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INTRODUCTION

I, the Chairman, Committee on Public Accounts, having been

authorised by the Committee to present this Report, on their behalf

present the Forty Ninth Report on paragraphs relating to General

Education Departrnent contained in ttre Reports of the Comptroller and

Auditor General of India for the years ended 31" March 2015 and 31"

March 2018 (General and Social Sector).

The Reports of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India for

the years ended 31" March 2015 and 31"'March 2018 (General and

Social Sector) were laid on the Table of the House on 24n

February 2016 and 12u February 2020 respectively.

The Committee considered and finalised this Report at the

meeting held on 08d May 2024.

The Committee place on records our appreciation of the

assistance rendered to us by the Accountant General in the examination

of the Audit Report.

Thiruvananthapuram,

26$ June, 2024.

S['I\NYJOSEPE

Chairman,

Committee on Public Accounts.
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RBPORT

GENERAL EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

4.1 Scheme for Providing Quality Education in Madrasas
4.l.L lntroduction

. The GOI funded 'Scheme for Providing Quality Education in

Madrasa'(SPQEM) introduced in 2O09 was implemented in Kerala from 2009-

l0 onwards. The objective of the scheme was to provide financial assistance to

traditional institutions like Madrasa which generally give religious training, to

provide education to Muslim children in modern subjects like Science,

Mathematics, Social Studies, Hindi and English in their curriculum. It aimed at

providing opportunities to students of Madrasas to acquire education

comparable to the National Education System especially for secondary and

senior secondary levels and prepare them for appearing in X and XII standard

examination and also to provide vocational training to them to get employment.

Madrasas which provided religious faining to those children not attending

iegular schools were eligible for funding as per this scheme. State level Grant-

in-Aid committee(SGlAC) was to recommend the applications received from

various Madrasas to obtain grant in aid from GOI.

During '2010-ll, all 547 Madrasas which were recommend for GOI

assistance obtained Grant-in-Aid of 122.67 crore from GOL During 2lll-12,

1462 of the 2551 Madrasas had applied for financial assistance, against which

GOK had obtained (71.18 crore in 20lTl4.

4.1.2 Scope and Coverage of Audit
The audit was conducted from April to June 2015 covering the period

2010-15 to assess whether the Scheme, as implemented in the State, complied

with the guidelines issued by GOI. The Principal Secretary, General Education
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Department and the Director of public Instruction (DpI) were responsible for
implementing the scheme. Audit scrutinised the records of the DpI, offices of
four Deputy Directors of Education (DDEs) and District Institutes of Education
and rraining (DIET), in the four test checked districts of Kollam,Kozhikode,

Malappuram and wayanad selected by probability proporrionate to Size without
Replacement. Forty Madrasas in the four districtsr were also test checked

during the cou;se of Audit.

Audit Findings

4.1.3 Suitabitty of SpeEM for the State

Audit scrutiny revealed that the children studying in 39 of the 40
Madrasas test checked were actually students who attended regular schools

and had regular access to modern subjects. The secretaries of these

Madrasas also admitted that all the shrdents studying under the scheme were

regular school going students.

Thus, these Madrasas were not eligibre for GoI assistance under the

scheme. Even though this fact was brought to the notice of GoK in the

earlier Audit Report of the c&AG of India for the period ended March
?012, the COk naO faited to take remedial action. Instead, the GOK had

again sought funds from GoI in zor4-r5 without ensuring that the Madrasas

were fulfilling the eligibility criteria for the scheme. Audit observed that the

Secretary of the Department of General Education in GoK was heading

SGIAC. The SGIAC comprising of a representative of GOI, DpI, the

Regional Director in the National Institute of open Schooling (NIOS) and

two others, failed in their duty to recommend eligible Madrasas only for
GoI grants under the scheme. The SGIAC failed to conduct a detailed

scrutiny of the applications received from Madrasas and forwarded these

1 Kollam, Kozhikkode, Malappuram and wayalad
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applications by treating them as eligible ones to the GOI for release of

funds. An amount of {176.18 lakh was released to 40 Madrasas test

checked, of which (170.93 lakh was released to 39 Madrasas which were

not eligible for grant-in-aid under this Scheme.

As the Central Grant-in-Aid Committee (CGIAC) declined (September

2015) to fund the Madrasas in the State since they were not working as per

scheme guidelines, the State Chief Minister addressed GOI (October 2015)

seeking central assistance. It was admitted in the letter that Madrasas in the

State were functioning only on part time basis and on holidays, with

students attending mainstream education.

Audit observed that failure of the SGIAC in recommending Madrasas

for funding without adequate scrutiny has resulted in GOK irregularly

obtaining (93.85 crore from GOI during 2010-14. This is a serious matter

of non-compliance where the members of the SGIAC have direct

responsibility and calls for serious action by GOK against the officers of

GOK in the committee and also need to be brought to the notice of the GOI

with regard to the failure of the GOI representative in the SGIAC.

GOK confirmed (December 2015) the audit irndings that all the

Madrasas were conducting classes on part time basis only and that it has

now been decided to provide financial assistance to eligible Madrasas only.

[Audit paragraphs 4.L, 4.t.1, 4.1.2 tlld 4.1.3 ssatsined in the Report of
comptroller and Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector)
for the year dnded 31" March 201fl

I Notes submitted by the Govetnment on the above audit paragraph are
iacluded as appendix ql
Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned

/home/fcp4a,/DocumentvsEeja /2024lPAC/R€po DRAFT REPORT General Educatiqr Deparment 10.05.20247.01.2024



4

1. To a query of the Committee, the Joint Secretary, General Education

Department informed the committee that the Madrasa grant was sanctioned in

2010-11 but due to the large number of applications received, they could not be

verified as per the guidelines of MHRD(Ministry of Human Resources

Development) in a short period of time. The reason for the audit query was due to

forwarding of applications without verification and inegularly obtaining grants

from GOI. He also informed that the grant was not received since 2014-15.

2. The committee inquired with the officials concerned whether the children

were studying in Madrasas while applying for the gants. The ineligibility
criteria is that children studying in Madrasas should not study in other schools,

whereas in Kerala, grants were allowed even to those children studying in

Madrasas as well as in other schools.

3. The Joint secretary, General Education Departrnent informed the committee

that the children were studying in Madrasas at the time of submission of the

applications, but all of them were not eligible for the grant as per the MHRD
guidelines.

4. The committee inquired whether any action was taken against those who failed to

follow the norms and whether the Madrasa grant was sanctioned without following the

norms, and whether central Govemment released funds to Madrasas after 2013-14.

5. The Daector, General Education Departrnent informed the committee that

the central Govemment funds were received for two years. As per the central

norms grants were released to children snrdying only in Madrasas. The

requests for lrants were made after Convincing the central Govemment of
the fact that the subjects like Mathematics, science, social science, English

and Hindi were not taught in Madrasas but were taught in regular schools,

and as a result an amount of t93.85 crore had been released in two years.

During the audit inspection in 2014-15, it was noticed that instead of providing

quality education, only religious studies were being imparted in all the 39

/home/fcpzlrDocuDentgsreeja /202,mAc/Repon/DRAFT REpoRT General Education DeparErent 1o.os .2o2e7.o1.2o24



5

Madrasas and that led to the audit observation.

6. He also added that about (80.9 Crore was spent including722.67 Crore

received in 2010-11 and (58.23 Crore out of t71.18 Crore received in 2011

14. After that, no funds had been received, In our State children went to

regular schoo,ls after studying in Madrasas in the morning. It had been

reported to the Central Government that the scheme was not suitable for

Kerala, and the Centre had taken the decision to release grants to eligible

students who receive general education only through Madrasas and no funds

had been provided since 2015.

Conclusion/Recomrnendation

7. No comments

4.L.4 Assistance for National Institurc of Open Schooling (MOS)

Audit noticed that only one of the 40 test checked Madrasas viz.,

Shamsul Ulama Islamic Academy, Puzhamudi in Wayanad district had

children at Senior secondary level who were registered under NIOS

accreditation and were eligible for assistance under the scheme. During the

period 2010-15, though this Madrasa had spent Rupees One lakh towards

admission and examination fees in respect of 49 students in connection with

NIOS accreditation, no amount was obtained as reimbursement from GOI.

The Madrasa Secretary stated (Octobet 2Ol5) that they did not seek

reimbursement as they were not informed about the reimbursement process by

the DDE and other officers. GOK stated (December 2015) that the Madrasas

did not claim reimbursement and that request for reimbursement would be

forwarded to GOI on receipt of the same from the Madrasa.

Failure oJ DPI and non-constitution of State Madrasa Board to keep the

Madrasas informed about the reimbursement process had resulted in deprival

/home/fcp4e/Documents/Srceja 2024/PAC/RePo(/DRAFT REPORT General Education Deparrnmr 10.05.20247 ,0L.2O24
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of benefit to the eligible Madrasa.

[Audit paragraph 4.1.4 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India(General and Social Sector) for the year ended
31il March 2015I

I Note submitted by the Governaent on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix fi
Excerpts from the discussion of Commit0ee with officials concerned

B. The committee inquired about the status of reimbursement from Govemment

of India to shamsul ulama Islamic Academy at puzhamudi and whether the

State Madrasa Board had been constituted.

9. The Director, General Education Department informed the committee that

Rupees One Iakh was not given as reimbursement to the Shamsul Ulama

Islamic Academy because it was not claimed and providing the reimbursement

would be considered, only after submission of the claim for the same by the

academy. The Director also informed that Madrasa Board should be constituted

by the Minority Welfare Department.

Conclusion /Recommendation

10. No comments

4.1.5 Payment to teachers of Madrasas in violation of schemc

guidelines

The seeking and subsequent release of grants under SPeEM was ab-initio

Wrong. To compound matters, the payment made to Madrasa teachers were

also in violation of scheme guidelines. The GOI had clarified (February 2009)

that financial assistance under SPQEM would be provided to a maximum of

three full time graduate or post graduate (PGyB.Ed teachers of modern

subjects depending on the availability of students in the Madrasas. As per

/hom€/fcp,kr'DocummLs/sreej a ,2o24IPACJRePoTTDRAFT REpoRT General Education Deparh erlt to.os.2o247 .ot.zo24
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Clause 8 (a) of the Guidelines, while each full time graduate teacher was to be

paid salary for 12 months at the rate of <6,000 per month, teachers with

PG/B.Ed qualifications were to be paid <12,000 per month' Though the

Madrasas were functioning only on part time basis, 42ol teachets in 1453

Madrasas were paid remuneration of t45.55 crore during 2010-15 on full time

basis, which was against scheme guidelines.

GOK admitted (December 2015) the fact that the teachers were paid

remuneration by reckoning that the classes were held full time. As the

Govemment accepted the gross violation of scheme guidelines which led to

payment of excess remuneration, action has to be taken against officers

responsible for the same and recover the overpaid remuneration.

4.1.6 Mode of pa5rment of salary to t€achers against GOI instructions

GOI requested (July 2009) State Govemments to ensure better transparency

and accountability in payment of salaries to Madrasa teachers by depositing

salaries of teachers in their respective bank accounts. The DPI belatedly

ordered (March 2ol4) all DDEs to ensure payment of teachers' salaries

through their bank accounts. However, based on the directions of the Education

Minister of the State, the DPI revoked (May 2014) his order and released the

salaries to Madrasa authorities instead of crediting into the bank accounts of

the teachers, in clear violation of scheme guidelines, though orders issued by

the Education Minister in this regard were also contrary to GOI instructions.

Thus, instructions aimed at ensuring transparency and accountability were

flouted. Instances of complaints regarding non-receipt of salaries by Madrasa

teachers which were not acted upon by DDEs, point to the serious compromise

of accountability and transparency, due to which Audit could not obtain

assurance that the teachers were indeed paid their remuneration.

GOK assured (December 2015) that steps would be taken to credit the
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salaries of the teachers to their respective bank accounts.

[Audit paragraphs 4.1.5 and 4.1.6 contained in the Report of the
comptroller and Auditor Generar of India(General and sociar sector)
for ttre year ended 3l.t March 20lfl

{Ngn: submitted by the Govetnmeat on the above aadit paragraph areiacluded as Appndix \J
Excerpts from the discussion of committee with officials concerned.

11. The committee inquired with the officials concemed whether the sararies
of Madrasa teachers were paid directry. The Director, General Education
Department replied that as against the direction, the payment was made through
the Mafuasa committees because most of the teachers had not maintained bank
account' The part-time teachers were paid <6,000/- and full_time teachers were

paid (12,000i-. Though it was suggested to give part_time salary, full_time
salary was given in many Madrasas.
12. The committee made it clear that the term Ful-time in Madrasas refers
to those category who were working in the moming and evening .

Conclusion/Recomm endation

13. No comments

4.1.7 Monitoring and evaluation

As per Clause 2r(v) of scheme guidelines, the GoI and GoK were
responsible for ensuring monitoring and evaluation of scheme. The feedback
on students appearing in NIoS and qualitative improvement in their
achievement was to be coilected by DpI and placed before the GGIAC which
was not done. DpI was to furnish the accounts of grant-in-aid to GoI within
one year along with monitoring report regarding number of Madrasas receiving
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assistance, and the amount received and utilised by Madrasas. However, DPI

had not furnished (December 2015) accounts of grant-in-aid or monitoring

report to GOI. The State Madrasa Board which was an important part of the

scheme, expected to monitor the modemization programme and create

awareness among the children of the Muslim community about the advantages

of the scheme, was not constituted.

GOK stated (December 2015) that DPI would be instructed to constitute a

mechanism for monitoring and evaluation of the scheme in the State.

4.1.8 Conclusion

The SPQEM was being implemented by GOK in violation of scheme

guidelines. Thirty nine of the 40 test checked Madrasas in the four districts,

though not eligible to receive f,rnancial assistance from GOI under the Scheme

had received the grants, as the SGIAC failed in its basic responsibility of

ensuring observance of the guidelines while recommending Madrasas for

Grants-in-Aid. The only Madrasa which was eligible to receive benefits under

the Scheme was deprived of due financial assistance. kregular payment of full

time wages to teachers who discharged part time duty in all these Madrasas

was noticed, which was against scheme guidelines. The State Madrasa Board

which was expected to monitor the Madrasa Modernisation Programme and

enhance awareness of the scheme had not been constituted by GOK.

[Audit paragraphs 4.1.7 alrd 4.1.8 contained in the Report of the

Comptroller and Auditor General of India(General and Social Sector)

for the year ended 3ft March 20151

I Notes submitted by the Govetnment oa the above audit paragraph are
iacluded as Appendix IIJ

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.
t
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14. To a query of the committee, about the Monitoring and Evaruation, the
Director, General Education Department informed the committee that all the
files had been transferred to the Minority welfare Departnent, where the
monitoring and evaluation were now being done.

Conclusion tRecom m endation

15. The Qemmillse views that scrAc have failed in the scrutiny of
applications received from Madrasas and in forwarding the same to
GoI for release of funds under speEM. The committee notes that
Madrasas which are eligible to receive benefits under the scherne are
deprived of financial assistaoce. Hence, the committee recom.mends

that the Minority werfare Department should strictry monitor and
evaluate the firnctioning of SGrAC and take adequatc measures to
ensure compliance of the guidelines of SpeEM.

4.5 Infructuous expenditurie on construction of a Gmporary additional
floor at Pareeksha Bhavan.

The injudicious decision of the director of public Instructions to construct
a temporary additional floor on the six-storeyed building of pareeksha
Bhavan and failure of the public works Department to rightly assess the
structural soundness of the work led to partial collapse of the structure and
resultant infructuous expenditure of t2. 3Scrore.

The General Education Department, Government of Kerala(GoK) accorded

(February 2012) Admlnistrative sanction (AS) to the proposal of the Director

of Public Instruction(DPl) for construction of a temporary additional floor
with trussed roof to accommodate a computer lab, server roonN, system

manager's room, toilets etc.. on existing2 six-storeyed building of pareeksha

2 The Pareekha Bhavan building was constructed in 197g.
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Bhavans, Thiruvananthapuram. Techanical Sanction(TS) was accorded (March

2012) by the Chief Engineer(Buildings), Public Works Department(PWD) and

the work awarded to a Contractor (June 2Ol2).TheGOK also sanctioned {one

crore(February 2Ol2) and {1.96 crore(February 2013) for civil and electrical

works respectively. The GOK, further sanctioned (October 2014) t0.13 crore to

Electrical Oivision of PWD for canying out rhe SITC of Ductable Split AC

unit and re-arrangement of electrical installation and providing plug sockets in

the newly constructed hall to comply with SITC standards. The civil works

were completed (September 2014) incurring an up to date expenditure of T0.97

crore. The Executive Engineer of Electical wing PWD(EE) reported (May

2018) that electrical works and works pertaining to installation of firefighting

system were completed incurring an expenditure of { 1.38crore.

. Scrutiny of records revealed that the Joint Commissioner, Pareeksha Bhavan

had written(June 2016) to the DPI and PWD that despite spending sizeable

funds in the last four years, the additional floor was not functional due to lack

of co-ordination between the civil and electrical wings in PWD. He therefore

sought co-ordinated efforts of both wings of PWD for timely completion of

work. Subsequently in the same month, a portion of the newly constructed

structure including parts of the ceiling collapsed and the aluminum fabrications

were blown away due to strong wind, rendering the newly constructed stracture

unfit for use.

The National Building Code stipulated that wind forces and their effects

should be taken into account while designing buildings, structures and

components. However the approved design provided for normal wind pressure

only and avoided cross ventilation which could have minimised the high wind

pressure on the sixth floor. The EE stated in reply (January 2019) that the then

3 The Pareesha Bhavan conducts examinations for school leaving ceftificates, amanges for the valuation of
answer scripts, prosesses marks, and announces results and issues diplomas, degrees and certificates.

4 Standard tndustrial Trade classification.
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Executive Engineer and the Superintending Engineer had discussed (september

2012) the impact of wind force on the temporary structure on the sixth floor.
The reply is not tenable in view of the fact that pwD did not conducr a
feasibility study to assess the structural soundness of the construction or

calculate wind-load to the withstood by the building prior to according TS in
March 2012.

Joint vedficarion conducted by Audit (october 2018) along with officials
of Pareeksha Bhavan revealed that the newly constructed floor still remains

unfit for use. Glass panels, which made up the sidewalls, were either blown
away or broken to pieces and remnants of false ceiling were seen hanging from
the roof, or totally missing at some places, as seen in the photographs below.

:',, :,,i i .] I t,.rr:,r;1i., l,:r,t.rr ;rLr,r arl,j a!,,ii l!r1r{,lt l}rrill|. &r
.';,r, i ..,i l.':.,.ir,, lilnr,lrlr. t6 r.t.r,.)iLr _:{.,ld

,,i< ar ; r ,I- l; &*r,r&rar; .)ff./.r., .."ii.g Jr{rr.qtr{{.1i.r4, ,},." .ir!/.t
l',r,cLit BtB.,n. to 0.tttt", 2 td

Audit observed that the Joint commissioner, pareeksha Bhavan had voiced
his disagreement (october2O11) to the idea of a temporary structure on the sixth
floor of the 33 year old building. Instead, he had suggested constructing a new

building in the open space in the premises, with the allotted funds. This
decision was ovemrled by the DpI who went ahead with the proposal of
constructing a temporary additional floor on the existing buitding.

/home/fcp4rDocumentsAreeja /2024/PAC/ReporLDRAF-I REPORT General Educadon Depanmenr 1 0.o5.2o2e7.01.2024

I
.l



13

Thus, the injudicious decision of the DPI to construct an additional floor on

the existing six-storeyed building of Pareeksha Bhavan, coupled with failure of

the PWD to consider the impact of wind force while designing the structure,

resulted in partial collapse of the structure and resultant infructuous expenditure

of (2.35 crore.

The GOK replied (January 2019) that the matter was brought to the notice of

the PWD by the DPI and that steps were being taken by GOK to rectify the

matter.

[Audit paragraph 4.5 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and

Auditor Gendral of India(General and Social Sector) for the year ended

31$ March 20181

I Note submitted by the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix III

Excerpts from tle discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

16. In response to a query of the Committee, the Director, General Education

Department informed the Committee that a project was submitted to construct

the upper floor in Pareeksha Bhavan in a manner useful for online

Examinations etc. In the first phase, rupees One Crore was allotted in 2012 and

the PWD (Buildings) Department spent <.96,86,7771- and issued utilization

certificate. In 2013, {1.96 Crore were given to PWD(Electrical) Department for

fire fighting, electrification and air conditioning and (25 lakh for civil work and

others to PWD(Buildings) wing. The audit objection was that, the cladding of

the upper part of the hall feII and was damaged by winds in 2016, after which it

was not used. After discussing with PWD electrical and buildings wings, some

more money had to be spent to make it usable, and the hall could not be used as

there was no electrical or fire fighting system.

riome/fcp4.r/Documents/Sreeja /2024/PAC/Report/DRAFT REPORT General Education Department 10.05.202,07.01.2024



17. The Committee inquired whether the cladding was fallen by the wind due

to constructional defect, whether permission was obtained for that work as per

building rules, whether fire fighting system and lift were installed and the

amount for which the administrative sanction was given.

18. The Chief Engineer(Buildings), Public Works Department informed the

committee that the said work was completed in 2014 and issued a certificate of

completion, but it was not used. The false ceiling and partition in the verandah

had collapsed due to the wind. Areport had been requested from the Executive

Engineer about it. The work of the cable duct was not done earlier due to the

audit inspection. with the remaining amount of {25 lakh, the work of the cable

duct will be done immediately, minor repair work needs to be done in AC, as it
was not usedl An estimate could be given for the repair work of the false

ceiling and a portion of the roof. The lift had been installed up to the floor
immediately below the additional floor. The construction had been done as per

the building rules of that time. The hall had been constructed for the purpose of
conducting examinations. Temporary sheet was used as the roof. The A.s of the

work was {1 crore and the work was completed at a cost of (97 lakh. The

chief Engineer also added that only a portion of the verandah had collapsed.

19. The Director, General Education Department informed the committee that

the procedures related to the corporation would be possible and made use of
the hall, only if the fire and safety water tank for fire fighting system and the

duct for taking high tension connection were constructed.

20. To a comment of the committee that no permission are given for schools

with sheeted roofs. The Director, General Education Department informed that

there was a false ceiling under the aluminium roof and permission would be

obtained as it was an office building.

21. The committee reminded the officials about the audit reference that as per

/home/fcp4rDocumentySreeja /2024lPAC/RepodDRAFT REPORT General Educarion Departmenr 10.05.202,07.01.2024
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Technical sanction given in March 2012, the PWD did not caffy out a

feasibility study to estimate the wind load that the building could withstand or

assess the structural strength of the work. The Committee also inquired whether

those things aue to be checked before issuing technical permission.

22. The Chief Engineer(Buildings), Public Works Department informed the

Committee that the building had a semi-pennanent roof and it had been

constructed with a sloping roof considering the wind effect in
Thiruvananthapuram. So there was less chance of the roof swaying. He added

that only one span of the roof had swayed, so it is not proper to say that the

technical approval was given without considering the wind effect.

23. The Senior Audit Officer added to the discussion by saying that, during the

site inspection in connection with the said matter, it was found that one side of

the upper part had fallen off and the windows were shaking. The audit

paragraph had been prepared on the basis of the report given by the Executive

Engineer and $uperintending Engineer of PWD.

24. In response to a query from the Committee whether the Chief Engineer

had conducted site inspection, the Chief Engineer(Buildings), Public Works

Departrnent replied to the Committee that she would conduct the site inspection

and submit a report.

25. The Committee directed the concemed department officials to take

necessary steps to make use of the haII which was constructed for the purpose

of conducting the examination.

26. The Director, General Education Department informed the Committee that

the work could begin only after getting permission from the Corporation.

27. The Committee opined that there was no deliberate lapse on the part of the

officials in thg construction of the building. The Committee inquired about the

steps taken to rectify the defect in the construction and suggested that the

Director, Public Instructions and the Chief Engineer(Buildings), PWD should

/home/fcp4a,/Documents/Sreeja /2024lPAC/ReporVDRAFT REpORT General Education Depanment 10.05.202,p7.01.2024
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conduct a joint inspection and complete the work at the earliest.

28. The Director, General Education Department informed the committee that

the work was planned to be completed within the month of March.

29. The Chief Engineer(Buildings), Public Works Department assured the

committee that the estimate would be prepared for the completion of the work

of the roof and windows at the earliest and after joint inspection, the work

would be completed within this academic year itself.

Conclusions/Recommendations

30. The Committee directs the Chief Engineer (Buildings), public Works

Department to conduct a site inspection to verify whether the works are

completed there on without any delay and submit a report to the

Committee.

31. The Committee directs the department to take necessary steps to

rectify the defects in the construction of the additional floor of the six

storeyed building of Pareeksha Bhavan and to see that the hall constructed

for the p,,.pdr" of conducting the examination should be made functional

at the earliest.

Thiruv
", 

*t-
ananthapuram
.JSl+.-. 2024.

Sunny Joseph,
Chairman,

Committee on Public Accounts.
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APPENDIX 1

SUMMARY OF MAIN CONCLUSION/ RECOMMENDAIION

The Commi ftee views that SGIAC have failed in

1 General Education
Minority Welfare

the scrutiny of applications received from

Madrasas and in forwarding the same to GOI for

release of funds under SPQEM. The Committee

notes that Madrasas which are eligible to receive

benefits under the scheme are deprived of financial

assistance. Hence, the Committee recommends

that the Minority Welfare Department should

strictly monitor and evaluate the functioning of

SGIAC and take adequate measures to ensure

compliance of the guidelines of SPQEM.

The Committee directs the Chief Engineer

(Buildings), Public Works Department ro

conduct a site inspection to verify whether the

works are completed there on without any delay

and submit a report to the Committee.

The Committee directs the departrnent to take

necessary steps to rectify the defects in the

constuction of the additional floor of the six

storeyed building of Pareeksha Bhavan and to

see tiat the hall constructed for the purpose of

conducting the examination should be made

functional at the earliest.
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Report No.

Pa ra
No.

Paragraph of the Report of C 8. AG for the year encled
31t03t2015

Audit scrutiny revealed that the children studying in 39 of the 40 l\/ladrasas which
was test checked were actually students whcr atterrded regular schools and had
regular access to modern subjects. The liecretaries of these l4adrasas also
admitted tlrat all the st,rdents studying undcr the scheme were regular school going
students

Thus, these l' .s were not eligible for GOI assistance under the Scheme
Even though this brought to the notice of GOK in the earlier Audit Report of
the C & AG of lno,. -, the period ended l\,4.rrch 2012, cOK had failed to take
remedial action. lnstead, the GOK had again sought funds from GOI in 2014-15
without ensuring that the Madrasas were fullillinrl the eligibility criteria for the scheme.
Audit observed that the Secretary of tl.re Department of General Education in GOK
was heading SGIAC (State Grant in aid Comrnittee). the SGIAC comprising of a
representative of GOl, DPl, the Regional Director in the National lnstitute of Open
Schooling (NIOS) and two others, failed in their duty to recommend eligible [\,4adrasas
only for GOI grants under the scheme. The SGIAC failed to conduct a detailed
scrutiny of the applications received from [.4adrasas and forwarded these applications
by treating them as eligible ones to the GOI for release of funds An amount of Rs.
170.18 lakh was released to 39 lviadrasas which were not eligible for granlin-aid
under this Scheme.

As the Central Grant-in-Aid Committee (CGIAC) declined (September 2015) to
fund the [4adrasas in tne State since they were not working as per scheme
guidelines, the State Chief t\,4inister addressed GOI (October 2015) seeking central
assistance, lt was admitted in the letter that Madrasas in the State were functioning
only on part time basis and on holidays, \Mith students attending mainstream
education.

Audit obserued that failure of the SGIAC in recommending Madrasas for funding
without adequate scrutiny has resulted in GOK irregularly obtaining Rs. 93.85 crore
from GOI during 2010-'14. This is a serious matter of non-compliance where the
members of the SGIAC have direct reason ability and calls for serious action by GOK
against the officers of GOK in the committee and also need to be brought to the notice
of the GOI with regard to the failure of the GOI rcpresentative in the SGIAC.

GOK confirmed (December 2015) the audit findings that all the Madrasas were
conducting classes on part time basis only and that it has now been decided to
provide financial assistance to eligible Madrasas only.

Reply

The SPOEN,4 (Schemes for prividing Qrality
Education in l,4adrassas) was introduced to er]able
students of the minority community Jo attain formal
education through lvladrassas. As said in ti.le audit
para, the scheme guidelines were not observe(l due
to lack of minority facility. There were 547 applrcants
for the grant during 2010-11 and the DPI lrad onlv
very short time to check the physical status of the
applicants.

The applications received from the l\ladrassas
were checked in the Directorate and presented

before the State Grant ln Aid Comnrittee (SGIAC).
The SGIAC in turn recommended the same to lle
forwarded to l\,4inistry of Human Resource
Development (l\,4HRD), New Delhi.

The MHRD, in recommendation ol Ceniral Grant
ln Aid Committee (CGIAC) allotted funds the state,
The DPl, with sanction of the Government disbrrrsed
the amount to i\,4adrassa. Later, various audit
agencies obserued that the guidelines of the scheme
was violated in the state. Another 1462 application
were also forwarded to the [,4HRD from the state on
recommendation of the SGIAC. Tl]e same was also
not physically checked, the applicants were taken on
belief, that they were working under the scl.reme
guideline. lt was a lack of minority system, in the
Directorate which enabled the f\,4adrassas claim the
fund.

Since 2014-15 no fund was claimed from the
Government of lndia, and disbursed to the
l\,4adrassas Hence the audit objection may kindly be
dropped.

Report of C
& AG for the
year ended
31t03t2015
(Ge ne ra I

and Social
Sector)
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Paragraph of the Report of C & AG for the year ended
3',110312015

Audit noticed that only one of the 4.0 tr-.st cttecked l\,4adrasas viz.,
Shamsul Ulama lslamic Academy, Puzhamudi in Wayanad district had
children at senior secondary level who were registered under NIOS
accreditation and were eligible for assistance under the scheme, During
the period 2010-15, though this ltiladrasa hrad spent Rupees One Lakh
towards admission I examination fees irt respect of 49 students in
connection witr, . accreditation, no amount was obtained as
reimbursement tr, . 't.

The lviadrasa Secretary stated (October 2015) that they did not seek
reimbursement as they were not informecl about the reimbursement
process by the DDE and other officers, cOK stated (December 2015\
that the [Vadrasas did not claim reimburst..ment and that request for
reimbursement would be forurarded to GOI on receipt of the same from
the [\,4adrasa.

Failure of DPI and non-constitutic)n of State lVadrasa Board to
keep the Nladrasas informed about the reimbursement process had
resulted in deprival of benefit to the eligil;le IVadrasa.

Reply Furnished

The SPQEN/ was introduced to enable students
of the minority community to attain formal
education through IVadrassas. As said rn the
audit para, the scheme guidelines were not
observed due to lack of rninority facility. There
were 547 applicants for the grant during 2010 11

and the DPI had only very short time to check the
physical status of the applicants.

Shamsul Ulama lslamic Academy is one of the
institution which claim to work under the scheme
guidelines, as per the audit of the C& AG. They
claimed to the registered under the NIOS and
have expended a huge amount on the purpose.

But, since the claim of fund is along the 547
application, which received grant in 2010-11, the
same can not be considered alone. The claim for
reimbursement was not made by the l\4adrassas
authorities to anyone of the Educational
authorities. Hence the reimbursement was not
allowed. The same can be allowed only on
verification and satisfaction of the scheme
guidelines. Hence the audit objection may be
dropped.

_l

Year &
Report No. Para

No.

Report of C
& AG for the
year ended
3110312015
(General
and Social
Sector)
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Reply FurnishedParagraph of the Report of G & AG for the year ended
3110312015

Circular letter relating to the terms and

conditions for the application for Central

Government Scheme for providing quality

education in Madrasas, was forwarded to Deputy

Director of Education as per NEP(1)66660/11/DPl

dated, 20.10.2011. But neither in circular or in

advertisement was mentioned that t\iladrasa

teachers should be part time- Minority Welfare

director states that is not practical in Kerala that

the students in N4adrassas should not be enrolled

in any other Govt./Aided schools. On this reply

objection may be dropped.

The seeking and subsequent Jelease of grants under- SPQEIT'4 was ab-initio

*.ng. ro cJmpound maiters, ihe payment-made to Madrasa-teachers were

;ls; in violation'of scheme guidelines.'The GOI had clarified (February 2009)

tl,ut tin"n"ia assistance un-der spQEM would be provided to a maximum of

three full time graduate or post graduate (PGyB ED teachers of modern

"roji"ii 
o"p.niing on the availabitity of students in the. Madrasas As per

"L,j"" 
A f"j "f 

the"Guidelines, while each full time graduate teacher was to be

orJ-iuiuir'rot 12 months at the rate of Rs' 6,000 per month' teachers with

FEaf J qurliri.rtions were to be paid Rs' 12,000 per month Though the

trllaOirsi"'*"r" functioning only on part time basis, 4201 teachers in 1453

ffi;;;;; were paid ,"rnr-n"t"tion of Rs 45 55 crore during 2010-15 on full

time basis, which was against scheme guidelines'- - 
Co( uJtitt"o (oi"u*ber 20151 the fact that the te€chers were paid

ruru*i"tion by reckoning that the classes were held full time As the

Government accepted th gross violation of scheme guidelines which led to

prv*""t 
"f "*""a" 

,"run-"t"tion, action has to be taken against officers

responsiOle for the same and recover the overpaid remuneration

4.1.5
Report of C
& AG for the
year ended
3110312015
(Ge ne ral
and Social
Sector)

Pa ra
No.
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Paragraph of the Report of C & AG for the year ended
3110312015

Reply Furnished

Reporl of C
& AG for
the year
ended
31/03/2015
(General
and Social
Secfor.)

4.1.6

GOI requested (July 2009) State Government to ensure better transparency
and accountability in payment of salaries to Madrasa teachers by depositing
salaries of teachers in their respective bank accounts. The DPI belatedly
ordered (l\4arch 2014\ all DDES to ensure payment of teachers salaries
through their bank accounts. However, based on the directions of the
Education l\,4inister of the State, the DPI revoked (May 2014) his order and
released the salaries to fvladrasa authorities instead of crediting into the bank
accounts of the teachers, in clear violation of scheme guidelines, though
orders issued by the Education Minister in thas regard were also contrary to
GOI instructions.

Thus, instructions aimed at ensuring transparency and accountability were
flouted, instances of complaints regarding non-receipt of salaries by l\,4adrasa

teachers which were not acted upon by DDES, point to the serious
compromise of accountability and transparency, due to which Audit could not
obtain assurance that the teachers were indeed paid their remuneration.

GOK assured (December 2015) that steps would be taken to credit the
salaries of the teachers to their respective bank accounts.

Durng 2010-11 an amount of Rs.22.67 core has

been a//otted to 547 Madrassas n the Statu. fhe
amount was withdrawn from the SBf/agathy Branch.

These demand drafts were handed over to the
concerned Deputy Directors of Educatlbn Who in turn
drisbursed the sdme to the Madrassas authorities on
proper rece/pt and verlficatlbn. fhe amount was

granted ln two nsta//ments.
During 2013-14 an amount ofRs.70.97 core

was disbursed to the l32B Madrassas out of 1462

se/ected Madrassas by the government of /ndia. fhe
amount was withdrawn from the 

'tarc 
freasury and

demand drafts were taken in favour of the Deputy
Directors of Education concerned.

fhe Deputy Dhectors ln turn converted these amounts

into demand drafts n favour of the Madrassas and
d/sbursed them on proper receipts to the Madrassas

/t is decided by the DP/ to d/.sburse the

remunerat/on through bank accounts during the year
2013-14 on the basis ofGovernment of /nd/:a circu/ar of
/u/y 2009.DP/ revoke the order to credit sa/ary to
teachers bank account and paid through Demand

Draft based on the orders issued from the Educat/on

Mn/ster
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Para
No.

Paragraph of the Report of C & AG for the year ended
31103t20't5

Reply Furnished

Repoft of C
& AG for
the year
ended
31/03/2015
(Ge neral
and Social
Sector)

As per Clause 21 (v) of scheme guidelines, the GOI and GOK were
responsible for ensuring monitoring and evaluation of scheme. The feedback
on students appearing in NIOS and qualitative improvement in their
achievement was to be collected by DPI and placed before the CGIAC which
was not done. DPI was to furnish the accounts of grant-in-aid to GOI within
one year along with monitoring report regarding number of Madrasas receiving
assistance, and the amount received and utilized by Madrasas. However, DPI
had not furnished (December 2015) accounts of grantin-aid or monitoring
report to GOl.

The State Madrasa Board which was an impo(ant part of the scheme,
expected to monitor the modernization programme and create awareness
among the children of the Muslim community about the advantages of the
scheme, was not constituted.

GOK stated (December 2015) that DPI would be instructed to constitute a
mechanism for monitoring and evaluation of the scheme in the state.

No separate sysfern was constituted through
Deputy Director of Education to ltlonitor and
evaluate the scheme in order to ensure that
c/asses are conducted as per guidelines of the
scheme. Deputy Directors have been given
instruction for conducting inspection regarding the
expenditure of the grant amount. On this reply
the objection may be dropped.

Year &
Report No.

4.1.7
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Para
No.

Paragraph ofthe Report of
C & AG for the year ended

3110312015

Reply FurnishedYear &
Report No.

Reporl of C
& AG for
the year
ended
31/03/2015
(General
and Social
Sector)

4.1.8

The SPQEM was being
implemented by GOK in violation
of scheme guidelines. Thirty nine
of the 40 test checked lvladrasas
in the four districts, though not
eligible to receive frnancial
assistance from GOI under the
Scheme had received thefurants,
as the SGIAC failed in its basic
responsibility of ensuring
observance of the guidelines while
recommending Madrasa for
Grants-in-Aid. The only Madrasa
which was eligible to receive
benefits under the Scheme was
deprived of due financial
assistance. lrregular payment of
full time wages to teachers who
discharged part time duty in all
these Madrasas was noticed,
which was against scheme
guidelines. The State lvladrasas
Board which was expected to
monitor the Madrasa
Modernization Programme and
enhance awareness of the
scheme had not been constituted
by GOK.

The SPQEI/ was introduced to enable students of the minority community to attain
formal education through Madrassas. As said in the audit para, the scheme
guidelines were not observed due to lack of minority facility. There were 547 applicants
for the grant during 2010-11 and the DPI had only very short time to check the physical
status of the applicants.

The applications received from the Madrassas were checked in the Directorate and
presented before the State Grant ln Aid Committee (SGIAC). The SGIAC in turn
recommended the same to be forwarded to Ministry of Human Resource Development
(MHRD), New Delhi.

The MHRD, in recommendation of Central Grant ln Aid Committee (CGIAC) allotted
funds the state, the DPl, with sanction of the Government disbursed the amount to
Madrassa. Later, various audit agencies observed that the guidelines of the scheme
was violated in the state. Another 1462 application were also foMarded to the MHRD
from the State on recommendation of the SGIAC. The same was also not physically
checked as the applicants were taken on faith that they were working under the
scheme guidelines. lt was a lack of suitable checks, in the Directorate which enabled
the Madrassas to claim the fund. Since 2014-15 no fund was claimed from the
Government of lndia, and disbursed to the Madrassas
The SPQEM was introduced to enable students of the minority community to attain

formal education through Madrassas. As said in the audit para, the scheme
guidelines were not observed due to lack of minority facility. There were 547 applicants
for the grant during 2010-11 and the DPI had only very short time to check the physical
status of the applicants.

Shamsul Ulama lslamic Academy is one of the institution which claim to work under
the scheme guidelines, as per the audit of the C& AG. They claimed to the registered
under the NIOS and have expended a huge amount on the purpose.

But, since the claim of fund is along with the 547 applications, which received
grant in 2010-11, the same can not be considered alone. The claim for reimbursement
was not made by the lr/adrassas authorities to anyone of the Educational authorities.
Hence the reimbursement was not allowed. The same can be allowed only on
verification and satisfaction of the scheme guidelines

The state lvladrassas Board was not constituted as it is a policy to be taken by the
Government
Hence the audit ob ction ma be dro
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The construction of additional floor at Pareeksha Bhavan was entrusted

toPwDintwostages.AsperG.o(R0No.916/2012/GEDNdated
25.02.2012 Government accorded Administrative Sanction for an amount

of Rs.100 lakh (Rupees one crore oniy) under the head of account *2202-

02-108-98(P) during the financial year 201-L-L2 for this work. The PWD

Buildings division iompleted civil works of building at the top of the

existinf building for an amount of Rs.96,86,7771- and PWD buildings

division refunded Rs. 3,13,223l- to General Education Department, being

the balance amount allotted for civil works and the same was remitted

back to head of account concerned by the DGE. The utilisation certificate

for Rs.96,86,7771- dated,30/03/2016 has been provided by PWD'

As per G.O(R| No.984/2013/GEDN dated 28.02'2013 Govemrnent

accorded Administrative Sanction of the second dlotment for an amount of

Rs. 1_96 lakh. (Rupees one crore and ninety six lakh only) under the hcad

of account 2202-Or-BOO-51 (P) for the remaining works of building such as

fire fighting, electrification, air conditioning etc. PWD electrical section

canied'out the work of fire fighting network in the constructed area, air

conditioning ducts in the concealed area and installation of air conditioners

and electrical connections for the work stations which had already been

constructed by PWD buildings division.

Report of Remedial MeasuresAudit Para

The injudicious decision
of the Director of Public
Instructions to construct a

temporary additional floor
on the six storeYed

building of Pareeksha

Bhavan and failure of
Public Works DePartment
to rightly assess the

structural soundness of the
work led to Partial
collapse of the structure
and resultant infructuous
expenditure of Rs.2.35

crore.

4.5No
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During 201-6, the Aluminium claddings fitted with glass fell down

due to heavy wind and the same had been reported to PWD. The Chief
Engineer, PWD Building has been requested to be present in the meeting
of the PAC with a detailed report on the partial collapse of the building.
The additional floor was not in a condition to function for want of charging
the fire protection lines, air condition system and electrical power supply
and the same had been brought into the notice of the PWD.

The General Education Department is ready to occupy the space

constructed after making the repair works and after finishing the remaining

works upon the consent of Thiruvananthapuram corporation. The PWD

promised to complete the remaining works for the effective use of
additional floor.

The foliowing works have to be performed by PWD to occupy the

floor :-

1) The repair works of false ceiling inside the constructed hall
2) Repair works of washrooms

3) The damaged portion of the corridor has to be reconstructed with
proper air flow as to prevent further damages by strong winds

4) Charging of transformer for power supply to the constructed area

5) Repair works of fans and lights in the constructed area

6) Proper power supply nehvork to the constructed area

7) Proper water supply to the constructed area

8) Charging of air conditioning system to the constructed concealed area

9) Ducting and power cable laying for power supply to already installed

transformer.



2b .#

10) Construction of ground level water tank with positive suction of

pumps for fire fighting.
11) An overhead fire proof tank for fire fighting system to be constructed

as per existing nofins.

12) The parapets of the floor has to be replaced by proper fencing with

atleast five feet height which will not restrict the high flow of wind on the

portion.
The PWD has been requested to complete above works immediately

to enable for occupying the building as early as possible.
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