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Graphical Representation based on Quantitative & Qualitative Metrics
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Fig: The criterion wise distribution of weighted scores (Q,M & QM) for the institution
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Comparison of Q;M & QM in Key Indicators based on performance(GPA)
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Comparison of LPKI and HPKI based on Q,M & QM
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Fig: Comparison of LPKI(0-2.0) and HPKI(3.01-4.0) based on QM & QM




Distribution of High Performance Key Indicators (3.01-4.0)

Institutional Values and Social Responsibilities:
4.0%

Academic Flexibility:
4.4%

Feedback System:
4.4%

Internal Quality Assurance System:
4.0%

Student Progression: Evaluation Process and Reforms:
4.4% 4.1%
Student Support: Student Satisfaction Survey:
4.3% 4.0%
IT Infrastructure: Collaboration:
4.4% 4.4%
Library as a Learning Resource: Clinical, Equipment and Lak y Learning
4.2% 4.4%

Fig: High Performance Key indicators(3.01-4.0) for the institution




Distribution of Average Performance Key Indicators (2.01-3.0)

Curricular Planning and Implementation:

Institutional Vision and Leadership: 14.1%

18.2%

Student Enrollment and Profile:
Student Participation and Activities: T
15.8%
Extension Activities: 18.2% .
17.0% B

Fig: Average Performance Key Indicators{2.01 -3.0) for the institution




Distribution of Low Performance Key Indicators (0-2.0)

Research Publications and Awards:
33.3%

Institutional Distinctiveness:
33.3%

Best Practices:

Fig: Low Performance Key Indicators(0-2.0) for the institution




Comparison of Criteria based on Criteria Grade Point Average
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Performance of metrics in [object Object],[object Object],[object Object],[object Object],[object Object],[object
Object],[object Object],[object Object],[object Object],[object Object],[object Object], undefined
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Fig. Performance of metrics in Criteria | & Il
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Benchmark Value

Performance of metrics in undefined, undefined
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Fig: Performance of metrics in Criteria Il & IV
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Performance of metrics in undefined, undefined, undefined
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Fig: Performance of metrics in Criteria V, VI, VI
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Fig: Graphical representation of Strengths(4) and Weakness(0) of the institution based on Q,M & QM (Criteria 1,1l and Ill)
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Graphical representation of Strengths(4) and Weakness(0) of the institution based on Q.M & QM (Criteria IV,V,VI and
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Fig: Graphical representation of Strengths and Weakness of the institution based on Q,M & QuM (Criteria IV,V,VI and VII)




Graphical representation of Strengths and Weakness of the institution based on Q,M & QM (Criteria 1,1l and 1iI)

Fig: Graphical representation of Strengths(4) and Weakness(0) of the institution based on Q.M & QuM (Criteria 1,1l and IIl)
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Graphical representation of Strengths and Weakness of the institution based on Q,M & QM (Criteria IV,V,VI and VII)
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Fig: Graphical representation of Strengths and Weakness of the institution based on Q,M & QM (Criteria IV,V,VI and V1)




