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NATIONAL BOARD

4™ Floor, East Tower, NBCC Place, Bhisham Pitamah Marg, Pragati Vihar, Lodhi Road, New Delhi 110003 ACCREDITATION
File No. 26-11-2010-NBA | Date: 02.06.2023
To,

The Principal

Government Engineering College,
Thrissur, Kerala — 680009

Subject: Accreditation status of programs applied by Government Engineering College, Thrissur, Kerala —
680009, Karnataka.

Sir,

This has reference to your application I.D. No. 5265-18/01/2021 seeking accreditation by National Board
of Accreditation to the PG Engineering programs applied by Government Engineering College, Thrissur, Kerala —
680009.

2. An Expert Team conducted onsite evaluation of the programs from 17*"to 19" March, 2023. The report
submitted by the Expert Team was considered by the concerned Committees constituted for the purpose in NBA.

The Competent Authority in NBA has approved the following accreditation status to the programs as given in
the table below:

Sl N of the Basis of Accreditation Period of validity
Program(s) : Remarks
No. Evaluation Status :
(PG)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
8 Environrr?ental Accredited Acdarie Vaars ACCFEdI‘tatIO’I‘l status
Engineering 2023-2024 granted is valid for the
period indicated in
May 2017 to Col.5 or till th
2. | Power Systems | pocument Accredited 2025-2026 0l.> or till the program
. 2 has the approval of the
| Accredited — Competent Authority
ccredite : )
3. Process Control Upto 30062026 whichever is earlier
3. It may be noted that only students who graduate during the validity period of accreditation, will be
deemed to have graduated with an NBA accredited degree.
4, The accreditation status awarded to the programs as indicated in the above table does not imply that

the accreditation has been granted to Government Engineering College, Thrissur, Kerala — 680009 as a whole.
As such the Institution should nowhere along with its name including on its letter head etc. write that it is
accredited by NBA because it is program accreditation and not Institution accreditation. If such an instance
comes to NBA’s notice, this will be viewed seriously. Complete name of the program(s) accredited, level of
program(s) and the period of validity of accreditation, as well as the Academic Year from which the accreditation
is effective should be mentioned unambiguously whenever and wherever it is required to indicate the status of
accreditation by NBA.
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Contd./_

Tel: 491 11 2436 0620-22, 2436 0654; Telefax: +91 11 4308 4903
Website: https://www.nbaind.org | Email:membersecretary@nbaind.org
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above Programs is enclosed.

Yours faithfully,

Qeih

(Dr. Anil Kumar Nassa)

Member Secreta ry
Encls.; 1. Copy of Report of Chairman of the Visiting Team.

2. Copy each of Expert Reports of the Visiting Team.

Copy to:

1: The Director of Technical Education,
Padmavilasam Rd, Fort, P.O, Pazhavangadi,
Thiruvananthaguram, Kerala 695023

2. The Registrar
APJ Abdul Kalam Technological University, Kerala
CET Campus, Alathara Rd, Ambady Nagar,
Thfruvananthapuram, Kerala 695016

3. Accreditation File

4. Master Accreditation file of the State
|
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NATIONAL BOARD
i3 4™ Floor, East Tower, NBCC Place, Bhisham Pitamah Marg, Pragati Vihar, Lodhi Road, New Delhi 110003 + ACCREDITATION
File No: 26-11-2010-NBA Date: 02.06.2023
| TO, |
The Principal |

Government Engineering Ctinllege,
Thrissur, Kerala — 680009

Subject: Accreditation status of program applied by Government Engineering College, Thrissur,
Kerala — 6800089.

Sir, i

This has reference!to your application 1.D. No. 5265-18/01/2021 seeking accreditation by
National Board of Accreditation to PG Engineering programs applied by Government Engineering
College, Thrissur, Kerala — 680009.

2! An Expert Team conducted onsite evaluation of the programs from 17" to 19*" March, 2023.
The report submitted by the Expert Team was considered by the concerned Committees constituted
for the purpose in NBA. The Competent Authority in NBA has approved the following accreditation
status to the program as given in the table below:

SI. No. | Name of the Pragram(s) Basis of Evaluation Accreditation Status
(PG)
(1) (2) | (3) ' (4)

Computer Science &

Not Accredited *
Engineering May 2017 Document 1 .

i
* Observation made during the course of evaluation are indicated in Annexure to this letter.

3. A copy each of Report of Chairman of the Visiting Team and Evaluators’ report in respect of
the above program is enclosed.

|
4, If the Institute is not satisfied with the decision of NBA, it may appeal within thirty days of
receipt of this communication giving reasons for the same and by paying the requisite fee.

Yours faithfully

-

(Dr. Anil Kumar Nassa)
Member Secretary
Encls.:
1. Copy of Report of Chairman of the Visiting Team.
2. Copy of Expert Report of the Visiting Team.

Tel: +91 11 2436 0620-22, 2436 0654; Telefax: +91 11 4308 4903
Website: https://www.nbaind.org | Email:membersecretary@nbaind.org
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ANNEXURE

Government Engineering College, Thrissur, Kerala — 680009

Name of Program (s)
(PG)

Observations j

Computer Science & Engineering

No Professor with a Ph.D. degree with
expertise in the domain of the
program under consideration is
available in  CAY  (2021-2022).
Therefore, the program does not
meet on of the essential parameters
for accreditation for 3 years. )

cdrrtl
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NATIONAL BOARD
2 ACCREDITATION

Evaluator’s Visit Report
Postgraduate Engineering Program

Name of the Institution

(o Eﬁ«fp% Czr%-%& hvizsur
Name of.the Program

Pl - Prass Codm?

Visit Dates

\7f—l"7‘l( Mareh 2022

N

NATIONAL BOARD OF ACCREDITATION
NBCC Place, East Tower, 4th Floor, Bhisham Pitamah Marg,
_ _ Pragati Vihar, New Delhi 110003
Tel: +91 112430620-22; 01124360654, www.nbaind.org
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Program Evaluator Summary

Overview

The Expert team of National Board of Accreditation (NBA) conducted a three day accreditation visit from
O I?H’”Mﬂ'LLu s é\eﬂ% 293 Csllege. , Thyiwifo evaluate PG Engineering program
T 7

Pre visit meeting of the expert team was held on at \‘7/5:;'14% aj‘ 835—34“’\— to
exchange the respective findings with the evaluation team members, based on review of Self-

Assessment Report (SAR) and the pre-visit evaluation reports.

bt | v Peincipel
During the visit, the visiting team met with Heaﬁof the Institution/Dean '\’"-*’\C«t«.
The briefing on the institution was glven by “(hm ! and on the program was given by

the | . HDD 5 - Choraneak A & qLhi: it
evaluators also visited the various facd:ties of the program. Apart from comprehensive review of

documental evidences pertaining to various accreditation criteria, the visiting team also held meeting
and discussions with the following stakeholders (kindly tick).

Faculty E/ Alumni m/
Employers B/ Parents D

Staff B/ m/

members Students

5 0o ] The respective program

The Prugr Evaluatron Team f found that (general findings about the program to be mentioned)
dﬁ@!) Agvmw ona LG o P4 Wm*w/@\ﬂfz
pwtﬂM ' M_I’T"? ond, HSE,

,5 mwé“
YLQ/Q]&'“)(\% : VWUJL 7 m&t’/;? C’/Lﬂf[) tew ML&&“ = MMM
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Program Details
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Name of the Program Pa - VM [y )
Year of \ cl )
Commencement
Year Sanctioned Intake Actual Admitted
CAY (207 - 2022y ) \<°
CAY m1 (2020 - 202} ) 19 12
Student CAY m2 (2019 - 2022) | 14
Total Students in the 24
Programme 1% & 2" Year
i:\::a{::ged for CAY, CAYm1 and % (g@ @ 15 D
CAYm1l | CAYm2
Professor Z— 2
Associate
Regular
5 professor 7 | 7
Assistant S 6 &
professor
Professor = —
Associate " el i
Contractual professor '
Faculty Assistant Y I -
(Attach a Copy of professor
faculty list No. of PhD. available inthe dept. | _ = o O
compared with | Student - Faculty ratio averaged (@ 2op) ) et
Time Table) over CAY, CAYm1 and CAYm2 B U 5 [ 3 = l4b9
CAY CAYm1l
- Or PA . Slomdn D7 PA-Loloway
Professor 7 2 A—,:ge
Name of the faculty with the D}*D( 0““‘5‘59 W Th 2xp
domain specific w e D{_)vv\.m,;\ Ay
qualification for the program o AT
under consideration ‘@'T' chA M\th 'gf V&eﬁ
Associate . K <
Professor . lefyL_ (, P’!B?:
D ( c’/ln«'m
No. of years 2, 2oi a = F Do)
Previ First accreditation accredited for ‘T‘)’S L ? h
revious . _ 5=
accreditation ( if Witheffect from 25417
any) No. of years b
Previous accreditation accredited for
With effect from EE,

CAY: Current Academic Year
CAYm1: Current Academic Year minus 1= Current Assessment Year
CAYm?2: Current Academic Year minus 2= Current Assessment Year minus 1

Consideration of Contractual Faculty means:
All the faculty whether regular or contractual (except Part-Time), will be considered. The contractual faculty (doing
away with the terminology of visiting/adjunct faculty, whatsoever) who have taught for 2 consecutive semesters
in the 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 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.




Explicit observations about the program

(Please use additional sheets if necessary to elaborate)
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Department/Programme Specific Criteria:
[

Max. Marks
S. No. Criteria Remarks
Marks Awarded
1 Program Curriculum and 125 8‘-{
’ Teaching-Learning Processes
2 Program Qutcomes and Course 75 5 L{
) Qutcomes
3. Students’ Performance 75 bo
4. Faculty Contributions 75 Lf 0
5. Laboratories and Research 75 5L
Facilities
6. Continuous Improvement 75 Lo
TOTAL 500 g ol
\V _—_’_’_’_—’—)
Signature Signature

(Program Evaluator 1)

(Program Evaluator 2)




Declaration of Conformity with evaluator’s report by the Team Chair

| agree with the observations of the program evaluators on each criterion. m/

Or

1 agree with most of the obsekyvations of the program evaluators. However, | have following
comments to make on certain griteria:

Criteria

\

Comments

Institute Chair Professor &
Professor of Givil Engineering

; Deportment of Civil Engineering
Indion Institute of Technology Modras
Chennai - 600 036.




Part B-Program Assessment Worksheet

Program Level Criteria - To be Assessed by Evalutaor
Name of the Institution (45‘\5}‘ E”\H'Y\'\'EQ/HAQ &‘PE?Q, T]/\Y]SSU\( KQ'-(AtGL«

Name of the Program

Criterion 1: Program Curriculum and Teaching — Learning Processes (125)

Sk Max. : Marks Awarded |Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
S.No. Sub Criteria ik Evaluation Guidelines Miarks | Total Miarkes Justifications/ Reasons)
1.1. |Program Curriculum 35
191 State the process for designing the 10 Process used to demaonstrate how the program curriculum is evolved and
program curriculum periodically reviewed considering the POs.
Refer to SAR: Expectation in 1.1.2 & 1.1.3 is that the curriculum is well
; balanced structure & appropriate for a PG program.
) e i S In 1.1.2 look at the entire curriculum in detail. It shall allow an evaluator to
identify oddities (if any) at the individual course level.
Refer to SAR: Expectation in-1.1.2 & 1.1.3 is that the curriculum is well
113, State the components of the 10 balanced structure & appropriate for a PG program. In 1.1.3 the evaluator Overall
curriculum can see the distribution of credits amongst different components. It allows Wiarks for
him to decide if the curriculum is balanced Tl
Overall Judgement of the experts. The intent of this section is to arrive at a 5
judgment on whether or the program can allow attainment of Program
114, Overall quality and level of program 10 Qutcomes. As such it relies heavily on the domain expertise of the
curriculum : Evaluator. He alone can decide if the program, as given, is capable of
leading to PO attainment. Were the POs actually attained is to be
determined in a later section.

In case of affiliated institutions following criteria will be applicable for Program Curriculum:

In case of affiliated institutions marks will be on content beyond to cover the gaps; if any from the POs attainment perspective. It will also Include the weightage on efforts putin
to cover the gaps. The marks distribution will be as given below:

1.1, |Program Curriculum 35 A‘C}IU;LAE iz_h% % L\H-&L
L3

Process used to identify extent of

117 |compliance of the University . 8 2'6 e ‘E’jﬁf ﬂ‘?—“'iﬂ hpye

curriculum for attaining the Program

@
Outcomes Overall aﬁw )

Appropriateness of the gaps = Marls for
% 7 ;
1 identified g ‘3 2 1.1
1.1.3. |Actions taken to bridge the gap 10 7
o] | i s
i veral quality and level of program 10 7-5
curriculum

MNote: In case program is able to demonstrate the compliance of university curriculum in attaining the program outcomes, then the marks distribution will be as indicated for non-affiliated institutions.




o} Max. idell Marks Awarded |Overall Observations of Evaluatars (Provide
S.No. Sdb-Cntaria Marks Evaluation Guidelines Marks | Total | Marks lustifications/ Reasons)
1.2. |Teaching-Learning Processes 90
A. Process for end semester examination, internal semester question paper 5
setting, evaluation and effective process implementation (3) 22
Quality of end semester examination, : - = i ltf'
1.2.1. linternal semester question papers, 20 |B. Process to ensure questions from outcomes/learning levels perspective l
assignments and evaluation (3 -
C. Evidence of COs coverage in class tests/ Mid term tests. (7) 5
D. Quality of Assignment and its relevance to COs (7) 5
A. Very clear and concise objectives (5) ) l\‘\,ﬁf‘ﬁ-f M =) '(‘QFV,.A (’EJ(,
B. Very clear methodology, articulated using technical terms indicating all a5 :
steps and tools (5) TW&L‘ G‘_-éh !
C. Cites substantial current and good quality literature (4) 2 I (? M’_ - -
1.2.2. | Quality of student projects 30 |D. Clarity in design/setting up of experiment (4) 2- 57 N QF A A_JM-M,V\ agea. ’
E. Benchmarks used / Assumptions made (4) = l'j‘ 8 -
F. Interpretation of results and justification thereof and validity of the | 5 A
results presented (4)
G. Overall presentation of the report (4) 2.5 2 o
A. Industry supported laboratories (2) go « N2 \n CLUQ\YG M’WY’Q 3 'ﬁb
8. Industry involvement in partial delivery of any regular courses for . Overall ~ INNU‘P)\JM‘A L
students (1) Marks for | » ]\Sb \\‘\Cjiwt:t 'Q’Vj:
} . . . . ¥ . t k 1'2 ~ . -y
Initiatives related to industry tchlr:;[;afic(;?nalvsts of industry institute interaction and actions taken | Z AW PM_[J t , () \N/’a' {q
1.2.3. |interaction including indust 10
internshlp}summergtrainingw D. Industrial training/tours for students (1) 1 P Q},{ Lt .
E. Industrial /internship /summer training of more than two weeks and post | _— e
training Assessment (2) i jv\,ﬁb@w W’“‘L"Zf“’:’ W}_
F. Impact analysis of industrial training (1) co ;
G. Student feedback on initiative (2) o0
Participation of Industry
ionals in curriculum
1.2.4. rclessionuls inqure u : , 10 |Documentary Evidence 7 !
development, as examiners, in major ‘b
projects é-{ncl.&.dg_ *
; Qualitative judgement of the experts. Are the experiments so well
structured that these can be done by simply following the given set of ] 5' ! S'
’ : instructions?" One may not learn much in that case. Usefulness of
1.2.5. |Quality of laboratory work given 20
i PR laboratory work can be better evaluated by the amount of thought effort a
student is required to put in to complete the tasks. In that case learning can '
happen and POs can be attained.
Total of Criterion 1: 125 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 1] / H, & )
S

Sy




CHILENUIN £, FIUBrdIT UULCOMES ana Lourse uutcomes (/5)

2 AR Max, RN e Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
SR SRR Marks P IMSNS Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
A. Evidence of COs being defined for every course (3) 2 ] @) ~ < ? ’t;
- " - CA
; B. Availability of COs embedded in the syllabi (3) 2 Overall - amd s § h
ol Establish the connect between the - t 0O | marks for W\_od?ﬂ'ht m@ ﬂ
™" |courses and the POs C. Explanztion of Course Articulation Matrix table to be ascertained (3) 2L AN
- qﬂ'-EM:‘w;n
D.Explanation of Program Articulation Matrix tables to be ascertained (&) L\‘
2.2. |Attainment of Program OQutcomes 60 L’f Lf
Describe the assessment tools and A. List of zssessment tools & processes (10) 75
processes used to gather the data ~—| Overall
2.2.1. ¥ . : 20 . l -S
upon which the evaluation of B. The quality/relevance of assessment tools/processes used (10) 7 S Marks for
Program Outcome is based 2.2
oE ARG ISR WIER A. Verification of documents, results and level of attainment of each PO 99
222 ; 40 |(30) 29
observations -
B. Overall levels of attainment (10) 7 L7 N
Total of Criterion 2: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 2:|\ 5 L} )
™




wlLEl IV 250 JLUUENLS FEMOrmance (/73]

Sihin: Sl Eiiaits Max. Eenluation Guldeiiies Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
Marks Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons) i .
A. >= 80% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on Jim=—=
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic (&) + | _C_j_ 4{/%
year (20) |8 1B /o =
B. >= 60% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on ,L
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic ¥ 5o - 5
year(16) / 8 @
C. >= 50% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic
year (12) Qverall
3.1. |Enrolment Ratio through GATE 20 |D. >= 40% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on Marks for Mention Numbers
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic 31

year(8)

E. >= 20% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic
year(6)

\/ E.< 20% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on

average basis during the last three years starting from current academic
year(0)

GO

S.I. = Number of students completing program in stipulated duration/

ST =— J+o83 +0-9Y

: ) 3
33 Success Rate in the stipulated 20 Number of students admitted in first year of same batch; f& M(Jvnlara;l MerbionMNum >
" |period of the program Average S.1. = Mean of S.I. for the last 3 batches , o ar;sz o A'Va' ST -';'f"S", il.n;(%r}, - 1 &Y
Assessment points = 20 X Average 5., I & ’
1l
Assessment Points = 20 x average placement , i.e., (P1+P2+P3)/3 l Lf A1/a P &\Cﬂ"‘\&i = '1;5'8" -+ "i?; N
Placement Indzx (P) =[ (x +y + z)/N]; /
Placarnent, Migher studins ani where, x = Number ofstudenris placed in companies or Government sector \ Lj ‘ Lj Overall — 0 ‘\7! '}( 2{) =

2.3 Entreprenevrship 20 |y = Number of students pursuing Ph.D. / JRF/ SRF Marlks for Mention Numbers

z = No. of students turned entrepreneur in engineering/technology 33

N =Total number of students admitted in first year




i LR Max. Pt bl R Marks Awarded [Overall | Observations of Evaluators (Provide
T Marks e Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
3.4, | Professional Activities 15 la 5 &
Student’s  participation  in A. Avallability & activities of professional societies/chapters (3) 25 8 g) GZUJM&\J%, NI (F=D =
3.4.1. |Professional societies/chapters and 5  |B. Number, quality of engineering events (organized at institute) l 3 Overall
organizing engineering events I- i tate/ Nati i ¥ ‘
g geng B Leve if\stltute/S ate/ National/ lnternatlonalbLevels] {2} e P M -@t/emb&) M'arqu.i
A, Quality & Relevance of the contents and Print Material (3) | 3.4
g lesidanes pubh‘c:ations 10 B. Partic:patmnl of ?tudents fro.rn the program (2) | b
i C. List the publications along with the names of the authors and publishers, 3
etc.(5) ¥ eSS .
Total of Criterion 3: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 3: (L}- ') _)




LIITENOn 4: Facuity Lantributions (75)

Max. J ¢ Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
S.No. Sub Criteria Marks Evaluation Guidelines Marks | Total Marks Justlﬂcatinns! Reasons)
L 230, 39 4 20 J
*Marks to be given proportionaily from a maximum of 10 to a minimum of LS /
O:E?;:frframg:r::;l:frti:f;n 1.5.1.to 25:1, and z.ero for average SFR higher l 0 |0 ‘ O L/ é c?
5 on is given as below:
/| < = 15-10 Marks
<=17-09 Marks
< =19-08 Marks
< =21-07 Marks
<= 23- 06 Marks
<=25-05 Marks
>25.0-0 Marks
Consideration of Contractual Faculty means: Overall
4.1. | Student-Faculty Ratio (SFR) 10  |All the faculty whether regular or contractual (except Part-Time), will be arks for
considered. The contractual faculty (doing away with the terminology of 4.1
i visiting/adjunct faculty, whatsoever) who have taught for 2 consecutive
: semesters in the 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.
2.5hall be appointed on full time basis and worked for consecutive two
semesters during the particular academic year under consideration.
3.should have gone through an appropriate pracess of selection and the
records of the same shall be made available to the visiting team during NBA
visit
Faculty competencies in the area of -—
i Program Specialization 30 S w er/'W-P-EJJ’/“QM
F i i -
421 a?::.hy competency in the domain 6 07 Ma;k; G D{_ R "‘370 be Ezv\.lf\ﬂa
4.2.2 [Faculty Research Publication 10 o 7—1 i 0 e = 3 !
4.2.3. |Faculty Development work 10 o ; 2 ' ' Q\u“"oﬁ (’a‘ Mk CG“UIM
Faculty as participants in Faculty
development /training activities Overall
4.3, /STTPs 5 Relevance of Training Program l-'f Miarks for
4.3,

He
ol
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: vIax. " A Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
S:No. Al Orl b Marks Evalution Suldelnes Marks ] Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
4.4. |Research and Development 30 1
Funded research from outside; Cumulative for CAYm1, CAYm2 and CAY m3: e& M
Amount >50Lacs 15 Marks, =
Amount >40 and <50Lacs - 10 Marks, - ; b‘,\
441 | Sponsared Research = Amount >30 and <40Lacs - 5 Marks, o | B0 O b Mmajm“ b —
Amount>15and <30Lacs - 2 Marks, Overall YQ«’VM;‘M—GO— (fw C,G\«,QU_Q/LGW‘{
\pfmount< 15 Lacs - 0 Mark Marks for Mention numbers
Consultancy; Cumulative for CAYm1, CAYm2 and CAY m3: 5— b_ﬂ 4.4, M < PMM ~Npoest C/L.
i Amount>10 Lacs 15 Marks,
Amount<10 and > 8 Lacs 10 Marks, :
4.4.2. | Consultancy (From Industry) 15 |Amount< 8 and >6 Lacs 8 Marks, 235"1 Q? M
w~TAmount < 6 and >4 Lacs 5 Marks,
Amount< 4 and >2 Lacs 2 Marks,
Amount <2 Lacs 0 Mark
Total of Criterion 4: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 4:} L7 >




iU 2. LauULaLUlIES @8N0 Kesearcn racilities (75)
K Max. Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide ¥
5.No Sub Criteria Evaluation Guidelines
e Marks Marks | Total Marks lustifications/ Reasons)
A. Adequate well-equipped laboratories to run all the program-specific } 15 i)
Adequate and well equipped curriculum (20) : Overall
5.1. |laboratories in area of Program 30 Q_.__B Marks for
|specialization B. Availability of adequate and qualified technical supporting staff (10) & 2%41
Overall o %
5.5, |Research facilities / center of S0 20 3 &| marks for No Me) -E?qca@f)mLQ.f
excellence 5 220
liti Qverall
5.3, Act.:ess to laboratory faci !ttes, 15 I I | l Marks for
training in the use of equipmeant ” N
Total of Criterion 5: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 5:f (% 'L} )
Criterion 6: Continuous Improvement (75)
Sing sub Criters Max. Bk stinaution Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide _ :;_'
i s Marks NBIgEon Bl Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons) /L{/ i
, A. Documentary Evidence of POs attainment levels (10) '7 Cverall "‘Nb Vi M"—V‘- P “"m”m:;:t ]
Actions taken based on the results 0% alfos M
6.1, : ! 25 e | 7_ Marks for (R RN
of evaluation of each of the POs B. ldentification of gaps/shortfalls (5) S t?"ﬁ 1 » %:?(
i C. Plan of action to bridge the gap and its Implementation (10) 7 ;
I Overall ~ = I—
6.2. [Improvement in quality of projects 10 8 £ | marks for P’Yﬂefh p\{“‘“’e‘%“ﬁ% L’W‘EF}“U/“‘D
62
. A. Improvement in Placements numbers, quality, core hiring industry and. 7 I m i. 5 [ded,-
6.3 Improvement ianIacement, Higher 10 ga“; packsges IS}_ PR T PhO - 3 MOVTF&;' = &l j"eﬂ/
2. Istudies anid Entrbgransdrship “:rlnprlovement in Higher Studies admissians for pursuing . in premier | arks for | ; m‘}f& e.u,yycv\_lg I Ol
institutions (3) 5 6.3 =
C. Improvement in number of Entrepreneurs (2) oD “ﬂ?&ﬁ{e‘
; ; ; ; Overall ~ o E’ ofor =
i Improvement in the quality of i Assessment s based on improvement in terms of ranks/score in GATE 32- Q— Marks for N'D 1WA LYS (1% YL 55 em
" |students admitted to the program examination G{ji o ﬁ ﬂ d AT s
Improvement in quality of paper 5 | overall mm MT“ ;ﬂ A pa_é,lil,:\
B publication 10 b Marlks for W ] .|
6.5 XBOpTh_ b"\LMVM ' $€ T dew T
Querall 7 N i
6.6. |Improvement in laboratories 10 6 é) garkg for Mﬂ\ﬂl’ W&"ﬂg w U< i
Z i
ol g A rmainn anrea_To be o.éd{]gfi : i
Total of Criterion 6: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 6] (.| ,. 7y i
]
i
o
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Team composition
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Name of the Chairperson: D, S Mb/\m-z

Designation:

Pes:

oY

Program 1: IOC;— %mmmw G,ma%n-,.eemrﬁz

Program evaluator 1
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Program evaluator 2
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ot ]
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Program evaluator 1
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Program evaluator 2
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Program3: > - [rrocess Cz_‘yr)‘,‘rq

Program evaluator 1
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[ Y
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Institute Details

Year of Establishment: ICI W

Physical Infrastructure and Ambience:

Number of programs being run in the Institute*:

(i) ue- OF
(i) PG-_IR

Total Number of Students:

(i) InUG programs- G40
(i) InPG programs-_ 2.7

Name of programs applied for accreditation

(i) P6— @mﬁmkﬂ Q@a@ua)e@ ™ ’33
i) _P6 — Frwoey Sy<iemnss
(i) P& — {Arocegs

(V) __PG - Combutln, Seieme Q%Qrmeaw?j’

(v)

*to be verified from SAR




EVALUATION CRITERIA

AWARD OF ACCREDITATICN FOR THE PG ENGINEERING PROGRAMS

Accreditation for 6 years:

i;

ii.

iii.

iv.

Program should score greater than or equal to 375 with 60 per cent in each criteria.

Number of Ph.D. available in the department should be greater than or equal to 30 per cent
of the required number of faculty, averaged over two academic years i.e. Currént Academic
Year (CAY) and Current Academic Year Minus One (CAYM1).

Faculty student ratio in the department under consideration should be less than or equal to
1:20, averaged over three academic years i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY), Current Academic
Year Minus One (CAYM1) and Current Academic Year Minus Two (CAYM2).

At least two Professors or one professor and one associate professor on regular basis with a
Ph.D. degree having expertise in the domain of the Program under consideration should be
available for two academic years i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY) and Current Academic Year

Minus One (CAYM1).

Accreditation for 3 yvears:

iii.

iv.

Program should score greater than or equal to 300 with 50 per cent in Criterion-1V (Faculty
Contribution).

Corresponding UG Program should be accredited by NBA.

In case of Tier 1, the corresponding UG Engineering program should have been granted
with at least 3 Compliances (Y) for the SAR with 9 criteria and 4 Compliances (Y) for the
SAR with 10 criteria or In case of Tier II, the corresponding UG Engineering program should
have been granted with at least 650 marks out of 1000.

At least two Professors or one professor and one associate professor on regular basis with
e ———— oA A
Ph.D. qualification with expertise in the domain of the Program under consideration should

be available for two academic years i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY) and Current Academic
Year Minus One (CAYM1).
The department should have at least two faculty having Ph.D. qualification for two academic
year i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY) and Current Academic Year Minus One (CAYM1).
Faculty Student Ratio in the department under consideration should be less than or equal
to 1:25, averaged over three academic year i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY), Current

Academic Year Minus One (CAYM1) and Current Academic Year Minus Two (CAYM2)

No Accreditation

If the program fails to meet the criteria for award of accreditation for three years, it is

awarded “Not Accredited” Status




Name of the Program 1: PG R QMV;’V‘O’“?‘F'JQM"}*\L é’a%ﬂjtem'ﬂ:\-f

Marks given by Evaluators:

U

e Max. Marks
Remarks
5. No Criteria Marks Awarded
1 Progr:?m Curriculum and 125 i
) Teaching-Learning Processes

Program Outcomes and Course 75
& Outcome 5¥
3. | Students’ Performance 75 54~
4. Faculty Contributions 75 &4

Laboratories and Research 75
5. Facilities 5-4-
6. Continuous Improvement 75 4

500

TOTAL

341

L. >

stitute Choir Professer &
tolessor of Civil Enginesring

Signatur®r. 5. MOHAN

F Deportment of Civl Engineering
{ndion Institute ot Technelogy Madies
Chennai - 600 03¢.

Environmeniul and Woter Resourtes Engineering




Name of the Program 2:

e e b e ot P

Marks given by Evaluators:

PG — foer 5’33%

Max. Marks
: iteri Remarks
S.No Criteria Maiks Awarded
1 Program Curriculum and 125 e
’ Teaching-Learning Processes
- | Program Outcomes and Course 75
% Outcome 4— g
3. Students’ Performance 75 3!
4. | Faculty Contributions 75 4+
Laboratories and Research 75
5. Facilities 5?
6. | Continuous Improvement 75 4-4-
TOTAL 500 320
2 Dr. S. MOHAN
i Institute Chair Professor &
Professor of Civil Engineering

| Environmentul ond Water Resources Engineering
7 Department of Civil Engineering
Indion Institute of Technology Madras
Chennoi - 600 036.




Name of the Program 3: PG - P"E‘OCE,gg CE)’!?M

Marks given by Evaluators:

b Max. Marks
S. No. Criteria Remarks
Marks Awarded
1 Progrgm Curricu:alurn and 125 8 4_
Teaching-Learning Processes
Program Outcomes and Course 75
- Outcome E+
3. | Students’ Performance 75 4-5
4. | Faculty Contributions 75 40
Laboratories and Research 75
5. Facilities 5—4'
6. | Continuous Improvement 75 4-0
TOTAL 500 32

C—_ Dr.S.MOHAN

Institute Choir Professor &
Professor of Civil Engineering

Signature
{Chairman)

Deportment of Civil Engineering
indion institute of Technology Madras
Chenaci - 600 036.

2 Environmenta! and Woter Resources Engineering




Name of the Program 4: PCB — Com #H_ﬂ@‘f Ses emde. lg‘ Qb(}}wiﬁ)eafﬂ’!ﬁ

Marks given by Evaluators:

1) . Max. Marks
S. No. Criteria Remarks
Marks Awarded

1 Progra_lm Currictlxlum and 125 8[
Teaching-Learning Processes

2. Program Outcomes and Course 75 5—,
Outcome

3. | Students’ Performance 75 50

4, Faculty Contributions 75 i 3
Laboratories and Research 75

> | Fadilities 51

6. | Continuous Improvement 75 45

TOTAL 500 319

Z Dr. S. MOHAN

Signature nstitute Choir Fr:!Eess_or 5
i of Civil Enginearing o
(Chairman) E::l:::‘:; antl ond ﬁm, Resourcas Engingening

/3 Department of Civil Engineering
<4 ]::ila institute of Technology Madios
Chenasi - 600 036




Overall Observations

1
: NSO Name of the Program Intake Admissions StudeRn;;l;':culty—|
| car | cams | camms | AL | et o,
|
1 |Po-€ov Cogmeenng 18 | I8 18 8 [F:1)
2 |Po-RuwexSyakome | (8 8 |18 [7.83 % /- /350
| 3 PC;—P«MCD’*M (g /8 JZ (8~ 1469
| 4 PG ~Gormptifiss Seremesl 9 12 | Ig 1& 1% 59

e  Also, see the evaluator’s re@rt for the above parameters and if you disagree with the same,

kindly give your comment.

2. About the progress since last accreditation (to be filled for institutes who have

applied for re- accreditation) __ ;
Lab  Accvedi lhm

3. Observation on general facilities and about the programs.
a8 s
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4, Status of imbibi
of imbibing of outcome based accredit
itation.
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Dr. S. MOHAN
s nstitute Choir Professor &
N Professor of Civil Engineering
%) Eavironmentol and Water Resources Engineering
/5 Deportment of Civil Engineering
indion Institute of Tethnology Medas

Chennoi - 600 036.




PART A NZH

MNATIONAL BOARD
St ACCREDITATION

Evaluator’s Visit Report
Postgraduate Engineering Program

Name of the Institution

Goveynmemny Eﬂg&neev'\ﬁj (o\\eqe

Thrissur €ER0009 Kevalq

Name of.the Program

M Teehn ((Emvivonwmental Em%neen‘hj)
J
Visit Dates

\7-18-19 Mavch 20273

NATIONAL BOARD OF ACCREDITATION
NBCC Place, East Tower, 4th Floor, Bhisham Pitamah Marg,
_ Pragati Vihar, New Delhi 110003
Tel: +91 112430620-22; 01124360654; www.nbaind.org




e e T e R R L e

Program Evaluator Summary

Overview

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

\7 \ 3 to 19/3 [Qxb:&-ﬁ;‘:ﬁ%‘ k

| Evvivd wisentat Bnginee r
: N

CoWepe  Thvisswr _] to evaluate PG Engineering program
]

Pre visit meeting of the expert team was held on at 17 2:.2% a4 %0 A to
exchange the respective findings with the evaluation team members, based on review of Self-
Assessment Report (SAR) and the pre-visit evaluation reports.

During the visit, the visiting team met with Head of the Institution/Dedn __ ®~ BDinduw G R
The briefing on the institution was given by _»r Bindu G R and on the program was given by
the |- ®r: -Nowshaj ia‘ SR Mend od i ot Do J IThe respective program
evaluators also visited the various facilities of the program. Apart from comprehenswe review of
documental evidences pertaining to various accreditation criteria, the visiting team also held meeting
and discussions with the following stakeholders (kindly tick).

Faculty E( Alumni E/
Employers E/ Parents E/
Staff IE/ E/
members _ . Students

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

(zovt QTJM;!_M{! Thissur 15 PMHliaked Lo
ABLT Techno Guuod univerty keda ard wan hrMaplas/
LA 4 19 > « The P& Prny n Envirnat Sy WNan Shedre
YN 167  ard  har onmkel o Eglie n ST Slerh
'ﬂ«-&u—; TAA visif Ik b fn d‘&qs,_,{ Ved Bl et P(T

_Puapme=s on ENVIP I Cor ha. s a de i albs quw,gr_ﬂ»{

el fua\oﬁ'(-(/\ oo .(‘I-':f/.{._ o

(}:i:’::rz: U {]J'L( ; ﬁfo/rrx M—-I’ . TK-L beﬂ'c-& V?‘Puh QM Q—-'(.Ptc L(
on d Gl Dvgpet  Note 13 ey olome o
(Jh\df ﬁLh..-/{ Yesd &ad!uh ;“"1‘ P'WHP\-—( b A

T
CCOANt ST 2 (?ﬂ/ Ehr e ;M ;-") //’- 2.0 Zg .

4
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; rogram Details

Name of the Program
Year of
Commencement 199 7
Year Sanctioned Intake Actual Admitted
CAY (2021-2022) 42 e Y
CAY m1 (2020-202)) 12 12
Student CAY m2 (2013 -2020) 12 _ i8
Total Students in the - 86 :
Programme 1% & 2™ Year
Averaged for CAY, CAYm1 and (8
CAYm2 .
CAY CAYm1l | CAYm2
Professor oc o9 12
Regular Associate o (0 12
professor :
Assistant e o2 oL
professor _
Professor =i - - i
Associate = - -
Contractual professor
Faculty Assistant
ocC © 095
(Attach a Copy of professor >
faculty list No, of PhD. available in the dept.
compared with | Student - Faculty ratio averaged 4744
Time Table) over CAY, CAYm1 and CAYm2 ’
CAY CAYml
¥ Meexa V 3, Meeva V
Professor
Name of the faculty with the
domain specific
qualification for the program 1 Br Minimol [1. > Minimel
under consideration - 9 e J0samony| 2. dr SoSANET
Associate 5 D AL Seeld3 3¢ A L NeEehe
Profes LT
raressot: s p:_.?%_:.“}h\q Jt?w{ e a &
<. Pl Meeway| 5 - el Meeve
No. of years 3
; eoxes
= i itati accredited for 7
Praviolis First acqredltatson : oy
accreditation ( if With effact fram
any) ‘No. of years -
Previous accreditation accredited for
With effect from ~

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

Consideration of Contractual Faculty means:
All the faculty whether regular or contractual (except Part-Time), will be considered. The contractual faculty (doing
away with the terminology of visiting/adjunct faculty, whatsoever) who have taught for 2 consecutive semesters
in the 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 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. |

- e




© Explicit observatiori?s about the program

(Please use additional shec'?ts if necessary to elaborate)

Program title_ M- 7ecs . C‘E_nvlmnmd—pﬂ Q?h'an.ud)

Strengths:
1. _The Psp r,?gmw-e M W J‘CCL--L_Q:J Y'f'/{-)\! @)

ond  wetl aw,wa,,-! r—awm cweu e, mmﬁh,,
3, . dki ‘Eh'ra,t_ﬂmeu velbio uun’i\ Gule 1S glin

el

3. Sveeeen 'fa't! N et Sblfﬁuﬁc(}i '/::au.,c—d 18

%,e—mﬂ(
4 //ch"fcﬁ w1 Hn pru;w-,} CinppeleNncte i
Lve vﬁln’\maJ‘h Mree  gued A0
5. T gmee[B,  Aan Yz) o of  Sporeder)
Proﬂm}q |

£ W ah e,(u,‘)p«-a’ Lels Quc./uale for FU PL{/

Weakness/Areas of improvement:
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A 7 ond L0 yecln 15 Lexd
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' Deficiencies:

1. %cl«stl«j -/hctitale g rnfiacbion  heo d s

,r/w-}h W/ 0 e X 4

Other Observations, if any:

1.

A
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EVALUATION CRITERIA

AWARD OF ACCR:EDITATION FOR THE PG ENGINEERING PROGRAMS

Accreditation for 6 years:

i. Program should score greater than or equal to 375 with 60 per cent in each criteria.

ii. Number of Ph.D. available in the department should be greater than or equal to 30 per
cent of the required number of faculty, averaged over two academic years i.e. Current
Academic Year (CAY) and Current Academic Year Minus One (CAYM1).

iii. Faculty student ratio in the department under consideration should be less than or
equal to 1:20, averaged over three academic years i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY),
Current Academic Year Minus One (CAYM1) and Current Academic Year Minus Two
(CAYM2).

iv. At least two Professors or one professor and one associate professor on regular basis
with a Ph.D. degree having expertise in the domain of the Program under consideration
should be available for two academic years i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY) and

Current Academic Year Minus One (CAYM1).

Accreditation for 3 vears:

i. Program should score greater than or equal to 300 with 50 per cent in Criterion-IV
(Faculty Contribution).

ii. Corresponding UG Program should be accredited by NBA.

iii. In case of Tier I, the corresponding UG Engineering program should have been
granted with at least 3 Compliances (Y) for the SAR with 9 criteria and 4 Compliances
(Y) for the SAR with 10 criteria or In case of Tier II, the corresponding UG Engineering
program should have been granted with at least 650 marks out of 1000.

iv. At least two Professors or one professor and one associate professor on regular basis
with Ph,D, qualification with expertise in the domain of the Program under
consideration should be available for two academic years i.e. Current Academic Year
(CAY) and Current Academic Year Minus One (CAYMI).

v. The department should have at least two faculty having Ph.D. qualification for two
academic year i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY) and Current Academic Year Minus
One (CAYM1).

vi. Faculty Student Ratio in the department under consideration should be less than or
equal to 1:25, averaged over three academic year i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY),

Current Academic Year Minus One (CAYM1) and Current Academic Year Minus Two

(CAYM2)

No Accreditation

If the program fails to meet the criteria for award of accreditation for three years, it is
awarded “Not Accredited” Status




Department/Programme Specific Criteria:

Max.

Marks

S. No. Criteria Remarks
Marks Awarded

Program Curriculum and 125

1. : . i 8)
Teaching-Learning Processes

2 Program Outcomes and Course 75 57

' Qutcomes

3. Students’ Performance 75 54

4. Faculty Contributions 75 &4
Laboratories and Research 75

> | Facilities | S4&

6. Continuous Improvement 75 A7

TOTAL 500 241

%&
”f' GAdsd k:"ﬂ”/}

Sighature
(Program Evaluator 1)

AL

(V’fnoq ™ 'T'o‘-'lc_a\'*)
=

Signature
(Program Evaluator 2)




Declaration of Conformity with evaluator’s report by the Team Chair

| agree with the observations of the program evaluators on each criterion. l S Z

Or
| agree with most of the obgervations of the program evaluators. However, | have following
comments to make on certalgq criteria:

Criteria Comments -

instityte Chair Professer &

N Prolassor of Gvil Enginesting o
Environmental snd Vioter Resourcas Enginesting
7 depoiiment of Civil Engineering

\ndian institute of Technelogy Madras

Chennoi - 600 036.




Part B-Program Assessment Worksheet
Program Level Criteria - To be Assessed by Evalutaor

Name of the Institution_Gavr ©mada Collepe "Thvisswuy ‘
Name of the Program __+4 Tech ( SR Ui amon gt al Ehé{“ee*ﬂﬂg)

Criterion 1: Program Curriculum and Teaching — Learning Processes (125)
Max. ks i i
S.No. sub Criteria ax Eealiation Guitelings Marks Awarded |Overall Observatu?r!s of' Evaluators (Provide
Marks Marks 1 Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
1.1. |Program Curriculum 35
111 State the process for designing the 10 Process used to demonstrate how the program curriculum is evolved and
™" |program curriculum periodically reviewed considering the POs. \ \
Refer to SAR: Expectation in 1.1.2 & 1.1.3 Is that the curriculum is well
balanced structure & appropriate for a PG program.
1.1.2. |structure of the Curriculum 5 ?p P ; : P _g
In 1.1.2 look at the entire curriculum in detail. It shall allow an evaluator to
identify oddities (if any) at the individual course level.
Refer to SAR: Expectation in 1.1.2 & 1.1.3 s that the curriculum is well \
e State the components of the 10 balanced structure & appropriate for a PG program. In 1.1.3 the evaluator Overall
7 leurriculum can see the distribution of credits amongst different components. It allows Marks for
him to decide if the curriculum is balanced 1.3
Overall Judgement of the experts. The intent of this section is to arrive at a
judgment on whether or the program can allow attainment of Program
114 Overall quality and level of program 10 Outcomes. As such it relies heavily on the domain expertise of the
7 leurriculum Evaluator. He alone can decide if the program, as given, is capable of
leading to PO attainment. Were the POs actually attained is to be
determined in a later section.

In case of affiliated institutions following criteria will be applicable for Program Curriculum:

In case of affiliated institutions marks will be on content beyond to cover the gaps; if any from the POs attainment perspective. It will also include the weightage on efforts putin
to cover the gaps. The marks distribution will be as given below:

1.1. |Program Curriculum 35
Process used to identify extent of Ela\weorare \311)(959 is a\?%ﬂ:ﬁf’-{
compliance of the University 5 \ " N o 18 R
: e wsnthd
1A curriculum for attaining the Program 10 7 7 lo 3‘ N q]
Outcomes Overall - Pk o cess
: Woed |
- Appropriateness of the gaps . 2 n Marks for ﬁ”‘u(’s \er?{-e(:‘. ‘\‘{‘:\r{
12 i dentified 11 lg wov- € .
ent Aot o \‘C\te‘ﬂ e bn
1.1.3. |Actions taken to bridge the gap 10 -} 5 Q_.Q- %CUP ‘;“g\,\{{\‘[\'.@_“k—) &
Q_P—Q_e_t_'(\k\a"‘f_"f\-@_ﬁg V5 ~M OV
114, Overall quality and level of program 10 7 7 V‘Q—s\‘{"{eo"i 5
curriculum hrevall leedame ) ,Some \a cupne

ok €Yo o wmeer ol PPg b
Note: In case program is able to demonstrate the compliance of university curriculum in attaining the program outcomes, then the marks distribution will be as indicated for non-affiliated institutions.

B = A

( 59% C\"ma; ™ T:xfbﬂ"‘ )




Max.

Marks Awarded |Overall

OUbservations of tvaluators (Froviae

S.No. Sub Criteria Evaluation Guidelines !
Marks Marks I Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
1.2. [Teaching-Learning Processes 90 g .
i P . & Process ftor o dera on /
A. Process for end semester examination, internal semester question paper ‘oS
W o AP exs
setting, evaluation and effective process implementation (3) 2 evaluakie
Quality of end semester examination, 1o evnoure OC LEd o
1.2.1. |internal semester question papers 5g |B- Process to ensure questions from outcomes/learning levels perspective 9 ,1% ?mr_e;% \:i'rs = v
; Y ¢ 3) o ®P ex\
assignments and evaluation ( ) N Lo
C. Evidence of COs coverage in class tests/ Mid term tests. (7) = Do cuvnn entonga AVar \able
ce~e e {+ H€s¥S .
D. Quality of Assignment and its relevance to COs (7) lT Ass Sm*w-\e\n\‘% ~eo\evant o
el wprot et T MEe
A. Very clear and concise objectives (5) A W F v
B. Very clear methodology, articulated using technical terms indicating all 2 CO akbasnme» e i
steps and tools (5) Au a.\l."') ol 3)‘“5\{“% pﬂa <lelz 9|
C. Cites substantial current and good quality literature (4) 2 le B weed o {
1.2.2. | Quality of student projects 30 |D. Clarity in design/setting up of experiment (4) 3 22 £ . SUPRLIY 1 2 ﬂ‘e
E. Benchmarks used / Assumptions made (4) 2 :"‘ eve el PP N o a vdqs
F. Interpretation of results and justification thereof and validity of the q ARA &“5\7
results presented (4)
G. Overall presentation of the report (4) =) i
A. Industry supported laboratories (2) (@] No ™ alus*h7 favobhrernent= It
B. Industry involvement in partial delivery of any regular courses for o Overall olev&' SREa &@ \ab e 5
students (1) Marks for delivery A ¢ uv ¥l el uw [
o . C. Impact analysis of industry institute interaction and actions taken 1.2 7 4,
Initiatives related to industry thereof (1) O \ Shudew\s have Aone oY
b
1.2.3. |interaction including industr 10 O . %
i § iy D. Industrial training/tours for students (1) A A9 Lewo yvisive A= W™ Ausirz
internship/summer training e = —
E. Industrial /internship /summer training of more than two weeks and post o)
training Assessment (2)
F. Impact analysis of industrial training (1) O
G. Student feedback on initiative (2) (@) . TS
Participati Ve ‘7' RM\HD\ PCULX\C\?
pation of Industry v\ e A-Ev*Q_\ cp™eh
z s : h 0 Y -
professionals in curriculum . a T LAy - : ~2f e}
1.24. 10 |Documentary Evid 0 wiwodtee B~ P
development, as examiners, in major ey SNcE 3 oo PM\\C‘P 3 |
projects e vedwain o
; b 7 . \_p(v{(;\l\ Y |
Qualitative judgement of the experts. Are the experiments so well PR \- Ewne A = ©
structured that these can be done by simply following the given set of " Jdone. i
instructions?" One may not learn much in that case. Usefulness of AD D ove oy e\ AVLE
1.2.5. |Quality of laboratory work given 20 Y. Srudewntkt ave L i
laboratory work can be better evaluated by the amount of thought effort a ‘47 FiR Hao — il
student is required to put in to complete the tasks. In that case learning can na N i / [ ) r’
h k ~oCees 4o sSe X {
appen and POs can be attained. 3 5 '(’ e avae=+s i
Coe 0nCY ih ! i
Total of Criterion 1: 125 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 1:] 771 i

b

e

et i




Criterion 2: Program Outcomes and Course Outcomes (75)
Max. . SR rks Awarded i i
s.No. sub Criterla ax Ealiation Guldeniaes Ma warde Overall Dbser\.'atu:fr[s of_ Evaluators (Provide
Marks Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons) )
A, Evidence of COs being defined for every course (3) i) Cos defined & poa =
lability of bedded in the syll > By ANAS. - * il
. Availabili (6] i i " i
» Establish the connect between the . B. Availability of COs embedded in the syllabi (3) 5 " “:Jvirafil r Kews X g ayaF e DN““Q.A
-1 i - : d ; arks fo ) !
courses and the POs C. Explanation of Course Articulation Matrix table to be ascertained (3) 31 bar- o ex ?\ e TR
- <\
D.Explanation of Program Articulation Matrix tables to be ascertained (6) 3 A i E 'l 7

2.2. |Attainment of Program Outcomes 60
Describe the assessment tools and A. List of assessment tools & processes (10) Q A sse g5 Wen’ +oo\y %
221 processes used to gather the data 20 . Overall Fr-ace‘ss es Aekw ed ¥
*“** |upon which the evaluation of B. The quality/relevance of assessment tools/processes used (10) Z \& Marks for o yeleveant.
Program Outcome is based 2.2
: — - B i B
O A. Verification of documents, results and level of attainment of each PO 2% 20 AG PO arxyarw—? ~ \o,waf Egmq\— g
222: | bservations R - Ao TR Ao ava\atls
8. Overall levels of attainment (10) b
Total of Criterion 2: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 2: ol |

det A

m—
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Criterion 3: Students’ Performance (75)

S N6 sub Criteria Max Evaluation Guldelines Marks Aw;rded Overall Ubsenratio.ns of Evaluators (Provide
Marks Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
A, >= 80% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on .
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic
year (20)
B. >= 60% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic
year(16)
C. »= 50% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic
year (12) Overall
3.1. |Enrolment Ratio through GATE 20 [D. >= 40% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on Marks for Mention Numbers
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic | 1& |16 3.1 > t
year(8) %}Q_/ ) 1/.'&*‘ fz\g} 13
E. >= 20% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on A6 1%
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic
> 0.69
year(6)
E.< 20% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic
year(0)
S.I. = Number of students completing program in stipulated duration/ o {W/l 4 ) g/\ e A 5./ L Ei « j‘é’ X210
Success Rate in the stipulated Number of students admitted in first year of same batch; 3
3.2 20 20 | 2.0 | marks for Mention Numbers
period of the program Average S.1. = Mean of S.1. for the last 3 batches 32
Assessment points = 20 X Average S.1. S o w 19.60
Assessment Points = 20 x average placement, i.e., (P1+P2+P3)/3 E‘DA X0 ANOKO & +0+
Placement Index (P) =[ (x +y + z)/N]; R, —_— % —
Blaceraent; Higher stidies snd where, x = Number of students placed in companies or Government sector Overall 12 18 \&
3.3, Entrepren;urship 20 |y=Number of students pursuing Ph.D. / IRF/ SRF A AO | marks for Mention Numbers Y 2D
2 = No. of students turned entrepreneur in engineering/technology 33
[N
N = Total number of students admitted in first year L R 101

NS

o




S.No. Sub Criteria e Evaluation Guidelines Marks Awaraes v O O S e R RS
Marks Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
3.4. | Professional Activities 15 : .
Student’s participation in A. Availability & activities of professional societies/chapters (3) 2 c-\’\“-\o‘i"’-""S £ \sT Q" ’ v E S Q\ -
3.4.1. |Professional societies/chapters and 5 |B. Number, quality of engineering events (organized at institute) (] 3 O exis’ Lo achwnes N SN —
organizing engineering events Level- Institute/State/ National/ International Levels) (2) 1 Marz:afor o -
A. Qua!ity &.Rele\rance of the contents and Print Material (3) 2 3.4 grudeny F’“\o\ Veaont av|
22 letudaniis puiications 10 B. Participation of Students from the program (2) 1 0% veey \@as
C. List the publications along with the names of the authors and publishers, 2 08 7
etc.(5)
Total of Criterion 3: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 3:| S &y

Dot

o




Criterion 4: Faculty Contributions (75) B
S Ho T Max. Eisiuation Gutdelines Marks Awarded| Overall Ohsewatior}s of Evaluators (Provide
Marks Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
«IMarks to be given proportionally from a maximum of 10 to a minimum of
05 for average SFR between 15:1 to 25:1, and zero for average SFR higher
than 25:1. Marks distribution is given as below:
<=15-10 Marks
<=17-09 Marks
< =19-08 Marks
<=21-07 Marks
<=23- 06 Marks ;
< = 25-05 Marks {559’ _\_SLP':’_‘\_ SS6 ?/'
>25.0-0 Marks ER) 3L B )
Consideration of Contractual Faculty means: Overall
4.1. | Student-Faculty Ratio (SFR) 10 |All the faculty whether regular or contractual (except Part-Time), will be \0 A 0 Marks for
considered. The contractual faculty (doing away with the terminology of 4.4 AT\
visiting/adjunct faculty, whatsoever) who have taught for 2 consecutive
semesters in the carresponding academic year on full time basis shall be 10
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.
2.5hall be appointed on full time basis and worked for consecutive two
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
K5 Faculty competencies in the area of 30 Co~p eYent Lo t\-\\\j avea ) alol
Program Specialization overall Puvlicadioms available |-
Faculty competency in the domain Atvenited T e ] ey |
4.2.1. 10 A Marks for Mg WE\S ¢ haedd
area. 4.2, .@qw\’v LN M 4 1
4.2.2 |Faculty Research Publication 10 & 20 o> Vavolvet entr ok fecculyy T
4.2.3. |Faculty Development work 10 = - Aevelopment wellc Tg Wnfl
Faculty as participants in Faculty — Relevenmtr teoin ‘“‘f = T‘Aans
development /training activities i S
4.3. /STTPs 5 Relevance of Training Program J\\ L] Marks for ow\-a.hkz o\ ; Lo cal +7
g; pm‘u“.,qjﬁw vs ahclﬂﬂ?\la

N P




S.N Sub Criteria - Max. Evaluation Guidelines Marks Awarded| Overall Observations ot Evaluators (Provide
«INO. i
4 Marks Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)

4.4. |Research and Development 30 . .
Funded research from outside; Cumulative for CAYm1, CAYm2 and CAY m3: Fun o\e-oq ~esearclh Gwmowun]
Amount >50Lacs 15 Marks, % s0.05 \ Yelns
Amount >40 and <50Lacs - 10 Marks, — : e , =

4.4.1.| Sponsored Research 15 \STAS (contn \p win om of v EJ“&
Amount >30 and <40Lacs - 5 Marks, B d o )
Amount>15and <30Lacs - 2 Marks, o\
Amount< 15 Lacs - 0 Mark Overali add-eguoe .

i e il Marks for Mention numbers
Consultancy; Cumulative for CAYm1, CAYm2 and CAY m3: 4.4. ~
y ; doen O

Amount>10 Lacs 15 Marks, & Consu\vane
Amount<10 and > 8 Lacs 10 Marks, A&7 \S 3 R W A LY

4.4.2. | Consultancy (Fram Industry) 15 |Amount< 8 and >6 Lacs 8 Marks, (CCN\\“’.\BWH o C”\ erv
Amount < 6 and >4 Lacs 5 Marks \ " \coa W\ e_)

) A S . v

Amount< 4 and >2 Lacs 2 Marks, facalh ae el 7
Amount <2 Lacs 0 Mark

Total of Criterion 4: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 4| & &

e
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Criterion 5: Laboratories and Research Facilities (75) '
Max. Marks Awarde i i !
$.No. Sub Eritesis a Evaiustion Gliidelines r! warded | Overall Observatlcfns of Evaluators (Provide I]
Marks Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons) g
A. Adequate well-equipped laboratories to run all the program-specific 17 Lo eovaXk Rt 2t T E
Adequate and well equipped curriculum (20) Overall swd roadition ~rotches d
5L Iabot"at‘oril?s in area of Program 30 ] : 95 Marks for S o T ' v e en A ',:
specialization B. Availability of adequate and qualified technical supporting staff (10) 123 5.1 il
Yat
53 Research facilities / center of 30 {7 \7 N::l\r:rafl:) No CoE e""\ik s . TS SOk QP i
" lexcellence arksfor | oxtv 2QpT 23 vah\e ;
5217 i
] Overall AccesS avealable afber i
Access to laboratory facilities : :
5.3. - D 15 12 | 12 | marks for ,_Qu{ltah‘—\ Woure ]
training in the use of equipment it
5.3 {9 i
Total of Criterion 5: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 5:] 5 & it
Criterion 6: Continuous Improvement (75) ' ii
il
y Marks Awarded i H
$.No. siiks CHitaiia Max Situsiion Gusilines a arde Overall Observatu:!nsovaaluators (Provide il
Marks Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons) I
- 3 |
A. tary Evid POs attainment | Com Plama v A D i
ctlons kakien Baded o the resutis Documentary Evidence of POs attainment levels (10) g Overall A "':.‘ o ﬁa,l 'i
6.1. ) 25 — ¢ | Marks for a8 IS Wise T codtfn i
of evaluation of each of the POs B. Identification of gaps/shortfalls (5) X { 6 a \ T Sikewee I i
T (4] a:\ hal
C. Plan of action to bridge the gap and its Implementation (10) S AC § \rp Swer o R v ?
Overall W2 subsyamiield Peovyov@mep 'i
¢ i 3 |
6.2. |Improvement in quality of projects 10 G o Marks for g{gg exved !
6.206 l
A, lmpLoveme[:n; in Placements numbers, quality, core hiring industry and 9 : o vewieal  in :|
= . pay packages (5 Overal \ & i
Pl t, High acenaes i
6.3. Impr.ovement i A . bdad 10 |B. Improvement in Higher Studies admissions for pursuing PhD. in premier 0 L | Marks for 3 !
studies and Entrepreneurship 31 ) o {
institutions (3) 6.3 !
I
C. Improvement in number of Entrepreneurs (2) o o2 ‘I
] { Vs
i Improvement in the quality of 10 Assessment is based on improvement in terms of ranks/score in GATE &= = Mz‘::;afor No \~{x cawnl Cl:lw-‘kﬁ_ l|
*** |students admitted to the program examination ca? L2l "\“‘J“‘ \') o srudewits i
: :
e QOverall Wo Weane !
i ity of : e-l‘&-n\ cany  ~pvovewien g
6.5. Imzlrz\::ir;:nt n quality of paper 10 5 =) I ]I
u
il 6505 i
Overall Ve Pew imsteuments aoided !
6.6. |Improvement in laboratories 10 7 i Marks for Jun evedoua e ‘pe-n'cw\ 1|
6607 ™\ il
Total of Criterion 6: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 6] 4 | 1'!
i
!
|
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NATIONAL BOARD
s ACCREDITATION

Evaluatori’s Visit Report

Postgraduate Engineering Program

Name of the Institution

Glovb- Engineerng College ﬂm‘ssar, Kevala
R a 4

Name of.the Program

PG- fowew S/lj'ﬁjw—:‘l:l
(

Visit Dates

f‘?’*h % }3#\ Mavebs 2023

NATIONAL BOARD OF ACCREDITATION
NBCC Place, East Tower, 4th Floor, Bhisham Pitamah Marg,
: ? Pragati Vihar, New Delhi 110003 =
Tel: +91 112430620-22; 01124360654; www.nbaind.org
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' Program Evaluator Summary

Overview

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

>, M;im;\em_ﬂ_[%evaluate PG Engineering program

‘\‘ . v

= ) TIMsse s Kevata

Pre visit meeting of the expert team was held on at HC’/}“@(} (“A3) ‘W3/?fb o Baxa 1o
exchange the respective findings with the evaluation team members, based on review of Self-
Assessment Report (SAR) and the pre-visit evaluation reports.

During the visit, the visiting team met with Head of the Institution/Dean Dr- B im 4 ‘Q,. Pﬂ"n,c,{M
The briefing on the institution was given by Pfh"w\ U Oouk and on the program was given by
the [ Dar-T a8y E:5h: ol D Tisros Coc i | The respective program
evaluators also visited the variot;s facilities of the program. Apart from comprehensive review of

documental evidences pertaining to various accreditation criteria, the visiting team also held meeting
and discussions with the following stakeholders (kindly tick).

Faculty E/ Alumni ]}
Employers D Parents D

Staff O £

members Students

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

v The a(&p_q*v"*f\ov}‘ (< e W\ctrf—cxﬁ‘t‘-aiwtd) 2 S ped R,
8 5@9 fezen oK IS Ibs emn€0 ([~ \,‘Ji-cﬂ\ezx,&/l




Program Details

Name of the Program

D

as Pen_

o)

-

Year of
Commencement P4l g2 4 VgL Pg1xPg24 VG
Year Sanctioned Intake Actual Admitted
cAY (202-]-20 27 (S +15 F13 IS+ (S 4128 (14
CAY m1 (2020- 202 1) 12419+ 132 19 1a-+132. (i
Student CAszijﬁJﬁzﬂw FEICE RIS -4 g +1L«z
Total Students in the ncludinpEwL
Programme 1% & 2" Year = 6 T £ (_‘ o
Averaged for CAY, CAYm1 and ]77: .
R 1§ H18+ 122 3341732+ 124
CAY CAYm1l | CAYm2
Professor [ % &
Associate
Regul
g professor } éf f 3 } ?"
Assistant
professor }% C} 8
Professor — N —_
) Associate
Contractual professor = hi e
Faculty Assistant
(Attach a Copy of professor l 2 ﬁ
faculty list No. of PhD. available in the dept. | 2— I~ =5
compared with | Student - Faculty ratio averaged
Time Table) over CAY, CAYm1 and CAYm2 @ 4 C > 59
CAY CAYm1
Dy, A0 EFAr, i:g-{'ﬂdhumolﬁ*k»
Professor £k wrefh K.D.
Name of the faculty with the b fﬁgp\@ﬂ D DA L’,r.’lﬂch_SAj K-
20:;8‘1?1 tion for th psr?:)eg?at:z meem{:ﬁj A
uaiiica or e
under consideration By .Subadhrg P& Pﬂo}' Subadhra fR
Associate ios : o
Professor Dy 1 Y/, D v, U Ve
Dy ,_,an bl m3. Laky
Na. OL_‘;E?;; 2 YA 1 v Ca*wu(){i‘mfg_
; - : =
Brovious First accreditation ﬂffife ited ror 5
accreditation ( if Wit aitet from Lo = Eodli 5
any) No. of years o
Previous accreditation accredited for
With effect from i

CAY: Current Academic Year
CAYm1: Current Academic Year minus 1= Current Assessment Year

CAYm2: Current Academic Year minus 2= Current Assessment Year minus 1

Consideration of Contractual Faculty means:
All the faculty whether regular or contractual (except Part-Time), will be considered. The contractual faculty (doing
away with the terminology of visiting/adjunct faculty, whatsoever) who have taught for 2 consecutive semesters
in the 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 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.
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* - Explicit observations about the program

(Please use additional sheets if necessary to elaborate)

Program title P— g. pM% g//(/j—}-em

Strengths:

1.-Spacs avy sznl fﬂ\ﬁ-q #< ¥en a«am 0’!‘!7(‘/3!?/\(\/‘« I's ‘S’—tu%ww
2~ Good opeeben o SGuclertsars adlnitted

—Suetens }Qaﬁé (s Nevy Fgoo)
3. " SFR Is veow 27}290/ oD frcclhy are gpalihed
—Cadne RaKo /s gfzfvc) Stppat st=4f (s Govd s ’W-wv/}s-e’/k

~ e Regestol pepers ehe of Wy guatihy .

MWW‘& %(ng gﬁu/(/( 'f“)M 1459 ﬁwj/g&/nf\
- PP acR ST TP atforded by &hc% are gov @ (0 'm.««m/:»w,\

5:

Weakness/Areas of improvement:

Pb”fw/w\ CU.MU—LU’M fj,(bp ;vahfwtc»ffm ack enm "'l—@k&n need fo. i)-r;?wvﬂ’}

“@uaﬁfh Ea ;#ma(/emm,lemmmghm ,Dfmeof’s a«%%mmwf‘mm(!/mm
TSy Kb jordersely e (s (fredded Lefs imeliyby Pf%%,,,m

-—@A@O@ oY LefF @ AK_and enlalon (s g Shes Offfff?m@mw
3 — Ovenatl ORE OUoaermels A ’“WP/@Y«G/MM (s Lrngtee:
Fﬁmg&sr@w pe c;,{:f‘a(-mmeﬂj‘ ‘TGﬁJngLSe%HﬂJ" aely'ontafien 15 7o he

jy v

4 - Em’ﬂ{(w frafvo 7‘1\-_7‘10%34\ 6;HT€ 0{!,@:/6“"0 lj, P(QCWWf—heejf‘Dé—Q
- ﬂﬂ:fﬁ%w\wf V2 {/\.a..fﬂé’/t_ ae ) \nwh' eR 10 /’))WQWW Fﬂ—g"ua{'&a}j‘?\ggg'ﬂ?;&a
s —Pulslicetions ) PR, Sporcbore? yegean ol @nd @%rww&ia bo

5 __ F}L‘-"-‘JUD g;fm!}'r{iudx Et=hc ,_3_ ;ﬁ,% arf- /,2/63 ’b‘&_';’e,ylfe’ roved .,
5 i : \ﬂﬁwg{h&‘-
i : fo ) W‘\-—Y\’}d\/\:& i’rn/lﬂm-eﬂr‘(\w; ceefy en Mkwm1%+%elpﬂ§
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- - Deficiencies:

1. = No ffﬂoLwS/fm S_u?mmefc) Lad—

— No (Medr £ xcellencs

~— Ne Eﬂ\ﬁwp

- Mo gdudeovt LOo{kjwq mfmcf%gﬂ-fﬂa@eg Pryed—

3.~ Hondwarne pyjecks (;m T\%—-‘W%\WV% =
- No_ exfernal ceadewic awdib

N
5 \
\

N

o

Other Observations, if any:
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Department/Programme Specific Criteria:

Max. Marks
. No. Criteria Remarks
310 Marks Awarded

" Progrs.sm CurricEJIum and 125 l‘"} 1
Teaching-Learning Processes '

2 Program Outcomes and Course 75 g

) Qutcomes 4

3. Students’ Performance 75 =1

4. Faculty Contributions 75 4 J-
Laboratories and Research 75

= Facilities g5

6. Continuous Improvement 75 /.'1 41

TOTAL 500 320
() AN
&d%ﬁ &
et
Signature Slgnature '
(Program Evaluator 1) (Program Evaluator 2)
f)f, b dj,_(}(wb\'\qm Dv- M g«ﬂ@ML
& ‘5
Co Q{Q e Uq\(\/l‘h’qﬂ'b 5 005~
Gwally UTU

PNVE CMATS,
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Declaration of Conformity with evaluator’s report by the Team Chair

| agree with the observations of the program evaluators on each criterion. m/

Or
| agree with most of the obsérvations of the program evaluators. However, | have following
comments to make on cerfain criteria:

Criteria Comments

Slgnatdre Dr.S. MOHAN
I Institute Chair Professor &
Prolessor of Civil Engineering
Environmental and Water Resources Engineering
Deportment of Civil Engineering
Indicn Institute of Technology Modras
Chennpi - 600 036,




Name of the Institution 6 0 V%‘f\

Program Level Criteria - To be Assessed by Evalutaor

Part B-Program Assessment Worksheet

Name of the Program r2 gl : F)g._. 12 Sd ; Q’%{/W"\

W\{N‘L‘ E"\%';"\'QWW?C@“W y _)(/L\h,l'gM/ Ke,ran—- 6%0 o0 9

Deate 4 Wit ~ 19-197 Mores

Criterion 1: Program Curriculum and Teaching

= Learning Processes (125)

feh Max. S uluation Giddett Marks Awarded |Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
5.No. Sub Criteria Mk valuation Guidelines Marks 1 Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
1.1. |Program Curriculum 35
144 State the process for designing the 10 Process used to demonstrate how the program curriculum is evolved and
" |program curriculum periodically reviewed consideripg the POs.
1.1.2. |Structure of the Curriculum 5
Refer to SARY Expectation in 1.1.2 & 1.1.3s that the curriculum is well )
1.13 State the components of the 10 balanced structure & appropriate for a PG program. In 1.1.3 the evaluator Overall
7 {eurriculum can see the distripution of credits amongst different componenits,. It allows WMarks for
him to decide if the curriculum is balanced 1.1
Overall Judgement of the experts. The intent of this\gection is to arrive at a
judgment on whether or the program can allow attaintegnt of Program
194 Overall quality and level of program 10 Outcomes. As such it relies heavily on the domain expertisaof the

curriculum

Evaluator. He alone can decidexf the program, as given, is capable of
leading to PO attainment. Were the POs actually attained is to
determined in a later section.

In case of affiliated institutions following criteria will be applicable for Program Curriculum:

In case of affiliated institutions marks will be on content beyond to cover the gaps; if any from the POs attainment perspective. It will also include the weightage on efforts put in
to cover the gaps. The marks distribution will be as given below:

1.1, |Program Curriculum 35
Process used to identify extent of
111, com‘pllance of Fhle University 10
curriculum for attaining the Program
Qutcomes
Appropriateness of the gaps 3
1.1.2
identified = 3
1.1.3. |Actions taken to bridge the gap 10 6 ,6
{1, Overall quality and level of program - 7 q__

curriculum

Overall
Marls for
11§

2.5

¢+ hapded procesg to
?OQ@V"*’Z??J eptend dpe

Ui e EHYS o
[ devhReeta~ £ (;
ccefion fakeaty

TL
a/f(q- weghtege (S +& o
Wc{/mﬂ’g'(ﬁv

T

Wote: In case program is able to demonstrate the compliance of university curriculum in attaining the program outcomes, then the marks distribution will be as indicated for non-affiliated institutions.

J\/‘/ wwcb"
(B Manjoree

o C

B\ P42

Padib




. o Max, T R—— Marks Awarded |Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
HNo Sub rlkertn Marks Exaliation Gilicelines Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
1.2. |Teaching-Learning Processes 90 @J\ fAr 4 fxv‘-€
' <) }-9 r -"VV\&,(
A Prccess for E'ﬂd semester ?xamination, internal serﬁester question paper %MM?“W e Pn{P
setting, evaluation and effective process implementation (3) 2__ K j
Quality of end semester examination, _ _ : EM(L&((\”QY\‘N\WS i
1.2.1. |internal semester question papers, 20 |B. Process to ensure questions from outcomes/learning levels perspective 12_ , y ﬂ"lgﬂ{,'}— ;
assignments and evaluation 3 | ) %% ( M ALY A
C. Evidence of COs coverage in class tests/ Mid term tests. (7) -3 LO'& ((M en Lauel 'ﬂ%‘“
D. Quality of Assignment and its relevance to COs (7) l’
A\
A. Very clear and concise objectives (5) 13 i ﬁ\Wﬂ q L"E‘& FD C; P “3
B. Very clear methodology, articulated using technical terms indicating all 3 h()\- /(,13}-17 m
steps and tools (5) -
C. Cites substantial current and good quality literature (4) 2 l é- ¢ /RN 2 da pm et AL
1.2.2. | Quality of student projects 30 |D. Clarity in design/setting up of experiment (4) 2 '
E. Benchmarks used / Assumptions made (4) 2. W covpedaiien|ave
F. Interpretation of results and justification thereof and validity of the ” - Fn 1
results presented (4) Z i g)ml'i o m
G. Overall presentation of the report (4) Z- i
r :I'\(‘
A. Industry supported laboratories (2) oo N o (™ Ou%\j 5“6’9
B. Industry involvement in partial delivery of any regular courses for o § Overall "
students (1) i Marks for ?
— ; C. Impact analysis of industry institute interaction and actions taken 1.2 ‘ N (@] i”""b“"%\) Wﬁdﬁ
Initiatives related to industry higreaf(y) o 5/ lr (8 i
" ” . o ere
1.2.3. |interaction including indust 10 . i J-L%J ] .
internship/summergtrainingw D. Industrial training/tours for students (1) o) 4 OV\M’( (n f“{’]\fi"
E. Industrial /internship fsummer training of more than two weeks and post 'i. f..(\_j-@)_«&hw I\ﬁ wm{{,
training Assessment (2)
F. Impact analysis of industrial training (1) 05
G. Student feedback on initiative (2) < . Pa}‘f\ O{Pczf)w\d/f f‘wd/‘-%
Participation of Industry '.S (f%
iia4 professionals in curriculum 5 15 - / ) !
" |development, as examiners, in major OHINENTA: RVIgelte g g‘
projects
. He f/;, € =
G A, Laks
Qualitative judgement of the experts. Are the experiments so well aneg ot L_{)eifcon H@V\ ‘
structured that these can be done by simply following the given set of i {
e ; ! , Oveheld a}.{‘yd},[.
1.2.5. |Quality of Iaboratory work given 20 :n.;tructlons. Cl:ne msy !:ot learn much in that case. Usefulness of \ Qr l’L 0 @A\ e Cb’-‘
a orato.rywor‘ can be e‘tter evaluated by the amount of thought effort a A an~e WS,-&!/{*L:M
student is required to put in to complete the tasks. In that case learning can 3 i
happen and POs can be attained. I iL‘ e WCV\M E
« Sophatss 15 Y,
Total of Criterion 1: 125

Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 1:

11
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LiiLeniun &) FIUEMEIMm UULCOMESs ana Lourse uutcomes (/5)
S e Max, deli Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide  ~
oy bkt Marks SRy Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
! A. Evidence of COs being defined for every course (3) % . OM ﬁ&f_ M“’)"M |
B. Avallability of COs embedded in the syllabl (3 Overali lo $Aodfie P t's L onq =B
S Establish the connect between the 4 2 atahid) > l l —— < S el @A 15 Lf e i
"™ |courses and the POs C. Explanztion of Course Articulation Matrix table to be ascertained (3) ()_, 2.1 ’ Wﬁ"r ﬂwdufr\f\)o o o B
"~
D.Explanation of Program Articulation Matrix tables to be ascertained (6) % f ( IS [efy jrn Sl e g
2.2. |Attainment of Program Outcomes 60 £ M(b /wa a}, fg N
Describe the assessment tools and A. List of zssessment tools & processes (10) 4 ey pw.a_%(,s zf.( 7‘1.6 cf.qﬂ‘tﬂ
processes used to gather the data Overall ) ,
2L 20 i
& upon which the evaluation of B. The quality/relevance of assessment tools/processes used {10} 6 ' L marks for C()'“ M [M
Program Outcome is based . 2.2 5 &Ow%% QA)\QQE’/V\U?/’S 4
i i i P i
o pOssttiment lavelesilth o A?’.O}Venﬂcatlcn of documents, results and level of attainment of each PO l(;| 3 ?, EFQ«\' . [@‘S '
" |observations { - 2§
B. Overal levels of attainment (10) é
Total of Criterion 2: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 2:] 4 &

i J\A ,M,_QUC-/ =
’ B30 | b '{/ﬁ&

e

-




wrLENIUI 35 JLUUENLS rerformance (/3]

gl Max. ; ideli Marks Awarded | Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
i sl Criseria Marks Eupin quicemes Marks | Total Marks lustifications/ Reasons)
A. >= 80% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic C/ft\/ s ﬂfm! CAYnr ]
year (20) ; -
B. >= 60% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on 60')4' ').5 CW"'H) Cg“qg_ '11:

average basls during the last three years starting from current academic

year(16) {? (‘8 ’% 9

C. >= 50% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on

average basis during the last three years starting from current academic 9. S_ g 4]
year (12) Qverall
3.1. |Enrolment Ratio through GATE 20 [D. >= 40% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on Z ¢ Marks for o Mention Numbers (o4t
: average basis during the last three years starting from current academic O ) 31 “"l 0- ’2’78
year(8)
E. »>= 20% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on Oé ﬁ’vé’- f_m.r, &j\'o ~
average basis during the last thrge“years starting from current academic _
YEBF[G] @ Q‘f ]
' E.< 20% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic
year(0)
3 & B
S.I. = Number of students completing program in stipulated duration/ oversil Ly 4 Yd"“l‘ yg""‘ 7. (9
Success Rate in the stipulated Number of students admitted in first year of same batch; E/fl,
3.2. 20 ks fi M
period of the program Average 5.1, = Mean of 5.|, for the last 3 batches (LO 2o Ma; i 9y , g/{ 8 ‘ entém;%gers
Assessment points = 20 X Average S.. 2_5) g1 =i o2 y Sy clinadN A D
Assessment Points = 20 = average placement , i.e., (P1+P2+P3)/3 L‘\(Cl’ L Y%m | LTCI"-“'?
Placement Indax (P) =[ (x +y + z)/N]; [ " 05 4
Placement, Highar stadies snd where, x = Number of student.s placed in companies or Government sector Overall S o "! 03 &
3.3. 20 |y = Number of students pursuing Ph.D. / JRF/ SRF Marks for o Mention Numbers
Entrepreneurship ; : . . =
z = No. of students turned entrepreneur in engineering/technology o o <]

3.3
, Cr l (7 ' [s— l"l_ g'é_._—»
7| ewss g, gre oS

N = Total number of students admitted in first year

s &
A Sl




S.No. Sub Criteria Viax. Evalisition Guldtines Marks Awarded |Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
Marks Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons) 4
3.4, | Professional Activities 15
Student’s participation in

3.4,1. |Professional societies/chapters and

A. Availability & activities of professional societies/chapters (3)

25

% . j 5 |B. Number‘, quality of englfieerlng events_{orgamzed at institute) ) | ‘_é' OL' vl " S{-'(’P‘e .?L.D anmv&
organizing engineering events Level- Institute/State/ National/ international Levels) (2) . WAaiks toF B ; '
A. Quality & Relevance of the cantents and Print Material (3) 2 i (b 'v\cv& f‘)éf"rﬁlwi—y 4
s 4. v publicétions 1 B. Part]c:patlon. of .Students frorn the program (2) 1~ O?‘ t
i C. List the publications along with the names of the authors and publishers, 03 l
etc.(5)
Total of Criterion 3: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion3:| & |

M.

1=
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LFILENON 4! Facuity Lentributions (75)

AL Max. B Marks Awarded| Qverall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
S.No. Sub Criteria St Evaluation Guidelines Marks | Total St Iustifications/ Ressons) :
CAY ATy CAY
. \ .
— )+
«IMarks to be given propartionally from a maximum of 10 to a minimum of l 19 " L, [t~ Uled
05 for average SFR between 15:1 to 25:1, and zero for average SFR higher 1o Y-
than 25:1. Marks distribution is given as below: [ G e “
< =15-10 Marks o Ito N3& {)'3
<=17-09 Marks : 3373 {4 4
< =19-08 Marks 363 334 3 !
< =21-07 Marks g (S 18 &-Pis |
<= 23- 06 Marks (3 ' IR ¢f-P i
>25.0-0 Marks B /
Consideration of Contractual Faculty means: Overall | 4 (& L <AL \
4.1, | Student-Faculty Ratio (SFR) 10 |All the faculty whether regular or contractual (except Part-Time), will be Marks for (g [ ! S’(--—']__- ==Y |
considered. The contractual faculty (doing away with the terminology of 4.1 3¢ 35 o’ é &P &n
visiting/adjunct faculty, whatsoever) who have taught for 2 consecutive | e T
semesters in the corresponding academic year on full time basis shall be (O ( ) [ O 4 2 & 4’0 é 51 0{(-—-7%) f
considered for the purpose of calculation in the Faculty Student Ratio. . (_- -3 7 :
| However, following will be ensured in case of contractual faculty: F‘ = 3 9 Fz_-_-_?a 3’
I 1.5hall have the AICTE prescribed qualifications and experience. 20
2.Shall be appointed on full time basis and worked for cansecutive two (3 L‘z | L\ f A Ix
semesters during the particular academic year under consideration.
3.Should have gone through an appropriate process of selection and the F: Q R
records of the same shall be made available to the visiting team during NBA H\’% e l 3 ’ 3 2.
visit ' ( o u./i’ i
E’—’)(( /‘E)L"C'o“ "? F: / —Fﬂ_ 2 :;'.
Prcact=g 4 egrloh drewlh] (soboe Pl
Faculty competencies in the area of |
o Program Specialization - o 62/‘&&’&5’ e ﬁ"""%) R dcw‘ —
: : - ver, :
42.1. :":::'” S i iy e 10 0K Marks for Staft.e f [ Pyve o | F'K £ oy i
4.2.2 |Faculty Research Publication 10 & 121 ?4_.2. A ev elepeaet=l cOAK,
4.2.3. |Faculty Development work 10 o6 ‘ tAvoone 46 Preldi'cofrens [« dusersrop
Faculty as participants in Faculty 2 p el
development /training activities et ¢ y :
4.3, (STTPsp / ; . 5 Relevance of Training Program ZT Kf Marks for g WQ e Y\M“’L i A—

4.3, ooyl
W o A i 3 NP

weic : =
J ]BH;,,;; Z%/%




Sl rtied max. Bt ot Marks Awarded| Overall ‘Observations of Evaluators (Provide
SN0 ik Marks VRILEHN aaines Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)

4.4. {Research and Development 30
G TWee ATcTE prieets,
Funded research from outside; Cumulative for CAYm1, CAYm2 and CAY m3:

Amount >50Lacs 15 Marks, ("\'Y\()u/(\h é 43 ] Ld»\u\

Amount >40 and <50Lacs - 10 Marks,
4.4.1,
Sponganed Resabrch B [amourit>30 anid <40Lacs -5 Mari, 1O (O
Amount>15and <30Lacs - 2 Marks, Siarall
Amount< 15 Lacs - 0 Mark Marks for Mention numbers

Consultancy; Cumulative for CAYm1, CAYm2 and CAY m3: 4.4,
Amount>10 Lacs 15 Marks, ¥ W C@‘M{ ] MO
Amount<10 and > 8 Lacs 10 Marks, \ 2’___ |'5 & 219 Lk~ M”f

4.4.2. | Consultancy (From Industry) 15 |Amount< 8 and >6 Lacs 8 Marks 0 _| o

: o)
Amount < 6 and >4 Lacs 5 Marks, Ol efrmen)— pw bjj
Amount< 4 and 2 Lacs 2 Marks, Ol %ﬂ_éwj p

Amount <2 Lacs 0 Mark
Total of Criterion 4: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 4: 4 F =

M s

f@lal%’b




wrLEun 3, LauUl aLlolies dna Researcn Facilities (75)

<N Sub Critert Max, Evahiation Gt Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
¥ i Marks YRSEOn GuRIme Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons) . i
' A. Adequate well-equipped laboratories to run all the program-specific ' L@(gj C"“/}L LT aa-eqaé pp(z b-uj
Adequate and well equipped curriculum (20) {% Overall C{ ) ke o OCZ' G
5.1. |laboratories in area of Program 30 2,% Marls for T )r'(’a S {' 1le eAfif=zd i
specialization B. Awvailability of adequate and qualified technical supporting staff (10) {0 2_ w'g o v@"j éc f-"a mﬁmi&f/}_ 0}4 ; 9[9%;{3’
Overall » ; = ? Wil
Research facilities / center of Lf‘f‘:nrvl 40 ﬁe‘gm&w J:aa/CfrB L=
5.2. 30 'L ¢ | marks for i
excellence Q_ O (LQ 5 !

Access to laboratory facilities, I ] Oviraf]ll" ’ Mé{b "!“D L&&S [ b FD
training in the use of equipment A , | Tt; CJ&(](:@ 1’\0‘11\5 FS L;va ]’t”;"

Total of Criterion 5: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 5:| & &)
Criterion 6: Continuous Improvement (75)

5.3.

Max. Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluat Provide
S.No. Sub Criteria ax Evaluation Guidelines s i,

Marks Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)

verall ’L‘i\ﬁwl\"'@ @ﬁ_ﬂﬂ_s o j J”
[6 i\norksfor FAWI\R (o ‘gj acefy e P}Tﬁﬂ'\h ’

A. Documentary Evidence of POs attainment levels (10)
6.1,

Actions taken based on the results -
of evaluation of each of the POs B. Identification of gaps/shortfalls (5)
C. Plan of action to bridge the gap and its Implementation (10)

6.1

PR PR I e o
rKs for [ )
!gaa.z ?Mﬂ' ™ Yy Mw}
.
Overall ' Q‘M ”I—{D fnhp‘gm&-}" .l”(?
5 Marks for quc‘wﬂw £ M’Mg‘h‘d‘ hC,S i
45'3 N o Zpdyephamens < p
Improvement in the quality of Assessment is based on improvement in terms of ranks/score in GATE Sl i Sm Q)Z‘-L OC\V(‘('C’C) bu"
6.4. : 10 e arks for
students admitted to the program examination gra 1 d\' W is mao— ) %
Overall | /o * I o) “‘21 ~Ap 3
6 garks for &’Y%ﬂm-;‘w\ a& m
6.5 Whe = by
Q 1} . ¥ X 2
6.6. |Improvement in laboratories 10 ,6 é ga‘;ek;afor L{ = w e ﬂ% -ﬁ‘-{
6.6 @‘7‘”(" veenkr

Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 6] & 4

e

(8|3 w22 i
b?. NL a,\l_j_e_,@md;b r])}" MO{?
; mg)uw/' partaonkd ) EE COEP .
MITZ '

6.2. |Impravement Iniquality of projects 10

A. Improvement in Placements numbers, quality, core hiring industry and
pay packages [5)

10 |B.improvement in Higher Studies admissions for pursuing PhD. in premier
institutions (3)

C. Improvement in number of Entrepreneurs (2)

Improvement in Placement, Higher
Studies and Entrepreneurship

6.3.

Improvement in quality of paper

6.5.
publication

10

os |\
0

Total of Criterion 6: 75
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NATIONAL BOARD
= ACCREDITATION

PART A

Evaluator’s Visit Report
Postgraduate Engineering Program

Name of the Institution

Visit Dates

Maruih |7 —| 6/ 2 623

NATIONAL BOARD OF ACCREDITATION
NBCC Place, East Tower, 4th Floor, Bhisham Pitamah Marg,
: Pragati Vihar, New Delhi 110003
Tel: +91 112430620-22; 01124360654; www.nbaind.org




Program Evaluator Summary

Overview

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

Jz,la/_to !5/5/2.3 [Geawk &g ol

|t0 evaluate PG Engineering program

Pre visit meeting of the expert team was held on at -1-7/ 3/2"0 23 § .o AM to
exchange the respective findings with the evaluation team members, based on review of Self-
Assessment Report (SAR) and the pre-visit evaluation reports.

During the visit, the visiting team met with Head of the Institution/Dean _ QA_ M 6 &
The bnefmg on the lnstltutmn was given by D/\_ B.awu(n %) Kand on the program was given by
0 WA = . Cigeres G0 o | The respective program

Y Sar TP . o - -‘-J"-.. o Al . ! P i s
evaluators also wsrted the various fac:llties of the program. Apart from comprehensive review of
documental evidences pertaining to various accreditation criteria, the visiting team also held meeting
and discussions with the following stakeholders (kindly tick).

B/ Alumni J
Employers D Parents D

E/

Faculty

Staff
members Students

The Program Evaluation Team found that (general findings about the program to be mentioned)
%ﬁl—?fi ah qupedd e laltiobd ?.00-;2 -4«-«—%




" Program Details

Name of the Program M el (Ln:wdpw}gv S d Gu.p} )
Year of 3 . ~ % a
gommencemant [ = © ! ! PGy~ Corry S cenae %W

Year Sanctioned Intake Actual Admitted
CAY (202 - 2022 1Q : 12
CAY m1 (2020 - 2021 ) g ' | &
Student CAY m2 (201 §-202-0) 18 12
Total Students in the 3 L
Programme 1% & 2™ Year
Averaged for CAY, CAYm1 and | g
CAYm2
CAY(2'-22)l CAYm1 | CAYm2
Professor | 2 “
Regular Associate 7 7 =
professor
Assistant c é c
professor
Professor O o s
Associate
Contractual professor © = =
Faculty ' Assistant 2 l
(Attach a Copy of professor o
faculty list No. of PhD. available in the dept. D i 3
compared with | Student - Faculty ratio averaged | €AY SFR/= 2M& = 5.0, €AY, sFR, = 20 = (5]
TimeTable) | overCAY, CAYmlandcAYm2 | > % %% =1, Ay sFR=15.52_
CAY CAYm1

Professor g .r“/l/ e -2
Name of the faculty with the P‘ﬂf Ly ' O
domain specific A‘D /Zﬁ

qualification for the program —_—
under consideration 7 -7
G___ Jo+ aottacles ) Associate
Professor
No. of years H B
o i itati accredited for
Bravious First accreditation _ —
accreditation { if Wiith'ethent. rbym Lot
any) No. of years /
Previous accreditation accredited for
With effect from /

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

Consideration of Contractual Faculty means:
All the faculty whether regular or contractual (except Part-Time), will be considered. The contractual faculty (doing
away with the terminology of visiting/adjunct faculty, whatsoever) who have taught for 2 consecutive semesters
in the corresponding academic year on full time basis shall be considered for-the purpoese-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 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.




' Explicit observations about the program

(Please use additional sheets if necessary to elaborate)

Program title_/°G - W Leanu £ Ery LVLM

Strengths 4&} E -, s
meéﬁ’a&waﬂ

2 _Goed SER, cacle hols aémm
3@@&0&%

4. A W{Mjl,ﬁw‘:&gx‘
_Succon rodte of PG abudunds As go-o-of

(@]

Weakness/Areas of improvement:

1M@‘M 4LM—WW_4M¢ML Lot~




- Deficiencies:

‘-1. ® Mo Ww\?%“@'ﬂ‘j “/_M

w

4. Ernrcmant Hhiough 6%7‘3%6&&&%

Other Observations, if any:
:Ep pollioh Aepearth P Y% /L.ﬂ.;a,ui/u/
jgu-’w\_p(a on AQSMM Csan s

i
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EVALUATION CRITERIA

AWARD OF ACCREDITATION FOR THE PG ENGINEERING PROGRAMS

Accreditation for 6 years:

i:

ii.

iv.

Program should score greater than or equal to 375 with 60 per cent in each criteria.
Number of Ph.D. available in the department should be greater than or equal to 30 per
cent of the required number of faculty, averaged over two academic years i.e. Current

Academic Year (CAY) and Current Academic Year Minus One (CAYM1).

. Faculty student ratio in the department under consideration should be less than or

equal to 1:20, averaged over three academic years i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY),
Current Academic Year Minus One (CAYM1) and Current Academic Year Minus Two
(CAYM2).
At least two Professors or one professor and one associate professor on regular basis
with a Ph.D. degree having expertise in the domain of the Program under consideration
should be available for two academic years i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY) and

Current Academic Year Minus One (CAYM1).

Accreditation for 3 years:

ii.

iii.

iv.

vi.

Program should score greater than or equal to 300 with 50 per cent in Criterion-1V
(Faculty Contribution).
Corresponding UG Program should be accredited by NBA.
In case of Tier I, the corresponding UG Engineering program should have been
granted with at least 3 Compliances (Y) for the SAR with 9 criteria and 4 Compliances
(Y) for the SAR with 10 criteria or In case of Tier II, the corresponding UG Engineering
program should have been granted with at least 650 marks out of 1000.
At least two Professors or one professor and one associate professor on regular basis
with Ph,D, qualification with expertise in thc domain of the Program under
consideration should be available for two academic years i.e. Current Academic Year
(CAY) and Current Academic Year Minus One (CAYM1).
The department should have at least two faculty having Ph.D. qualification for two
academic year i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY) and Current Academic Year Minus
One (CAYM1).
Faculty Student Ratio in the department under consideration should be less than or
equal to 1:25, averaged over three academic year i.e. Current Academic Year (CAY),

Current Academic Year Minus One (CAYM1) and Current Academic Year Minus Two

(CAYM2)

" No Accreditation

If the program fails to meet the criteria for award of accreditation for three years, it is
awarded “Not Accredited” Status



Department/Programme Specific Criteria:

Max. Marks
. No. Criteria Remarks
5. Marks Awarded
Program Curriculum and 125
A Teaching-Learning Processes g L
Program Outcomes and Course 75
2 Outcomes 5 L
3. Students’ Performance 75 50O
4. Faculty Contributions 75 29
5. Laboratories and Research 75 =i
Facilities
6. Continuous Improvement 75 LH 8
TOTAL 500 B [ D

Gammani

Signature
(Program Evaluator 1)

ScstT, DAV V

Tadric -

L e

S‘ignatu re
(Program Evaluator 2)

e e s e e R e T,




e e e e e P i g o - s it e i ) il

Declaration of Conformity with evaluator’s report by the Team Chair

P

| agree with the observations of the program evaluators on each criterion. l SZ '

Or '
| agree with most of the observations of the program evaluators. However, | have following
comments to make oy certain criteria:

Criteria Comments

Signature Dr. S. MOHAN
3 Institute Chair Professer &
Professor of Civil Engineering
Environmental and Waoter Resources Engineering

/o Department of Civil Engineering
indion {mslitute of Technology Madras
Chennai - 600 036,




LHILENIUI £, PIUBIEin UULCOMES ana Lourse uutcomes (/5)
o Sub Critest Max, | Guidell Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
No. ub Criteria S S i e Marks | Total | Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
A. Evidence of COs being defined for every course (3) Loy o) obe Pﬂ(b."-qr tasls and
pro et Drnahs
: B. Availability of COs embedded in the syllabl (3) 2 Overail tesses Clopted =
5% Establish the connect between the 15 1O | Markstor ,LWA g
"™ |courses and the POs C. Explanztion of Course Articulation Matrix table to be ascertained (3) 2 2.1
D.Explanation of Program Articulation Matrix tables to be ascertained (6) L‘f
2.2, |Attainment of Program Outcomes 60 O 66_ ices Necd
Describe the assessment tools and A. List of zssessment tools & processes (10) /8 | tu be &W’-aztﬁ.a.nd. tf-ﬂ'
2.1, |Processes used to gather the data 20 | L! Overall o\Lanall WW
" lupon which the evaluation of B. The quality/relevance of assessment tools/processes used (10) " Marks for ( MPD\W .
Program Outcome is based . ; 2.2 i
PO attaimient levals with A. Verification of documents, results and level of attainment of each PO 2.0 ‘-1'
ol s 40 |(30) 2.
observations
B. Overall levels of attainment (10) 7
Total of Criterion 2: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 2: 51

! \c\},bl/




LSV 3] JLUUENLS FEITOrmance (/3]

ot il Max. Evailation Suaines Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
T Marks Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
A. >= 80% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on & AN (2\-22) L
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic M= Sanchned Tudnlw = 12 "
vear (20) : Nl = adwifted Fhavyiadarfe = o |
B. >= 60% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on ER\ > S.5¢
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic
year(16) C ANm) S
C. >= 50% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on TH= 2, My=¢
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic ERL= L. L
year (12) Overall e Adwmr N=18 , Nizlo
3.1. |Enrolment Ratio through GATE 20 |D. >= 40% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on C’ Marks for |=————" Mention Numbers
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic é 31 &R = 55.5¢
year(8) G Av E:-,K:: ?)5- 12
E. >= 20% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on d
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic
year(6)
E.< 20% students enrolled through GATE at the First Year Level on
average basis during the last three years starting from current academic
year(0)
5 < = T = =
S.I. = Number of students completing program in stipulated duration/ o—— ik B A i X=1g, %=1 > 8
Success Rate in the stipulated Number of students admitted in first year of same batch: 3 LVyE1D X=18 Yy=1v7, SL= oy
3.2, ) 20 = \q | q M‘: for , Mention Numbers
period of the program Average S.I. = Mean of 5.1, for the last 3 batches 3. e LY R T 18iM=tg , STy A !
Assessment points = 20 X Average 5., P‘VJ ST =g 96 Assomd fobd = E o}‘(ia 4
Assessment Points = 20 x average placement , i.e., (P1+P2+P3)/3 -&%&; 23-., 2 ’y‘;i'jfz-:':::‘f
Placement Indeax (P) =[ (x +y + z)/N]; I (1 s 3
Placeinent; Highier studles and where, x = Number of students placed in companies or Government sector (367 l L‘ overdll | SANM] : X =12, Yy o, 22|
3.3, Entrepreneurshi 20 |y = Number of students pursuing Ph.D. / JRF/ SRF Marks for ention Numbers
p = : 4 x Ty = ;
2 = No. of students turned entrepreneur in engineering/technology 33 A QT2
VM- X2 q, 9= p,2=20 N=2(g
N =Total number of students admitted in first year PL3zo0.y

Lepumr

= 13«47

20X 0. 633
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Eho: St Bhiraria viax, Evaliition Bhlkalinas Marks Awarded |Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
Marks Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons) .
3.4. | Professional Activities 15 A 157 €, E€C, 1EepC, 8
Student’s  participation  in A. Availability & activities of professional societies/chapters (3) 571 Hapfers presens g
3.4.1. |Professional socleties/chapters and 5  |B. Number, quality of engineering events (organized at institute) 2 df e 6" ___!.’:‘-"9— Aﬂuﬁf}) (24‘15 / [ervesd,
organizing engineering events Level- Institute/State/ National/ International Levels) (2) Wik fas {m-& 72-vodid oget
: A. Quality & Relevance of the contents and Print Material (3 i 4 .
: AN B. Participation of Students from the program (2) ] ? 4!
A2 [Shudents thc?tmns = C. List the publications along with the names of the authors and publishers, Lf 7 l 6 '1 Ji P c ,,\.F 2 ""‘f-ﬂ/_]"o
etc.(5) il
Total of Criterion 3: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion3:] _}A—
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LTILEron 4; Facuity Lentributions (75)

: Max. Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
o S Sl Marks Y miion Sl i Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)

CAY 2| -2 201243¢ _ ,5__5

e

*Marks to be given proportionally from a maximum of 10 to a minimum of / &
05 for average SFR between 15:1 to 25:1, and zero for average SFR higher

than 25:1. Marks distribution is given as below: ¢
<= 15-10 Marks CAY 28-0) 20443 L]
<=17-05 Marks v | j ¢

< =19-08 Marks

<=21-07 Marks oS+ E' ( —
<=23- 06 Marks clp‘.\’ Lj..Q_.O -

1S
>25.0-0 Marks

< =25-05 Marks m2-
Consideration of Contractual Faculty means: . 3 _j ?g“ A“Uﬁ SER = 15- 5 2]

4.1. | Student-Faculty Ratio (SFR) 10 |All the faculty whether regular or contractual (except Part-Time), will be M for
considered. The contractual faculty (doing away with the terminology of
visiting/adjunct faculty, whatsoever) who have taught for 2 consecutive
semesters in the 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:

1.5hall have the AICTE prescribed qualifications and experience.

2.Shall be appointed on full time basis and worked for consecutive two
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

Faculty competencies in the area of

[ { A L m a‘ : !’1“-;
42 | Soedialiuiti 30 5 PhDd :
L C Y N

ogram Specializa on : _ Overall AM‘J\A"“W ]
Faculty competency in the domain 3

4.2.1. 10

e Marks f v 7¢ W AN
area. Uld e A
4.2.2 |Faculty Research Publication 10 5 2“0 ‘229 W W“ L ,.
4.2.3. |Faculty Development work . A0 Q Scl C{% 7 SC:I'T‘O‘H"‘*‘ |
Faculty as participants in Facalty i

L
= o

Cofalimiin =
43 development /training activities 5 e . Overall L[ 8
g Frkinny elevance of Training Program I\%for OAgANAA o O — Congrigprit

62 - S~ DPa
Alonded CAY =12
T CAN me
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Sl Grirert viax. st ideli Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide
S.No. ub Criteria Marks Evaluation Guidelines Marks | Total Marks lustifications/ Reasons)
4.4. |Research and Development 30
Mo g ]:Ntm:d Y»q—a-uﬁ‘
;:::edtrfggirct fr;osmMoL:-':‘s;de; Cumulative for CAYm1, CAYm2 and CAY m3: P‘L‘I"‘d’ i W
un ac. a s
44,3} Stonitied Ressandh 15 Amount >40 and <50Lacs - 10 Marks,
T i Amount >30 and <40Lacs - 5 Marks, 18] O 'w. e ARens I""'J

Amount>15and <30Lacs - 2 Marks, Overall —ENVdew g 15 Tt Ao ‘L'-ﬂd-‘
Amount< 15 Lacs - 0 Mark Marks for Mention numbers
Cansultancy; Cumulative for CAYm1, CAYm2 and CAY m3: 4.4,
Amount>10 Lacs 15 Marks, 5 - 't'ﬁ
Amount<10and > 8 Lacs 10 Marks, il ,.,W

4.4.2. | Consultancy (From Industry) 15 [Amount<8 and >6 Lacs 8 Marks, 5 5 = aﬂ“r

...evv.k.ﬂw“_a.
Amount <6 and >4 Lacs 5 Marks, Howaves, , leuh hy wc
Amount<4 and >2 Lacs 2 Marks, % bkl & PMWL‘ 35, 922
’

Amount <2 Lacs 0 Mark

Total of Criterion 4: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 4:] "5 &
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SILSHIUN 9. LawUTaLoTIES dNd KeSearcn Facilities (75)

: : Max. g Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide 1
S.No. Sub Criteria Marks Evaluation Guidelines Marks | Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons)
A, Adcquareweir-equippedIaboratorrestorunalltheprcgram-speciﬁc | C Ad _ Lak IMM
Adequate and well equipped curriculum (20) Overall B swphper M\i’ _L.&M’)\.ﬂj
5.1. [laboratories in area of Program 30 ZL{ Marks for L 4 P“]-Ld-o
specialization B. Availability of adequate and qualified technical supporting staff (10) g zs_ll_f
i bbilithen ] carttariat J ‘{ Overall RQ.{QM& "Fﬂ»u'b{'\fﬂ Teads
esearch fac e ce ra
; 3 | Mayks-for enytlod .
L excellence 0 S afss T e giw
it Overall
53, Acse.ssto laboratory facilities, 15 12- | 1 MP@{EH —
training in the use of equipment 53
Total of Criterion 5: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 5:] & |
Criterion 6: Continuous Improvement (75)
Max. d Marks Awarded| Overall Observations of Evaluators {(Provide
S.No. Sub Criteria Marice Evaluation Guidelines e e Tare Justifications/ Reasons)
E F)gagk‘llcej MNead +o be
- : A. Documentary Evidence of POs attainment levels (10) i | Overall 06
&1 Actions taken based on the results 35 | 5/ M%r@fur e ‘
""" |of evaluation of each of the POs B. Identification of gaps/shortfalls (5) 5 6.1
C. Plan of action to bridge the gap and its Implementation (10) é'
Overall Neads meve .e.'mP{Mu
6.2. |lmprovement iniquality of projects 10 7 7 Marls for v Aeypearch éa.u.l Pnj:.d-l :
il
. A. Improuam?nt in Placements numbers, quality, core hiring industry and 3‘ i A 4 P“a 4”“3\'&: e yeand .
- Improvement in Placement, Higher - ga".- packages ‘5}‘ et S shi s T - MO‘::;afnr ,..J ) Hﬂ-f?\wt-m.n-\f' ih P&u.u.:ub .
. fetudiesand Entrepreneurship ‘:{nprfvem:nt In Higher Studies admissions for pursuing PhD. in premier | 5 §53 L vanlusd b L SNudads
institutions (3) ‘ s Pl.{,q.qu_,la' {,.y{n.., s@&'&&rw
C. Improvement in number of Entrepreneurs (2) 1
; ; Qugrall adicl Jum ot
6.q. |!mprovement in the quality of 10 |Assessment is based on improvement in terms of ranks/score in GATE 5 5 M@c{mfur Neo Suhsta I }'"”‘
" |students admitted to the program examination 5: S2ew
. Overall Ma Sthudedd Rawe Prejevded
Improvement in quality of paper ' .Fe,,.., wwfc .
6.5. " Gnd. The
3 publication " g % Maafcr P *
g g Quegall -h-u&; “Lon  Yecont otk
6.6. |Improvement in laboratories 10 Mada for c"“{‘ﬂ"‘*""" P o %
6.6 Jes -
Tatal of Criterion 6: 75 Overall Marks and Grade for Criterion 6] (] 62
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