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F-rogram Evaluator Summary 

Overview 

The E:_,,_pert te,un of National Board of Accredit2tio'."1 (NBA) conducted a three day accreditation visit 
from 20-Apr-2018 to 22-Apr-2016 Nidya Jyothi Institute of Techno~~gy, Azeez Nagar Gate, Himayatl 
\Nagar (Vl, C.B.Post, Hyderabad .:iJl0075, Telangana]to evaluate UG Engineering program I Electronics &I 
\communication EngineerinJL · 

Pre visit-meeting of the expert tea was held on _?,Q:-_;;;,--2018 at 08:30 AM to exchange the respective 
findings with the evaluatlor- tearr-rne'Tlbers, based· •Jn review of Self-Assessment Rer:nrt (SAR) and the 
pre-visit ~valuation reports. 

During the visit, the visiting team m ~t w.ith Head of th~ !1.,stitution Prof. (Mrs.) A. Padmja. The briefing 
- on the institution was given by Prof. (Mrs.) A. Padmja and on the program was given by the Prof. K. 

Vasanth-The respective program evaluators also visited the various facilities of the program. Apart 
from comprehensive review of documental evidences pertaining tc various accreditatic:: criteria, the 
visiting team also held meeting ar,d -::: iscussions with·thi: following Sti;lker,olders (idndi, tic~) -

Faculty 
Employers 
Staff members 

Alumni 
Parents 

· Students 

The Program Evalu~tion Team found that (general findings about the program to be mentioned) 

The department was established in year 1999 whh intake of 40. Tr-: intake was increased to 
60 in 2001. to 90 in 2002, to 120 :n :'.006, 180 i;; ·· ; 1 2 and finally to 240 in 2013. Presently 
the': h2·r :~t:ikP nf 740 regula; with i:!dditionai 20% lateral intake in 2 1 year of the 
programme. The la.boratories .:-nd classroom space are well idet:tiried and not shared with 
other departments .. 

· . \NC\PAL 
P_R titute of ,echno\09Y 

\/\d'f3 Jyotti1 \ns ''\J'II) c.B. post., . atnagar , , , 
t,\,maY l-\yderaoad-75. 

Pag,. 2 o_/ 8 



NAME OF THE PROGRAM: B.TECH ELEC.TRONICS AND COMMUNICATION 
YEAR OF 

1999 COMMENCEMENT 

CAY CAY. CAY 
Ml M2 PARAMETERS 2016- 2015- 2014-17 16 15 

- - Sanctioned Intake 288 288 288 
-287 254 · Actual Intake 271 STUDENTS Total Students in the programme First 

year to final year i 996 911 799 
Refer Tab:e 1 

Averaged Over the previous three , ' , 

Academic Year including the current • 921 
Academic Year 

CAY CAY CAY 
Ml M2 PARAMETERS 2016-

2015- 2014-17 16 15 PLACEMENTS 
Number of students placed in each 

174 126 88 academic year 
Averaged over three Assessment years 129 

. CADRE CAY CAY CAY PARAMETERS 
2016- Ml M2 (Refer Table 3) 

17 2015- 2014-
16 15 

Professor I 8 I 9 8 
Associate 

Regular Facuty Professor 0 0 0 
Assistant 

59 51 43 Professor r--

Professor 8 9 8 FACULTY Regular Faculty 
Associate Faculty Members·, / 
Professor 12 12 9 

completed (M.Tech-on / 
Assistant 

34 ' or before 2010) , 
Professor . 47 39 I : 

-
Professor 8 9 8 

Regular Faculty Associate 
14 14 10 . completed (M. Tech-on. Professor 

or before 2011) Assistant 
45 37 33 ., Professor 

Student Teacher Ratio · 
01 . Vistting/Guest Faculty / · 

(Total Number of · (50 Hours) "' I< _, H:v / . . 

~\_ V 



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

Program title Electronics & Communication Engineering 

Strengths: 

1. OBE concepts are-comprehended by majority of faculty members 

2. Motivated faculty; 
3. Adherence to calendar/tim_e-schedule" 
4. Dedicated hardworking technical staff in the department. 
5. Various CAD tools- LabView, Mentor Graphics, MATl,AB, Cadence .and ARM tools are 

availa~le alongwith assodated microcontroller, hardware boards; 
6. Classrooms are ad'=quate in number and size; 

. . . 

Weakness/ Areas of improvement: 
1. Proper budget statement is not prepared; 
2. There is scope for enha11eed involvement of all the stakeholders 
3. Not many industry experts are involved :n delivery and design of courses; 
4. Matrix available, however, correlation w!th weightage of COs to POs need -

improvement; 
5. Success rate without backlog is poor; 
6. Placement in core companies is lacking; 
7. Less number of senior faculty at Associat_e P~ofessor level 
8. Limited number of faculty is doctorate (~10%) . . 

9. Virtually no sponsoreG! research efforts exist. 
10. A.II laboratories need regular upgradation; 
11. More rigorous efforts for improvement ir. student/faculty performance required; 

Page, oj8 



Department/Programme Specific·Criteria : 

S.no. --·~--- . 
Criteria 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 

Vision, Mission and Prograr~. 
. Educational Objectives 

-·- ·· 
Program Curriculum and 
Teaching-Learning Processes 
Course Outcomes and ?rogram 
Outcomes 
Stl!,dents' Performanc2 
Faculty Information and 
Contributions 
Facilities and Technical :; .;r-port 
Continuous lmprov1::mer;': 

,OTAL 
' 

I_,, 
Signa~ re 

(Prof. Vivek Kapur) 
(Program Evaluator l } 

I Max. I Marks 
Mar!<s ! Awarded 

60- I 39 

120 69 

120 88 
. - . 

150 100 

200 122 

80 51 
50 32 

780 -• 501 --

Par;~ 7 0/ 8 

I 
' 

i 

Remarks 

·- ·--

· .. 

,.-

/Prof. Vineet Sahula) 
1Program Evaluator 2) 



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

I agree with the observations of the program evaluators on each criterion. 
Or 

I a~ree with most of the observations of the program evaluators. However, I have following 
comments to make on certain criteria: 

Criteria 

Signature 
{Chairperson) 

Comments 
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Part B-Program Assessment Worksheet 
Program Levei Criteria - To be Assessed by Evaluator 

Name of the Institution- Vidya Jyothi Institute of Tochnology,· AZeez Nagar Gate, Himayat Nagar (V), C.B.Post, Hyderabad 500075, Telangana 20-22 April 2018 

Name· of the Program Electronics & Communi,~ation Engineering 

iterion 1: Vision , Miss:.:in and Pro~ram Educational Objectives (60\ Marks Awarded Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide 
Max. I-----E~aluatlon Guidelines (Marks) Justifications/ Reasons} 

S.No. Sub Criteria Marks Total Marks 
Marks 

State the Vision and Mission of the 
1.1. Department and Institute 

5 

1.2. 
State the Program Educational ·s 
Objectives (PEOs) 

Indicate where and how the Vision, 
1.3. Mission an_d PEOs are published and 10 

disseminated ~monp: stakeholders ! 
1 
I 

$tate t k proc.ess for defining the 
1.4. Vision and Mission of the Department, 25 

and PEOs qfthe program 

1.5. 
\ Establi~,, c.onsisti=ncy of PEO·- "cvih 
I Mission of the Department 

·s 
I 
' • . 

Total of Criterion 1: 60 

· ·· ·- ~_/' 

A. Avai lability of statements of the Departments (1) 1 

B. App; opriateness/Relevance of the Statements (2) 2 4 
C. Consistency of the Department statements with the Institute 1 
statr._ments (2) 

Program Educational Objectives (3 to S) (5) 4 4 
Appropriateness 

A. Adequacy in respect of publi7ation & d·issemination (2) 1 
·-

B. Process of dissemination among stak~hulders (2i . 1 ;) -
' C. Extent of awareness of Vision, Missio1; & PE Os amon!! t ht 3 
sta keholder (6) ·-· 
A. Description of process for defining the Vision, Mis,;ion nf t he 7 
Department (10) 16 
B. Description of process for defining the PEOs of the program 9 
(15) 
A. Preparation of a matrix of PE Os and elements of Mission 
statement (5) 

3 i ;J) 
B. Consistency/justification of co-relatl~etei's uf the I 7 
above matr-ix (10) 

Overall Marks for Criterion 1: 

' 

-

0 

· - ' :<,_ :1., .. ·· .. ..: l} '-· r;:d"l 'O H.' tl l . 

\~- \r - j -~vvv/ 
Ucpartmc nt u·· fi; •: ~, 1" .i1ic-, a:i=: Cc!:: ,nuni:atlon En~ 
... \ 'i dyu J~u 1i ~j t ~t'i;l:i_:t" :~rTer hnuingy. 

H:,J~C!:.lfH~-5·Jt10·15 -~ 

4.00 

4.00 

-
Wider disseminatior. b re4u :rec.i for 

5.00 ir,cn~asing the awaren.;.,5. 

Process exists for defining the vision, 
16.00 mision, PEOs but role of stakeholder 

should be enhanced. 

10.00 
Proper weighta ge assigr·,men~ iri mat, ·_ix, . 

rs required; f 
i 

~9.00 I 

I 



Criterion 2: Progr'am Curriculum and Teaching- Lea!ni_,g Processes (120} 

S.No. ~i~"I·: Marks Awarded 
Sub Criteria · - Evaluation Guidelines 

. , M.-· Marks Total .. -~ < 

2.1. Program Curriculum 20 ·· -· ··-
State the process used to identify A. Process used to identify extent of compliance of University 

5 
extent of compliance of the University curriculum for attaining POs & PSO~ (6) 

21.1. curriculum for attaining the Program 
10 Outcomes (?Os) & Program 

7 

Specific Outcomes (PSOs), rr,ention B. List the curricu!ar gaps for the attainment of defined POs & 2 
the identified curricular gaps, if any PSOs (4) 

A. Steps taken to get identified gaps included in the 
State the delivery details of the curriculum.(letter to university/BOS) (2) 

1 

2.1.2. content beyond the syllabus for the _ 10 B. Delivery details of content beyond syllabus (5) 3 6 
attainme_nt of POs & PSOs 

C. Mapping of content beyond syllabus with the POs & PSOs (3) 2 -
2.2. Tea~h ing-_leami11g Processes 100 - tsb} 

! A. Adherence tc, Academi~ ·c ,,lendar -(3) 
·-----~-3----,--

l B. Use of v,Yious instrurtio;1·.d me1.l;ods and peclagogic;;,·i~iti3tives 
l.!i 

(3) 
c.. Methodologies to support ~k student> and encourage bright 

Describe the Process followec.i to students(4) 
2 

2.2.1 25 
improve quali-cy ofTeaching Learning 

14.5 
D. Quality of classroom teaching (Observation in a Class) (:\) 1.5 / 

E. Conduct of exp_f'riments (Observation in Lab )(3) 1 
F. Continuous Assessment in the l,boratorv 13) , i 5 ,__ . ___ .,._,:_ _____ ---- . .. ,,. - -~-i 
G. Student feedback (,n t•:achinfl learning process " '' ' ' actic,ns 

4 
; 

taken (6) _ · 
A. Process for · internal semester question paper setting, 
evaluation and effective process implementation (5) 

3 

Quality of internaJ semester Question B. Process to ensure questions from outcomes/learning levels 
2. 2.2. 20 . 3 

papers, assir nments anri Evaluation perspective (5) 
C. Evidence of C:Os coveralie ir, class test/ mid-term t fests (5) 4 . 

0. Quality of Assignment ar,c· :ts relevance to COs (5) 3.5 

»~ , 7 \!-!~ad of the Dcparrn!(!nl · 

r•-- ---···- ,,.. ______ ,-,.-J.,_., __ •I 

,ltfNll lllll' lll oT E!rr1roi1it, am1 Ce::;m l! nk~:!0:1 Engg, 
\ 'ldyn J1·01::! l nsd :,;tt• o!' T::d:~,oloD·• 
, H:;·di•ral::.i{i-5U[;U"i5 

7 

Overall 
Marks· 

13:00 

~::_too 

UG Engineering Tier-II -

-i-,-•- ---- . 
i C,Jservatior,s of Evaluators (Provide_ 

i Justifications/ Reasons) 

Gap identification should follow detailed 
curriculum analysis. 

Larger number of experts with varied 
expertise be involved. 

t--- --
_I 

Assessment rubric should be more 
rigorously used for all the laboratories' 

assignments; 

The quality of questions in papers was 
upto mark: however, there is s·cope fo ,-

improvement. 

~~'~!, 
,IX.I'\!~ ---

,,, _ ----- .-... , .. . ... ... , 



I 

\ 
2.2.3. Quality of student projects 25 

2.2.4. 
Initiatives related to industry 
interaction 15 

Initiatives related to industry 
2.2.5: 

internship/summer training 
15 

! 
I l otal of Cri~erion 2: 120 

c;,..""'"''"a. /c~ .... ~,.:irn i:11::.I1I:itnr 1 

A. Identification of projects and-allocation methodology to Faculty 2 
(3) .· . 
B. Types and relevance of the projects and their contribution 
towards attainment of POs and PSO~{S) . · 

3 

C. Process for monitoring and evaluation {S) 4 15 / . • 

D. Process to assess individual and team performance{S) 3 

E. Quality of completed projects/working prototypes (5) 2 

F. Evidences of papers published / Awards received by projects 1 
etc. (2) 
A. Industry supporterl l;boratories (5) 2 
B. Industry invoivement in the program design and partial delivery · 2 
of a·ny regular courses for students (5) 6 
C. Impact analysis of industry institute interaction and actions I 

2 
taken thereof {5) 
A. Industrial training/tours for students (3) 1 
8. Industrial /internship /summer training of more than two 2 
weeks and post trainin11 Assessment (4) 7 

/ 

C. Impact analysis of industrial training (4) 2 
D. Student feedback on initiative (4) 2 

.. Overall Marks for Criterion 2: 

Head of rhe Ocu:.in;:;cm 
l)l1la / tmt·u t of f-:kr lnrnirs :mo Co1:; ;;;,ic,:rnt:u,, .Li;_;t_i]: 

(-idy:i 1"0'1·• 111,•i•~· ·· r.!° T'·•·i·"ul,,c-v • • 11 ,l • If • • • ••\.. , ,..,.. • •l •~~ ."' 

• Hyclee·ab~cl-5C8V75 

•- · - U.1 • 

3 

Very few publications; . 
Publishing results of projects i,, 

conferences/journals OR demonstr2:'on -
in workshops be encouraged; 

28.00 
ARM Industry supported lab is there, but 

the industries role in curriculum 
design/delivery be enhanced; 

Proper impact analysis is needed; 

·-·---
69.00 

Signature (Program Evaluator 2) 



..., .... ... .. b ' " '-'-' " '6 I I i;; , - I1 

Criterion 3: Course Outcomes and Program Outcomes (120)' ------------·---,--------r--·---""T"'--------- ·-· j 

\ I Max. I .. · '·:· =·. • . • Marks Awarded Overall / Observatiom ot Eva(uat~ . -~ ~ 1 
I M. k ·· i:.\:a1uat1on Gu1dehnes M k S.No. Sub Criteria Justific.,tions/ Rea. - . • 
l"\ ---+:--:-:-:-:--:---".""""-------'~-a-r_s-+-----·-.;.:_;.;___ Marks Total ar s 1 Establish the correlation between the · 1 ... ... - ~ - ~- " - -

3.1. 
courses and the POs & PSOs 20 

3.1.1. I Course Outcon1es s Evidence of cos being defined for every course. (5) 5 5 

4 ICO-PO/PSOs matrice~ of courses 
3.1.2. I d . ( . I 

se ecte in 3 .1.1 six m.:.:a:..:t:..:ri..:.ce:=_s:_:, __ _:~--.l-------------------------t----t----i 
s Explanation of table to be ascertained (S) 4 

Prcgram lev~I (burse-PO/PSOs matrix 
.1.3. I of ALL courses including first year 

courses 

3.2. I Attainment of Course Outcomes 

De! cribe the assessment processes 
I used to gat,1erti ;:! data upon which 

3
·
2

·1. t t, ., evaluatior. ot CoursP. Outcome i,. 
i:,a;,:d 

10 I Explan,,tion of tables to be ascertained (10) 7 7 

so 

A. List of assessment processes (2) 2 

10 ,,_. ,. - -· • ..... ---· ··-----,f-----1 7 

• '.3. Thf· qua!ity /rele, ·~r.ce o, assessm r;; n; ;: m cesses F, lo(>i'- t>s,,ri (8) 5 
I t--~-------------------1---------- --- - ·-·----t---f---

Record the ,.ttainment of Course 
3.2.2. I outcomes of all courses with respect 

to set attainment levels 
40 

Verify the attainment levels as per the benchmark set for all 
courses (40) 

30 30 

16.00 

37.0,'l 

The ,Os for ·,ill°the .course~ hve :.- .- ,n 
evlauated for CAY- 2016-17, and other 
years; and are compared against 
attainment level targeted; 

If--
3

-_
2
-. --i1-A-t-ta_i_n_m_e_n_'. _o_f_P_ro-~-ra_r_r _O_u_t_c_o_m_e_s_-+,-_,,r,-, _-. -+

1
----_----------------_, ________ _._ ___ _..._ ___ -+-----~ · 

F ,d Prograrr. ~pecific_ ". :! corr;~ _ -- ,f---- .. \ _____ - ·-·· - -~---~ _ ,- --
Describe a~~' ·.smer-' t00 , ' and 

3_3_
1

_ 
1
processes usd for assessing the 
attainment of each of the POs & 
PSOs 

I Provide r~sului of ev,1luation of 
3-3-L- ro & PSO . 

----· 

Total of Criterion 3: 

~-

c:;,..,,,t, 1ro / Drno,.:::am ~v ::1l11::1t nr 1) 

10 

each 
40 

120 

A. List of assessment tools & processes (5) 

B. The quality/relevance of assessment tools/processes used (5) 

A. · Verification of documents, resu!ts and level of attainm!!nt of 
ea:: h PO/PSO {24) 

B. Overall lew_l, of attainment (16) 

4 
7 

3 

16 
28 

12 

O;;erall Marks for Criterion 3: 

/ 

4 l\!a<l of the Dmllrtment nCjl 111\;H of Eknr(.111\cs and Cnr.·,murnc:1tlon J.lll!,l!.· 
\ 'idya -lyu\ \:i 1 :1stlli!ie of ·rc,·ii,;o:ugy. _.., 

Hydcrnbud-5\l0U75 

4 

-------

3S.00 

88.00 

All documents rel:ited to POs/PSO 
evalu-,t ion were examined by us; the 

attainec: ·values havP been compared by 
them agair,: t tar~ts; 

-

Signature (Program Evaluator 21 



Criterion 4: Student s' Performance (150) 

S.No. Sub Criteria 

4.1. IEnroiment Ratio (20) 

\ '.·/ ·. • Marks Awarded 
·. :: •: :~. . Evaluation Guideline:s k 

1 . . -., Mar s Tota 
.' . .. \ -- - A. >= 90% students enrolled at the First Year Level on average 

: basis during the previous three academic years ~tarting from 
current academio: year (201 

20 

B. >= 80% students enrolled at the First Year Level on average 
basis during the previous three academic years starting from 
current academic year (18) 
C. >= 70% students enrolled at the First Year Level on average 
basis during the previous three academic years starting from 
current academic year (16) 
D. >= 60% students enrolled at the First Year Level on average 
basis during the previous three academic years starting from 
current academic year l.!_~ 

20 20 

- -·· o •·• -._ .,., 0 I ll;;;l - 11 

Overall -,_; . ·1bservati~:is of Evaluators (Provide l , 
Marks )_, _. Justifications/ Reasons) 

20.00 En raiment ratio is good; 

E. >= 50% students enrolled at the First Year Level on average . 
basis du~ing the previous three academic years starti:ig froml \ . 
current academic year (12) ______ . ____ \ 

4 t=. Otherwise 'O' . , ! r; ·, 5'•=~ Rot.•;, th, ,tJpola""';,<,riod · ----- .i,._ ----- ------- ·---- ·--

... ·. of the progr;im 40 

--- ---------------- f---- -------· . --·-

1,,, Success rate without backlogs in any 
Semester/year of study 

V.-': '. >, c,:,,. B:-,..kici6 means no 
corr,partrnent or failures in an~ 
semester/year of study 

Success rate with backlog in stipulated 
4.2.2. I period (actual duration of the 

program) 

4.3. !Academic Performance in Third Year 

'-.. 

25 

15 

Si= (Number ofstudents V{ho graduated from the program without 
backlog)/{Number of students admitted in the first year of that 
batch and actually admittf' d in 2nd year viaJateral entry and· 
sep;,,nte division, if applicabie) 
Average SI = Mean of success index (SI) for p;ist thrt:e batches . 
Success rate without backlogs in ,,;iy year of study= 25 x Average SI 

SI= (Number of ~E4.dents who graduated from the program with 
backlog in the stipulated period of course duration)/(I\J:lmber of 
stu.dents admitted in the first ·,;e~,- of that batch and actua:ly 
admitted in 2nd year via lateral entry and separate divisio;., if 
applicable) 
Average SI = mean of success· index (SI) for past three batches 
Success rate = 15 x Average SI 

Academic Performance= 1.5 * Average AP! (Academic Performance 
Index) 

AP!= ((Mean of 3rd Year Grade Point Average of all successful 
15 I Students on a 10 point scale) or (Mean of the percentage of marks 

of all successful students in Third Year/10)) x {successful 
students/number of students peared in the ~ aminijtion) 
Successful students are those v- o a e permitt to proceed to the 
final year _ /"'--' 

13.4'l 

' 14.06 

9.98 

. 1 t-i\k~ ~ P~ "t 
lkp~rl:ll l'/ 1 <1.'. i~ :n~:(:!\? :. !1!:''.~-01;:"-'.~;iii:111_'.011 t.ll~-

,<.) n v ) Ol l ,1 \l,,dlUic c,, 1,:1 .. lO,Oi\J• . 
Hyt.1.: ;• j i,au- :,~C(;·; :; 

Si~nature !Program Ev~ uator 1) 5 

13.49 

27.SS 

14.06 

9.98 9.98 

(2017- 13::\/252, 2016- 105/lSl , :.:ots 
73/140) 

(2017- l37 /252, 2016-180/191, ;115-
130/140] 

{'.017- 227/236/6.'3; 
!016- 237/246/6.9 
·015. 182/187 /6.8) 

,,,.....,1 
/\_;~ 

Signature (Program Evaluator 2) 



Academic Performance Level= 1.5 • Average API (Academic 

Perform;mce Index) 

Academic Performance in Second ; 

4.4. 1S . API =T(M-~ar; ~)f 2nd Year Grade Point Average of all successful Year 
Students oh a 10 point scale) o"r (Mean of the percentage of marks I 

of all successful student sin Second Year/10)) x (successful 

... students/number of students appeared in the examination) .A9.;~B 10.18 
, ... . ··- -.· 

Assessment Points = 40 >< average of three years of 
[ (x +y + z)/N) 
where, x = Number of students placed in companies or 

Placement, Higher studies and Government sector through on/off campus recruitment, 
4.5. Entrepreneurshi;, 40 y = Number of students admitted to higher studies •.vith valid 

qualifying scores (GATE or equivalent State or National level tests, -GRE, GMAT etc.), .. 
z =No.of students turned entrepreneur in engineering/technology -

N =Total_ number of fin2.i year st•,!rlents Zl:AO 7.1.40 

4.6 . Professior1,,1 Activities w . . . . 

p;;:;:~~~al O · f / h . t -:;-- ·-- rA. Availability & activiti~s ~f prcifessional societieskhapters (3) 
__ .. __:. ·-----

2 
. . 4.6.l . . . . s c1e 1es c ap ers an . . . . --· -. · 

organizing engineering events 5 B. Nurriber, quality of engineering events (organized at institute, 
l 3 Level- Institute/State/National/International) (2) 

Publication of technical magazines, A. Quality & Relevance cf the contents and Print Material (3) 1,5 
4.6.2. 5 newsletters, etc. B. Participation cf Stud~nts from the program (2) 1 2.5 

Particip.ati.cr! . in ··1;;(_er-h·,stitute . events A. Events :within t h., . state (2) 2 ;-· - -· ·- ·-•·-
4.6.3. by stud_ents of the program of study 10 ' B. Events outside the state (3) l 

(at other institutions) ·. : 

C. Prizes/awards received in such events (5) 2.5 5.5 
Total of Criterion 4: 150 Overall Marks for Criterion 4: 

-

'I: 

_ .. _ _.;.,,,, 

'hm~t11rP (Prnn;im Fv;tl11~tnr 1 l 

k ~ / 
part11i-~1,t 

nr,rn1· tn rnt or El edronks and l_~nn,;1iut1k\llh>tt tn~~' 
\'id,·:i Jyo thl lns((tute oCT,:~l'.nology, 

t , Hyderni>~d-50_0{}75 

""'-" .<, 

6 

uu L.11 511 1c::t:r 11 1g 1,er-11 · 

; 

('zui '4/283/7.u8 
lOk ' : 5/243/6.95 

10.1& 
:.:015- 246/251/6.9) 

. 
------

(20li-104, 24,01/237; ]016-
21.40 

76,20,0:.'/182; 2015· 52,18,01/136) 

.. -- ---
---

Mo•e events ,.t st,1t.e/nati6:1al level b~ 
organized; 

11.00 

Mon, events be creanized; stud::!nts need 
be encouraged to participate in nativr,.il 

events; 

100 --\ I 

. ~ 

. 

, 
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Crit erion S: Faculty Info rm at ion and Contributions (200) 
,' .-_ IV,i!X. L Marks Awarded ' ' Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide 

S.No. Sub Criteria Evaluation Guidelines Marks / Total · Marks Justifications/ Reasons) Marks -- ~-- .. - Marks to be given proportionally from a maximum of 20 to a . 
. minimum of 10 for average SFR between 1S:l to 20:1, and zero for 
average SFR higher than 20:1 (Refer calculation in SAR) as per the 
marks distribution given below: 

15.00 • 15.50 • 20 marks 
15.51 - 1650 - 18 marks 
16.51- 17.50-16 marks 

5.1. Student-Faculty Ratio (SFR) 17.51-18.50 • 14 marks 19 19 19.Cxl 
(2017- 922/8,0,58; 2016- 905/9,0,51; 2015 

20 812/8,0,43) 18.51-19.50 - 12 marks 
19.51- 20.00 • 10 marks 

• Minimum 75% should be Regular/Full nme faculty and the 
remaining can be Contractual Faculty/Adjunct Faculty/Resource 
Source from industry as per AIC.TE norms and standards. 
• The contractual Faculty will be considered. for assessment_ only if 

I a faculty is drawing a salary as prescribed by the concerned State 
Government fa~ the contractual ·faculty in the _respective cadre. 

Cadre Proportion Marks= 

[r4 t~·•H "'"J}= (2017- 8,0,58; 2015- 9,0,51; 2015- 8,0,43) 
5,2. F?.culty Cadre Pro::c,rtion 2S RF1 RF2 .j l m 22.15 22.1S .. 22. 15 (2017- 7,. 14,40; 2016- 7,13,40; 2015-. . 

•· If AFl = AF2= 0 then zero marks 6,12,36) 

• Maximum marks to be limited if it exceeds 25 
(Refer calculation in SAR) 
FQ 2.5 x l(l0X +4Y}/FJ where, 

X is no. of faculty with Ph.D., Y is no . of faculty with .M.Tech, F is . 
5.3. Faculty Q~alification 25 no . of faculty required to comply'l :15 Faculty Student ratio 11.63 (2017• 8,SS/61.5; 2016- 9,51/60; 2015-

(no. of faculty and no. of students required to be calculated as per 8,43/54) 
5.1) - 11.63 11.53 

A. ::: 90% of required Faculties retained during the period of 
assessment keeping CAYm3 as base year (25) 

' B. ::: 75% of required Faculties retained during the period of 

5.4 Faculty Retention 25 
assessment keeping CAYm3 as base year (20) 
C. ::: 50% of requ ired Faculties retained during the period of 20.00 

assessment keeping CAYm3 as base year (15) 
D. ::: 50% of required Faculties retained duri ng the period of 
assessment kee ping CAYm3 base year (10) 
E. Otherwise (0) \ I \ 20 20 

.~ 
\ \ /"'.,, 

' - p 

: 7 1,l ,"io,a J 
, , _·1,, ·Hy,ltn:ih:Hl-S.J1j J i5 

<::iun~t• u·o (o,.,..,,,.,..m ru-, / , , -,t,...,. 1 l 7 



\ . . . 
·\lnno·,1tk,r,~ by the 1-iiculty in 

S.S. · Teach:ng ,nd Learning 
\ . . 

Faculty as participant~ in Facu!ty 
5.6 I development /training activities 

/STTPs 
5,7. I Research and Development 

5.7.1. I Academic Research 

5.7.7 I Spo~sored ~esearch 

5.7.3 I Development Activities 

5.7'.4. I Consultancy (From Industry) 

Faculty Performance Appraisal and 
S.S. I Development System (FPADS) 

I 

5.9. I Visiting/Adjunct/Emeritus Faculty etc. 

Total of Criterion 5: ... 

- - - '.'Ill!' • • • -
A. The, work must be made available on Institute Website (4) 2 

B. The w.ork must be available for peer review and critiouf! (4) ,,: 1 --------------------·---- . .,..,.,.., --c. The work must be reproducible and developed furthe · byc,ther ' 
20 scholars (2) 

D. Statement of clear goals, use of appropriate r,·,,•thocJs, 
significance of results, effective presentation and reflective critique 
(10) 

For each year: Assessment= 3xSum/0.5RF 
15 I Average assessment over last three years starting from c;,Yml 

iMarks limited to 15L _ 
30 

10 

5 

10 

!; 

A. Number of quality pubiications in refereed/SCI Jourm·ls, 
citations, Books/Book Chapters etc. (6) 

B. PhD guided /PhD awarded during the assessment period while 
1.vorking in the institute (4) 
Funded research from outside; Cumulative during last three years 
starting from CAYml: 
Amount> 20 Lacs - S Marks 
Amount>'-' 16 Lacs and<"' 20_iacs - 4 Marh 
Amount>-= 12 Lacs and< 16 lacs - 3 Marks 
Amount>~ 8 Lacs and < n lacs - 2 Marks 
Amount>= 4 Lacs and < 8 lacs -1 Mark 
Amount< 4 Lacs - O Mark 
A. Product Development 
B. Research laboratories 
C. lnstructlonal m.iterials 
D. Workin_g models/charts/monograms etc.. 
Consultancy;Cumulative during last three years starting from 
CAYml: 
Amount > 10 Lacs - 5 Marks 
Amount>= 8 Lacs and<= 10 lacs - 4 Marks 
Amount>= 6 Lacs and< 8 lacs - 3 Marks 
Amount>= 4 Lacs and < 6 lacs - 2 Marks 
Amou_nt >= 2 Lacs and < 4 lacs -1 Mark 
Amount < 2 Lacs - 0 Mark 
A. A well define!;! performance appraisal and development system 

30 instituted for all the a~sessment years {10) 

1 

6 

9 

3 

3 

l 

5 

0 

6 

B. Its implementation and effectiveness (20) 8 

• • • 

10 10.00 

9 9.00 

6 

1 

12.00 

5 

0 

14 14.00 

---
..,, \(/# V.\lf. ft 

UG Engineering ner-11 -

Use of ICT in teaching - Learning should be 
enhanced; 

Faculty has attended various 
FD?s/Workshops; 

Veiy few spon:!'ored re.~,:,1<rch pr!"ljc~t 
e:-.1,;t; 

The research faboratories should be 
established: u,;e of ICT b;, enha·Eced ir' 
deliver{ me·hods; 

The ·FPADS is in place and is used for 
appraisal; but may be used effectively. 

Provision of v·isiting /Adjunct/Emeritus faculty etc.(1) 1 
. . . . 4 4 _00 More outside experts may be involved in 

M inimum so hours per year interaction :. ' . +o,rh; "~/lo,r";": '."rnrorr • 
10 

-~ 
per year to obtain three marks : 3 x 3 = 9 _ 

200 Overall Marks for Criterion 5: 122 

.· · . · ~ 
'~\11,,. . f rhe· o ~ merit 

.. Y}, lml·n if Ele~lrnnks :ma Co r.:,·:runkation E:ngg. 
\ 'ill)41 j::t~t!1~ i:Vitin:te ef1"r~h ::o;ogy. _..i 

, ~!yGcrnuact -sGeu·ts 
..... 8 Signature (Program Evaluator 21 
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--· 
Criterion 6: Fac.ilities and Technical Support (80) l 

S.No. Sub Criteria Max. ' Marks Awarded Overall Observations of Evaluators (Provide 
Evaluation Guidelines 

Marks 
.. Marks Total Marks Justifications/ Reasons) 

.......... 

Adequate and well-equipped 
A. Adequate well-equipped laboratories to nm all tnE:! program- 15 

6.1. laboratories, and technical 30 specific curriculum (20) 22 22.00 
The lab numbers and space is suffi- ;,?nt -

manpower B. Availability of adequate technical supporting staff (5) 3 for engagment of UG programme; 

C. Availability of qualified technical supporting staff (5) 4 
Additional Facilities created for A. Availability and relevance of add1tional facilities(lO) 6 The equipment and facilities for be 

6.2. improving the quality of learning 25 B. Facilities utilization and effectiveness (10) 5 14 14.00 · enhanced for developmental and research 

experience in Laboratories C. Relevance to POs and PSOs (5) 3 work; ·-
6.3. 

Laboratories: Maintenance arid 
Maintenance and overall ambfence (10) 6 6 6.00 Regular maintenece funds be instated· ! 

overall ambience 
10 

·' . . ... . 
Facilities for project building by students 

6.4. Projeq: laboratory s Facilities & Utilization (5) 3 3 3.00 be augmented beyond current insufficient 
support; 

.. 
6.5. Safet'( m;,~sures in l~:Loratories 10 S;ife:ty measures in laboratories (10) 6 . 6 6.00 TherP. a,-~ few ineasures taken up; 

+ ~ 

hotal of triteriori 6: 
-e- . . · 'i . ___ ,_. . ··.~------ -~-- -.·. :. L--. - ~ :., --- •-·· -----·---·-

8~--
Marks for Crite:rion 6: 51.00 ·-II 

\: 
.. 

\~ / 
n n 1o?. <•! t i1t Ut p :,rL ,_. .. , , 

, ,f ~:' l } •:;, · .. - . .., ,; · , . • , ,; . ,.i ' •·1 · no '1epur ._m ( .. :--1. l:,.-:,i,, , ;J .Jj ·--~_1_ . .. 0 ... -.: ,10 .. ln.,.,. 
,1ttj·2 J yo : :1i rn1: d t::!c cf Iet:h!~o]ogy. 

. Hy<l~c·tl!;cd -Df; t!fl i'5 -

C:inr,=it,or<> f p,.,..,.,,-::,IT'I ~11:::ih1::it,...r 1\ 9 Signature (Program Evaluator 2) 



.. I Criterion 7: Continuous Improvement (SO) - · 
Max. Marks Awarded Overall Observations. of Evaluator) ! I-' ' 

S.No. . Sub Criteria .. .. :£:val uation G11luelines 
.. -

Marks Marks Total Marks Justifica t ions/ Rea~c•r: ·. 
- - .--~ ·..:.-

_ __ .,_ 

A. Documr'.;tatio~ of·PQ, -,md PSOs attainment levels (5) 4 The attainrnent leveis havt! been 
Actions taken based on the results of 

7.1. evaluation of each of the POs and 20 
B. ld:;ntification of gaps/shortfalls (5) 3 13 13.00 

documented, and gaps have been . 
identified; more efforts for 

PSOs C. Plan of action t:1 bridge the gap and its Implementation (10) 6 implementation be taken up. 

Academic Audit and actions taken Assessment shall be based on conduct and actions taken in relation 
The proceedings of academic audit be 

7.2. 
during the period of Assessment 10 6 6 6.00 properly maintained; and sufficient 

to continuous improvement (10) number of meetings be called; 

Improvement in Placement, Higher A. Improvement in Placements (5) 3 Entrepreneurship efforts be enhanced 

7.3. 
Studies and Entrepreneurship 10 B. lm~rovement in Higher Studies (3) 2 6 6.00 significantly; more students be 

C. Improvement in number of Entrepreneurs (2) 1 encouraged for higher studies; 

\~--~·-. 

Assessment is based on improvement in terms of ranks/score in 

7.4. 
lmp,ovement in the quality of qualifying state level/national level entrance tests, percentage The ranks fo admitted studc,,ts have gone 

10 
., ., 7.00 

students admitted to the program Physics, Chemistry and Mathematics in.arks in .).2th Stand~rd· and 'J· up !r: past ye;irs; 

•· 
percentage marks of t he lateral entry stude.n1 , 

. . ,· 
Tot.11 of Criterion 7: . . so Marks for Criterion 7: 32.00 ·------! 

,,,-.«z -~ . \ \ \;: 
·. / 
. I ) ' " ' "' M "" D ·• >l'f)ur1m 1·111 p r r,; . .. . . -~P-:-t.n-!';; t 

• .. · · ·- -tt :: {!!?:c-; :nil:(' ... . .. , "~ . · .. . 
· .,· . \ 1dy:1 ,hu ; J,j lp;. : ·: .. ,o· ")/:." .,. J i!!, a , l(l!) Engg. 

·,. ~ . . · . ...... ... \ ' P:e!1:: o!ugy. 
t - .i uerauJd-SCUU~-'5 

1,).<iA{o/ 
{ 

Si~nature (P rogram Evaluator 1) 10 Signature (Program Evaluator 2) 
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Part B-Program Asse§s_ment, Worksheet 
Institute Level Criteri.a· to :be Assessed by Chairman 

N;;me of the Institution Vidya Jyothi Institute of Technology, Aziz Nagar, Hyderabad, Telangana 500075 
Name of the Program: Electronics & Communication Engineering 
Criterion 8: First Year Academics (SO) 

S.No. Max. 

UG Engineering Tier-JI 

Sub Criteria Evaluation Guidelines Marks Awarded Overall 
Observations of Evaluators (Provide Justifications/ Reasons) Marks Marks Total Marks 

8.1. Flrst Year Student- Faculty Ratio (FYSFR) 5 

8.2. Qualification of Faculty Teaching First Year 
5 I Common Courses 

8.3. First YP.ar Academic Performance lO 

' , 

li.4. Attainment o! Course · Outcomes of first 
10 year courses 

Describe the assessment processes used to 
8.4.1. gather the data upon which the evaluation of 5 

Course Outcomes offirst year Is based 

8.4.2. Record the attainment of Course Outcomes 
of all first year courses 5 

8.5. Attainment of Program Outcomes of all first 
year courses 20 

_.__ 

8_.5,1. Indicate results of evaluatio_n of,ead1 
15 r!ll~v.af'\t.P,O,£~,so 

8.5.2. Actions taken based on the results of 
5 evaluation of relevant POs /PSOs 

Total of Criterion B: so 

Signature of Chairman. 

For each year of assessment = (S x 15)/ FYSFR 
(s•1s/20.2J (Limited to Max. S) Average of Assessment years 3.7 3.7 3.7 

A. Assessment of faculty qualification (Sx + 3y)/RF 
B. Average of Assessment of last three years (Refer 8.2. for x, (s•1+3•s8J/68 
y and RF) 3.1 3.1 3.1 

Academic Performance= ((Mean of 1st Year Grade Point 
Average of all successful Students on a 10 point scale) or 
(Mean of the percentage of mar!c In First Year of all 
successful students/10)) x (successful students/number of . (7.23+6.8~+6 58)/3 
students appeared in the examlr.atlon) 
Su~.c~sful students are thosa who are µermitted to proceed ," 

to the Second year 6.87 6.87 6.87 

A. List of assessment processes (1) 
1 ' - I B. ThP. relev;;nce rJf ass(?ssment tools usecl (4) " 

7 
-

2 > 3 The tools are used to address luwer level ot ablities 
·verity· the records as per the benchmark set for the courses 
(5) 

4 4 Records are available . . 
A. Process of computing POs/PSOs attainment level from 
the COs of related first year courses (5) 3 

' 
B. Verlficatfon of documents validating the above process 11 
(10) 6 COs from lab co uses are not well defined 

Appropriate actions taken (5) 
2 11 More action is required 

Overall Marks for Criterion 8: 31.67 

1)7 fm1·.'.1~ofl(!r~_,rnni~~ :rnu 1>H, ·,;c :,:_,., !i !)[j {~llij~, 
\1dy:i ,11'::i;,i la.n!::1 r ul · ;, , ,.,:,:,,.:gy. 
• l-!}~ernL:i,~ .. 5J.liv,75. 

' 

I 

,, 

. 



UG Enginee.ring Tier-I 

)Criterion 9: itudent Support Systems {SO) -I •- , 

: Max. _,•-- :'.- .. . C Marks Awarded Overall Observations of Evaluators {Provide Justifi~ti<H· •,/ Reasons) S.No, Sub Criteria . , Ev;,Ji1ation G:.idelines Marks Total Marks , Marks . 
Det.iils of the r,,'~ntoring system that has been developed for mentoring system that has be,.~ developed for the students require 

9.l. Mentoring system to help at Individual level 5 the s:udents for various purposes and also state the efficacy 3 more refinement. 
of such system (5) 3 3 

9.2. Feedback analysis and reward /corrective 
measures taken, If any 10 

A. Methodology being followed for analysis of feedback and 
its effectiveness (5) 3 6 . 

B. Record of corrective measures taken (5) 3 6 

9.3. Feedback on facilities s Feedback collection, analysis and corrective action (5) 3 

' 3 3 

A. Scope for self-learning (2) 1 
9.4. Self learning s B. Self Learning facilities, materials for learning beyond 

... , sy!labus, Webinars, Podcast, MOOCs etc. and demonstrate 
its effective utilization (3) .. 2 3 3 
A._ Availability of career guidance facili ties (2) 1 ,, •-··-----

. ' B. Counseling for higher studies (GATE/GRE, GMAT, etc.) 
9.5. Career Guidan!:e:, Trtining, Placement 10 (2) l 

C. Pre-olacement training (3) 2 
D. Placement process and support (3) 2 6 6 

A. Entrepreneurship initiatives (1) 1 9.6. Entrepreneurship Cell s 
I B. Data on students benefitted (4) 2 3 3 

"· 
A. Availability of sports and cultu,al facilities (3) 1 

9.7. Co-<:•> rricular and Extra-curricular Activities 10 B. NCC, NSS.and other clubs (3) 2 
C. Annual students activities (4) 2 5 5 

Total of Criterion 9: so Overall Marks for Criterion 9: 29 

I>; · !:~·" ' - .,,.,,.---art:11 t: a if t~: nf rhe f'h- ~1~1-1 \'i,N,, ;-1,r lrnP.ks -·~'{~rtm-~ nt 
.. ,1. J~mh! fn s• i,~·: •l: C01: 1mt; :: : .-,, , H, -,., .. . t .. .. i,, o,·, , ... .. , .. !dO!' r 

, :>i'l'">ll: ~!.1- " "~ : <ccl! C: C<>·, • -!l!:g, --•v,,V75 ::,.,• . -' 

Signature of Chairman 



UG Engine~ring Tier-I(, 

r:~:-r':-lt-~-=-io_n_l:--::0-,-::G-ov_e_r-na_n_c_e-:, l-n-st:-it-ut-:-io_n_a-=-1-=-su_p_p_o_rt_a_n-:d-::F:-in-an•c".'"ia-:-I-R-es_o_u-.~-P.-~f"".1:2""0_):::::-_-_-:_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-:_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-
7
,-~--':'..--;_.,,.-_;.,.-_::;_-_:;:.-.::;,;..:.-,;;:;:;_~7._-_;;;:;::::::::::.=------:-, :,:'~.,,'.". ===·===:"::::::::::::~ 

s.Na. I Sub Criteria •f,1:x.-, , MarKS Awaraeu uverall Observations of ~v2Juato~J~wv1de Justrfrcatlons/ Reasons) 

I Organization, Goverr>ance 1>nd 10.1. 
_!r'ansparency 

10.1.1. IStatethe Vision and Mission of the Institute 

Governing bod'!', administrative setup, 
• 0 lfunctilns of various bodies, service rules . 1 

.1.2:.. procerlures, recruitment and · promotional 
policies 

i0.1.::1 ID~r.e.t.rallsi;tiori in working and griev~nce 
·reclressal mechanism 

10.1.4. I Delegation offinancial powers 

.Marks :. · 
·· -· ·-40 

5 

- Evaluation Guidelines ~-
A. Availability of the Vision & Mission statements of the 
Institute~ 

B. Appropriateness/Relevance of the Statements (3) 

A. Governing Body Composition, senate, and all other 
academic and administrative bodies; their memberships, 
functions, and responsibilities; frequency of the meetings; 
participation details of external mernbe,s and attendance 

10 !therein (4) 

10 

10 

B. The published service rules, policies and procedures with 
year of publication ill 
C. Minutes of the meetings and action-taken reports (3) 

A. List the r,ames· of the faculty members who have been 
delef(ated pr.,wers. for taking administrative decisions (1) 

B.Spec:ify the mechanism and composition of grievance 
redressal c~II (2) 
C. Action taken report as per 'B' above (7) 
A. Financial powers delegated to the Principal, Heads of 
Departments and tele11ant in-charges (3) 

· /r~n;are~ and a;a;~b;lity of ·-

B. Demonstrate the utilization of financial powers for each 
of the ~ sessment y;,_ars (7) 
A. Information on the policies, rules, processes is to be 
·made available on web site (2) 10.1.5. 1,·orrect/unambiguous Information .in public 

:domain ·· -. ·· 
I 

lCJ;Z. I Budgel Allocation, Utilization, and Public 
Accounting_ at Institute level 

;, 

30 

B. Dissemination of the Information about student, faculty 
and staff (3) 
Expenditure per student : 
Fe.e per student: 

A. Quantum of budget allocation for three years (5) 

Marks I Total Marks ___ , 
I 

2 
-

t' 
3 

-
2 
-

=r-2-1 26 I". 
i 

---
·1 µ 
2 
-
4 +-~--
1 
-
2, 

3 

41 I 
10.2.1. I Adequacy of Bl.dget allocation 10 !- --------------4---

41 I B. Justification of budget allocated for three years (5) 8 Bud et provison is good for various departments 
23 

10.2.2. I Utilization of all:icated funds I 15 I Budget utilization for three years (1~ ·• o•• 

IAvailablllty of the audited statements on the I 5 \Availability of Audited statements on website (5) 10.2.3. . , , b ·t institute s we SI e '\_ 

lOi , 1 .... 

sl 5 

V \; 
, ~ , l (I f . l - ~ })~ I 

lk11,:1 r1m•ni of ·1 •,·1 ; 1it·_s :ir:d (_ 0: . ,,:c ,i;J'.:~ tiO!t Engg. • 
. 'idxa •J~ )l b lnsti!i.H·~ of Tti.:h:!!~lo1,iJ. · 

, H;:&rubatl -SOilUi~ . 

c:,.. ... ..,..,,, ..... ,..&ri.. ... ;~----



--UG Engineering Tier-I/ , 

\ \~ro~,ram Specific Budget Allocation, 1 
30 To be evaluated in consultation with the Program Experts 10.'3. U '\' . t111.at1on . . ,____ . ~ -·.~-: ·----r .. . 

' \ I • ., :· -
.. .,,,.. 

A. Qua,ntum of budget allocation for three years (S) 4 
10:3.1. Adequa(:'f of budget a,,qc;ition · · 

: 
10 u . ... .,.... 

B. Justification of budget allocated for three years (5) 4 Budget provison is good for department 8 

10.3.2. Utili?.ation of allocated funds 20 Budget utllization for three years (20) 13 13 

10.4. Library and Internet 20 
' A. Avoilablllty of relevant learning resources including e- 5 

10.4.1. Quality of learning resources (hard/soft) 10 . resources and Digital Library (7) 
B. Accessibility to students (31 2 7· 

' .l\. Available bandwidth (4) 3 15 

B. WI Fi availability (2) 2 

10.4.2 . Internet 10 C. Internet access in labs, classrooms, library and offices of '1 ,-,... 
all Departments (2) 
D. Security mechanism (2) 2 8 

120 Ovi.'rall Marks for Criterion 10: 85 
Total of Criterion 10: 

145.67 

V 
aj?/ 

r 

\\ • V 
1r,,, n1..¥•f rhe Or r,:.1-t ;n,~r. t . 

• ,, I ~ - . • , · .- , " • -• I ....., f • ·' 11 · 1 11f •• l r. Ucpa, 1 ... •· . .. , .. .. . 1c, :in(, 1.. ., .. , .• 1< . . .. .. ,.t!o.i ... ngg. 
l:i:i) J:, ot ,; i rn~_cltrn_ o~·:'.:·:.!: ;; ,:i l:1gy. · 

!-iydcrnuad-:,Ou,I : .) 

,/ 

Signature of Chairman 
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