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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 Fifth Report on
paragraphs relating to Higher Education Department contained in the Report of the
Comptroller and Auditor General of India for the year ended 31" March 2016

(General & Social Sector).

The Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India for the year
ended 31" March 2016 (General & Social Sector) was laid on the Table of the
House on 22" May 2017.

The Committee considered and finalised this Report at the meeting held on
11" March, 2022.

The Committee place on records their appreciation of the assistance rendered

to them by the Accountant General in the examination of the Audit Report.

SUNNY JOSEPH,

Thiruvananthapuram, Chairman,
16" March, 2022. Committee on Public Accounts.



REPORT
HIGHER EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

[Audit paragraphs 3.1 to 3.6.1.1 contained in the Report of Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended
31* March 2016]

3.1 Introduction

Mahatma Gandhi University (MGU), Kottayam, was established in October
1983 to provide higher education to the students belonging to the districts of
Kottayam, Ernakulam, Idukki and parts of Pathanamthitta and Alappuzha. The
MGU conducts Under Graduate (UG), Post Graduate (PG), M.Phil and Doctoral
level courses through 17 University departments, seven Inter-University Centres,
10 Inter-School Centres, eight Self Financing Institutions and 250 affiliated
colleges (10 Government colleges, 63 aided colleges and 177 unaided colleges). It
imparts education in the conventional disciplines of Science, Social Science as well
as in professional disciplines of Medicine, Nursing, Pharmacy, Engineering, etc.
MGU is accredited by National Assessment and Accreditation Council® at 'B' level.

3.2 Organisational setup

The Governor of Kerala is the Chancellor and Head of the University. The
Vice Chancellor (VC) of the MGU is the principal academic and executive officer
and all officers of the University are under his administrative control.
The following personnel held the post of VC as detailed below:

Table 3.1: Persons holding the post of Vice Chancellor

Sl. No. Name of the VC Period
1 2 3
1 Dr. Rajan Gurukkal November 2008 to October 2012
2 Dr. K M Abraham November 2012 to December 2012

1 National Assessment and Accreditation Council (NAAC) is an autonomous body established by the
University Grants Commission (UGC) of India to assess and accredit institutions of higher
education in the country. Institutions are graded for each key aspect under four categories viz. A, B,
C and D denoting very good, good, satisfactory and unsatisfactory levels, respectively.
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1 2 3

3 Dr. AV George January 2013 to April 2014
4 Dr. Sheena Shukkur May 2014 to August 2014
5 Dr. Babu Sebastian September 2014 to till date

The VC is assisted by a Pro-Vice Chancellor, Registrar, Controller of
Examinations and Finance Officer®.

3.3 Audit Objectives
The Performance Audit was conducted to assess whether
* the academic activities were planned and executed efficiently and
effectively; and
* the financial management of the University was efficient and effective.
3.4 Audit Criteria
Audit criteria was derived from the following sources:

» University Act and Statutes, University Grants Commission Regulations,
Examination Manual and Orders issued by Government of Kerala (GoK) and
various regulatory authorities®

» Kerala Financial Code and Kerala Service Rules
* Kerala Stores Purchase Manual
* Special Rules for Self Financing Institutions

3.5 Scope and Methodology of Audit

The Performance Audit of the ‘Functioning of Mahatma Gandhi University’
covering the period from 2011-12 to 2015-16 was conducted from March to
October 2016 focussing on the academic and financial activities including
management of Self Financing Institutions.

2 Abraham J Puthumana - October 2000 to till date

3 All India Council of Technical Education (AICTE), National Council of Teacher Education (NCTE)
and Bar Council of India (BCI)



We commenced the audit with an Entry Conference held on 17 March 2016
with the Additional Chief Secretary (Finance and Higher Education), Principal
Secretary (Finance-Expenditure and Higher Education), VC and Registrar of MGU
wherein the audit objectives, audit criteria and audit methodology were discussed.
The audit methodology included the scrutiny of documents and verification of
records related to core academic activities, role of academic bodies in the pursuit of
excellence, extent of application and adherence to University Grants
Commission/Career Advancement Scheme norms, prudence in financial
management, etc. An Exit Conference was conducted on 5 December 2016 with
the Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department and Finance Officer, MGU,
during which the audit findings were discussed in detail.

Audit findings
3.6 Academic activities

3.6.1 Courses offered without fulfilling the norms laid down by Statutory
Authorities

3.6.1.1 Commencement of courses not approved by University Grants
Commission

As per Section 22(3) of the University Grants Commission (UGC) Act 1956,
'degree' means any such degree as specified on this behalf by the UGC by
notification in the official Gazette. There were 163 degrees notified by UGC in the
official Gazette as on 23 May 2009. UGC had informed VCs of all Universities in
November 2009, to ensure that the nomenclature of the degrees offered should be
as specified by the UGC.

The VC accorded approval (October 2009) to the MS programme, which
commenced during 2009-10 with an intake of 10 students, by exercising the
powers of the Syndicate as per Section 10 (17) of the MGU Act. The Syndicate of
the MGU decided (February 2010) to launch the five year Integrated
Interdisciplinary Master of Science programme through Institute for Integrated
programmes and Research in Basic Science (IIRBS) and declared the programme
as MS. The decision of the VC was subsequently ratified by the Academic Council
in January 2015.
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Since the degrees notified by the UGC identified MS as Master of Surgery
and the five year Integrated Interdisciplinary MS programme of the MGU was not
in the approved list of UGC, the first batch of 10 students who had completed the
course in 2014 were awarded M.Sc Degree. We also noticed that, nine students
were awarded M.Sc Degree in Chemistry while one student was awarded

M.Sc Degree in Physics.

Subsequently, the Sub-Committee constituted by the Syndicate of MGU
proposed (March 2015) that, specialisation in M.Sc. would be based on the project
work/subjects studied from VII to X semesters (Master level semesters) and
suggested that, IIRBS may propose the syllabus for specialisation in Physics.
Accordingly, the VC issued orders (May 2015) for retrospective modification of
course and curriculum for the 2009 and 2011 batches and re-designed the

programme as Interdisciplinary Master of Science programme, declared as M.Sc.

It is evident from above details that, Physics was not a part of the syllabus of
2009 batch and giving retrospective effect of change of programme for the students

who had already passed out in 2014 was not in order.

On being asked, the VC, MGU replied (December 2016) that, in all
regulations, the degree was shown as MS/M.Sc. and that different degrees
including degree in Physics were awarded on the basis of curriculum structure
approved by MGU in 20009.

The reply was not tenable as it was found that, in all University Orders and
Regulations issued upto 2015 except initial University Order issued in 2009, the
name of the programme was shown as MS and there was no separate
curriculum/specialisation envisaged for awarding different degrees. It was only
after the recommendation of the Sub-Committee after March 2015, that a separate
syllabus for Physics in VII to X semesters was introduced in 2015, after the first

batch had passed out.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraphs are

included as Appendix II]



Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

1. While considering the audit para 'commencement of courses not approved
by University Grants Commission, Committee noticed that the five year
inter disciplinary course in basic science namely MS was sanctioned by
the Vice Chancellor, MG University in 2010 without the approval of UGC, by
exercising the powers of the syndicate as per Section 10(177) of the MGU Act. The
Academic council ratified the decision of Vice Chancellor in 2015 and modified
retrospectively the course and curriculum for the 2009 and 2011 batches with effect
from May 2015 and redesigned the programme as Interdisciplinary Master of
Science Programme declared as MSc. The degree course offered by the UGC
identified MS as Master of Surgery and the five year integrated interdisciplinary
MS of MGU was not in the approved list of UGC. The Committee then enquired
why the University offered a degree course without the approval of the UGC. The
Secretary (in-charge), Higher Education Department informed that M.G University

currently conducts courses as per the guidelines of UGC.

2. Committee observed that the officials who sanctioned and named such a
course against the UGC regulation are liable to be punished but after such a long
duration they might have retired from service. Hence the Committee accepted the
reply furnished by the Government and decided to recommend that in future, the

university should not offer courses without the approval of UGC.
Conclusion/Recommendation

3. The Committee criticizes the officials of the MG University for
designing and naming a course as MS (Master of Science) that is notified in
the list of courses offered by UGC as 'Master of Surgery' which is against the
UGC Guidelines and commencing the programme without the approval of
UGC. The Committee observes that the officials who approved and designed
such a course would have been punished. Therefore, the Committee
recommends that the department should take necessary steps to ensure that
all new courses offered by universities are in line with the UGC guidelines

before approving course curriculum.
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[Audit Paragraph 3.6.1.2 contained in the report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.6.1.2 Commencement of <course in Law violating UGC
guidelines/Bar Council of India norms

As per UGC instructions (November 2009), the VCs of all Universities are
required to ensure that the nomenclature of the degrees should be as specified by
the UGC. The MGU commenced a five year Integrated Double Degree BA
(Criminology)-LLB (Honours) course with effect from the academic year 2011-12.
Five Colleges* together admitted 970 students to the course during the years
2011-12 to 2015-16. While the Government Law College, Ernakulam and SN Law
College, Poothotta made admissions to the course from 2011-12 and 2012-13
onwards respectively, the other three colleges commenced the course only with
effect from 2013-14.

We observed that, the five year Integrated Double Degree BA (Criminology)-
LLB (Honours) course offered by the MGU was not part of the list of courses
notified by the UGC. Therefore, it was not a recognised course.

Even though the Regulations issued by the MGU specified that the course
was in compliance to the Bar Council of India Rules of Legal Education 2008, it
was silent on the fact that the course did not possess approval of the UGC which
was essential for its recognition. Since the Advocates Act, 1961 also stipulated
that, the State Bar Council shall enrol as Advocates only such candidates who have
passed law from a University/approved affiliated Centre of Legal Education/
Departments of the MGU as recognised by Bar Council of India (BCI),
we observed that, all the 970 students who were enrolled in the five year Integrated
Double Degree BA (Criminology)-LLB (Honours) course are ineligible to practice
Law. The BCI also confirmed (February 2016) that, as the UGC has not recognised
degree in BA (Criminology)-LLB (Honours) course, persons possessing the degree
are not entitled to be enrolled as Advocates. Thus, the action of MGU in admitting
students to the Integrated Double Degree BA (Criminology)-LLB (Honours)
course without UGC approval violated Bar Council of India regulations also and
this action has put the legal career of these students as Advocates at risk.

4 Government Law College, Ernakulam, SN Law College Poothotta, Al Azhar Law College,
Thodupuzha, Bharata Mata School of Legal Studies, Angamaly and CSI College for Legal
Studies, Kanakkary



The Joint Registrar of MGU stated during the Exit Conference (December
2016) that, the MGU has discontinued the course from 2016-17 and BCI has
agreed to regularise the course as a one-time measure for students already
admitted, on payment of a fine of 10 lakh (Rupees two lakh per year for five
years). We observed that the reply of the MGU was silent on the University
offering such courses to the students, which were not recognised by the UGC.

In the circumstances, we recommend that, responsibility needs to be fixed for
the lapse on the part of MGU in offering a course which did not have UGC's and
BCI's approval and for getting retrospective ratification by making payment of fine
of X10 lakh, which is not a healthy precedence in the field of education.

Recommendation 1: The VC should ensure that only courses recognised by the
UGC are offered by MGU.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of committee with officials concerned

4. While examining the audit para, the Committee understand that MG
University offered a five year double degree BA(Criminology) LLB Course in
2011-12 wherein the nomenclature of degree was not as specified by the UGC.
Hence Bar Council of India did not give approval to the 970 students who were
admitted to the five year integrated Double Degree BA (Criminology) — LLB
(Honours) course and they could not practice in Law as advocates.

5. The Committee opined that it was a serious case that affected the future of
students. So the Committee directed the department to prepare a comprehensive
report containing the following details; the number of permitted batches without
the approval of Bar Council; the number of students who had completed the
course, and the type of certificates which were issued to students who had
completed the course and whether the issued certificates were valid or not. The
Secretary(in-charge), Higher Education Department agreed to do so. To the query
of the Committee, the Secretary (in-charge), Higher Education Department
informed that now a days the course in Law was rearranged as per the rules and
recommendations of the Bar Council of India.



6. The Secretary-in-charge, Higher Education Department informed the
Committee that University had remitted a fine of Rupees Two lakhs per year to the
Bar Council of India for the commencement of 5 year Integrated Double Degree
BA-LLB course without its approval. The Registrar, MG University added that it
was in the light of the verdict of the Hon'ble Supreme Court that the University
used its powers to commence that course with the approval of Board of studies.
The Registrar, MG University further informed that the 3rd and five year integrated
Double Degree BA (Criminology)-LLB (Honours) course were approved by Bar
Council of India on 21-12-2016 and also the students who had passed the course
got registered to BCI.

7. The Committee suggested the department to conduct a case study on
whether universities conduct any courses without the approval of the relevant
authority and directed the higher education department to enusre that courses
should not be started without proper guidelines.

8. The Committee queried whether the university needed any sanction from
the Government for the commencement of a new course. The Secretary(in-
charge), Higher Education Department replied that sanction from Government was
needed to start a new course.

9. The Committee agreed to drop the audit objection based on the
explanations given by the Department and also urged the university to take
necessary steps to avoid such type of mistakes in future.

10. The Committee directed the Department that Government should be very
careful in giving approval to new course and approval should be given only after
thorough scrutiny. The Committee observed that the Government has the
responsibility to check whether the universities are following the rules and
regulations. The Committee opined that universities should be instructed to strictly
adhere to the UGC guidelines to commence a course and regularly monitor to
amend the existing rules and statutes to adapt with the UGC guidelines.

11. Committee also remarked that it was not proper for Universities to start
any course in the name of autonomy without the approval of the authorities
concerned. Committee pointed out that the main function of syndicate and senate



is to review and to give suggestion to university authorities on areas and domains
that are an integral part of Universities namely, academics, research and
development, administration and governance. But Committee lamented that the
discussions made in senate and syndicate mostly are of administrative but not of
academic nature.

Conclusions/Recommendations

12. The Committee directs the Department to prepare a comprehensive
report including the following details;

(a)The number of permitted batches without the approval of Bar
Council of India;

(b) The number of students who had completed the course;

(c) The Type of certificates issued to the students who had completed
the course and its authenticity.

13. The Committee directs the department to conduct a case study on
whether Universities conduct any course without the recognition of the
authorities concerned. @~ The Committee directs the Higher Education
department to ensure that courses should not be started without proper
guidelines and further directs the University to take necessary steps to avoid

such instances in future.

14. The Committee observes that the department is keeping a sleeping
mode while interfering with the affairs of Universities in the guise of academic
autonomy.

15. The delay in amending University Statutes and Rules in accordance
with the UGC guidelines issued from time to time, leads to many litigation
and thereby paralysing the administration. Hence the Committee strongly
recommends that a separate mechanism/authority should be constituted for
amending the University statutes and Rules in accordance with the UGC
guidelines by fixing a time frame. Penal measures should be taken against the
Universities that do not amend the Statutes/Rules within the time frame.
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[Audit Paragraph 3.6.1.3 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.6.1.3 Master of Business Administration courses through off-campus centres

The All India Council of Technical Education (AICTE) is the statutory
authority for ensuring co-ordinated and integrated development of technical and
management education and maintenance of standards. With the approval of
AICTE (July 1994), the School of Management and Business Studies of MGU
offered two year full time Master of Business Administration (MBA) course with
30 seats with effect from 1994. MGU accorded approval to five aided Arts and
Science Colleges to conduct MBA programme after obtaining assurance that these
colleges had obtained AICTE's approval. The School of Distance Education (SDE)
of MGU also conducted a similar MBA programme through 72 off-campus
centres® from 2001-02 to 2014-15 for which the approval of AICTE was not
obtained. Based on High Court judgement (February 2015), these off-campus
centres were closed with effect from 2015-16 as the MGU did not have powers to
conduct off-campus centres outside its jurisdiction.

We observed that, out of 6303 MBA degrees® awarded by MGU during
2011-12 to 2015-16, 4735 MBA degrees (75 per cent) were awarded to the students
who had undertaken the course through off-campus centres. MGU awarded same
degree certificates to the students who attended off-campus centres and the
students who studied the course in University department and affiliated colleges
concealing the fact that degrees obtained through off-campus centres were not
recognised by AICTE.

On being asked, MGU replied that, the University started the course as per its
Syndicate resolution, since, as per the judgement of Supreme Court of India dated
24 September 2001 (Bharathidasan University case), Universities could start any
new department/course/programme in technical education without obtaining
approval of AICTE.

The reply was not tenable as the said judgement pertains to the courses
directly run by the University. It is also significant to note that despite

5 Off-campus centres are private educational entities run by institutions/individuals/trusts within or
outside the territorial jurisdiction of the University

6 Include degrees offered by five aided colleges affiliated to MGU having AICTE approval
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the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India clarifying (May 2014) that prior approval of
the AICTE was compulsory and mandatory for conduct of a technical course
including MBA/Management course for the academic year 2014-15, MGU
permitted the off-campus centres under its jurisdiction to admit students to MBA
courses in 2014-15 also without obtaining approval of AICTE.

During the Exit Conference (December 2016) the Principal Secretary
observed that, this was a serious lapse on the part of MGU and amounted to
contempt of the Supreme Court of India. As such we recommend that, appropriate
action may be taken for the lapses against the defaulting authorities/persons.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

16. According to the audit para MG University offered MBA Course
through 72 off-campus centres without the approval of AICTE. Committee sought
the response of the Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department in the audit
observation and enquired about the fate of students who had completed the course
and asked the Principal Secretary whether the course has been recognised by
AICTE. The Principal Secretary explained that the course was stopped in 2014
and no student who had completed the course raised any complaints about the
course. He also added that the approval from AICTE had not been received for the
course. It was also pointed out in the meeting that the Mahatma Gandhi University
(MGU) awarded same degree certificates to the students who completed the MBA
course through off-campus centres and to the student who studied the course in the

University department as regular student.

17. The Committee blamed the lackadaisical attitude of the university for
starting off-campus courses without the approval of AICTE. The Committee
criticized the University that they had taken steps which affect the quality of MBA
Course and they handled things with ease. The committee decided to include a
strong opinion against the Universities in their report for preventing such mistakes
in future.
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Conclusion/Recommendation

18. The Committee expresses its displeasure over the lackadaisical
attitude of the MG University for starting off-campus courses without the
required approval of AICTE and criticizes that it had affected the quality of
MBA course offered by the University. The Committee strongly warns the
Universities against repeating the delinquent actions like commencing
off-campus centres without obtaining the mandatory approval of the AICTE,
in future.

[Audit Paragraph 3.6.2 contained in the report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.6.2 Failure to revise syllabus and comply with UGC guidelines

As part of the measures to enhance efficiency and excellence in the higher
education system and to ensure seamless mobility of students across the higher
educational institutions in the country and abroad, the UGC directed (November
2014) that, the Choice Based Credit System (CBCS)’ proposed by it should be
adopted by all the Universities from 2015-16. The UGC also issued guidelines to
Universities to frame uniform syllabi. As the MGU was following a Choice Based
Course Credit and Semester System, it was resolved (August 2015) to implement
the guidelines for the adoption of uniform CBCS from the Academic Year 2016-17
onwards. Accordingly, Regulations for implementation of Revised Scheme and
Syllabi for UG courses with effect from academic year 2016-17 were approved by
MGU (February 2016) and the revised scheme and syllabi of 108 UG programmes
were drafted and subsequently approved by MGU in May 2016.

We observed that, even though MGU approved the Regulations, Revised
Scheme and Syllabi for UG courses with effect from academic year 2016-17, the
newly constituted Syndicate, citing delay in ratification by the earlier Syndicate
and complaints received from stakeholders, did not implement the Regulations.
The syllabi for the UG courses were yet to be revised (September 2016) which
resulted in disadvantage to the students of MGU compared to students from other
Universities which adopted the new syllabi.

7 Choice Based Credit System provides choice for students to select from the prescribed courses
(core, elective or minor or soft skill courses)
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The VC, MGU stated (December 2016) that, new syllabi would be
implemented with effect from the academic year 2017-18 after detailed discussions
with experts and other stakeholders. The reply was not acceptable as the MGU has
failed to comply with the UGC Regulations to frame uniform syllabi which
hampered seamless migration of students across Universities within the country
and abroad.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

19. As per the audit view MG University delayed the framing of uniform
syllabi for UG Courses under choice based credit and semester system which will
inspire the students and their seamless movement across the country or abroad as
per UGC guidelines.

20. To a query of the committee, the Registrar, MG University informed that
the University had started the course on Choice Based Credit and Semester System
and the change in syllabus should have reported to the syndicate after the approval
of the same by academic council, but at that time the new syndicate was to be
formed and hence the delay occurred. So the revised syllabi was implemented
after one year, so there occurred a delay of one year in implementing the syllabus.

21. Committee criticized the lethargic attitude of department in scrutinizing
university activities. Committee is of the view that Higher Education Department
should properly monitor the highhanded autonomous activities of the Universities,
to check whether statutes and rules are strictly adhered to and to scrutinise whether
timely changes are made in the Act and rules as per the UGC guidelines.

Conclusion/Recommendation

22. The Committee observes that it was a serious omission on the part of
the Higher Education Department in monitoring the activities of University in
connection with the revision of syllabi for UG courses. The Committee
criticises the lethargic attitude of the department in scrutinizing the activities
of the University in observing UGC regulations. The Committee directs the
department that they should properly monitor the highhanded autonoemic
activities of the Universities, check whether statutes and rules are strictly
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adhered to and to scrutinize whether timely changes are made in the act and
rules as per the UGC guidelines.

[Audit Paragraph 3.6.3 and 3.6.3.1 contained in the Report of the
Comptroller and Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the
year ended 31st March 2016]

3.6.3 Conduct of examinations and publication of results
3.6.3.1 Delay in publication of results and consequent hardships to students

MGU publishes examination calendar for every academic year which
includes dates of examination and dates of publication of results of Under Graduate
(UG) and Post Graduate (PG) courses. We observed delay of one to three months
in publishing of results of final semester of UG/PG courses and delay between one
to nine months in the case of other semesters. Failure of MGU to publish results
on time leads to course lagging and deprival of timely admission of students to
other institutions.

As per the Examination Manual of the MGU, candidates who have taken
examinations conducted by MGU can apply to the Controller of Examinations for
revaluation of their answer book. The results of revaluation are to be published
within 60 days from the last date for receipt of applications. We noticed delay in
publishing results of revaluation conducted by MGU. During 2012-13 to 2015-16,
the results of revaluation could be declared within the stipulated time of 60 days in
20 per cent of cases only. In 49 per cent cases, results were declared after the last
date of submitting application for the next examination and in another 10 per cent
cases, results were announced after the completion of next examination causing
hardship to the students. The delayed publishing of revaluation results forced
students to reappear for the next examination without knowing their previous
result.

The VC, MGU, while accepting the audit observation (December 2016)
attributed the delay in publishing results to the numerous diverse courses offered
by MGU and shortage of teachers for valuation. The reply was not tenable as it was
the duty of MGU to ensure timely action in the interest of the student's educational
needs. Besides, it was MGU's own decision to run so many courses.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]
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Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

23. Considering the audit paragraph the Committee opined that there
occurred a delay upto three months in publishing results of final semester of
UG/PG courses and delay upto nine months in the case of other semesters during
2012-13 to 2015-16. Though the result should have been published within the
stipulated 60 days from the last date for receipt of application for revaluation,
University failed to publish the result within time which made hardships to
students. The delay in publishing revaluation results in time, forced the students to
reappear for next exam without knowing their previous result.

24. The Registrar, MG University informed that there were many issues
regarding the revaluation and it had been regularised and it was unlikely that such
problem would be repeated in future. University is conducting about fifteen
thousand examinations every year. Out of 65 aided colleges affiliated to Mahatma
Gandhi University, most of the teachers were working on contract basis and
permanent teachers are less in number. So they had to valuate the exam papers of
the examination on semester system, exam papers of supplementary examination
and also prepare for revaluation in addition to the papers of private registered
candidates. So the workload of the teachers is heavy which lead to lag in
valuation. He added that steps were being taken to speed up the valuation process
and they were able to publish the result of final semester exam and supplementary
exam in time during the last years.

25. To the query about the examination calendar, the Secretary (in charge),
Higher Education Department answered that the Government had tried to
implement the academic calender and examination calendar since last year and
meeting of Vice Chancellors and Registrars of Universities were conducted at
ministry level.

26. The Committee opined that the increase in the number of examinations
and workload of teachers were not the problem of Mahatma Gandhi University
only. All other Universities are facing the same problem. So a strong decision
should be taken at Government level in this regard and the Committee decided to
recommend the Government to streamline the process in order to solve general issues
regarding the universities.
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Conclusion/Recommendation

27. The Committee observes that the functions of the Universities are
severely affected by huge number of examination every year. The Committee
feels that it is high time the Government take requisite steps to overcome the
snag in conducting examinations and publication of results in the interest of
student's educational needs. The Committee recommends that the Department
should ensure the streamlining of the process of examination in order to tackle
the issues like delay in the publication of results, course lagging and the
deviation of the examination calendar.

[Audit Paragraph 3.6.3.2 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.6.3.2 Delay in issuing degree certificates

As per Examination Manual of MGU, degree certificates would be issued
within 10 days [later raised to 20 days (September 2013)] if applied along with
additional fee of X 900 (fast track). However, we noticed that, 37 per cent of
degree certificates were issued after the stipulated time of 20 days.

MGU has also not prescribed any time limit for the issue of degree
certificates in the normal course. We noticed that, 59 per cent of certificates during
the audit period were issued after six months from the date of application.

The VC, MGU stated (December 2016) that, consequent to the audit
observation, a proposal for fixing a timeframe for issue of certificates in normal
course was under its consideration.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is included
as Appendix IT]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

28. The Committee opined that as per Examination Manual of Mahatma
Gandhi University, certificate should be issued within 10 days if applied along with
additional fee of ¥ 900. But 37% of degree certificates were issued after the
stipulated time of 20 days during audit period. Also University did not prescribe
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any time limit for the issue of degree certificate in normal cases. But 59% of
certificates during audit period were issued after six months from the date of
application and the delay in issuing the degree certificate affects future of the
students who decide to go for higher education.

29. The Registrar, Mahatma Gandhi University informed that the degree
certificate under fast track mode are issued in a time bound manner and most of the
students applied for degree certificate through fast track system. When defective
applications are received a letter is sent through mail pointing out the defects and
rectification of the defects takes more time which causes delay. Delay also occurs
if the marks vary when the result of revaluation/supplementary examination is
published. The witness apprised the Committee that the degree certificate will be
issued through online system in the next academic year. The Registrar, Mahatma
Gandhi University informed the Committee that students who passed the
examination of all semester can get the degree certificate along with provisional
certificate when they submit the application through online at the time of

publication of result.

30. The Committee pointed out that a specific time frame should be charted
out for issuing certificates both in fastrack and normal method and certificates
should be issued within the time frame.

31. The Senior Deputy Accountant General, Office of the Accountant General
informed the Committee that even though the Vice Chancellor agreed to fix a
timeframe in 2016, he could not carry out the same.

32. The Committee directed the department to take necessary steps to make a
system for that purpose to avoid such problems in future.

Conclusion/Recommendation

33. The Committee recommends that the department should take
necessary steps to make a system for issuing certificates and a specific time
frame should be charted out for issuing certificates both in fastrack and
normal method and certificate should be issued within that time frame

inorder to avoid the delay in future.

348/2022.
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[Audit Paragraph 3.6.3.3 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended
31° March 2016]

3.6.3.3 Lack of action for improper valuation

As per the provisions in the Examination Manual of the MGU, if the revalued
marks vary from the original marks by 25 per cent or above, the fact shall be
reported to the Standing Committee of Examinations. The examiner, if found
guilty of improper valuation, shall be debarred from the examinership of MGU for
a minimum period of three years. A fine of X500 shall also be imposed on the
examiner. However, we observed that, MGU was not invoking the provisions of
the Manual against teachers guilty of improper valuation. Of the 433 cases under
UG courses where marks on revaluation were found to be in excess of 25 per cent
of the original marks, action was initiated only in seven cases by seeking
explanation. Reasons for not initiating action in remaining 426 cases were sought
for (October 2016) from the MGU. But MGU did not give any reply
(January 2017).

As per the Examination Manual, a fine of X500 shall be imposed upon
teachers found guilty of improper valuation/revaluation which was enhanced
(February 2014) upto a maximum of X10,000. During February 2014, all the
95 students who appeared for the Indian English Literature paper in MA I semester
examination in six® affiliated colleges were given fail marks by the examiners.
Based on the media report on the mass failure, an enquiry commission was formed
(March 2015) and the subsequent revaluation revealed that, out of the 95 students,
82 students were declared as passed.

Considering the enquiry report, the MGU debarred two examiners
responsible for this failure from future examination duties and reported
(October 2015) the same to the Director of Collegiate Education for further action.

Though the enquiry commission had found two examiners guilty, action was
yet to be initiated by the Director of Collegiate Education against them (December
2016). Thus, MGU failed to impose penalty upon the delinquent examiners,
to avoid such instances in future.

8 Illahia College, Maharajas College, St. Dominic College, St. Alosius College, Al Azhar
College and St. Berchmans College
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The VC, MGU stated (December 2016) that, based on audit observation,
directions have been issued to authorities concerned for imposing fine on the errant
examiners.

Recommendation 2: MGU may ensure that examiners proved guilty of
improper valuation are penalised to guard against such lapses in future.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

34. The Committee pointed out that as per Examination Manual of Mahatma
Gandhi University if the revalued marks vary from the original marks by 25% or
above, a fine of X 500 shall be imposed on the examiner and disciplinary action
shall also be taken against him. But the Committee observed that out of the 433
such cases under UG Courses, action was initiated only in seven cases by seeking
explanation. The Registrar, MG University informed that two cases were identified
and in each case a fine of 2000 was imposed for improper valuation of answer
scripts by examiners. During February 2014, all the 95 students who appeared for
the M.A Semester I Examination were failed and on revaluation out of 95 students,
82 students were declared as passed. The Mahatma Gandhi University debarred
two examiners responsible for that mass failure from future examination and the
report was sent to Director of Collegiate Education. But no action seems to have
been taken against those examiners by the Director of Collegiate Education.

35. To a query of the committee the Registrar informed that at present
university strictly follow the instructions of syndicate on imposing fine on erring
examiners. The committee directed the M.G. University to inform all the
examiners about the decision of the syndicate to impose fine on errant examiners.

36. The Registrar, MG University informed the Committee that only 68
colleges are working in aided sector and most of the new colleges are in the
unaided sector where teachers are working on temporary basis. The qualified
teachers from the unaided sector are employed for valuation and they may quit the
job in the middle on getting better offers. Moreover no disciplinary measures can
be taken against them since their employment is not regular.
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37. Committee understand that now more colleges are working in the unaided
sector which are reeling under the uncertainty about qualification, employment
status, job security of teaching and non teaching staff Government may take
appropriate measures to stabilise the sector.

Conclusion/Recommendation

38. The Committee opines that the variation in marks dishearten the
students and adversely affect their higher studies. So the Committee directs
the MG University to inform all the examiners about the decision of the
Syndicate to impose fine on errant examiners. The Committee recommends to
take effective measures for selecting qualified teachers for examination duties
in future and initiate action against those teachers who are responsible for
conspicuous variations of marks during revaluation process.

39. Committee understands that since more colleges are working in
unaided sector, the faculties from unaided colleges have to be employed for
examination and valuation of papers and due to want of necessary legal
provision, action could not be taken against erring faculties.

40. For upgrading and streamlining the colleges working in the unaided
sector, Committee recommends that necessary fundamental legislation may be
brought in for the inclusion of qualification, employment status, job security
and duties and responsibilities of teaching and non-teaching staff working in
the unaided colleges.

[Audit Paragraph 3.6.4 and 3.6.4.1 contained in the Report of the
Comptroller and Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the
year ended 31st March 2016]

3.6.4 Research and Development Activities
3.6.4.1 Research Supervisors without qualification as per UGC norms

The Revised Regulations for PhD Registration and Award of Degree of
Doctor of Philosophy, 2010 (PhD Regulations) of the MGU requires a research
student to work under a recognised supervising teacher (Research Guide) who
should invariably be permanently employed in the colleges/institutions to which
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the Research Centre is attached. While teachers of the University
Department/schools of teaching and research in MGU do not require any formal
recognition as Research Guides in order to supervise research, teachers working in
Government and aided colleges affiliated to MGU and scientists in reputed
research organisations run by Government need to possess a minimum of two years
post doctoral research experience. Besides, these teachers must have at least three
post doctoral publications in their subjects published in the referred journals of
national/international standing.

We observed that, 197 teachers working in Government and aided colleges
affiliated to MGU were identified as Research Guides by the Syndicate despite
their not fulfilling the eligibility criteria as prescribed in the Regulations viz., two
years post doctoral research experience evidenced by research output of three post
doctoral publications in their subject published in the referred journals of
national/international standing. It was observed that, 49 of the 197 ineligible
Research Guides were supervising 211 Research Scholars as on date (September
2016). It was also noticed that, a teacher in the School of Gandhian Studies with a
PhD in Social Science was a Research Guide to a student pursuing PhD in
Homoeopathy who was subsequently awarded the degree. The supervision of
research scholars by Research Guides with nil/inadequate post doctoral
publications would seriously impact the quality of research output and credibility
of MGU.

The UGC had also clarified (September 2015) and reiterated in July 2016 that
only regular faculty of the host University can be appointed as Supervisors and that
circumventing the provisions of the UGC (Minimum Standards and Procedure for
Award of M.Phil/Ph.D) Regulations 2009 would not be permitted. Thus, the
appointment of unqualified faculty as Research Supervisors was a serious lapse on
the part of the MGU as it adversely impacts the quality of research.

The VC, MGU replied (December 2016) that, it was due to dearth of
qualified research supervisors that teachers of aided colleges with PhD
qualification were appointed as Research Supervisors and steps were being taken
to close down Research Centre in aided colleges on the basis of audit observation.
The reasons offered by the VC do not justify violation of UGC Regulations and
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resultant dilution of research processes and output which calls for fixing of
responsibility by GoK for blatant violations of the instructions of UGC and playing
with the career of students.

Recommendation 3: MGU must ensure that only qualified teachers are
appointed as Research Guides.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of committee with officials concerned.

41. While considering the audit para 'Research supervisors without
qualifications as per UGC norms' the Registrar, Mahatma Gandhi University
informed that as per UGC guidelines, the research guide must have atleast three
post doctoral publications in CARE (Consortium for Academic Research & Ethics)
list or peer reviewed journals. It is referred also in UGC's regulations.

42. To the query about eligibility criteria of Research Guidelines, the
Registrar, Mahatma Gandhi University explained that as per the regulation of
UGC, a Research Guide means regular faculty of the University or regular faculty
of the Institution. Often teachers registered as guide get inter university transfer
when they have taken the student as research scholar. Such teachers then cannot be
treated as registered guide of the University as per UGC norms. Publications in the
listed journals of UGC or peer reviewed journal is the second eligibility criteria for
a Research Guide. In the case of publication in peer reviewed journals the decision
is taken by the Research standing Committee. Committee enquired about the audit
observation that a teacher holding Ph.D in Social Science being a Research Guide
to a student pursuing Ph.D in Homoeopathy. The witness replied that the audit
observation was correct and further explained that the student who passed M.D in
Homoeopathy took Ph.D. in Social science because his subject was related with
social science (inter disciplinary).

43. The Committee suggested that a list of peer reviewed journals should be
prepared by the standing Committee otherwise any journal may be termed as peer
reviewed for unlawfully making a person eligible for appointment and will give
way to corruption. The Pro-Vice Chancellor, Mahatma Gandhi University said that
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90% of journals are peer reviewed journals but all are not of good quality. So now
it insisted that the Post Doctoral thesis should be published in UGC prescribed
journals and as per UGC guidelines. The Committee also agreed to it and added
that prescribed norms should be prepared for the peer reviewed journals to ensure
its quality.

44. The Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department enquired whether
it was possible to prepare the list of peer reviewed journals by the existing
Standing Committee. Then the Pro-Vice Chancellor, Mahatma Gandhi University
replied that it is not so easy since plenty of journals are published within a short
period of time. Then the Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department
suggested that for avoiding such problems, the prepared peer reviewed journals
should be updated and approval obtained from Academic Council from time to
time. The Committee also accepted the suggestions and added that if needed, more
journals should be added to the peer reviewed journals.

45. The Committee suggested that a correct procedure is needed to examine
the quality of journal before it is published. Then the Pro-Vice Chancellor,
Mahatma Gandhi University pointed out that though some journals on Malayalam
are of very good quality it is not included in the CARE list. He added that now an
external expert Committee is formed for evaluating such journals and to
recommend to UGC for its approval. The Committee directed the department to
take effective and immediate steps for the updation of peer reviewed journals.

46. The Committee enquired why a teacher in the School of Gandhian
Studies with a PhD in Social Science was a Research Guide to a student pursing
PhD in Homoeopathy who was subsequently awarded the degree. Then the
Registrar, Mahatma Gandhi University replied that it was an interdisciplinary area
of research and research was conducted not on the concept of Homoeopathy and
not for awarding a PhD in Homoeopathy. The Pro-Vice Chancellor, Mahatma
Gandhi University also informed that the subject mentioned is interdisciplinary in
nature and finds no fault in it. The Committee opined that the concept of
interdisciplinary was very good but it seems that two subjects has nothing in
common and were contradictory in nature. The Pro-Vice Chancellor, Mahatma
Gandhi University replied that while conducting research in Homoeopathy and
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Ayurveda, social aspects of the diseases are also considered and this particular
case was clearly looked into and there was nothing contradictory. The Committee
accepted the reply.

47. The Committee enquired about 197 teachers who were not fulfilling the
eligibility criteria as prescribed in the Regulations of U.G.C. The Registrar replied
that most of teachers working in Government and aided colleges have NET or
Ph.D. and few teachers have gone for their post-doctoral research to other
institutions. The Registrar pointed out that most of the teachers are doing post-
doctoral research after joining the service and opined that lack of post-doctoral
research experience in the same institution should not be considered as ineligibility.

48. The Committee opined that the Committee could not take decision on that
matter and UGC can take decision whether they are eligible or not. If the
guideship had not been given according to the norms of UGC, it would affect the
credibility and quality of research.

49. The Secretary (in charge), Higher Education opined that research was a
specific region that University should focus carefully and the academic community
which had worked in Universities of Kerala or India had the capacity to apply a
research mind in higher level and had to take a clear stand about published work.
He added that it was very important to take the advantage of the talent of the
qualified persons and bring about a radical change in the field of research in the
Universities of Kerala.

50. Adding to Secretary's suggestions, the Registrar pointed out that research
work is not given its due priority or importance. The research work is done after
teaching hours. Present teaching schedule of teachers makes it difficult for them to
find time to do research work. The academic faculty should be given freedom and
flexibility to do research work. Committee agreed with the above opinion and
remarked that research work is not given its due importance. Universities needs to
increase the quality and quantity of its research work. At the same time, it is to be
noted that the research work presently undertaken by teachers are only for
namesake with an aim only on promotion/career improvement. It can be seen from
the research subjects that most of them are not worthy of research and are not
beneficial to the society or its development. The most important indicator of
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the health of research environment in the State is the quality and quantity of
doctorates it produces. Therefore, research work should be innovation driven with
an aim to improve efficiency, effectiveness and competitive advantage. Relevant,
useful subjects should be taken up for research and for that authentic, suitable and
appropriate courses should be introduced in the Universities as a primary step to
boost up research work. The Committee opined that it would be good to appoint
an Expert Committee to study on the ways to promote quality, quantity and variety
in research work, new courses to be included and updation of existing courses in
Universities.

Conclusion/Recommendation

51. The Committee opines that peer reviewed journals had a major role
in academic Research. Therefore, the Committee directs the Higher
Education department to take effective and immediate steps for updating the
list of peer reviewed journals to ensure that the approval of the academic
council is obtained regularly to maintain its quality.

[Audit Paragraphs 3.6.5 and 3.6.5.1 contained in the Report of the
Comptroller and Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the
year ended 31st March 2016]

3.6.5 Status of statutory bodies

Statutory bodies under the MGU like the Academic Council and the College
Development Council were rendered superfluous as brought out below.

3.6.5.1 Functioning of Academic Council

The Mahatma Gandhi University Act, 1985 defines the Academic Council as
the academic body of MGU which, subject to the provisions of the Act and
Statutes, controls, regulates and is responsible for the maintenance of standards of
instructions, education and examinations within MGU and shall exercise such
other powers and perform such other duties as may be conferred or imposed upon
it by the Statutes. The Academic Council, comprising 143 members including VC,
Registrar, Pro-Vice Chancellor, Deans, Members of Board of Studies, Syndicate

Members, etc., was to ordinarily meet twice a year on dates fixed by the VC,
348/2022.
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as and when the occasion demanded and was required by the VC. Section 10 (17)
of the MGU Act, 1985 also stipulated that, if at any time, except when the
Syndicate or the Academic Council was in session, if the VC was satisfied that, an
emergency has arisen requiring him to take immediate action involving the
exercise of any power vested in the Syndicate or the Academic Council by or under
this Act, he may take such action as he deems fit and shall, at the next session of
the Syndicate or the Academic Council, as the case may be, report the action taken

by him to that authority for such action as it may consider necessary.

We observed that, only two meetings of the Academic Council were
conducted during 2011-12 to 2012-13 against four meetings to be held during the
period. No meetings were conducted during 2013-14. We further observed that, of
the 1179 decisions taken by the Academic Council during 2011-12 to 2015-16, 799
decisions (68 per cent) were in fact taken unilaterally by the VC by invoking
provisions under Section 10 (17) of the MGU Act which were submitted before
Academic Council for ratification. Thus, major decisions like Course and
Curriculum structure of five year Integrated Interdisciplinary MS Programme and
M.Phil (Physics) course-curriculum and syllabus for affiliated colleges among
others were taken by the VC unilaterally, by invoking the provisions of Section 10
(17) of the MGU Act. In the instances cited, it was observed that, even though the
decisions of the VC were taken in February 2013 and September 2013, they were
later accepted by the Academic Council, only in its meeting held in January 2015.
We observed that, while the five year Integrated Interdisciplinary MS programme
was approved by the VC on 2 March 2013 and implemented from the Academic
Year 2013-14, the decision of the VC was ratified by the Academic Council only
on 17 January 2015. Similarly, though M.Phil (Physics) course-curriculum and
syllabus for affiliated colleges was approved by the VC on 4 January 2013 and
implemented with effect from the academic year 2013-14, the decision of the VC
was ratified by the Academic Council only on 17 January 2015. The above
unilateral decisions taken by the VC, treating them as of emergent nature were not

justified.
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The Academic Council was thus rendered ineffective since the orders of
the VC leading to commencement of courses, revision of syllabus, etc., were
submitted to them for ratification long after commencement of the courses. Failure
of the VC to convene the Academic Council enabled him to bypass the consultative
mechanism and take unilateral decisions by invoking the provisions of
Rule 10 (17) of the MGU Act.

The VC, MGU replied (December 2016) that, out of the five meetings
scheduled during 2011-12 to 2013-14, only two could be held, two were dissolved
due to lack of quorum and one was postponed. It was also stated that, all the
decisions taken under Section 10 (17) were ratified by the Academic Council. The
reply was not acceptable in view of the fact that, the MGU Act had provided that
the VC was to ordinarily convene the Academic Council twice a year on dates to be
fixed by the VC and as and when occasion demanded. There was thus no bar on the
VC to convene additional sessions of the Academic Council to discuss and pass
orders on significant academic matters. It is pertinent to mention that the decisions
taken by the VC under Section 10 (17) were ratified by the Academic Council long
after they were implemented, indicating that there was no collective thought behind
the decisions taken by the VC.

Recommendation 4: The practice of the VC taking major decisions without
holding consultations with the Academic Council should be avoided.

[Notes received from the Government on the above audit paragraphs are
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

52. While considering the audit para Committee enquired about the present
day functioning of the Academic Council. Then the Registrar, M.G. University
replied that the meetings of the Academic Council were convened regularly since
2015. Also, a meeting of standing council of Dean's Academic council is being
held monthly. The decisions of Dean's Committee were approved by Vice
Chancellor based on clause 10(17) of the MG University Act. He further admitted
that the meetings were not convened during the audited period, but the meetings of
the Academic Council are convened regularly now.
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53. The Committee opined that if Deans Academic Council meeting is
conducted regularly in every month, most issues can be solved. The Registrar, MG
University informed the Committee that at present the Academic Council holds its
meeting regularly and in the last year Academic Council met three times.

Conclusion/Recommendation
54. No Comments.

[Audit Paragraph 3.6.5.2 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.6.5.2 College Development Council

The UGC envisaged setting up of College Development Council (CDC) as an
appropriate body at the University Headquarters for ensuring proper planning and
integrated development of affiliated colleges and to provide the colleges with
necessary help and guidance. The CDC in the MGU comprises Syndicate
Members, Principals of certain Government and Aided colleges and Teachers of
University Departments, Government and Aided colleges, besides Ex-Officio
members like the VC, Secretary to Government, Director of Collegiate Education,
etc. The Director would be selected by a committee consisting of the VC,
a nominee of the UGC and a nominee of the Syndicate of the University and the
salary would be reimbursed by UGC. It was envisaged that, the CDC shall meet at
regular intervals at least twice in an academic year to review the implementation of
various programmes and activities. The Director was expected to visit the colleges
at least twice a year and to hold meetings of Principals of Colleges to apprise them
of the ways in which CDC could function effectively for the development of
colleges.

We observed that, CDC met only once (October 2011) during 2011-12 to
2015-16. The Director had not visited any of the 250 colleges during this period.
On being asked, it was replied (October 2016) that, there was no full time Director
appointed for CDC and a Professor, School of Computer Science was temporarily
entrusted with the charge of the Director.

Thus, it is evident from the reply that the part time appointment of the
Director failed to serve as an interface (bridge) between the University departments
and teachers in the affiliated colleges for the effective development of colleges.
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The failure of the MGU to appoint a full time Director to the CDC was
inexplicable in view of the fact that the entire salary and allowances payable to the
Director would have been reimbursed to the MGU by the UGC.

The VC, MGU replied (December 2016) that the matter had been taken up
with Kerala Public Service Commission for filling up the vacancy of Director,
CDC. The reply fails to explain why action has not been taken as per UGC
guidelines on CDC according to which appointment of the Director can be done by
a selection committee consisting of the VC, a nominee of the UGC and a nominee
of the Syndicate of the University.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

55. While considering the audit para 'College Development Council' the
Committee enquired that though as per provisions of the MG University Act, the
Director of CDC can be selected by a Committee consisting of the VC, why the
appointment of Director was reported to PSC, contrary to the above stipulation.
Then the Registrar, MG University replied that the appointment to the post had
been notified to PSC because Director post was non-teaching staff post. He
supplemented that the matter will be reported to the syndicate and steps would be
taken for immediate notification and appointment as per provisions of MG
University Act.

56. The Committee expressed its displeasure for the delay in the appointment
of the Director.

Conclusion/Recommendation

57. Expressing displeasure for the delay in the appointment of the
Director to CDC, the Committee directs the department that urgent steps
should be taken for the appointment of a full time Director to the College
Development Council (DCDC) for ensuring proper planning and integrated
development of affiliated colleges and also to provide the colleges with
necessary help and guidance as envisaged by the UGC.
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[Audit Paragraph 3.7 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31*
March 2016]

3.7 Financial management

MGU is financed mainly by grants from GoK and the UGC. It also receives
funds for sponsored research projects and for fellowship to students from various
funding agencies. Besides, it generates its own receipts by way of fee from
students, interest on investments, etc. Details of financial assistance received by
MGU and utilisation thereof are given in the table shown below:

Table 3.2: Receipt and utilisation of financial assistance

Year GO GOK | Other Plan Examina | Fees Total Expen | Expend | Total
Grant | Grant | Grant | Grant tion from | Receipts | diture- | iture - | Expend
(NP) (P) from from Fees, Self Non Plan -iture
GOK UGC General | Financi Plan
® Receipts ng

Institut

ions

2011-12 | 37.18 | 10.00 | 2.44 6.28 44.14 | 40.83 | 140.87 | 129.57 | 25.56 | 155.13

2012-13 | 45.28 | 14.00 | 5.00 2.17 49.99 | 40.26 | 156.70 |151.78 | 25.76 | 177.54

2013-14 | 39.90 | 16.00 | 2.50 3.53 66.46 | 42.09 | 170.48 | 164.90 | 19.84 | 184.74

2014-15 | 74.77 | 21.50 | 1.00 0.00 7192 | 42.19 | 211.38 | 180.56 | 29.94 | 210.50

2015-16 | 86.18 | 22.00 | 1.00 0.00 69.45 | 36.02 | 214.65 |198.19 | 28.31 | 226.50

(Source: Figures provided by MGU)

As evident from the table, the expenditure incurred by the MGU exceeded
the grants received and internal revenue generated. MGU needs to manage its
finances efficiently by increasing the internal receipts and reducing expenditure to
the extent possible. Instances of MGU failing to tap potential resources and
irregular expenditure noticed during the course of the review are brought out
below.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix 1I]
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Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

58. While going through the audit para, the Committee was astonished to see
such irregularities which occurred while there was a Finance officer. The
Committee opined that the main reason of the Financial mismanagement in
M.G. University was due to the lack of internal auditing. The Finance Officer,
M.G. University replied that nowadays an Internal Audit Department functions
efficiently in M.G. University.

Conclusion/Recommendation
59. No Comments.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.1 and 3.7.1.1 contained in the Report of the
Comptroller and Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the
year ended 31st March 2016]

3.7.1 Failure to tap resources
3.7.1.1 Failure to levy fee for extension of provisional dffiliation of courses

Consequent on the transfer of affiliation of all the Medical and Allied
Colleges to the Kerala University of Health Sciences and the substantial loss of
revenue incurred by MGU, the Syndicate of the MGU decided (October 2012) to
collect fee for the extension of provisional affiliation of courses at the rate of
X 2000 per course. We noticed that, the decision of the Syndicate to collect the fee
was not complied with while extending the provisional affiliation of 1965 courses
resulting in loss of revenue of X 39.30 lakh during 2013-14 to 2015-16.

The Joint Registrar admitted (July 2016) that, the lapse was noticed only
when it was pointed out during audit and that notices would be issued to the
colleges demanding payment of the fees.

The VC, MGU replied (December 2016) that, an amount of 322.70 lakh has
since been collected (December 2016) and all efforts were being made to recover
the balance amount. The failure of the Registrar, MGU in implementing the
decision of the Syndicate is indicative of a systemic deficiency which needs to be
corrected to avoid similar instances in future, and also calls for fixing of
responsibility.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]
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Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

60. Regarding the audit para 'Failure to levy fee for extension of provisional
affiliation of courses the Committee enquired about the status of recovery of
balance amount of Rs. 4.60 lakh. The Registrar, M.G. University replied that it
was informed that whole amount had already been remitted by the colleges. Then
the Committee pointed out that Committee needed a detailed statement about it.
The Committee directed the University to furnish a detailed statement about the
recovery of balance amount within 15 days. The Registrar, M.G. University agreed
to do so.

Conclusion/Recommendation

61. The Committee directs the MG University to furnish a detailed
statement about the recovery of balance amount of Rs. 4.60 lakh which
remains to be collected as fee for the extension of provisional affiliation of
courses.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.1.2 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.7.1.2 Dilution of contractual terms by MGU and resultant loss

The School of Distance Education was a statutory department’ of MGU
which offered courses through off-campus centres within and outside the
jurisdiction'® of MGU. There were 72 off-campus centres including seven overseas
centres under the School of Distance Education of MGU. As per the terms of
agreement (October 2001) MGU had with the respective centres, the centres should
remit 50 per cent of the fee collected for each course every year by means of
Demand Draft (DD) in favour of the Finance Officer of MGU.

We observed that, MGU, on orders (May 2011) from the Joint Registrar,
accepted a cheque for 25 lakh in lieu of a DD from M/s. Universal Empire
Institute of Technology, Dubai' (UEIT, Dubai), which was contrary to the

9 Departments mentioned in Chapter 42 of the MG University statutes are known as Statutory
Departments

10 Jurisdiction is the geographical area within which the University can operate

11 An off-campus centre of the University
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conditions stipulated in the contract entered into between the two parties. Though
the cheque was dishonoured (May 2011) by the Bank due to insufficient balance in
the account, no action was initiated by MGU to recover its dues.

The VC, MGU stated (December 2016) that, the mark lists/certificates/
Transfer Certificates of the students who studied in UEIT, Dubai would be released
only after collecting the requisite fees from the students. We observed that, the
MGU, while not proceeding legally against UEIT, Dubai has instead resorted to
impose unjustified penalty on students who had already paid the fees to UEIT,
Dubai. Further, responsibility needs to be fixed for accepting cheque instead of
DD and not taking legal action in time.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

62. While considering the above audit para the Committee enquired about the
current status of receipt of course fee from UEIT, Dubai. The Registrar, M.G.
University replied that out of 79,580 US Dollars 51,300 US Dollar had been
collected from the students and also decided to collect the fees from students when
they apply for certificate and then issue certificates. The senior Deputy Accountant
General from AG's office intervened and questioned the logic of collecting fees
from students instead of from the institution. The Registrar, M.G. University
informed that since the institute was closed and there was no other way to recover
the dues. Therefore, it was decided to collect fees from students when they apply
for course certificate.

63. The Committee opined that it was not the fault of students and asked why
the University decided to collect fees from students to make good the loss. The
Registrar, M.G. University informed that the off campus centre UEIT Dubai,
remitted the fees collected from students for certificate/transfer certificate as
cheque but that cheque was dishonoured by the bank due to the insufficient funds
in the account. The senior Deputy Accountant General from AG's office informed
that as per the terms of agreement, the centres should remit 50 percent of the fee
collected for each course every year by means of Demand Draft in favour of the
Finance Officer of M.G. University and not through cheque. But M.G. University
accepted the cheque on orders from the Joint Registrar.

348/2022.
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64. The Committee opined that it was an utter mistake from the side of M.G.
University and asked whether any criminal case was filed against that institute for
cheque bouncing. The Registrar, M.G. University replied that the matter had been

reported to the police for filing FIR and no case was filed against that institute.

65. The Committee asked about the concerned Joint Registrar and the
Finance officer of M.G. University and the Registrar, M.G. University informed
that they have retired from the service. Then the Principal Secretary, Higher
Education Department informed that disciplinary actions could be taken on any

retired officer upto 4 years after retirement.

66. Committee pointed out that M.G. University has resorted to impose
unjustified penalty on students who had already paid the fees to UEIT, Dubai.
Also, it was a grave mistake on the part of University in accepting cheque in
contradiction to the terms of agreement wherein the fees should have been remitted
by way of Demand Draft in favour of the Finance Officer.

67. Committee was very much aggrieved to note that the students are the one
that suffers because of irresponsible deeds of officials and demanded that
responsibility should be fixed and strict action should be taken against concerned

officials though they may have now retired from service.
Conclusion/Recommendation

68. The Committee points out that MG University had resorted to
impose unjustified penalty on students who had already paid the fees to UEIT,
Dubai. The Committee expresses strong resentment that the students became
the scapegoat because of the irresponsible deeds of the officials. The
Committee directs the department that responsibility should be fixed in this
regard and strict action should be taken against the officials concerned even

though they have retired from service.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.1.3 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31°
March 2016]
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3.7.1.3 UGC/GOK assistance foregone by MGU
Failure to avail Special Jubilee Grant of the UGC

The UGC guidelines provided for release of a Special Jubilee Grant of
X 25 lakh, X 50 lakh, X 60 lakh, X 75 lakh and X 100 lakh to Universities which
completed 25, 50, 60, 75 and 100 years respectively during the XI plan period
(2007-08 to 2011-12), which was further extended upto March 2015. We observed
that, the MGU which had completed 25 years of service during 2010 forwarded a
proposal to the UGC (September 2015) only after the expiry of the XI Plan.
Failure of the MGU to submit the proposal in time resulted in MGU foregoing the
eligible Silver Jubilee Grant of X25 lakh from the UGC.

The VC, MGU stated (December 2016) that, a special request (September 2015)
had been made to the UGC to condone the delay and release the funds. We
observed that, since the XI plan period expired in March 2015 and as the UGC
Guidelines clearly stipulated that no grants would be given retrospectively, the
possibility of the University obtaining the Special Jubilee Grant was remote.

Failure to avail UGC assistance of X 3.09 crore during XI™ plan

Based on the proposal of MGU, the UGC allotted an amount of X 8.68 crore
under General Development Assistance (GDA) and X5.19 crore for Merged
Schemes'? during the XI plan. The time limit for completing the projects under
XI plan was up to March 2012, which was further extended by UGC upto March
2015. Each instalment was released on the condition that further assistance would
be released on furnishing Utilisation Certificate (UC) for the assistance already

received.

We observed that, while in the case of GDA, the MGU utilised X6.94 crore
against the UGC allotment of X8.68 crore, in the case of Merged Schemes, the
utilisation was X3.83 crore against the UGC allotment of X5.19 crore. However,
the MGU failed to submit the UCs on time and consequently could not avail UGC
assistance of X1.73 crore under GDA and X1.36 crore under Merged Schemes.

12 Merged Schemes under UGC assistance include various schemes like Faculty Improvement
Programme (FIP) assistance, purchase of books, financial assistance to SC/ST students, various
scholarships, travel grant, etc.
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The VC, MGU replied (December 2016) that, a special request has been
made to the UGC to release this grant condoning the lapse on the part of the MGU.
The reply was not tenable as the extended plan period to which the grant pertains
had expired in March 2015 and hence the possibility of MGU getting the grant is

remote.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is

included as Appendix II]
Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

69. The Committee enquired about who is responsible for the delay in
availing special Jubilee Grant of Rs. 25 lakh from UGC. The Vice Chancellor,
M.G. University replied that Registrar of University has applied for all the Grants,
but at that time he failed to apply for the Special Jubilee Grant. He added that now
M.G. University has applied for all the grants and was availing maximum grants in
Kerala. He continued that because of the efforts taken, M. G. University has
obtained the highest grant in the country from different funding agencies and is

taking maximum efforts to obtain all grants eligible.

70. The Principal Secretary, Higher Education department added that now
M.G. University has applied for many grants and exhibit a good performance. But

unfortunately in 2015, the concerned officers were not acted promptly.

71. While considering the subject 'Failure to avail UGC assistance of
Rs. 3.09 crore during XI plan' the Committee enquired whether UGC reimbursed
that amount. The Registrar, M. G. University replied that University had informed
UGC about it in 2019 and reply is awaited.

Conclusion/Recommendation

72. No Comments.
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[Audit Paragraph 3.7.1.4 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended
31° March 2016]

3.7.1.4 Irregular creation of non-plan posts

The non-plan expenditure (establishment expenditure) of the MGU was met
mainly from non-plan grant of GoK, released on monthly basis. Section 23(ix) of
Mahatma Gandhi University Act, 1985 empowers the Syndicate to create
administrative, ministerial and other necessary posts provided that no post shall be
created by the Syndicate without the approval of the Government, if the creation of
such post involves expenditure in excess of budgetary provision. Contrary to the
stipulation, MGU Syndicate in its meeting (August 2013) created 56 posts under
various categories without GoK’s approval. As its directions to cancel the irregular
posts were not complied with, GoK withheld monthly non-plan assistance of
X4.99 crore for four months from December 2013 to March 2014, amounting to
X19.95 crore.

We further observed that, 10 posts of Section Officers were created during
the period 2002-03 to 2011-12 resulting in the MGU operating 263 posts of Section
Officers against the sanctioned strength of 253.

In the Exit Conference (December 2016), Principal Secretary, Higher
Education Department stated that, the MGU was not given assistance of
4.99 crore as they failed to adhere to the extant rules and regulations.

Thus, the MGU created the above posts without the approval of GoK by
exceeding its authority and put unavoidable burden on the MGU’s resources for
which responsibility may be fixed by GoK.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

73. While considering the audit para Irregular creation of non-plan posts and
to a query of the Committee, the Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department
replied that out of created 10 posts of section officers, 6 posts were regularised and
ratification orders of the remaining 4 posts of section officers were not obtained.
He added that other created posts which did not get Government concurrence had
been cancelled. The Committee asked whether the approval from Government was
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obtained before or after creating posts. The Principal Secretary, Higher Education
Department replied that though at that time posts were created by syndicate
autonomously, now no post creation is done without Government concurrence.

74. The Committee commented that if any new posts were created in
University without the approval of Government the entire responsibility should be
fixed on the concerned officers and the expense incurred which includes salary
drawn by thus appointed officers in new posts should be realised from them.

75. The Registrar, Mahatma Gandhi University opined that they had shortage
of teachers and they were working with only 120 teachers whereas big universities
across the state had got more number of teaching faculties. Then the Pro-Vice
Chancellor, Mahatma Gandhi University, added that now they had a shortage of
100 teachers. The Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department also agreed
to it and said that in order to improve NAAC score, sufficient number of teachers
were essential. The Pro-Vice Chancellor added that now Mahatma Gandhi
University have the highest score of NAAC in Kerala.

Conclusion/Recommendation
76. No Comments.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.2 and 3.7.2.1 contained in the Report of the
Comptroller and Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the
year ended 31st March 2016]

3.7.2 Lapses in incurring expenditure

3.7.2.1 Irregular payment of House Rent Allowance to staff against GoK
directives

The GoK had revised scales of pay and allowances of employees and
teachers of the State from 1 July 2004. The benefit of this revision was extended to
employees of the Universities of the State in June 2006. Employees of Calicut,
Kannur and MG Universities which are situated in unclassified places were paid
House Rent Allowance (HRA) ranging from X250 to 1200 (applicable to those
employees working in B/C class cities) against the admissible rate of X 150. When
this was pointed out in earlier audit, GoK directed (January 2008) the Universities
to pay HRA strictly as per Government rules and to recover HRA, if any, paid in
excess. While Calicut and Kannur Universities stopped payment of HRA at higher
rate, the MGU failed to adhere to the directions of GoK.
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Irregular payment of HRA to the employees of three universities during the
period March 2006 to March 2010 amounting to X2.70 crore including X1.45 crore
paid in MGU was commented upon in the Report of C&AG for the year ended 31
March 2011. The Public Accounts Committee (PAC) in its 43rd report while
concluding that HRA permitted at higher rate was not tenable under any
circumstances had recommended (August 2012) to the Higher Education
Department that the amount paid in excess towards HRA to the employees of
Calicut, Kannur and Mahatma Gandhi Universities should be ratified at the
earliest, since the majority of employees who enjoyed the benefit had either retired
from service or were deceased.

We observed that, despite recommendations of the PAC to issue ratification
orders at the earliest, the Higher Education Department issued orders only in
January 2015. Inspite of orders from Higher Education Department, the employees
of the MGU continued to draw HRA at higher rates until the implementation of the
X Pay Commission in February 2016. Thus, the delayed issue of Government
Order and further delay on the part of the MGU to adhere to the Government Order
resulted in employees of the University obtaining undue benefit of 2.20 crore
during April 2013 to February 2016.

Recommendation 5: We recommend the MGU to recover the excess HRA
paid to its staff.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

77. While considering the audit para Irregular payment of House rent
allowance to staff against Government of Kerala directives, the Committee
enquired whether this case was ratified or not. Then the Principal Secretary,
Higher Education Department informed that though the excess payment of
HRA was not recovered from the employees, now the HRA paid to university
employees were only at the rates prescribed in the pay revision order.

The Registrar, Mahatma Gandhi University added that Employees Association had
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filed a case in High Court in this matter in 2013 but it was not finally settled.
The Committee enquired whether any stay order on recovery was issued by High
Court. The Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department replied that a
detailed report regarding the current status of the case including the Stay order will

be submitted to the committee.

78. The Committee recommended that if any stay order existed upon the
recovery of excess payment of HRA the Mahatma Gandhi University should take

proper steps to vacate this stay through university standing counsel.
Conclusion/Recommendation

79. The Committee recommends that if any stay order existed upon the
recovery of excess payment of HRA to the employees, the Mahatma Gandhi
University should take proper steps to vacate the same through the university
standing counsel and report to the Committee the status of recouping excess

HRA paid to employees.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.2.2 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.7.2.2 Unintended benefits given to teaching staff

While issuing orders for the implementation of UGC Scheme 40 in
December®® 1999, GoK stipulated that, the examination work be reckoned as part
of official duty. GoK also ordered (January 2001) that, in accordance with the
recommendations of the UGC scheme, teachers shall value answer scripts of
regular students as part of their duty and no separate remuneration shall be paid for
the same. However, remuneration could be paid to serving as well as retired
teachers in respect of valuation of answer sheets of private candidates. We

13 The revision of pay scales, minimum qualification for appointment of teachers of Universities,
colleges and other measures for maintenance of standards in higher education
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observed that, during 2011-12 to 2014-15*, percentage of regular students in the
MGU ranged from 27.74 per cent in 2011-12 to 43.14 per cent in 2014-15. The
MGU failed to segregate answer scripts of 516353 regular candidates during
2011-12 to 2014-15 for which no payment was admissible for valuation, resulting
in inadmissible payment of remuneration of X13.97 crore to regular teachers for
four years from 2011-12 to 2014-15, which calls for fixing of responsibility.

While the VC, MGU stated (December 2016) that, decision has been taken to
stop payment of remuneration to teachers for valuation of answer scripts, the
Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department stated during the Exit
Conference (December 2016) that, the amount paid would be recovered from the
fourth instalment of UGC pay revision arrears due to teachers.

Recommendation 6: We recommend the MGU to implement the decision to
stop payment of remuneration in respect of valuation of answer scripts of
regular students and ensure recovery of over payment.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

80. While considering the above audit para, the Registrar, Mahatma Gandhi
University informed that the details about the refunded amount from the teachers
were sent to Directorate of Collegiate Education. He also added that the excess
paid amount could not be collected from the teachers due to the stay obtained from
the court.

81. The Committee enquired that if any recovery action was taken against it.
Then the witness the Registrar, Mahatma Gandhi University replied that an
amount of X 9,16,605 was refunded by seven colleges and the remaining colleges
should repay the amount after vacating the stay.

82. To a query of the Committee the Registrar, Mahatma Gandhi University
replied that an amount of X 3.27 crore had been recovered from teachers.
The Committee querried that in the audit report the AG pointed out that

14 2015-16 not furnished
348/2022.
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the inadmissible payment of remuneration was X 13.97 crore but according to
Registrar, it was only X 3.27 crore and asked about its huge difference. The
witness, Registrar, Mahatma Gandhi University replied that the Committee formed
by the syndicate of university reported only an amount of X 3.27 crore. And he
also supplemented that the amount become X 13.97 crore when the total number
of teachers in both aided & unaided were counted. He also added that only
65 colleges (aided and government sector) are under Mahatma Gandhi University,
but the number of self-financing colleges under Mahatma Gandhi University are
above 300. Perhaps for the calculation the C&AG may have counted the number
of teachers under self financing colleges too.

83. The witness Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department agreed to
submit the number of aided and Government Colleges under Mahatma Gandhi
University and the details about the recovery from teachers. The Committee
accepted it.

Conclusion/Recommendation
84. No Comments.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.2.3 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.7.2.3 Promotion against the abolished posts

While accepting the Report of the Pay Revision Commission, GoK ordered
(February 2011) abolition of posts of Pool Officer, Section Officer (FC&D) Higher
Grade, Section Officer (FC&D), Conductor Higher Grade and Assistant Librarian
Grade I (non-UGC) of the MGU with effect from 26th February 2011. It was also
specified in the order that, only those existing incumbents holding the posts then
could continue to hold the posts after implementation of pay revision order.
However, it was observed that, even though the existing incumbents had retired,
29 promotions (Appendix 3.1) were made subsequently in violation of the order
which were invalid. This resulted in excess payment of X13.36 lakh upto March
2016 which calls for fixing of responsibility against approving authority for
granting unwarranted promotions.
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The VC, MGU stated (December 2016) that, the promotions were made
against these posts on the basis of interim Court orders and Syndicate decision.
The reply of the VC was factually incorrect as the Court orders referred to by the
VC actually relates to the Kerala University and was not applicable to MGU.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix 1I]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

85. While considering this audit para, the Registrar, Mahatma Gandhi
University informed that in compliance with Government decision Mahatma
Gandhi University sent this matters to the Governor for the amendment of statutes
in conformity with the staff pattern. The Committee enquired why promotions
were made in abolished posts and then the Pro-Vice Chancellor of Mahatma
Gandhi University replied that promotions were given to these posts on the basis of
interim court orders. Then the Additional Secretary, Higher Education Department
informed that for the amendment of statute more clarifications were needed so later
the file should be sent to Governor.

86. The Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department added that such
type of promotions should be avoided on the basis of Pay Revision Commission.
She added that promotions were made against these posts so no action had been
taken against this. In order to avoid such type of errors in future, the process
amending the statute is in progress.

87. To a query of the Committee, the Principal Secretary, Higher Education
Department replied that it is the University that should initiate steps for amendment
of statute.

88. The Committee expressed its strong displeasure over the inordinate delay
of more than 11 years in issuing the statute amendment based on Pay Revision
order.

89. The Committee also opined that it was not a good practice to give
promotions in abolished posts. The Committee directed the department to complete
the statutes amendment as soon as possible.
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Conclusion/Recommendation

90. The Committee points out that, promotion made against the
abolished post was an inappropriate action on the part of the MGU. The
Committee directs the Higher Education Department to complete the process
of amending MG University statutes as early as possible, in order to avoid
such erroneous actions in future.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.3 and 3.7.3.1 contained in the report of the
Comptroller and Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the
year ended 31st March 2016]

3.7.3 Non-compliance to UGC/Career Advancement Scheme norms for
appointment and promotion

3.7.3.1 Irregular Promotion to the post of Director, Physical Education

The UGC issued (2010) regulations on minimum qualification for
appointment of teachers and other academic staff in universities/colleges which
required that the post of Director, School of Physical Education shall be filled
through direct recruitment. Accordingly, MGU issued orders in September 2011 for
the implementation of the regulation in MGU as recommended by the Academic
Council. MGU also issued notification for recruitment of Director stipulating
qualifications as per UGC norms and prepared Ranked List for the selection.
Consequent to a stay in respect of the above notification obtained by an Assistant
Director®, Physical Education of the MGU (January 2013) from the High Court of
Kerala, MGU appointed the Assistant Director as Director, School of Physical
Education with effect from 6 December 2014.

We observed that, while appointing the incumbent as Director, drawing
remuneration in the pay scale notified by UGC, the MGU had diluted the minimum
qualifications stipulated by the UGC for the post of Director of Physical Education
and Sports. It was noticed that, the incumbent was appointed as Director, even
though he did not possess minimum 10 years experience as Deputy Director of
Physical Education or 15 years experience as Assistant Director of Physical
Education which were stipulated as necessary qualifications for appointment by
UGC. The appointment of the official as Director and payment of salary and
allowances based on UGC scales was irregular.

15 Shri Binu George Varghese.
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The VC, MGU replied (December 2016) that on the basis of audit
observation, the matter was re-examined by the Syndicate and enquiry commission
was constituted. Based on the enquiry report it was decided to issue show cause
notice to the incumbent Director.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is

included as Appendix II]
Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

91. While considering the audit paras 3.7.3.1 the Committee enquired
whether any stay orders of court existed and then the Registrar Mahatma Gandhi
University replied that a stay order was present. The Senior Deputy Accountant
General, Accountant General's office opined that problems as pointed out will
occur if proper procedure is not followed on regulations issued by Kerala

Government or UGC.

92. The Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department agreed with
Senior Deputy AG and added that the Universities and Government obeyed all the
regulations issued by UGC but it takes almost two years for amendment. She also
added that there was no time limit for the amendment of statutes. She also
suggested that after issuing Government Order the amendment of Statutes must be

done within 6 months.

93. The Committee enquired about the role of Government in the case of
amendment of Statutes. Then the Principal Secretary, Higher Education
Department replied that the Government examined the proposal of University and

after vetting, it is sent to Governor. Now it had no time limit.

94. The Committee opined that since there was a lack of correct updation of
Statutes, the teachers were able to easily obtain stay from court and directed the
University to take speedy actions for the amendment of regulations of UGC. The
Committee also recommended that the Universities should follow unified system

till the amendment of Statutes.
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Conclusion/Recommendation

95. The Committee opines that the inordinate delay in amending the
statutes adversely affects the administrative functions of the Universities.
Therefore, the Committee recommends that a wunified administrative
mechanism should be put into place until the process of amending the statutes
concludes in Universities.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.3.2 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.7.3.2 Allowing promotion by counting inadmissible previous service

The UGC Regulation, 2010 stipulated that, previous regular service, whether
national or international, as Assistant Professor, Associate Professor or Professor or
equivalent in a University, College, National Laboratories or other
scientific/professional organisations such as the CSIR, ICAR, DRDO, UGC,
ICSSR, ICHR, ICMR, DBT, etc., should be counted for promotion under Career
Advancement Scheme (CAS). A scrutiny of service records of teaching staff, given
in Table 3.3, revealed that, promotions were given by counting inadmissible
previous private service in four cases in violation of CAS.

Table 3.3: List of officials who were given CAS promotion in violation of
UGC norms

Name of the teacher | Stage to Period and nature of ineligible Excess
which service payment made
promotion up to March
was given 2016
1 2 3 4

Dr. G. Anilkumar,| Associate | Eight years 10 months of Post | 12.34 lakh +

Assistant Professor, | Professor Doctoral Fellow in private DA

School of Chemical firms

Science

Dr. Harikumaran Nair, | Assistant | Contract service in School of | X 1.06 lakh +

Assistant Professor, | Professor | Bio Science for a period of two DA

School of Stage I1 years and six months
Bio- Science
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1 2 3 4

Smt. Rincymol | Associate 12 years three months at Pay not fixed
Mathew, Assistant| Professor | School of Medical Education,
Professor,  School Kottayam.
of Behavioral
Science
Dr. S. Antony Assistant Two years seven months at Pay not fixed
Assistant Professor, | Professor | Sherubtse College, Kanglung,
School of Pure and| Stage III Bhutan (Contract),
Applied Physics Nine months at Lourdes Matha

College of Science and

Technology,
Thiruvananthapuram,
One year 11 months at PSG
College of
Technology, Coimbatore.

(Source: Details collected from promotion files of respective individuals)

The irregular promotions made by MGU resulted in excess payment of basic
pay of at least X 13.40 lakh in two cases while in the other two instances, the
revised pay was yet to be fixed.

The VC, MGU replied (December 2016) that, in respect of Dr. G. Anil Kumar,
as per clause 10 (g) of UGC Regulation, 2010, no distinction should be made with
reference to the nature of the management of the institution where previous service
rendered (private/local body/ Government) was considered for counting past
service.

The reply was not tenable as the said clause is applicable only to the regular
prior service and since clarified by GoK (May 2016) that prior service rendered in
unaided/self financing colleges cannot be reckoned as Qualifying Service for
placement under CAS.

We were also informed that, while clarification has been sought for from the
UGC on the grant of promotion to Dr. Harikumaran Nair, in the case of Smit.
Rincymol Mathew, no fixation of pay/hike in pay has been effected till date.
Regarding Dr. S Antony, it was informed that, the issuance of order for promotion
to the post of Reader has been kept in abeyance.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraphs are included
as Appendix 1I]
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Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

1. Dr. G. Anil Kumar, Associate Professor, School of Chemical
Sciences

96. While Considering the case, the Registrar, Mahatma Gandhi University
informed that the services of Dr. G. Anil Kumar under private firms had not been
considered for his promotion to the post of Associate Professor. The Registrar
pointed out that Professor had published more than 15 publications in the
University. The Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department supplemented
that as per clause 10 of UGC Regulation no distinction should be made with
reference to the nature of management of the institution where previous service
was rendered (Private/ Local Body/Government) for counting past services. She
added that in some occasions more research experiences had been obtained by
Sri. Anil Kumar from private institutions. Then the Pro-Vice chancellor, Mahatma
Gandhi University informed that the bio-data of Sri. Anil Kumar is quite
impressive and he had conducted Post Doctoral researches in Germany and
America and on the basis of this he had been given CAS promotion.

97. The Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department informed that the
State Government show reluctance to consider post doctoral fellowship for
Service. She added that though a student does maximum research during the time
of post doctoral fellowship period, State Government does not reckon that period
for service. But now Finance Department has agreed to add post doctoral
fellowship for service period without retrospective effect. Then the Registrar
Mahatma Gandhi University pointed out that according to the Statute of University,
the prior service rendered in unaided/self financing colleges had been reckoned as
qualifying service in UGC regulations. The Principal Secretary requested to drop

this objection on the basis of this.

98. The Committee agreed to drop this objection in the light of the above
explanation and recommend that the department should take immediate action to
rectify the Government Order in the case of CAS in consultation with Finance

Department.
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2. Dr. Harikumaran Nair Assistant Professor, School of Biosciences

99. While considering the case of Dr.Harikumaran Nair, the Committee
enquired that how the promotion was given by counting the contract period. Then
the Registrar, MG University informed that, as per UGC Regulations 2010
Clause 10 Adhoc or temporary service of more than one year duration should be
counted for promotion. Then the Senior Deputy Accountant General, Accountant
General's Office intervened and asked whether the contract service belonged to
adhoc or temporary service and the department should give clarification for this
matter.

100. Then the Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department replied that
according to UGC if the selection of the faculty member is done properly by
selection committee by following the norms then that service could be reckoned.
But courts hold the view that if the regulation provides for it, their service will be
reckoned with. The Principal Secretary also agreed to it. She also told the
Committee that in this case the appointment was done with the approval of the then
selection committee and his service was calculated with the UGC norms. But the
Government did not issue any order with respect to it, so a rectification is needed.

101. The Committee recommends that in order to count the temporary service
of Dr. Harikumaran Nair, Assistant Professor, School of Bioscience a rectification
was needed from the Government.

3. Smt. Rincymol Mathew, Assistant Professor, School of Behavioral

Sciences.

4. Dr. Antony S, Assistant Professor, School of Pure and Applied
Sciences.

102. On going through the above cases, the Committee opined that the
confusions occurred due to the contradictory norms of Higher Education
Department and University Statute. The Vice Chancellor, MG University pointed
out that Smt. Rincymol Mathew received an order from High Court of Kerala
which directed the University to pass orders counting her past service in
accordance with the UGC regulations without delay.

348/2022.
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103. Committee pointed out that the court had ordered to count their past
service as per UGC regulations not in accordance with Government. So the
Government should follow the Court Orders.

Conclusion/Recommendation

104. The Committee opines that the Finance Department has agreed to
count post doctoral fellowship as Service period without retrospective effect
for promotion under CAS. Therefore, the MG University should reckon the
prior service of teaching staff rendered in Unaided/Self Financing Colleges as
qualifying services for Career Advancement Scheme (CAS). The Committee
recommends that the Higher Education Department should take immediate
action to rectify the discrepancies in the Government order on CAS in
consultation with Finance Department.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.3.3 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.7.3.3 Irregular grant of advance increment

Dr. Sibi Zacharias was a faculty in School of Management and Business
Studies (SMBS) which functions under AICTE regulations and his promotions
were to be regulated under AICTE Regulations. Dr. Sibi Zacharias was appointed
as Lecturer in SMBS with effect from 5 August 2008. Considering his past service
in St. Berchmans College, he was promoted as Lecturer Senior Scale with effect
from 11 July 2003 and Lecturer Selection Grade with effect from 11 July 2008.
Under CAS, he was promoted as Associate Professor with effect from 11 July 2011
in the pay band X37400-67000 with Academic Grade Pay (AGP) of X9000. He was
granted three compounded advance increments for acquiring PhD while in service
i.e. on 29 November 2011 in the scale of X37400-67000. AICTE issued a
clarification in January 2016 according to which three non-compounded
increments for those who acquired PhD degree shall be granted only in Pay Band-3
(X 15600-39100) and no advance increment could be allowed in Pay Band-4
(X 37400-67000). We noticed that, GoK had also issued orders (May 2016) to
recover the irregular payments made on this account. The irregular grant of
advance increments resulted in excess payment of 2.32 lakh + DA which was yet
to be recovered from him.
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The VC, MGU stated (December 2016) that, the matter would be placed
before the Syndicate for a decision.

Reply was not tenable as the MGU has to revise the pay and recover the
excess payment made to Dr. Sibi Zacharias. GoK may ensure refixation of pay and
recovery of excess payment.

Recommendation 7: MGU must ensure that UGC rules/regulations
regarding promotion/grant of additional increment are strictly adhered to.

[Notes received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

105. The Committee enquired about the irregular payment of advance
increment to Dr.Sibi Zacharia, Associate Professor of School of Management and
Business Studies (SMBS). The Registrar, MG University replied that the main
problem was that the lecturer’s appointment was based on UGC regulations but the
courses requires AICTE recognition. He added that advance increment was given
to him in accordance with UGC's regulations.

106. To a query of the Committee, the Registrar, MG University replied that
the regulations of AICTE is effective only at the Universities in which all
appointments are done only on the basis of AICTE regulation. The Principal
Secretary, Higher Education Department added that for the courses like MBA and
MCA the regulation of UGC and AICTE should be needed and it caused some
confusions.  She also supplemented that University can only follow UGC
regulation and there is no uniformity in the case of regulation of AICTE and UGC.

107. The Committee opined that the problems arised due to the contradictions
in UGC norms and Government decisions and for uniformity, the department
should approve the UGC norms.

108. The Committee directed that the Government should formulate a
suitable solution so that in future there occurs no clash between UGC
norms/AICTE regulation and Government decision on service matters of
University faculties.
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Conclusion/Recommendation

109. The Committee observes that many problems burgeoned into the
forefront due to the contradictory provisions in the UGC norms when
compared to the AICTE regulations. The Committee directs that Government
should formulate an effective mechanism inorder to sort out dissensions in
UGC norms, AICTE regulations and Government decisions on service matters
of University faculties.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.3.4 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.7.3.4 Provisional advances pending adjustment

GoK ordered (July 2000) that failure to adjust temporary advances within
time would entail recovery in lump sum along with penal interest at current bank
rates. GoK, subsequently prescribed (October 2011) a period of three months for
presentation of final bills and the penal interest was fixed at 18 per cent per annum
on the unutilised portion of advance. We noticed that, 414 numbers of provisional
advances amounting to X6.10 crore given by MGU to staff of various Departments
during April 2001 to March 2016 were yet to be adjusted (October 2016).

We observed that, consequent to the failure of the Finance wing to ensure
prompt settlement, the possibility of the temporary advances being partially
utilised/non-utilised and consequent retention of funds outside the University
accounts cannot be ruled out.

The VC, MGU replied (December 2016) that, the Deputy Registrars have
been authorised to issue notices to employees who have not regularised the

provisional advances within the prescribed time limit, failing which their salary
would be withheld.

Recommendation 8: The outstanding advances should be recovered/
adjusted and Finance Officer, MGU must ensure action as per relevant rules
against officials who do not settle the advances availed.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix 1I]
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Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

110. While considering the audit para on provisional advances pending
adjustment, the Registrar, MG University informed that proper action were taken
on the basis of the syndicate meeting held on 17-9-2020 and agreed to provide a
report of the current status of it within 15 days. The Committee accepted the reply
and directed to submit the report.

Conclusion/Recommendation

111. The Committee directs the department to submit a report about

the current status of recovery of the provisional advances pending adjustment.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.3.5 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.7.3.5 Improper contract management

Article 51 of the Kerala Financial Code (KFC) Vol. I requires that, contracts
for the supply of stores or execution of work should be made only after inviting
and receiving tenders from all who wish to tender. The terms of the contract should
also be definite and there should be no room for ambiguity or misconstruction of
any of its provisions. Terms of contract once entered into should not be materially
varied without the previous consent of Government or the authority competent to

enter into the contract.

The MGU invited (July 2008) quotations for printing and supplying
customised text books for Bachelor of Computer Applications (BCA) and Master
of Computer Applications (MCA). A contract was entered into (August 2008)
between the Registrar of MGU and M/s. Vikas Publishing House Private Ltd.
(printer) for printing and supplying customised text books for BCA and MCA,
which was valid for three years from the date of first print order with provision to
extend the validity based on mutual consent. The contract provided for the printer

to print and deliver books at the following rates.
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Table 3.4: Rates for printing and delivery of books

Print Run Rate per page
500 39 paise/page
1000 34 paise/page
1500 33 paise/page

(Source: Agreement between MGU and M/s. Vikas Publishing House Pvt. Ltd.)

The contract also stipulated that, in case the print run exceeded 1500 copies,
there would be a marginal decrease in the quoted price.

We noticed that, MGU, after initially awarding the work to the printer in
2008, continued (2016) to award fresh printing jobs to the same printer without
resorting to fresh tenders as required in KFC. It was seen that, a renewed
agreement with the printer (August 2011) stipulated printing charges of 37 paise,
31 paise and 30 paise for 500 pages, 1000 pages and 1500 pages respectively. On
the expiry of the period of the agreement, the firm demanded an enhancement of
rates by 10 paise per page. The Syndicate of MGU accepted the revised rates
demanded by the printer and executed a fresh agreement (April 2015) and paid
enhanced rate as shown in Table 3.5.

Table 3.5: Amount paid in excess due to revision of rates

Minimum | Original Rate | Revised Rate | Amount as Amount Excess
Print per original | paid as per | amount paid
Copies rate (in X) | revised rate (in X)
(in X)
500 37 paise per | 47 paise per | 27,13,728 | 34,47,168 7,33,440
page page
1500 30 paise per | 40 paise per | 47,44,080 | 63,25,440 15,81,360
page page
TOTAL 97,72,608 | 23,14,800

(Source: Payment invoices of MGU)
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We observed that, the MGU, instead of resorting to open tender and seeking
competitive rates, acceded to the demand of the printer for enhancement of cost
which had resulted in excess payment of X 23.15 lakh.

Thus, the MGU’s action to increase the rates without calling for fresh tender
was irregular, which calls for fixing of responsibility.

The VC, MGU stated (December 2016) that, the agreement for printing was
renewed without fresh tender due to the urgency of printing new study materials.
The reply was not acceptable as MGU was aware of the period of agreement and
should have invited fresh tenders before the period of earlier agreement expired.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraphs are
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

112. The Committee enquired whether any action had been taken against the
officers responsible for the payment of X 23.15 lakh to a private printer. Then the
Registrar, MG University replied that such type of decision was taken by Syndicate
due to urgency and the Principal Secretary also agreed to it. The Registrar also
added that they had to face a lot of technical difficulties on purchase. He added
that the syndicate resolved to ensure that such instances shall not be repeated in
future.

113. The Committee commented that the reply furnished by the MG
University with respect to the above audit para was without reasoning. Then the
Committee pointed out that syndicate was not the competent authority to do that
and also that an excess payment had occurred. If the reply with an explanation of
urgency was given, the Committee would have got a clear picture about it.

114. The Committee recommended that when a clash occur between existing
store purchase manual and other purchase systems then the University should
frame a standard operating procedure for such instances.

115. The Committee opined that committee could not drop this audit
objection with this reply.
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Conclusion/Recommendation

116. The Committee recommends that the University should frame a
standard operating procedure for entering into contract either supply contract
for stores or execution contract for works instead of adopting the existing
purchase systems for the effective and transparent contract management in
future.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.3.6 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

3.7.3.6 Extra expenditure due to printing of bar coded answer books

In order to avoid false numbering in the valuation where answer scripts are
evaluated, the MGU introduced bar coded answer books from the academic year
2009-10. However, false numbering system was re-introduced in Choice Based
Credit and Semester System (CBCSS) UG examinations with effect from
October/November 2015 due to problems relating to scanning of bar code,
transmission of marks from the centralised valuation camps, network connectivity,
difficulty in retrieval of answer books, threat to the secrecy of bar code due to the
availability of mobile application to read bar code, etc.

As MGU had withdrawn the bar coded answer books, we noticed that, these
answer books which were already printed were being used as ordinary answer
books with manual false numbering being done, except in the case of
supplementary examination of UG students admitted prior to 2013. However, even
after finding the futility of bar coded system and switching over to the manual false
numbering system, orders were again placed (December 2015 and July 2016) for
printing 40 lakh bar coded answer books at the rate of I5.35 per book. We
observed that, the action of MGU to print bar coded answer books which were not
required, resulted in avoidable excess expenditure of 55 lakh, which calls for
fixing of responsibility.

The VC, MGU stated (December 2016) that, M/s. Kerala Books and
Publishing Society, a GOK enterprise erroneously printed decoded value in
the four lakh number of answer books supplied against supply order dated
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16™ December 2015 and it was to utilise this quantity, that urgent decision was
taken for reintroducing manual false numbering. The reply was not tenable as
decision to reintroduce false numbering was taken in October 2015 for speedy
declaration of results.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

117. While considering the audit para 3.7.3.6, the Registrar, MG University
informed that they used the whole lot of answer books for examination purposes
and it did not result in an extra expenditure to University. He added that due to
some technical problems, University again followed false numbering system. The
Principal Secretary, Higher Education Department also agreed to it and added that
manual false numbering could be tampered with internally and otherwise. So bar
coding of answer scripts should be done. She also suggested that the MG
University should follow the bar coded answer scripts instead of false numbering
of answer books and the Registrar agreed to do it.

118. To a query of the Committee, the Registrar, MG University replied that
due to some technical issues in scanning of bar coded papers, manual false
numbering method was reintroduced and that bar coded papers had been utilised.

119. The Committee opined that the MG University had used all the printed
bar coded papers and they wanted to go ahead with bar coded answer sheets with
respect to the suggestions of Government for shifting to the bar coded method.
The Committee also suggested that MG University should follow bar coded answer
books for their examination.

120. The Committee accepted the Government reply.
Conclusion/Recommendation
121. No Comments.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.4 and 3.7.4.1 contained in the Report of the
Comptroller and Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the
year ended 31st March 2016]

348/2022.
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3.7.4 Functioning of Self Financing Institutions

3.7.4.1 Failure to comply with statutory provisions on time and resultant
extra expenditure

The Syndicate of the MGU, accepting (October 2011) the recommendations
of an Expert Committee resolved to enroll all eligible employees of Self Financing
Institutions (SFI) to Employees Provident Fund (EPF) Scheme with effect from
1 January 2012. However, consequent to the directions of the Assistant Provident
Fund Commissioner, EPF that the employees were to be enrolled under the Scheme
from the date of entry in service, the Syndicate resolved (21 July 2012) to admit
eligible employees of four'® SFIs to the EPF from the date of entry in service.
However, the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner (February 2013) directed
MGU to remit arrears of both employer and employee contribution from the date
of joining of each employee. Accordingly, arrears amounting to I 4.35 crore
(X 2.15 crore as Employers contribution and X 2.20 crore as Employees
contribution) payable in respect of the employees of SFIs from the date of
inception was paid to EPF during the period April 2013 to October 2013.

We observed that, as per paragraph 32 of the EPF Scheme, no deduction can
be made from any wages other than that which was paid in respect of the period or
part of the period in respect of which the contribution was payable. As such, MGU
cannot recover the arrear amount paid by it in respect of the employee share.

The failure of the MGU to enrol the employees under EPF from the date of
their entry into service, forced MGU to pay the employee share also, resulting in an
avoidable expenditure of X 2.20 crore. Besides, MGU was also liable to pay
interest and damages demanded by the EPF under the Employees Provident Funds
and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 amounting to X 3.78 crore.

The VC, MGU while concurring with the audit observations, stated
(December 2016) that, the employees contribution was to be recovered from the
existing employees of the institutions. The reply was not acceptable as MGU has

16 School of Medical Education, Kottayam, University College of Engineering, Thodupuzha, School of
Technology and Applied Science, Kottayam and School of Pedagogical Science, Kottayam
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not recovered the amount from its employees even after a lapse of three years.
Further, MGU needs to fix responsibility for the failure to enrol the employees to
EPF Scheme on time.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraph is
included as Appendix II]

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

122. To a query of the Committee the Registrar, M.G. University replied that
the University filed an appeal before the EPF Appellate Tribunal for waiving the
damages and the case is still pending.

123. The Committee opined that it was essential to fix responsibility for such
cases. The Registrar, M.G. University replied that this case started when self
financing institution like School of Medical Education came under
M.G. University. To a query of the Committee, the Principal Secretary, Higher
Education department informed that in 2016 School of Medical Education was
shifted from M.G. University to a separate society. Now it is only a Government
controlled self financing institution and no aid is obtained from Government. She
added that the new society compelled the faculty to sign on a new contract, but the
teachers demanded for their old salary as in the UGC Scale and they approached
the Honorable Supreme Court, and its interim Verdict was either the society or the
M. G. University should give the salary to teachers.

124. The Committee opined that the teachers of School of Medical Education
joined it knowing that it is a part of M. G. University. They were appointed by
M.G. University and are eligible for UGC Scale. So teachers are not responsible if
the institution has in between changed and was certified as a society. The
Committee expressed its displeasure and commented that it was not a right way to
withhold the benefits of such teachers. Then the Registrar, M. G. University
informed that they are waiting for the verdict of EPF Appellate Tribunal.

Conclusion/Recommendation
125. No Comments.

[Audit Paragraph 3.7.4.2 and 3.8 contained in the Report of the
Comptroller and Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the
year ended 31st March 2016]
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3.7.4.2 Deficiencies in the internal control mechanism

Internal control provides reasonable assurance to the Management about
compliance of applicable rules and regulations. It was noticed that, the internal
control in MGU was inadequate in view of the following:

* There was no internal audit wing in MGU.

* Demand Collection Balance statements were not being prepared and
recovery of dues not watched effectively.

* There was no cross checking of claims relating to the payment of
remuneration for valuation of answer scripts with reference to the
data available in the examination wing.

* MGU had not maintained any Asset Register. Physical verification of
assets has not been conducted during the period of review.

* MGU had no independent Manual of Office Procedure and was
adopting Secretariat Office Manual which was not suitable in a
University set up.

The VC, MGU while accepting the audit observations stated (December
2016) that, necessary action would be taken to strengthen the internal control

mechanism.
3.8 Conclusion

The performance of the MGU, academically and financially, was far from
satisfactory. MGU offered courses which were not recognised by the UGC. It
offered MBA courses through its off-campus centres which were not recognised by
the AICTE. However, the degree certificates offered by MGU were similar to those
awarded to students who were pursuing regular, full time MBA courses approved
by the AICTE. A five year Integrated Double Degree BA (Criminology)-LLB
(Honours) course offered by MGU was neither recognised by the UGC nor
complied with the norms laid down by the BCI. The career of 970 students who
had enrolled for the course is at risk since the BCI has made it clear that they
would not be eligible to enrol as Advocates and practice Law as a profession.
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The directions of the UGC to frame uniform syllabus to ensure seamless
mobility of students across the higher educational institutions in the country and
abroad is yet to be complied with by MGU. There was delay in publishing of
results of the UG/PG courses offered by MGU. Results of revaluation of answer
books were released very late and in some instances, after the completion of the
next examination, thus causing hardship to the students.

We noticed that, 197 of the 314 Research Guides appointed by MGU were
ineligible to hold the post.

Instances of MGU failing to tap potential revenue streams and incurring
irregular expenditure were seen. MGU had to forego UGC/GOK assistance due to
its failure to comply with stipulated guidelines. The staff of MGU continues to be
paid HRA at ineligible higher rates despite directives from GOK to the contrary.
Excess payment on this account was X 2.20 crore during 2011-12 to 2015-16. Even
though examination work was part of official duty, the teachers were irregularly
paid remuneration of X 13.97 crore during 2011-12 to 2014-15. Failure of MGU to
enrol employees into EPF Scheme from the date of entry into service resulted in
avoidable expenditure of X 2.20 crore and potential liability of 3.78 crore towards
interest and damages.

Irregular promotions, grant of advance increments, defective contract
management, avoidable expenditure, etc., were noticed. Besides, irregularities were
noticed in the functioning of SFIs leading to loss to MGU.

Major decisions were taken by the VC without holding consultations with the
Academic Council. This resulted in the MGU taking wrong decisions in various
instances, which could have been avoided, had the Statutory Bodies like the
Academic Council and CDC been truly functional. The CDC, tasked with the
responsibility to review the implementation of various programmes and activities,
met only once during 2011-12 to 2015-16. These statutory bodies were thus
rendered defunct.

There was no internal audit wing in the MGU which resulted in lack of
internal control mechanism.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraphs are
included as Appendix II]
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Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

126. On going through the audit para the Finance Officer, M. G. University
informed that an internal Audit section was formed in M. G. University and strict
direction had been given to the sections concerned to prepare annual DCB
Statements without fail. He added that for Asset Register, M. G. University tried to
prepare software and it is in final stage. He also added that suggestions have been
given to Legislation sections for preparing draft for University Office Manual.

127. The Committee accepted the replies furnished by the department.
Conclusion/Recommendation
128. No Comments.

[Audit Paragraph 5.3 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

5.3 Fraudulent drawal of remuneration for valuation

Violation of prescribed procedure by the Finance Officer, Mahatma
Gandhi University in payment of remuneration to examiners for valuation of
answer scripts led to a fraudulent drawal of X11.26 lakh.

Examiners of the Mahatma Gandhi University (MGU) were paid
remuneration for valuation of answer scripts done by them. As per MGU Circular
(July 2013), the Camp Officers of valuation camps had to submit claims of
examiners along with their State Bank of Travancore (SBT) account numbers for
effecting direct payment of remuneration to the examiners.

We observed from the scrutiny of records that, the Camp Officer of School of
Technology and Applied Science (STAS), Pathanamthitta, requested (October
2015) the Finance Officer of the MGU to issue him a cheque for payment of
remuneration to the examiners, on the plea that most of the examiners did not have
bank accounts with the SBT. The Finance Officer agreed (October 2015) to the
request of the Camp Officer and issued cheque for X 22.17 lakh in favour of the
Camp Officer for further disbursement to the examiners.
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After disbursement, the Camp Officer submitted Contingent bills claiming
that 1,54,323 answer scripts were examined at the camp and a payment of

X22.17 lakh was made to the examiners.

As a result of cross check of the claim contained in the Contingent bills with
the stock/bundle register” maintained at the camp, we observed that only 1,01,974

answer scripts and not 1,54,323 answer scripts were evaluated at the camp.

We observed that the Camp Officer had inflated the number of answer scripts
by 52,349 numbers in the Contingent bills submitted by him and made an

additional claim of X11.26 lakh which was not disbursed to the examiners.

Consequent to our audit finding (June 2016), the MGU placed the Camp
Officer and a Section Officer [currently Assistant Registrar (Exams)] under
suspension (July 2016) who were responsible for submission and passing of the
claim respectively. The Vice Chancellor, MGU stated (December 2016) that in
addition to the Departmental inquiry being conducted by MGU, the matter had
been reported to the State Vigilance and Anti-Corruption Bureau which had

registered a case in this regard.

We, however, observed that no action had been initiated against the Finance
Officer, who was primarily responsible for violating the orders of the MGU, by
agreeing to the request of the Camp Officer for payment through cheque, which
enabled the Camp Officer to defraud X11.26 lakh.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraphs are

included as Appendix II]
Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

129. Regarding the audit para 'Fraudulent drawal of remuneration for
valuation' the Registrar, M.G. University informed that this case was handed over
to Vigilance and then Assistant Registrar approached the court and on the basis of

the verdict all the payments were granted to him.

57 Bundle register is a register containing number of answer scripts in each answer book bundle with
question paper code
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130. The Senior Deputy Accountant General inquired the clarification from
the officials for the matter how the payment was made without the sanction of
Finance Officer. Then the Registrar, M.G. University replied that all the cheques
were not signed by the Finance Officer and also the Deputy/Assistant Registrar had
the right to sign the cheques.

131. To a query of the Committee the Registrar, M.G. University replied that
the camp officer requested the Finance Officer of the M.G. University to issue him
a cheque for payment of remuneration to the examiners on the plea that most of the
examiners did not have bank accounts with the SBT.

132. The Committee opined that on the basis of records from Accountant
General the issued cheque of X 22.17 lakh was countersigned by the Finance
Officer. Then the Registrar, M.G. University replied that the enquiry commission
found out that the Finance Officer did not sign on it. The Committee opined that if
the Finance Officer had not signed on it then it became a forged cheque and a case
must be filed and the Committee demanded to the University to give correct
information about it.

133. The Registrar, M.G. University agreed to submit the details about the
matter within 15 days before the Committee.

Conclusion/Recommendation

134. The Committee directs the department to submit a report
containing all the steps taken by the University in the case of fraudulent
drawal of remuneration for valuation of answer scripts.

[Audit Paragraph 5.5 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India (General and Social Sector) for the year ended 31st
March 2016]

5.5 Unfruitful expenditure on a recording theatre

A recording theatre constructed and fully equipped at a cost of
X 1.48 crore remained idle since August 2011 due to failure of Government of

Kerala to engage technical and administrative staff.
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The Government of Kerala (GOK), as a part of revamping of music colleges
of Kerala, accorded Administrative Sanction (March 2009) for setting up of a
recording theatre in Sri Swathi Thirunal College of Music, Thiruvananthapuram
(SSTMC) under the Directorate of Collegiate Education, at a cost of Rupees one
crore which was revised to X1.31 crore (August 2009). It was envisaged that
students of performing arts could learn the techniques of eminent artists and record
the programmes for their future reference. The work was executed through the
Public Works Department (PWD) and was completed (August 2011) at a total cost
of X 1.48 crore.

We observed that though the recording theatre was fully equipped with video-
audio recording facilities and editing machines, the theatre could not be put to use
due to failure from the part of the Higher Education Department to engage skilled
personnel like sound engineer, engineering assistant and cameraman besides office
and administrative staff. We also noticed that even though the theatre work was
completed in August 2011, proposal for manpower was submitted to GOK by the
Principal, SSTMC only after a lapse of more than one year (December 2012).
Though the Principal, SSTMC reminded (January 2015 and January 2016) the
GOK to provide manpower, the GOK was yet to respond (January 2017). In the
meantime, the warranty period of one year of the electronic equipment had expired
and the Principal, SSTMC reported (January 2016) to the Director, Collegiate
Education that the costly electronic equipment was getting damaged in the absence
of trained personnel to operate it.

Thus, the failure of GOK to engage technical and administrative personnel
led to the recording studio costing X1.48 crore remaining idle for a period of four
years besides denial of facility to the students of the college. SSTMC also incurred
an expenditure of X1.64 lakh on the non-functional studio towards minimum fixed
electricity charges payable to the Kerala State Electricity Board during the period
May 2015 to June 2016.

While accepting audit observation, GOK stated (September 2016) that the
proposal to create posts to manage the equipment was under its consideration.

[Note received from the Government on the above audit paragraphs are

included as Appendix II]
348/2022.
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Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned.

135. On going through the audit para Unfruitful expenditure on a recording
theater the Principal Secretary, Higher Education department informed the
Committee that the Recording Theater is now fully functional.

136. The Committee accepted the reply furnished by the Government.
Conclusion/Recommendation

137. No Comments.

SUNNY JOSEPH,

Thiruvananthapuram, Chairman,
16" March, 2022. Committee on Public Accounts.



APPENDIX I

SUMMARY OF MAIN CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATION

SL.

No.

Para
No.

Department
concerned

Conclusion/Recommendation

(M

@)

3)

(4)

3

Higher
Education

The Committee criticizes the officials of
the MG University for designing and
naming a course as MS (Master of
Science) that is notified in the list of
courses offered by UGC as 'Master of
Surgery'’ which is against the UGC
Guidelines and commencing the
programme without the approval of
UGC. The Committee observes that the
officials who approved and designed
such a course would have been punished.
Therefore, the Committee recommends
that the department should take necessary
steps to ensure that all new courses
offered by universities are in line with the
UGC guidelines before approving course
curriculum.

12

Higher
Education

The Committee directs the Department to
prepare a comprehensive report including
the following details;

(@) The number of permitted batches
without the approval of Bar Council
of India;

(b) The number of students who had

completed the course;

(c) The Type of certificates issued to
the students who had completed the
course and its authenticity.
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©)

2

3)

(4)

13

Higher Education

The Committee directs the department to
conduct a case study on whether Universities
conduct any course without the recognition
of the authorities concerned. The Committee
directs the Higher Education department to
ensure that courses should not be started
without proper guidelines and further directs
the University to take necessary steps to
avoid such instances in future.

14

Higher Education

The Committee observes that the department
is keeping a sleeping mode while interfering
with the affairs of Universities in the guise of
academic autonomy.

15

Higher Education

The delay in amending University Statutes
and Rules in accordance with the UGC
guidelines issued from time to time, leads to
many litigation and thereby paralysing the
administration. Hence the Committee
strongly recommends that a separate
mechanism/authority should be constituted
for amending the University statutes and
Rules in accordance with the UGC
guidelines by fixing a time frame. Penal
measures should be taken against the
Universities that do not amend the
Statutes/Rules within the time frame.

18

Higher Education

The Committee expresses its displeasure over
the lackadaisical attitude of the MG
University for starting off-campus courses
without the required approval of AICTE and
criticizes that it had affected the quality of
MBA course offered by the University. The
Committee strongly warns the Universities
against repeating the delinquent actions like
commencing off-campus centres without
obtaining the mandatory approval of the
AICTE, in future.
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22

Higher Education

The Committee observes that it was a serious
omission on the part of the Higher Education
Department in monitoring the activities of
University in connection with the revision of
syllabi for UG courses. The Committee
criticises the lethargic attitude of the
department in scrutinizing the activities of
the University in observing UGC regulations.
The Committee directs the department that
they should properly monitor the highhanded
autonomic activities of the Universities,
check whether statutes and rules are strictly
adhered to and to scrutinize whether timely
changes are made in the act and rules as per
the UGC guidelines.

27

Higher Education

The Committee observes that the functions of
the Universities are severely affected by
huge number of examination every year. The
Committee feels that it is high time the
Government take requisite steps to overcome
the snag in conducting examinations and
publication of results in the interest of
student's educational needs. The Committee
recommends that the Department should
ensure the streamlining of the process of
examination in order to tackle the issues like
delay in the publication of results, course
lagging and the deviation of the examination
calendar.

33

Higher Education

The Committee recommends that the
department should take necessary steps to
make a system for issuing certificates and a
specific time frame should be charted out for




70

©)

2

3)

(4)

issuing certificates both in fastrack and
normal method and certificate should be
issued within that time frame inorder to avoid
the delay in future.

10

38

Higher Education

The Committee opines that the variation in
marks dishearten the students and adversely
affect their higher studies. So the Committee
directs the MG University to inform all the
examiners about  the decision of the
Syndicate to impose fine on errant
examiners. The Committee recommends to
take effective measures for selecting
qualified teachers for examination duties in
future and initiate action against those
teachers who are responsible for conspicuous
variations of marks during revaluation
process.

11

39

Higher Education

Committee understands that since more
colleges are working in unaided sector, the
faculties from unaided colleges have to be
employed for examination and valuation of
papers and due to want of necessary legal
provision, action could not be taken against
erring faculties.

12

40

Higher Education

For upgrading and streamlining the colleges
working in the unaided sector, Committee
recommends that necessary fundamental
legislation may be brought in for the
inclusion of qualification, employment status,
job security and duties and responsibilities of
teaching and non-teaching staff working in
the unaided colleges.
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13

51

Higher Education

The Committee opines that peer reviewed
journals had a major role in academic
Research. Therefore, the Committee directs
the Higher Education department to take
effective and immediate steps for updating
the list of peer reviewed journals to ensure
that the approval of the academic council is
obtained regularly to maintain its quality.

14

57

Higher Education

Expressing displeasure for the delay in the
appointment of the Director to CDC, the
Committee directs the department that urgent
steps should be taken for the appointment of
a full time Director to the College
Development Council (DCDC) for ensuring
proper planning and integrated development
of affiliated colleges and also to provide the
colleges with necessary help and guidance as
envisaged by the UGC.

15

61

Higher Education

The Committee directs the MG University to
furnish a detailed statement about the
recovery of balance amount of Rs. 4.60 lakh
which remains to be collected as fee for the
extension of provisional affiliation of
courses.

16

68

Higher Education

The Committee points out that MG
University had resorted to impose unjustified
penalty on students who had already paid the
fees to UEIT, Dubai. The Committee
expresses strong resentment that the students
became the scapegoat because of the
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irresponsible deeds of the officials. The
Committee directs the department that
responsibility should be fixed in this regard
and strict action should be taken against the
officials concerned even though they have
retired from service.

17

79

Higher Education

The Committee recommends that if any stay
order existed upon the recovery of excess
payment of HRA to the employees, the
Mahatma Gandhi University should take
proper steps to vacate the same through the
university standing counsel and report to the
Committee the status of recouping excess
HRA paid to employees.

18

90

Higher Education

The Committee points out that, promotion
made against the abolished post was an
inappropriate action on the part of the MGU.
The Committee directs the Higher Education
Department to complete the process of
amending MG University statutes as early as
possible, in order to avoid such erroneous
actions in future.

19

95

Higher Education

The Committee opines that the inordinate
delay in amending the statutes adversely
affects the administrative functions of the
Universities. Therefore, the Committee
recommends that a unified administrative
mechanism should be put into place until the
process of amending the statutes concludes in
Universities.
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20

104

Higher Education

The Committee opines that the Finance
Department has agreed to count post doctoral
fellowship as Service period without
retrospective effect for promotion under
CAS. Therefore, the MG University should
reckon the prior service of teaching staff
rendered in Unaided/Self Financing Colleges
as  qualifying  services for  Career
Advancement Scheme (CAS). The
Committee recommends that the Higher
Education Department should take immediate
action to rectify the discrepancies in the
Government order on CAS in consultation

with Finance Department.

21

109

Higher Education

The Committee observes that many problems
burgeoned into the forefront due to the
contradictory provisions in the UGC norms
when compared to the AICTE regulations.
The Committee directs that Government
should formulate an effective mechanism
inorder to sort out dissensions in UGC
norms, AICTE regulations and Government
decisions on service matters of University

faculties.

22

111

Higher Education

The Committee directs the department to
submit a report about the current status of
recovery of the provisional advances pending

adjustment.

348/2022.
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23

116

Higher Education

The Committee recommends that the
University should frame a standard operating
procedure for entering into contract either
supply contract for stores or execution
contract for works instead of adopting the
existing purchase systems for the effective
and transparent contract management in
future.

24

134

Higher Education

The Committee directs the department to
submit a report containing all the steps taken
by the University in the case of fraudulent
drawal of remuneration for valuation of
answer Scripts.
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L. NOTES FURNISHED BY GOVERNMENT
V‘s“i

MAHATMA GANDHI UNIVERSITY

Comptrolier and Auditor General’s Performance Audit Report 2016 — Audit
Objections and Replies

Audir Objections / Observatinns | Reply to Audit Qbjections/Observations

Audir Paragraph -3.6.1.1 Commen: ; o st
ceme it of cotmses. not The Integrated interdisciplinary M.Sc degree (B,
Sc and M.Sc dual degrees) course has been offer]
Ied by the University as per the provisions of (Paj
'e No.8) of ACT 12 of 1985, Mahatma Gandhi
niversiy Act, 1985 (incorporating Amendiment A
cts up to Act 13 of 1988).

approved by UGC.

As per Section 22(3) of the UGC Act
1956, degree rneans any such degree |
if by the
sl [ RS bebek & C"rme Instte awarded Five year fniegrated Interd
mmission by notification in the official § M.Se Do Sl %
Gazette. There were only 163 deg‘u]scpt’msy c Degree on busis of Gazetie No
s notified by UGC in the offical goze fication of India, July5, 2014. (This degree s diffe]
e as.an 23 Miy 2009. UGC bad nf rent from regular M.Sc degree as per the notifical
med Vice Chancellor’s of all Universit o8
S

"h’: ;::’:gm ;‘f’?&‘j e “A"(ﬁ“ﬁ‘,‘m‘ in all the regultions (2009, 2011, 2012 and 201
d should be as- specifwdg by UGC 5) approved by the University it is clearly mention|

' led that The Master of Science Degree is either M|
S or M.S¢ (MS/MSc).

The VC accorded approval {Octobe

2009) to the MS Programme which Cipage Nos 09,10,13 and 17 of the Course and cu
omimenced during 2009- 10 with a0 Mlireyfum structure (2009.201 1 batches)were appr
ke of 10 students by exercBing the loved by the university on the basis of the order jug
powers of the Syndicate as per Sectiolg cited ubave. :

10 (17) of the MGU Act. The Synd
lcate of the MGU decided (February Al the degrees (inchuding the Physics Degres 1o 0f
2010) to launch the five year Integrale e candidate) of the 2009 batch was awarded un*
1 Interdiseiplinary Master of Science he basis of the curriculum structure approved by
nrogmmne through the Institute or inihe University (U0 No.4545/Ac.AV/3 2009 Ac
wegrated Progranmes and Rescarch g, Dated 11.08.09)

Basic Sciences ({IRBS) and declared |

the programeme as MS. The decision The project has not deviated from the original obj
of the VC was subsequently ratified bjectives of the

ly the Academic Council in January 2 "0|
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15.

Since the degrees norified by the UG
&
rgery and the Five year Integrated In
erdisciplinary MS  programe of the
MGU was not in the approved list of |
UGC, the first batch of 10 students wi
iho had conpleted the course in 2014
were awarded MSt Degree. We also
noticed  that nine students were awari
ided M.Sc Degree in Chemistry while
lone student was awarded M.Sc
ee n Physics.

|Subsequently, the Sub-Committee co

dentified MS as Master of $yf5 T teaching and Research)

i

Deg

{proposal submitted by the University (UCIPR).(
The title iself it is clearly mentioned that UCIPR i

Specilizations were given to students based on t
he rules regulations, scheme and syllabus appmVﬁ
d by the University. Physics / Chemistry speciiz
ation were given to students passed out in 2014 b
ased on One year specialization which inchude op}
ited course work and project work in 9 and 10"

nstituted by the Syndicate of MGU pri
oposed (March 201 5) that specializati
on m M.Sc would be based on the pi

loject work/subjects studied from V11

I- X Semesters (Master kevel semes!

s) and suggested that IIRBS may pro
pose the syllabus for specialzation m
Physics. Accordingly, the VC ssued

orders (May 2015) for retrospective

modification of course and curriculum
for 2009 and 201) batches and re- d
esigned the programme as Interdiscipl
nary Master of Science programime, d
leclared as MSc.

It is evident from the above deils thal
L Physics was not pant of the sylla
|bus of 2009 batch and giving retrospe|
lctive effect of change of programime f
lor the students who had already passe!
d out in 2014 was not in order.

bn being asked, the VC, MGU rep
id (December 2016) that, in all regulati
jons the degree was shown as MS/M.
Sc and that different degrees inchud
degree in Physics were

awarded on the basis of curriculum str
ucture approved by MGU m 2009.

The reply was not tenable as it was
und  that in all University Orders an
id Regulations issued up to 201 Sexcep

'lng'

b semesters {total 48 credits in @ and 10 semest

ers and 24 credits in the 10'" semester & for opte|
d project work) as in the approved course and c|
uriculuim structure.

Page number 10 of the approved course and curr]
iculum structure substantiate the fact that this prog
ranwne is designed with one year specialzation, Pl
age no.17 of the revised rules and regulations app
roved by the university again clerifies the same as

given here:

Award of Degree

Requirements for the Award of the  BSc. and
MSc. Degree :

Upon successful completion of the course (10 Sel
mesters), BSc. in Interdisciplinary Sciences under]
Integrated Programme (I to VI'h Semesters) an
d' MSe. degree in Interdisciplinary Sciences with
Ispecialization i either Chemistry/ Physics/Biology]
(VI 1o X Semesters) under Integrated Progral
mme will be awarded simultaneously. Specializati
on (Chemistry/ Physics/ Biology) in the MSc.

el will be decided on the basi of opted subjec

(Chemistry/Physics/ Biology) of projects of

c
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1

t initia] University Order issued in 200jurses ID906 (C/P/B) and 1D1001 (C/P/B).
9, the name of the programme was sh
own as MS and there was no separat]
e curriculunyspecialization envisaged f
jor awarding different degrees. It was [0 the verdict of the Hon'ble Supreme Court, the
only after the recommendations of the
[subcomumittee afier March 2015 that
la separate syllabus for Physics in Vii {thé academic programmes. The University has a

I~ X Semesters wes introduced it 201iceady taken steps to change the nomenclature of
S. after the first batch had passed out.

jvarious Programmes being conducted by the Uni
versity, in conformity with the directives of the Un

It may also be pointed out that it was in the light

University used its powers to design and conduct

iversity Grants Comsission. It s requested to dn
op the audit objections, in the light of the above cﬂ
arifications.

Audit Paragraph 3.6.1.2 C :
ST nccnian of ki Double Degree Five Year Integrated LLB course

comprising of a Bachelor degree in any branch of

course violating UGC  lnowkedge conducted simultaneously with the dey
guidelines/ Bar Council of course in Law in such an mtegrated manner
India norms las designed by the University was introduced as

per Rule 2 (xili) of the Bar Council of Indw (Legy|
As per UGC instructions (November || Education) Rules, 2008. Accordingly. Mahatma
2009), the VCs of all wniversities are fandhj University adopted B.A (Criminology) L
lequired to ensure that the nomenclaturly B (Honours) course with efiect fom 2011 admil
¢ of degrees should be as specified bYlsgion onwards. Different law colleges affilizted to
UGC. The MGU commenced a five yiihe University had opted for B.A (Criminology) L
ear Integrated Double Degree BA (Crly  (Honows) under the bonafide belief that i wal
imnology) LLB (Honours) course Wik recopnized by the Bar Council of India.

Ih effect from the academic year 2011
-12. Five colleges together admitted 9|
70 students to the course during the y]
icars 2011-12 to 2015-16.. Whie the |gar Council of India vide letter dated 28.9.2016
Government Law College, had expressed consent for approval of B.A (Cri
and SN Law Coliege, Poothotta madimiglogy) LLB (Honours) course, if the university
e admissions {0 the course fom 201 |geposits a default amount of Rs. 10 lakhs to the B
-12 and 2012-13 onwards respectivelar Council of India. As per U.O.No.6076/AIV/2
i, the other three colleges commence|/acad/16 dated 17.11.2016 the Pro-Vice-Chang|
d the cowse only fom 2013-14, ellor had been entrusted to faison with the authori
We ob We observed that the five yea|ties of Bar Council of India on the above
ir Integrated Double Degree

BA (Crimnology) LLB (Honours) co
urse offered by the MGU was not par]

natter. Accordingly Pro-Vice-Chancellor made
defiberations with the authorities of Bar Council o
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t of the list of courses notified by the
UGC. Therefore, it was not & recogn
zed course,

Even t Even though the Regulations iss|
lued by the MGU specified that the col
urse was in compliance to the Bar Co|
uncil of India Rules of Legal Educato
n 2008, 1 was silent on the fact that tly
le course did not possess approval; of
the UGC whioch was essential for its

recognition. Since the Advocates Act.
1961 also stipulated that the State Bar
Council shall enroll as Advocates only|
such candidates who have passed
'w from a wniversity/approved affiliated
ICentre of Legal Education/Departmen|
- |ts of MGU as recognized by Bar Cou
ncil of Indin(BCl), we observed that a
il the 970 students who were enrolled

i the five year five year Integrated Do
uble Degree BA (Criminology) LLB (
Honours) course are meligibke to pract
ice Law. The BC! ako confirmed (Fe
bruary 2016) that as the UGC has not
recognized degree m BA (Criminolog|
) LLB (Honows) course, persons po|
ing the degree are not entitled to

findia on21.11.2016 and 22.11.2016.

'The Pro-Vice-Chancellor submitted an action tak
len report to the Vice-Chancellor in which PVC 1
ecommended to send a request in continuation wi
th the letter dated 22.11.2016 to waive the finc le
vied for 2012-15 admissions and express the rea)
diness of the university to pay Rs.2 lakhs for 201
| batch of B.A (Criminclogy} LLB (Honours) co
\rses. It was also recormended o take urgent st
eps in consultation with the Board of Studies to fa

g Ciltate teaching a social science subject for 2012-

15 admission students. The recommendations of 4
he Pro-Vice-Chencellor were submitted to the S
lyndicate for approval

Meeting of the Board of Studies in Law held on |
12.2016 recommended to examine the possibili

y of including 4 (four) papers of political science (
social science major) rephcing four non-conmpuls
lory law papers subject to the approval by the Bay
r Council of India and i1 consukation with the Pri
ncipal, Gowt. Law College, Ernakulam in the 1Xth

. land Xth semesters of 2012-13 admission. The re

il of India regulations alkso and this
ction has put the legal career of these
students as Advocates at risk.

The Joint Registrar of MGU stated d

016) that the MGU had discontinued

ne tine measure for students already
dmitted on payment of a fine of Rs. |

commendations of the Board of Studies in Law h
ave been submitted to the Academic Council for
approval. As steps have been taken to comply wi
th the directions of Bar Council of Indiz, it & expe!

ted that students are wnlikely to face any risk to
practice as advocates.

.

ring the Exit Conference (December 2ig nicate authorized Pro-Vice-Chancellor to ne

fate with the Bar Council of Indi. After the neg

he course from 2016-17 and BCI hasigrarion, the Pro-Vice-Chancellor submitied 2
agreed to regularize the cowrse as @ 0o which was submitied to the Syndicate.

1

0 Lakhs (Rupees Two iakhs pere yea

I for five years). We observed thal thejsea nivhile the Board of Studies for the course

reply of MGU was silent on the Univelaq saicen steps to revise the syllabus af the co
rsity offering such courses to the stude]
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ts which were not recognized by the [and the same has been approved by the Vice Chl
UGC. ancelior exercising powers conferred on him as p
i er Section 111.10(17) of Mahatma Gandhi Univer|
o ﬁ:;;::;ym;;d?mﬁm% sty Act, 1985, and the watter has been nfimated
the lapse on the part ofthe MGU in to the Bar Council of India.
offering a course which did not have
UGC's and BCI's approval and for g
e ’:;'gj:g“ﬁﬁ“:m Bar Council of India agreed to i the foe 1
:ﬁlghp;yr:f‘a healthy prect;deme in the” Rs 2.hkhs (Ru;?e:s. Foro Skt offyy sl £
eld oF education. University has remitted the amount of the stude
who have completed the course. (The fine wax
emitted by means of Demand Draft No.4602
4 dated 24.03.2017 for Rs. Two lakhs drawn
n favour of the Bar Council of India payable a
t New Delhi) Hence, the risk cited by the audit
no more existing.

Accepting the above explanation, the audit obje
ction may kindly be dropped.

Audit Paragrapls 3.6.1.3

PIBA coursés thioughuff As per the judgment of Hon. Supreme Court of |

nte
. S ndia dated 24.9.2001 in C.A No.2056/99, Unive

The All India Council of Technical Ed
\cation (AICTE) is the statutory autho rsities can start any new department /course/ proj
irity for ensuring coordinated and

rated development of technical and ¢ )
lanagement education and naintenance, proval from AICTE and the university started the
lof standards. With the approval of Al
ICTE (July 1994), the School of Mana
oement and Business Studies of MGU wever, no admission has been made to MBA coy
loffered fill time two year MBA coursicse through Off campus Centres from 2014 All ¢
le with 30 seats from 1994, MGU acc|
orded approval to five akled Ans and he Off Campus Centres have been closed
Science colleges to conduct MBA pri
logramme afier obtaining assurance thaj
it these colleges had

obtained AICTE’s approval The Sch
ool of Distance Education (SDE) of
MGU also conducted a similar MBA
programme through 72 Off Campus |

grammes in technical education without getting ap)

cowrse as per the resolution of the Syndicate. Hol

2015 and the MBA programime & no more cond
wcted in the Off Campus stream.




80

Fie NO.HE UN-B 4/2505/A01 /-HEUN

Centres from 2001-02 to 2014-15 fo
r which the approval of AICTE was n
ot obtamed. Based on High Court jud
germent (February 2015) these Off Ca
mpus Centres were closed with effect
from 2015-16 as the MGU did not ha
ve powers to conduct Off Campus ce;
nires outside ts jurisdiction.

We observed that out of the 6303 M
BA degrees awarded by MGU during
2011-12 to 2015-16, 4735 MBA de
lrees (75 per cent) were awarded to
ithe students who had undertaken the
course through Off Campus Centres.
MGU awarded same degree certificat

In the light of the above explanation. the-audit ob)
ection may kindly be dropped.

e to the students who attended off ¢
mpus centres and the students who s
udied the course in University Dep
ment and affiliated colleges concealin
the fact that degrees obtained through
ol campus cenires were nol recogiz
ed by the AICTE.

On b On being asked MGU replied th

per its Syndicate resolution, since, as
iper the judgement of Supreme Cout
of India dated 24 September 2001 (B!
harathidasan Uniuversity case) univers|
ities could start any new department
course/programme i technical educati
on without obtaining approval of AIC
TE.

fThe reply was not tenable as the said
_ judgment pertains to the course direct]
y run by the university. It & also signifi
camt to note that despite the Hon Sup)
reme Court of India clarifying (May 2
014) that prior approval of AICTE w
as compulsory and mandatory for the

onduct of a technical course includin,
o MBA/Management course for the a
lcademic year 2014- 15, MGU pennitt
ied the Off Campus Centres under its j
urisdiction to admit students to MBA
lcourse in 2014-15 also without obtain

at the university started the course as i
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ing approval of AICTE.

During the Exit Conference (Decembe
r 2016), the Principal Secretary obser|
ved that this was a serinus lapse on th
le part of MGU and arrounted to cont
lempt of the Supreme Court of India.

As such we recommend that appropri
{ate action may be taken for the lapse

against the defaulting authorities/perso|
ns.

Audit Paragraph 3.6.2 Fai
ure to revise syllabus

and comply with UGC
guidelines

As per the recommendations of the UGC &t was | .
decided to implement uniform choice based credi
t system (CBCS) in UG and PG programmes fio
m the academic year 2016-17 vide U.O.N¢.532|
6/Ac. AIX/ 3/UGC-Unification-CBCS/151-2015
dated 15.09.2015. The scheme and syllabi of 10
8 UG programmes were approved exercsing po
wers w's 10(17) of Mahatma Gandhi University
Act, 1985, vide U.0.No.2880/Ac.AIX/ SylhbusF
pproval-UG/2016 dated 23.05.2016.

As par of measures to enhance effici
ncy and excellence i the higher educa
tion system and to ensure seamless
obility of students across the higher ed|
lucation institutions in the country and
abroad, the UGC directed that the C
loice Based Credit Sysiem (CBCS) p
laposed by it should be adopted by al
the Universities from 2015-16 o
ds. The UGC akso issued guidelines to

il b5 Saa slbo syl Academic Council held on 18.07.2016 resol

ved to “postpone the implemmentation of the Re
. |ations and Syllabi for UG programmes adopted a
. ; s per U.0.No.5323/Ac. AIX/3/UGC-Unification
o ‘:;Sm ;"“::f 3 “Cb'l‘”:j CBCS/151-2015 dated 15.09.2015 and U.O.N
* was WOIOVIE 8 -0 B10.948/1/Acad/ 2016 dated 17.02.2016 to be im|
lased Course Credit ard Semester S ;
plemented from 2017-18 academic year after det
tem, the MGU resolved (August 2015 3 5 ’
: + aaak ailed discussions with experts and other stake hol
) to implement the gudelines for the a % Phoes
” : ders and for making changes and modifications aj
doption of uniform CECS fom the Al .1 1 the proposed regulation and sylhbi §
icademic Year 2016-17 onwards. Ac UG pro P “po n sy
cordingly, Reguations for implementat RERSEIIES
jon of Revised Schem: and Syllabi for
UG courses with effect
from academic year 2016-17 were ap|the UG Courses were approved by the Academi
roved by MGU (February 2016) ani, oo 0i1 ot its meeting held on 06.05.2017 and
the revised scheme and syllabi of 10
8 UG programmes were drafted and siclasses commenced for the UG courses with the 1]

ubsequently approved by MGU in Mrevised syllabus in force from the academic vear 2|

Accordingly, the revised scheme and syllabus for
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lay 2016.

We observed that even though MGU
approved Regulations, Revised Sche
me and Syllabi for UG courses with e
fect from academsc year 2016-17,

ay in ratification by the earlier Syndica
te and complaints received fom stake
hokiers, did not implement the Regulal
jons. The syliabi for the UG courses wi
ere yet to be revised (September 201
(6) which resulted m disadvantage to th
e students of MGU compared 10 stud
ents from other wniversities which ado
pted the new syllabi.

'The VC,MGU stated (December 201
6) that new syllabi would be implemen
ted with efiect from the academic year|

h experts and other stakeholders, The
reply was not acceptable as the MGU
has failed to comply with the UGC Re
gulations to frame uniform syllabi whic
h hanpered seamless migration of stul
dents across Universities within the co
untry and abroad.

lo17-1.

newly constituted Syndicate, citing de{Since the revised scheme and syllabus for the UG
Courses have: been brought in to effect fom the &
cademic year 2017-18, the audit objection in this
regard may kindly be dropped.

2017- 18 after detailed discussions wit]

Paragraph 3.6.3.1

Delay in publication of results and
consequent hards hips to
students.

MGU publishes examination calendar
for every academic

year which includes dates ot‘exanim%
ons and publication of results for Und
ter graduate (UG) and Post Graduate

PG) courses. We observed delay of o
ne to three months in publishing of res,
ults of final semester of UG/PG cours|
es and delay between one to nine mon|

Delay in publication of results of UG/PG final re|
sults for one to three months are reported for
w courses only. But for other courses lke B.Te
ch, the final resukts are published within the stipy
lated time and on some occasions before sched
ule. For examination vahuations which are condu
cted as CV Camps, results are being published
on scheduled time itself When the valation proj
cess are done through home valuation, delay is s
ometimes reported due to reasons beyond the-c
ontro! of University. However, all possible meas
ures are being taken to conduct the final semest|
er valuations at CV Camp level itself

In the case of other semesters most of the script]
s are valued under the home valuation process,
which accounts for the delay. Steps are being ta
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ths in the case of other semesters. Fal
ure of MGU to publish results on time
leads 1o course lagging and deprival of
timely admission of students to other
nstitutions.

As per the examination manual of the
MGU, candidates who have taken ex
aminations conducted by MGL! to ap
ply to the Controller of Examinations fi
or revaluation of his/her answer book.
Resukts of revaluation are to be publs|
hed within 60 days from the last dates|
r receipt of applications. We notice

d delay in publishing results of rzvaluat|
" |ion conducted by MGU. During 2012
-13 10 2015-16 the results of revaluaty
on could be declared within the stipula
ted tame of 60 days in 20 per cent of cf
lases only. In 49 per cent cases results
were declared after the last dare of sul
bimitting application for the next examy
mation and in another 10 per cent case]
s results were annownced after the cof
mpletion of next examination czusimg h
lardship to the students. The delayed p|
lublishing of revaksation resubs forced
students to reappear for the next exa
mination without knowing their previo
us results.

he audit observation (December 2016

) attributed the delay n publishing resule a fine of Rs.10000/- for conspicuous variation
Its to the numerous diverse courses off ; Y
ered by MGU and shortage of teache of merics g Sl
rs for valuation The reply was not ten' e audit remarks in this regard may kindly be dr
ble as it was the duty of MGU to enslgpped. - .
timely action in the interest of the |

fents’ educational needs. Besides, it

was MGU’s own decision to run so

any courses.

The The VC, MGU while accepting |

ken for effective monitorng of valuation and re
ieval of answer books from the additional exar
ners and chicl examiners by fixing specific time s
chedule, This has reduced the hardships faced b
y students in securing admissions to outside inst
tutions and Universities. PG programmes of this
University are notified only after the publication
of UG results.

Muhatma Gandhi University offers numerous dJ
verse courses, there by accommodating large nul
mber of candidates and has to deal with great n
umber of papers for valuation (Regular, Pvi,, Se
mester, Annual Schene and Off Campus). The
valuation of all these answer scripts is done by t
he same examiners whose number & few compaj
red to the need of valuation. (eg. 3,24,000 scrip
ts for | semester UG Examination valuation). M
oreover, majority of the colleges affiliated to the
University are Self-Financing colleges, where th
e posting of the teachers & not of a penanent
ature. Hence, most of the teachers are juniors a|
nd they cannot be appoited as examiners for v
aluation.

The University has taken steps to rekease the resu
its in accordance with the Exammation Calendar
and that most of the results are published in time.
In addition, university has ssued orde’s to mpos|
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degree certificates

AS per examination manual of MGU,
egree certificates would be ssued
thin 10 days (later revised to 20 days,|

eptember 2013) if appbed along wit|

h additional fee of Rs.900 (fast track).
However, we noticed that 37 per cent
of degree certificates were issued afte
r the stipulated time within the stipulat
ed time 0f 20 days.

MGU has also not prescribed any tim|
€ limit for the ssue of degree certifica

that 59 per cent of certificatcs during
the audit period were isued afler six
months from the date of application, T]
ihe VC.MGU stated (December 2016
) that consequent to the audit observat
ion, a proposal o fix a timefame for
Ssue of certificates in nonmal course w,
as under its consideration,

udit Paragraph 3.6.3.3 Lack of a
ction for
(improper valuation
As per the provisions in the exammnaty
on manual of the MGU, if the revalue.
marks vary ffom the original marks
by 25 per cent or above, the fict shal
I be reported to the Standing Cormmit
ec of Examnations. The examiner, if f]
jound guity of improper vahation, sha
| be debarred ﬁumﬂwcxarrmersh‘p
of MGU for & mninuin period of thre
€ years. A fine of 'S00 shall also be i
Imposed on the examiner. However, wi
e observed that MGU was not invol
ng the provisions of the Manual agains
t teachers guity of improper valuation,

Of the 433 cases under UG courses

(€5 in the normal course. Audit noticed| .

ectification of the defects. Iy may
ast track degree centificate are 1o
in 20 working days.

be noted that
be ssued wit

e e — ]

It may be noted that the Syndicate of the Universi
ty at its meetng held on 15.02.2014 resolved vid|
e temNo.OA 13/14.02 to mpose a fine up 1o a
maxinum of Rs. 10,000/ o the examiners in who
se case there § conspicuous vartion in valuing al
nswer scripts of University Examinations w.e. 15
.02.2014. Sc the observation noted may kindly b
e withdrawn.

With partial compuierization of revahation. the d
egree (CBCSS) and PG programires are on the (|
rack now . University is able to complete the reval
luation process ahead of the stipulated schedules

as per revaluztion regulations. The revahution of
he answerscripts of MBA and B.Tech examinatio

ns has been sticking to the stipulated schedule inrJ
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where mark on revaluation was found
to be in excess of 25 per cent of'the
original marks, action was initiated onl
y in seven cases by seeking explanatin
n. Reasons for not initiating action in f
lemaining 426 cases were sought for (
October 2016) from the MGL. But,
MGU did not give any reply (Jamary
2017).

As per Examination Marual, a fine of
Rs. 500 shall be mposed upon teache;
rs found guilty of mproper vahmtionn

- {evaluation which was enhanced (Febr|

uary 2014) up to a maximum of Rs. |
0000/, During February 2014, all the

an English Literature paper n MA L §
emester examination in six affiliated co
lleges were given fail marks by the exa
Iminers. Based on the media reports o

-in the mass filure, an enquiry commiss

ion was formed (March 2015) and th|
e subsequent revaluation revealed that
out of the 95 students 82 students wer]
e declared as passed. Considering the
enquiry report, the MGU debarred tw|
o examiners responsible for this failure
from future exammation duties and rep)
orted (October 2015) the same to thel
Director of Collegiate Education for i)

- |rther actior.

Though the enquiry commission had f
ound two examiners guilty, action was
yet to ke initiated by the Director of C
loliegiate Education against them (Dec
ember 2016). Thus, MGU failed to iy
pose penalty upon the delinquernt exa
miners to avoid such instances in fistur)
e, The VC,MGU stated (December 2
016) that. based on audit observation
s. directions have been ssued to auth

. lorities concerned for mposmg fine on

the errant examiners.

On the basis of the above reply, the audit obser|
vation may kindly be dropped.

the last two years. The revaluation regulations ha{
e been modified as’ per Notification No. Mo.Ae,
L/8/RV/2016 dated 25.01.2017

This will drastically brmg down the dehy. Backw|
ard and forward integration of Revaluation Softw]
are is also going on. On completion of the sofiwa
re integration we will be able to make further strid
es in the matter.

(Considering the audit objection directions have b|
95 students who appeared for the Indjeen Ssued by the Vice-Chancellor to the Deputy

Registrar/ Assistant Registrar of Revaluation secti
ons to identify the examiers who are to.be &npos|
ed fine for conspicuous variation of marks during

revahiation in the academic year 2015-16. The lis|
t ol such examiners will be forwarded to the Dep|
uty Director concerned in the case ofaided colleg
e teachers and to the respective managers of una
ded colleges for deducting fine from their salary.

Vil
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Audit Parngraph 3.6.4.1

Research Supervisors
without qualification
as per UGC norms

The Revised Regulations for Ph.D Re
gistration and Award of the Degree

ulations) of the MGU requires a resea
rch student to work under a recognize
|d supervising teacher (Research Guid
&) who should invariably be attached t
fo the institution where the student is P
lermitted to work. Whike teachers of th
‘e University Department /schools of te:
faching and research in MGU do not
lequire any foraml recognition as reseal
rch guides in order to supervise resear|
Ich, teachers working in Government a
nd aided colleges affiliated to MGU 2
nd scientists in reputed research organ
zations run by Government need to p
0SSess a mininum two years post doc
toral research experience. Besides, th
ese teachers nust

have at least three post doctoral publi
cations in his/her subject published in
he reterred journals of nationalinternal
tional standing.

We observed that 197 teachers were

identified as Research Guides by the
Syndicate despite their not fulfilling the,
elighility criteria prescribed in the Re

ulations. Audit observed that 49 of the
197 ineligible Research guides were s
upervising 211 Research Scholars as

on date (September 2016). It was als
o naticed that a teacher in the School
of Gandhian Studies with 4 PhD in So
cial Science was a Research Guide to
a student pursuing PhD m Homoeopat

of]
Doctor of Philosophy 2010 (PhD Regl

In reply to the audit para cited, it is nformed that
earlier Ph.D was not an essential qualification for
appointment as Assistant Professors in colleges z
nd it was a desirable qualification. Under such cid
cumstances, due to dearth of sufficient supervisor
s. teachers of unaided institutions kaving Ph.D we
re also appointed as research guides. But complyi
g with the UGC directives in this regard, steps a|
re beng laken to wind up such centres as and wh|
en the present scholars complete therr research w
ork. (Copy of the U.O. N0.6343 /Ac.AVI / RG/
162283/2016 dated 25.] 1.2016 attached)

Also as per 1.0.No.3472/AVI/I/RG Joumals/é
195A72014/Acad dated 18.6,2015 (copy attact

hy and subsequently awarded the sam

ed) . i cases where the artickes do not belong to
the list of referred jourmals, the Syndicate Standin
& Committee on Research and Development is er
titled 1o evaluate the standard ol anicles publishe
d and the quality of such articles were assessed &
nd ensured by the Syndicate Standing Commines:
on Research and Development befare granting g
e ship to teachers

It may akso be noted that University grants recog
ition 25 research guides strictly on the adberence
of the UGC (Minimum Standards and Procedure
for Award of M.PhiVPhD Regulations),

In future, the University will grant recogition as
Reseurch Guides only on the basis of the directiy
es issued by the UGC. It is requested t drop the
audit objection, in the light of the above clarificat
ons.

le. The supervision of research scholar|
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s by research guides with NiL/inadeq
uate post doctoral publications would
senously impact on the quality of rese
rch output and credibility of MGU.
[The UGC had also clarificd (Septemb)
ler 2015) and reiterated in July 2016 t
hat only regular faculty of the host Uni
versity can be appointed as Superviso
rs and that circumventing the provision
s of the UGC (Minimum Standards an|
d Procedure for Award of M.Phi/Ph
D ) Regulations 2009 would ot be p
ennitted. Thus, the appointiment of un|
qualifed faculty as Research Supervis
ors was a serious lapse on the part of
the MGU as it adversely ampacts the
quality of research.

The VC. MGU replied (Deceimber 20
16} that it was due to dedarth ol qualif
icd Research Supervisors that teacher
s of aided colleges with PhD qualificat]
ion were appointed as research super,
wvisors and steps were being taken to ¢
lose down Research Centres n aided

lcoBeges on the basis of audit observat)
ion. The reasons offered by the VC d
0 not justify violation of UGC Regulaty
ons and resultant dilution of research

process and output which calls for fod
ng of responsiility by GOK for blata
nt violations of the mnstructions of the

UGC and playng with the career of'st|
udents.

Audit Paragraph 3.6.5.1

council.

IThe Mahatrma Gandhi University Act.
1985 defines the Academic Council 2
s the academic body of MGU which,
subject to the provisions of the Act an

Functioning of Academic |As per M.G. University Statutes Chapter 7 Statut

le |, the Academic Council has to ordmarily meet
twice a year on dates to be fixed by the Vice-Ch
ancellor and as and when required by the Vice-C
hancellor.

As per the M.G. University Act, Chapter I1] Clau
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Statutes, control regulate and be relse 10(1
nsible for the maitenance of standle Acad
rds of nstruction, education and exal

minations within MGU and shall exerc
ise such other powers and perforn sy
ch other duties as may be conferred o
r imposed upon it by the statutes. The
academic council shall ordinarily meet
twice a year to be fixed by the Vice C
hancellor and as and when occasion d
cmands and required by the VC. Ako
. Section 10(17) of the MGU Act, 19
85 stipubted that if at any time, excep,

Council was in session, the VC is sati

fied that an emergency has arisen requl
ming ham o take immediate ection vo,
lving the exercise of any power vested
i the Syndicate or the Academic Cou
ncil by or under this Act. the VC may

take such action as he deems it and s
hall, at the next session of the Syndica)
te or the Academic Council, as the ca
ise may be, report the action taken by
him to that authority for such action as
it may consider necessary, )

We observed that only two meetmgs

jof the Academic Council was conduct
ed during 2011-12 and 2012-13 agai
nst four meetings to be held during the
period. No meetings were conducted

during 2013- 14. Audit observed that

major decisions like Course and Curri
culum structure of five year Integrated
Interdisciplnary MS Programine; and

M.Phil Physics course-curriculumn and
syllabus for affiliated colleges among o
thers were taken by the VC unikateral
. by invoking the provisions of Rule |
0(17) of the MGU Act. In the instanc
es cited, t was observed that even tho
ugh the decisions of the VC were take,
n i February 2013 and September 2
013, they were later accepted by the

Academic Council only in its meeting |
held in January 2015, We observed l.hl

t when the Syndicate or the Acadcmi:(

7) if at any time when the Syndicate or th
emic Council & not in session, the Vice-C
hancellor is satisfied that an emergency has aren|
requiring him to take immediate action nvolving t
he exercise of any power vested in the Syndicate
or the Academic Council by or under this Act, th .
e Vice-Chancellor may take such action as he de
erms fit and shall at the next session ofthe Syndica
te or the Academic Council » s the case may be
report the action taken to that authonity for such a
ction as it may consider necessary.

As per Chapter Il| Clause 10(19) the Vice-Chan|
cellor shall have power to convene meetings of th
€ Senate, Syndicate, the Academic Council and a
ny other authorities of the University,

Details of Academic Council meetings scheduled
during the academic years 2011-12,2012-13 an
d 2013-14 are as detaikd below.

2011-12

15.10.2011 - The Vice-Chancellor chared the
meeting,

31.12.2011 - Meeting was Postponed.
2012-13

16.02.2013 - The Vice-Chancelior chaired the m|
ecting.

2013-14

05.08.2013 - Special meetmg of the Academic
Council (Vice-Chancellor dissolved the ineeting d|
ue 10 lack of quonum) (Chapter 7 Statutes 2)

16.11.2013- Vice-Chancelor dissolved the meet
ing due to lack of quorum

(Chapter 7 Statutes 2)
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at while the tive year [ntegrated Interd
sciplinary MS programme was approl
ved by the VC on 02 March 2013 an|
mplemented from the Academic Ye
r 2013- 14, the decsion cfthe VC w
as ratified by the Academi: Council o
on 17 January 2015. Similarly, the
M.Phil Physics course-curriculum and|
syllabus for affiliated colleges was app
roved by the VC on 04 January 2013
nd mplemented from the Academic
Year 2013-14, the deckicn of the V
C was ratified by the Acaclemic Coun
cil only on 17 January 2015. Similarly,
though M.Phil (Physics) course curric|
uhan and sylabus for affileted college!
s was approved by the VC on 04 Jan
2013 and implemented with effect
m the academic year 2013-14,

the decision of the VC was ratified by,
the Academic Council only on 17 Jan
uary,2015. The above un ilateral decis|
hons taken by the VC treating them as
ol emergent nature were not justitied.

'The The Academic Couwncil was thus 1
endered superfluous since the orders
fthe VC leading to commencement

ere submitted to them for ratification |
ong after commencement of the cours|
es. Failure of the VC to convene the
Academic Council enabled him to byp|
ass the corsulative mechanism and ta
ke unilateral decisions by rvoking the
provisions of Rule 10(17) of the MG
U Act.

IThe The VC,MGU replied (Decembe
r 2016) that, out of the five meetings s
cheduled during 2011-12 to 2013-14
, only two could be held, tvo were d
ssolved due 10 lack of quorum and on
e was postponed. It was also stated
hat all the decisions taken under Secti
on 10 (17) were ratified by the Acade

f courses, revision of syllabus, etc withe above clarifications.

The meeting of the Academic Council was held o
nly on 17.1.2015 since 16.2.2013. The Regulatio
ns of M.Phil Physics at affiliated colleges and MS
Programme in [IRBS were approved vide U.0).
N0.213/1/Ac.AV2013 dated 4.1.2013 and vid2
U.O.No.1458/1/Ac. AV/2013 dated 2.3.2016 r=
spectively. Due to technical reasons these U.Os ¢
ould not be included in the agenda of the meeting
of the Academic Council.

On earlier occasions, the meetings could not be ¢
onducted on account of lack of quorwn due to th|
e delay in the constitution of the members of the:
Academic Council. At present, the meeting of tha!
Academic Council s convened regularly. In futur
e. university will take utmost care 1o convene the
meeting of the Acadennic Council in accordance
with the provisions of the Act and Statutes. It is rl
equested to drop the audit objection in the light cf
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mic Council. The reply was not accep|
table in view of the fact that the MGU|
Act had provided that the VC was to
jordinarily convene the Academic Cou
ncil twice a year on dates to be fixed
by the VC and as and when the occas
ion demanded it. There was thus no b
ar on the VC to convene additional se
ssions of the Academic Council to dis
cuss and pass orders on significant ac
ademic matters. It i pertment to ment
on that the decisions taken by the VC
under Section 10(17) were ratifed by
the Academic Council long after they
were mplemented, indicating that ther
¢ was no collective thought behind the
decwsions taken by the VC.

Audit Paragraph 3.6.5.2 C|

ollege Development [The post of DCDC (Director, Coliege Developm|
Council (CDC) ent Council) has been reported to Kerala Public
(The UGC envisaged setting up of ColfService Comimission for selection and appoitme|
ege Development Council as an Apprint.
opriate body at the University Headqu
‘arters for ensuring proper planning an
d integrated development of affilated
colleges and to provide the colleges wiA¢ present, the charge of Director, College Devel
?];C‘ec:f:: 'théE :J:\fr:!e asr':.sx opment Counci has been assigned to a Professor
lcate Members, Principals of certain Glof the s:mu;mjf Department. [t i expected that
;)\.:fr‘m ﬂma:: :iii;zﬁswé:::: Kmh Public Service Commission will take appr]

ent and aided colleges, besides, Ex offopriate action for appointment to the post of DC
icio members like the Vice Chancellor| "

, Secretary to Govermment, Director o °C Without firther delay.

fCollegiate Education. etc. The Direct|
or would be selected by a committee |The audit o'sservation in this regard may kindly b
[consisting of the VC, a nominee of the P

UGC and a nominee of the Syndicate (¢ roPPed-

jof the university and the salary would
be reimbursed by the UGC. It was en|
|visaged that the CDC shall meet at re|
gular intervals at least twice in an acad
emic year to review the implementatio
in of various programmes and activities
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. The Director was expected to visit

le colleges at least twice in 1 year and
o hold meetings of college Principals t
lo apprise them of the ways in which C|
DC could finction effectively for the d
fcwbprrcm of colleges.

'We observed that CDC met only onc
le (October 2011) during 2011-2016.
[The Director had not visited any of U
e 250 colleges during the period. It w|
as repled (October 2016] that there
was no full time director appointed for]
CDC and a Professor, School of Co
mputer Science was entrusted with th
le charge of the Director.

Thus 1t is evident from the reply that th
e part time appointment of the Directo|
r failed to serve as an interface (brdge|
) between the University departments
and teachers in the affilated colleges
or the eftective development of cole;
es. The failure of the MGL' to appoi|
a full time Director 1o the CDC & inex
plicable in view of the fact that the eat
re salary and allowances payable to th
e Director would have been reimburse
id to the MGU by the UGC.

IThe VC,MGU replied (December 20}
16) that, the matter had been taken up|
with Kerala Public Service Commiss
jon for fillng up the vacancy of Direc
r, CDC. The reply fails to explain
laction has not been laken as per U
C guidetines on CDC according to
ich appointment of the Dirzctor can bl
e done by a selection cominittee cons
sting of the Vice-Chancelior, a nomine
e of the UGC and a nominee of the.S
dicate of the university.
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Audit Paragraph 3.7.1.1 Fa
ilure to levy fee for

extension of provisional
affiliation of courses.

Consequent on the transfer of affiliatio
n of all the Medical and Allied college
s to the Kerala University of Health §
ciences and the substantial loss of rev
enue incurred by MGU, the Syndicate
of the MGU decided (October 2012)
10 collect fee for the extension of prov
ssional affiliation of courses at the rate

0f Rs.2000 per course. We noticed th
at the decision of the Syndicate to co|
cct the fee was not complied with

¢ extending the provisiorial affiliation o

nue of Rs.39.30 lakhs during 2013-1
4 10 2015-16. The Joint Regstrar ad|
mitted (July 2016) that the bpse was
noticed only when it was pointed out
by Audit and that notices would be s
ued to the colleges demanding payme|
nt of the fees.

The VC, MGU replied (December 20
16) that an amount of Rs.22.70 akhs
has since been collected {December 2
016) and all efforts were been made 1
o recover the bakince amount. The faj
ure of the Registrar, M.G.U in implem|
enting the decision of the Syndicate s
indicative of a systemic deficiency wh
ch needs to be cormrected to avoid simi
lar instances in future and also calls forf
fixing of responsibility. )

¥ ]

"ISince university is taking utmost care in collecting

1965 courses resulting in loss of reveld.

In connection with the above matter it is reported
that amount of Rs.22,70,000/- (Rupees Twenty 1
wo lakhs ard Seventy thousand only) has been ¢
ollected as on 02.12.2016 as fee for extension of]
provisional affilation. It may akso be noted that an|
amownt of s, 12,00,000/- (Rupees Twelve ak
hs) has been collected during 2017 as pending fe
e for extension of provisional affiliation of courses|
in addition to the arrears already remitted by the

colleges. All efforts are on to colkect the balance

amount also.

provisional affifation fee i the light of audit obser]
vation, the nudit paragraph may kindly be droppe|

X1E

\udit Paragraph 3.7.1.2

Dilution of contractual
terms by MGU and
resultant loss

During the period, the Off Campus Centres inchy
ding UEIT. Dubai were detached from the Schoo
| of Distane Education and were put under the S
elf- Financing Stream. 1t is leamed that the srudenl.i
s of UEIT, Dubai were permitted to appear for th
e examination hekd i April 2011 on receipt of co
urse fee of' Rs. 25 Lakhs by way of cheque No.

1403027682002017 dated 30-04-2011. But the
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The School of Distance Education islcheque was dishonored by the bank due to the lal
a statutory department of MGU and |ck of sufficient funds in the account. The mutter w
offered courses through off canpus (35 taken up with the centre co-ordinator but the
centers within and outside the jurisdi"Stitution failed to remit the course fee,
tion of MGU. The 2 off- : 3 ;
:"'0 “;: centers mlu: W:f:v;, overz In the above circumstance, the marklists/certificat
N entors soddon the ottt ©Ples/TC of the individual candidates fom UEIT, D
S ST InCe the School of Distl b ure rejeased only after the students reinitting
ance Education of MGU. As per “‘I: share of course fee due to the university indi

terms of agreement (October 2001) |dually, As per records, out of the total outstandin
MGU had with the respective centerig course fee of 79580 US Dollars ( Seventy Ni
s, the centres should remit 50 per cejThousand Five Hundred Eighty only) 51300 US
nt ofthe fee collected for each cours|{Dollars ( Fifty One Thousand Three Hundred o
¢ every year by means of demand dr{Y) has been collectéd from the students directly.
aft in favour of the Finance O ficer o] TT€ bahnce_ amournt shall be collected as an;
FMGU. en the remaining students apply for their cemﬁcgt
es/TC. The matter has been reported to the polic;
We observed that MGU, on orders (Je for filing FIR.

May 2011) from the Jomt Registrar, 2
ccepted a cheque for Rs.25 lakh in lie
u of'a Demand Draft from M/s. Unive
rsal Empire Institute of Technology, D
ubal, which was contrary to the condit
ions stipulated in the contract entered
nto between the two parties. Though t
he cheque was dishonoured (May 20
11) by the Bank due to insufficient bal
fance i the account, no action was see
n ntiated by MGU 10 recover its due
ls.

The VC, MGU stated (Decerber 20
16) that the marklst/certificates/trans
er certifizates of the students who stud
ied m UEIT. Dubai would be released
jonly afler collecting the requisite fees f
rom the students. We observed that th|
© MGU while not proceeding legally a/
gainst the UEIT, Dubai has instead res;

rted to impose unjustified penalty on

tudents who had already paid the fee|
to the UEIT, Dubai Further responsib
ility needs to be fixed for accepting ch
eques instead of D.D and not tzking le
gal action in tane.

X Audit Paragraph 3.7.1.3 U University Grants Commission, as part of General

Developiment Assistance scheme had mstituted a
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GC/GOK assistance
forgone by MGU

Failyre to avail special jubilee gra
lnt of UGC

[The UGC guidelnes provided for relel
ase of a Special Jubilee Grant of Rs.2
5 lakh, Rs.50 lakh, Rs.60 lakh, Rs.75
lakh and Rs, 100 kakh to such Univers
ties which completed 25, 50, 60, 75 a|
nd 100 years respectively during the
XI* plan (2007-12) period which wa
s further extended upto March, 2015.
We observed that the MGU which ha|
d completed 25 vears of service durm

yrant of 25 lakhs to universities which have compll
cled 25 years.

During this period Mahatma Gandhi University ha
d also completed 25 years but could not apply ol
r the grant within the specified tare linit. Later thi
s was found out and a special request was made ¢
0 the UGC to release this grant condoning the
se occurred on the part of the University. This ma| .
tter is now under the consideration of the UGC a|
nd a reply is awaited.

I8 2010 forwarded a proposal to the

¢ expiry of the XIth Plan. Failure of th|
e MGU to submit the proposal m time
resulted in MGU foregoing the eligible]
silver jubilee grant of Rs.25 lakh from
the UGC.

[The VC, MGU stated (December 20
16) that a special request (September,
12015) had been made to the UGC to
condone the delay and release the fun|
ds. We observed that since the Xith P|

UGC (September 2015) only after th]

The University Grants Commission had extended
time limit for the utilization of 1™ plan General D)
evelopment Assistance upto 31.12.2015. Followi
ng this, the university submitted the final utilization
certificate on 24.11.2014. The details shown in th|
e Utilization certificate are as follows.

lan period expired in March 2015 andjltem Allotment |Amount re|Utilisation
|as the UGC guidelines clearly stipulate ceived
d that no grants would be given retrosjGeneral De18,68.25,0 8,15,59,486,94,41,12
pectively, the possibility of the universijp-Assistance [00/- 4/- 1~
ty obtaining the specizl jubilee grant wjAdditional as 1,80,00,002,00,00,00
iy sistance Jor- o/-

§ = . {Merged schels,19.00,0(2.59,50,00(3,82,65.45
\Eailure to avail UGC assistance o) . 00/ or- o7
\£3.09 crores during XF: plan  [Tom 12.55,09.4]12,77,09.5
Based on the proposal of MGU, the 84/ 80/-

UGC allotted an amount of Rs.8.68 ¢

stance (GDA).and Rs.5.19 crore for

rore under General Development Assi|

merped schemes during the XI" plan.

As per the utilization cenificate directly handed of
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cts under Xlth plan was upto March,

ment was released on the condition

at further assistance woukd be release]
d on fumnishing utilization centificate for]
the assistance already received.

We observed that while in the case of
GDA, the MGU utilzed Rs.6.94 cron
e against the UGC allotment of Rs.8.6
8 crore in the case of Merged Schem
es, the utilization was Rs.3.83 crores
agamst the UGC allotment of Rs.5.19
crore. However, the MGU failed to s
ubunit the UCs in time and consequent]
Iy could not avail UGC assistance of
Rs.1.73 crore under GDA and Rs.1.3
6 crore under Merged Schemes.

'The VC,MGU replied (Decerrber, 20
16) trat a special request has been ma
|de to the UGC to release- this grant co
ndoning the lapse on the part of the M
IGU. The réply was not temable as the
lextended plan period to which the gra

IThe tane limt for completing the projejver by the Fmance Officer on 24.11.2014, Maha

2012, which was further extended by |Rs. 22,00,096/- (Rupees Twenty two kkhs Nine
UGC upto March, 2015. Each mstalty six only). The university has requested UGC to|

5
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Gandhi University utilized an extra amount of|

reimburse this amount and a reply is awaited.

nt pertains had expired in March 201
S and hence the possbility of MGU
Etl'nglhe grant is reimote. !1
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\udit Paragraph 3.7.1.4 Irregular
creation of

non-plan posts

[The non plan expenditure (establishme,
nt expenditure) of the MGU was met
mainly from non plan grant of GOK,, r
eleased monthly. Section 23(ix) of Ma
hatma Gandhi University Act 1985 e
mpowers the Syndicate to create adm
inistrative, minsterial and other necess
ary posts provided that no post shall b|
e created by the Syndicate without the,
pproval of the Gow., if the creation of
{'such post mvolves expenditure n exc
ess of budgetary provision, Contrary t
jo the stipulation, MGU Syndicate in 7
s meeting (August 2013) created 56 p
osts under various categories without

IGOKs approval. As its directions to

cancel the iregular posts were not co
nplicd with, GOK withheld monthly n
on-plan assistance of Rs.498.75 kkh

for four months from December 2013
to March 2014 amounting to Rs.19.9
5 crore. We further abserved that ten

posts of Section O ficers were create;
(d during the period 2002- 12 resulting

in the MGU operating 263 Section Of
ficers posts against the sanctioned stre
ngth of 253,

16) Principal Secretary, Higher Educa
tion Department stated that MGU

s not given assistance of Rs.4,99 cron
e as they failed 10 adhere to the extant
rules and regulations. Thus, the MGU
created the above posts without the a

he MGU resources for which responsi
bility may be fixed by GOK.

In the Ext Conference (December 20l of Section Officers vide GO (MS) No.274/10

roval of GOK by exceeding its awhi/AS the mivers'ty has: taken steps 1o obtam \fﬂighhe
zf'ty:\d put wv:aabb bmgﬂen on t|d grant and ratification orders for the remaining p

The non plan grant s released monthiy to the Uni
versity. For release of non plan grants, a certificat
© 5 10 be given to the state government stating tha)
t “no post creation has been done without Gover]
niment concurrence” .

Considering the increased workload of exarninati
jon branch as a result of sanctioning of large numb,
er of affiliated colleges/batches (with the concurre]
nce of Govt. of Kerala) the university created one;
post of Jont Registrar, 2 posts of Deputy Registr
ars, 6 posts of Assistant Registrars, 10 posts of §
ection Officers, 30 posts of Assistants, 4 posts of
Clerical Assistants, | post of Computer Program|
mer/DTP operator and 2 posts of peons in antici
pation of Government concurrence for the new P
0s1s. Hence university was unable to give the certi
ficate. Subsequently the created posts had been ¢
ancelled but the amount was not released.

However, we have requested the Government forf
one time additional assistance of 20 crores o co
mpensate the amount withheld,

It may also be may be noted that Government h‘
ve issued orders regularising the creation of 6 pos|

H. Edn. Dated 04-09-2010 (copy attached). Rat
ification crders of the remaining 4 posts of Sectio
n Officers have not been obtained so far.

osts of section officers, dropping audit observatio
ns i this regard may f@avourably be considered.

XV

Audit Paragraph 3.7.2.1 lr]
!
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regular payment of HRA to

staff against GOK directiv|
es

The Public Accounts Committee in its 43™ Repo
1t (2011-14) recommended that the amount paid
in excess HRA to the employees of Calicut Unive
"The Govermment of Kerala revised scirsity, Kannur University and Mahatma Gandhi Un
lales of pay and allowances of employ|iversity should be ratified. As per the PAC recom|
ees and teachers of the state from 01 jmendation G.O.(Rt)No.108/ 201 5/H.Edn. dated
July 2004.The benefit of this revision |19.1.2015 fom Higher Education (B) Departme,
lwas extended 1o employees of the unijnt, was received in the university ratifying the ac
versities of the state in June 2006. Emjon of the University of Calicut, Kannur and Maha
ployees of Calicut, Kannur and MG |tma Gandhi University i having paid HRA at the
Universities which are situated in uncla{rate higher than that prescribed by the Governme|
ssified places were paid HRA ranging [nt 1o the employees waorking in Panchayat area. T|
s ; s he universities were also directed to strictly follow]
L‘:’m 250 to *1200 (epplicable 10 W0l 5. o nent orders (1) G.O(PINO.3/08/H.E
employees working in B/C class cit|
ies) against the admissbie rate of 15 dn. c!atcd 05.01.2008 and (2) G.O(P)No.86/20
| When this was pointed out in Audi, 11/Fin. Dated 1?6.2.20” for payment of HRA to
lGOK directed (Janvary 2008) the Urf® Smployess in future.
iversities to pay HRA strictly as per G
overnment rules and to recover HRA,
i id in T the Calic
ia:?épz:mcﬁ?mﬁjmn:;d k{.Jni-w:mty had stopped the payment of HRA at hi

=

; i ¢ |eher rates vide U.0.No.298/AIV/2013/Admn, d
h GOKs directives, the MGU fa TS
;"’:0 e e o ofcoé_ulcd 14.1.2013, the Hon.High Court of Kerala s

ayed the implementation of that order upon 2
Irregular payment of HRA to the empliperition. This matter was considered by the Synd
loyees of three universities during the

n the report of CAG for the year
d 31 March 2011, The PAC in its 43
4 report expressed its displeasure o ‘ 2y
Ir the non-compliance of GOK order the matter s not finally settled, revision of
by the MGU and recommended ( Pay and Allowances of university employees of th
st 2012) Higher Education Departmele State based on the recominendations of the 10"
nt that the amount paid in excess towaih pay Revision Commission, Kerala vide G.O(P
rds HRA to the employees of Calictt.|Ng.10/2016/Fin dated 21.1.2016 was impleme
Kannur and Mahatrra Gandhi Universied in the University. Since its implementation HR
ities should be ratified at the earliest, siA is paid to university employees only at the rates|
nce the majority of employees who enlyrescribed in the pay revision order.

joyed the benefit had either retired fro ‘

m service or were deceased.

'We observed that despite recommend i
ations of the PAC to issue ratification Since the University has stopped the pag‘umm of
orders at the earliest, the Higher Educfhigher rate of HRA with the implementation of the|
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etion Department issued orders only frecommendations of the 10 Pay Revision Com
1 Jamary 2013. Inspie of orders f0/rission, K erala, the audit objection may k'ﬂilytﬂ
m Higher Education Department, the e dropped.

employees of MGU continued to dra
w HRA at higher rates until the impke
imentation of the X Pay Commission &
February 2016. Thus the delayed iss:
e of Government order and further del
ay on the part of MGU to adhere to
ihe Government order resulted in emp
oyees of the university obtaining und
e benefit of Rs. 2.20 Crores during A
pril

12013 to February 2016.
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XVI

\dudit Paragraph 3.7.2.2

Unintended benefits given
to teaching staff
While ssuing orders for the imp!
lation of UGC Scheme in December 1
999, GOK stipulated that the examina
tion work be reckoned as pan of offic
ial duty. GOK ako ordered (January
2001) that n accordance with the rec|
ommendations of the UGC scherre, te
lachers shall value answer scripts of re
|gular students as part of their duty and
no separate remuneration shall be pa
d for the same. However remuneratio
in coukd be paid 1o serving as well as r
wed teachers i respect of vahmtion
of answer sheets of private candidates|
. We observed during 2011-12 t0 20
14-15 percentage of regular students
n the MGU ranged from 27,74 percef
nt n 2011-12 1o 43.14 percent in 201
4 -15. The MGU failed to segregate a
nswer scripts of 516353 regular cand
dates during 2011-12 to 2014- 15 for]
which no payment was admissible for
vahmtion, resulting in nadmissible pay]
ment of remuneration of Rs. 13.97 cr|
res to regular teachers for four years
from 2011-12 to 2014-15 which calls
for fixing of responsibiltty.
While the VC, MGU stated (Decemb
er 2016) that decision has been taken
to stop payment of remuneration 1o te
chers for valuation of answer scripts,
the Principal Secrefary, Higher Educat
jon Department stated during the Exit
onference (December 2016) that th
amount paid would be recovered f]
om the fourth installment of Pay Revisi
n arrears due to teachers.

It has already been decided that no remuneration
shall be paid to the teachers for valuation of answ]
er scripts of regular students and U.OQ No.717/E
AlV/1/ 4787201 6/Exam dated 1.12.2016 has alre|
ady been ssued. Remuneration to examiners for
valuation of answer scripts & now given on the
sis of the respective University Order.

Since renwmeration i sanctioned on the basss of ¢
he above order, audit objection in this regard mal
'y kindly be dropped.
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XVil

Audit Paragraph 3.7.2.3 Pri
omotion against the

abolished posts

While accepting the Report of the Pay!
Revision Commission. GOK. ordered

(February 2011) abaolition of posts of
Pool Officer, Section Officer (FC&D),
Higher Grade, Section Officer (F&C
D). Conductor Higher Grade and Ass
1. Librarian Grade | (Non UGC) of th
e MGU with effect trom 26.02.2011.

It was ako specified o the order that
only: those incumbents holding the pos,
ts then coukd continue o hold the post

Promotions were given to these posts on the bast
s of mterim Court Orders and Syndicate decisbr?
s in this regard. However, Govemment vide letter
No. 36078/PRC-D3/2013/Fin dated 05.07.201
6 directed universties (o make necessary amend|
ments in their Stanies in confornuty with the stafl
pattern fixed i the Pay Revision Order, also cons|
lering Court Orders in this regard on writ petitiol
ns filed by crployvees and grant salary, allowance
s and benefits in accordance with the amendment,
The deckions aken by the university in this regar]
d are based on Govemiment directions and court

orders from time o time.

after inplementation of pay revsion or
der. However, it was obserwed *hat ¢
ven though the incumberts bad retired
.29 promations (Appendix 3.1) wt:r'eli
made subsequently i viviaton of the !
forder which were mvali. Tiss resule
d & excess paymers of Rs. 13,38 lakh
s up to March 2016 which cails for fix
ing of responsibiiity 2i2inst approving i
authority for granting urwarranied pro'
lmtiﬂrﬁ.

{The VC. MGU swated i December 204
116} thet the promotions were peile ag
lainst these posts on the bask of inter
m Court orders and Syndicate decisio
n. The reply of the VC was &cually
ncorrect as the Court ordess refomed
to by the VC actually refers to the Ke

o MGU.

ral University and was not ilppli:abb‘

Xwvill

\dudit Paragraph 3.7.3.1 liregular
Promotion to the

post of Director, Physical
Education :
IThe University Grams Commission iss,

ued (2010) regulations on minimum
lualification for appoimtment of teache:

s and other academic staff in university . ;
Director, S before the Hon.High Court.
es/colleges which required that the k. SEES5 5 E

post of Director in SPESS was notified with
qualification prescribed by UGC vide notification
No0.5517/88/Al1-3/Admn. dated 1.6.2010 as pe
¢ the minutes of the meeting of the Syndicate heid
on 31.3.2009, ltem No. 0.A.7/10.04, The decsi
on of the Syndicate to notify the post was challery
ged by Dr.Binu George Varghese, the then Asst.

Hon.High Court vide iferim order dated 20.4.
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< of Director. School of Physical Edu|2010 directed the University and Syndicate rot j
ation shall be filled through direct recio fill up the post of of the Director, SPESS by di
ruitment. Accordingly MGU Bsued orfect recruitrment but the selection procedure can b
ders in August 2011 for the implementiowever go on. The Syndicate at its meeting held
ation of the regulation i MGU s reclon 17.1.2011 resolved to accept the recommend
ommended by the Academic Council.|ation of the Selection Committee and approved Y
MGU also issued notification for recrujhe rank list. The association of college teachers in
itment of Director stipulating qualificatiphysical education and three others filed W.P ©
ons as per UGC norms and prepared [No.1462/2013 challenging the notification for the
\ranik list for the selection. Consequent |appointmert of Director of Physical Education on
a stay obtaned by Shri. Binu Georjthe ground that the qualification prescribed in the
Varghese, Assistant Director, Phys |notification is quite contrary to the provisions in thy .
wcal Education of the MGU and othersie University Act and Statutes. The Hon.High Cou
fom the Hon. High Court of Keral, |rt passed orders to stay further proceedings pirs,
MGU appointed the said Shri Binu Gjuant o the notification. Then the Assaciation of ¢i
eorge Varghese as Director, School o [ollege teachers vide submission dated. 10.12.201} .
£ Physical Education with efiect from 2 requested the Syndicate to cancel the notificatio| -
06 December 2014. n. : abea
We observed that, while appointing th
e incurmbent as Director, drawing rem
ration in the scale notified b : I I
‘Llrcct,l:tl MGUPal:d diuted the M jUriversity sought legal opirion on the maier and |
ur, Qualfcations stipulated by the (€ ET advisor opined that the universiy could 3
UGC for the post of Director ofPhys'Cl only on .the bas:s‘ofthe rghvarq_ provisions.of
] Education and Sports. It was notic Kerala University Frft Pndmnqe 1978. Wnilxom
led that the incurdbent was appointed incorporating or am:nc'!ng !l'c laws nflhe_Unl;vers :
1 Director, even though he did not p ‘Um“gh proper notification, the‘act of g T
s 10 years experience otifications on the basn_nf gunh&:jamn pre.scrbed
o Deputy Dicctor of Physical Educail P3¢T ¢ UGC regylation & bad i w and theef
ion or 15 years experience as Assisia ore the n(?t{r:amn Es"_‘d by the universky 1o e
# Divector of Physical Education whic post of Director, Physical Ec!manon could be
h were stipulated as necessery qualific celled and could make appointment (0 the post of
ations for appointment by UGC. The Director by promton < R BERS Ry
appointment of the official as Director d merit as prescribed in the University First Ordin
payment of salary and allowances nce. :
on UGC scales was ITegula. |y e opinion given by the legal advisar 2
Tre VC. MGU replied (December 2 he provisions of Statutes and Ordinances, the
016) that on the basis of audit 0bseM g icate at its meeting held on 6.4.2013 vide 3
ation, the matter was re-examined b\ N o 22/13.03/6102 resolved to cancel the notif
the Syndicate and enquiry COMIMISSIl i of the wniversity with No.5517/88/AV(3Y
n was constituted . Based onthe endlsdnm dated 1.6.2010 inviting applcation to the
uiry report, it was decided to Bsue shisost of Director, Physical Education and all cons
ow cause notice to the ncurmbent D"equen: proceedings since the qualifications prescr
eclor. ibed for the notification is contrary to the qualifica
tions prescribed in the Kerala University First Or

) * 4
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dmances 1978 which is applicable to this univers
y. The Syndicate at its meeting held on 6.12.201
4 vide item No.28/14.06/5269 resolved 10 promw
ote Dr.Binu George Varghese as Director of Phy
sical Education on the basis of the judgement in
W.P© N0.37009/2004 and 1446 & 18412200
S ofthe Hon High Court and the legal opinion o
ered by the University Legal Advisor. Dr.Binu
orge Varghese was awarded Ph.D in 2009 and h
had 12 years of teaching experience when he
pplied for promotion as Director. However, the
matter was examined in detail by the Syndicate
nd an Enquiry Commission was constituted. Base|
d on the enquiry report, it has been decided 1o iss|
ue show cause notice to Dr.Binu George Varghes|
e for not being reverted from the present post.

As per the decision of the Syndicate, show cause
memo was served and Dr. Binu George Varghes
e fumished his reply vide letter dated 19.06.2017
. The meeting of the Syndicate held on 17.07.201
7 vide minutes item QA.23/17.08/171916 reso

led to refer the matter to the Standing Committee
jof the Syndicate on Legal Affairs. The meeting of
the Syndicate held on 11.09.2017 vide item No.
OA 13/17.10(171916) resolved to annul the res
jolution vide item No.28/14.06/8269 of the Syndi
jcate on 06.12.2014 in promoting Dr. B Georg|
le Varghese as Director of School of Physical Edu
cation and Sports Sciences (SPESS).

Dr. Binu George Varghese moved the Hon. High
Court

lquestioning the above decision of the Syndicate vi
de WP(c)No. 27493/2017(J) and the Court in its|
lmterim judgement dated 21.08.2017 stayed the p
roceeding for one month. The matter was again p
aced before the Syndicate and the meeting of the
Syndicate held on 16.09.2017 vide Minutes item
No. 10/17.12/172140 resolved to direct the Stan|
lding Counsel to initiate necessary steps 1o settle |
he Court proceedmgs so as to enable University t|
0 carry out the order issued in this regard.

The university moved the court to vacate the stay
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and the court in turn extended the stay for one
ore month through the judgment dated 16.09.201
7. The Hon. High Court pronounced the final jud
gement on 16.09.2017 with the following obsery,
ations:

“The action taken by the university to annul its ear|
lier decisions and orders promoting the petitioner
to the post of Director, SPESS cannot be sustain
ed and the petitioner will be entitled to continue A
s Director, SPESS. **

The university then decided to file an appeal

on in order to present the case before the law

h a wider perspective and transparency. As per
UO No. 1087/A4/3/2018/Admn dated 17.02.20
18. it was decided to entrust cases relating to Dr.
Binu George Varghese to Adv, P C Sasidharan.

XIX

Aundit Paragraph 3.7.3.2
Allowing promotion countinl | i -
§ Ipdissible previow “q £ School of Chemigal

vice.

The UGC Regulation 2010 sx‘puhted[ Sciences

that previous regular service, whether -

national or international, as Assistant p{The Compliance Audit Party vide audit enquiry n

rofessor, Associate professor or Proflo. 62 reported an imregular grant of promotion un|

r or equivalent in a University, Co|dér Career Advancement Scheme to Dr. G. Anil

F:;. National Laboratories or other s|Kuar, Associate Professor, School of

cientific/professional Organizations

lch as the CSIR, ICAR. DRDO, UGC|Chemical Sciences. It was pointed out that the ac|

| ICSSR. ICHR. ICMR, DBT etc sholtion of Wniversity to promote Dr. G. Anil Kumar

uld be counted for promotion under Clas Associate Professor with AGP of Rs. 9000 re

rareer Advancement Scheme (CAS). |ckoning the period of Postdoctoral Fellowship/se

scrutiny of service records of teachifrvice as Research Scientist in a private firm for C

ng staff given in Table (3.3) revealed |AS against the UGC Guidelings is irregular and th

that promotions were given counting {e same had resulted in the hike of Rs. 21550 in p|

nadmissible previous private service injay.

four cases in violation of Career Adva

ncement Scheime. In the audit enquiry, it was pointed out that “reck
oning the period of PDF/Service as Research Sc
entist in a private firm for Career Advancement §
cheme against the UGC Guidelines, is irregular.” I

Table 3.3 In this regard Clause 10(g) of UGC Regulation 20
10 is brought to the attention. ** No distinction sh
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List of officials who were gijould be made with reference to the nature of mar*
ven Career Advancement
Scheme promotion in violat

T UGC norms

Name of tjStage
eacher

pro!
otion

n

whic

as give

iPeriod alExcess
nd naturjpayment
e of inelimade up|
gible serjto Marc
vices  (h2016

Dr.G. Anit
kumar, As
sistant Pro
fessor, Sc
hool of C
hemical S
fciences

Associ

fessor

ate Pro)

Rs.12.3
4 kb
DA

Eight ye!
ars 10 m
tonths of
Post Do
ctoral F
ellow in
private
nms.

agement of the institution where previous service
was rendered (Private/Local Body/Govt) was co)
nsidered for counting past services under ths Clal
use.

‘Thus the UGC places a moratorum on such class!
ification - as private, Gowt, etc- while considering
past service. No objection holds therefore good

gamst the decision taken by the then Vice Chanc
ellor ws 3.10 (17) of MGU Act 1985.

Under Clause 10.1 which s of a general nature rej
service, in national or ntemational, equivale

nt to either Assistant Professor, Associate Profes
r or Professor, though having any other nomen|
lature can be counted for CAS promotion. Bes

Dr.Harlku
maran Naint Pro
t Professo
1, School
of Bio Sc
ences

tage 11

Assista

r. Assistanlessor S

Corumot]&s.l.%
service lakhtD
n SchoolA

of Bio S
cience f
or a perj
lod of twi
o years
and  six
imonths.

f

es research experience in academic/research po

ition (equivalent to Assistant Professor) in any ac
leredited Research Institution/Industry with eviden
lce of published work with a minimum of 5 public
tions as books/ or research /policy papers can al
50 be considered adequate for direct recrutment
of Associate Professor vide Clause. 4.3 (iii) of thi
e same regulation. It is obvious that the committe]
e constituted should have looked imnto all the abov]
€ aspects and the credentiak of the teacher befor

Sut. RincylAssoci
mol Ma
ew, Assist |fessor-
l:.nl Pro

or. Scho

ol of Be!

wvioural Sc

ence

ate Pro)

12 years|Pay

three mo|fixed
nths at S
chool of
Medical

n, Kotta

not

e arriving al ther recommendation.

The Selection Committee met on 05-08-2013 1o
consider the promotion of Dr.Anilkumar G., exa
mined and evahated the AP1 scores m PBAS for,

mat and recommended for promotion to Associat|

lyam.

e Professor with effect fom 03-06-2011. The A
udit Equiry No.62 in the compliance Audit 2016
by Accountant General was considered by the Sy|
ndicate and the Syndicate vide its meetings held o
n 27-03-2017 and 01-04-2017 vide minutes ite}
m No. 173/17.03/171212 resolved to authorize
Dr. K. Krishnadas, Member Syndiate, to prepa
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IDr.S.Amo Assista|Two yea!Pay not
ny. nt Proflrs seven |fixed
Assistant {5807 [months

Professor,[Stage ([t Shery
School of|i1  [Ptse Co
Pure & A lege, Kaj
ppled PH . [nSung, 3
ysics Bhutan
Contract]
)
Nine mo|
nths at L}
lourdes
Matha
ollege o‘i
Science
land Tec
hnology,
| Thiruvan|
amhapur
fam

One yeal
r 1l mo
nths at P!
SG colle
e of Te,
|chnolog
v, Coi

batore

The iregular promotions made by M
IGU resulted i excess payment of bas
¢ pay of at least Rs. 13.40 L_akhs in
wo cases while in the other two instan|
Jcs,thereviscd pay was yet to be fixe
d.

'The VC, MGU replied (December 20,
16) that m respect of Dr. G Anilkumar
, as per clause 10 (g) of UGT Regulat]
ion, 2010, no distmetion shonld be

ide with reference to the nanhre uft::’
management of the mstitution where p
revious service rerxlered (private/local
Ibody/Goverment) was considered )
r counting past service.

The reply was not tenable as the said
clause is applicable only to the regular

|| The detailed report states that It is seen that Dr.

||sidered for granting promotion or other benefits.

|8) ) Leibniz Institute, Germany (Post Doctoral) 2

re a report in the matter.

Anilkumar G. had worked in Astra Zenca, Banga
lore India as Senior Research Scientist from 03- 1
0-2006 to 14-03-2008 (1ySm) and at Anthem B
sciences, Bangalore, India, as Manager Synthet|
ic Chemistry from 02-04-2008 to- 30-06-2008 (

3m). His service in private firms has not been con{

Only his services in foreign Universities viz, Radb
oud University. Netherland (Post Doctoral) from
15-10-1997 10 07-02-2000 (846 ds) Osaka Uni
versity, Japan (Post Doctoral) from 05-04-2000
t019-03-2002 (714 ds) Teraple University, U.S.
A. (Post Doctoral) from 05-09-2002 10 09-01-2
004 (492 ds) Leibniz Institute, Genmany (Post D)
octoral) from 05-04-2004 1o 13.08.2006 (861 d

6-03-2009 to 26-11-2010 (307 ds) have been t
aken for promotion to the post of Associate Prof
essor with effect from 03-06-2011". The report

conchudes that the services of Dr. Anilkumar G. in
private finns have not been considered for his pro|
motion to the post of Associate Professor. The S
yndicate on 29-11-2017 vide Mmnutes item No, |
61/17.15/172337 resolved to accept the enquiry |~

COMmission report.

In the light of the above explanation. the audit
objection may kindly be dropped. |
\
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OK (May 2016) that prior service ren|
dered in unaided/self financmg college]
s cannot be reckoned as Qualifying S
ervice for placement under CAS.

We were also informed that, while cla
rification has been sought for fom the
UGC on the grant of promotion to Dr.
Harikumaran Nair, in the case of S
Rincymol Mathew, no fixation of pay

hike n pay has been efiected 1ill date.
Regarding Dr. S Antony, it was infor
med that the ssuance of order for pro|
motion for promotion to the post of R
eader has been kept in abeyance.

prior service and since clarified by Wmmmﬂmmmm
of Biosciences.

The Hon'ble Vice Chancellor has ordered 10 obt]
ain clarification from the UGC and the letter was

sent to UGC seeking chrification on the matter.

As per UGC Regulations 2010 clause 10,1 n, A
d hoc or tenporary service of nore than one yeal
r duration can be counted provided that:

1) The period of service was of more than on
¢ year duration. Theincumbent was appointed
on the recommendation of duly constituted S
election Committee

nent post in continuation to the ad hoc or

5 ) The incumbent was selected to the pe
tem
porary service, without any break

The promotion granted 10 Dr. Harikumaran
Nair counting temporary service was in accor]
dance with the provisions of UGC Regulation|
$ 2010. The University received clarification f
rom UGC vide letter No. F.16-472013 (PS/,
MISC) Dated 08.07.2017 from Under Secre
tary, UGC, New Delhi that Clause 10.0 of U
GC Regulations are mandatory and shoukl be
strictly followed for appointment of teachers f
or acaclemic staff in Universities and colleges.
The Internal Quality Assurance Cell (IQA(;J

of the University found that the promotion

nted to Dr. Harkwraran Nair as Assistant Pr
ofessor-Stage [1 (AGP-7000) was vabid and
University issued Order No. 72571QAC/1/P
romotions/20 1 7/Admn dated 13.12.2017 in
his regard. ’

In the bght of the above explanation, the auwdit
objection may kindly be dropped.
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(3) Sme. Rincymol Mathew, Assistant Profe |
ssor at School of

Behavioural Sciences jomed i the service of
Mahatima Gandhi University as Assistant Profess
or at School of Behavioural Sciences on 21.01.2
011. The Syndicate held on 06.12.2014 resolve
d to count the previous service rendered by Smt.
Rincymol Mathew, with effect from 03.10.1998,
the date of commencement of her service as Lec
turer m scale of pay in the school of Medical Eduy
cation, Kottayam.

However, the meeting of the Syndicate sub- com
mittee on staff held on 13.03.2018 vide item No.,
0.A.6 recommended to cancel the deciion take]
n at the meeting of the Syndicate held on 06.12,
2014 vide Item No. 46/14.01/6998 regularizing
the service of Smt. Rincymol Mathew from 03.1
0.1998 taking mto account her service at SME.
The Vice Chancellor approved the recommendat]
ions of the sub- conmittee as per Mahatma Ga
dhi University Act 1985 Chapter I{I Ruke 10(17)
AND University Order No. 2649/A IX/12018/
Admn dated 17.03.2018 was issued accordingly
- However, the Hon. High Court of Kerala up o
WP(C). No.13265 of 2018 filed by Smt. Ri
mol Mathew, directed the university to pass orde|
ts counting past service in accordance with the U
GC regulation without delay. The matter is now
placed before the Syndicate of the university for
a decsion

(4) Dr Antony. S. Assistant Professor Scho |
iol of Pure and Applied .

\Physics

The Selection Committee held on 2/6/2015 had rf
ecommended to promote Dr Antony. S., Assista
nt Professor, School of Pure and Applied Physcj
10 the post of Reader with effect fom 9/1/2010
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leckoning the Previous Service and also on the bal
sis of the Appraisal reports submitted by the incy
mbent. Syndicate held on 21.10.2015 resolved t
© authorize the Vice Chancellor to take appropriaf
te decision regerding the promotion of Dr. Anton
v S.

Meanwhile, he submitted a complaint to Govern
ment alleging dzkiy in the process of his promotio
n. In order to give folproof reply to Governmen
. details of his previous service was scrutinized ag
ain. Since there: arose certain doubts about the rel
ckoning of his previous service, opinion of Keralg|
State Audit Department ( KSAD) was sought for.
The Kerala State Audit Department had directed
the University (o obtain clarification from Govern
ment on the matter. Vide this office letter No. Ad
. All(2)/8885/2015 dated 19/172016, chrificatio
. |n from Government on the matter was sought for.
As per letler N0.B4/200/2016/H. Edn dated 23.
05. 2016, Government of Kerak have nformed
hat the prior s2rvice rendered in unaided/Self Find
ancing Colleges camnot b= reckoned as qualifying
service for placement under Career Advancemen
t schieme. In the light of the clarification ssued by
the Govermment and audit objection in this regard
. the meetings of the Syndicate held on 27.03.20)
17 and 01.04.2017 considered the matter and as
per minutes item No. 181/17.03/171104 resolve
d to cancel the iregular promotion granted to Dr
Antony. S, Assitant Professor, School of Pure a
ind Applied Physics and university issued order N
0. 2392/A11/372017/Admn. dated 29.04.2017 in
this regard. A copy ofthe order is enclosed with t
his for informetion.

Since university has taken action in the above cas|
es, the audit cbjection may kindly be dropped.
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XX

|e excess payment made to Dr. Siby

Audir Paragraph 3.7.3.3

Irregular grant of advance |The Syndicate considered the audit objections ra
increment sed by the Accountant General and resolved to
: B . form the Accountant General / Department of Hi
e odile ﬁcul'ty s her Education that it was decided to recover the
ol of Maragement and Business Stud i
Sl s excess amount granted to Dr. Siby Zacharias, As
es (SMBS) which functions under All o p o gssor, School of M nt and B
CTE regulations and his promotions w| % : e

s e e ACTE g Tk
ulations Dr. Sibi Zacharas was appoi
nted as Lecturer m SMBS with effect

from 05 August 2008. Considering his| i fos g
past service in St. Berchans college heAccordngiy. University sssued Order No.1653/A)

s pcasotod a8 Lectenr Serioe Scal/1/25017/Admn dated 21 .03.2017.cameitmg pri
e it G s 11 i 2005 aout L0V IEUNGY KD Sy ity 1S 2
 caver Saltion Grade with efitct fol® date al?ﬂ o recover excess amount of paid to
o 11 Suky 2008, Under Carecr Advanf - Potiod outy Aulk

cement Scheme he was promoted as
Assocate professor with effect from |
1 July 2011 in the pay band "37400-6
7000 with AGP of "9000.He was gra
nted three compounded advance incre
ments for acquiring PhD while in servi
ce i.e. on 29 November 2011 mthe s
calke of "37400-67000).

However, Dr. Siby Zacharias filed a writ petition

(wp (c ) No. 19825/2017) m the Hon. High Cou
rt of Keruk challenging the decision of the Univer
sity, Consequently. the Hon. High Court in its ver
dict issued on 15.06.2017 cancelied the order &S
ved by the University on 21.03.2017 and ordere
AICTE issued a clarification in Januar|d university to consider 1 as a show cause notice

y 2016 according to which three non-ito the petitioner to offer his explanation and isve

compounded increments for those whifresh orders thereafter. The Vice Chancellor con
o acquired PhD shall be granted only dducted a hearing on 26.07.2017 in this mater

n PB-3 (15600-39100) and no advanld decided to stick on to the promotion granted to
ce increment could be allowed n PB-{Dr. Siby Zacharias on 11.07.2011 to the post of

4 ("37400-67000). Audit noticed that|Associate Professor as per UGC Regulations 20
IGOK had also issued orders (May 20|10 and place it before the Syndicate for a final de
16) to recover the Iregular payments |cision. The Syndicate at its meeting held on 29.01
imade on this account. The imegular 72017 vide ltem No.176/17.15/172192 resolved
ant of advance increments resulied in lio ratify the decision taken by the Vice Chancello
excess payment of "2.32 lakh + DA Ir and University Order No.7347/A9/1/2017/Ad
which i yet to be recovered fom himmn dated 15/12/2017 was ssued accordingly.

V The VC, MGU stated (Dec:
ber 2016) that the matter would be p! : sl
ced before the Syndicate for a decisiAccepting the above explnation, the Audi objec
on. Reply was not tenable as the MG|tion may kindly be dropped.
U has to revise the pay and recover th

Z
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lacharias. GOK may ensure re- fixation
of pay and recovery of excess payme
nt.

110

. We observed thal consequent to the f]
‘aihure of the Finance wing to ensure p!l

Audit Paragraph 3.7.3.4 Py
ovislonal advances
pending adjustment

(GOK ordered (July 2000) that failure
o adjust temporary advances within li
ime would entail recovery in bunp sum
along with penal mterest at current ba
nk rates. GOK, subsequently prescrib,
=d (October 2011) a period of three
months for presentation of final bills an

be adjusted (October 2016).

omp! settlement, the possibility of the ¢
|emporary advances bemg partially urili
2ed/ non- utilized and consequent retel
ntion of finds outside the University a
ccounts cannot be ruled out.

The VC, MGU replied (December 20
16) that the Deputy Registrars have b|
een authorized to issue notices to eimp
loyees who have not regularized the p
rovisionzl advances within the prescri
bed time limit, failing which their salary]
would be withheld.

Notices were issued to the employees who had q
ot regularized the provisional advances within the | I
prescribed time limit to regularize them within one'
month, failing which their salary would be withhel
d. Folowing ths, 2 number of advances have bee
n settled and many are i the process of beny set
thed.

(4 the penal imerest was fixed at 18 pelm,e Syndicate at its meeting held on 25.02.2017
r cent per anmum on the unitilzed porticonsidered the audit objection i this regard and
on of advance. We noticed that 414 |gecided to recover the amount with interest from
rumbers of provisional advances amojthe salary of those officials who had not submitte
unting to Rs.6.10 Crores given by Mg bilks for regularization of Provisional payment. |
GU to was also resolved to request the Accountant Gen|
staff of various Departivents during Ajeral W drop the Audit Objections. i the light of t
pril 2001 to March 2016 were yet 1o | clarifications.

XX

Audit Paragraph 3.7.3.5 |
mproper contract

In this matter it is clarified that the Mol signed o

Management n 24" August, 2011 existed at the tine of revisio
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Article 51 of the Kerala Financial Col
de (KFC) Vol | requires that contrac

iof work should be made only after nv]
iting and recziving tenders from all whi

tract should also be definite and there
|should be no room for ambiguity or m

Terms of contract once entered mto s
hould not be materially varied without

nt or the authority competent to enter
nio the contract.

jons for printing and supplymg custol
zed text books for BCA and MCA

) mto between the

IRegstrar of MGU and M/s. Vikas Pu
blishing House Pwt. Ltd. (printer) for p|
rmting and supplying customized text
lbooks for BCA and MCA, which wa

materiak.

first print order with provsion to exten|
based on mutual consent. The contri

d deliver books at the following rates.

ng and delivery of books

Print Rui Rate per

n page

500 39 paise/
page

1000 34 paise
page

1500 33 paise/
page

(Sowrce: Agreement betwee
n MGU and M/s. Vikas Pub
ishing House Pvt. Lid)

The contract also stipulated that in cas
le the print run exceeded 1500 copies,|

in of the printing rates. The tenure of the MoU wa
t for the supply of stores or exccution S three years and it was coniqg 10 an end. A fres
h MoU had to be signed. Revision of the existing
lo wish to terder. The tens of the con|Printing rates was set as a condition of renewing 4
he MoU by M/s Vikas Publishing House, New D
sconstruction of any of its provisions. [€lhi. As per the order ofthe Hon. Vice-Chancelo
r, the matter was placed before the Syndicate hel
the previous consent of the Governime|d on 06.12.2014 (14.10) and the Syndicate deci
{;1 to revise Uhe print rates, irrespective of the ny

The MGU iwited (July 2008) qm{::inbcr of copies and a fresh MoU was signed on |
3" April, 2015. The decision taken by the Syrdil

A contract was entered (August 2008|cate was due to the urgency of printing new study

ls valid for three years from the date of The meeting of the Syndicate beld on 25.02.2017
considered the audit objection and resolved to en
act provided for the printer to print anjsure that such mnstances shall not be repeated in fiy
ture. It was also resolved to request the Account
Table 3.4 : Rates for printi ant General to drop the Audit Objections, in the l
ght of the clarifications.
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there would be a margmal decrease in
the quoted price.

We noticed that MGU. after nitally a
warding the work 1o the printer i 200
8 continues (2016) to award fresh pri
nting jobs to the same printer without
resorting to fesh tenders. It was seen
that a renewed agreement with the pri
nter (August 2011) stipulated printing
icharges of 37 paise, 31 paie and 30
paise for 500 pages, 1000 pages and
1500 pages respectively. On the expiri
ly of the period of the agreement, the f
rm demanded an enhancement of rate l
s by 33 per cent (ie. 10 paise per pa
ge. The Syndicate of MGU accepted ;
the revised rates demanded by the pri
nter and executed a fresh agreement (
April 2015).and paid enhanced rates
as shown in Table 3.5

Mini |Origi |Revis|Amo [Amo [Exce
mum [nal raled junt asjunt piss amy
fprint e fate | oriaid asjount

copie gmnal per ripaid (
s rate(i [evise [in Rs)
n Rs)|d rate|
(n R
)

500 37 pa[47 pi2713 (3447|7334
e pefaise (728 168 [40
- |r pagper p
e lage
150030 pald0 pla744 |6325|158]
ise pefase 080 [440 |360

r pagjper p
e age
TOTAL 97722314

608 800 |

We observed that MGU, instead of re
soiting to open tender and seeking co
mpetitive rates, acceded to the deman!
d of the printer for enhancement of co
st which had resulted in excess payme
nt of Rs. 23.15 kkhs. Thus,the MGU
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laction to increase the rates without ca
ling for fresh tender was fregular, whi
ch calls for fixing of responsibility.

[The VC, MGU stated (Deceimber 20|
16) that the agreement for printing wa
s renewed without fresh tender due to
urgency of printing new study materia
. The reply was not acceprable as M|
GU was aware of the period of agree
ment and should have fvited fresh ten)
ders before the period of earlier agree
ment expired.

XX

348/2022.

Audit Paragraph 3.7.3.6 Extr
# expenditure due

: Though the manual false numbering system was i
to printing of bar coded woduced for the fifth and third semmester UG (C
answer books ICSS) examinations 2015 October/November a
In order to avoid fake numbering m TR e tfcammlnthereil
F : ve computer program for thal particular examinal
e valuation camps, the MGU mtroduc = ;
o, the online transmission by scanning the ba
ed bar coded answer books from the :
§ de was the mode for tabulation of marks for ma
academic year 2009-10. However, fa R .
A : y other UG and PG exaniinations being conducte
Ise mumbering system was re-introduc d in afffioted colleges
ed in CBCSS UG examinations from .
October/November 2015 due to p
blems refating to scanning of bar cod
. transmission of marks from the

University Examinations are being conducted in
centralized valuation caips, net work [bout 400 examination centres. The answerbooks
connectivity, difficulty in retrieval of 8nlare being distributed among afflated colleges in
swer book, threat to the secrecy of wo/three lots as per their requirements every
ir code due to the availability of mobile}. Switching over to another type of answer book
application o read bar code etc. all of a sudden is practically impossible. Using di
As MGU had withdrawn the bar code{erent type answer books in different colleges wil
answer books, Audit noticed that thjiead to identification of answerbooks during the
bar coded answer book which we{ahiation process.
re already printed were being used as
lordinary answer books with manual fa
Ise numbering being done, except in
e case of supplementary examination Software for the tabulation of marks and genera
of UG students admitted prior to 201/0n of resuls has to be modified before switching
3. However, even afler finding the fixillover 1o the data entry system from the online tra
ity of bar coded system and switching simission system, for every examination. The mod
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over to the manual false numbering sy|fication of software i now completed.

stern, orders were again seen placed (|

December 2015 and July 2016) for p|

rinting 40 lakh bar coded answer boo!

ks at the rate of '5.35 per book. We [When M/s. KBPS supplied the answerbooks as
observed that the action of MGU to plper the Work Order No.PS2/BAB/KBPS/2015
rint bar coded answerbooks which widtd.16.12.2015 it was noticed that the Barcodes
ere not required resulted in avoidable [had been decoded and the value printed along wi
excess expendinwe of Rs. 55 lakls, with the barcode in the place ofthe serial numbers 1|
hich calls for fixing of responsibility. o be printed. The erroneous printing was with 4 L
The VC. MGU stated (December 20 akh number of answerbooks. /n order to utilize
16) that, M/s Kerala Books and Pubi”"" quantily, an urgent decision was taken fo
shing Society, a GOK enterprise erro|” manual false numbering with the answerboo)
neously printed decoded value in the ﬁks. ltAmay also be noted that the false number pri
our lakh number of answer books sup nt'ed in the c‘:owneribil ‘of'the ans_wrtoeks along
plied against supply order dated 16 D with the serial number i a security feature also.

quantity that urgent decision was take
n for re-infroducing manual fake numb )
lering, The reply was not tenable as del As per U.O.No. 12_9!EAIEIUI25I20]7IExam Dal
cision 1o re-ntroduce false munbering ted 24.01.2017 university has introduced answer
was taken in October 2015 for speed books without barcode m the econonic point of|

y declaration of resulis. _Vje“"

Considering the above explanation, the audit obje|
ction may kindly be dropped.

XXIV

Audit Paragraph 3.7.4.1 Failure to

comply with AL ] -

: The Regional Provident Fund Commissioner, Kot
statutory provisions on tayam Region, vide proceedings dated. 16.08.20{
time and resultant extra 12 hed directed to submit a consolidated statel
e xpenditare nt of arrears i respect of all the Self Financing I

stitutions under the University which are covered
T(’fbswzwc(i]ﬁ;e of MGU.E?&M% (Olunder EPF & MP Act 1952, Thus a consolidated
ooer recoinene ons of an < 9
B Come oo et o af o o 4351129 (s
o il Eioyes Prowient b{two hundred and ety three only) was arived.a
und (EPF) scheme with effect from 01|(Mcuding both the institutional share and emplo
Uan 2012, However, consequent to th(es share). Out of these, as directed by the
directions of the Assistant Provident|al Provident Fund Commissioner the Institutional
Fund Commissioner, EPF that the mn!s!mre of Rs. 2.15,00.000/- (Rupees Two Crores
ployees were 10 be enrolled under the|Fifleen Laths only) was paid to EPF Organizatio
scheme from the date of entry in serviag per Vice Chancellors Order, invoking sub sect

[2)to admit eligble employees of fo

ce, the Syndicate resolved (21 July Z“_Inn 17 Section - 10 Chapter- il of M.G. Univers
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 |tion from the date of joining of each ¢
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rovident Commissioner (February 20
13) directed MGU to remit arrears of
both employer and employee contribuy

mployee. Accordingly, arrears amount|
ng to Rs. 4.35 Crore ('2.15 Crores a
s Employers contribution and *2.20Cr
ores as Employees contribution) paya|
ble in respect of the employees of SF|
s from the date of inception was paid L|
lo EPF during the period April 2013 1
o October 2013.

We observed that as per para 32 of 1
he EPF Scheine, no deduction can bef
made from any wages other thn that
which was paid in respect of th: perio
id or part of the period in respect of wi
hich the contribution was payable. As
such. MGU cannot recover the arrear|
amount paid by # in respect of the Em
ployce share.

The failure of MGU to enroll thz emp
loyees to EPF Scheime from the date of
fentry in to service forced MGU to p|
jay the enployee share also, resulting
n an avoidable expenditure of Fis. 2.2
(0 Crores. Besides, MGU was ako Ii|
ible to pay interest and damages dema
nded by the EPF under the Employee
s Provident Funds and Miscellaneous
Provisions Act 1952 amounting to Rs.
3.78 Crores.

'The VC. MGU while concurring with
the audit observations stated (Deceny
ber 2016) that the employees contribul
tion was to be recovered from the ex{
sting employees of the mstitutions. The;
reply was not acceptable as MGU ha
s not recovered the amount fron its e
nployees even after a lapse of taree v/
lears. Further, MGU needs to fo: the r
esponsibility for the failure to erroll th
e employees to EPF Scheme on time.

SFls to the EPF from the date of entrjty Act 1985 which was later ratified by the Unive
y in service. However, the Regional Prsity Syndicate at its meeting held on 06.04.2013.,
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Considering the financial difficuities faced by the
University, the Regional PF Commissioner acce
pted the schedule of payment submitted by the w
niversity vile proceedings dated. 06.05.2013.

The Second and Third mstaliments of Rs, 75,00,
000/~ each were remitted as per U.O. No. 276,
I/SF1/2013/Admn, dated. 18-05-2013 and U,
O.No. 3733/SF1/2013/Admn. dated. 04-07-2
013.

The Fourth and Final installment of Rs, 69,85.65
6/- was remitted vide U.O. No. 5363/SF1/201
3/Admm dated. 05-10-2016.

In order to recover the employees contribution.
already remitied by the university to EPF organis
ation, Assistant Regstrar (SF) was deputed to i
sit the office of the EPF at Kottayam on |2-12-
2014 to obtam chrification whether there were al
ny legal mpediments as per the EPF Act (o reco
ver the arrear of the employees’ contribution re!
mitted by the University from the existing employf
ees.

The Accounts Officers, EPF informed that there
are no proviions in the EPF Act, which allows t
he employer to recover the arrear amount of em
ployee’s contribution from the monthly salary of
the employees.

Later the Assstant PF Commissioner, EPF Kott
ayam forwarded sumimons 10 the Heads of the
Departments of the Self Financing mstitutions to
appear for hearing and for payment of damages
and interest for belated remittance made dl.u'hg#
pecified perods.

In connection with the above summons, hearing
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was conducted at EPF Office, Kottayam on 05,
02.2015, which was attended by the Deputy Re|
gitrar and Assistant Registrar, SFI of the Univer]
sity. The Officers requested the Assistant PF Co

mmissioner 10 exempt the University from the pal
yment of hage amount as damages and mnterest,

The Assistant PF Comemissioner mformed that th
€ interest could not be waived/reduced, but dam
ages can bz. He advised that the University coul
d approach the EPF Appeliate Tribunal to waive
the damages. Steps are being laken for filing an

appeal petition for the refind of damages. The S
yndicate considered the audit chjections raised

by the Accountant General and it was resolved t
© fiic an appeal before the EPF Appeliate tribun
al to waive the damages and ifmcess.ary, a senj
or Counsel be engaged for the purpose.

XXV

However, i the context of the freezing of the ba
nk accounts of the School of Medical Education|
in connection with the payment of EPF

arrears, WP (C)No.7765/2017 (U) was filed m

the Hon. High Court of Keraks and the Hon. Hi

h Court in its interim verdict stayed the action of
the EPF authorities, allowing the university (Scl
ool of Medical Education) 1o operale the bank a|
ccounts. The case is still pending in the Hon. Hi

h Court of Kerala for final verdict,

Audit Paragraph 3.7.4.2

Deficiencies in the internal
control mechanism

Intemal control provides reasonable a
ssurance to the Management about co;
mpliance of applicable rules and regul
ations. It was noticed that the internal
control n MGU was inadequate i vie,
w ofthe Bllowing.

In consideration of the audit observation regardin
g strengthening of nternal audit system, a section
with name “Iaternal Audit” was formed on 23.01.
2018 under the finance branch for conducting a

dit with regard to the utilzation of fund in various
Departments and Inter School and Inter Universit
y Centres,

* Strict directions had been given to the sections
concemed to prepare annual DCB statements

hout tail,
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® There was no intem| -

al audit wing n MG
uU.

Demand Collection
Balance statements
are not being prepar|
ed and recovery of
dues watched effect
vely.

There was no cross
checking of claims o
elatmg to the payme
nt of remuneration b
r vahation of answer]
scripts with referenc
€ to the data availab
e in the examination
wing.

ained any assel regi
ter. Physical verificat,
ion of assets has not
been conducted dury
ng the period of revi

ew.

® MGU had no indel
pendent manual of
office procedure g
nd was adoptng s
ecretarat manual
which was not sui
able in a university]
set up.

MGU had not rmim1

* Step will be taken to cross checking of chims 1
elating to the payment of remuneration for vahiaty
on of answer scripis.

* The Asset Register already prepared is found t
0 be incomplete and steps are being taken to mo
dify and complete the same.

*A Committee has been constituted for preparirg\
2 draft for University Office Manual in a time bou
nd manner.

The audit objections may kindly be dropped in t
he light of the clarifications.
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® The VC, MGU whili
€ accepting the audit
observations stated (|
December 2016) th
al necessary action
would be taken to s
rengthen the mternal
control mechanism.

XXVI

Audit Paragraph 3.8 Concl
usion

The performance of the MGU, acade
mically and financially, was far from sal
tsfactory. MGU offered courses whic
1 were not recognized by the UGC. It
offered MBA courses through its off ¢
mpus centers which were not recogni
(zed by the AICTE. However, the deg
ree certificates offered by MGU were

who were pursumg regular, full time
MBA courses approved by the AICT

) course offered by MGU was neithe!
" recognized by the UGC nor complie,
id with the nonms leid down by the Ba
(Council of Indi. The career 0970 s
udents who have enrolied for the cour
se s at risk since the BC1 has made &
clear that they would not be eligble to|
enroll as Advocates and practice Law!

The i The directions of the UGC to fra
me umiform syllabus to ensure seaimies|
s mobilty of students across the highe
r education mstitutions in the country a|
d abroad s yet to be complied with

ng of'results of the UG/PG courses off
ered by MGU. Results of revakuation
of answer books were released very

ate, in some mstances, after the comp
etion of the next examination, thus cay

© It was in the light of the verdict of the Hon’b

similar to those awarded to students | ©

E. A Five Year Integrated Double De °
|iree BA (Craminology) LLB (Honour

rs a profession. °

by MGU. There was delay in publishi o

e Supreme Court that the University used its|
powers to design and conduct the academic
programmes. Steps have been taken to cha

ge the nomenclature of various Programmes
being conducted by the University, in confor
mity with the directives of the University Gra
nts Commssion.

Allthe OfF Campus Centres have been close.

d and the MBA programme & no more con
ducted in the O Campus stream. |

On the basis ofa series of discussions the H!
on. Vice Chancelor and Pro Vice Chancelo.
r had with the Bar Council, of India, changes|
were made m the Syllabus. The BarCounci}
of Inda agreed to limit the fine, to Rs. 2 lak/
hs and the University has remitted the amoun
t ofthe studems who have completed the co
urse. Hence the risk cited by the audit does
not exist.

The scheme and syllabus for the UG Course.
§ were approved by the Academic Council
at its meeting held on 06.05.2017 and closse]
s commenced for the UG cowses with the 1
evised syllabus in force from the academic b
ear 2017-18; :

The University has taken steps (o release the
results in accordance with the Examination
Calendar. Most of the results are published i
n time. University has issued orders 1o Impos|
e a fine 0f Rs. 10000/ for conspicuous vari
ation of marks during vafuation.
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sing hardship to the students. !
Audit We noticed that 197 of the 3]4l
Research Guides appointed by MGU
were neligble to hold the post.

|Instances of MGU. failing to tap po!

ntial revenue streams and meurring i

gular expenditure were seen. MGU ha
d to forgo UGC/GOK assstance due
to its failure o comply with stipulated
idelines. The staff of MGU contini

s 10 be paid HRA at ineligible higher r
lates despite directives frorn GOK to
he contrary. Excess payment on this a
iccount was Rs.2.20 crore during 201
1-12 to 2015-16. Even though exami
nation work was part of official duty, 1
he teachers were irregularly paid remu
jneration of Rs.13.97 crore during 201
1-12 to 2014-15. Failure of MGU to
enroll employees into EPF scheme fro
m the date of entry into service resulel

crore and potential fability of Rs.3.78
icrore towards interest and damages.
S[(

Irregu [rregular promotions, grant of a
dvance morements, defective contract
imanagement, avoidable expenditure, e
tc were noticed. Besides, rregularities|
were noticed in the fanctioning of Self’
Financing Institutions leading to loss to|
MGL.

Major decisions were tzken by the V|
IC withowt holding consulationss with 1

1112 to 2015-16. These statutory bo

Academic Council. This resulted m
the MGU taking wrong decisions in v
arious instances, which could have be|
en avoided had the statutory bodies |
ke the Academic Council and CDC b

n truly fiunctional The CDC, tasked

ith the responsibility to review the imy
plementation of various programmes a|
nd activities met only once during 201

id i avoidable expenditure of Rs.2.20 |

dies were thus rerdered definct.

o

The University grants recognition as Researc
h Guides only on the bask of the directives
ssued by the UGC.

With the implementation of the recommenda

tions of the 10" Pay Revision Commission,
Kerala vide G.O(P)No.10/2016/Fin dated
21.1.2016 HRA & given to the university em
ployees at the rate approved by the Gownl
ment.

it has already been decided that no renuner
ation shall be paid to the teachers for valuari
on of answer scripts of regular students and

University order No. 71 7/EAL/1/478/ 2016
/Exam dated 1.12.2016 has already been is
ued.

The Syndicate has resolved to file-an appeal
before the EPF Appellate tribunal to waive t
he damages and if necessary. a“senior Coun|
sel be engaged for the purpose.

“The meeting of the Academic Council is no,
w convened regularly. On earlier occasions,
the meetings could not be conducted on acce
ount of lack of quorum due to the delay in ¢
onstitution of the members of the Academic
Council. In fisture, this practice will not be re
peated

The charge of Director, College Developmei
nt Council has been assigned to a Pro®ssor
of the Statutory Department. Steps are also
taken to fill up the vacancy through Kerala P|
ublic Service Commission and the vacancy
s reported to KPSC.

The University has formed an Internal Audit
Wing to conduct audit with regard to Univer|
sity Departiments/Inter University Schook/C
entres as per Office Order No.FO/Audit/| 5
2018 dated 23.01.2018.
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There was no internal audit wing in thel
MGU which resulted in the lack of i
ernal control mechanism.

XXVIL

Audit Paragraph 5.3 Fﬂud{
ulent drawi of The Syndicate vide Order No. 4291/A1 /272015

remuneration for valuation\y, .4 08 03,2016 constituted a high level Enquir
Examiners of the Mahauma Gandhi U
iversity (MGU) were paid remunerat;
on for valuation of answr scripts done Jand two imembers of the Syndicate to conduct 2
by them As per MGU circular (July 2
0013) the camp officers of valuation
imps had to submit clarms of exami
s along with their State Bank of Trava
ncore (SBT) account numbers for e
cting direct payment of remuneration gtrar and two Section Officers were also entrusted
0 the examiners,

Commission consisting of Pro Vice Chancellor

detailed and comprehensive enquiry i (o the fraul
dulent drawl of remuneration by the camp officer.

A teamn of experts comprising one Assistant Regis|

to assist the Enqufry Commission. The Commiss
We We observed from the scrutiny o i .
rds that the camp officer of Schol®" and the Experts conducted a detailed enquiry

ol of Technology and Applied Scienceland verified all the documents. A total amount of
s (STAS) Pathananthitta requested ( ” ]
October 2015) the Finance Officer Dqu. 19,70,791/- { Rupees Neteen Lakhs Sever]

[the MGU to ssue him a cheque for pajty Thousand Seven Hundred and Ninety One on
yment of remuneration to the examiner] P
ls. on the plea that most of the examine! Y) was found claimed in excess !:y the Camp Offy

rs did not have bank accounts with thicer, The cheques issued to the Camp Officer for {
e SBT. The Finance Officer agreed ( 5 s
lOctober 2015) to the request of the ¢ he above excess clains were neither issued nor &

amp officer and issued cheque for Rs.{uthorized or sanctioned by the Finance O fficer.
22.17 lakh in favour of the camp offic|

ler for further disbursement to the exa The audit observations in this regard may
miners. After disburserrent, the camp ;
2 kind di ;
otficer submitted contingent bills claimi i e Serped
ng that 1,54,323 answer scripts were
lexamined at the camp and payment of

Rs.22.17 lakhs was made to the exam
iners. As a result of cross check of the
claim, contained in the contingent bills
with the stock/bundle register mamntain
ed at the camp, we observed that only]
1,01.974 answer scripts and not 1,54
323 answer scripts were evaluated af
the camp.

'We observed that the camp officer ha
< inflated the number of answer script
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rs by 52,349 numbers in the contingent
bills submitted by him and made an ad
(ditional claim of Rs.11.26 lakhs which
was not disbuwrsed 10 the exammers,

[2016). the MGU placed the camp o
er and a section officer (currently As
sstant Regstrar (Exams.) under suspe

nsion (July 2016) who were responsib

le for submission and passing of the ¢
lain respectively. The VC, MGU state

d (December 2016) that in addition to

the departmental enquiry being condu

cted by MGU, the matter had been re|
ported to the State Vigilance and Anti

Corruption Bureau which had register]

ed a case n this regard.

We, however observed that no action|
had been mitiated against the Finance
(Miicer who was primarily responsible
for violating the orders of the MGU b
y agreeing to the request of the camp
officer for payiment through cheque wi
hich enabled the camp officer to defra
ud Rs.11.26 lkhs.

IConsequent to our audit finding (jumm‘

it

r aod wnd
nns::.tz weh
pome nikej0830M IS o]

WO SHTUL B
‘l-“uuht‘-@l"
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oy wlod mmodd olanjods” waindw maud 5.5 qulleely Msasiawd qmuesniauslgy dlaajodg”
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(Unfruitful expenditure on a recording
theatre)

(A recording theatre constructed and
fuly equpped at a cost of Rs. 148 Crore
remained ide since August 2011 due to faire
of Government of Kerala to engage technical
and adminstrative stalf.)

mmwmmmmmw@mmm@a@
2008-09 QBB o an6rdled Dudeagom, 148 caod] @a oKl

apmiiqulenys. 28.04.207-0a1 ola’ (of) ooud  56/207/wm
poneaieel WBXGZe @®agnnd VE VI opadaicicd  puioasoni]
aywag dlagdalglses 29,200/, 26475/ @ dllesiad eamuomige

madal acsskrunsmonikd alodsamaia’ aemeani molel pooeal |

agoRagallgliged.

agad.ufl. grodast, @andind’ @R, aullyd, muadiegamd aibend,
oemg apgl B «aTKees EROKDE QIMBMaldHk (el muuio
caocpehmd P dlMEPImeS STIAKTa PalewauTlEoqmMMIET af)Mos

e il o080 Sugm.

ELL
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. wdamaia’ eemaci maal pomenl sosqggaigma.

’ pma alajoriomy (mil) aldgf

.. (cruowo ) me. 15068/2017/p.al.al. oo, alasnxnmajes 09.08.207.
wmondUss - 1)22.12.2012, 26.1.2016 gl oalegeonl ea00ps OlapaPmu WOOHQEs
i2/29593/2/aa0. k.o maud ST,

2) efieReumamn@e goanoima mmodd ((p3E) WS 17.08.2016 cfociciear Gqjody
" {endiaiad )/ WOP3/2016-17/38 maud @l
3) asnigle’ anenemitny’ sadd (2016-18) ges @andw moud 5.5.

pomea’”

2006-2008 b gPc8 oSS BSnS T TEBAKNEe GO MmO modemnd
quetin cavepsiamos mrmeumuilyl mrmadsy soaodiuid quaitaomicd @oeP oYM anyfldsanud
ummwnmpmwwmmwwm.

@a afie k QR
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WO0GTe SO VIl VI ngarflaxoied pubeqygon] ooyl clgyd-aldsen 29,200/, 26475/ (@ mloaie
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agmd.oll godss, @admy gy mulyd, muoclaseawd aded, semy oaord
aporiMBes  @Epiult QBN  alese Canld o csccedicd ppp SamEIGEes  smuM.
PaomdUilangrymamosT,

ssccpsl alopepm wEogd ©D alede musnknuly sedorde @sd msudad

T muladlessEzanos.
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III. APPENDIX FROM AUDIT REPORT

Appendix 3.1

: List of officials promoted in violation of Pay Revision Orders
(Reference: Paragraph 3.7.2.3; Page: 50)

i\ . THike in Basic pay Ameount
SLo oy Nanw o Date of | (in ¥ | Difference | No. of (Difference X
Na, \[pm:lﬂ Name of Employee Promotion F (in ¥ | months | No. of months)

| rom To (in

Beevikunju O 31.03.2011| 35320 37040 1720] 60 103200
Pool Officer |MOIYMC 19.01.2013| 36960] 37940+900 1880] 38 71440
K | _01.11.2014] 38600 37940+2380 1720 17 29240
India KK 01.06.2015|_38600| 37940+3200 2540 1 25400
A SaphiyaBeevi KM | 31.03.2011] 32860 35320 2460] 60 147600
o | Santhi C P 01.04.2011] 32860 35320 2360 60 147600
T Je Omana V P 19.01.2013] 34500] 36140+820 2460] 38 93480
B (TN e Mumi KK 23.01.2013] 34500 36140 1640| 38| 62320
T s ol (m'; [LaluP 23.01.2013| 34500 36140 1640 38 62320
00 1oy oy [PamVN 23.01.2013] 33680 36140 2460 38 93480
| Higher Grade | Mohanza PM OL.11.2014] 34500| 36140+820 2460 41820
w Rukkiya Beevi A 01.12.2014 35320 36140+820 640 26240
Surendran 1.05.2015 | 33680 35320 640 18040
Madhumathy A S 1.06.2015|_36140] 36140+1640 640 0 16400
Pursshothaman P S| 31.03.2011| 29860 30610 750] 60 45000
Sailaja Devi N 01.04.2011] 30610 31360 750 60 45000
Rajecna P A 19.01.2013| 33680 34500 820 38 31160
A Vi 19.01.2013| 30610 31360 750] 38 28500
Chandramma P P 23.01.2013] 30610 31360 750 38 28500
Annamma K 23.01.2013] 30610 31360 750] 38 28500
Sulochana V R 31102014 31360 32110 750] 17 12750
Geetha T U 011220141 3211 32860 750 [ 12000
Pradeep Kumar L G | 01.05.2015] 3211 32860 750 8250
Anzari M1 01.06.2015] 32110 32860 750 7500
Geethamma KN 01.09.2015| 32110 32860 750 5250
|2 | igher Grade Tomy Varghese 20012014 14980 16180 12000 26 31200
jar. [P PV acob 2001.2014 1200] 26 31200
(38, [ Assistant G Geetha Bai 25.03.2013 1720 36 61920
739, I Libradan __ [Joy] 19.03.2015 120] 12 20640
1335950

[TOTAL




