {"f;_ 1 5 1st
Political Sc. | 4 Pankaj Bora T R e
PoliticaISc._ L od } |
_Economics | R. Rabha Lo ] 2 ‘. g :2
Economics o — T } 10 | ath |
History | PPBora —i el 9 : e o
T TS T
[ Eduestion | 1 Borthakur L9 7 11 6th
l'ECQHomiCS- }g,Bora ! i? 4 7th
‘Education | Bora .10 12 | 9 . 8th
;- Edu_cation_ | iAJBha_I‘Elli | 3 .= 11 |13 | 9th
History | Ajit Gogol L R T
Education | B Deka o S (N VI OO
Political Sc. | 2 Ranjit Pegu P20 g7 12 12th
Assamese | SDas R LI I . 13th
| Assamese M B Changkakoti .- 6 14 |20 14th
Recansacs N C Saikia 12 20 | 16 . 15th
Assamese | B.Das —. 18 18 1 19 | 16th
Assamese | S Borthakur 1 19 | 19 |

.18 I 161‘h_;

Ranking the facultjes of S¢

ience Dep
Table No 8 : Ranking the |

Artmentsg
aculties of Sciene

¢ Departments

. D_ep.é-rtm.ent [ I;acllities i Qc i QB . QA | abeaa
_M;fhématic_s P. Bordoloi | 6 | 1 i ' -
Mathema_tj_gs A.K.Dutta | | 1 | 1 -
'MathE'matics P N Bora 6 | 1 | 1 | et

{ I\.;iathematics M J Bora |13 1 1 . ; |

| Statistics L Kakoty 8 | 7 3 l e
o gsfcs G Hazarika | 11 | 3 s -
..Siat_i_s_tics _ A Baruah 7 ‘ 5 ‘ ) ! i
Physics S Chaliha ' 9 i a | . I ath
Physics D Gogoi : 10 J. 7 | . i

'Botaﬂv P. Borah : 4 6 5 e

[ Physics J Nath 5 8 = . .Gth

| Zoology | B Bakalial 2 11 . | e

| Botany S. Das S » ..

| Botany D. Bhuyan I 12 10 % =

| Zoology | AG Bora : ] 1 - i

- 16

-
4"“1 -
f



Table 10 shows that the of the

NG
;II :‘: P:B-"c," ) \ ]
:} b [oT}
Identifying the weakness and Strength
Table 9 : Department average SF1Arts and Science divided
— ——— . —
i I I cC i Vi
S| % 2 | E | 5 g o
£= | 3 5 | E| 8 | B = > £ | %5
.é_%:a;laz,‘éi.sfé e | = £ | g8
52| 22| g5 8 | S S g | = g | 5§
O o ~ @ ! o h } () | o I = i 5 = &‘; _;:3
_ } ' 1 = I - i N e e == ==
| |
SFIAverage | 04317 | 0.9395 |09172 | 0.9141 | 09234[09282 0.9479 | 0.9576 | 0.9441 | 0.9045
(Arts Dept) | : | | -
f | i T 1T
SFIAverage | (966 | 0960 0963 0961 0980 | 0958 | 0.980 | 0.970 | 0.979 | 0.896
I o 1 114 - e b oo 4

~ (Science Dept) | | , | l

Table 10 : Ordering the parameters (Science)

Paran_m;térs ; Science

' Stability L Lst
Friendliness . 2nd

Mentoring - 3rd

| Knowled__gabili;y | 4th

: Clarity in explanation 5th

~ Motivation { 6th
Punctuality | /th

" Responsibility . 8th

| Cooperation | 9th

' Sense of humour 10th

teachers quality parameters of Science departments as a
hility stands at the irst rank. sccond is {riendliness. third 1s

whole. the parameter ol stat
———
P

mentoring and the last is sense ol humour.




Table 1'1: Ordering the parameters (Arts)

‘ Parameters : Arts
 Friendliness 1st

| Punctuality | 2nd

1 _[\_Aentoring 3rd
| stability - ath |
Clarity in explanation . 5th |
: Responsibility . -6th

| Cooperation | 7th

é _Knowledgability | 8th |
'_ Motivation l 9th :
‘Sense of humour ] 10th |

Table 11 shows that the of the teachers quality paramete
the parameter of friendliness stands at the first rank. se
and the last is sense of humour.

IS O Arte (doagmn
cond s Atts ‘*'“Pf“lmcms as a whole.
IS punctuality, third g T

Table 12 : Matching the teacher quality parameters iy |

o etveen Seienee and Ats st
- Weight ;_Pa_rameters Science A \
1 | Clarity in explanation 5 = | rt? ]
2 | Knowledgability 4 | 5
I 5 . Responsibility g 8
4 | Cooperation 9 E’ |
5 | Punctuality 7 ] / |
6 | Motivation s R,
I | Friendliness . S
8 | Stability - : 1
9 . Mentoring 3 4
10 | Sense of humour iO } 3 {
| 10 |
;\_-1atchin%; shows {ha} both {'\I'lS and Science stream vives i il .
explanation. by option which was given firgt Position St of fifi POsItion i

: : . \\L_‘I!{l T ey y
emphasis gven by science department is betier than Ay {?hl' I cage of ULl
A (e

|\nm :
in case ol responsibility. Both streams are pivino « Partmen I ledgeabilty
" & = Sdme IC\ ¢l [ o, e I.C\Ul"ﬁc his -
sense of humour. Of emphag se happen
PO mentorine and

Conclusions
The IQAC of the College makes fecdback analysis

; , g >SS noy
policy measures. The findings as shown above o, and ¢
g C R recommend on
tor selp
also 10 be
lllcasuruH

evaluation and to take necessary action as required. |

1S ey 1o analysis and

Submitied 1o the

n Mmattey
B : C l\l [§]
nd lcachinuh.

. Utimogt care has

Principal of the College so that he can take neeg
; s ; LUSsary
improvement considering students™ pereeption of teachon
' 4Che ' quality

ality

—



formulating methods and analysis. Neutrality in analysis is 10(} pu'ccnl
arding formulation and analysis is always w elcome.

been taken in
assured. Any clarification reg

.

\rts and Science streams did not take part in this feedback

F'wo departments. one cach from -
mechanism. So report made here is not comprehensive. In future. it should be taken care of.
“tion is expected to be no more.

Shifting this mechanism to on linc. such incompleti

(Dr. RS f\‘hmul}

¥ oordinator
IQAC. Bahona College




