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Program Evaluator Summary

" Overview

The Expert team of National Board of Accreditation(NBA) conductet_j a three day accreditation visit

from;j’”w,v to iﬁmﬂ__[mﬁ!ﬁ%ém evaluate UG Engineering
program | 4 L le cdhvoncp £ Comnm, ‘E%

Pre visit meeting of the expert team was held on at
to exchange the respective findings with the evaluation team members, based on review ofSelf-
Assessment Report (SAR) and the pre-visit evaluation reports.

\
During the visit, the visiting team met with Head of the Institution/Bean : k
The briefing on the institution was given by ]_) , {5]03 eev Slﬁlhnd on the program was given by

the Dy . € herndrgd  Mealhan, - " | The respective program

evaluators also visited the variousfacilities of the program. Apart from comprehensive review
ofdocumental evidences pertaining to various accreditation criteria, the visiting team also held
meetinganddiscussionswith thefollowingstakeholders(kindlytick).

Faculty M Alumni ]
Employers D Parents D
Staffmembers E Students W |

The Program Evaluation Team found that (general findings about the program to be mentioned)

Yudedy cuxetbcutf %fn-&e( and  alupnn:  sell
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Program Details

Name of the Program: B Jech (Electyenis amd CommupCalionN Ergi neering)
Yearof
Commencement y | q 2 )
’ Year Sanctioned Intake Actual Admitted (without Lateral Entry)
CAY(2023-202Y 120 13y
. CAYm1 (20222027 {30 \ Qs
Student CAYm2 (202-2022- | ¢ L \6S
Total Students in the CAY CAUmM) CAY ML
Programmel® to Final Year 353 4+ 49482 4+ AUl -225)
Average of the CAY, -~
CAYm1 and CAYm2 2251|2 =3s6:33
CAY CAYm1 CAYm2
Professor o o >
Regular Associate-
professor H L‘ L’
Assistant =
professor 23 2) 25
Faculty Professor — - —
(Attach a Copy of Associate 2 =
faculty list compared Contractual professor "
with TimeTable) Assistant
professor T il i
No.ofPhD.avallableinthedept. N ] 10
Student-Faculty ratio 2
(averaged over CAY, CAYm1 62_.—-% “+ B_L.L —‘ é_G__S = C\ 6§+ 23 A9 ¥ Q]«I-{S)/j
and CAYm2) (Refer 29 2% 3
criteria-5.1) il 1 B L
No. of years
: N
bt First accreditation accredited for 3 L‘E’o s
el With effect from 03} 05- 20063
Accreditation R, of years
(if any) Previous accreditation accredited for 2 HCAT})
With effect from oY. o). 206\

CAY: Current Academic Year
CAYm1: Current Academic Year minus 1=Current Assessment year
CAYm2: Current Academic Year minus 2=Current Assessment year minus 1

Note: Consideration of Contractual Faculty means:

* All the faculty whether regular or contractual (except part-time or hourly based), will be considered. The contractual faculty
appointed with any terminology whatsoever, who have taught for 2 consecutive semesters with or without break between the 2
semesters in corresponding academic year on full-time basis shall be considered for the purpose of calculation in the faculty
student ratio. However, following will be ensured in case of contractual faculty: &

1. Shall have the AICTE prescribed qualifications and experience.

2. Shall be appointed on full time basis and worked for consecutive two semesters with or without break between the 2 semeste,
during the particular academic year under consideration.

3. Should have gone through an appropriate process of selection and the records of the same shall be made available to the visitir
team during NBA visit

*  Faculty to be calculated Department wise as per the format given in SAR; Faculty appointment letters, time ttge, subject allocatio:
file, salary statements and random interaction in person. -

»  No. of students calculation as mentioned in the SAR (please refe
»  Faculty Qualification as per AICTE guidelines shall only be countet

er criterion 5.1)




~ Explicit observations about the program
~ (Please use additional sheets if necessary to elaborate)

Program title_{)(; - E]ec:bétm"c. 8 Covwm, E—y\,o—b-,

Strengths:

1. - CGood ew@llinont amthn

2, = Jvc,ﬂwq-eq ’Y\umb@f of‘ —}%rr.lﬂ‘j 1na;9l‘:~.f: PL\D q»ua(

3. mest ef'ﬁ "f'h& O‘f’ﬁ\-&m ’bl‘l-’\f.fu.l.\‘;lf V[«_’D‘

4. J
}—&chA——él&n—»Qﬁ-ba%%,u ,_Q-C,”’"; ",L
pm;fe,ggrm Q,D Qocphy ¢ “\/L}#VS - ar*h'}hdlf;) U‘LSt’P‘QZ
qaoa& étf’R Ctvtol -Qacu)_‘lj \Lreﬂﬁmhm

Concerns:

LJdathAQ 1T Gacddhe, auadpd,

5.

2. Lim ted Queanenea aloed OBE
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Department/Programme Specific Criteria:

3% s Criteria Max. Marks Grade Remarks

e Marks | Awarded | (Y,C,W, D)
Vision, Mission and

1. Program Educational 50 %8 \f
Objectives
Program Curriculum and

Z. Teaching-Learning 100 é [ C
Processes
Course Outcomes and

= Program Outcomes L l\ q c

4, Students’ Performance 100 7 5_ \f
Faculty Information and

# Contributions o q 8 W
Facilities and Technical

-’ Support 80 é , \'f

7. | Continuous Improvement 75 ng' e

TOTAL 780 4 q 7
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. Declaration of Conformity with evaluator’s report by the Team Chair

/

"I agree with the observations of the program evaluators on each criterion. v
Or
| agree with most of the observations of the program evaluators. However, | have following
comments to make on certain criteria:
/

Criteria / Comments

AE—
Js A
%

Signature
(Chairperson)




UG Engineering Tier-1

Name of the Institution

Name of the Program

Rokdla Engs

Part B-Program Assessment Worksheet
Program Level Criteria- To Be Assessed by Evaluator

(elleg e

G- Elechenicgs £ Comm. E—mggﬂ

Criterion 1: Vision, Mission and Program Educational Objectives (50)

SN Sub Criteria Max. Evaluation Guidelines (Marks) Marks QOverall Observations of Evaluators (Provide |
Marks Awarded Justifications/ Reasons)
Marks | Total | Marks Grade
(Y,C,W,D)
1.1 State the Vision and Mission | 5 A. Availability of statements of the Department
of the Department and (1) )
Institute B. Appropriateness/Relevance of the Zr
Statements (2) ‘ 4 y
C. Consistency of the Department statements
with the Institute statements (2) P |
1.2 | State the Program | 5 Program Educational Objectives (3 to 5) (5) ] :
Educational Objectives Availability & correctness ;
(PEOs) 4 4 4 y
1.3 Indicate where and how the | 15 A. Adequacy in respect of publication & ‘
Vision, Mission and PEOs are dissemination (3) 7_) ;
published and disseminated B. Process of dissemination among % ;
among stakeholders stakeholders (3) ' . | 5 7 ;
C. Extent of awareness of Vision, Mission & i
PEOs among the stakeholder (9) é, '
1.4 State the process for | 15 A. Description of process for defining the I .
defining the Vision and Vision, Mission of the Department (7) 5' NO Pﬂ:{a—af th OCIC,qJPZm i
Mission of the Department, = = 'C- PCO |
and PEOs of the program B. Description of process for defining the PEOs I [ ' OF VLSUm Missisn S FECs |
of the program (8) é
Pﬂ?\/ fou 5
1.5 Establish consistency of | 10 A. Preparation of a matrix of mapping PEOs - A,,
PEOs with Mission of the and elements of Mission statement (5) Z[ .q’-,
Department B. Consistency/justification ~ of  co-relation 7 ? C MP] !
parameters of the above matrix (5) 2 M AA judh L
Ct
& C’/O’h.%w f=end j
Total of Criterion 1: 50 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 1: | 2. § 3 ]
R 7

Signature (

aluator 1)

Signature/(Program Evaluator 2)
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UG Engineering Tier-1

Criterion 2: Program Curriculum and

Teaching - Learning Processes (100)

SN Sub Criteria Max. Evaluation Guidelines (Marks) Marks Overall Observations of Evaluators
Marks Awarded (Provide Justifications/ Reasons)
Marks Total | Marks Grade
(Y,C,w,D)
2.1 Program Curriculum 30
211 State the process for | 10 Process used to demonstrate how the program ’ !
designing the program curriculum is  evolved and periodically h(fﬁ"{u{»
curriculum reviewed considering the POs and PSOs. Also 6 é 7“(
consider the involvement of the Industry ! V\.J,ua \‘j Jh re e’
2.1.2 | Structure of the Curriculum Refer to SAR: Expectation in 2.1.2 & 2.1.3 is i ~
5 that the curriculum is well balanced structure 4 W : ) L ﬂﬂ{' \Ag(b
& appropriate for a degree program
2.1.3 State the components of the Refer to SAR: Expectation in 2.1.2 & 2.1.3 is (q C—
curriculum 5 that the curriculum is well balanced structure 4 w (’_g:dé cal
& appropriate for a degree program Zf
2.1.4 | State the process used to | 10 Process used to identify extent of compliance W)mwm "”
identify extent of compliance of curriculum for attaining POs & PSOs
of the curriculum for attaining 5 ; Q-X‘\Ld’h} O v,
the Program Outcomes (POs)
& Program Specific Outcomes
(PSQOs)
2.2 Teaching-Learning 70
Processes
2.2.1 | Describe the Process followed | 15 A. Adherence to Academic Calendar (2) )
to improve quality of Teaching L}M(‘J’d
Learning B. Pedagogical initiatives (2) [
C. Methodologies to support weak students ) ’V\t""‘)dj’lm
and encourage bright students (2) 2 5
D. Quality of classroom teaching 2 “ % C %, EN
(Observation in a Class) (2) A—(:h.oﬂ 'aj ;
E. Conduct of experiments (Observation in W 7tee-é" b&(
Lab) (2) ! L‘Qf
F. Continuous Assessment in the laboratory % p\j
o 2% b not e v He

~~

Signature’(Program Evaluator 2)



UG Engineering Tier-1

G. Student feedback on teaching
process and actions taken (2)

learning

SN

Sub Criteria

Max.
Marks

Evaluation Guidelines (Marks)

Marks Awarded

Overall

Marks

Total

Marks

Grade
(Y,C,w,D)

Observations of Evaluators
Justifications/ Reasons)

(Provide

2.2.2

Quality of internal
semester  question
papers, assignments
and evaluation

15

Process for internal semester question
paper setting, evaluation and effective
process implementation (3)

Process to ensure questions from
outcomes/learning levels perspective (2)

Evidence of COs coverage in class test /
mid-term tests (5)

Quality of Assignment and its relevance
to COs (5)

2.2.3

Quality of student
projects

20

Identification of projects and allocation
methodalogy to Faculty (2)

Types and relevance of the projects and
their contribution towards attainment of
POs and PSQOs (2)

Project related to Industry (3)

Process for monitoring and evaluation

(2)

Process to assess individual and team
performance (3)

Quality of completed projects/working
prototypes (5)

Evidences of papers published /Awards
received by projects etc. (3)

[ 2

2.2.4

Initiatives related to
industry interaction.

10

Industry supported laboratories (2)

Industry involvement in the program
curriculum (3)

Industry involvement in partial delivery
of any regular courses for students (3)

Impact analysis of industry institute
interaction and actions taken thereof (2)

2.2.5

Initiatives related to

10

Industrial training/tours for students (2)

K-——-“o—-ump——-www— N
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UG Engineering Tier-1

industry internship/ B. Industrial /internship /summer training M ,\ 3 F :‘I I y |
summer training of more than two weeks and post 2 S h_j:j:ﬂa-;
training Assessment (3) kC/t M
C. Impact analysis of industrial training (2) f hj’ i
D. Student feedback on initiative (3) 9 M
Total of Criterion 2: 100 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 2: g , C_
Criterion 3: Course Outcomes and Program Qutcomes (175)
SN Sub Criteria Max. Evaluation Guidelines (Marks) Marks Awarded Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
Marks | Total Marks Grade
(Y,C,W,D)
3.1 Establish the | 25 A. Evidence of COs being defined CD CJQ@A; Q ‘ il Q@e
correlation between for every course (5) éf /g Nhe
gga.s courses and the B. Availability of COs embedded in : “-C}%ﬁ J“é OL; J}C
the syllabi (5) ) ‘ Courses Eu_," -
C. Explanation of Course é Ié
Articulation Matrix table to be 3 { C/ a,k,A LLMJ_Q\(S"“&\A_JQQM—T
ascertained (5)
D. Explanation of Program
Articulation Matrix tables to be é
ascertained (10)
3.2 Attainment of | 75
Course Outcomes
3.2.1 | Describe the | 10 A. List of assessment processes (2) ' /F i
assessment processes 2 tmerPGY gyf’h o bcvz,[qv\meyﬁ
used to gather the B. The quality /relevance of 7
data upon which the assessment processes & tools g 7(‘ m ;f-
evaluation of Course used (8) o
Qutcome is based g 2 C,
3.2.2 | Record the attainment | 65 Verification attainment levels as per
of Course Outcomes of the bench mark set for all courses 4 a
all courses with (65) Zf 5_ S
respect to set
attainment levels
3.3 Attainment of | 75
Program Outcomes
and Program
Specific Outcomes
3.3.1 | Describe assessment | 10 A. List of assessment  tools &
tools and processes processes (5) 3
used for assessing the B. The quality/relevance of é
attainment of each of assessment tools/processes used 2

Signature (Pr

m Eyaluator 1)




UG Engineering Tier-I

the POs & PSOs (5) Q F W/d— .
3.3.2 | Provide results of | 65 Verification of documents, 5 / C/ > £ 2 hﬂ ‘QRM)
evaluation of each PO results and level of attainment of %g fYQCf@O n e ?
& PSO each PO/PSO(50) 4 &
B. Overall levels of attainment (15) , o)
Total of Criterion 3: 175 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 3: [ ) q C
Criterion 4: Students’ Performance (100)
SN Sub Criteria Max. Evaluation Guidelines (Marks) Marks Awarded Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
Marks Total | Marks | Grade
(Y,C,w,D)
4.1 Enrolment Ratio 20 A. >=90% students enrolled at the CAY | CAYm1 | CAYm2
First Year Level on average basis
during the previous three
academic vyears starting from Sanctioned intake
current academic year (20) 2.0 20| 20 y 1% | 180 [ 90
B. >=80% students enrolled at the
First Year Level on average basis Students enrolled at
during the previous three first year level )9({ QR ( 6 S-
academic vyears starting from
current academic year (18) Enrol t rati
C. >=70% students enrolled at the el o2 10(_9 0.61 2 ‘
First Year Level on average basis |
during the previous three |
academic years starting from ,r‘avt?;a(%.eR) SHEHINRE B o006 - [OC)'E.‘/ i
current academic year (16) 47? |
D. >=60% students enrolled at the !
First Year Level on average basis . )
during the previous three Comments (if any): |
academic years starting from i
current academic year (14) |
E. Otherwise ‘0’ |
4.2 Success Rate in the | 20 1
stipulated period 5
of the program i
4.2.1 | Success rate without | 15 SI= (Number of students who LYG LYGm1 LYGm2 !
backlogs in any graduated from the program without 251920 i
Semester/year of backlog)/(Number of students f—— |
study admitted in the first year of that Index (SI) oS |
batch and admitted in 2" year via A !
Without Backlog lateral entry and separate division, if verage i




UG Engineering Tier-I

means no applicable) Success —_ g
compartment or Index 'S HOn 4 q = 7 i 2) >
failures in any Average SI = Mean of success index - (SI)

semester/year of (SI) for past three batches 7 t 55 7'35- Comments (if any):

study &
Success rate without backlogs in any
year of study = 15xAverage SI

SN Sub Criteria Max. Evaluation Guidelines (Marks) Marks Overall Observations of  Evaluators (Provide
Marks Awarded Justifications/ Reasons)
Marks | Total Marks Grade
(Y,C,W,D)
4.2.2 Success rate in stipulated | 5 SI= (Number of students who LYG LYGm1 LYGm?2
period (actual duration of graduated from the program with
the program) backlog in the stipulated period of —"35 20)0-20 |20 (8 -19 |9~17-/8
(Total of with backlog course duration)/(Number of students Success
+without backlog) admitted in the first year of that batch 4 Index p & (_r o cqlf o>
and admitted in 2" year via lateral 42_ (sI)
entry and separate division, if 4' 7y 4 2 L Average
applicable) ' _ “ gs Success 0184
= Index
Average SI = mean of success index (s1)
(SI) for past three batches 12 Comments (if any):
Success rate = 5 x Average SI ’ ‘ff;{ O cg ({ = 4‘ Z
4.3 Academic Performance | 10 Academic  Performance Level = Average API for past 3 years: '7 D
in Second Year Average APl (Academic Performance
Index) Comments (if any):
7 ’ D 7 "D D = A\“ CAYMB L\{q
API = ((Mean of 2™ Year Grade Point Fi CANM, it 2019-22
Average of all successful Students on a C 202-22 ze
10-point scale) or (Mean of the 7¢4‘
percentage of marks of all successful {28 722
students in Second Year/10)) x Al
(number  of  successful students 7 5
din th inati =
/students appeared in the examination) AV‘”—& APZ = &

Signature

Signature (Program Evaluator 2)



UG Engineering Tier-1

4.4 Placement, Higher | 30 Assessment Points=30xaverage CAYm1l | CAYm2 | CAYm3
studies and placement, i.e., (P1+P2+P3)/3
Entrepreneurship 202225 | 2021 -2) | 20202
Placement index (P)=[(x+y+z)/N] Placement
where . .
x=Number of students placed in C/
companies or Government sector Average
through on/off campus recruitment Placement O éS_
Index for
y=Number of students admitted to past 3
higher studies with valid qualifying years
scores (GATE or equivalent State or Comments (if any):
National level tests, GRE, GMAT etc.) o
o i
z=No. of students turned entrepreneur 30)( O 6‘5 - Iq's
in engineering/technology. x> 20
N =Total number of final year students
SN Sub Criteria Max. Evaluation Guidelines (Marks) Marks Awarded Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
Marks Total Marks Grade
(Y,C,W,D)
4.5 Professional 20
Activities
4.5.1 | Professional 5 A. Availability & activities of professional
societies/chapters societies/chapters (3) 5
and organizing
engineering events B. Number, quality of engineering events 4
(organized at Institute level- ’
Institute/State/National/International) (2)
4,5.2 | Publication of | 5 A. Quality & Relevance of the contents and
technical Print Material (3) 3
magazines,
newsletters, etc, 4
B. Participation of Students from the program
(2) l
4.5.3 | Participation in | 10 A. Events within the state (2)
inter-institute 2
events by students
of the program of B. Events outside the state (3) o
study (at other G i W

Signature (P

m Evaluator 1)
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UG Engineering Tier-I

institutions)

C. Prizes/awards received in such events (5)

4

8

16

Total of Criterion 4:

100

Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 4:

Criterion 5: Faculty Information and Contributions (200)

SN Sub Criteria Max. Evaluation Guidelines (Marks) Marks Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide Justifications/ Reasons)
Marks Awarded
Marks | Total | Marks Grade
(Y,C,W,D)
5.1 Student- 20 Marks to be given proportionally from CAY CAYm1 CAYm2
Faculty Ratio a maximum of 20 to a minimum of 10
(SFR) for average SFR between 15:1 to 2023~ 2Y | 2022-23| 282 - 272.

25:1, and zero for average SFR higher
than 25:1. Marks distribution given as
below

Total No.of
students(2,3,4 vyears)
in all UG programs in

Gl

Lis

{29

< <=15 --20 marks Department'_
4+ <=17 --18 marks Total No.of students
& <=19 --16 marks (1,2 years) in PG |2 Q-Lf 5 é
% <=21 --14 marks programs in Dept.
%  <=23 --12 marks
% <=25 --10 marks
< >25 --0 mark
/A
Y
8 Signaturé (Program Evaluator 2)




UG Engineering Tier-1

Note: All the faculty whether regular
or contractual (except part-time or
hourly based), will be considered. The
contractual faculty appointed with any
terminology whatsoever, who have
taught for 2 consecutive semesters
with or without break between the 2
semesters in corresponding academic
year on full-time basis shall be
considered for the purpose of
calculation in the faculty student ratio.

However, following will be ensured in

case of contractual faculty:

1. Shall have the AICTE prescribed
qualifications and experience.

2. Shall be appointed on full time
basis and worked for consecutive
two semesters with or without
break between the 2 semesters
during the particular academic
year under consideration.

3. Should have gone through an
appropriate process of selection
and the records of the same shall
be made available to the visiting
team during NBA visit.

1 2

S=Number of
Students in the
Department = UG1 +
UG2 +... +UGn + PG1
+ ...PGn

L2 &

62| LES

F = Total no.of faculty
members in the

past 3 years

Dept.(excluding  first | 2 2.7 =7

year faculty)

SFR _
21812579 21- 5%

Average SFR for

22.29

"Note: No.of students = Sanctioned intake + actual admitted lateral
entry students (Refer criteria 5.1 in the SAR).

Comments (if any):

.,
o

SN Sub Criteria Max. Evaluation Guidelines (Marks) Marks Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide Justifications/ Reasons)
Marks Awarded
Marks | Total Marks Grade
(Y,C,W,D)
5.2 Faculty 20 Cadre Proportion Marks: CAY CAYm1 CAYm2
Cadre
Proportion AFL |+ |AF2x0.6] + [AF3x0.4 || x10 2223-24y |2022-23 | 262)-
~ No.of Professors
RFl_J RF2 RF3 e 1< | ts g 2 2
\f No.of Associate 4 4 Z/
Profi
« If AF1 = AF2= 0, then zero mark N':aoffssorsAssistant
« Maximum marks to be limited if it Profassis 18 273 &

exceeds 25(Refer calculation in SAR)

Comments (if any):

.,
e

1502 &15

Signature

rogram Evaluator 2)



UG Engineering Tier-I

(5.3 Faculty 20 FQ=2.0x[{10X +4Y}/F] where, CAY CAYm1 CAYm2
Qualification )
X is no. of faculty with Ph.D., 202%- 24 |2022-23| 202) - 22
No.of Ph.D:
Y is no. of faculty with M.Tech, Vi bR 8 A ! lf lo
No.of M.Tech: e
F is no. of faculty required to comply C e IS 23
1:20 Faculty Student ratio Faculty g
Y Qualification (FQ) ]Q_ e XY S ” ‘(;2
(no. of faculty and no. of students Average FQ for
required to be calculated as per 5.1) past 3 years I 1 l .
Comments (if any):
o ‘e)_\ I 1 ~ l e
5.4 Faculty 10 A. = 90% of required Faculties CAY CAYm1
Retention retained during lthe period of 28232 2022~ 2.3
assessment keeping CAYm2 as No.of Faculty Retained —
base year (10) 19 2 5
B. = 75% of required Faculties Total No.of Required Faculty in )
retained during the period of é é CAYm2 9 A2
assessment keeping CAYm2 as té Percentage of faculty retained ‘
base year (8) C gq03? 782
C. = 60% of required Faculties
retained during the period of Average parentage of faculty 9 \/
assessment keeping CAYm2 as retained for past 2 years 6 ’7(f °
base year (6) Comments (if any):
D. = 50% of required Faculties >
retained during the period of
assessment keeping CAYm2 as
base year (4)
E. Otherwise (0) -
SN Sub Criteria Max. Evaluation Guidelines Marks Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide Justifications/
Marks | (Marks) Awarded Reasons)
Marks | Total Marks Grade
(Y,C,w,D)
5.5 Faculty competencies in | 10 A. Specialization
correlation to Program B. R ) NO Cd—"Tk M{SPM—%} &Zdﬂ)
oo 3 . Research Publications
Specific Criteria é é ,6 C ,h:
C. Course Developments ac
D. Other relevant points
Sigmature {Program Evaluator 1) 10 Signature<(Program Evaluator 2)



UG Engineering Tier-1

5.6

Innovations by the Faculty
in Teaching and Learning

10

A.  Statement of clear goals,

use of appropriate
methods, significance of
results, effective
presentation and
reflective  presentation

(4)

B. Availability of work on

Institute Website (2)

C. Availability of work for

peer review and critique

(2)

D. Reproducibility and

Reusability by other
scholars  for  further
development (2)

Webste v nef cepaadf‘egg

5.7

Faculty as participants in
Faculty development
/training activities / STTPs

15

For each year: Assessment=
3xSum/0.5RF

Average assessment over
three vyears starting from
CAYm1 (Marks limited to 15)

| (s

15

CAYm1

2622-2%

CAYm2 | CAYm3
202j-22| 2025-2)

Assessment points are:

2).29

Average assessment
points for past 3

years

Comments (if any):

.
o

SN

Sub Criteria

Max.
Marks

Evaluation Guidelines
(Marks)

Marks
Awarded

Overall

Reasons)

Marks | Total

Marks

Grade
(Y,C,W,D)

Observations of Evaluators (Provide lustifications/

5.8

Research and Development

75

5.8.1

Academic Research

20

A. Number of quality
publications in refereed/
SCI Journals, citations,
Books/Book Chapters
etc. (15)

O | \o

11

Signature ( grami Evaluator’'2)



UG Engineering Tier-I

B. Ph.D awarded during the
assessment period while
working in institute (5)

5.8.2

Sponsored Research

20

Funded research from
outside; Cumulative CAYm1,
CAYm2, CAYm3:

Amount >50 Lakhs- 20
Marks

Amount>40 Lakhs and <=50
Lakhs - 15 Marks

Amount >30 Lakhs and <=
40 Lakhs - 10 Marks

Amount >= 15 Lakhs and <=
30 Lakhs - 5 Marks

Amount < 15 Lakhs—- 0 Mark

5.8.3

Development Activities

15

A. Product development

B. Research laboratories

C. Instructional materials

D. Working models/
charts/monograms etc.

5.8.4

Consultancy (From Industry)

20

Consultancy; Cumulative
CAYm1, CAYm2, CAYm3:
Amount >10 Lakhs- 20
Marks

Amount>8 Lakhs and <=10
Lakhs - 15 Marks

Amount >6 Lakhs and <8
Lakhs - 10 Marks

Amount >=4 Lakhs and <6
Lakhs —= 5 Marks

Amount >=2 Lakhs and <4
Lakhs - 2 Marks

Amount < 2 Lakhs- 0 Mark

CAYm1l | CAYm2 | CAYm3

No.of projects

Amount
(Rs.In Lakhs)

Total amount for past
3 years (Rs.In Lakhs)

Comments (if any):

*,
o

CAYm1l | CAYm2 | CAYm3

No.of projects

Amount
(Rs.In Lakhs)

Total amount for past
3 years (Rs.In Lakhs)

Comments (if any):

.,
P

SN

Sub Criteria

Max.
Marks

Evaluation Guidelines
(Marks)

Marks
Awarded

Overall

Marks | Total

Marks

Grade
(Y,C,w,D)

Observations of Evaluators (Provide Justifications/

Reasons)

rd (Program

aluator 1)

12

Signature”(Program Evaluator 2)
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5.9 Faculty Performance | 10 A, A well-defined O [ '
Appraisal and performance appraisal i [L‘Q{:&@F(W 970- ,: DA’D_Q %)
Development System and development
(FPADS) system instituted for éf

all  the assessment 'VLO'( &}tM ‘
years (5) 7

B. Its implementation and
effectiveness (5)

5.10 Visiting/Adjunct/Emeritus | 10 A. Provision of Visiting CAY/m1 | CAYm1/m2 CAYm2/m3
Faculty etc. /Adjunct/Emeritus
faculty etc.(1) O
No.of hours
o @ O
B. Minimum 50 hours per O O
year interaction per Comments (if any):
year to obtain three | _D >

marks :3x3=9 Ml L-

Total of Criterion 5: 200 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 5: 578 N

Criterion 6: Facilities and Technical Support (80)

>

13 Signature (
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SN Sub Criteria Max. Evaluation Guidelines (Marks) Marks Awarded Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
Marks Total Marks Grade
(Yy,c,w,D)
6.1 Adequate and well- | 40 Adequate well-equipped
equipped laborataries, laboratories to run all the
and technical manpower program-specific  curriculum 7_0
(25) 3 ( 5(
Availability of adequate and \j
qualified technical supporting '
staff (15) ’
6.2 Laboratories: 10 Maintenance and overall
Maintenance and overall ambience (10)
ambience 8 8 8 \r
6.3 Safety measures in 10 Safety measures in laboratories
laboratories 9 8
6.4 Project laboratory/ 20 Facilities & Utilization (20) , h "‘:‘t; ’
facilities | 4 [4 Li ”‘VF@GP = ‘)u p » Q
4 C— .Ca (,.(/(r@ ,
Total of Criterion 6: 80 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 6:

61

Criterion 7: Continuous Improvement (75)

e

14

Signature (Program valm
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“

SN Sub Criteria Max. Evaluation Guidelines (Marks) Marks Awarded Overall Observations of  Evaluators (Provid;
Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
Marks Total Marks o
(Y,C,W,D)

7.1 Actions taken based on | 30 A. Documentation of POs and & :
the results of evaluation PSQOs attainment levels (15) q A c;hm W a;-._,JL ”"‘PW‘JW
of each of the POs and Z/{q . |
PSOs B. Identification of gaps/ short 2 l 8 %) V\»D/‘— e/gd'\Uﬁ

falls (5) |
C. Plan of action to bridge the

gap and its Implementation 6

(10)

7.2 Academic Audit and | 15 Assessment shall be based on S (_p
actions taken during the conduct and actions taken in ( %4‘ unJ(/YS’llﬁV‘J't 2 "'fﬁ-,
period of Assessment relation to continuous O

improvement (15) ’0 (O C PY‘OCQ/)S %e@gﬂ/) fm[wwema
7.3 Improvement in | 10 A. Improvement in Placements \
Placement, Higher numbers, quality, core hiring N.O Imf?rD \/M lin P aleme
Studies and industry and pay packages 7_ . '
Entrepreneurship (5) 6’ L@&S QC‘)+’ U(hm b su’FW
- |
B. Improvement in Higher w N
Studies admissions (3) 2 b h g-‘—Q_A,t\y_) =) |
C. Improvement in number of W F\t dz,deﬁﬂph—«fvv}
Entrepreneurs (2) ( i g heurs P !
2 JJJA

7.4 Improvement in the | 20 Assessment is based on .
quality of students improvement in terms of N w ‘)[8\_‘9
admitted to the program ranks/score in qualifying state ’L Vi ’ 2 C o | DYO n e

level/national level entrances F éz 1
tests, percentage Physics, e 8
Chemistry and Mathematics marks %
in 12th Standard and percentage
marks of the lateral entry Lo
students
Total of Criterion 7: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 7:

45

Sign

e [(Program Evaluator 1)

15

Signature (Pyogr. Evaluator 2)
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Name of the Program :

Institute Level to Be A

| Name of the Institution : Bﬂ—fQ’V(;’(’a' g\/\g? (\D//ag”ﬁ, [2x »\Jf—j

E/éf"f’YOvvtb d? ('c;vvxrvu.»t.mul

Part B-Program Observation Worksheet

sessed by Chairman.

— £22 /70 2-

colion Qvfﬁ

Criterion 8: First Year Academics(50)

SN Sub Criteria Max Evaluation Guidelines Marks Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide Justifications/
Marks Awarded Reasons)
Marks | Total Marks Grade
(Y,C,W,D)
8.1 First Year Student- | 5 For each year of assessment = (5 x CAY CAYm1 CAYm2
Faculty Ratio 20)/ FYSFR (Limited to Max. 5)
(FYSFR) Average of Assessment of data in SPSET e
CAY, CAYm1 and CAYm2 0.of students .
}‘f\ L} (approved intake) C]?() 100 | 103D
*Note: If FYSFR is greater than 25, I’f Y No.of faculty
then assessment equal to zero members(considering L,L7 Zf = qu
fractional load)
FYSFR .
Q06| 27 | 3.2
Average FYSFR for past
3 years 2. 00
Comments (if any):
8.2 Qualification of | 5 A. Assessment of faculty CAY CAYm1l | CAYm2
Faculty Teaching qualification(5x+3y)/RF
First Year Common B. Average of Assessment of No.of Ph.D 0 2o
Courses previous three academic years 3 3 3 c holders: 22 2
including  current  academic No.of PG e s s i )
year.(Refer 8.2. for x, y and RF) holders
Assessment - . /
value of faculty | & D ) =
qualification
) Average .
Assessment 3 é
for past 3 years

Comments (if any):

.,
£




"SN

UG Engineering Tier-I

Sub Criteria Max Evaluation Guidelines Marks Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide Justifications/
Marks Awarded Reasons)
Marks | Total Marks Grade
(Y,C,W,D)
8.3 First Year Academic | 10 Academic Performance = ((Mean of
Performance 1st Year Grade Point Average of all Average API for past 3 years: G . (/. }
successful Students on a 10-point
scale) or (Mean of the percentage of 6 é é) C Comments (if any):
marks in First Year of all successful <> .
students/10)) X (successful i . - ;
students/number of students Pgm—fawxﬁ_e (@] M“C%
appeared in the examination)
(Successful students are those who
are permitted to proceed to the
Second year)
8.4 Attainment of | 10
Course Outcomes
of first year courses
8.4.1 Describe the | 5 A. List of assessment processes (1)
assessment 1 H’Ljfw ool B loonas
processes used to ; ,
gather the data upon B. The relevance of assessment T A DALV mgf‘ (’/\n([
which the evaluation tools used (4) 2_ 3 27
of Course Qutcomes
of first year is based G) C
8.4.2 | Record the | 5 Verify the records as per the
attainment of Caourse benchmark set for the courses (5) 3 %
Qutcaomes of all first- -
year courses
8.5. Attainment of | 20
Program Outcomes
of all first year
courses
8.5.1 | Indicate results of | 10 A. Process of computing POs/PSQOs ; ]
evaluation of each attainment level from the COs of 3 oRE /)‘Q‘\C/&Lfefl— &_)/H.\_c,\/d'
relevant PO/PSO related first year courses (5 .
/ Y (5) ]7___ A o %m_fgf,)(/\/? =¥
B. Verification of  documents e . j {
validating the above process (5) / D t’\J Cowect 3’
8.5.2 | Actions taken based | 10 Appropriate actions taken (10) —_— -
on the results of S L
evaluation of relevant
POs /PSOs
Total of Criterion 8: | 50 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 8:

'

9

P

Signature of Chairman
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Cra’terion 9: Student Support Systems (50)
SN Sub Criteria Max Evaluation Guidelines Marks Awarded Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide Justifications/
Marks Reasons)
Marks | Total Marks Grade
(Y,C,W,D)
9.1 Mentoring system | 5 Details of the mentoring system that 156 ;
to help at individual has been developed for the students chd AL C’chbo /‘»’g@ QA
level for various purposes and also state H )._?L L)L \'/ ! TR AL
the efficacy of such system (5) N b{ti‘_
try Ao Ba
9.2 Feedback analysis | 10 A. Methodology being followed for
and reward/ analysis of feedback and its Lf
corrective effectiveness (5) g 8 Y F ﬁ’u‘—z:al, ey’th«é/\fw
measures taken, if B. Record of corrective measures
any taken (5) L)L
9.3 Feedback on | 5 Feedback collection, analysis and
facilities corrective action (5) L" H Z_} \/ ﬂu‘;‘d 0(,
9.4 Self-Learning 5 A. Scope for self-learning (2) /
B. Self-learning facilities, materials 3 C mﬂfvmn/wf ;
for learning beyond syllabus, 3
Webinars, Podcast, MOOCs etc. Q. A A 2/ AMM J\A\/\FC—
and demonstrate its effective ) Cvecla (L LAl aﬂO
utilization (3) takenn Moo Fov .
9.5 Career Guidance, | 10 A. Availability of career guidance
Training, facilities (2) Z &7 C’d Con~dens 7\/LA(’(0VV‘C'¢
Placement B. Counseling for higher studies i'-“ ‘
(GATE/GRE, GMAT, etc.) (2) / % 8 \/ 0\:’\/\3 /’hﬂe /_) [AL Ca i
C. Pre-placement training (3) 3 : P Ty -
QE@V\M (/V\/‘-f TOUVTe
D. Placement process and support ) 'fL:
&5 2 ~ O
9.6 :E::;clrepreneurship 5 A. Entrepreneurship initiatives (3) 2 g\ Lo v t/\/\r /J/z:.c._,é'.—
B. Data on students benefitted (2) , 3 3 : Ty ant \«\f)/L t/v\'(/t/\lf’f*f‘-’ ’{
9.7. Co-curricular and | 10 A. Availability of sports and cultural
Extracurricular facilities (3) 3 GU 0(’/ NS /WC & / (‘M
Activities B. NCC, NSS and other clubs (3) 3 9 9 7/ o P L/\./\‘ i
C. Annual students’ activities (4) 3
Total of Critezrio?:7 50 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 9: 3 y

Sigm

~
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Cr'iterion 10: Governance, Institutional Support and Financial Resources (120) "
SN Sub Criteria Max Evaluation Guidelines Marks Awarded Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
Marks Total Marks Grade
marks (Y,C,W,D)
10.1 Organization, 55
Governance and
o Transparency
10.1.1 | State the Vision and | 5 A. Availability of the Vision & Mission statements -
Mission of the of the Institute (2) Q —kc\,fl,\ ANAL /ﬂlfé’
b B. Appropriateness/Relevance of the Statements Q. Lf MC, w'
| (3) Shntl 5/1. Z vvt/\
{| 10.1.2 | Availability of the | 25 Availability of a S5-year Strategic Plan cadll Do Af/f* ol .
Institutional
Strategic Plan and its l ‘;l } g
Effective
Implementation and Q EW/LCI— 57,1/\,‘,&4
Monitoring )
10.1.3 | Governing body, | 10 A. List the Governing Body Composition, senate, AL MM/{:A/Z‘L =
administrative and all other academic and administrative
setup, functions of bodies; their memberships, functions, and
various bodies, responsibilities; frequency of the meetings; 9%—
service rules participation details of external members and
procedures, attendance therein (4) 7
recruitment and B. The published service rules, policies and :;l
Promotional policies. procedures with year of publication (3) c
C. Minutes of the meetings and action-taken & 3 3 '
reports (3)
10.1.4 Decentralization in|5 A. Organizational Structure, List of Administrative
working and Committees and Administrative Heads who
grievance redressal have been delegated powers for taking I
mechanism administrative decisions (1) L’,
B. Specify the mechanism and composition of /
grievance redressal cell (1)
Action taken report as per ‘B’ above (3) &
10.1.5 | Delegation of [ 5 A. Financial powers delegated to the Principal,
financial powers Heads of Departments and relevant in-charges I
(2) 3
B. Demonstrate the utilization of financial powers 2_
for each of the assessment years (3)
10.1.6 | Transparency and | 5 A. Information on the policies, rules, processes is
availability of correct/ to be made available on web site (2) j
unambiguous B. Dissemination of the information about } 3
information in public student, faculty and staff (2)
domain C. Mandatory disclosure as per AICTE/AISHE on I
L the website. (1)
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e o »
SN - ' Sub Criteria Max Evaluation Guidelines Marks Awarded | Overall | Grade Observations of Evaluators (Provide |
o Marks marks | (Y,C,W,D) | Justifications/ Reasons) i
1 Marks | Total i
|[10.2" | Budget Allocation, | 15 / —
! Utilization, and Expenditure per student: ﬁo C)r’z’: & ‘QB
f Public Accounting / e
! at Institute level Fee per student : R- b 2100/ =
i| 10.2.1. | Adequacy of Budget | 5 A. Quantum of budget allocation for three yedrs ) i
_i allocation ) 2 /%\/\ z £ E"Cﬁ.zt( 0\/‘./ i
; B. Justification of budget allocated for three years 3 , % M i
o l v 4 : WC&M
b, e
10.2.2 | Utilization of allocated | 5 Budget utilization for three years (5) // . W
] funds 3
: 10.2.3 | Availability of the |5 Availability of Audited statements on website (5) P 8‘- L 4
| audited  statements b ( ,
! on the institute’s
i website
i 10.3. Program  Specific | 30 To be evaluated in consultation with program experts
i Budget Allocation,
| Utilization
i| 10.3.1. | Adequacy of budget | 10 A. Quantum of budget allocation for three years -
allocation (5) 2 el Ublsats on o oS
B. Justification of budget allocated for three years b P
| (5) & )5 W
‘; 10.3.2 | Utilization of allocated | 20 Budget utilization for three years (20)
funds ,O / D
10.4 Library 20
i| 10.4.1 | Quality of learning | 10 A. Availability of relevant learning resource .
resource (hard/soft) including e-resource and digital library (7) }—,L /[flé/a's é&\/\/\j\f\/d“‘(’ .
B. Access to student (3) 2 'é
10.4.2. | Internet 10 A. Available bandwidth (4) /_;p_ I b"’ Y
B. Wi Fi availability (2) .
C. Internet access in labs, classrooms, library and 2 C?
offices of all Departments (2)

D. Security mechanism (2) /

i Total of Criteria 10: | 120 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 10: ?lf C

Signature of Chairman




