
 



 



 





રીપોર્ટ  

 

              પટેલ કેળવણી મંડળ સંચાલલત એમ. એમ. ઘોડાસરા મલિલા આટસસ એન્ડ કોમસસ 

કોલજેમાં તા.૧૪/૦૨/૨૦૨૬નાં રોજ એક લિવસીય નેશનલ કોન્ફરન્શન ં આયોજન કરવામાં આવેલ 

િત ં. આ કોન્ફરન્શ પાંચ સેશનમાં જ િા –જ િા વક્તાઓ દ્વારા લેવામાં આવેલ િતી. જમેાં પ્રથમ 

સેશન ડૉ.મીનાક્ષીબેન માકડીયાએ ''જીવનની સફળતાથી સાથસકતા સ ધીની સફર'' લવષય ઉપર 

Parenting ની જવાબિારીઓ, સફળતા કેમ ટકાવી રાખવી, ટીમવકસને પ્રાધાન્ય આપવ ં, જવેા 

મિત્વપૂણસ લવષયો પર તાલકસ ક ઉિાિરણો અને વાતાસઓ દ્વારા જીવન ઉપયોગી IKS પર વ્યાખ્યાન 

આપય ં િત ં. બીજા સેશનમાં ડૉ.જાનકીશરણ–સોમનાથ સંસ્કૃત ય લન.દ્વારા સંસ્કૃત ભાષાએ આજની 

વૈજ્ઞાલનક ભાષા પર પોતાની પ્રસ્ત લત કરી િરી અને લવલવધ લવષયો પર આપણા ઋલષ મ નીઓએ 

કરલે રીસચસ આજ ેકેટલ ં ઉપયોગી છે તે સરળતાથી લચત્રાત્મક શૈલીમાં પ્રસ્ત ત કરલે િત ં. કોલજેના  

લપ્રલન્સપાલ શ્રી ડૉ.ડી.એ ડઢાણીયા સાિેબે સ્વાગત પલરચય તેમજ NEP-૨૦૨૦માં IKS ન ં મિત્વ, 

ઉપયોગીતા, સંશોધન અને શા માટે IKS-Syllabus માં મ કવામાં આવ્યો તેની સ ંિર રજ વાત કરી 

િતી. ત્રીજા સેશનમાં શ્રી લશવક માર શાસ્ત્રીએ, શ્રી ગાયત્રી પલરવારના લપતાશ્રી રામશમાસ 

આચાયસની સાત ક્ાંલતની વાત કરી ભારતન ં ભલવષ્ય ભારતના ઈલતિાસમાંથીજ શોધવાન ં છે. અને 

૨૦૪૭ માં ભવ્ય ભારત કેવ ં િશે તેવી વાત મ કેલ િતી... આ કોન્ફરન્શ ચોથા સેશનમાં 

ડૉ.જયેશક માર મ ંગરાએ IKS માં યોગન ં સ્થાન અને વેલનેશ ઉપર પ્રેક્ટીકલ માગસિશસન પૂરં પડય ં 

િત ં તેમજ છેલ્લે ''એક િતો બ લિમાન..'' કાવ્ય દ્વારા લવદ્યાથીનીઓને માઈન્ડસેટ કેવી રીતે કરી 

શકાય તે વાત મ કેલી િતી... પાંચમાં સેશનમાં લવદ્યાથીઓ દ્વારા પ્રશ્નોતરી  કરવામાં આવેલ િતી. 

 આ કાયસક્મમાં સંસ્થાના પ્રમ ખશ્રી, ટરસ્ટીશ્રીઓ, અન્ય સંસ્થાના લપ્રલન્સપાલશ્રીઓ તથા 

અન્ય કોલજેના લવદ્યાથીઓએ પણ ઉપલસ્થત રિીને કાયસક્મને માણ્યો િતો. આ સમગ્ર કાયસક્મન ં 

સંચાલન ડૉ.રખેાબેન કાચડીયાએ કરલે િત ં.  

  

 

 



  

  

 



  

  

 



  

  



 
 

  

  



 

  

  

 



  

  

 



  

 



Analysis  of National Conference on "Indian Knowledge System" 

 



 

 

Here is a clear analytical interpretation of the chart: 

 

📊 Position-wise Analysis 

Question: Position 

Total Responses: 325 



 

 

✅ Distribution of Participants 

 Students:93.2% (Overwhelming majority) 
 Staff: Very small percentage 

 Principal: Negligible share 

 

📊 Interpretation 

The chart shows that the conference audience was predominantly student-based. With more than 93% 

of respondents identified as students, the event can be classified as strongly student-centric. 

Participation from staff members is minimal, suggesting limited faculty or administrative response 

representation. The principal-level participation is extremely small, which is common in feedback 

surveys where students form the primary respondent group. 

 

📊 Key Observations 

✔ The conference successfully attracted its primary academic audience (students) 

✔ Feedback results largely reflect the student perspective 

✔ Institutional or staff viewpoints are statistically limited 

 



 

Here is the professional analysis of the Course distribution chart: 

 

📊 Course-wise Participant Analysis 

Question: Course 

Total Responses: 325 

 

✅ Distribution Breakdown 

 B.C.A:39.4% 🔥 (Largest group) 

 B.A:31.4% 
 B.COM:28% 
 Other: Very small proportion 

 

📊 Interpretation 

The chart indicates a diverse academic participation with representation from multiple courses. 

However, B.C.A students form the largest participant group, accounting for nearly two-fifths of all 

respondents. 

Participation from B.A and B.COM students is also substantial, showing that the conference attracted 

interest beyond a single discipline. The balanced distribution between these three major courses 

suggests broad academic relevance of the conference theme. 



The “Other” category is statistically insignificant, implying limited cross-program participation outside 

the main streams. 

 

📊 Key Observations 

✔B.C.A Dominance: Strongest engagement from technology / computer application background 

✔Good Academic Spread: Significant representation from arts and commerce disciplines 

✔Interdisciplinary Appeal: Conference theme resonated across multiple fields 

 

 

 

Here is the professional analysis of the Semester distribution chart: 

 

📊 Semester-wise Participant Analysis 

Question: Semester 

Total Responses: 306 

 



✅ Distribution Breakdown 

 Semester 4:38.6% 🔥 (Largest group) 

 Semester 6:31.7% 

 Semester 2:29.7% 

 

📊 Interpretation 

The participant distribution across semesters shows a well-balanced academic representation, with 

students from early, middle, and final stages of their programs. 

Semester 4 students form the largest segment, indicating that mid-program students were the most 

active participants. This group typically represents students who have gained foundational knowledge and 

are actively exploring academic and career-oriented opportunities. 

Semester 6 participation is also strong, suggesting significant interest from final-year students, who 

may perceive higher relevance in career and knowledge-enhancement events. 

Semester 2 students constitute the smallest share, though still substantial, reflecting healthy 

engagement from junior students. 

 

📊 Key Observations 

✔Mid-Semester Dominance: Semester 4 students show highest involvement 

✔Strong Senior Interest: Final-year students actively participated 

✔Healthy Academic Spread: No extreme imbalance across levels 

 



 

The image provides a clear visualization of public or stakeholder sentiment regarding the inclusion of 

Indian Knowledge Systems (IKS) within the National Education Policy (NEP) 2020. 

Based on the 310 responses collected, here is a breakdown and analysis of the data: 

 

Data Overview 

 Total Respondents: 310 

 Question: "Do you think IKS is very useful in NEP 2020?" 

Response Percentage Estimated Count (Approx.) 

Yes 86.8% 269 

Maybe 9.0% 28 

No 4.2%* 13 

Conclusion 



The chart reflects a highly positive reception to the IKS initiatives. The data suggests that the move to 

root the Indian education system in its own heritage is seen not just as a cultural gesture, but as a "very 

useful" practical addition to the NEP 2020. 

 

 

 

 

Based on the provided bar chart, here is an analysis of the survey responses regarding how the conference 

impacted participants' understanding of the Indian Knowledge System (IKS): 

 

Overview of Responses 

The survey collected 325 responses based on a Likert scale (likely ranging from 1 as "Strongly 

Disagree/Low" to 5 as "Strongly Agree/High"). 

Rating Number of Responses Percentage 

5 (Highest) 123 37.8% 

4 103 31.7% 



Rating Number of Responses Percentage 

3 49 15.1% 

2 28 8.6% 

1 (Lowest) 22 6.8% 

 

Key Insights 

 Strong Positive Impact: A significant majority of participants reported a positive learning 

outcome. Specifically, 69.5% of respondents (the sum of ratings 4 and 5) indicated that the 
conference substantially enhanced their understanding of IKS. 

 Primary Consensus: The most frequent response was the highest possible rating (5), selected by 

37.8% of the participants. 
 Moderate/Neutral Stance: Approximately 15.1% of respondents gave a rating of 3, suggesting 

that for this group, the conference provided some benefit but may not have been transformative. 

 Limited Negative Feedback: Only 15.4% of respondents (the sum of ratings 1 and 2) felt the 

conference did not significantly improve their understanding of the subject matter. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

The data demonstrates that the conference was highly effective in its educational goals. With over two-

thirds of the audience giving high ratings (4 or 5), the event successfully communicated the complexities 

and values of the Indian Knowledge System to a broad range of attendees. 



 

The provided bar charts illustrate participant feedback from a conference focused on the Indian 

Knowledge System (IKS). Across 325 responses for both categories, the data indicates high levels of 

satisfaction regarding educational impact and content quality. 

 

1. Enhancement of Understanding 

This chart measures how effectively the conference improved the participants' knowledge of the Indian 

Knowledge System. 

 Strong Positive Reception: A majority of participants reported a significant increase in 

understanding, with 69.5% giving a rating of 4 or 5. 
 Peak Rating: The highest rating (5) was the most frequent choice, selected by 37.8% (123 

respondents). 

 Moderate Impact: Approximately 15.1% (49 respondents) provided a neutral rating of 3. 
 Low Impact: Only 15.4% of attendees gave a rating of 1 or 2, suggesting the conference was 

effective for the vast majority of the audience. 

2. Conference Content & Quality 

These charts evaluate the caliber of the materials and presentations delivered during the event. 

 High Material Quality: Satisfaction with the content was even higher than the learning impact, 
with 71.3% of respondents awarding a 4 or 5. 

 Maximum Satisfaction: A notable 41.5% (135 respondents) gave the highest possible rating for 

content quality. 
 Neutral Sentiment: Exactly 15.1% (49 respondents) felt the quality was average (rating 3). 

 Minimal Dissatisfaction: Only 13.6% gave a low rating of 1 or 2, with just 2.5% giving the 

lowest possible score. 



 

Comparative Summary 

Category High Satisfaction (4-5) Neutral (3) Low Satisfaction (1-2) 

Understanding Enhanced 69.5% 15.1% 15.4% 

Content & Quality 71.3% 15.1% 13.6% 

Conclusion: The data suggests that while the quality of the content was exceptionally high (71.3% 

positive), it slightly outpaced the actual enhancement of understanding (69.5% positive). This indicates 

that while the materials were excellent, a small portion of the audience may have found the subject matter 

challenging to fully absorb. 

 

 

 

 

 

The following analysis integrates data from the 325 responses collected across several feedback metrics 

for the conference on the Indian Knowledge System (IKS). Overall, the data indicates a high level of 

participant satisfaction and a successful educational outcome. 

 



1. Educational Impact and Content Quality 

The conference was highly effective in its core mission of knowledge dissemination. 

 Enhancement of Understanding: A total of 69.5% of participants gave a high rating (4 or 5), 

with the most frequent response being the highest possible score of 5 (37.8%). 
 Content and Quality: Satisfaction with the actual material was even higher, with 71.3% of 

respondents awarding it a 4 or 5. Over 41% gave it a perfect score, indicating that the curriculum 

was exceptionally well-curated. 

2. Satisfaction with Key Conference Aspects 

Participants rated various logistical and functional elements of the event on a scale of 1 to 5. 

 Speakers: This was the standout category, receiving the highest number of "5" ratings (purple 

bar). This suggests that the expertise and delivery of the presenters were the conference's primary 

strength. 
 Communication and Involvement: This area also saw strong performance, with the vast 

majority of responses falling in the top two tiers (4 and 5). 

 Career Utility: A significant portion of respondents rated the conference as highly "Helpful in 
Career" (rating 5), suggesting the content had practical, real-world applications. 

 Logistics (Venue and Ceremonies): * The Venue received mostly positive feedback (ratings 4 

and 5), though it had a higher concentration of neutral (rating 3) scores compared to the speakers. 

o The Inauguration and Closing Ceremonies both trended positively, though they 

showed slightly more variance in satisfaction compared to the core educational content. 

 

Summary Table of Participant Sentiment 

Metric High Success (4-5) Neutral (3) Room for Growth (1-2) 

IKS Understanding 69.5% 15.1% 15.4% 

Content Quality 71.3% 15.1% 13.6% 

Speaker Quality Dominant "5" ratings Moderate Low 

Career Helpfulness High Moderate Low 

 



Final Insights 

The data reflects a highly successful event. While the "Content Quality" slightly outpaced the 

"Enhancement of Understanding," the gap is minimal. The Speakers were clearly the highlight of the 

event, while the Inauguration Function and Venue represent the areas with the most "neutral" feedback, 

providing minor opportunities for logistical refinement in future conferences. 

 

 

 

 

Here’s a comparison table based on the chart you provided, summarizing the relevance ratings of each 

session: 

Session Speaker Did not attend Poor Average Good Excellent 

Dr. MinaxibenMakadia 1 1 3 5 8 

Pri. Dr. Dinesh Dadhaniya (Principal sir) 0 2 3 5 7 

Dr. JankisaranAcharya 1 2 4 6 5 

Dr. ShivkrushnaShasthri 1 2 4 6 5 

Dr. JayeshMungra 1 1 2 4 9 

Observations: 



 Most “Excellent” ratings: Dr. JayeshMungra (9) and Dr. MinaxibenMakadia (8). 
 Most “Good” ratings: Dr. JankisaranAcharya and Dr. ShivkrushnaShasthri (6 each). 

 Least “Poor” ratings: Dr. MinaxibenMakadia and Dr. JayeshMungra (1 each). 

 

Here is a clear analytical interpretation of the chart “Which sessions did you find most relevant?” 

 

1. Overall Feedback Pattern 

The response distribution shows a strong positive trend: 

 Excellent ratings dominate most sessions. 

 Good ratings are consistently high. 

 Average ratings are moderate. 

 Poor and Did Not Attend are minimal. 

🔥 Conclusion: Participants largely perceived the sessions as relevant and beneficial. 

 

2. Category-Level Interpretation 

Excellent (Highest Satisfaction) 

 Highest frequency across speakers. 

 Indicates strong approval and perceived usefulness. 

 

Good (Positive Evaluation) 

 Second most common rating. 

 Confirms broad satisfaction even when not Excellent. 

 

Average (Neutral Response) 

 Visible but much lower than Good/Excellent. 

 Suggests limited mixed opinions. 

 



Poor (Negative Response) 

 Very low across all sessions. 

 No significant dissatisfaction cluster. 

 

Did Not Attend 

 Negligible values. 

 Reflects high participant attendance. 

 

3. Speaker-wise Observations 

 

Dr. MinaxibenMakadia 

 Strong Excellent ratings. 

 Good ratings also high. 

 Very low negative feedback. 

🔥 Session highly appreciated. 

 

Pri. Dr. Dinesh Dadhaniya (Principal) 

 Excellent ratings dominant. 

 Good ratings strong. 

 Minor Average responses. 

🔥 Consistently positive reception. 

 

Dr. JankisaranAcharya 

 Good ratings exceed Excellent. 

 Average responses relatively higher than others. 

🔥 Indicates comparatively greater variability in participant perception. 

 



Dr. ShivkrushnaShastri 

 Balanced Good and Excellent ratings. 

 Moderate Average responses. 

🔥 Stable positive feedback. 

 

Dr. JayeshMungra 

 Highest Excellent ratings in the chart. 

 Minimal Poor/Average responses. 

🔥 Most positively rated session. 

 

4. Comparative Insights 

Analytical Factor Observation 

Overall Satisfaction Very High 

Dominant Rating Excellent 

Best Performing Session Dr. JayeshMungra 

Most Consistent Sessions Dr. MinaxibenMakadia, Pri. Dr. Dinesh Dadhaniya 

Highest Variability Dr. JankisaranAcharya 

Negative Feedback Level Negligible 

 

5. Statistical Characteristics (Qualitative) 

 Skewness: Positive (ratings concentrated at top) 
 Dispersion: Low for most speakers 

 Engagement Level: High 

 

6. Final Interpretation 



The feedback data suggests that the sessions were highly relevant, well-received, and effective. 

Participant satisfaction is predominantly positive, with Excellent ratings indicating strong session impact. 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

Here’s a detailed analysis of the survey results shown in your pie chart: 

Survey Question: 

"Do you think this type of Conference should be arranged in future?" 

Total Responses: 

301 respondents 

Response Breakdown: 

 Yes: 75.4% → Approximately 227 respondents 

 Maybe: 16.9% → Approximately 51 respondents 

 No: 7.6% → Approximately 23 respondents 

Interpretation: 

1. Strong Positive Response: 
o A significant majority (over 3/4 of respondents) want this type of conference to continue, 

indicating it was well-received. 

2. Uncertain Participants: 
o Around 17% are unsure, suggesting that while the conference had merit, there may be 

aspects that could be improved to convert "Maybe" respondents into "Yes". 

3. Minimal Negative Feedback: 
o Only 7.6% do not want future conferences, which is a very small fraction. This shows 

minimal dissatisfaction. 

Recommendations: 

 Plan future conferences as the demand is clearly high. 

 Gather feedback from "Maybe" respondents to understand areas of improvement. 

 Maintain or enhance the features that led the majority to respond positively. 

 



 

 

Here’s a detailed analysis of the chart you shared: 

 

Survey Question: 

"How relevant and helpful do you think it was for your life?" 

Total Responses: 325 

 

Response Breakdown: 

Rating Frequency Percentage 

1 (Not at all) 13 4% 

2 30 9.2% 

3 (Neutral) 31 9.5% 

4 114 35.1% 

5 (Extremely) 137 42.2% 

 



Observations: 

1. High Positive Impact: 
o Majority of respondents (137 + 114 = 251) rated it 4 or 5, making 77.3% of respondents 

who found it relevant or extremely helpful. 

o This indicates the content or experience being evaluated has a strong positive perception. 

2. Neutral and Low Ratings: 
o Only 74 respondents (13 + 30 + 31) gave a rating of 1, 2, or 3. 

o Among them, 4% felt it was not helpful at all, and roughly 18.7% were neutral or 

slightly helpful. 

3. Skewness: 
o The data is right-skewed toward higher ratings, showing a generally favorable 

impression among participants. 

4. Key Insight: 
o The survey shows that the activity or content is perceived as highly relevant and helpful 

by most participants, suggesting it meets or exceeds expectations. 

o Minor improvements could target the small 13% (ratings 1–3) who felt neutral or 

dissatisfied. 
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