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g&t:e‘:;?s':d Feedback Analysis on faculty"s performance. by nawre. is li‘l selt (;l:ie;:::g
ism to go for adequate steps for quality improvement so ar as ¢ rse an
zs:sharglcf:: ?rl:lcri]s];ill?(s)n: Sre concer(:ed. Sl}ldCﬂtS' feedbaclf w-‘halcvcr. done. “T _c]z:?f:]mi)qmthl:
unobservable and unquantifiable. Academic .cxccl.lcn.ce of an cc_iucuu.onal II'I.\‘l‘ll'l:. \(wqéhing
ultimate goal which is to feed by a m_nnhcr ol quality .mpuls:'lhc nnpmlu'nl' omls ;; tc;ching
and teacher's quality. A teacher w1.th best academic pcr".tormuncc .I"I'Id_\ ‘.n(.) ol e,
friendly whether it is inside and ouls.ldc lh.c class room, Without ll](l]\ll‘)'g.fllll'l li 'mcc.l{dance
transactions, just compulsory completion of \\‘(?I‘]\"l()ild as per course u!lm‘atl(:'n c.lll( (, s
in classes as per routine allotment are not but iuul.e cxe.rcmcs. It t’CquII‘C.S mcasum‘u: oo
in one’s achievements from student’s stud«.ﬁ:n‘ts. With this un_derslandmg the [Q/\( K ) Ia‘ o
College develops a mechanism of studens feedback anal_vsn:s‘ as a nTca.s:ure of SL‘“-C\.d. ua o
and to find the policy path for quality development. A ten-point quglny index mechanism wi
formulated. with [jt]e modification of the method used for the session 201 2-13.
Obil.e ct![‘"(fsmake faculty and departmenta] level assessment of teaching and teachers™ quality
in the perception of students,

2. To develop a competitive zeal in (¢

3. Totrace policy path for quality dey
Methods '
The steps followed in this students analysis aye
I Teachers qualities have been covered on the

aching cnvironment,

elopment ang necessary action there on,

basis of thllowing quality indicatops.
[—““‘STNB"’”H:QU@JH,\ Indicators =~ ' B
I T Clarity in CNplanation (C;y  — - -
l.a: Audibility ,

I.b: Imclligihilil_\
[.c: Note down opportunity

’

S ~,_L-,si;,&c!,'lcm_b':dnse impact
) Knowlcdgcahle (Knl) '

2.a: Subject kno\\lcdgc
2b: Speciﬁcity
] 20 ,C__O_l'!',SSSQDSi§‘S'LCX In teaching
‘\\3‘ Responsibilily (Resy ===
Ja: Completion of syllabys
3.b: Remedig) measure
3 ()pporlunil) o

o ’ Cooperation (Copy
da Of ¢lass Toom gyig
e | ab: Materia| support 5

5 Punclualil_\ (Punc) a '
S.a: Class egulariny
T e | Sb Timely resuly
Motivation (Moy)
6.1; Inspiration

6.2 Higher education Counsceling
7 o I-’ruerndliness(I-’rn)

i_nlcr-aclinn

anee
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F47 Approachability I
7.2 : Responsc students” query

t

e e

8% Swbiliy (Stwb) o
9 - ‘ Wl\_/_lc!uorabﬂi‘t) (Mcent) . .
10 I Sense of humour (S1H)

To make the quality indicators observable. they were converted to four grades - less than
average (A). average (B3). good (C) and excellent (D). Thus a questionnaire was so
prepared to have in-built descending order of quality parameters. That is, morc important
quality indicators arc placed betore the less important oncs. Again. to have consistency in
importance. the number of guestions put against sach quality parameters decreases from 4
10 1. To make the grade measurable they are converted to numbers - 1 is assigned for
grade A. 2 lor 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.

2. Students’ feedback index (SI1) was formulated as follows -

Maximum value of feedback response-- Actuat value of [eedback response

Sl 1 -

Maximum value of fecdback response ~Minimum value of feedbuack response

e Maximum value of fcedback response = Srudents’ number x highest value (=4)
Minimum value ol feedback response Sudents” number x lowest value (=0)

e Actual value of feedback responsc - Students” number x value actually assigned

e SFlranges from0to !

Thus. SFI. being a relative measure. it neutralizes the difference in students” and faculty
pumber among the departments having response to the feedback questionnaire. So it is
comparable across the facultics. departments and above mentioned indicators.

On the basis of SFI lollowing 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 is the achicvement in quality attainment and vice
versa. In case of laculty it can he measured by finding the sum ol SI'ls altained
across the quality parameters. In case of department it can be measured by averaging
faculty total SFL. The faculty/department with highest total SIFFl/average SkI can be
termed as Best Quality Achiever (QA).

[ &)

Quality balance: A quality graph can be fitted for cach faculty and department
across its SIFL 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 ()‘l'
the SEI attained across the quality parametcrs. The faculty/department with lowest
§I'l variance can be termed as Best Quality Balancer (QB).

)

Quality Dircction: The direction of the graph is reflective of the importanc
assigned to quality paramelcrs. The more is the negative slope the less im o?t riance
given to less important quality parameters and vice versa. The slope bcinp , axllce IS
but covering all the quality parameter implies more importance is giv ﬁ ':%a“‘"i
important quality parameters and less importance to less impm:lait ¢ _,0 m?ff
Contrary to this. the slope of the graph being positive implics that more i ‘pau}mctu§,
given o less important quality parameters and less importance is tu‘llpmtancc 15
important ones. Here negative slope deserves. Statistically it can ‘b: 11\1:31::)"@'2; Ot:c

[¢ )
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finding the trend coefficient (rate of change) of the SIT attained across the que}IIIiys
parameters. One is in quality concentrator (QC) when the COC”I.C.ICI'H (o1 §I0plc)' /
negative and in quality de-track when the coelficient is positive. A facu li‘ '
def)artment with highest negative coefficient can he recognized as Best Quality
Concentrator (QC).

4. It is to note here that quality tracking and quality balancing . \
That is, a best balancer can never be 2 best quality tracker. lere an issue ot‘ valuleI
Jjudgement occurs - who is betier - qual_ily lrac.k.er or quality balancer? Balancing a
the qualities is better than avoiding certain qualities,

are mutually exclusive.

It has alrcady been stated (hat QC and QB are
being quality achiever can either be quality
implies that one being quality balance
quality parameters) cannot be quality concentrator (Giving morc importance to more
important quality parameters and vice versa). Of QB and QC which is better is a
matter of value judgment. If ranked as per quality lcaching.|ca,-ning transaction the
preference patiern is QA>QB>QC. (here - implies “preferred 10°). Giving more
importance to more importan quality parameters is beuter than giving low level equal
importance to all quality parameters, Thus, this preference pattern is transitive in this
way - QA+QB > QA+QC. That s achieving higher balance in 4| quality parameters
is better than achieving high by coneentrating 1o g fow quality  parameters.

Considering this transitive preference pattern facultics ang departments have been
ranked.

mutuatly exclusive. [t implies that one
balancer or quality concentrator. It
r(giving more or less equal importance to all

Special considerations

1. The students participalin.g in th.e feedb mostly of 6™ semester.

2. :l"hey are agwmed to bc.lmparllal and independent in assigning grades to the faculties.

3. The ten indicators considered here are assumed to be so comprehensive so as 1o cover all
the quality aspects of teaching and teachers,

4. The results are rough in nat
students are mature. imparti

ack mechanism are

ure only as per studey

: M1S” perception., s such depends how far
al and neutral in the

ir Judgment.



Discussions

Discussion will be made in tabular and diagrammatic (orms. Here the results will be placed in
toto. Anyone interested can colleet the soft copies of the caleulation and can further its
analysis.
Discussion heads arc

<

.  Intra-departmental comparison
2. Inter departmental comparison
3. Ranking of IFacultics
4. Ranking of departments
Department of Political Science
Table 1 : SFI distribution of faculties
Facutes | o1 | 2 3 lajos |e [ 7 [ 8 | o | 10 [sm |
| 1 Sanjoy Mili ‘ 394! 400 393 378 3.89| 400 400| 400 4.00| 400| 099
2RanjitPegu | 356| 348| 348! 344 3.78| 3.89| 344| 378! 400| 378 0.92
3MridulDutta | 378 | 393 | 3.85| 378| 3.89| 400| 378| 400| 400| 400| 0.98
| 4 Pankaj Bora_ T 394| 393| 393| 38| 38| 400| 400| 400| 400| 400| 0.99
Table 2 : Composite quality indicators
[Faculty | Slope (QC) | Variance (0B) | Average (QA) |
| sanjoy Mili | 00100 00054 | 09884
'}Ranjit Pegu ‘ 00438 | 00419 | 09157
Mridul Dutta | 00204 | 0009 _ | 09750
: PankajBora | 00111 | 0.0023 - 0.9894
Note:
1. Best Quality Achiever : Dr. Pankaj Bora
2. Best Quality Balancer : Dr. Pankaj Bora
3. Best Quality Concentrator : Sanjay Mili
Table 3 : Ranking the facultics
) Slope | Variance | Average | Total | o
FFaculty N yefage otal l o
. ,,,). CQO) | @By | SFLQA) | (QA+Qmy | Ranks
- Sanjay Mili | 4 3 3 6 Sid
Ranjit Pegu I 1 | S R R
Mridul Dutta 2 ] 2 < R T
Pankaj Bora 3 4 4 g T




Department of Economics

Table 1 : SI] dlsulhuuon of Iaullllc

Faculties 1 ; B 3 4 5 6{ ! 8 9 10 | Ave 3FLJ
oo Amed {3951 384 | 398 | 398 377 | 367 390 ago 387 380 1.000
onodeBoR.___ 352 35| 380 | 383 | 3771 353 | 363 | 347 3601 327} 0997
Mainumoni Saikia | 3.93 | 387 | 3.80 | 3.77 | 380 3_@‘34_”3.87} 393 | 3731 360, 1.000 |
ReemaRabha _ | 3.98 3871 3.91 383 383! 3.73 383 3.93 360 | 360} 1.000
lll
H
Table 2 ; (omposllc quality indicators
T Sloper \Eﬁance Avefarge' SFI!
l
Faculy e TN - I
-
rolaweAtmed | 0014 | opg | 1000
| Binoda Bora | 0015 0032 | 0997
Meinumoni Saikia | 0019 1 0014 1.000
ReemaRetha | 002 | ogg 1000
Note:
4. Best Quality Achicver : Dr. Rofique Ahmed
5. Best Qualm Balancer : )y, Rofique Ahmeq
0. Beleuallty(onccnlmlm Dr. Rofique Ahmed
Table 3, Ranking the laculties
Ry | SO | Varianee | Averge | 1
. A drig age lotdl
S Q0| oy | gy (QATQm) | Ranks
Binoda Bora o - R S| 4 8 3"' ﬁ
Rofique Ahmed N b 1 2 I
Mainu Moni Salkl_z}_M_':;W__m 2 3 A L
_Ecquji_alj@ .t 4 3 2 5 ) oM
Department of Assamese
Table 1 : S distribution across lacultics
wF_ac—ultr:*__E_ml 2] 3 3 5] 6| 7l 8 | 9} 10| Avg.
Ncsm*__wﬁgﬁasggﬂ 3.804 | 3.333 33241 3441 3706 | 3765 400013706 320 | g
SBorthakur | 3515 3686 13.255| 3.029| 3382 ] 3.70g 3441T3.882-%647‘3647‘ 0.88
Tnagﬁa_n_g_karkp*tj‘ 3.426 | 3412 | 3176 3.765 | 3441 13412 3.5112:‘3.?.35?3529 3176 0.8
[B.Das | 3441 3.608 | 3.157 | 3235 | 3,3 | 3.500 3.588 1 3.353 %824*3 83 | 0.8¢
SDas_ 13794 [ 3800 | 3,39 | 3L 3353 3647 1 3676 | 3.765 3706 | 3353 ] 8¢



Faculty Slope (O‘.C). Vanance (QB) -K\/hekrgéé‘S*Fl-(_Cilz\T”
NCsaikia | -0003 | 00626 0.905
t' S Borthakur | 0.034 0.0624 o088
I MB Changkakoti | -0.013 0.0311 0.850
| B. Das 0.031 0.0436 0863
| s Das 0,011 0.0351 0898 |
Note:
1. Best Quality Achiever : Dr. M.B. Changkakoti
2. Best Quality Balancer : Namita Chutia Saikia
3. Best Quality Concentrator : Dr. S. Borthakur
able 3 : Ranking the facultics
: l Sloﬁc- Variance Average " Total
e QO] @By | SFLQA) | (QA+QB) T Ranks
| Santosh Bonhakur D 3 7 3"
N'll’l‘llld Chum Sdl|\la ) N 1 S0 1 6 M
Madhusmita B. C hdll"l\dl\t)ll P33 1 5 6 ‘ g"dﬂ O
Biba Rani Das B 4 3 BN 7 m}_ﬁi_“
“Sarala Da 22 I I S B
Department of Education
Table 1 : FFaculty wise distribution of SFI
pacies | 1| 2 fo3 Lo [ fe [ 7 [a [Te w0 [Ts ]
FJEerEhak_qArA 3725 ’ 3833 3689 358% 3.600 | 3.667 | 3.850 | 3.800 | 3.600 | 3.633 | 0.925
B Deka 3.692 ‘ 3.656 | 3.733 | 3.450 | 3.700 '3.700 | 3.867 | 3.733 3.633 | 3.300 | 0.912
r,ﬂsh?_(ali ' 3.600 ' 3.722 3744 3.533 13.700 | 3.617 3.883 | 3.833 3.633 | 3.333 | 0.915
IBora | 3690] 3867] 3.744 | 3.700 |3.833 |3 6_677“3917‘3_902_ 3.800 | 3.400 | 0.936
Table 2 : Distribution of Composite [ndex
; Faculty | Slope ; Variance { SFIv ‘
‘ IBorthakuﬁrr -0.006 | 0.010 L 0.925 1‘
r Bbeka | -0015 0026 | 0912 |
/\JBharall -0.010‘ 0.025 0.915 !
1 | Bora -0.006 0025 ' 0936 |
Note :
I. Best Quality Achiever : B. Deka
2. Best Quality Balancer : | Borthakur
3. Best Quality Concentrator : B, Deka

Table 2

: Composite quality

indicators




Table 3 ; RunkinL of the faculities

' 1 P
. Slope | Variance | /\\uanL 1 Total | anks
e @0y | om | skon) | O 0B) | Runks -
T T T Sam it EE S S 3 ; N|
| Borthakur 35 1 4 | ; ! ;
Bt AT
' B Deka - . I t N
AJ Bharali [ 2 | 25 2 o 4.5 3 |
| Bora 3.5 25 4 | 6.5 P
Department of History
Table 1 : Faculty wise distribution of §J°]
e e
Faculties [ 1 [ 5 |3 | a S 6 7 | g I 9 (
K C Nath 4.000 | 4.000 | 3.833 3875 13917 | 3875 3.958 | 4000 4000
| Ajit Gogoi 3. 500”_};572'8 3.500 3. 750 3583 3_5{!2 l 3.875 1 3. 833 L 3.750 I
P P Bora 3.688 _3;52‘_1_,4_3@& ‘;3,‘,7,5,0, j 3.708 i.3‘§57 ' ,_3-333,1,3 750 | 3.750 ;
Table 2 : Composite indicators
Faouly | stope Q01 | vl s |- |
|2l } Slope(ac) Variance (OB) | Average SFI (QA) |
(KCNath | 0003 | 0005 1 o8
AltGogal | 0026 | o000 0911
(PPBoe . _|_00t2 | ooy 0935 |
Note :
1. Best Quality Achiever - K. C. Natha
2. Best Quality Balancer : P.P. Bora
3. Best Quality Concentrator : K. C. Nath
Table 3 : Ranking of the lacultics
i Fac S|(;|;; wrv\/hdl.lgliu.g - /\\u};{c‘ Total 77
faely QO LB | skiQay (QAIQB) 3 Ranks
(KCNath | 3 | 2 3 s 71 R
AitGogai | T [ q 1 2
R e T N T e




| Faculties
AACj ﬁora
_B Bakalial

Avg.SFIL

Note :

{ Faculty

| D, Bhuyan
P Borah

} S. Das

Note:

Department of Zoology

Table 1 : SFI distribution among the faculties
o] 2'1 3] a4l 5% s mv%rmé' ol 10| sr
~? - - - - e - [V (U —
, 3.848 | 3819, 3.841 | 3837 3.957 | 3.685 | 3.935 | 3.391| 3.826 | 2.826 | 0.924
3.918 | 3.891| 3.906 39)71 3.957 1 3.783 | 3.946 | 3.935 | 3.913 | 2.913 | 0.953
ls.ass.l ;.,8;75"[, 3.873 | 3.897 | 3.957| 3.73a 3.940 | 3.663 | 3.870 | 2.870 | 0.939
Table 2 : Composite quality indicators
R : R —
| ‘Faculty [ Slope (QC) lﬁVariance (QB) | Average SFI (QA)
' AGBora | 0069 | 01189 | 09241 |
| BBakaial | 0054 | 01023 | 09529
1. Best Quality Achiever : Dr. Bikramaditya Bakaliyal
2. Best Quality Balancer : Dr. Bikramaditya Bakaliyal
3. Best Quality Concentrator : Dr. Bikromaditya Bakaliyal
Table 3 : Ranking of the Tacultics
l'u:l;ilw ' %rlopcv EV&/;{Ii:iI.]LL 1 .»\\‘Cl;zxgc." Total T‘[‘{;r;\ﬂs '
T L QO LBy | SEIQA) | (QAHQB)
AGBora | I | 1 1 1 2 2
B Bakalial 2 22 A1
Department of Botany
Table 1 : SFI distribution across taculties
o1l 2p 3f e st el 7] 8] o] 10l s
13.192 2.822 | 3.318 _7_3.]?98| 3‘535 3570 3.605 | 3.698 | 3.535] 2.907 | 0.834
(3936 | 3845| 3798] 3733, 3837| 3733 | 3849 | 3.837| 3.860 | 3.651 | 0.952
13.843| 3775 3.597 | 3593, 3.744 | 3.663 | 3.686| 3.907 | 3721|3349 | 0.922
Table 2 : Composite quality indicators of
[ Slope Variance /\\udgl '
laculty 0 QC) | QB) | (QA)
D. Bhu)an 00“8 4 00917 08344
!P Borah -0.0122 0 0.0067 ()370 1
1S, Das -0.0187 ©  0.0241 | () ()719
1. Best Quality Achiever : Dr. S. Das
2. Best Quality Balancer : P. Bora
3. Best Quality Coneentrator : P. Bora




Table 3 ; : Ranking the faculijes

Faculty | SIope [ Variance | Toial i g ' Ranks ]
Faculty (QC) (QOB) (QA) | (QA*QB) ! :
A a‘fl ~—~~; - ] - - j 5 ’ 3!('
D. Bhuyan o fooo - P
) 3 3 6 I |
P. Borah =3 [N } 1
—— " ! 5 ‘ 4 nd
S0 L3 12 . o
Department of Physics
Table | : SF] distribution across faculties
SN T N T BN AR R N N A R o
I Nath 394 | 394 | 386 379 400 | 379 | 400 | 392 | 4.00 | 3.75 ~a
CHamrka [ 394 |35 |36 [y, Sog | 281386 400 | a0 3e2 [0
SChatha | 3.94 | 389 | 38 -~3;§§-~,i%‘im-,3‘-7?,,,_,,3,-9,%_ 332 ) 400 | 392
osogel 1350 ] 390 353 |y ] 490 1375 [ 4.00 | 400 { 4.00
Table 2 Composite quality indicators
T Faculty Slbpc . Variance L Total SF1 |
|0 .,.a_,w_Qw (QA) |
| Jiten Nath | -0.0037 ~0.0090 0.9748 ]
 Gopal Haz Hazarll@_‘w ___0.0087 0. ).0039 09821 |
| Sumbit Chaliha ——f-. 00067 |~ 00021 T 09755
| Diganta Pd, Gogonr J_-_,,_,Q-Q_O?Q - 00072 09814 }
Note:
. Best Quality Achiever - mpallld/anka
2. Best Quality Balancey (Jopdl Hazariky
3. Best Quahty Concenttat Hliten K Nath
Table 3 - F aculty tanl\m,«o
e e N . . o
Faculy ?&P; ?(n;ngm | Total s}  Total | o
L - RGO | i Ranks
Jiten Ndlh 4 f (QA) ' (Q’\*QB-) ! -
Gopal Hd/anka L 4 } y IR
Sumbn Chahha Jo 3 3 2-- 8 - '\;
Dlganta Pd. Gog,m j 5\"'} """" —, [ s 2"
ok | 2 z” S T
S S At
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Department of Mathematics

| Table 1 : SFI distribution across faculties
acaty | 1] _ 2| 3| a4 s| el 7| 8 9] 10] sm
> Bordoloi | 3.975| 4.000 | 3.967 | 4.000 40001 14.000 | 4.000| 4.000 | 4.000 | 4.000 | 0.999
\.K.Dutta | 4.000| 4.000 | 4.000 | 4000 | 3. 950' 4.000 | 4.000 | 4.000 | 4.000 | 4.000| 0.999
>NBora | 400, 400, 400, 400, 400 400| 400| 400| 400 -4.00| 1.000
MiBora | 3.950| 3.967 | 4.000 | 4.000 ”39901_14.9_00 4.000 | 4.000 | 4.000 | 4.000| 0.998
| Table 2 : Composite Quality Indicators
w " et Slope | Variance | Total SFI
| i 1. QO QB b QA
i l’lqﬁalltfgj}g)rdol()l | 000 | 0.00 0,999
| Alok Kr. Dutta ) A,QA,QQ {000 0.999 |
‘ Papou Ncog: Bora 0.00 0.00 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 | Tow!SFI | Toal [ ]
FFaculty | b : a .
s QG| @n Q| (aron Ranks
Pmsanla Bmdolon N ‘ L S - N 6 2"
| Papori Neog Bordw ‘ 73 l 3 4 7 ¥
Alok Kr. Dutta , 3 3 3 6 nd
LManash Jyoti Bma o 1 3 i | i 6 | 2"
Department of Statistics
Table T : S)T distribution across faculties
v ! } ! "' . — - e L L -
JFa;unyh L ;f 42}1 3 4{ 5: 6| 70 8| 9] 10]sh |
ABaruah | 385 | 3.9 114000 3971“000 44000“3000 [4-,090_1‘,‘5990 3.824 | 0.990
| L Kakoty 3.882|  4.000 | 3980, 3.941 | 3.941 | 3.941 | 3.941 | 3.941 | 4.000 3.941 | 0.988
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Table 2 : Composite Quality Indicators

Facﬁitvie:sr “Slope Variance | Total S|
| QC)y | QB ' QAy
Aditi Baruah | 00014 | 000446 | 0990
walitkakoty | 0002 | 0001217 | ooms
Note:
I. Best Quality Achicver
2. Best Quality Balancer
3. Best Quality Concentrator
Table 2 : Composite Quality Indicators
, Variance | ol S [ Fotal | N
Faculties ; anks |
acultie )L OBy | QA QA OB Ranks
Aditi Baruah B ! 2 g }
Lalit Kakoty 2 L3 e "l

Inter-Departmenty) Comparison

Table No 1 : Distribution ol composite quality index across departments

Faculty Slope Variance Total S§) |
TN e S (01, N AV
FoSe Ave | 00213 | 00158 | 0.9671
[ LcoAve | -0.0199 | 0.0181 1.0395

| AssAve | 00075 | 00470 0.8792
BdnAve | 00092 00214 0.9217
llistAvg | 0.0119 00096 | 09428
| Z00Ave | -00616 | 01106 0.93gs

DotAve | 00010 0.0408| 0900

Phyave | 0.0047 0.0060 | 09784
Math Ave | 29.2864 0.0002 0.9988

St !

0.9887 i

[StasAve | 0.0017]  0.0008

The highest QC rank goes (o the department of Z00logy and the low ec (

department of Mathematics. The highest QB rank £0e5 (0 the departme (LS\I B '"“”l".‘” the
the lowest QB rank to the department of Z0ology . Again the | thes L‘,n of A./kuhc'm“'cs and
department of Economics and the lowest O rank goes 1o (he dci;‘l:lﬁll:llﬂ\ I(‘)]\(‘)/\ e, 1
’ ¢ Niol Ssamese,



Table no 2 : Ranking the departments

T . .| Total uality position of
Department Rank‘ in | Rank in Rank in Rank chc [;cr:)artmcm

tQO) (QB) (QA) BN [
Pé(’)orAvAg ’! st | 10th L L 6"
Eco Ayg‘ ; ; 2nd 6th | 1st - _7__ 1 3::
EdnAve | 3rd | 7th | st |13 > ]
BotAvg | ath | sth ooth 417 ] s
StatsAvg_ | Sth | 2nd o 3 S L 2]
Phyavg | eth o 3d Lot LT )3
(AssAvg o 7th et oot 9 T
HistAvg | 8th ( ah 1 eth 10 ) At
pscave | ot | sh_ [ s |10 oAb |
(vathAvg | toth | 1t | 2nd |3 [ ]

The best department, as shown in the above table is' Mathematics
If arts and science departiments are considered separately the departmental ranking will be as tollows -

’ 'ahlc no 3 : Ranking the Arts Departments

! ! Rank in |[ Rank in | Rank in lota! Quality position of
Pepartment ‘ (QCY | (QB) I (QA) (QISTI(I)\A) the Dcpartnu.m
e Lowel osmosm w0 F

‘e 2ndy ath 4h | 8] 2

Hist 1 4th i lsitl S 3rd | ﬁhgﬂw_"__li'___m
P.Se. | 5th ~ 2nd| 2nd I
Ecp__”# I 1§t ~_3rd l 4 I

Table No 4 ; Ranl\mg the Sciencee l)cpal tments

6 Department i Rank in \I Rank in | Rank in Il{g:ldl\‘ Quallty position of |
(QC) (QB) (Q/\) (QB+QA) the Department

Bot | 2nd|  4h|  sth| 9 4" i

' Phy op Ath T 3dd 3kd . 60 3

iStats 3rd . 2nd | 2nd 4 ond )

| Math N Sth | st | 1st 2! |
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Table No 5 : Distribution of Paramelers

Ranking the Faculgies

Department Faculty
Political Sc. _Sanjoy Mili
[ Political Sc. | Ranjit Pegu
| Political Sc. __‘M!'Ed.‘_{',,[?_“_,tti,
Polltlc;S’t;m PankajBora
Educatai_“i L gqg@kur
?mlgtlon BDeka
Educavtrt;\tf:_ AJ Bharali
Educat—lag N ____|!Bora_
History KCNath B
History _LAjit Gog0| o
History [ PPBora
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Econogllgg,‘"_ LR Ah@gq
Economics 8.Bora_
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coology | AGBora
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Ranking the facultics of both arts and science streams

Table No 6 : Ranking the Facultics

Department | Faculties { ac | QB 1 QA | Ranks
Mathematics | PNBora | 18 { 1 | 4 p1st
”IVlatheElaticrs P. Bordoloi _ 22 2 |6 and
Marthe'n:narticsi’ AKDutta | 19 3 6 3rd
Mathematics |MJBora | 35 | 4 | 6  |4th
Cpoliicalsc. | pankajBora | 27 | 6| 0 [sth
statistics  |Lkakoty | 21 | s | 12 |6th
Economics | R.Ahmed 8 | 16 1 1| 7th
Statistics | ABarush | 20 |} 10 9__|8th
Cphysics | GHerarika | 25 | 8 | 14 |oth
_Economics M. Saikia B 4 19 3 10th
Economics  |R.Rabha__  } 3 | 20 | 2 jilth |
Political Sc. . Sanjoy Mili_ 6 | 12 | 11 | 12th
History : KCNath 1/ Mol 13 j13th
Physics  |SChaliha | 23 ;9 | 16 |l4th
Mistory _ |PPBoa | 28 .} 7 | 22 |15t
Physics  |DGogoi _ | 24 | 14 | 15 |16th
Botany _ P.Borah 19 i3 20 [ 17th
Physics ~  |JNath 15 ] 15 18 | 18th
Political Sc. | Mridul Dutta vo29 17 | 17 | 19th
Economics | B.Bora 6 27 8 20th
Foucation | 1Borthakur | 13 | 18 | 23 |a1th
Education  jlBora | 14 24 | 21 |2nd
(Botany  |S.Das | 5 | 22 25 | 23rd
' History | AjitGogoi 30 21 29 24th
CFducation | AlBharali | 12 23 [ 27 | 25th
Education | BDeka | 7 | 25 | 28 26th
'Zoology _[BBakalial . 2 | 34 | 19 |27th
Political Sc. ~ , RanjitPegu | 34 | 29 | 26 7'27}3}”,1“ ‘
 Assamese  {SDas | 11 . 28 | 31 |20th
* Zoology i AG Bora | 35 rm77274‘- .;,at‘h— ‘
| Assamese | M B Changkakoti ' 9 | 26 34 | 31st ‘,
Assamese | NCSalkia _ | 16 | 32 L 30 | 32ng
Assamese | B.Das 31 30 | 33 |33q
| Assamese | S Borthakur 33 | 31 o 23* “”3%;’:“ -
 Botany . Bhuyan 2| 3 f‘sgwoég{h““



Ranking the faculties of the Arts Departments

Table No 7 : Ranking the facultics of Arts Departments

 Department Facult_lgs_r ] QC 1 aB 1 QA %QB'*‘QA.E
Economics R.Ahmed | 5 | 5 o ; 1st
Political Sc. | 4 PankajBora | w1 s o st
_History (KCNath "1 3 7 [ 2nd
Political Sc. 1Sanjoy Mili B4 e | 2nd
Economics ' R.Rabha | ¢ 9 2 0 3
 Economics | M. 53'_"11“-,,- 2 ] 8 3 r _3rd
History |PRBora 15 -2 | 10 | ath
Political Sc. 3 Mridul Dutta 16 | 6 1.8 | 5th
m;;j IBorthakur 9 7 11 ;i 6th
Economics__ | B. Bora 4| s 4 i 7th
‘Education |1Bora 10 12 9 g
Education | ABharali ] LS S I E R e
History | AjitGogoi S L A O (I 10th
Education | B Deka 13 13 14 | 11th
Political Sc.__| 2 Ranjit Pegy SRS V2 TP S
| Assamese | S Das + 018 1T 13
| Assamese | M B Changkakotl 6 14 | 39 14th
Assamese | N C Saikia I T
Assamese | B. Da§“m, o188 | 18 19 | 16th
| Assamese | s Borthakur 118 T s 18 t Teth
R.mkmg the faculties of Science I)cpdrtmcnts
o l:l_h_]i No R : R«mkmg. the facultjes of Sumu Departmens
Depaﬁnjgpgbw I'acultues ﬂir ) Qc QB L QA QlB+QA :
| Mathematics | P. Bordolo S 11 1 BET
Mathematics | A. K. Dutta 6 v s |
Mathematics | P N Borg 6 1y -
| Mathematics | MJBora 13 ) 1 f ]~ st
Statl_stmlgsMMH L Kakoty 8 5 3 Ast
Physics |G Hazarika. |11 3 2 2nd
StatistLCf\____ ABaruah 7 I 5 4 3rd
Physics SChaIuhaA |l e 1 VR R 2 3rd
csics_ IDGogoi |0 | - o o e |
Botany | P. Borah 4 e 1 5th
Physics | I Nath T T
 Zoology B Bakalial e 7 6th
Botany | S. Das p 1 ‘L 8 L 7th
| Botany D. Bhuyan 12 «196 - i 8th
399'98!” - 1AGBora . 1 .12 [ 9th 4
* 100 o
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Identifying the weakness and Strength

Table 9 : Department average SIFL Arts and Science divided

- T ‘I T T | A r’ IR —71'7’—'"' A A i
T c | .
.S 8 2 Z 5 o %
513 . = 105 | 2| 2] 5| € |s5.
I > c 2 - 5 = @ 2 2 ° = o 3
P 2. 35, at =3 u =S < 5 € g 2
b & < 2 I 0 B 8 S [} 2 © ® = g
' O o ¥ ® | €% O a = s &4 b= A £
P R I-._,, PR R S P (U SIS PN R
SFlAverage g 317 | 09395 | 0.9172 | 0.9141 | 0.9234 | 0.9282 | 0.9479 | 0.9576 | 0.9441 | 0.9045
. Arts Dept) ! , o N S I A
SFIAverage | 966 - 0.960 | 0.963 ' 0961 ' 0.980 | 0958 | 0.980 | 0970 | 0979 | 0.89
| ! L i A N

| _(Science Dept)

Table 10 : Ordering the parameters (Sciencce)

 Parameters | Science
Stability 1st

‘”Fr‘ien(_il‘ingess' - 2nd
Mentoring 3rd
Knowledgability | 4th

, Clarity in explanation | 5th

| Motivation | 6th

- Punctuality - 7th

{ Responsibility ! Sth'

| Cooperation ; 9th

| Sense of humour i 10th

Table 10 shows that the of the teachers quality parameters of Science departments as a
whole. the parameter of stability stands at the first rank. second is friendliness third is
mentoring and the last is sense ol humour. ‘
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Table 11 : Ordering the parameters (Arts)

bérahéters : Arts ;
Friendliness Poast i
APOhcﬁtVualirty 1 o2nd |
Mepytgﬁrirngr ] 3
Stability ]
Clarity in V-e'xplanationr | Sth
Responsibility i 6th
Ebbberation 1 Tth
Knowliedgability | 8th 7
'Al\A/l-c;tinatjqnf C. |9t
| sense of humour _~ | “ygyp
Table 11 shows that the of the teachers quality paramete

uts as a whole.
rd is mentoring

rs ol Artg departime
the parameter of friendliness stands at the first rank . second i Punctuality. (h;
and the last is sensc of humour.

Table 12 : Matching the teacher quality paramelers in betw een Scienee and

Arts streams

Weight | Parameters Science | Apts
1 Clarity in explanation 5 5
T, -WVVA_Kinpwledgability ‘ 4 * 3
|3 |Responsibility 8 | g
4| cooperation S -
2 __|Punctuality 7 5
6 [Motivation " " ¢ 9

T |lrendiness "1 ) L1
|8 fswbiy o 2 .
.2 [Mentoring o3 3
— -0 ISenseofhumour ~ 10

Matching shows that both /'\I'lS and S<.:ie
explanation. by optiqn which was give
emphasis gven by science departme
in case ol responsibility. Both streg
sense of humour.

NCC stream givey we
st position
ntis better

ms are piving

ieht of 13 A o
Wi ,%“l (l‘l fitth POStion jn clarity of
an Ary (I% oD case of knm\'lulgcahilly
ame ‘I \l]kulmcnls. The rey erse Ii'lppcns‘
N » L‘\C ~ . . o M )

of “Mphasis 1o Mentoring and
Conclusions

The IQAC of the College makes fecdback gy
policy measures. The findings as showp ab
cvaluation and to take necessary actjon
Principal of the College so that he
improvement considering students’ pe

alysis e to

Commyy,
Ove are d

. Call for care i

as requireq, Thig Copy g (1 sl s and
L SIS algg b i >
rception of leache )

y > M maer
IS ang lcachings

and ree e
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ol quality

. Ulmosl care has
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been taken in formulating methods and analysis. Neutrality in analysis is 100 percent

assured. Any clarification regarding formulation and analysis is always welcome.

Two departments. one cach from Arts and Science streams did not take part in this feedback

mechanism. So report made here is not comprehensive. In future. it should be taken care of.

Shifting this mechanism to on line. such incompletion is expected to be no more.
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