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Abstract

This study focused on assessing the satisfaction levels of various stakeholders (parents,
teachers, and employers) at Durgalaxmi Multiple Campus. A total of 50 respondents were
included ih the survey, of which 80% were male and 20% female. The majority of
participants were parents (64%), followed by teachers (20%) and employers (16%). This
composition gives greater weight to parental perspectives while employer representation is
comparatively low. .

Based on the Likert scale analysis, stakeholders expressed high satisfaction with
campus leadership and transparency in decision-making. Eighty percent of respondents were
satisfied with campus leadership (Mean=4.3, SD=0.78), and 90% were satisfied with the
transparency of decision-making processes (Mean=4.3, SD=0.64). However, stakeholder
participation in governance was perceived as weak (Mean=2.86, SD=0.9).

Stakeholders were generally satisfied with academic programs and teaching—learning
processes, with 74-80% expressing positive feedback. However, the employment orientation
of the curriculum received lower satisfaction (Mean=3.18, SD=1.22), indicating the need for
improvement. Faculty qualifications, professional development, and teacher—student
relationships received high satisfaction (Mean=3.98-4.4). :

Regarding student support and skill development, stakeholders expressed moderate to
high satisfaction. Graduates’ employability received 86% positive feedback. Infrastructure,
digital resources, and campus safety were also rated highly (Mean=4.28-4.36). Community
engagement and employability initiatives were moderately to highly* satisfactory (68-80%
positive responses).

Stakeholders perceived the campus positively regarding continuous improvement and overall
performance, with positive responses ranging from 80-90% (Mean=3.9-4.3). The study
indicates that the campus performs well in leadership, academic quality, infrastructure, and
continuous improvement. However, employment-oriented curriculum, student counseling,

and stakeholder participation need further enhancement.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Background

A stakeholder satisfaction survey is an important tool for assessing the perception of
key participants in an educational institution regarding its functioning, services, and academic
environment. This survey was conducted at Durgalaxmi multiple campus, affiliated with
Sudurpashchim University, to gather insights from parents, teachers, and employers regarding
various aspects of campus operations and academic programs.

The survey included a total of 50 respondents, with 40 males (80%) and 10 females
(20%), highlighting a higher participation of male stakeholders. Stakeholder composition
consisted of 32 parents (64%), 10 teachers (20%), and 8 employers (16%), showing that
parental feedback was dominant, supplemented by academic insights from teachers and
external employability feedback from employers. :

The survey examined several dimensions: Governance & Leadership, Academic
Programs & Teaching—Learning, Faculty & Human Resource Management, Students Support
& Development, Infrastructure & Learning Resources, Community Engagement &
Employability, and Continuous Improvement & Overall Satisfaction. Responses were
collected using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Dissatisfied, 5 = Strongly Satisfied).

Analysis of the data reveals stakeholders’ positive perception of leadership
effectiveness, teaching quality, faculty competence, student skill development, and
infrastructure adequacy. However, areas such as stakeholder participation in governance,
library/ICT resources, and student counseling systems require improvement. Overall, the
study provides actionable insights for enhancing academic quality, student support,
infrastructure, and community engagement at the campus. By considering these findings, the
campus can strengthen decision-making, promote employment-oriented education, and
ensure inclusive and participatory governance.

Statement of the Problem

Educational institutions are increasingly accountable to multiple stakeholders,
including parents, teachers, and employers, for their performance in delivering quality
education, effective governance, and relevant skills to students. At Durgalaxmi multiple
campus, there is limited systematic evidence about how stakeholders perceive the campus
performance in these areas. Previous anecdotal feedback suggests a gap between stakeholder

expectations and institutional delivery, particularly regarding stakeholder participation,

student support systems, and employment-focused curriculum alignment.

O o
Sdaxmi N\d"‘\:,\\’\\
Attariyd:



e Campus governance and transparency in decision-making,
¢ Quality and employment otientation of academic programs.
*  Faculty qualifications, professional development, and teacher—student interactions,
*  Student support, skill development, and employability outcomes.
*  Adequacy of infrastructure, digital resources, and safe academic environments,
*  Community engagement and continuous improvement practices.
The problem lies in understanding whether stakeholders perceive the campus as meeting their
expectations, and in identifying areas that require institutional improvement. By
systematically assessing these dimensions, the campus can bridge gaps in quality assurance,
optimize teaching and learning processes, and enhance stakeholder satisfaction, thereby
contributing to sustainable academic growth and improved graduate employability.
Objectives
1. To measure the satisfaction level of campus stakeholders regarding governance,
leadership, and decision-making processes within a defined time frame.
2. To evaluate stakeholders’ perceptions of academic programs, teaching—learning
effectiveness, and curriculum employmenf orientation for quality enhancement.
3. To assess faculty qualifications, professional development, and teacher—student
relationships to identify areas for academic and human resourca improvement.
4. To determine the adequacy of student support, skill development initiatives, and
graduates’ employability to strengthen student-centered services.
5. To examine infrastructure, digital resources, community engagement, and continuous
improvement practices to enhance overall campus satisfaction.
Limitations
1. The survey included only 50 respondents, which may limit the generalizability of
findings across all stakeholders,
2. The study relies on self-reported perceptions, which may introduce subjective bias.
3. The survey focused on specific dimensions of campus operations and did not cover
other areas such as financial management, alumni engagement, or extracurricular

activities.

oy
AT

- c C
“axmi Mu‘m\;\\
Attariya, ¥3°



Chapter 2 Literature Review

Recent studies on higher education quality consistently highlights stakeholder
satisfaction as a key indicator of institutional effectiveness. Studies across diverse contexts
show that perceptions of students, faculty, parents, administrators, and employers provide
valuable evidence for improving governance, teaching, curriculum, infrastructure, and
support services. Researchers commonly use structured surveys, often with Likert-scale
measures, to capture these perspectives and generate data that inform planning, policy
decisions, and resource allocation. The literature also identifies core determinants of
satisfaction such as teaching competence, professional development opportunities,
administrative transparency, campus facilities, and career support. ,Taken together, prior
research establishes that systematic, multi-stakeholder feedback is essential for evaluating
campus performance and guiding continuous institutional improvement, forming a strong
foundation for the present investigation.

Pan, F. Liu, L. & Wang, Z. (2022). This study developed a validated stakeholder
satisfaction scale to assess student, faculty, and staff perspectives in a Chinese university. The
authors emphasized measuring satisfaction across governance, teaching, infrastructure, and
community engagement. Their results highlighted how stakeholder feedback can guide
institutional quality improvement. They also used a Likert scale similar to the current study to
capture satisfaction levels. This study supports using systematic surveys to strengthen
decision-making in campus management.

Kanwar, A., & Sanjeeva, M. (2022). Kanwar and Sanjeeva examined how student
satisfaction surveys are essential tools for institutional quality enhancement. They highlighted
the importance of incorporating feedback from multiple stakeholders, including students,
teachers, and administrators. Their study revealed that satisfaction datd can guide curriculum
design, resource allocation, and teaching improvement. This research shows that Systematic
assessment of stakeholder satisfaction leads to better planning and service delivery in
universities. Their approach aligns closely with the methodology used in the current campus
survey.

Singh, A., & Singla, L. (2021). Singh and Singla investigated the satisfaction of
students, parents, and other stakeholders in management education. They reported that
stakeholder satisfaction is influenced by faculty competence, infrastructure, curriculum

relevance, and administrative transparency. The study also emphasized the importance of




multi-stakeholder feedback can improve the strategic planning of campuses. This study
mirrors the current research context, where parents, teachers, and employers are surveyed.

Zulfikar, M. U. S., Padlee, S. F,, & Mohamed, W. N, (2020). "The authors conducted
an empirical study to identify key determinants of student satisfaction in Pakistani higher
education institutions, They found that teaching quality, curriculum relevance, campus
résources, and career services strongly influenced satisfaction levels. The study demonstrated
the use of quantitative surveys and Likert-scale items to measure perceptions. Findings
support the idea that universities should address both academic and infrastructural needs of
students. This work strengthens the theoretical basis for analyzing satisfaction in the current
campus study.

Baniya, K. B. (2025). Baniya analyzed teachers® satisfaction with their teaching
profession in a community campus context. The study revealed that faculty competence,
professional development, and administrative support are major determinants of satisfaction.
He emphasized the importance of teachers’ perspectives in evaluating institutional
performance. This research underlines that faculty satisfaction directly impacts student
outcomes and campus quality. The findings justify including faculty evaluation in stakeholder
satisfaction surveys.

Khanal, D. (2022). Khanal explored stakeholders’ perceptions of factors influencing
teacher professional development. He reported that stakeholders often observe gaps in
training, mentorship, and career growth opportunities. The study highlights the importance of
professional development in stakeholder satisfaction. It provides evidence that improving
teacher skills can enhance overall academic quality. These findings are relevant for assessing
faculty and human resource management in the current campus survey.

Ghimire, . S. (2023). Ghimire examined teachers® satisfaction and its impact on
academic quality. Results indicated that effective teacher-student relationships, administrative
support, and professional recognition improve satisfaction levels. The study emphasizes
measuring both faculty and student perspectives to understand campus quality. It supports the
inclusion of teaching—learning and faculty satisfaction indicators in stakeholder surveys. The
research provides Nepal-specific evidence relevant to the current study.

Dhakal, K. R., Sherpa, D., & Ghimire, S. (2024). This study explored teaching—
learning effectiveness in Nepali campuses, with focus on stakeholder feedback. Authors
highlighted that stakeholder perceptions are crucial for improving curriculum, pedagogy, and

student support. Their findings show that regular assessment of student satisfaction informs
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policy and teaching practices. It supports the methodology of using Likert-scale surveys to
capture multi-dimensional satisfaction. This research aligns with the current study’s emphasis
on teaching—learning and student support evaluation.

Hidayatullah et al. (2024). developed a stakeholder satisfaction system model to
evaluate service and education quality in higher education. Their model incorporated
academic programs, faculty, infrastructure, employability, and continuous improvement. The
study highlights the importance of systematic measurement of stakeholder satisfaction for
institutional development. Their findings demonstrate that regular surveys can enhance
policy-making, curriculum development; and campus management strategies. This provides a
clear framework for applying a similar survey methodology in the current campus study.

In sum, the reviewed studies consistently show that stakeholder satisfaction is a key
indicator of institutional quality and effectiveness in higher education. Across different
contexts, findings confirm that factors such as teaching quality, curriculum relevance,
infrastructure, professional development, and administrative support strongly influence
satisfaction levels. The literature also highlights the value of systematic, multi-stakeholder
surveys, often using Likert-scale instruments, to generate reliable data for planning, policy
- improvement, and resource management. Taken together, these insights provide a solid
conceptual and methodological foundation for the present study, supporting its focus on

comprehensive stakeholder feedback as a basis for campus quality enhancement.




Chapter 3: Research Methodology
Research Design ‘

This study employed a descriptive survey design within a quantitative research
framework. The design was selected because it allows systematic collection and analysis of
numerical data to describe stakeholders’ perceptions of campus performance. A descriptive
approach is appropriate for studies that aim to measure opinions, attitudes, and levels of
satisfaction without manipulating variables. It enabled the researcher to obtain a clear picture
of how different stakeholder groups evaluate various aspects of campus functioning and
quality.

Population and Sample

The target population comprised key stakeholders associated with the campus,
specifically parents, teachers, and employers who have direct or indirect involvement with
academic and institutional activities. These groups were chosen because they represent
important external and internal perspectives on campus effectiveness. From this population, a
sample of 50 stakeholders was selected using convenience sampling. This technique was
adopted due to accessibility and time considerations, allowing the researcher to gather data
from respondents who were readily available and willing to participate. Although non-
probability based, the sample provided diverse viewpoints sufficient for descriptive analysis.
Data Collection Tools

Data were collected through a structured questionnaire designed to measure stakeholder
satisfaction across multiple institutional dimensions. The instrument consisted of closed-
ended items rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Dissatisfied) to 5
(Strongly Satisfied). The questionnaire covered seven major dimensions of campus
performance:

1. Governance and Leadership

2. Academic Programs and Tcaching—Leamin g

3. Faculty and Human Resource Management

4. Student Support and Development

5. Infrastructure and Learning Resources .

6. Community Engagement and Employability

7. Continuous Improvement and Overall Satisfaction

Each dimension included several indicators to ensure comprehensive assessment. The

structured format ensured uniformity of responses, facilitated quantitative analysis, and

%,

minimized ambiguity in interpretation.
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Data Collection Procedure

The questionnaire was administered directly to respondents after explaining the
purpose of the study and assuring confidentiality. Participants were requested to provide
honest responses based on their experiences and perceptions. Completed questionnaires were
checked for completeness before data entry.

Data Analysis :

Collected data were coded and analyzed using descriptive statistical techniques.
Frequency counts and percentages were used to summarize response palttems, while mean
and standard deviation were caleulated to determine the overall level and variability of
satisfaction for each item and dimension. Results were presented in tables and charts to
enhance clarity and facilitate comparison across indicators. Each dimension was interpreted
critically by examining central tendency values and distribution patterns, allowing the
researcher to identify strengths, weaknesses, and areas requiring improvement within the
campus.

Ethical Considerations

Participation was voluntary, and respondents were informed about the academic

purpose of the study. Confidentiality and anonymity were maintained throughout data

handling and reporting to ensure ethical research practice.
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Chapter 4: Data Presentation and Analysis

Analysis of Sex Distribution
Sex - Male Female Total

The table shows that out of a total of 50 resndents, 40 (80%) are maland 10 (20%) are
female. This indicates that male respondents form the majority of the sample, while female
participation is comparatively lower. The gender imbalance may influence the overall
findings of the study, as the opinions are largely represented by male stakeholders.

Analysis of Stakeholder Types

Stakeholder Types

32 10 8 ;
The table shows the distribution of stakeholders involved in the survgy. Out of a total of 50

respondents, 32 (64%) are parents, 10 (20%) are teachers, and 8 (16%) are employers. The
. data indicates that parents constitute the majority of stakeholders, suggesting that their
perspectives play a dominant role in the survey findings. Teachers represent a moderate
proportion, contributing professional and academic insights, while employers form the
smallest group, providing external feedback related to graduate performance and
employability. Overall, the stakeholder composition reflects a stronger emphasis on parental
feedback, with comparatively less representation from employers.

Relationship Duration on Campus by Gender

Relationship in Male Female Total

Campus in year

e

The table shows that out of 50 respondents (40 males and 10 females), the majority, 29

students (58%), have relationships lasting above 4 years. Meanwhile, 14 students (28%) have
relationships of 2-3 years, and only 7 students ( 14%) have relationships below 1 year. Male
respondents are dominant in all categories. Overall, the_ data indicates that long-term

relationships are more common on campus.




Measurement Scale: 5 = Strongly Satisfied, 4 = Satisfied, 3 = Neutral, 2 = Dissatisfied, 1 =
Strongly Dissatisfied. This table presents stakeholders’® satisfaction levels regarding
Governance & Leadership of the campus based on the Likert Scale.

Governance & Leadership)
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Decision-Making A e O

Process is Transparent

i. Campus Leadership is Effective: A majority of respondengs expressed positive
satisfaction with campus leadership. Specifically, 50% strongly satisfied and 30% satisfied,
making a total of 80% positive responses. Meanwhile, 20% remained Normal, and no
respondents expressed dissatisfaction. The Mean score is 4.3, which indicates a high level of
sétisfaction, and the Standard Deviation (SD) is 0.78, suggesting relatively low variation in
responses. This implies that most stakeholders consistently perceive the campus leadership as
effective and capable.

il Decision-Making Process is Transparent: Stakeholders showed strong agreement
regarding fransparency in decision-making. 40% strongly satisfied and 50% satisfied,
resulting in 90% positive responses, while only 10% were neutral, and none expressed
dissatisfaction. The Mean score of 4.3 further confirms high satisfaction, and the SD of 0.64
indicates very low variability among responses. This suggests strong consensus that the
campus maintains transparency in its governance i)rocesses.

iii. Stakeholder Participation is Ensured: In contrast, responses regarding stakeholder

participation show a different trend. Only 6% strongly satisfied and 14% satisfied (total 20%




positive), while 50% remained neutral, 20% dissatisfied, and 10% strongly dissatisfied. The
Mean score is 2.86, which is below the satisfaction level (below 3), indicating comparatively
low satisfaction. The SD of 0.9 shows moderate variation in opinions. This suggests that
many stakeholders feel their participation in governance and leadership processes is limited
or insufficient,

Overall Interpretation: The overall findings indicate that stakeholders are highly satisfied
with leadership effectiveness and transparency in decision-making, as reflected by high mean
scores (4.3) and low standard deviations. However, stakeholder participation in governance
appears to be a weak area, with a lower mean (2.86) and noticeable dissatisfaction. Therefore,
while governance and leadership are perceived as strong and transparent, the campus should
focus on enhancing inclusive participation mechanisms to improve overall stakeholder
satisfaction. .

Academic Programs & Teaching~Learning: This table presents stakeholders’® satisfaction
regarding Academic Programs & Teaching-Learning based on the Likert scale.
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Effective 4 2

vi Teacl ing-Learning Process is

In the above table iv. Academic Programs are Quality-Oriented A large proportion of
respondents expressed satisfaction with the quality of academic programs. 30% strongly
satisfied and 50% satisfied, resulting in 80% positive responses. Meanwhile, 10% were
neutral and 10% dissatisfied, with no strong dissatisfaction reported. The Mean score of 3.9
indicates a generally high level of satisfaction. The Standard Deviation (SD) of 0.83 suggests
relatively low variation in responses, meaning most stakeholders share a similar positive
perception regarding program quality.

v. Curriculum is Employment-Oriented: Responses regarding the employment orientation
satisfied and 40% satisfied

of the curriculum are comparatively moderate. Only 144
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(total 54% positive responses), while 10% were neutral, 22% dissatisfied, and 14% strongly
dissatisfied. The Mean score of 3.18 indicates” moderate satisfaction, slightly above the
neutral point. The SD of 1.22 is relatively high, showing greater variability in responses. This
suggests mixed opinions among stakeholders and highlights that the employment relevance
of the curriculum requires further improvement.

vi. Teaching—Learning Process is Effective: For the effectiveness of the teaching—learning
process, 20% strongly satisfied and 54% satisfied, making 74% positive responses.
Additionally, 16% were neutral and 10% dissatisfied, with no strong dissatisfaction reported.
The Mean score of 3.74 reflects a good level of satisfaction, and the SD of 0.92 indicates
moderate consistency in responses. This shows that most stakeholders believe the teaching—
learning process is effective, although some improvements can still be made.

Overall Interpretation: The analysis indicates that stakeholders are generally satisfied with
the quality of academic programs and the effectiveness of teaching—learning processes, as
reflected by mean scores close to 4. However, the employment-oriented nature of the
curriculum received comparatively lower ratings and higher variability, suggesting the need
for curriculum revision to better align with job mérket demands,

Overall, Academic Programs & Teaching-Learning are positively rated, but strengthening
career-focused components could further enhance stakeholder satisfaction.

Faculty & Human Resource Management: This table presents stakeholders’ satisfaction
regarding Faculty & Human Resource Management.

C. Faculty & Human
Resource Management

Strongly satisfied %

Normal %
P2 Strongly dissatisfaction %

1 Dissatisfaction %
Standard Deviation
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vii. Teachers’ Qualification and Competence are Satisfactory: A strong majority of
respondents expressed positive satisfaction with teachers’ qualifications and competence.
36% strongly satisfied and 50% satisfied, resulting in 86% positive responses, while 14%
remained neutral and none expressed dissatisfaction. The Mean score of 4.22 indicates a high
level of satisfaction, and the Standard Deviation (SD) of 0.68 shows low variability in
responses. This suggests that stakeholders generally have a consistent and favorable
perception of teachers’ professional competence.

viii. Attention is Given to Professional Development of Teachers: Regarding professional
development, 30% strongly satisfied and 44% satisfied, making 74% positive responses.
Meanwhile, 20% were neutral and 6% dissatisfied, with no strong d}'ssatisfaction reported.
The Mean score of 3.98 reflects a good level of satisfaction, though slightly lower than other
indicators in this category. The SD of 0.89 indicates moderate variation in responses. This
suggests that while professional development efforts are recognized, there may still be room
for further strengthening.

ix. Teacher—Student Relationship is Positive: This indicator received the highest
satisfaction level in this section. 50% strongly satisfied and 40% satisfied, resulting in 90%
positive responses, while 10% were neutral and none were dissatisfied. The Mean score of
4.4 is the highest among the three indicators, showing very strong satisfaction. The SD of
0.67 indicates high consistency in responses. This demonstrates that stakeholders perceive
teacher—student relationships as highly positive and supportive.

Overall Interpretation: The overall findings show that Faculty & Human Resource
Management is highly satisfactory. Mean score§ range from 3.98 to 4.4, indicating strong
positive perceptions. The relatively low standard deviations (0.67-0.89) suggest consistent
agreement among respondents. : .

Among the indicators, teacher—student relationships received the highest satisfaction,
followed by teacher competence, while professional development showed slightly lower but
still positive ratings. Overall, this dimension reflects a strong academic and human resource

environment within the campus.
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Students Support & Development: This table presents stakeholders’ satisfaction regarding
Students Support & Development.

D. Students Support & ¢
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Students’ Skill Development

In the above table, x. Student Counseling and Support System is Effective: A total of 32%
strongly satisfied and 34% satisfied, resulting in 66% positive responses. Meanwhile, 14%
were neutral, 16% dissatisfied, and 4% strongly dissatisfied. The Mean score is 3.74, which
indicates moderate to good satisfaction. However, the Standard Deviation (SD) of 1.07 is
relatively high, suggesting greater variation in responses. This implies that while many
stakeholders view the counseling and support system positively, a noticeable proportion feel
improvements are needed,

xi. Campus Contributes to Students’ Skill Development: This indicator received strong
positive feedback. 36% strongly satisfied and 46% satisfied, making a total of 82% positive
responses. Only 10% were neutral, and 8% expressed dissatisfaction. The Mean score of 4.06
indicates a high level of satisfaction, and the SD of (.94 shows moderate consistency in
responses. This suggests that stakeholders recognize the campus’s meaningful contribution to
students’ skill enhancement.

xii. Graduates are Competent for Employment: The highest satisfaction in this category is
observed here. 40% strongly satisfied and 46% satisfied, resulting in 8:5% positive responses,
while 10% were neutral and only 6% dissatisfied. The Mean score of 4.2 reflects strong
satisfaction, and the SD of 0.83 indicates relatively low variation. This demonstrates that

stakeholders believe graduates are well-prepared and com t for employment.

13

o, Ny LA &
AT - (4
S i W) u\ﬂ?}?‘\\

Attariya, ¥V



Overall Interpretation: The overall findings indicate positive perceptions regarding
Students Support & Development, with mean scores ranging from 3.74 to 4.2, Stakeholders
are particularly satisfied with graduates’” employability and skill development initiatives.
However, the student counseling and support system received comparatively lower ratings
and higher variability, suggesting the need for further strengthening in this area.

Overall, this dimension reflects a supportive academic environment, with room for

improvement in counseling and personalized student assistance services.

Infrastructure & Learning Resources
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xiii  Campus Physical Infrastructure 42 41400000 100 428 0.72

is Adequate

cademic Environment is Safe 40 56 4 0 100 436 056

and Friendly

This table presents stakeholders’ satisfaction regarding Infrastructure & Learning Resources
of the campus. xiii. Campus Physical Infrastructure is Adequates A strong majority of
respondents expressed satisfaction with the physical infrastructure. 42% strongly satisfied
and 44% satisfied, resulting in 86% positive responses, while 14% were neutral and none
expressed dissatisfaction. The Mean score of 4.28 indicates a high level of satisfaction, and
the Standard Deviation (SD) of 0.72 shows low variability in responses. This suggests that
stakeholders consistently perceive the campus infrastructure as sufficient and well-managed.

Xiv. Library, ICT, and Digital Resources are Adequate: In this indicator, 28% strongly
satisfied and 36% satisfied, making 64% positive responses. Meanwhile, 16% were neutral,
14% dissatisfied, and 6% strongly dissatisfied. The Mean score of 3.66 reflects moderate
satisfaction, which is lower compared to other indicators in this category. The SD of 1.08 is

relatively high, indicating noticeable variation in responses, This suggests mixed opinions
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and highlights the need for improvement in library facilities, ICT, services, and digital
resources. '

xv. Academic Environment is Safe and Friendly: This indicator received the highest positive
response in this section; 40% strongly satisfied and 56% satisfied, resulting in 96% positive
responses, with only 4% neutral and no dissatisfaction reported.

The Mean score of 4.36 is the highest among the three indicators, indicating very strong
satisfaction. The SD 0f 0.56 is the lowest, showing high consistency among respondents. This
demonstrates that stakeholders strongly agree that the campus provides a safe and friendly
academic environment,

Overall Interpretation: The findings show that stakeholders are highly satisfied with the
physical infrastructure and especially the safe and friendly academic environment of the
campus. However, library, ICT, and digital resources received comparatively lower ratings
and higher variability, indicating an area that requires further enhancement.

Overall, the Infrastructure & Learning Resources dimension reflects strong institutional
performance, with specific improvements needed in digital and librdry facilities to further
increase stakeholder satisfaction.

Community Engagement & Employability: This table presents stakeholders® satisfaction
regarding Community Engagement & Employability of the campus.
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xvi - Good Relationship Between Campus 32 36 2004:12 @ 10 3.88 0.9

and Community/Industry

(=]

“In the above, xvi. Good Relationship Between Campus and Cdmmunity/ldtry. For the
indicator of campus—community/industry relationship, 32% of respondents strongly satisfied
and 36% satisfied, giving 68% positive responses. 20% were neutral, and 12% expressed
dissatisfaction, with no respondents strongly dissatisfied. The Mean score of 3.88 reflects

moderately high satisfaction. The SD of 0.98 indicates moderate variability in responses,
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suggesting that while many stakeholders recognize good engagement, some perceive gaps in
the campus’ connection with the community or industry.

xvii. Graduates Meet Workplace Requirements: Regarding graduates’ employability and
alignment with workplace needs, 20% strongly satisfied and 60% satisfied, yielding 80%
positive responses. 12% were neutral, and only 8% expressed dissatisfaction (6% dissatisfied,
2% strongly dissatisfied). The Mean score of 3.9 demonstrates a high level of satisfaction
with graduates’ employability. The SD of 0.88 shows relatively consistent perceptions among
stakeholders. This suggests that the campus generally equips graduates with skills relevant to
the labor market, though there is minor room for improvement.

Overall Interpretation: Stakeholders are moderately to highly satisfied with community
engagement and employability initiatives. The strongest positive perception is regarding
graduates’ alignment with workplace needs, while the relationship with community/industry
shows slightly lower satisfaction and higher variability.

This indicates that while the campus is effective in preparing employable graduates,
enhancing collaborations with community and industry partners could further improve

stakeholder satisfaction.

Continuous Improvement & Overall Satisfaction
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Campus Focus on Continuous 40 5010 -0 0 100 - "3.9% - 0:88

Improvement

xx  Recommendation to Others 24 582 14: 4 0 100 396 0.86

This table reflects stakeholders’ perceptions regarding Continuous Improvement and Overall

Satisfaction at the campus.
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xviii. Campus Focus on Continuous Improvement: For the indicator of campus attention
to continuous improvement, 40% of respondents strongly satisfied and 50% satisfied, giving
a total 90% positive fesponses. 10% were neutral, with no dissatisfaction reported. The Mean
score of 3.9 indicates that stakeholders perceive the campus as actively engaged in
improvement initiatives. The SD of 0.88 shows moderate consistency in opinions, suggesting
most stakeholders agree that the campus emphasizes continual development.

xix, Overall Satisfaction with Campus Performance: Regarding overall satisfaction with
campus performance, 20% strongly satisfied and 60% satisfied, giving 80% positive
responses. 16% were neutral, and only-4% were dissatisfied, with none strongly dissatisfied.
The Mean score of 4.3 indicates a high level of overall satisfaction. The SD of 0.67 suggests
relatively uniform responses among stakeholders; showing strong confidence in the campus’
overall functioning.

xx. Recommendation to Others: For stakeholders’ willingness to recommend the campus,
24% strongly satisfied and 58% satisfied, yielding 82% positive responses. 14% were neutral
and 4% dissatisfied, with no strong dissatisfaction. The Mean score of 3.96 indicates
generally high satisfaction and confidence in recommending the campus. The SD of 0.86
shows moderate agreement among respondents.

Overall Interpretation: Stakeholders perceive the campus positively in terms of continuous
improvement, overall performance, and recommendation to others. Positive responses range
from 80% to 90%, and mean scores range from 3.9 to 4.3, indicating strong satisfaction. The
relatively low standard deviations suggest most stakeholders share similar positive
perceptions, reflecting trust in the campus’ commitment to quality, improvement, and

stakeholder engagement,

17



Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

The study concludes that Durgalaxmi -Multiple Campus demonstrates effective
leadership, transparent decision-making, positive teacher—student relationships, and adequate
and safe infrastructure. Mean scores indicate a high level of overall stakeholder satisfaction.
However, some areas require improvement. The employment orienta;tion of the curriculum
was moderate (Mean=3.18), student counseling and support systems were moderately
satisfactory (Mean=3.74), and stakeholder participation in governance was low (Mean=2.86).
This suggests that while the campus excels in leadership and infrastructure, improvements are
needed in employment-focused education, student support systems, and participatory
governance,

Overall, the study shows a positive impact on academic quality, leadership
effectiveness, teaching-learning processes, and continuous improvement. Nevertheless,
enhancing curriculum relevance to the job market, strengthening student support, and
ensuring stakeholder participation could further improve skill development and employability
outcomes.

Recommendations
1. Strengthen student counseling and support systems.
2. Conduct regular professional development programs for faculty‘
3. Increase stakeholder participation in governance and decision-making processes.
4. Improve ICT, library, and digital resources to create an effective learning

environment,

W

Maintain a safe, welcoming, and inclusive academic environment.

6. Implement industry—campus collaboration programs for skill development.
Provide career guidance and employment-focused training to ensure graduate
employability.

8. Introduce regular evaluation and feedback systems for continuous quality
improvement.

9. Strengthen teacher—student relationships through structured and social programs.

10. Enhance collaboration with the community and industry to fulfill the campus’s social
responsibility. ‘

11. Use focus groups, surveys, and stakeholder feedback regularly to monitor satisfaction

and guide improvements.
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Annexes

Annex-1
Stakeholders Satisfaction Survey Form
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