SOUTHERN REGIONAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR TEACHER EDUCATION

BANGALORE

Minutes of the 343™ Meeting of SRC held at the Conference Hall of

NCTE, Bangalore on 1% = 2" August, 2017,

The following persons attended the Mesting:-
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Sri. §. Sathyam

Prof. M.S. Lalithamma
Dr. M.P. Vijayakumar
Dr. J. Prasad

Shri. Sanjay Gupta
Regional Director "E

Ms. Angelin Golda
Under Secretary
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Chairman
Member
Member

Member

“» MNot attended the meating.

~ {Convenor) «

Officiated as the Convenor

The following members did not attend the Meeting:

« Prof. K. Dorasami, Set-Padme-Sarangapam. Prof Sandeep Ponnala and

the Representatives of the Gowts. of Andhra Pradesh, Telangana, Tamil
Madu, Karnataka, A&N lslands & Lakshadweep .
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SRCAPP539
D.ELEd

1 1 Unit

Sri Raja
Rajeshwari D.Ed
College, Kurnool,
Andhra Pradesh

PNRM Educational Society, P.No.28/162-E-1, 5.B.1.Colony, Nandyal Village
& Taluka, Kurnool District-518502, Andhra Pradesh had applied for grani of
recognition to Sri RajaRajeshwari D.Ed College, P.N0.29/152-E-14-A,
Nandyal Village & Taluka, Kurnool District-518502, Andhra Pradesh for
D.ELEd Course of two years duration under Section 14(1) of the NCTE Act,
1993 to the Southern Regional Committee, NCTE online on 17.08.2011 and
physical application has been received in the office of SRC on 19.08.2011

The application was scrutinized and a copy of application was sent to State
Government for recommendation on 20082011 followed by remindar on
14.11.2011, A deficiency letter was issuad lo the institution on 23.11.2011. The
institution has replied to the deficiency letter on 28.12.2011 Recommendation
from State Government is not received.

The SRC in its 218" meeting of SRC held on 117 <127 January 2012 considered
the written reply dated 28.12.2012 and other relevant documents submitted by
the Institution and decided to cause inspection at the premises 10 examing
whether the Institution fulfils all the requirements as per the norms and to
ascertain infrastructural and instructional facilities available at the premises for |
the proposed course.

Accordingly, the inspection of the institution was fixed between 01.02.2012 to
04022012, The same was intimated to the institution on 24.01.2012
Accordingly inspection of the institution was conducted on 08.02.2012.

The SRC in its 218" Meeting held on 15"-16™ March, 2012 considered the VT
report, VCD and all the relevant documentary evidences and it was decided to
sarve Show cause Notice under Section 14{1) of NCTE Act, for the following:

« Original notarized sale deed copies in English version are not
submitted.

« As per VT report, in essential data sheet total built up area is only
10861 sq.ft. for the proposed D.ELEd course. Which is less than the
NCTE norms.

« In the land usage certificate submitted, it is not stated clearly whether
the land is converted from agricultural to non-agricultural or
educational purpose. Fresh Notarised land usage certificate from
Revenue Divisional Office of the Govt. is to be submitted. Proceedings
of Revenue Divisional Officer not submitted for conversion of land
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from agricultural to educational purposes.

« As per encumbrance certificate submitted, the land is on lease basis to
Marayana Educational Society in 2010. This not permissible as per
NCTE regulations.

« Proof of completion of 3 academic sessions towards existing B.Ed &
TPT course run by the institution from the affiliating body/State Govt
is not submitted.

« Earmarked built up area for B.Ed, TPT and proposed D.El.Ed course is
not given

Accordingly. a show cause notice was issued 10 the institution on 04/04/2012.

The institution has not submitted reply for Show Cause Notice even after the |
expiry of stipulated time of 21 days from the date of issue of the notice.

Keeping in view, Supreme Cour vide their order in Civil Appeal No. 1125
1128/2011 in SLP No, 17165-88/2009 filed by NCTE Ve ors, which reads as
under

“An institution is not entitied to recognition uniess i fulfilis the conditions
specified in various clauses of the Regulations. The Council is directed 1o
ansure that in future no institution is granted recognition uniess it fulfils the
conditions laid down in the Act and the Regulations and the ime schedule fixe
for processing the application by the Regional Committee and communication of
he decision on the issua of recognition it strictly adhered o

The SRC in its 226" Meeting held on §"-10" July, 2012 considered the maler,
as the institution has not submitted reply aven after stipulated period of 21 days
from the date of issue of show cause nofice letier dt. 04.04.2012 and with
refarence to the totality of information collected & based on a collective
application of mind, the commitiee decided as per clause T{1) of NCTE
Regulations 2009, to refuse and reject the application of the insttution for
recognition of D.ElEd course.

Accordingly, a rejection order was issued to the institution on 13/08/2012.

Aggrieved by the rejection order of SRC the institution preferred an appeal 1o '
NCTE-Hgrs and the appellate authorty in s order No. F.MNo.BS-
791/2012Appeal’2™ Meeting-2013 dated 01/03/2013 stated that

“  the council noted that the SRC issued a show cause nofice to the
appellant institution on 04/04/2012 mentioning six deficiencies with |

™~
TEOA Ly Bana
(5. Sathyam)

Chamman




the direction to submit a representation within a period of 21 days |
from the date of its issue. The appellant submitted their reply |
belatedly on 16/07/2012 which was received on 17/07/2012. While the
appellant mentioned in his reply to the show cause notice that the
delay was on account of late receipt of land usage certificate, he did not
mention his now reported iliness a5 a Cause. Further, when he was
unable to reply within the stipulated penod of 21 days, he did not
appraise the SRC about the delay in obtaining the documents and seek
extension of time. By the time the reply was sent. the SRC had
considered the case of the appeliant institution in its meating held on 8"
and 10" july2012 and finding that a reply 1o the show cause notice dated
04/04/2012 was not submitted Decided lo refuse the recognition. In
these circumstances the council concluded that the SRC was justified in
refusing recognition and therefore the appeal deserved to be rejected
and the order of the SRC confirmed.

After perusal of the documents, memorandum of appeal affidavit and
after considering oral arguments advanced during the hearing, the
council concluded that the SRC was justified in refusing recognition.
Accordingly the appeal is rejected and order of SRC confirmed’

Tha SRC in is 242" meeting held on 14" — 1687 April, 2013 considered the
appeliate authority order noted tha matter

Brief of the insiitution was sent to the Advocate Shn K. Ramakanth Reddy on
18.05.2013.

Now, a court order dated 07.04.2017 was received from the Hon'ble High Court |

of Judicature at Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh on 24 05.2017. It stated as under:
“petitioner prays for writ of Mandamus declaring the aciion of
respondents 1 and 2 in rejection of application dated 19.09.2011
made by petitioner for recognition and permission o D.El.Ed course
as illegal and arbitrary.
Learned counsel appearing for petitioner and respondents submit
that in the year 2014, new regulations have come into force. The
petitioner is required fo apply afresh under the new regulations.
Therefore, reguest the Court to dispose of the writ petition by
granting liberty to petitioner to make application under new
regulations.
The statement Is accepted and the writ petition Is disposed of
accordingly. As and when application is made by the petitioner, the
same may be considered expeditiously by the respondents. No
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order as fo cosis.
Miscellaneous petitions pending, if any, shall stand closed.”

The Committee considered the above court matter and decided as

under:-

1. The Court order is noted.
The College can make a fresh application whenever NCTE issues a

Notification inviting applications.

3. Putup when so received.

APS02383

B.Ed
2 Umnits

Sunitha  Mahila
Mandali's
Gurukul College

of Educaticn,

Mysore,
Karnataka

Sunitha Mahila Mandali's Gurukul College of Education, No.1241, Sri |
Ganesha Complex, Gurukulam 2" stage, Near Trinetra Cirele, Mysore-

70002, Karnataka (APS02383) was granted recognition on B/11/2006 from
the academic session 2006-07 with an annual intake of 100 students.

Based on complaint from Sri.Chikkanna, Governing Council Member, Gurukul
B.Ed. College, Mysore regarding mis-management of the funds collected as fees
from the students without providing basic amenities. An inspection of the
institution was conducted and based on the report of the Visiting team, the
Committee in its 193" meeting held on 21-22 June, 2010 decided 1o withdraw
recognition of the institution for B.Ed, course and Withdrawal order was issued
to the institution vide order No.F.SROMNCTE/2010-201 1/20051 dated

28.07.2010.

Aggrieved by the withdrawal order, the institution without preferring an appeal
approached the Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka vide W.F.No.26012 of 2010
filed by Sunitha Mahila Mandali.

A notice was received from the Hon'ble Court in the above Wnit petition on |
019.00.2010. A letter was addressed to the Advocaic on 14.09.2010 along with
brief of the institution for defending the case. But, on 8.12.2010, the institution
produced a copy of the stay order and requested RD, SRC, NCTE o give
direction to CAC for admission of students,

On 15.12.2010, this office issued a letter 1o the Special Officer for admission of
students in lieu of stay order of Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka. A letter was
also addressed to the Advocate on 22.12.2010 duly signing the statement of

objections and affidavit for filing before the Hon'ble Court. On January 5, 2011,
another letter was addressed 1o the advocate enclosing the documents for filing

e =
';L?,I—-E-_M'Lr]'-ﬂ'luh_..
(5. Sathyam)
Chairman




statement of ohjections,

On 28.02.2012, a complaint was received from Sri. M.C. Chikkanna, Ex-
Member of Corporation, Governing Council Member, Gurukul B.Ed. College.
Mysore alleging that the institution is offering not only B.Ed. course, but also
Nursing course and that whenever inspection team is amving, suitable
arrangements were made by putting different boards at the same place and
requested to conduct an enguiry as to how the institution is running many
courses at the same place without providing proper infrastructure. '

On 14.09.2012, another complaint was received from Sri.M.C.Chikkanna,
Member, College Governing Council stating that

 Gurukul B.Ed College is running by violating the rules and regulations laid
down by the government NCTE and Mysore University. Gurukul B.Ed
College has permission for admission of 100 students, The college does mot
rave the class rooms fo accommodate 100 students, Library, Labs and
compiiters are not available, On the whole the college does mot have basic
infrastructure for running the college. But still the college is running the B.Ed
conrse. This enly shows that the management officials are corrupt and the
college is running owing to political pressure.

Admission to Gurukul B.Ed College can be obtained in twa ways.

I. Students who pay the amount mentioned by the management authorities
witheut asking for a receipt for the paid amount and questioning the
misdeeds of the management will be admitted.

2 Students get admitted by paying the amount Sfixed by the management but
do not attend college. They come only for the exams. They are nof
supposed fo question the lack of infrastructure and misdeeds of the
management, Students are blackmailed that If questioned, their internal
assessment marks will be cut.

The college dves not have lecturers who are approved by the University.
Lecturers are mot appointed on the basis of qualification and interview,
Lecturers are appointed on the recommendarion aof the secretary and presidem
and the Managing Committee. Most of the lecturers are nof gqualified, instead of
teaching the studenis they are collecting fees, admitting students to the college
on commission basis . They are unfit to be called as lecturers. They can be called |
as brokers rather than lecturers. Uniil they get the approval of the University,
they will not function as lecturers; instead they will function ay hrokers for the
| management. Students who question these irregutarities will be intimated 1o the
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management and their infernal assessment marks will be cut,

Sunitha Mahila Mandali Trust is running various courses in mysore and the
ihese courses are run with the intention of making money only. In view of the
illegal activities of the managemeni, the government vide ity office memorandum
has cancelled the managing Comminee and appoinfed an administrative
officer, fcopy of the memorandunt is enclosed)

Al the abave said information is known to the authorities of Mysore Ulniversity
and college development council  Professor V.G Talwar in the swmdicate
meeting of the University discussed the issue of Gurukwl B Ed College and |
dectded to discontinue the affiliation of the college. I have enclosed rhe repart in
the newspaper regarding this. Iam not wrong if is say that the college is existing
in spite of all this means there exists corruption , political pressure and sexual
faveurs. You are requesied fo take suitable action for the closure of this college
which is running with illegal activities and irregularities and without the basic
infrastructural requirements.”

The Southern Regional Committee in its 241"Meeting held during 29™ and 317
March 2013 and 1% April , 2013 considered the complaint letter dated.
14.09.2012 and decided to send the complaint to the Registrar & Vice
Chancellor of Mysore University for their comments. As per the decision
of SRC. a letter was addressed to the Registrar and copy marked 1o the Vice-
Chancellor on 01.06.2013,

In the meanwhile, on 19.3.2013, and 30.4.2013 a letter dated 2622013 was
received from the advocate, Ashok Haranahalli Associates stating that:

“The above wrir petition is filed questioning the order dated 28.7. 2010 pussed by
the 2™ respondent-SRC withdrawing the recognition granted to the pefitioner-
imstitution.

The above court matter came up for consideration before the Hon'ble High
Court today for preliminary hearing in "B 'group. After hearing the matter, the
Hom 'ble Court granted time 1o the petitioner-institution to complete the
new building and to comply with the NCTE regulations, It was also observed
that il the complerion of the building, the petitioner Institution shall mot make
any admission of students. With the above observation, the wril petition was
disposed off

1 have applied for the certified copy of the final order, and the same will be sent
fo vou on its receipr. "
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The Southern Regional Committee in its 246" meeting held during 02™& 04"
June, 2013 considered the Hon'ble High Court order and also letter from our
advocate regarding “granting of time to the petitioner-institution to complete the

new building and to comply with the N
that til mpletion_of the buildi
an ission of students”,

CTE regulations. It was also observed
the petitioner institution shall

The Committee decided and advised SRO to write to the lawyer to file an appeal
immediately and to cite the Hon’ble Supreme Court orders while filing the
appeal. The Hon'ble Supreme Court order says:

Keeping in view, Supreme Court vide their arder in Civil Appeal No. 1125-
117272011 in SLP No. 17165-68/2009 filed by NCTE Vs ors, which reads as
under:

“An institution is not entitled to recognition unless it fulfills the conditions
specified in various clauses of the Regulations. The Council is directed to
ensure that in future no institution is granted recognition unless it fulfils the
conditions laid down in the Act and the Regulations and the time schedule fixed

icati i ittee and communication of

Judgment passed by Hon'ble Supreme Count of India in SLP © No. 14020/2009
filed by Adarsh Shiksha Mahavidalaya & others Vs Subhash Rahaangdale & |
others is:

“ In futwre, the High Court’s shall not enfertain prayer for interim relief
by unrecognized institutions and the institutions which have nor been
granted affiliation by the examination body and or the students admiited
by such institutions for permission fo appear in the examination or for
declaration af the result of examination. This would also apply to the
recognized institutions if they admit studenrs  otherwise  than  in
accordance with the procedure contained in  Appendic-1 of the
Regulations ™.

As per the decision of SRC, a letter was addressed to the advocate, Shri. Ashok
Haranahalli on 14,06.2015 with a request to file an appeal.

On 09.07.2015, the institution submitted an affidavit expressing adherence 1o |
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Regulations, 2014,

A letter was sddressed to the institution on 31.05.2013 stating that since
recognition of your institution is withdrawn, revised order cannol be issued.

On 10.08.2015. a letter was received from Ms. Jojiana Lakra, Section Officer
regarding the recognition status of the institution

As directed, a letter was addressed to the advocate, Shri. Pramod Kathavi on
16.09.2015, seeking information as to whether any writ appeal was filed by
NCTE against the order dated 26.02.2013 in W.P.No.26012 of 2010 '

On 19.10.2015, another letter was received from Ms. Jojiana Lakra requesting to
furnish the latest status of the institution

On 31.10.2015, a letter dated 30.10.2015 was received from the advocate,
Shri.Pramod Kathavi regarding the W.P.No. 34842-43/ 2015 filed by Sunitha
Mahila Mandali,

On 17.11.2015, a reply was received from the advocate, as under -

“We do not have any papers in relation to WP No 26012 2010 . On enguiring
about the said writ petition we have been appraised that writ appeal
No. 6506/201 3 was filed by the institution (Sunitha Mahila Mandali) and another
against the order dared 26.02.2013 passed in W.P.No. 2601 2/201, The said wrir
appeal filed by the institution was dismissed on 15,1 1.2004

It is brought to your kind notice that your letter dated [6.09. 2013 provides the
name of the institution as Gurukul Colfege of Education which is incorrect,
Kindly provide with the correct particulars of the case number and the name of
the parties as it causes greal incorvenience in obtaining the nformation that
You Fequire,

The institution filed W.PNo. 34842 of 2014 in the Hon'ble High Court of
Kamnataka at Bangalore aggrieved by non issuance of revised order by NCTE.

On 08.01.2016, o letter was received from Shri. Awadhesh Nayak, Under
Secretary, NCTE secking the latest status along with supporting documents in
view of the letter from Shri.B.S. Yediyurappa, Member of Parliament

On 10.02.2016, this office received a Court order dated 13.01.2016 in W.P.No. |
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34842-34843 /2015 which is as under:-

“The petitioners are before this Court assailing the endorsement/communication
dated 31.05.2015 as at Annexure -A 1o the petition . The petitioner are secking to
issue mandamus to direct the second respondent to reconsider the application
dated 12.01.2015 as at Annexure-P to the petition,

2, The petitioners had secured recognition to run the second respondent
institution the petitioners in that light were required to provide all infrastructures
a5 has been indicated ns a condition while entertaining the application of the
petitioners. Since the required infrastructure is not provided, the respondents had
taken action against the petitioners. The Petitioners were before this Court in |
WP No. 26012/2010.This Court while disposing of the petition on 26.02.2013
had taken note that the petitioners had not made any progress with regard to
providing infrastructure, yet, as a last opportunity, time was granted till August,
5013 and it was made clear that if the petitioners did mot complete the
construction within the stipulsted period, it is for the respondents to proceed
against the petitioners .The construction had not been put up even within the
time as had been granted by this Court, The petitioners however sought
extension of time which has been granted, but was rejected by this Court

3. In that background, the petitioners had also filed an appeal in W.A No. 6506
[ 2013 seeking indulgence of this Court 1o permit the petitioners to putout
construction within the time frame to be provided. The Division Bench of this

o dism he a on 1811.2014. Ip such circumsiances
infrastructure_as required had not been provided by the petitiongrs, The

respondents have issued the communication dated 3 2015 intimating that the
recognition status of the petitioner—institution is withdrawn. The petitioners
though aggrieved by such communication, keeping in view the sequence of
events that have taken place earlier and when admittedly the construction had
not been completed even as per the time as provided by this Court, no flaw could
be found with the communication issued by the respondents.

4. Hence, the praver as made in the instant petitions dogs nol merit consideration

If at all the petitioners complete the construction and provided all
infrastructure, it would be open for the petitioners to approach the

respondents who would thereafter take note of the same and take a decision in

accordance with law keeping in view the Regulations guiding that aspect of

matter,

In terms of the above, the petitions stand disposed.

SRC in its 303" meeting held on 15" February, 2016 considered the matter and
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decided as under:

“Since the applicani has not approached as per Court order, showing
completion of construction and providing infrastructure .No action s
required.™

On 25.02.2016. the institution submitted a written representation along with
relevant documents and a copy of the Court order dated 13.01.2016 which is as
under :-

“As per the direction of the Hon Bile High Court of Karnataka, we wish to bring
to your kind notice regarding infrastructire facility of owr institution that |
KTADB has allotted 8.2 acres of land for education purpose of B.Ed College of
aur Trust
So we are enclosing the following details for your kind perusal.

I. Trust Deed

2 Land documents: KIADB has allotied 8.22 acres for our Trust for B.Ed
College purpose "

We are submitting allotment letrer, land documenis and sketch

3 Completion Certificate; The building completion certificate obtained from
public works department in the year 2015 is herewith submitted for your
perusal

We hereby request your goodself to kindly give the permission since all the
infrastructure has been provided as per your ROFms and standards

We hope our humble request will be taken into your consideration and the above
will be done in our favour,”

The SRC, in its 305™meeting held during 25" to 27" February, 2016 has
considered the matter and decided as under:-
s Cause Inspection — Collect fee.

s Ask VT 1o collect all documents

On 23.03.2016, the institution submitted a request for postponement of
inspection as under:-

“] wish to bring following few lines to your kind consideration on the above
subject, due to my medical emergency. | am not in position of getting the
inspection done of our institution.
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| 1 am herewith attaching to kindly postpone the inspection for 2 weeks and oblige. |

1 am herewith attaching the medical certificate for your kind perusal.

| hope my humble request will be taken in to consideration and the above will be
done in favourable.”

The SRC in its 309" meeting held during 12" — 14" April, 2016 considered the
request of the institution and decided as under:-

1. Grant time.

2. Cause Inspection after two weeks.

On 27.05.2016, a letter No, F.46-30/2015/VIP29312 dated 23.05.2016 from
Shri. Awadhesh Navak, Under Secretary, NCTE, New Delhiwas received
regarding revoking of grant of recognition to Gurukul College of Education,
Mysore, Kamataka and siated as under;-

“The address of the college mentioned in SRC's letter does not match with the
address of the college mentioned in the letter of Shri, B.S.Yeddyurappa,Hon'ble
Member of Parliament (Lok Sabha). It is therefore to check the address™

Accordingly, a letter was addressed 1o NCTE, New Delhi on 06.06.2016.

A letter was received from NCTE Hgrs on 18.07.2016 for knowing the status of |
inspection decided in 309™ meeting held on 12" - 14™ April, 2016,

As per the decision of SRC, the inspection of the institution was conducted on
10.09.2016 and VT report along with documents and CD received on
13.10.2016,

The SRC in its 324™ meeting held during 07" to 08™ December, 2016 considered
VT report and decided as under:-

I Title 1o land s not clear-The 6 year clause in the lease agreement
expired in 2014, Did the ritle-position change then? They should explain
2 EC not given,

3 LUC is there.

4.BP is given. Details are incomplete

5 BOC is not in format. Built-up area shown is adequate.

. FDRs not given.

7. Latest Faculty list not given in the format; also, not approved.

8. Fee not paid
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9 fesue Show Cause Notice accordingly.

As per the decision of SRC, a Show Cause Notice was issued to the institution
on 16.12.2016. The institution has submitted written representation on
T 03.01.2017 & 09.02.2017 and also additional documents submitied on
20,02.2017.

The SRC in its 331% meeting held during 22" February, 2017 considered the
written representation and decided as under:-

1. “The built-up area reguired (i.e. 2000 sq.mitrs). is not there
2.1, On the date of application they did not have title to the land,
2.2 To this date, the land ( purchased in Jan 2017) is morigaged.
3. Issuwe SCN jfor refection.”

As per the decision of SRC a show cause notice was prepared. But not sent to
institution.

. Based on the website information the institution has submitted writien |
representation on 02.03.2017.

The SRC in its 333" meeting held during 24™ March 2017 considered the
written representation and decided as under:-

I, "Built-up area is adequate.

2. Land area is adequate,

3. Title ro land &5 clear,
4. BP & BCC are in order.
3,
0.

Land is morfgaped
Issue SCN for refection. ™

Based on the website information the institution has submitted written
representation on 27.03.2017 .

The SRC in its 334™ meeting held during 30™ - 31" March 2017 considered the

written representation and decided as under:-

'. L. “All requirements have not been met.

2. Faculty list is not approved

3. They have to give FDRs (@ 7 + 5 lakhs in original, in Joint account for
each unit of each course.

4. Issue SCN accordingly. "

Accordingly, as per the decision of SRC a show cause notice was issued to the
institution on 07.04.2017. The institution has submitted show cause notice reply
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! on 05.04.2017,

The SRC in its 335" meeting held during held during 11" — 12" April, 2017
considered the show cause notice reply of the institution and decided as under:-
1. * All requirements have been met.
2 The case is ready for restoration of recognition subject fo
verification of the Faculty list.
3. Request the University to approve the Faculty list without insisting
on LONora  recognition order,
4, Ask the college to submit the latest approved faculty list without
Surther delay.
5. Put up on 26.04.17.7

University on 25.04.2017.

The institution has submitted reply for the deficiencies pointe out in the 335™
meeting on 02.05.2017.

The SRC in its 341" meeting held during 15" - 16" June, 2017 has considered
reply forthe decision of 335™ meeting and decided as under;

“1.1 This case suffered from basic infirmities at initio.

1.2 They did not have title to lands! Buildings at the time of application.
1.3 Strictly speaking, the case should have been summarily rejected.

2.1 Somehow, it got into the process and went through its ups and downs,

But, the Courts had appraised the facts more correctly than us to reject
their representations. Even their last approach to the Hon"ble High
Court in Jan. 2016 met with the same treatment. Their Writ petition was

with the order issued by the respondent.

2.3 While giving the opporiunity to the applicant to approach the SRC again,
if necessary, the Court gave freedom to the SRC to take a decision in
accordance with law keeping in view the Regulations guiding that aspect
of matter.

1.1 The Regulations make specific stipulations of norms an standards. It is

even prescribed that deficiencies cannot be rectified after VT Inspection.

The Hon'ble Supreme Court had directed that norms and standards

should be rigidly enforced. Notwithstanding all this, the SRC had

recognized rectification of deficiencics, not just after V.T. inspection, but,
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Accordingly, as per the decision of SRC a letter was issued to the institution and |

2.2 They did approach the Courts of Law during their moments of downs. |

dismissed as not meriting consideration because no flaw could be found |
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-

even after rejection of the application and withdrawal of recognition.

1.2 As earlier stated, this case merited Summarily rejection for want of title
to lands at the time of application. Not observing this legal prescription,
the SRC swung to the other extreme of considering restoration of
recognition that was withdrawn with reference to other infirmities, In
this connection, it is relevant to note that the SRC can resort to limited
powers to review its decisions in cases of errors apparent on the face of
the record. No such situation prevailed in this case. The decision of the |
SRC to revive the case (to consider their representation) inspite of
irreparable infirmities in the case was clearly excessive display of
clemeney by it. It was certainly not warranged in the face of the Hon.
High Court’s permission given to the SRC to go by the law keeping in |
view the guidelines on the subject.

4. In the result, and for the reasons given above, we are inclined to review
our decision to give favourable consideration to their representation
regarding late construction of the building and even later acquisition of
title to the lands.

5. Apart from the other irreparable infirmities, there are flaws in the Faculty
list also.

(i) The certificate of experience siven by the Principal does not give the exact

| dates of service in the AET College.

(ii) There is no Asst. Prof. shown for perspective.

(iii) Under pedagogy, 4 Asst, Profs. have been shown in excess. Out of these,
3 Asst. Profs.in Social Sc. can be shifted to Perspectives. The other two |
will remain as surpluses in Pedagogy.

{iv) One Asst. Prof(Psy.) and one Asst. Prof.(Sociol/Phil) will still be
required to be appointed in the Perspective group.

(V) Asst. Prof (FA) and Asst. Prof (PA) are not qualified.

6. Accordingly, reject their application secking restoration of recognition.
The recognition withdrawn by us in 2010 and reiterated in May 2015
remains withdrawn. No further action is necessary.

7. Return FDRs if any.

8. Close the file.”

As per the decision of SRC a letter was issued 1o the institution on 06.07.2017.

The writ petition No. 28415/2015 filed by Smi. Sunitha Mahila Mandali Gurukul
is received by this office from the Advocate, Shri. Basavaraj V Sabarad on
07.07.2017 is as under:-

“The above writ petition filed secking writ of certiorari quashing the |
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decision/ order of 341" meeting of the 1" Respondent dated 15 /
16.06.2017. On the direction of Hon"ble Court to take notice | have taken
notice for Respondent No. 1 and herewith sent writ petition with
annexures served on me. The matter will be listed on 07.07.2017 for
preliminary heanng.

You are requested to sent parawise remarks with supporting documents

immediately.”

Accordingly, a letter along with brief of the case is sent 1o the advocate on
08.07.2017.

On 14.07.2017. a court order dated 10.07.2017 in W.P.No. 284152017 and
30956-31067 / 2017 is received by this office which is as under :-

“ carmed Counsel for the petitioner has furnished details of 85 students
admitted fo B.Ed Course for the year 2005-2016 and also details of 27
students who have been admitted for the year 2016-2017,

It is seen from the records that the petitioner has not made the sald students |
as party. Af this stage, the learned counsel for the petitioner submitied that ax |
the exams are going to be commenced from 12.7.2017, he sought for
permission for these students to appear in the ensuing exams.

The peritioner is permitted to make these students as parties and also pay
court fee during the course of the day.

At this stage, learned counsel for the respondent submitted that is no specific
prayer for grant of interim order in the Writ Petition.

However, oral submission made by the learned counsel for the petitioner is
considered and the following interim order is passed;

Under these circumstances, the students whao are being made as parties to the
Wit Patition as per the memo enclosed are permified to appear in 3" semester
and 1" semester examinations, respectively.

The learned counsel for the respondents are directed to communicate the
interim arder passed by today and permii these students to take up respective
examinations.
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Learned counsel for Respondent No. 1 and 2 are permitted to file their |
statement of objection.

Call this matter on 120720077

' The Committee considered the above court matter and decided as
under:-

1. The case is sub-judice. The interim order of the Court is noted.

2. Ask our Lawyer to submit to the Court that the College has
admitted students without our recognition.

3. There is a specific order of the Supreme Court that in such cases,
expressing concern for the students’ future will be misplaced |
concern/sympathy, Locate that judgement and give the citation to
the Lawyer for incorporating reference to it in his submission.

4. HKeep the affiliating University informed.

3. | AP505561

B.Ed
2 Units

Rajeey Memorial
College of
| Teacher

Education, Kerala

Rajeev Memorial College of Teacher Education, Mattanur, Kannur, Kerala
was granted recognition for B.Ed. course on 7.12.2007 with an annual intake of
100 students with a condition to shift to its own premises within 3 years (in case
the institution is started in rented premises)

As per the decision of SRC in its 175" meeting, the SRC reviewed the files of the
institutions who were granted recognition aither in permanent premises or in
leased premises. A list of such institutions was prepared and placed befora SRU
in its 176" meeting

In the 176" meeting of SRC, it was decided lo issue Show Cause Notice to the
institutions calling for documents for shifting of premises. Accordingly SCN
issued on 02.07.2009. The institution submilled iis explanation to the Show
Cause Notice on 28.7.2009.

On 5.10.2011, a complaint against the above instilulion was received from Sri.
Rajesh PV, Advocate & Notary, Taliparamba, Kannur, Kerala on behalf of Sri
Prakashan,P. This office vide letter dated 21,10.2011 requested the complainant
to submit an affidavit of Rs 100/~ on non-judicial stamp paper in respect of the
complaint received on 5.10.2011.
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Sri. PV. Rajesh, Advocate & Motary submitted an affidavit on Rs 100/- non-
judicial stamp paper duly signed by the complainant Sri, PrakashanP., Slo.
Damodaran, Payyanadan House, Kannothumchal, Chovva P.O., Kannur-6,
Kerala. The complainant requested not to recognize Rajiv Memorial College of
Teacher Education, Mattanoor and not to give affiiation as well and to take
immediate steps to close down the Callege since it is alleged that the institution
is functioning without complying the terms and conditions fixed by Kannur
University and NCTE. The affidavit along with the compilaint is enclosed.

In the Show Cause Notice dated 02.07.2009, the institution had stated that the
construction of the proposed new building had been started and was likely to be
completed upto November, 2010

The SRC in its 215" meeting held on 12-13 December. 2011 considered the
complaint of Mr. Sri, Prakashan.P and decided that to register this as a shifting

| casa, if a file is already pending, and also to cause inspection at the premises on

receipt of Rs. 40.000/- towards inspection fee and to ascertain tha factz of the
compiaint. Accordingly, a visit was scheduled to the institution during &
February, 2012 to B February, 2012. A letter to the institution was addressed |
vide latter No. APS05561/B.Ed /KA2011-12/36061 dated 18.01.2012. A fax was
received from the institution on 24.01.2012 stating that they are not ready for
inspection as the permanent building for the College is undear construction. The
building will be ready for inspection by the end of May, 2012

As per the decision of 215" SRC meeting held on 12" - 137 December 2011, the |
visiting team comprising of Dr. S. Thangasamy, Director and Professor, Centre
for Educational Research, Madurai Kamaraj University, Madurai and Dr. C. Raja
Moauli, Professor, Dept of Education, Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Open University,
Hyderabad was proposed to the institution during 6" to 8" February, 2012. On
14.2.2012. The Visiting team submitted a blank report stating that the inspaction

may kindly be postponed

The SRC in its 224™ meeting held on 14™ - 17" June, 2012 considered the
matter and decided lo serve Final Show Cause Notice under NCTE Act
Accordingly, a Final Show Cause MNotice was (ssued lo the institution on
00.07.2012. The institution submitted its written representation on 30.07.2012.

The SRC in its 235" meeting held on 21% - 22™ November 2012, considered the
reply of the institution dt.30-07-2012 and all other relevant documents and
decided to cause inspection as per NCTE Act to examine whether the
institution fulfils all the requirements as per the norms, for the proposad
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T programme, subject to the condition that the deficiencies, if any, were duly
rectified by the institution, as per the norms

Accordingly, an intimation letter was sent to the institution on 03/12/2012.

An E-Mail dated 05/12/2012 was received by this office from the Principal,
Rajeev Memorial College of Teacher Education requesting the postponement of
inspection to February 2013 as they are not prepared for the inspection as the
permanent construction of the building of the college has been 80 % completed.
| Another letter regarding postponement of inspection is received by this office on
0722012,

An E-mail dated 10/12/2012 and 121272012 from Mr. Balaramulu and
Ms. Philomena Lobo was received by this office seeking clarification regarding
the date of inspaction,

The Inspection team members were informed to conduct the inspection as
scheduled vide F.SRO/NCTEMKLNVTI2012/47730 dated 14/12/2012.

Another letter dated 21/12/2012 from the Principal, Rajeev Memorial College of |
Teacher Education is received by this office on 24/12/2012 requesting for
postponement of inspection to February 2013

Oin 30/01/2013, E-Mails from Mr. Balarumulu and Philomena Lobo were received
by this office enclosing a brief report of visit to Rajeev Memorial B.Ed College,
Mattanur, Kannur, Kerala. The report was as under :

“On 11™ January, 2013, Friday, we visited the colleges at 9.00 a.m .We
were received by a reluctant Principal, Dr.Pillai. To our great shock and
surprise, we found that neither the management nor the Principal had
| made any preparations for the visit of VT, though it was intimated fo
them well in advance by both your office and by us. The basic
requirements of preparedness like, filling up of the Format supplied by
you was not done. No records, be it of the building or academic were
kept ready. In short, it was the Principal expected us not to conduct
any inspection and asked us to get back.”

A blank inspection report and non filed questionnaire had been
received by this office on 01/02/2013 along with the letter from the VT
members enclosing a report and a few photographs stating that"

“We visited the Rajeev Memorial College of Teacher Education, Mattanur,
Kannur District, Kerala, as reported by the Principal earlier, the college building
| is not completed nor the records were produced. They were not prepared for the
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inspection, still as per intimation we have visited the spot and saw that the |
' college is running in the first floor of a commercial complex,

\We have enclosed a repart regarding the visit, the letter given by the Principal of
the College. the formats given by you for the inspechion and TA and Honorarium
bills.

A copy of the report is enclosed

A certificate from the Principal, Dr.Vijayan Pillal submitted along with the VT
report has states that:

“On the day of their visit, the Manager of Society was not present on

our premises due to ill health. Since all the original records are with the |

Manager himself,

| couldn’t produce any document regarding the building or others, for the
perusal of the \V.T, nor the application format was also filled up and kept
ready for the inspection.

| hereby state that, all the relevant records will be produced for inspection
once our building is ready and shified to our new campus.”

The SRC in its 241" meeting heid on 29" & 31¥ March 2013 & 1 April 2013
considered the Institution letter dt. 11-01-2013 and all other relevant documents
and decided to cause inspegtion in the manth of April-2013 under NCTE Act, to
examine whether the institution fulfils all the requirements as per the norms, for
the proposed programme, subject to the condition that the deficiencies, if any,
were duly rectified by the institution, as per the norms.

The inspection of the institution was scheduled for 27"May, 2013 and the same
Was imtimated o the institution vide this office letter
E No APSOS561/B. EA/KE/2013-14/51703 dated 16/05/2013. Accordingly, the
inspection of the institution was carried out on 30.05.2013.

The Southern Regional Committee in its 248" Meeting held on 13" - 157 July
2013 considerad the VT report, VCD of the institution on the above matier and
also the relevant documents of the institution and decided to withdraw
recognition for the following reasons:-

« Original certified copy of the land documents from Govt authority is
not submitted, The institution has submitted photocopy of the land
documents, the land documents is in favour of in individual by name
Prof. K.Lakshmana, which is not permissible as per NCTE

20

B A
(5. Sathyam)
Chairman




I Regulations 2009, Approved blue print of the building plan issued by |
competent civil authority Is not submitted. In the building plan copy
submitted, Institution's name is not mentioned.

« Original building completion certificate from competent Govl

r authorized engineer is not submitted.

« Original FORs of Rs. 5 & 3 lacs towards endowment and reserve fund |
from a Nationalized Bank in foint name is not given.

« Notarized land usage certificate from the Revenue divisional office
stating that the agriculture land converted to non-agriculture for the
educational purpose is not submitted. Proceedings of Revenue
Divisional Officer not submitted for conversion of land from |
agricultural to educational purposes.

s Up-to-date encumbrance certificate issued by sub-registrar is not
submitted.

« Staffis not accordingly to NCTE norms.

« Original affidavit is not submitted.

Keeping in view, the Supreme Court order in Civil Appeal No. 1125-1128/2011 in
sl P No. 17165-88/2000 filed by NCTE Vs ors, which reads as under

wAn institution is not entitled to recognition unless it fulfills the
conditions specified in various clauses of the Regulations. The Council is
directed to ensure that in future no institution is granted recognition
unless it fulfills the conditions laid down in the Act and the Regulations
and the time schedule fixed for processing the application by the Regional |

Committee and communication of the decision on the issue of recognition
it strictly adhered to",

Based on the above points the SRC decided to withdraw the recognition of
the B.Ed course run by the Rajeev Memorial College of Teacher Education,
Mattanur, Kannur, Kerala, from the academic year 2013-14 in order to
@nable the ongoing batch of students in B.Ed, course, if any, to complete
their course. It was made clear that the institution is debarred from making
any further admission subsequent to the date of issue of this order.The
. Affiliating body / Examining board | body were informed accordingly.

Further it was decided to return Endowment funds and Reserve fund
deposited with SRC NCTE, Bangalore, if any.

Accordingly, a withdrawal order was ssued to the institution vide
‘ F No. APS05581 /B.Ed /KL/2013-14/53312 dated 26 08.2013

On 08.11.2013, an e-mail was received from K. Priyesh stating as under |

I :
21

™ ;
r!-q":-' If.l-n"‘“-a "'"_'lf--""l"""
[5. Sathyam)
Chairman




e

 your recognition. | got information from the local public that the college

| As per the decision of SRC, a letter addressed o the Registrar, Kannur |

' The institution filed an appeal under Section 18 of NCTE Act, before the

“We wish fo inform you that Rajeev Memorial B.Ed College is still '
working in Kannur District without your recognition, Kindly, please give a
direction to Kannur University to stop the college working illegally without
your recognition and also please give direction to Rajeev Memorial B.Ed
College to stop their cheating to students by taking admissions without

authaorities still going forward by taking new admissions by hiding that |
they have no recognition from NCTE. |

Kindly take necessary actions, otherwise we have 1o compel to forward
this matter to newspapers, channels ete.”

The Southern Regional Committee in its 256" Meeting held on 4" - 87 December
2013 considered the matter, complaint through e-mail on the said college,
dacided and advised Southern Regional Office to send a copy of the complaint
to the Affillating University along with a copy of the order of withdrawal of
recognition for needful action

University was senl wvide F.SROIAPSO5561-B.Ed/KL/2013/55713  dated
27.12.2013

This office did not receive any reply from the University.

Appellate Authority. NCTE, New Delhi against the withdrawal order of SRC.

On 13.03.2014, this office received the appeilate authority order No F.No.BO-
667/2013 Appeal/2™ Meeting — 2014 dated 25.02.2014 remanding back the
case of Rajeev Memonal College of Teacher Education, Thrissur, Kerala to the |
SRC, NCTE. The Council has made the following observations |

'The Council noted that the SRC conducted an inspection of the inslitution on 30-
05.2013 and after considering the VT report and other documents decided to
withdraw recognition and issued the order dated 27-08-2013 citing the reasons
iherein. the Council noted that the SRC, before withdrawing recognition, has nol
issued any show cause nolice to the institution as required under the provisions
of Section 17 of the NCTE Act. In the cirgumstances the Council concluded that
the matler deserved remsa to the SRC with a direction fo issue 8 show

gause notice {o the appefant institution and take further aclion as per ihe
provisions of the NCTE Act.
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After perusal of the memorandum of appeal, affidavil, the documents available
on records and considering the oral arguments advanced during the hearing, the
Council concluded that the appeal deserves to be remanded [o SRC with &
direction to issue a show cause nalice to the appellant institution and take further '
action as per the provisions of the NCTE Act.

The Council hereby remands back the case of Rajeev Memonal College of
Teacher Education, Thrissur, Kerala to the SRC, NCTE, for necessary achion as
indicated above, |

The office memorandum (directive) fram the NCTE Hars dated 25.04 2014 is as
under

“The appeal Committee (s in agreement with the advice of the legal
Counsel about continued consideration of the appeals received so far as also |
those to be received in future, in accordance with flaw and procedure. However,
in cases where the Appeal Committee decided fo remand them fo the Regional
Committees for such actions like re-issue of deficiency lefter/show cause notice
or to consider the submissions of the appeliant etc. it is feit that it would suffice
from the point of view of the commiftee lo stale in their minutes hat the
suggested actions are laken in accordance with the NCTE Regulations

Since the revised Regulalions are yel to be nolified, it would be appropriate if the
NCTE adminisiratively informs all the Ragional committeas thal further action on
the appefiale ordar in ‘remand”_should be faken in the { the
revised regulations fo be nolfified,

In wi ha abow inion_& aal ittea's decisi il the

Regional Offices/Commiltees are directed to act upon the Appelate orders of
remanded back cases accordingly. '

Tha above matter was placed before SRC in its 269" Meeting held on 1- 2
July,2014 and the Committee considered the appeal remand order and directed
SRO to process and put up after notification of new regulations.

On 06.01.2014, a complaint from ShriAjaykumar M, Kannur, Kerala State is
received alleging that the college is making admissions without the approval of
MCTE. (copy enclosad)

The Southern Regional Committee in its 271" Meeting held on 1 August, 2014
considered the matter, decided and advised Southern Regional Office lo process
the case after nofification of new Regulations. |

s |
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T Further, the Committee considered the compiaint from the Shn. Ajaykumar, M.

Kannur, Kerala State vide letter dated 06.01.2014, slated that the said college is
admifting students now; Committee has noted that the said college recognition
that was withdrawn has not yet been reslored. Processing of the case after
remand can take place only after nolification of the new Regulations. Advised
Soulhern Regional Office to inform the University not to allow admission at this
stage. Also, the college is to be directed nol to admit.

As per the decision of SRC, a letters were addressed to the Registrar, Kannur
University and the Principal, Rajeev Memcrial College of Teacher Education,
Mattanur, Kerala on 18.09.2014 conveying the decision of SRC not allow
admissicns at this stage.

On 02092014, a letter dated 30.08.2014 is received from advocale
Shri.V.M.Kurian regarding the W P.(C) No, 21785 of 2014 in the High Court of
Kerala filed by Rajeev Memorial Charitable Society against Kannur University. A
copy of the writ petition W.P.(C } No. 21785 of 2014 filed by the institution is
enclosad,

The writ petiion s filed by the Petitioner challenging the Ext. P 15
communication of Kannur University to restrict admission in the academic year
2014 - 15. The petitioner impleaded MCTE as additional respondenl as
directed by the Hon'ble Court since the above said communication s
based on Ext.P11 withdrawal order F Mo APS05561/B Ed /KL/2013-14/53312 |
dated 26082013 issued by SRCNCTE. The above writ petition came up for |
impleading additional respondent (NCTE) on 29.08.2014. The advocate look
notice on  behall of NCTE and has requested to forward necessary instructions |
in the matter for preparing Counter Affidavit.

A letter was addressed to the advacate, Shri. V. M. Kurian an 23.09.2014 with a
request to file Counter Affidavit by taking the directions of the Hon'ble Supreme
Coaurl info account.

On 01,10.2014, thizs office has received a letter dated 28.09.2014 from the
advocate, Shri. V. M. Kurian regarding W P.(C) No. 25181 of 2014 filed by the
institution, The |latter is as under:-

“ The above writ petition (W.P.(C) No. 25181 of 2014) is filed by the |
petitioner to quash the communication
F.SRO/NCTE/KL/APS05561/B.Ed/2014/53642 dated 18.09.2014 issued
by the Regional Director, NCTE, directing the petitioner not to allow
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the admission of students without getting approval from SRC, NCTE.
The above writ petition came up for admission before the Hon'ble

Court on26.09.2014 and the Hon'ble Courd has passed an _interim
order by staying above communication for a period of 2 maonths. We
have taken notice on behalf of you and writ petition is posted for filing
Counter Affidavit. Please forward necessary instructions in the matter
for preparing counter affidavit.

& copy of the affidavit filed by the institution W.P.(C ).No. 25181 of 2014] and
other relevant documents are enclosed along with Ihe letter

A letter was addressed to the advocate, ShriV.M. Kurian on 28.10.2014 along
with the brief of the case requesting him to file a Counter affidavit by quoting
Hon'ble Supreme Court directions.

The Southern Regional Committes in its 275" meeting held during 1* and 2™
December, 2014, toock note of the Interim Court order im the matter. Adwvised
Southern Regional Office to process the said case g5 soon as the new |
Regulations are notified and put up in 277" meeting.

| A latter seeking consent on the willingness of the institution for considering their

application as per Regulations 2014 was sent to the institution on 19.12.2014

In response to this office letter dated 19,12 2014, the institubon submitted a reply
on 13.01.2015 which is as under -

“We are in receipt of your letter referred above on 30.10.2014.lt is
seen from paragraph 2 of your said communication that the Regional
Office of NCTE, Bangalore has construed to the effect that we have
submitted application for the grant of recognition for conducting the B.Ed
course. It appears that the said communication was given on a wrong
factual premise. As such we are giving the following clarifications for your
kind consideration..

We were given recognition by NCTE in the year 2007 by order dated
07.01.2007.copy enclosed for ready reference. Thereafter the recognition
given was withdrawn by SRC, Bangalore by communication dated
26.08.2011.As the action was against law, we had no other option than to
challenge the same before the appellate authority. The appellate authority
through their dated 25.02.2014 was pleased to set aside the order of SRC
Bangalore for the reasons stated in the appellate order. it is thereafter
another communication was given fto the effect that processing of the
application can be made after notification of the new regulation. That
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Communication is on a wrong legal premise. The question which ought to
have been considered was whether there are sufficient reasons for
withdrawal of the recognition granted in 2007.Therefore there is no
justification in adopting a different yardstick in our case. Further the
 legality of the communication given on 15.09.2014 pursuant to the decision
of SRC, Bangalore dated 01.08.2014 is under challenge before the High
Court in W.P.C.No. 25181/ 2014.As such there is no justification in
considering our case of all other B.Ed Colleges. There is no justification
for the selective action as well. Therefore, you are requested o give us

hearing before a decision is taken in this regard.”

| The institution submitted staff list comprising of a principal and seven leclurars.

The SRC in its 278" meating held during 257 January, 2015 considered the
matter, reply of the institution letter dated 13.01.2015 and all the redevant
documentary evidence and decided to serve Show cause Nolice under NCTE
act, For the following deficiencies:-

« The Institution has not submitted certified copy of the land
documents. |
« Building plan submitted by the institution is not approved by the
competent authority, in the building plan submitted, Sy, no. site area,
built up area, room and lab specifications are not mentioned.
« The institution has not submitted Building Completion Certificate |
duly approved by the competent authority.
« MNon- encumbrance certificate not submitted.
+ Fixed receipts in original are not submitted.

On 30.03.2015, the insttution submitted an affidavit affirming adherence to
Regulations, 2014,

On 15.06.2015, a letter dated 10.06 2015 was received from the President |
Rajeev Memorial Charitable Society, s as under-

“We are in receipt of the show cause notice and the communication
referred above. In view of various earlier proceedings in relation fo the
matter in issue and the pendency of several writ petitions before the
High Court, time is required in preparing a reply in consultation with our
counsel. As such you are requested to grant us time till 30" of June by
which time a detailed reply will be given with reference to the matter in
issue. Inconvenience caused is regretted.”

As per the decision of SRC, a Show Cause Notice was issued to institution on
13.05.2015.
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The institution submitted written representation on 29.06.2015 as under:-

“We are in receipt of the show cause nofice dated 13.05.2015. On receipt of the said
notice we have requested time o give the reply fo the show cause nolica it 3008 2075
Accardingly we are giving the present reply.

in the show cause notice ghvan fo us, in paragraph 3 it is stated that the complamt ghean
by 5. Rajesh P.V, given to the University and the NCTE is enclased. Unfortunalely that
is sesn enclosed along with the show cause notice Therefore we &re deprnved of our
valughle right to respand fo the show cause noftice afer knowing the contents of the
alfegations

in this connection | would ke to bring to your nolice that by the proceedings dated
25022014, the appeal preferred by us was allowed by the Appeilate Comrmiliea and the
matter is issue as il then slood was remanded to the Regional Commiliee for fresh
decision, ARer the said order of the Appelate Commiltes, the Regulalions wera
amended and the steps to be taken thereafler can anly be in tarms of the amended |
Regulations as now in force. You are ais0 aware of the fact that the college was shiffed
fo iha new building and the Inspectors deputed by your office had conducted their
inspection. The report of that inspection aiso is available with the Regional Commilies.
In terms of the amendment of the Regulations, which was camied out in the year 2014
we wers called up on to give our affidavit by the Southermn Regional Commilfee to the
sffect that the institution will fulfill the Norms and Regulations of 2014 as amended. The |
affidavit was accordingly given as early as on 26 032013 A copy of the affidawit given is
enclosed for ready reference. In view of the above the malter in issus is required fo be
considerad under the amended Regulations for which the affidavit was given on
26.03 2015,

It is seen from the show cause nolice thal the same has been issued based on the |
meeting of the Scuthemn Ragional Committes which was held on 2501 20158 In view of

the substantial changes thal have teke place, i is requested that the relevancy of the

proceadings inttiated is lost by passage of time and [he amendrmant of the Regulalions

In the show cause notice isswed by you, you have mentioned aboul the non-SubMISSIoN
of documents. While appeal was preferred against your earlier decizion o withdraw e
recognition, all the documents were produced in onginal before the Appellale Committee
Those documents are stil with the Appefiate Commilles as the same wers nat reluwmed
at that stage. It is therefore submitled that | am unabie to produce the original documents
as of now since those documents are before the Appeliate Commiliee. It is therafore
requested that steps may ba taken fo call for the enfire records feading fo the appeal
basod on which the Appellate Commitiee decided our appeal through their order dated
a8 02 2014 Those documents will cleardy show that even the basis af the procesdings
are hased on misconcaption. However [ am enclosing herewith the atlested pholocopies
of the documents aboul which reference is made in your show Cause nohice,

In view of the change in the Regulations and in view of the affidavil filed by us
accepting the compliance of the stipulalions contained in the Regulfations as
amended in 2014 you are requested to issue the necessary order for the further
continuance af the course in our college. ©
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The SRC in its 250" meeting held during 107 and 11" July, 2015 considered the
matter, written reply from the institution vide letter dated 28.06.2015, and all the
relevant documentary evidences and it was decided to serve MNotice Under
Section 17 of NCTE Act for the following

(i} English version of land document.
{il) BP & EC issued by competent authority.
(iif) Approved staff list as per 2014 Regulations.

As per the decision of SRC, a Show Cause Notice was issued to the institution
on 23.09.2015.
The institution submitted a reply on 26.10.2015

On 28.12.2015, the Regisirar, Kannur University submitted a representation
regarding admisslons made by Rajeev Memorial College of Teacher Education,
Kannur for the year 2015-17 without the revised recognition order which is as
under :-

“‘With reference to the above, | am to inform you that Rajeev Memorial
College of Teacher Education, Mattanur, Kannur has admitted students fo
2015-17 batch of B.Ed course without the revised recognition order
issued by you

Subsequent o the withdrawal of recognition granted o Rajeev Memaonal |
College of Teacher Education, Mattanur, Kannur, the University granted
continuation of provisional affiliation to B.Ed course offered from the college
during 2012-13 considering the future of the ongoing balch of studenis
Further, the Universily also granted continuation of affiliation fo B.Ed course
conducted in Rajeev Memorial College of Teacher Education, Mattanur,
Kannur on the basis of the intarim order of the Hon'ble High Courl and the
syndicate decision (copy of both enclosed). The continuation of affiliation o |
B.Ed course in Rajesv Memoral College of Teacher Education, Maltanur,
Kannur during 2014-15 is under processing .Now it has also come to the
notice of the University that the College has admitled students to 2015-17
batch of B.Ed course in Rajeey Memorial College of Teacher Education,
Mattanur Kannur on recaiving on recefving the application for 1* Semester
Examination of B.Ed course .

The matter is hereby informed for further necessary aclion in this regard

The University submitted a copy of the Court order dated 14.10.2014 in W.P.No.
25181 of 2014 which is as under -

“The petitioner pressed for an order, in 5o far as seeking inctusion of their

name_for alloiment of students for B Ed course, enabling the candidales fo
exercige_an option to the peliioner college. The principal of the petitioner
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college file application for continuation of affilation for the year 2013-14. In the
meaan lime, the recognition of the petitioner college was withdrawn by the
NCTE as per Ext.P11 order. The petitioner filed an appeal against Ext.P11
order before the Appellate Authorily constituled under Section 18 of the NCTE
Act Copy of the order passed by the Appeliste authority is produced as Ex

| P14

2 The Appeilate authonty remanded the matter especially finding viclation
of principles of natural justice and the earfier having been issued
without Show Cause Notice being served on the petitioner. The matter
is said to be pending before the NCTE Regional Branch and the NCTE
has issued Ext.P18 order after remand. The NCTE, after remand will
only be after natification of (he new regulations and hence, advised the
Southern Regional Officer regarding the modalities o be resored for
completing the process and not to allow admission al this slage .

3. When a withdrawal of recognition has been challenged in appeal and
the  same has been remanded, it cannol be said that the withdrawal
continues unless a fresh consideration is made on the basis of existing
regulations or on the basis of the new regulations The authorty cannot
keep the petiioner and the students in imbo and continue operation of
withcrawal, on the ground that new regulations are lo be framed.
Remand having been made, withdrawal is no more applicable and
hence the petilioner's recognition would continue untess withdrawal
after due service of notice No Show Cause Notice has also been issued
to the petitioner fill date. In such circumstances, the 2% respondent
shall allot students to the petitioner including the name of the coliege in
the list and allot students from the list prepared by the 2™ respondent.

The University has submitted another Court order dated 03.09.2014 in W.P.No.
21785 of 2014 which is as under -

“The learned counsel for the petitioner presses for an interim order.
The interim relief sought for as follows:

Pass an order staying the operation of the condition contained inExt P.15 lo
obtain explicit order for making admission and further directing the petitioner
nat to make admission for the academic year 2014-135,, pending disposal of the
wril pefition”

2 Despite impleading NCTE in the parly array as par order dated 29.08.2014
in LA No, 11703 of 2014 and in spile of the appearance made on last
accasion, there is no representation when the case is taken up loday The
lsarned counsel for the petitioner points oul, withdrawal of recognition by the
additional 2° respondent as per Ext.P11 is no longer in existence, as the
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directing ihe competent authority fo issue a proper Show Cause Notice and
to proceed with further steps. No such nolice has ever bean issved lo the
pelitioner so far, submits the learned counsel for the petitioner

3 Since the factual position as on date is not brought to the notice of this Court

by the additional 2™ respondent, there will be an interim order as prayed for
in so far as the recognition of the petitioner (originally ordered as per
Ext P1) continues by virlue of Ext P14 passed by the appelate authorty,
However admission of students, if any, shall be at the sole risk of the
petitioner and the concemed sfudents shall be informed as o the pendancy
of the proceedings before this Courf

Post after vacation for fling counter affidavit, if any.”
The SRC, In its 301" meeting held during 5" to 8" February, 2016 noted the

mafter.

Oin 26.05.2015, the institution submitted a request to consider the Show Cause
Notice Reply submitted by the institution as under :-

‘I have submitted the detailed explanation for the reference cited
above on 21.10.2015.1 have not received any further communication
in this regard from your office. | humbly request you to be kind
2no issue reco n erders for the academic year 2015-17 A
copy of the Show Cause Notice is enclosed.”

On 16.06.2016. the institution submitted another reply to the Show Cause
Motice.

The SRC in its 318" meeting held on 08™ & 08" August, 2016 considered the
matter and decided to issue Show cause Motice under Act for the following
deficiencies:-

« All other formalities relating to shifting have been completed albeit
belatedly. Only, submission of a Faculty list in the prescribed
format and approved by the competent authority is reguired.

s lssue Show Cause Notice accordingly.

= Put up after 2 months.

As per the decision of the SRC, show cause notice was igsued to the institution
on 27.08.2016.

The institution has filed W.P No 38485 of 2016, In the Hon'ble High Court of
Kerala. Accordingly, brief of the case was sent to the advocate
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'On 23112016, a letter dated 22112016 was received from advocate
Shri.V M. Kurian regarding the W P.(C) No. 36485 of 2016 in the High Court of
Kerala filed by Rajeev Memarial Charitable Society mattannur, Kannur stating
as undar -

The subject writ petition is filed by Rajeev Memorial Charitable
' Society, Mattannur, Kannur seeking direction to the University for
conduct of B.Ed Course in the college. The University is not permitting
conduct of course on the ground that the college does not have
recognition from NCTE. The Hon'ble Court has directed us to find out as
to whether the College is recognized by NCTE or not. Please furnish
instructions immediately. The case is posted tomorrow {23.11.2016)

On 03422016 & lefter dated 25112016 was received from Kannur
University, Thavakkar, Civil Station P.O, Kannur staling as under -

“please recall the office letter cited as | ™ above. It has been
informed that through Rajeev memcrial College of Teacher Education,
Mattanur, Kannur affiliated to this University, the same is not seen
included in the list of colleges for which recognition have been granted
by your institution for the academic year 2015-16.

As per the judgment in WPC No 25181/14 (w) of the Hon'ble High
Court of Kerala, students were allotted to the college for 2014-15
However, the College has admitted students for 2015-17 batch also.

| am therefore to request you to look into the matter urgently and intimate
the position™,

On 08122016, a letter dated 02.12.2016 was received from advocate
Shri. V.M Kurian regarding the W.P.(C) No. 36495 of 2018 in the High Court of
Kerala filed by Rajeev Memaorial Charitable Society, Kannur stating as under -

1. Petitioner has approached this Court inter alia seeking for a direction
to the University to publish the results of the First Semester
Examination to the Course of B.Ed undertaken by the student of the
college for the academic year 2015-16 and to permit those students
to appear for the 3 Semester practical Examination notified in terms
of Ext.P13 and further to permit the students admitted during the
academic year 2016-17 to appear for the First Semester B.Ed Degree
Examination, November, 2076.
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petitioner Society is running a B.Ed College. They had recognition |

from the National Council

for Teacher Education (NCTE) for conducting the said course of one
year duration with annual intake of 100 student. Ext.P1 is the NCTE

order dated 07.12.2007. Affiliation also granted by the University as per

notification dated 08.10.2010, Ext.P3. thereafter the petitioner applied

for continuation of affiliation for the year 2013-14, which was granted |

as per University notification dated 24.08.2013. in the meantime, NCTE

issued order dated 26.08.2013 withdrawing the recognition granted to |
the College for the academic session 2013-14. Petitioner challenged |

the same before the appellate authority. Which consider the matier and |

remitted the matter back to the NCTE for fresh consideration. In the
meantime, when the University did not permit allotment of student for
the academic year 2013-14, writ petition was filed as WF(C)
No.25181/14 in which this Court observed that in so far as the matter in
now pending before the NCTE, recognition continues unless a fresh
consideration is made by the NCTE. In said circumstances, direction
was issued fo allot student for the academic year 2073-14. It is
submitted by the petitioners that pursuant fo the appellate order,
Ex.P12 Show Cause Nofice dated 27.09.2016 was issued by the NCTE
in which the petitioner had filed a reply and the matfer is now pending
before the NCTE. In the meantime, result of the semesters in the
various academic years are not being published and the students are
not permitted to write the examination. It is at this stage that this writ
petition is filed.

Learned counsel appearing for the NCTE submits that an enquiry into
the Show Cause Nofice is still pending consideration. 5o far no order
had been passed in the matter learned counsel appearing for the
University submits that the order in WP (C) No.25181/14 was with
respect to the allotment of students during the academic year 2013-14.
It is submitted that after the said academic year. There is no
recognition for admitting students or for allotment of students in the
said College According to them, the entire admission of the siudenis
after the academic year 2013-14 is without recognition and therefore
the students of the petitioner are not entitled to have the resulls
declared or to write the semester examinations.

 But. It is relevant to note that when in the appellate order, the order

withdrawing the recognition had been set aside and the malter was
directed to be considered afresh. It has to be assumed that the
recognition is still in force. Learned counsel for the NCTE also submits
that as matters stand now, there is recognition for conducting the B.Ed

12

[

_"C[":':"-— L‘:-{JJ.J.-IL
15, Sathyam}
Chairman




" course However, the same will be subject to further orders to be

ed after conducting enquiry into the Show Cause Notice issued by
the NCTE. Having regard to the aforesaid factual situation, | am of the
view that there is no reason to detain the students by withholding the
result and not permitting them to write the examination until a final
decision is taken by NCTE in the matter.

Accordingly, this writ petition is disposed of as under:-

a) The University shall declare the result of the examination
undertaken by the student of the petitioner.

b) It shall also permit the students fo write the examination in the
various academic years subject of course to the final decision to |
be taken by the NCTE in this regard.

The institution has submitted s representation on 18.12.2016 along with
appointment order of the principal,

The SRC in its 326" meeting held on 04™ to 05" January, 2017 the commitiee
consider the matter and decided as under -

1. This is a case in which RPRO should have issued. It did not happen.
We cannot issue RPRO at this stage. We have to finally decide the
lssue of recognition under the 2014 Regulations. The Court order has
taken care of the interim periods.

1.1 Ask the institution to submit the faculty list by 31.1.2017.

1.2 Write to the University to speed up their decision. Clarify to them
the position regarding our recognition.

2. We can consider issue of recognition once the faculty list is
recaived.

s per the decision of the SRC, a letter was issuad to the institution and the
Jegistrar of Kannur University on 18.01.2017

The institution has submitted representation on 27 01.2017 & 30.01.2017
‘agarding request you to extend the time to submit the faculty list

he institution has submitted representation on 13.03.2017 and stating as under:-

“As per the reference cited above, | am here with submitting the faculty
ist of Rajeev Memorial college of Teacher Education Thillenkri Po,
Mattannur Via 670702,
|
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I humbly request you to be good enough to grant me the revised
recognition order at the earliest".

The SRC. in its 335™ meeting held on 11" to 12" April, 2017 the committee
~onsidered the matter and decided as under -

1. We had withdrawn recognition. It was revived by the Court order.
But, that was only for one year i.e,, 2014-15. They have continued
that facility irregularly without obtaining any extension from the
Court.

2. They have not cared to comply with our order for submission of the
approved faculty list. Delay in this will only give them undue benefit. |

1, Give tham an ultimation to submit the latest approved Faculty list by
26.4.2017.

4, Putupon1.5.17.
5. Issue SCN accordingly.

As per the decision of the SRC, a Show cause Notice was issued to the |
institution on 21.04.2017. The institution has submitted reply to the SCN on
25.04 2017 & 2804 2017,

The SRC in its 338" Meeting held on 01" to 03" May, 2017 the committee
considered the matter and decided as under:-

1.  The Faculty list is not in the prescribed format.

2. The Faculty list is in regional language. English version not
submitted.

3. Issue SCN accordingly.

Accordingly, As per the decision of the SRC, a Show cause Notice was issued 1o
the institution on 09.05.2017. The institution has submitied reply lo the SCN on
11.05.2017 and 16.05.2017.

The institution has submitted representation on 22.05.2017 along with English
version of the faculty list 2015-18

The SRC in its 340" meeting held on 08" to 08" June, 2017 the committes
considered the matter and decide as under:-

1. The revised list is still not in full conformity with the prescribed
NCTE format. Pl ask them to give it in our format with approval by
the Registrar in every page. Send a blank form as model.
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| phone on 19.06,2017 The deficiency point regard to in respect of APSD5561

“For B.EA(Z units) they should have 1+9 Faculty: they have |
proposed only 147,

3

B

. Principal has the required gualification and experience.

4. There is no Asst. Prof. to teach Perspective subjects. There should
be 2.

. In Pedagogy Group there is no Asst Prof. for Mathematics and
Regional Language. They should appoint.

_ One Asst. Prof. each in Phy.Ed., Fine Arts & Perf. Arts are required.

= &

. Issue SCN accordingly.

Accordingly, as per the decision of the SRC, a Show cause Notice was issued 1o
the institution on 16.06.2017 along with faculty kst format.

Faculty list format (Annexure-lll} was sent to the institution through email on
19.06.2017.

An email was sent to advocate Shri.V.M, Kurian on 19.06.2017 and advocale
¥.T Thomas an 21.06.2017 along with the Show cause Notice.

A letter dated 14.08.2017 received by this office on 16.06.2017 regarding
W.P.(C) No.18586 of 2017- High Court of Kerala- Rajeev Memorial Charitable
Society, requested to send the statement of facts as aarly as possible to prepare
{ha statement and file. Copy of the writ petition |s enclosed herewilh,

A lettar was addressed to the advocate Shni W M. Kurian on 29.06.201T along
with the Brief of the case.

As directed by RD, Under secretary discussed with the Chairman, SRC over

B.Ed (2 units) decided during the 340" meeting of SRC.

Chairman SRC decided to correct the information in Pt 2 of the decision to
read as

“For B.Ed (2 units) they should have 1+16 faculty; They have only 1+7"
and Pt 4 should read a “There is no Asst. Prof. to teach Perspective
Subjects. There should be 4".

As the unit is for 2, he has directed to correct the numbers. Also he has |
instructed to send the SCN and not to wait till next maeting.

The tele conversation with chairman, SRC informed to RD, SRC-NCTE over
phone on 19.06.2017. He has directed to send the SCN on 19.06.2017 to the |
institute with the signature of the Under Secretary.

The SRC in its 342" meeting heid an 05" to 067 July, 2017 the committee
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considered the matter and decide as under -

= The action taken by the SRO, in consultation with the
Chairman{SRC) over telephone us ratified.

An email was received from the Advocate Shri V.M Kurian on 05.07.2017 and
Hard copy received on 07.07.2017 regarding W.P (C) MNo. 19596 of 2017 High

sent on receipt”.

| A court Judgment dated 03.07.2017 received by this office on 14.07.2017 from

the Hon'bie High Court of Kerala in W.P.{C) No. 19586 of 2017

The concluding paras of the Judgment are as under:

court of Kerala filed by Rajeev Memarial Charitable Soclety and stale as under-

“The above writ petition came up for hearing today. The Hon'ble
Court disposed the matter directing SRC, NCTE to consider the
explanation submitted by petitioner to the SCN dated 16.06.2017 within 2
weeks and to pass final orders thereon. Certified copy of judgment will be

. Matters being so, 1 respondent issued Ext.P5 order, withdrawing the
*)

“This writ petition is filed by the petitioner, a Charitable Society, |
complaining that new the 2™ respondent University has issued Ext.P16
naotification scheduling allotment of students to the B.Ed. course in
various colleges affiliated to it, however, the petitioner's college is
excluded on the ground that it does not have affiliation. Material facts
for the disposal of the writ petition are as follows:

Recognition was granted by the 1% respondent to the college vide |
Ext.P1 order dated 07.12.2007 to conduct B.Ed. course of one year
duration with an annual intake of 100 students, The said course was
converted into a two year course by the 1* respondent with effect from
the academic year 2015-16 onwards. Thereafter, as per Ext.P2, - o
respondent made the provisional affiliation absolute. However, despite
granting regular affiliation, University continued with its earlier practice
of granting "continuation of provisional affiliation” and the petitioner
was required to remit the annual administration fee as well as the
affiliation fee, evident from Ext.P3. According to the petitioner, the said
directives were complied with. Likewise, the demands raised for the
successive years were also complied with by the petitioner. As per
Ext. P4 dated 24.08.2013, University granted permission to shift the
college to jis permanent bullding at Thillenkeri.

recognition granted to the college. Accordingly, as per ExtPG order
dated 05.02.2014, the Syndicate of the University decided to dis-affiliate
the college. Ext.P5 order passed by the 1" respondent was challenged |
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. However, again, as per Ext.P14 show cause notice dated 09.05.2017,

. First respondent has filed a detailed counter affidavit, refuting the

before the National Council for Teacher Education, New Delhi, and the
order passed by the Regional Director was sef aside as per Ext.PT order
dated 25.02.2014. Thereupon, the University granted affiliation for the
academic year 2013-14, evident from Ext.P8, however, with a rider not to
effect any further admissions till explicit orders in this regard are given
by the University. Ext.P8 order was challenged before this Court and as
per Ext.P§ interim order dated 03.09.2014, this Count permitted the
petitioner to admit students. However, the Souwthern Regional
Committee of the National Council by Ext.P10 communication dated
18.09.2014 required the Z™ respondent not to allow admissions of
students to the college without prior approval. Ext.P10 order was
challenged before this Court and vide Ext.P11 order dated 14.10.2014,
permitted allotment of students to the college for the academic year
2014-15.

Meanwhile, NCTE issued Ext.P12 show cause nofice dated 27.09.2018,
notifying a defect to be cured by the petitioner in respect of submission
of a faculty list in the prescribed format as approved by the competent
authority. According to the petitioner, the faculty list was produced. The |
students admitted pursuant to Ext.P11 during the academic year 2014- |
15 passed out from the college. Since the duration of the course having
been extended to two years, the students had to complete the course
during the academic year 2016-17. They participated in their
examination for the second year, however, the results of these students
for the 1" Semester examinations were not declared. In the said
commotion, the University refused to permit the students to appear for
third semester practical examinations as well as the first semester B.Ed
degree examinations. Thereupon, petitioner filed W.P.{C) No.36435 of
2016 before this Court, and as per Ext.P13 judgment, the University was
directed to declare the results of the examination underfaken by the
students and further to permit the students to write the examinations of
various years subject to final decision to be taken by the NCTE.

NCTE directed the petitioner to rectify the defects and submit the faculty
list in the prescribed format. According to the pefitioner, as per Ext.P15
covering letter, the faculty list was submitted. While so, 2" respondent
vide Ext.P16 notification dated 29.05.2017, invited applications for |
admission to B.Ed. course in the colleges affiliated to it.

However, the petitioner college was excluded, and it is thus challenging
the said action of the 2* respondent University, this writ petition is filed.

alfegations and claims and demands raised by the petitioner. Among
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8.

petitioner was direcied to show cause providing opportunity to make
written representation along with necessary certificates or documents in
order to take a final decision in the matter including withdrawal of
recognition, within 21 days in respect of the following matters
enumerated;

1. The revised list is still not in full conformity with the prescribed
NCTE format. Bl. ask them to give it in our format with approval by
the Registrar in every page. Send a biank form as model.

2 For B.Ed. (2 units) they should have 1+15 Faculty; they have
proposed only T+7.

3. Principal has the required qualification and experience.

4. There is no Asst. Prof. to teach Perspective subjects. There should
be 4,

5. In Pedagogy Group there is no Asst. Prof. for Mathematics and
Regional Language. They should appoint.

6. One Asst. Prof. each in Phy.Ed., Fine Arts & Pert. Arts are required.
7. Issue SCN accordingly.”

Therefore, according to the 1 respondent, the irregularities noted are
serious in nature, and without being the same rectified, the continuance
of recognition cannot be permitted. Learned counsel appearing for the
University submitted that If the recognition is continued by the 17
respondent, the 2™ respondent will consider the continuance of
affiliation of the petitioner college.

Heard learned counsel for the petitioner and the learned Standing
Counsel appearing for the 1% and 2™ respondents. Perused the
documents on record and the pleadings put forth by the respective
parties,

The fact discussion made above would make it clear that several
irregularities are noted by the 1" respondent as enumerated above.
Since a show cause notice, Ext.R1{a), is issued, it is for the petitioner to
satisfy the said requiremenis as are required there under. Even though
petitioner has a case that petitioner is entitled to continue with the
admission process consequent to the observations made in Exts.P11
and P13 judgments, | am of the considered opinion that the fact

situation differs from the facts and circumstances considered by this |
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court in the earlier judgments, since the petitioner is served with
Ext.R1{a) notice.

10. In that view of the matter, | am of the considered opinion that the
- petitioner has to rectify the defects enumerafed in Ext.R1(a) and submit
appropriate reply to the show cause notice in accordance with law,
enabling the 1" respondent to consider the issue. Therefore, the 1"
respondent is directed to take into account the reply proposed to be
submitted by the petitioner to the said show cause nofice, and attain
finality to the same within two weeks from the date of receipt of reply
from the petitioner, If the petitioner is able to secure necessary orders
from the 1 respondent, the 2" respendent shall consider the
continuance of the affiliation and permit the petitioner to go ahead with
the admissions for the ensuing academic year, at the earliest possible |
time.

. The writ pefition is disposed of accordingly.

The institution has submitted (in its 340™ meeting) Show cause Nolice reply on
24.07.2017 and stating as under -

Sl. | Deficiency Pointed out Reply of the Details of the
Mo in the SCN institution documents
1 | The revised list is still not “As per the Ref |« The institution

in full conformity with the | cited No.1  the staff has submitied
prescribed NCTE formal. | profila of 2015-16 (7+1) the revised
Pl. ask them to give it in | faculty list in
our format with approval is duly altasied by the the prescribed

by the Registrar in every Rﬂ?’”’"’!’ , Ea.rra?ur NCTE format,
page. Send a blank form | University is submilting |  copy of the
as model, for the Verfication | Faculty list
| during the Academic approved by

5 TFor BEA(2 units) they | ¥ear 2015-17 (2 year| the Registrar
| should have 148 Faculty: | B.Ed) The Facufty in| Kannur

. they have proposed only | respect of Phy Edn, | :::_E;?iw-
1+7 Fine Arfs and
3 | Principal has the required | Performing  Arls  were o
gualification and | appointed on Part-Time |* The institution
experience. basis during 2015-16 | has appointed
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4 | There is no Asst, Prof. to | There was anly | three Assistant
| teach Perspective | 15+15=30 student to| [Professor
zutliﬂlﬂi There should | tha Kannur U”J.'i"ﬂ'f-ﬁli;f

% . 1 1

8 |n%adagum' Group there af that tine. hI]amitha =
s no Asst. Prof for :
Mathematics and | E.M oW B8 PR EE:’:.I;:;. in
Regional Language, | direction of NCTE we | o oming
They should appaint. | have appointed On Arts,

5 | Gne Asst Prof. each in | Asst Professor each in | 2) Shri
Phy.Ed, Fine Ars & | Phy Edn Fine Ars 8 Chethanvyas
Perl. Arts are required. | perfect Ats ___on| Asst Prol in)

te :- a letter dated 25.07.2017 received by this office on 28.07.2017 from the
institution and stating as under:-

“We have only one unit from 2015-16, 2016-17 onwards. This matter
was intimated to the Kannur university but could not intimate to SRC !
Bangalore. Now, | request you to sanction only one unit with retrospective
effect fram 2015 academic year onwards.

| am enclosing herewith the following documents in support of one
unit. I

1. The request made to Registrar Kannur University.

2. Annual report 2016 Kannur University.

3. The names of students admitted in 2016-18 in our College.
4. Order of Kannur University dated 25.03.2017

il. Regarding 340" minutes of Si. No. 4 Two Asst. Professors to teach
perspective subject was already appointed and included in the 7 +1 Staff
profife. Serial No. 6, SAPNA.K and SI. No. 7, SIMINA K, were the 2 Asst.
Professors. They have required qualification as per the Gazette of India -
extra ordinary part I, Sec. 4. The required qualification to teach
perspectives in education is P.G. Degree in Social Science and M.Ed with
55% of marks. They have P.G Degree in M.A. history, both are Social
Science Teachers, so the first condition is already fulfilled.

This is purely an unaided institution started in 2007 unless you grant us
Revised recognition order we have no other way but to close the
institution. More than 18000 sq.ft building with all facilities are available in
the 5.3 acres of land in the College, There are 17 staff working in the
College from 2007 onwards".

Remarks :-

« The institution has submitted the revised faculty list in the prescribed |
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NCTE format, Copy of the Faculty list approved by the Registrar
Kannur University, Kannur.

The institution has appointed three Assistant Professor
1) Shri. Namitha Krishnan Asst.Prof in performing Arts,

2) Shri. Chethanvyas Asst. Prof in Fine Arts and
3) George Thomas Asst Prof Physical Education.

The institution has submitted Staff Affidavits.

The Committee considered the above court matter and decided as |

under:-

1.
2.1

2.2

3.1

3.2

3.3

4+,

The Court order is noted.

The NCTE Regulations prescribe time-limits for rectification of
deficiencies.

But, in this case, the SCN was issued in compliance of a Court order.
The replies of the applicant are, therefore, admitted for |
substantive consideration of ‘removal of deficiencies”.

The Faculty list is approved. But, the 3 members: Asst. Prof.(Perf.
Arts); Asst. Prof.(Fine Arts); and, Asst. Prol.(Phy.Ed.) have been
included without approval.

All 4 positions in Perspectives are vacant, But, one Asst. Prof. in
Pedagogy is eligible to be shown under Perspectives.

Under Pedagogy 8 Asst. Profs. are required. But, out of them 3 are
deficient: There is no Asst. Prof.(Maths); there is no Asst
Prof.[Regional Lang.); and, the Asst. Prof.(Pol. 5¢.) has got less than
55% in his P.G.[Soc. 5c.) course.

One Asst. Prof. is qualified in Commerce which is not a recognized
school subject. He is, therefore, not qualified to be a Faculty in the
Pedagogy group of this programme.

in the result, and for the reasons given above, their reply is held to
be unsatisfactory. And, accordingly, their application is rejected.
And, the recognition granted by us for their B.EA.[2 units)
programme is withdrawn w.e.f. 2017-18.
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"5.1 Students in the 2™ year will, however, be allowed to complete |
their course in 2017-18.

5.2 There will be no new admissions in 2017-18.

6. In view of this development, there is no need to consider their
request for reduction from 2 units to 1 unit.

7. Inform the affiliating University accordingly also.

APS05044
B.Ed
2 Units

Prathibha College
of Education,
Erishna,

Andhra Pradesh

| The matter was placed before SRC in its 150" meeting held on 28"-25" December

Prathibha College of Education, Sy.No.123/1, 1232, 123/3, NadimTiruvury
Village & Mandal, Krishna District, Andhra Pradesh has made an applicaticn on
02.01.2006 for B.Ed course lo SRC, NCTE Bangalore,

The SRC after considering the report of the visiting team as well as other relevant |
materials, granted recognition to the institution for offering B.Ed course with an!
intake of 100 students from the session 2007-2008 wide order |
F.Mo SROMCTE/B. Ed/2008-2007/2188 dated 01.05.2007.

The Government of Andhra Pradesh vide letter dated 06.03.2007 forwarded a list of
institutions not recommending the name of college with the specific reasons with a |
request to NCTE-SRC to take necessary action against the institutions, this |
institution is one of the institutions not recommended.

2007. The SRC after careful consideration of all aspects decided to conduct the
inspection of the institution under Section 17.

The inspection of the institution was conducted on 22.04 2008 and the report was
received. The report was considerad by SRC in its 161" meeting held on 6-7 August
2008 and upon consideration of all aspects |t was decded lo issue show causs
natice.

Accordingly, show cause nolice was issued to the institution on 25.08.2008. The |
reply was received on 07.10.2008 was placed before SRC in its 166" meeting held
on 18-19 Cctober 2008,

The SRC considered the reply of the institution vis-a-vis the points raised in the
show cause notice, the deficiencies pointed out in the report forwarded by State
Government, VCD, two visiting team report under section 14 and under section 17 of
NCTE Act 1993, and decided to withdraw the recognition from the academic session
2008-2008.

Accordingly, withdrawal order was issued to the institution on 22.10.2008.

The institution preferrad an appeal to NCTE-Hqrs, accordingly. original file along with
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The NCTE Hqrs forwarded appellate authonty arder dated 09.02.2009 along with
original file received by SRC on 24.02.2009 The appellate authority order stated as
follows:-

“ the council noted that the institution was having 1140.24 sq.mir built |
up area as per plan and completion certificate dated 14.07.2008 (ssued
by Secretary Gram PanchayathThiruvur, which was inadequate as per
norms. The council, therefore, came fo a conclusion there was no |
Jjurisdiction in accepting the appeal and that be refected.

After perusal of documenis, memorandum of appeal, affidavit, VT
report and after hearing oral arguments advanced during hearing, the
council reached the conclusion that there was no ground to accept the
appeal and that it should be rejected. Accordingly, the appeal was
rejected and SRC's order dated 22.10.2008 refusing recognition to the
institution was confirmed."

The institution has submitied willingness affidavit affirming adherence of NCTE
Regulations 2014 on 28.01.2015. But revised recognition order was not issued to the
institution dus to the recognition was withdrawn on 22.10.2008.

In the meantime, an e-mail has been received from Sri. Ramakanth Reddy, Advocate
on 19.07.2015 regarding W.P.No 22271 of 2015 filed by Prathiba College of
Education, Kallur, Khammam District

Accordingly, a letter was sant 10 Sri Ramakanath Reddy, Advocate on 20.07 2015
regarding status of the college

An e-mail has been received from SriRamakanth Reddy, Advocate dated
21 07.2015 on 21.07.2015 along with draft counter affidavit in W.P No.3884 of 2009
filed by the Prathiba College of Education.

Accordingly, counter affidavit duly signed was forwarded to Sri Ramakantn Reddy,
Advocate on 21.07.2015 in respect of WP_No.3884 of 2009 filed by Prathiba College
of Education.

The court arder in Review WPMP No 29673 of 2012 In WP Mo, 3884 of 2015 dated
24 7.2015, Tha court order stated as folkows:-

“The original writ petition was filed challenging the orders dated
09.02.2009, where under the appeal preferred by the petitioner was
rejected,

This court, by order dated 27.02.2009, granted interim direction, which
continued till 24.12.2014, when the writ petition was posted for final
hearing.
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After disposal of the writ petition, new Regulations were framed by the |
NCTE and the petitioner should comply with the new Regulations.

Now, the preseni review pelition Is filed stating that in view of the |
closure of the writ petition on 24.12.2014, the NCTE is net considering
the application of the petitioner under the new Regulations.

in the facts and circumstances of the case, W.P.No.3884 of 2009 was
closed, and the closure of the sald wril petition does not come in the
way of the NCTE from considering the application of the petitioner
under the new Regulations, which came into force with effect from |
28.11.2014.The petitioner can as well apply under the new Regulations |
and the same can be considered by the NCTE as per the said |
Regulations, if the petitioner is otherwise eligible. The writ pefltion was |
closed because the order worked out till the date of coming into force
of the new Regulations.

Review W.P.M.P is, accordingly, disposed of.

The court order in WPMP No.28724 of 20156 in WP No.22271 of 2015 dated
28.7.2015, The courl order stated as follows:-

...... as the petitioner's Institution was permitted to run from the year
2009 in terms of the orders of this court and the same continued il |
2014 and as this court in the above mentioned order dated 24.07.205 in
review WPMP No.29673 of 2015 in W.P.No. 3884 of 2009 held that
closure order does not come in the way of considering the request of
the petitioner under new regulations and as the similarly situated
institution, as mentioned supra, is already included in the list for
counselling, balance of convenience is in favour of the petitioner.

in view of the same, there shall be interim direction fo the respondents
to include the petitioner college in the list of colleges for A.P.Ed CET
2015 and allot the students lo the petitioner college.

Post the matter after four weeks ",

The court natice in W.P.No.22271 of 2015 dated 28072015 recelved on
12 .08 2015, Accordingly, a letter was sent to Sri.Ramakanth Reddy, Advocate on
28.08 2015.

Tha SRC in its 202™ Meeting held on 26".30" September, 2015 considered the
| matter and it was decided as under.

1. Comply with the Court order.
2. Collect fees as per new Regulations.
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3. Obtain documents as per New Regulation. Process and put up.
&s par the decision af SRC a letter was jssued to the institution on 25.11.2015
The institution has submitted written representation on 07.03.2016, stating as under:

“ herewith submit the affidavit for 50 students intake and | also assure
that | will abide by the norms of NCTE for 50 students intake".

« The institution has submitted willingness affidavit affirming adherence
of NCTE Regulations 2014 on 28.01.2015. But revised recognition order
was not issued to the institution due to the recognition was withdrawn
on 22.10.2008.

Mow, the institution has submitted its representation along with documents as per
New Regulations on 04,07 2017, It stated as under:

“We already requesfed for 01 unit on 07.03.2016. We are here with
submitting documents along with court order for one unit and
requesting to consider our documents.”

The documents are processed as under:

Details of Land Documents: | Photocopy Submitted -
Registered certified copy of Photocopy Submitted in Reglonal Language
the Land documents:
Submitted / Not submitted
(whether in English ar '
Regional language)

{whether certified/notarnzed
English transiation submitted)
Date of registration of land a) 26.05.2001

B b) 11.05.2002 B
Land registered in the name @) Prathibha Educational Society
lof b) Individual Name
Type of title deed Le. sale Sale Deed 1
deediease deed (Govt.
[Pyt )igift deed a
Survey Mo/ Plot Nof Khasara @) 12373
No by 12311, 2, 3

Extent of land in each Sy a) 1624 60 Sq.mis
No./ Plot No./ Khasara No. b) 674.82 Sq.mis
AF FIDAVIT:=
Sy Mo
Lacation Not Submitted
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| Land is on ownflease basis

Built up area

Extent

o md
Co te = )
sub

Photocopy Submitted

Name of the Societyl Trust/
Institution

Prathibha Educational Society

Survey/Plot/Khasara No. and
location

12301, 12372, 123/3 a1 Tiruvuru Village

Extent of diverted land

2500 42 Sq.mts

Purpose of diversion

Educational Purpose

Date of issue

29.06.2017

Mame and designation of

Tahsildar

approving authority
Hotarized

copy of
Encumbrance Certificate
submitted/ Mt SHEE'EH

Photocopy Submitted

Mams of the
Sociely/Trust/Institution

Prathibha Educational Society

Survey/Plot/Khasara Mos.
and location

12371, 1232, 123/3 at Nadim Tiruvuru
vill

" Search for the period

age
01.01.2016 1o 11.06.2017

the proposad institution/
course or also for some ather
TElcourse

_Extent of land 11658 i
Any mortgage as per EC Nil )
Date of issue 12.06.2017
Mame and designation of | Joint Sub Registrar
issuing authonty
"Blue print/Notarized copy of | Phatocopy Submitted
ilehiiny n__su /
submitted :-
Name and address of Mot Mentioned
Society/Trustinstitution 12311, 12372, 1233, MNadim Tiruvurd
Village. Tiruvury Mandalam, Knishna Distriet
Whether Building FPlan is for B.Ed

“Plot areafand area

1137.28 sq mis

Total built-up area

GF - 513.73 Sq.mis
FF — 51373 Sq.mis
SF —513.73 Sg.mts
Total — 1541.19 Sg.mts

Built up area for the proposad
and existing teacher
education COUTses

Mentionad
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I Date of approval

15.06.2006

Name and designation of
_approving authority -

Panchayal Secretary

Notarized copy of the
Building Completion

Cerificate submitted /not
itted

Photocopy Submitted

MName and address of Sociaty
I Trust [ Institution

Prathibha Educational Society, Kalluru

Survey/Plot!  Khasara Nos.
and location

12301, 12372, 12313 at Tiruvuru Village

Total Buitt up area for the
proposed course andior for
existing course

GF = 513,73 Sq.mis
FF = 513.73 Sq.mis
SF = 513.73 Sq.mits
Total - 1541.19 Sq.mts

| Type of Roofing

RCC

Purpase for which bullding IS
being used/proposed o be
| used

College of Education

Date of issua

16.06.2017

Mame and designation of

| approving authority |

S Venkateswara Rao, Assistant Engineer

Feas Paid Mot Submitted
Faulty List Submited
Faculty list approvedinot | Approved
approved
Whether approved on each | No
page of not
Mo, of faculty as per norms of | 147
the course
| Designation of ‘the approving | Registrar
authority
Date of approval 02.05.2016
FDR's Details
5.00 Lakhs | 7.00 Lakhs Resarve
Endowment Fund | Fund
Submitted in Original Submitted Submitted
| FDR/ Ac number 3167176 3167175
Mame of the Bank Saplagin Grameena Eaplag:m Grameena
Bank Bank |
Whather in Single or Joint | Joint Alc Joint Adc
AJC
| Duration of FOR 5 Years 5 Years
| Date of Issua | 09.06.2017 08.06.2017
| Date of Maturity 09.06.2022 09.068.2022
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Remarks:

The Committee considered the above court matter and decided as

under:-

1. The Court order is noted.

2. The Court has ordered continuation of recognition.

3. The College has assured in writing on 7.3.16 that their admission '
has been restricted to 50(w.e..16-17).

4.1 The built-up area of 1540 sq.mts. is adequate only for 1 unit. We,
therefore, process this case as a case of B.Ed.(1 unit).

4.2 Inform the Affiliating University accordingly. They may be
requested to ensure that the college does not admit more than 50
students.

5. In view of the facts stated above, their request for reduction from 2
units to 1 unit is accepted.

5.1 The Faculty list is approved; but, it is signed by the Registrar, only
in the last page. Other pages have been authenticated by the CDC (
of the University).

5.2 In the Perspective group, out of 2 Asst. Profs. required, one is

Land Document submitted in regional language is in individual name for
the Sy.no, 12311, 2 3.

The institution has not submitted Land documents in Notarised English
Version,

The institution has not submitted Affidavit and Fees as per New
Regulations.

The Faculty list contains 8 members

b

T G,
[s.iatmamﬂ -.
Chairman




vacant. The other is shown to have "MA.{F{mndatidn ifmlrsnj

without showing the subject.
5.3 Three Asst. Profs. in P.A,, F.A., and Phy.Ed. are not there.

6. Issue SCN accordingly.

SRCAPP1090
| D.ELEd
1 Unit

5n
Dhamalakshmi,

Andhra Pradesh

West Godavarl,

| citing the NCTE regulations and the Supreme Court order about strict

Sri Dhanalakshmi Educational Society, Plot No. 7-26-20/8, TT1D,
Kalyanamandapam Road, Tadepalligudem Village and Post Office, West |
Godavari District-534101, Andhra Pradesh has applied for grant of recognition
to Sri Dhanalakshmi, Plot No. 7-26-20/9, TTD Reoad-1, Tadepalligudem
Village, & Post, West Godavari District-534101, Andhra Pradesh for D.ELLEd
course online on 29/08/2011 for two years duration under section 14(1) of the
NCTE Act. 1993 and the hard copy received on 13/10v2011. The recognition
was granted o the institulion on 07.11.2013

Further, it is stated that, in the light of Supreme Courl order, we cannot give
recognition for 2013-14 after 3™ March, 2013 and defend the case specifically,

enfarcament of norms/standards.

Meantime, two court notices received from the Hon'ble High Court of Andhra
Pradesh at Hyderabad on 22.01.2014 & 03.02.2014 in W.P.M.P. No. 48468 of
2013 W.P.No. 39012 of 2013 and W.P.No, 39012 of 2013 direcled to appear
before court in personally or by counsel on 10.02.2014 at 10.30 am.

A letter received from NCTE-Hgrs on 11.02.2014 regarding W.P No. 38012/2013
requested to defend the case including on behall of NCTE (HQ) and to furnish
full facts of the case by return fax.

Accordingly, & letter was sent to the advocate Shri. K. Ramakanth Reddy
alongwith brief of the case on 28.01.2014,

An e-mail letter received from advocate on 24.09.2014, Accordingly, a letler was
issued to the advocate along with brief of the case on 08.10.2014.

An e-mail letter received from advocate on 16.10.2014 in WP.No. 38012 of
2013. Accordingly, a letter was sent to the advocate on 03.02.2015.

Again, another letter received from the NCTE-Hgrs along with copy of court
notice in WA Mo, 1672 of 2014,
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[Again an e-mail letter dated 58072015 received from the Advocate Sri

Ramakanth Reddy regarding Vacate Petition in W.A. 1672 of 2014.
MNCTE-Hars forwarded a court order in W.A Nos. 1672 and 1674 of 2014 in W.P.
Mo, 1672 of 2014 recelved In this office of SRC-MCTE on 07.11.2015,

The SRC in its 295" meeting held on 28" — 30" November & 1* December 2013,
considered and Noted the matter

Now. a court order dated 17.04.2017 is received from the Hon'ble high court of |
judicature at Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh on 24.05 2017 It stated as under

“Mr. Girimoji Rao submits that the cause in lhe writ petition is rendered
ififruciuous

The statement is placed on record and the writ petition is dismissed as
infructuous. No order as lo costs

Miscellaneous pelitions pending, If any, shall stand closed.”

The Committee considered the above court order and noted the matter.

ADSO0181

B.Ed
G intake

Dakshina
Bharath
Prachara Sabha
B.Ed College,
Ernakulam,
Kerala

Hindi |

| minimum staff requirement of 1+7 as per NCTE norms.

| A letter dated 0B.08.2002 received by this office on 12.08.2002 regarding

Dakshina Bharath Hindi Prachara Sabha B.Ed College, Chittoor Road,
Ernakulam-681016, Kerala submitted an application to the Southern Regional
Committee of NCTE for grant of recognition for starting B.Ed course of one year
duration from the academic session 2001-2002 with an annual intake of 60
students and was granted recognition on 31.10.2001.

The institution has submitted Performance appraisal report on 21.03.2002.

The SRC in its 49" meeting held on 26" to 27" June, 2017 the commitee
considered the matter and decided to Serve Notice prior to withdrawal of
recognition under section 17 of the NCTE Act for not maintaining the

Accordingly, as per the decision of the SRC, notice was issued to the institution
on 12.07.2002. The institution has submitted reply on 25.07.2002.

Renewal of recognition for the B.Ed course run by DBHPS, B.Ed College |
Ambadimala, Emakulam for the academic year 2002-2003.

A letter was issued to the institution on 04.09.2002 regarding Performance |
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| appraisal report.

The SRC in its 51* meeting held on 28" August, 2002 the commiliee considerad
the matter and decided that clarification be sought from the institution
regarding qualification of teachers.

A leMer dated 20.09.2002 received by thss office on 23.09.2002 regarding |
renewal of recognition for the B.Ed course run by DBHPS BEd college,
Ambadimala, Emakulam, Kerala for the year 2002-2003.

Ciarification received from the institution placed before SRC its decision from the
institution was placed before SRC in its 52™ meeting held on g™ October, 2002
and the committee considered the matter and decided to Clarification regarding

English teaching method in the Hindi B.Ed Programme should also be sought, '

A letter was issued to the institution on 18.10.2002 seeking Review of
Performance Appraisal Report for the year 2001-2002.

Performance Appraisal Report was received by this office on 06.11.2002.

The SRC in its 53" meeting held on 28" November, 2002 the commitiee
considered the written representation and decided that an intake of 60 be
approved to the institution with the condition that persons who do not have PG in
Hindi should acquire the same within a period of two years.

A lefter was issued to the institution on 05122002 seeking Rewvew of
Performance Appraisal Report.

The instilution has submitted representation on 10122002 regarding
Functioning of B.Ed Colieges at Ernakulam and Nileshwara in our own Building |
& regarding Deposit of Endowment fund.

The institution has submitted Performance Appraisal report for the academic
year 2002-2003 on 20.01.2003.

The SRC in its 61" meeting held on 67 June 2003 the committee considered the
matter and decided that Based on the undertaking submitted by DBHPS to
NCTE —HQ SRC decided to sanction the existing intake.

A letter was Issued to the institlution on 27.06.2003 seeking Review of
Performance Appraisal Report for the B Ed course.

The court notice was recefved by this office on 21.03.2012 from the Hon'ble High
Court of Kerala in W.P.No. 6066 of 2012 filled by Smt. Mary Meena C.J

A letter was addressed to the Advocate ShriV.M Kurtan on 17,04.2012 along
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with copy of the writ petition.

A court Judgment dated 20.12.2010 received by this office on 22.05.2012 from

| the Hon'ble High Court of Kerala in W P{C).No. 37615 of 2010.

The concluding paras of the Judgment are as under:

“The petitioner was working as a leave substitute Junior Language
Teacher in Hindi in the place of the 5" respondent in the aided school
managed by the 4" respondent. The 5" respondent cancelled the unavailed
portion of leave and re-joined service. Thereafter the 5" respondent was
promoted as HAS (Hindi). According to the petitioner, the 5" respondent is
not eligible to be promoted as HAS, whereas the petitioner is. Therefore
the petitioner has filed Ext.P7 revision petition before the 1* respondent.
The petitioner seeks a direction to the " respondent to consider and pass
orders on Ext.PT as expeditiously as possible.

Having heard the learned Government Pleader also | dispose of this
writ petition with a direction to the 1" respondent fo consider and pass '
orders on Ext.PT as expeditiously as possible, at any rate within a period
of three months from the date of receipt of a copy of this Judgment, after
affording an opportunity of being heard to the pelitioner and respondents 4
& 5

The petitioner shall forward a copy of the writ petition along with a
certified copy of this Judgment to the 1" respondent for compliance”.

On 13.04.2015 Court notice was recelved by this office on 20.04.2015 from the
advocate. Shri V.M. Kurign in W.P (C) No.11442 af 2015 filled by Mr Shreenath
Mameloo Yadav

A letter was addressed to the Advocate ShriV.M Kurian on 04.08.2015
enclosing brief of the case, Recognition order and State Government pay scales
to the staff,

A eourt Judgment dated 29.03.2017 received by this office on 16.06 2017 from
the Hon'ble High Court of Kerala in W P No. 6066 of 2012{G)

The concluding paras of the Judgment are as under:

“The petitioner, a rival claimant fo the post of H5A [Hindi] in SNM
High Schoal, Chazhoor, Thrissur, against the 4" respondent, is impugning
Ext.P7 order, as per which the Secretary to Government has found that the
qualification acquired by the 4" respondent is one that has been
recognised by the Government of Kerala and that she is, therefore, entitled

| to be appointed as an HSA [Hindi]. The petitioner’s case is that the |
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qualification of the 4" respondent is one that is not recognised, thus that

she is not eligible to be appointed as an HSA [Hindi] and that a
consequential vacancy should be offered fo her. She has, therefore, filed
this writ petition seeking several reliefs.

2. | have heard Smt.Sumathi Dandapani, the learned Senior Counsel
appearing for the petitioner, Sri. Harikumar, the learned counsel appearing
for the 4" respondent and the learned Government pleader appearing for |
respondents 1 & 2.

3. The pivot of all the controversies in this case is the qualification
of the 4" respondent. Admittedly, the 4" respondent has acquired the
qualification of "Shiksha Visharad™ awarded by the Hindi Sahithya
Sammelan, Prayagh, Allahabad. As per G.0. (MS) No.88/98/Gen.Edn. Dated
17.03.1998, the Government of Kerala had ordered that the tile of Shiksha
Visharad be recognised as an alternafive training gualification for the
a.r:puintman: of Hindi teachers in aided Upper Primary/High Schools. The
4™ respondent, who acquired this title, as is discernible from Ext.Rd(a),
applied to be appointed as a Junior Hindi Teacher and she was so0
appointed and approval granted to her. She was, thereafter, promoted as
an HSA in Hindi and this was noticed by the petitioner, who claimed
appointment to the said post in the School, challenging the promotion of
the 4" respondent on the ground that she was not properly qualified. The
petitioner has underpinned her case on Ext.P§ G.O. to assert that the 4
respondent is not qualified at all and that, therefore even her Initial
appointment is vitiated and bad in law.

4. Since the crux of the disputes revolve around on Ext.P6 G.O., I
have examined the same quite in detail. The Government says in that order
that the recognition given to Shiksha Visharad by Hindi Sahithya
Sammelan, Prayagh, Alichabad will stand withdrawn with effect from
March, 2006 based on another Government Order to such effect dated
31.03.2008. As per that Government Order, the Government withdrew the
recognition to this title only because the Hindi Sahithya Sammelan,
Prayagh, Allahabad had informed the Government that they were
conducting the course leading to this title only up to the 2005 batch. The
stand of the Government, therefore, in Ext.P6 appears to quite in order.

5. However, in Ext.P8, the Government went one sfep ahead and
also stated that the Shiksha Visharad title of Hindi Sahithya Sammelan,
Prayagh, Allahabad acquired up to 2009 wilt be approved provided it was
acquired from an NCTE approved Institution. The petitioner maintains that
Ext.R4(a) Certificate, relied upon by the 4" respondent, is not one that was
issued by an NCTE approved Institution, This contention now appears fo
be beyond reproach because even the NCTE has filed a statement before
this Court today that the Institution, which had issued Ext.R4{a), is not one
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that is recognised by them. Therefore, the question Is whether Ext.R4{a)
Certificate refied upon by the 4" respondent would have to be found
irregular or unacceptable.

6 The various Government Orders in this issue would show ‘
ineluctably that the title of Shiksha Visharad was accepted as an alternate
qualification at least until 2006. The various Government Orders, noticed |
by me as above, do not provide that such fitle have to be obtained from an
NCTE approved Institution. That specific condition was introduced only in
Ext,P6 Government Order, which was issued as late as in the year 2010,
prescribing that only the title issued by those Institutions approved by the
NCTE would be henceforth recognised. Obviously, Government Orders,
being executive orders, can only operate perspectively. They cannot
operate retrospectively to the detriment of any person, who had already
obtained vested rights. Therefore, the only question that is now remaining
is whether Ext.R4{a) is genuine or otherwise. | say this because in the
Counter Affidavit filed by the Government, they say that even though they
had asked several times fo the Hindi Sahithya Samrnelan, Prayagh,
Allahabad to clarify if Ext.R4(a) is a genuine Certificate or otherwise, they
have received no information and on the contrary, that the letters issued fo |
the Hindi Sahithya Sammelan, Prayagh, Allahabad have been returned
without acceptance. It is in such scenario that the Government, thereafter,
issued Ext.P8 order cancelling the appointment of the 4" respondent as an
HSA [Hindi]. | notice from the said order that it has been issued, not
because the petitioner's qualification is not acquired from an NCTE
Institution, but solely on account that Ext.Rd{a) Certificate has not been
proved to be genuine or certified to be genuine by the Hindi Sahithya
Sammelan, Prayagh, Allahabad. | do not require to go into a detailed
consideration of this order, because | see that the petitioner has confined
her challenge only to Ext.P7 in this case.

7. Ext.PT order is one that is issued by the Government in the year
2011. The Government has said therein that, since the condition that the
title of Shiksha Visharad obtained only from an NCTE approved Institution
will henceforth be recognised, was made by the Government as per Ext.P6
only in the year 2010, it would not apply to the case of the 4" respondent. |
cannot find this reasoning to be vitiated or how this could be found to be
wrong. As | have already noficed above, Ext.P§ can operate only
perspectively. This is more so, because until Ext.P6 order was issued,
there is no doubt that Certificates like Ext.R4(a), even though acquired
from an Institution not recognised by the NCTE, were being accepted by
the Government of Kerala for employment in Government aided Schools.
To that extent, | cannot find Ext.PT to be vitiated or unsustainable in law.
What is stated in Ext.PT is only a restatement of the law that the conditions
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“detriment of persons, who were appointed prior to that. In such view of the

matter, | have ne hesitation in approving Ext.P7 holding that the rigor in
Ext.P6 order would not apply to the 4" respondent, since she was
appointed at least 7 years prior fo Ext.P§ order was issued.

8. Coming back to the impact of Ext.P8 order is concerned, as | have |
already stated above, this is not something that has been raised in this writ
petition directly, but only collaterally by the petitioner during the hearing.
No relief has been sought for based on Ext.P8 order. So since | have found
Ext.PT to be in order, the consequential Ext.P8 order, which was issued not
because the 4" respondent was not properly qualified, but because her
qualifications were found not certified to be genuine, may not deserve (o
confinue notwithstanding anything contained in this writ petition. | am, in
fact, told by the learned counsel for the 4" respondent that proceedings |
have been initiated by his client against Ext.P8 order and that it is now
pending before the hierarchy of Authorities. In such view of the matter, | do
not think i required to say anything further on Ext.P8 order.

In such circumstances, | dismiss this writ petition upholding the
validity of Ext.P7, however reserving liberty to the petitioner fo pursue |
every remedy available to her under Ext.P8 order or such consequential
orders as may be available fo her under the provisions of KER.

This writ petition is thus ordered as above. In the peculiar facts and
circumstances of this case, | make no order as to costs and | direct the
parties to suffer their respective costs”.

Remarks. -

« In this case it is noticed that RPRO was not sent.

« Recognition was granted to the institution on 31.10.2001 with an
intake of 60 students for B.Ed course.

+ This writ petition filed by Junior Hindi Teacher is dismissed by the
Hon'ble Court.

The Committee considered the above court matter and noted the order

of the Hon'ble Court.
SRCAPP1883 Sarbar Educational Trust, Plot No.535, MaraiMalaiadigal Street,
Kangeyanallore Village, Gandhinagar East Post Office, Vellore Taluk &
B.Ed District-632006, Tamilnadu had submitted an application to the Southemn
) | Regional Committee of NCTE for grant of recognition to Kumaran College of
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|_ I 2 Units

Kumaran College
af Education,
Vellore,
Tamilnadu

Education.  PloUKhasara  No.081/1382,  Melmonavoor  Village, |

| Abdullapuram Post Office, Vellore Taluk & District-632010, Tamilnadu. The

recognition was granted to the institution on 21 02.2014,

The institution has submitted affidavit as per regulations 2014. Accordingly,
revised recognition order was issued to the institution on 17.03.2015.

A complaint letter dated 07.07.2013 recelved from Shri K. Saravanan, 260,
Tajpuasalaifreot, Vellore-632501, Tamilnadu on 10.07_2015 along with original
affidavit and document. In the affidavit

The complaint received from the complaint was placed before SRC in its 2g2™
meeting held on 28" to 30" September, 2015. The SRC decided to “Send the
complaint to the TNTEU for comments.”

In the meantime, a court notice in WP No. 32707 of 2015 recaived from Honb'le
High court of judicature at Madras on 24.10.2015. Accordingly, a letter along with
brief of the case was sent to the advocate on 13.11.2015.

As per the decision of SRC, a letter was sent 10 the Registrar TNTEU on
17.11.2015 for their comments.

Recelved comments from TNTEU on 27.11.2015. The reply was placed before |
SRC in its 267" meeting held on 27" to 28" December, 2015 and the commitiee
considered the matter and decided as under:-

Obtain specific information on the following points:

Sy.Nos involved.

Area of the land in reference

Does it meet the reguirement of the T.EL

Is it clearly earmarked for the B.Ed programme

Does the Society / College have clear title to the land in
raference.

M o0 oo

As per the decision of SRC, a letter was sent to the institution on 20.01. 2016

' Another complaint was received from K. Saravanan on 13.01.2016 along with

original affidavit enclosing some relevant documeants.

The matter was placed before SRC in its 299" meeting held on 20-21" January,

| 2015 and the committee considered the matter and decided that

1. The institution has to submit properly land details. Remind them.
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2. Forward a copy of the supplementary complaint to the Institution for
comments,

As per the decision of SRC, a letter was sent to the institution on 04.02.2016.

The institution has submitted a copy of the Court order dated 09.12.2015 in
W.P.No.32707 of 2015 and MP.No.1 of 2015 filed by Kumaran College of
Education, Vellore on 18.01.2016. The court order stated as follows:

The petitioner, which is a Teacher Training Institute has come forward fo
file this writ petition challenging the order dated 15.07.20135, passed by
the fourth respondent to show cause as to why appropriale action shall
not be initiated based upon the prime-facie findings mentioned therein,

2 Heard the learmed counsel appearing for the pelitioner and the leamed
counsel appearing for the respondants 1 lo 4.

3. The leamed counsel for the petiioner submitled thal anonymous
complaints have been given by the fifth respondent to the respondents 1
and 2, whao in lumn directed the fourth respondent to look into the matter
and lake appropriste action. After considering the lelter of the fifth
respondent dated O7.07.2014, an order was passed by the first
respandent on 28.10. 2015 Irealing the complaint as closed and therefore,
no further aclion is reqguired in the maller.

4 The learmed counsel for the respondents 1 & 2 submitted that after the
letter dated 28102015 ancther communication has been sent by the
second respondent to the respondents 3 and 4 dated 12.11.2015 seeking
comments abouf the said complaints.

5 The leammed counsel for the respondents 3 and 4 submitted that prima-
facie case is made out on the alleged fregulanties. He submitted that the
reply given by the petiioner would be considered in & proper parspeclive
while passing the final order. He further submilted that partrculars have
bean sought for by letter dated 08.10.2015 from the petifioner in respect
of details of land and buildings under use for offering B.Ed Degres
programme, apart from other documents perlaining lo the Indusirial
Training Instifute,

& By way of reply, the learmed counsel for the pelitioner submitted that
letter of the respondent dated 08 10.2015 has also been replied on
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23.10.2015 along with the relevant documents.

7 Admittedly, the order impugned is only a show cause notice and the
pelitioner is stated fo have given its reply. Thus, it is for the respondents
3 and 4 to lake appropriate decision by considering (he relavant
materials, Whila doing so. the scope and applicability or the letter of the
first raspondent dated 28.10.2015 has lo be laken into consideration by |
the respondents 3 and 4 and also, the communication of the second
respondent dated 12.11.2015

8. Accordingly, the respondents 3 and 4 are directed [0 pass appropriale |

orders _after considering the above said come fdances other
relevant materials if any, within a period of six weeks from the date of
receipt of a f this ordef,

9 The wiil pelition slands disposed of accordingly, Consequently, |
connected Miscellaneous petition is also closed. No cosls.

The SRC in its 301" meeting held on 05" -06" February, 2016 considered the
court order and noted the matter (Since SRC-NCTE is profarma party).

The institution has submitted its written representatien on 17.03.20168 request
the authority to ignore the complaints submitted from K. Saravanan.

The SRC in its 309" meeting held on 12" -14" April, 2016 considered the writen
representation and it has decided that “Plaasg ask the institution to
specifically reply to the gueries raised in SRC letter dated 20.01.2016",

As per the decision of SRC, a letter was issued to the institution on 20.05.2016.

Again (Shri K. Saravanan) has submitted complaint along with original affidavit of
Re. 20- enclosing, 3 copy of EC, land document etc, The affidavit stating as
follows

“ _Now | enclesed herewith an true copy of the sale deed No:
14882/2012, 14884/2012, parent sale deed No. 46/19%6, copy of the
encumbrance certificate as proof of fabricated sale deed of Kumaran
College of Education. Here | came to mention the following deficiencies
also you have fo take in to the couni to withdrawal of recognition of |
Kumaran College of Education from the academic year 2015-16.

La

1. In the true Copy of the sale deed No. 46/1936, page No. 2 row No: 1|
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to & says the sale deed executed on 15.03.1996 between 1) K. |

Thamilarasi, W/O, N. Krishnamoorthy residing at 3/316, maraimalai
adigal street, Gandhinagar East, Kalpadi Town Extension, Vellore
District and 2) C. Arjunan, s’o CHINNAPPA (late) residing at Pillaiyar
Koil street, Shenbakkam Village, Vellore District. Page No. 3 row no.
1 to 7 says C. Arjunan was sold his property to K. Thamilarasi
Sy.No. 309/13 extent 0.11.1/4 cents (or) 4305 sq.ft) {or)455.68 sq.mis.
So K. Thamilarasi purchased Sy.No. 309/13 extent 0.11.1/4 cents {or)
4905 sq.ft (or) 455.68 sq.mts only by means of sale deed 46/1336/

_ In the true copy of the sale deed No. 14882/2012 page no. Z, para 1 &

2 says sale deed executed on 13" day of December 2012
(13.12.2012) between 1) K. Thamilarasi, W/O, N. Krishnamoorthy
residing at 535, maraimalai adigal street, Gandhinagar East, Katpadi
Taluk, Vellore District and 2) Sarabar Educational Trust represented
by its founder and chairman K. Ezhil Mohan Raj S/o N.
Krishnamoorthy residing at 535, maraimalai adigal street,
Gandhinagar East, Katpadi Taluk, Vellore District in this deed page
no. 5 Schedule of Property K. Thamilarasi was sold her entire
property Sy.No. 309/13 extent 0.11.1/4 cents {or} 4905 sq.ft (or)
455.68 sq.mtr which she was purchased from C. Arfunan by a sale
deed 46/1996. S0 she doesn't have single cent of land in her hand.

. On the same day 13" day of December, 2012 (13.12.2012) one more

sale deed No. 14884/2012, page No. 2, para 1 & 2 was execuled
between 1) K. Thamilarasi, W/O, N. Krishnamoorthy residing at. 535,

maraimalal adigal street, Gandhinagar East, Katpadi Taluk, Vellore |

District and 2) Sarabar Educational Trust represented by its founder
and chairman K. Ezhil Mohan Raj S/o N. Krishnamoorthy residing at
535, Maraimalai adigal street, Gandhinagar East, Katpadi Taluk,
Vellore District, in this deed page no:8 Schedule of Property K.
Thamilarasi was sold her property Sy.No, 309/13 extetn 0.21 (or)
9156 sq.ft {or) 850.61 sq.mis here she said in the same deed No.
14884/2012 page no. 4 para 2 she selling the properly which
purchased from C. Arjunan by sale deed dated 21. 12.1995 registered
as documents NO. 46/ 1996 of Book1, on 15.03.1996 in the office of
the District registrar, Vellore. K. Thamilarasi was sold her entire
property sy.no, 309/13 extent of 0.11.1/4 cents (or) 4905 sq.ft {or)
455.68 sq.mtr which she was purchased from C. Arjunan by a sale
deed 46/ 1996. So she doesn’t have single cent of land in her hand
then how she can able to sale another 0.27 (or) 9156 sq.fi (or) 850.67
sq.mir in the same Sy.No. 309/13 shown same sale deed 46/1936 as
parant document.

. Hence in view of the above its clearly states that sale deed No.

14884/2012 dated 13.12.2012 was fabricated one. If you want fo
clarity, you can write to the District Registrar, District Registrar
Office, Veppamara Street, Velappadi, Vellore Dt-632004. He will tell
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you the truth about the sale deed.

5. Here the management fails to fulfill the land requirement as per the
NCTE regulation 2014 for Kumaran College of Education. So how
can they able to show separate land for 1) Tamilga ITC, 2) Tamilaga
industrial School which is running in the same land and building.

6. The Kumaran College of Education and the tamilaga ITC institutes
are publishing combined advertisement in the daily news papers fo
admit the students for this academic year 2016-17. So they accept
themselves the both institutes are running in the same land and |
building. | request you don't allfow the management fo admit the
students in Kumaran College of Education in to B.Ed degree
program for this academic year 2016-17. Herewith | enclosed the
adveriisement new paper as proof.

7. | was sent a complaint petition on 19.05.2016 to 1) the District
Collector, Vellore District Collector Office, Sathuvachari, Vellore-
§32009. 2) the District Registrar, District Register office, Veppamara |
Street, Velappadi, Vellore Dt.-632004 to verify the grounds of |
registered sale deed No. 14884/2012 and also | asked them fake
necessary action as per law. That petition is under processing with
above two officers.

The above said information is clearly stated that the management was
cheated the NCTE and TNTEU to get approval fo sfarf new B.Ed degree |

rogram in the name of Kumaran College of Education, Hence | request |
you to stop the admission and withdraw the recognition of Kumaran
College of Education from the academic year 2016-17,

The SRC in its 315" meeting held on 177-18" June, 2016 the deferred the
matter.

Meantime, in response to this office letter dated 20.052016 the institution has
submitted its reply on 21.06.2016.

The Southern Regional Committee in its 320th Meeting held during 16th to 17th '
November, 2016 considered the matter and decided as undear:-

« Put up in the next meeting with allegation wise comments. As per
the decision of SRC the reply submitted by the institution to the
gueries raised in SRC letter dated 20.05.2016.

| Mota:

The main allegation of the complainant is about fulfillment of land requirement as
per NCTE regulations 2014 as the institution is running Tamilga ITC and
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Tamitaga Industrial schoo! in the same land and building

| As per the decision of 320" meeting allegation wise comments was placed |
before SRC in its 330™ meating held on 12" & 13" Februray, 2017 and the
committee considered the matter and decided as under:-
1. We are all busy with disposal of cases w.r.t the 03.03.2017 dateline.
2. Put upin April 17.

As per the decision of SRC, the matter was placed before SRC in its 335"
meeting held on 11" to 12" April 2017 and decided as under:

1. Title is clear. Land area available 2521.44 sq.mts.

2. LUCIEC.... Are in order.

1. BP is approved. Built-up area shown is 3851.99 sq.mts.

4.1 BCC is not approved by competent authority. Built-up area
shown is 3922.09 sq.mts.

4.2  Built-up area required for B.Ed.(2 units) is 2000 sq.mts.

4.3  In other words, there is a surplus area of 1932 sq.mts.

5.1 It is not possible to run 2 other colleges in 1932 sq.mts.

5.2 In any case there is no coursewise earmarking of built-up area.
Any overlapping arrangement introduced without approval
cannot be recognized by us.

5.3 The BP and BCC both show the entire built-up area to utilized
for B.Ed.

6.1 The Sale deed is dated 13.12.2012. The Sale Deeds clearly refer
to the lands as vacant lands with no construction thereon.

6.2 But the B.P. is dated 2006 i.e., 6 years prior to the registration of
the Sale Deeds.

T. Date of inspection for BCC is 21.12.2012. The inspection report
shows date of completion of construction as 01.12.2007 i.e, §
years prior to registration of Sale Deed. This contradicts the
statements in the Sale Deed that the land was vacant(with no
construction thereon) at the time of registration.

81  Two inspection teams of TNTEU have confirmed that two other
educational institutions are running at the same premises.

8.2 The BPIBCC detials described above show that it is not
practicable to run 2 other colleges at the same premises with
only 1932 sq.mts. built-up area available.

8.3 The applicant has not denied that they are running 2 other
colleges at the same primises. Cleverly, they have stated that
the Regulations do not prohibit other colleges running at the
same premises.

9. The position emerging from these enquiries clearly suggest that
facts have been manipulated.

10.1 Issue Show Cause Notice accordingly and ask them to explain
the position with greater clarify.
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Accordingly, Show Cause Nolice was issued to the insttution on 20.04.2017

Meantime, a draft counter affidavit received from the advocate Shri. Jaganathan
in W.P.Ng.B700 of 2016 by e-mail on 11.042017, same was forwarded for
madification and approval on 11.04 2017,

Approved of Counter Affidavit was received from NCTE-Hgrs on 25.04 2017 the
sarme was forwarded to the advocate after attestation and signature

Mow the institution submitted SCN reply along with documents on 08.05.2017
The reply was placed before SRC in its 340" meeting held on 08" to 08" June,
2017 and the Committes considered the matter and decided as under:-

1. The complainant (Sh. Saravanan) has given lots of details to
support his allegation.

2 He has also reported that he had referred the matter to
Collector{Vellore) and Dist. Registrar (Vellore). Ask him to report the
response from these authorities.

3. Putupin July 17,

As per the decision of SRC, a letter was sent to Shri. Mr. K. Saravanan on
16.06.2017.

Our letter dated 16.08.2017 was return back undelivered from Shri, Mr. K.
Saravanan on 06.07.2017.

Remarks:
1. TNTEU Complaint commenis is as follows:-

*Under the above circumstance, it obviously appears that the said
College is not functioning in accordance with the Clause B{4)(i) of the
NCTE's Regulation, 2014, since both the Kumaran College of Education
and two more |TI institutions are functioning in the same bwilding as per
ihe two members inspection committes repon followad by the letter dated
23 10.2015 of the said College. However, this subject matter is submitted
to the SRC/NCTE 1o take final decision and based on the final decision of
the SRCINCTE, the pending application of the said Coliege In this
University for grant of continuation of provisional application will be taken |
up for dispasal.”

2 Counter affidavit was filed and awaited final outcome of the order.

3, Saravanan complaint letter received back undelivered on 06.07.2017
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The Committee considered the above matter and decided as under:-

1. This is a complaint case. We cannot, therefore, inspect under

section 17 and use that for derecognition.

2. But, the facts on record are so discordant that there is a strong

suspicion about manipulation of documents.

3. We cannot also treat this as a Pseudonymous complaint because
the letter sent to him has come back undelivered since the

complainant is a party to the Court case.

4. Request the NCTE(HQ) to take this up under section 13 NCTE Act

for inspection and subsequent processing thereunder.

APS01668
D.ELEd
1 Unit

The Rajeev
Gandhi Education
Society's College,

Gadag Karnataka

The Rajeev Gandhi Education Society, Ron, Gadaga District, Karnataka had
submitted an application to the Southern Regional Committee of NCTE for gran
of recognition 1o Rajiv Gandhi Educational Society’s College for D.Ed, Ron-
582209, Gadag District, Karnatak for Elementary (D.Ed) course of two and a |
half vears duration from the academic session 2004-05 with an annual intake of
50 students and was granted recognition on 25,11.2004 with the condition to shif
to its own premises within 3 years from the date of recognition ( in case the
course is started in rented premises.

The SRC in its 324™ meeting held during 07"& 08" December, 2016 considered
the show cause notice reply of B.Ed, D.ELEd and B.P.Ed courses and decided as
under:-

. “Land is mortgaged.
2. As per the Building Completion Certificate the built-up area is not
adequate even for B.Ed ( 2 units) and D.ELEA { 1 unit).”
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Tvide order No: F.SRO/NCTE/APS01668/D.ELE/KA2016-17/90765 dated |

19.12.2016.

Aggrieved by the withdrawal order of SRC, the institution has preferred an |
appeal before the appellate authority, NCTE Hqrs.

The appellate authority vide order F No.B9-133/2017 Appeal/8”™ Meeting- |
2017/55044 dated 21.06.2017 stated as under- |
“The Committee noted that the appellant was granted recognition for |
conducting D.Ed course with an annual intake of 50 students from the |
academic session 2005-06 vide SRC’s order dt. 21.12.2005. One of th-a-l
conditions for the grant of recognition was that the institution shall shift to |
itse own premises/building within three years from the date of recognition { |
in case the course is started in rented premises). While no action appears |
to have been taken to fulfill this condition, on the basis of an affidavit
submitted by the appellant with their letter dt. 24.01.2015, the 5.R.C. issued
a revised recognition order in pursuance of the NCTE Regulations, 2014 on |
16.05.2015 for two units of 50 students each | copy not available in the file).
The appellant with their letter dt. 29.07.2015 submitted certain documents
with reference to the revised recognition issued for B.P.Ed course and in
response to the Show Cause Notice issued for that course i.e. B.P.Ed
submitted a reply with their letter dt. 24.08.2016. The S.R.C. considering
these letters withdrew recognition on the grounds mentioned in the order.

The Committee noted that the two letters dt. 29.07.2015 and 24.08.2016
sent by the appellant are in reference to the revised recognition order and
show cause notice issued in respect of B.P.Ed Course. As mentioned by
the appellant, no show cause notice has been issued in respect of D.Ed.
Course before withdrawal, which is a requirement as per the proviso to
Section 17 () of the NCTE Act, 1983,

The Committee also noted that the building completion certificate for the
D.Ed and B.Ed courses submitted by the appellant indicated that it was
constructed in the year 2001-02. If the building has been constructed
many years back and if no inspection of the premises has taken place, the
fact that no encumbrance exists as of now as per EC dt. 15.02.2017 and
Bank's certificate dt. 13.02.2017, certifying that no loan is cutstanding on
the property of Survey No. 681/2 deserves to ba taken into account.

In view of the position stated above the Committee concluded that the
matter deserve to be remanded to the SRC with a direction to issue a show
cause notice to the appellant and take necessary action to conduct an
inspection of premises on payment of fee by the appellant and submission

| of all relevant documents, if it is established that the appellant has shifted |
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['to new premises from the premises at which recognition was granted, and |

take further action as per the NCTE Regulations, 2014. IN the meanwhile,

| the order of withdrawal shall be kept in abeyance.

After perusal of the memaorandum of appeal, affidavit, documents available
on records and considering the oral arguments advanced during the
hearing, the Committee concluded that the appeal deserves 1o be
remanded to S.R.C. with a direction to issue a show cause notice to the
appellant and take necessary action to conduct an inspection of premises
on payment of fee by the appellant of submission of all relevant
documents, if it is established that the appellant has shifted to new
premises from the premises at which recognition was granted, and taken
further action as per the NCTE Regulations, 2014. In the meanwhile, the
order of withdrawal shall be kept in abeyance.

The Council hereby remands back the case of Rajiv Gandhi Education
Society. College of Education, Ron, Gadag, Karnataka to the SRC INCTE
for necessary action as indicated above.”

emarks:-

As per appeal order dated 21.06.2017 the committee concluded that the
appeal deserves to be remanded to SRC with a direction to:
1. lIssue Show Cause Notice to the appellant.
2. Take necessary action to conduct an inspection on payment of fee
and submission of all relevant documents by the appellant.

Mote;:-

The institution has submitted the following documents to NCTE Hyrs and
the Hgrs forwarded the documents to this office along with Office
Memorandum dated13.04.2017.

1. Photocopy of the Encumbrance Certificate with Sy No: 68172, The
area mentioned in the EC is § and acres 34 guntas and as per EC the
land is free from the mortgage on 13.02.2017 .

2. Building Completion Certificate with Sy Noj 681/2. The total built
up area mentioned in the BCCis 3738.47 sq.mtrs and it is approved
by Junior Engincer, Town Municipal Council, Ron.

3. Coloured photocopy of the building plan with sy no: 681/2. The total
area is mentioned in the building plan is 5 acres and 34 guntas and
the total built up area is not cleared in the building plan.
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The Committee considered the above matter and decided as under:-

1. Three issues are involved:

(i) Has there been a *shift’ without our permission? If so, do they have |
title to it.

| {ii) Is the land(eld; or, new in case of shift) mortgaged. What is the
status today of the mortgage?

(iii) Is the built-up area on the land{old; or, new as the case may be)
adequate for B.Ed.[2 units) and D.ELEd.[1 unit).

2.1 As directed by the Appellate Authority, let us collect fees and cause
VT Inspection to ascertain facts.

2.2 Collect all relevant documents for scrutiny so that correct issues |
can be referred to the VT for verification,

3. Issue SCN accordingly.

30103

M.Ed

1 Uit

College
Education,
Bangalore,

i Karnatalka

Al- Ameen |

af

Al-Ameen Educational !inéﬁtjr. -.i_unipufn, Hosur Read, Bangalore South,
Bangalore (U)-560027, Karnataka has submitted an online application for
offering M.Ed. course in the name of Al-AmeenCollege of Education { MLEd),

Annipura Village and Town, Hosur Road, Bangalore South Bangalore (U)-
560027, Karnataka on 02,06.2016 and hard copy of the application was received
on 03.06.2016.

Letter was addressed to the Secretary to Government, Education Depariment,
Government of Karnataka secking recommendation in respect of the application
received by the SRC-NCTE for recognition of the proposed M.Ed. course, on
22.06.2016. Reminder -] was issued on 01,10.2016. Reminder-1l was sent to the
Government on 02.11.2016.

Recommendation of the State Government was received by this office on
22002016,

The online application was scrutinized along with hard copy of the application.

The SRC in its 324" meeting held during 07" — 08™ December, 2016 considered
The SRL g poUT d
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the serutiny of the application and decided as under:-
!, “Land title is clear
2 EC is clear
. i LUC is there ; b, undated,

4 BP-not approved by comperent authority. Does not give details.

2. BOC-nor in format, Date of inspection / issue not stated.  Built- up
area is inadeguare,

| fi, NOC is not given,
7. [ssue Show Cause Notice accordingly, ™

As per the decision of SRC a Show Cause Notice was issued to the institution on
08.12.2016. The institution has submitted written representation through online
on 29.12.2016 and hard copy submitted on 30.12.2016 .

The SRC in its 328" meeting held on 31" January, 2016 considered the show
cause notice reply and decided as under:-

1. "Reply to 5CN is seen.

2. LUC is rectified.

3. BPis rectified.

4. BCC is not rectified.

5. NOC of offiliating body is still not available.

6. Reject.”

As per the decision of SRC a rejection order was issued to the institution
through online on vide order No: .
| | F.No/NCTE/SRC/SRCAPP201630103M.EA/KA/2017-18/4 dated 02.02.2017.

Aggrieved by the withdrawal order of SRC, the institution has preferred an
' appeal before the appellate authority, NCTE Hgrs.

The appellate authority vide order F No.B9-179/2017 Appeal/10" Meeting-
2017/55471 dated 21.06.2017 stated as under-

“pppeal Committee noted that impugned refusal order dated 01.02.2017
was issued by SRC Bangalore on the ground that appellant institution has
not submitted NOC issued by affiliating body. Whereas application
seeking recognition for M.Ed programme was submitted on 02.06.2018, the
appellant institution submitted N.O.C. issued by affiliating body on
15.02.2017. Clause 5{3) of NCTE Regulation, 2014 stipulates that
processing fee and scanned coples of required documents such as NOC
issued by concerned affiliating body shall be submitted along with
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application. Clause 7 (1) of the regulations, 2014 further stipulates that “in
cause application is not complete, or requisite documents are not attached
with the application, the application shall be treated incomplete and
rejected.

As the appellant institution did not have in its possession the NOC issued
by affiliating body at the time of making application, Appeal Committee
decided to confirm the impugned refusal order dated 01.02.2017 issued by
SRC Bangalore.

On perusal of the Memoranda of Appeal, affidavit, documents on record
and oral arguments advanced during the hearing, Appeal Committee
concluded to confirm the impugned refusal order dated 01.02.2017 issued |
by SRC Bangalore.

The Council hereby confirms the Order appealed against.”

The Committee considered the order of the appellate authority and

noted the matter.

1L

SRCAPP2TO2
B.Ed-Al
1 Unit

Vivekananda
College of
Education,
Adilabad,
Telangana

C Ramreddy Memorial Educational Society, Plot No. 53/1, Maval, Ramnagar i
Street, Durganagar Village, Adilabad Post & Taluk, Adilabad District-
504001, Telangana had applied for grant of recognition to Vivekananda
College of Education, Plot No. 53/1, Mavala, Duraganaga Street, Mavala
Village, Adilabad Post, Adilabad Taluk & District-504001, Telangana for
offaring B.Ed-Al course for two years duration for the academic year 201817

| under Section 14/15 of the NCTE Act, 1983 to the Southern Regional

Committee, NCTE through online on 25.05.2015. The institution submitted the
hard copy of the application on 04.08.2015

The application was processed as per NCTE (Recognition Norms and
Procedures) Regulations, 2014 notified by NCTE on 01.12.2014. A letler was
sant to State Government for recommendation en 02.07.2015, Reminder-l was
sant on 15.02.2016 and Reminder-il on 27.08.2016.

Sub-clause (3) of Clause 5 of Regulations, 2014 under Manner of making

application and time limit stipulates as under.-
“(3) The application shall be submitted online electronically along with
the processing fee and scanned coples of required documents such as
no objection certificate issued by the concerned affiliating body. While
submitting the application, it has to be ensured that the application is
duly signed by the applicant en every page, including digital signature
at appropriate place at the end of the application.”
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On careful perusal of the original file of the institution and other documents, the
application of the institution is deficient as per Regulations, 2014 as under -
« The institution has submitted land documents, it is not legible.

« The institution has not submitted NOC from affiliating body along |

with application.

The institution submitted NOC dated 04.09.2015 from Kakatiya University on
14.08.2015 and land documents on 30,09.2015

The SRC in its 266™ meeting held on 15 -16" December 2015, considered the
matter and decided to reject the application for delayed submission of NOC

Accordingly, rejection order was issued to the institution on 04.02.2016.

The SRC minuets dated 31.01,.2016 decided as follows
“...keeping in mind the over-all public interest, the committee
revised its earlier stand to reject all cases of non-submission or
delayed submission of NOCs, and decided to reopen and process all
such rejected cases by accepting NOCs even now irrespective of their
dates of issue.”

As per direction of SRC, the application was processed and placed before SRC
in its 303" meeting held on 15" February, 2016 and the Committee decided as
uraer,

Contiguity with existing B.Ed to be verified

Legible building plan to be submitted

Cause Composite Inspection

Ask VT to collect all relevant documents

ol ot

As per the decision of SRC, inspection intimation was sent 10 the institution and
VT members. The Inspection of the institution was conducted on 20.02 2016 and
VT report along with documents received on 24,02 20186,

The SRC in its 305" meeting held on 257-27" February, 2016 considered the VT
Report and all other relevant documents of the institution and decided as under:
1. lIssue LOI for B.Ed-Al {1 Unit)

2. For B.Ed (basic unit) and B.Ed-Al combined staff list should be
produced in accordance with the norms given in 2014 Regulations.

1. FDRs in Joint account should be furnished.

4. Only if these are given on or before 3.3.16 can issue of Formal
Recognition w.e.f.2016-17 academic year be possible.

L)
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As per the decision af SRC, LOI was issued to the institution an 26,02.2016. The
institution submitted its reply along with documents en 16.03.2016.

The SRC in its 308" meeting held on 28™-31" March, 2016 considered the LOI
Reply and decided to issue shaw cause notice for the following:
= Asst Professor (Social/Philosophy) is required.

Accordingly, LOI Motice was issued to the institution on 16.05.2016. The
institution submitted its reply on 04.06.2016

The SRC in its 317" meeting held on 287 -30" July, 2016, considered the matter
and decided as under:

s Clarification seen. Await information on recruitment of Asst. Prof, |

{Sociology/Philosophy).

An e-mail dated 22.08.2016 was received from Advocate Sri. Ramakanth Reddy,
regarding W.P.No, 28021 of 2016 filed by C. Ram Reddy Memorial Educational
Society and Vivekananda College of Education for not granting additional intake
of 50 students in B.Ed course for the academic year 2018-17

Accordingly, the brief of the case in respect of Vivekananda College of
Education Adilabad was sent to Advocate Sr. Ramakanth Reddy on
23.08.2016

A court notice in W.P, No. 28021 of 2016 dated 22.08. 2016 was received from
Hon'ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh on 07082016

A counter affidavit in W.P. No. 28021 of 2016 was received from Advocate Sri
Ramakanth Reddy on 12 09.2016.

As per the decision of SRC in 3177 meeting, a letter was sent to the instituticn
on 15.09.2016.

Duly signed counter affidavit in respect of W.P. No. 28021 of 2016 filed by C
Ram Reddy Memorial Educational Society was sent to the Advocate Sri
Ramakanth Reddy on 16.09.2016.

An e-mail dated 21.09.2016 was received from the institution along with a letter
dated 21.09.2016 relating to 317" meeting notice reply

An e-mail was received from Advocate Sri. Ramakanth Reddy on 26.09.2016
slating as under:
“_ . _the matter was heard by the Hon'ble Court today on even date. |
placed instructions sent by RD before the Hon'ble Court. After
hearing the case, the  Hon'ble Court interalia directed the SRC as
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' A letter to the institution was sent on 15.10.2016 conveying the decision of 321

follows:

Subject to compliance of conditions the respondent is directed to
cansider the case of the petitioner for the academic year 2016-2017.

Therefore the SRC should consider the case of the petitioner
keeping in view compliance of conditions and schedule fixed by
Hon'ble Supreme Court in MAA Vaishnodevi Case. Since the
Hon'ble Court directed to consider ad not grant.

After considering as above a detailed order has to be passed. One
line orders or decision in pieces may result in confempt.

Kindly inform the petitioner by mail to submit hard copy by 2™

atherwise SRC should consider the matter based on record between
28" and 30™ September, 2016, and pass a reasoned order.”

The case was heard by the Hon'ble court on 26.09.2016.

An e-mail dated 26082016 was received from the institution along with
approved faculty list

The SRC in its 321* Meeting held on 28™ to 30" September 2016 considered the
matter and decided as under,

1. The case is pending for submission of latest approved Faculty list
.The applicant has submitted a list by e-mail. This is not acceptable.
Faculty list has to be given in original, in the prescribed format, with
all photocopies and, with every page authenticated by the Registrar.
2 Advise the applicant accordingly and ask them to submit the
faculty list properly.

meeting.

The institution submitted representation on 26.10.2018 along with original faculty
list. It stated as under

__"In continuation of my mail today i.e. at 10.35 AM, It is submitted
that, we have received your nofice in Rc
No.F.SRC/NCTE/SRCAPP/2702/B.Ed-Al/TD/2016-17/88692 Di. 15/ 12016 in
which it is mentioned that,

1. The case is pending for submission of latest approved Faculty list.
The applicant submitted by E-mail. This in not acceptable. Faculty
list has to ba given in original, in prescribed format, with all |
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photocopies and with every page authenticated by the registrar.

2. Advise the applicant accordingly and ask them to submit the faculty
list property.

in this regard it is submitted that the faculty list has been submitted
that at the first instance all in original, in annexures i & iii which was |
attested by the Registrar, Kakathiya University, through Speed post at
Adilabad post office. The number is EN456314235 IN dt. 11/06/2016. |
humbly submit that sir, it can be tracked. The e-mail was only |
additional. (Ref.1%)

Secondly copy the same was sent on 20/08/2016 by speed post No.
ENT21708553 IN. (Ref 2)

Thirdly the copy sent on 21/09/2016 by speed post bearing
No.ENT21711668 IN. (Ref 3)

Fourthly the same was submitied in person at your office on 28/9/2016.
Your inward number is 177473, (Ref 4")

Fifthly the copy was submitied in person by our correspondent in your |
office. The inward number is 178161 dated 6/10/2016. (Ref 57)

Unforfunately and in spite of all these correspondences, now it is being '
stated that the staff list is only submitted through e-mail.

However the original staff list is here with submitted with signature of
Registrar Kakathiya University once again.
Kindly accept the same.”

The SRC in its 323™ meeting held on 16" - 18" November 2018 considered the
matter and decided as under;

« One Asst Prof (Perspectives) is required to be appointed.

= |ssue SCHN accordingly.

Accordingly, as per decision of SRC a show cause notice was issued to the
institution on 01,12 2016 Before the issuances of Show cause notice as per
website information the institution submitted show cause notice reply on
17.12.2016

The SRC in its 326" meseting held on 04™ & 05" January, 2017 considered the
matter and decided that “put up in the next meeting.”

The SRC in its 329" meeting held on 06" — 07" February, 2017 considered the |
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| The NCTE Appellate Authorty in its arder Mo, F.MNo B89-245/E-1422/2017

matter and decided as under:

We have given them enough time to appoint the Asst. Prof.(Persp.).
We cannot wait indefinitely.

Reject the application.

Return FDRs, if any.

Close the file.

Accordingly, rejection order was issued to the institution on 23.02.2017

Aggrieved by rejection arder of SRC, the institution preferred an appeal with |
NCTE-Hagrs

The Institution submitted its representation along with Appeal order and

photocopy of approved faculty list on 05.07 2017, It stated as under:
“it is humbly submitted that sir, the soclety applied for sanction of
Additional Section of B.Ed (2 years Course) as the previous
sanctionad Strength was 120 and reduced uniformly to 100 (2 basic
section). The application was refected on the grounds of
requirement of one AsstProfessor (Perspectives) in spite of having
sufficient Asst. Professors (Perspective) as per NCTE regulation at
para 5.2 regarding appointment of teaching staff. More over original
staff list submitied several times was not taken into record.

The Society went for appeal. The appeal, was heard by NCTE and
set aside the rejection order “as the regulations provide for
utilization of faculty in a flexible manner so as to optimize academic
expertise available.”

I am here with enciosing the order downloaded for your kind perusal
and further necessary action as directed by NCTE."

Appeal/11® Meeting-2017 dated: 24.06.2017 recaived by this office on

06.07.2017 and it stated as follows:
“ ...Appeal Committee noted that appeliant institution is already
recognized for conducting B.Ed and D.ELEd. programmes with an
annual intake of 100 seats each. The B.Ed programme is being
conducted in the institution since the year 2001 and D.ElL.Ed since |
the year 2008. The online application dated 29.05.2015 was for |
seeking an additional intake of 50 seats to B.Ed. programmae. While
processing of the application, a Show Cause Notice (SCN) dated
01.12.2016 was finally issued to the appellant on the ground that
“one Assti. Prof. (Perspective) is required to be appointed.
AND WHEREAS, Appeal Committee further noted that appellant
institution submitted reply which was received in the office of SRC
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on 17.12.2016. In his reply appellant had drawn reference to many
lists of faculty submitted to SRC through Spped post and personally
between 20.08.2016 to 06.10.2016. The appellant also assured SRC |
that ‘Management is ready to appoint another Prof. (Perspective) in
addition to the staff list already submitted, if given time.

AND WHEREAS, Appeal Committee noted that wording used in the
SCN was suggestive ile. “one AssttProfessor (Perspective) is
required to be appointed”. As such SRC should have allowed some
more time to the appellant institution in case the list of faculty was
short by one faculty. Appellant during the course of appeal also |
submitted that its communications addressed to SRC and submitted
by hand and by post were not taken on record and placed in the
relevant file. The list of faculty approved by Dean Academic Audit
Kakatiya University was submitted to SRC by the appellant
institution (received in the office of SRC on 26.10.2016. This list
included seven lectures in the subject ‘Perspective of Education
whose name appear at serfal no, 2,3,4,5,17,18,19. Broadly speaking
this list contained 7 faculty in perspective as against the
requirement of six. Further the regulation provided for utilization of
facully in a flexible manner so as to optimize academic expertise
available. Appeal Committee is therefore of the view that ground of
refuse i.e. “appointed of one asst. Prof./Pers.” is nol substantiated.
The impugned refusal order dated 23.02.2017 deserved (o be set
aside with directions to 5.R.C. fo process the application further.

AND WHEREAS after perusal of the Memoranda of Appeal, affidavit,
document on records and oral argument advanced during the
hearing, Appeal Committee concluded to sef aside the impugned
refusal order dated 23.02.2017 with direction to 5.R.C. to process
the application further,

The Appeal Committee concluded and directed the SRC to process
the application.

The institution has not appointed One Asst Prof (Perspectives). In
the 329" SRC meeting, the application was rejected because after
giving time the institution not appointed the Asst Prof. (Persp).
Mow, the institution has submitted photocopy of Faculty List on
05.07.2017 which is approved only in the last page.

A letter no. F.No.49-1/2016 NA&S dated 08.12.2016 received from Dr
Prabhu Kumar Yadav, Under Secretary (Regulations), NCTE Hars,
Stated as under:
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subject noted above and fo say that as per provision of the
Regulation 2014 new teacher Education Institution shall be
located in composite institution and the existing teacher
education institution shall continue to function as stand-
- alone institutions: and gradually move towards becoming
composite institutions. Composite institution in this case
context refer to Institutions offering multiple teacher
education programmes, As per the above provisions of the
Regulation 2014 the institutions may apply for increase in
intake in the same course already recognized provided it
does not exceed maximum of two units in case of DPS,
D.EL.LEd and B.Ed. Any application for increase in intake
beyond two permissible units in these three courses is not
permissible under the regulation. However, since regulation
also provides for gradual movement of stand-alone
institution te Composite institutions; any attempt of a
Teacher Education Institution to expand vertically, cannot be
_ accepted unless it offers to or more than two courses and |
. becomes a Composite institution. You are advised that

; whenever a clarification is reqguired on certain issue, it
should be sought with a specific detail.”

The Committee considered the above matter and decided as under:-

1. The Appellate Authority has remanded this case with reference to
a point about flexible utilization of faculty.

2.1 But, in this case, the more fundamental objection is about B.Ed.
institutions not  being allowed to grow vertically beyond Z ‘

units, as per entry 3(3.1) under the NCTE Regulations.

2.2 In this case, the institution in reference has  already  B.Ed.(2
_ units). Their request for B.Ed.-A.L(1 unit) cannot, therefore, be
‘; considered.

‘ 3.1 We may have to reject their application on this ground.

3.2 lIssue SCN accordingly.

11, | APS09425 Sri Andal Educational Cultural Society, D.No.3-58, Venkateshwara Colony, |
Hayathnagar, Rangareddy District, Telangana submitted application for D.Ed
I D.ELEd course of two year duration with an annual intake of 50 students at Gandhian
75

Y

'-\.I-"\-.;I- I'_l_n“\-- -:_.I l__-‘l g s
(5. Sathyam}
Chairman




. 1 Unit

Gandhian College
of Elementary
Education,
Rangareddy,
Telangana

| As per the decision of SRC, show cause notice was izsued to the institution an

College of Elementary Education, # 5-67, Kuntloor, Amberpet Road,
Hayathnagar, Rangareddy District-500028, Telangana and was granted
recognition on 29.05.2008.

On 25.03.2015. a letter dated 16.03.2015 was received from the Director of
School Education, Telangana, Hyderabad regarding grant of renewal of
temporary provisional affiliation for the year 2014-15 in respect of certain private
Dipioma in Elementary Teacher Education institutions  including Gandhian
College of Elementary Education, Hayathnagar, Ranga Reddy District-500028,
in Telangana State

The SRC in its 289™ Meeting held on 23™ June 2015, considered the letier dated
16.03.2015 fram Director of School Education, Govt. of Telangana, Hyderabad,
in respect of certain private Diploma in Elementary Teacher Education (43
colleges) not fulfilling the deficiencies and decided to issue show cause notice
for the following.:

« 1+5 approved staff list is submitted.

16.00.2015 The institution submitted its written representation on 10.11 2015
along with staff list

The SRC in its 204" meeting held on 14-16" Nov, 2015 considered the
representation and decided as under

« Ask for fresh approved staff list as per 2014 regulations.

As per website information, the institution submitiad written representation on
28.11.2015 along with 147 staff list,

The SRC in its 265" meeting held on 28" to 30" November and 1" December |
2015 considered the matter and decided as follows:

« The staff list is in order. It is accepted. Close the case. Inform the
affiliating body.
Accordingly, as per the decision of SRC, a lefter was sent 10 the Director,
SCERT, Telangana on 04.02.2016.

The institution submitted written representation on 26,02 2016 along with the fee |
of Rs. 1.50,000/- DD No 258316 dated 28.022016 for shifting along with
relevant documents and stated as follows:

in connection to the above subject cited, |, Gunna Rajendra Reddy
Correspondent of Sri Andal Educational Cultural Society would like fo
bring few lines for your kind consideration.

Our Society sponsored one D.Ed college namely Gandhian College uf|
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Elementary Education at H.No. 5.67, Peddamberpet Road, Hunl'-'-:mr_|
Village, Hayathnagar Mandal, Rangareddy Dist, Telangana.

NCTE has granted permission vide bearing No13318 dated 29.05.2009
code APSO9425 and till date we are running the college in same

premises.

Now we constructed new building in same premises (Same Survey
No.108 Part) and we want fo shift in that new building.

So please consider the above request and kindly do needful.”

The documents were processed and placed before SRC in its 315" meeting held
on 17" 1o 187 June 2016 The committee considered the matter and decided as
under

—

_ Title is not in doubt because the proposed shift is to a new
building in the same premises.

Inspection Fee has been paid in full.

BP is not approved by competent authority and BCC is in order.
Original FORs and latest Faculty list have to be given.

Cause Inspection for shifting of D.ELEd (1 unit).

Ask VT to collect all relevant documents.

SomaeN

Accordingly as per the decision of SRC, the inspeclion intimation was sent to institution
on 13.07.2016. The inspection of the instituion was conducted on 17.08 2016 and the
WT report received on 23.08 2016 along with documents and COD

The documents were processed and placed before SRC in its 321" meeting held on 2g"
- 30 September 2016 Tha Committee considered the matter and decided as under.

1. CD is not opening .Obtain fresh CD.
2. BP is not legible.

3. Original FDORs not given.

4. Original faculty list is not given

5. There is no Principal also

£ Issus SCH accordingly.

Before issuance of Show Cause Nofice, as per the website information, the
institution submitted reply on 04.10.2016.

The SRC in its 322" meeting held on 20" -21* October, 2016 considered the
matier and decided as under:

CD now given also does not open.

BP- not approved by competent authority.

Faculty list is not in original. Not in format.

Built up area is adequate.

They have not cared to remedy the deficiencies even after a
SCN.
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| seats in May, 2009. Appeal committee further noted that appellant

6, Withdraw recognition w.e.f from 2016-17.

Accordingly, withdrawal order was issued to the institution on 05.12.2016.

Mow, a court order dated 15.03.2017 received on 27.03.2017 from the Hon'ble
High Court of Hyderabad in W.P.No.9144 of 2017 filed by Gandhian Coliege of
Education run by Sr Andal Educational Cultural Society, Kuntlur Village,
Hayathnagar Mandal, Ranga Reddy District, Telangana.

The Caurt Order Staled as under
"potice before admission.

Sri K.Ramakanth Reddy takes notice for R3 and Sri A.Abhishek
Reddy takes notice for R4 and R5 and seek time to file counter.

Fost after two weeks.” |

| The SRC in its 335" meeting held an 11™ & 12" April, 2017 considered the

matter and decided as under:

1. This case is at a very preliminary stage of notice before admission.
2. Send the relevant details to the Lawyer to oppose admission when
the case is called again. |

Accordingly, as per the decision of SRC, a letter was sent to the Advocate on
21.042017

Aggrieved by rejection order of SRC, the institution preferred an appeal with
NCTE-Hars and the NCTE Appellate Authority in its order No. F.No 89-T8/2017
AppeallB” Meeting-2017 dated: 29.05.2017 received by this office on 05.06.2017
stated as follows:

“ ..appeal committee noted thal appellant institution was granted
recognition for conducting D.EL.Ed. Programme with an annual intake of 50

institution submitted a written request to SRC in February, 2016 for
shifting. The requisite fee for shifting was paid. As shifting involved
change of building in the same promises, title of land was not in question.
Appeal committee noted that impugned order withdrawing recognition is
mainly on the ground that:

fa) CD does not open.
(b) Building Plan (BF) not approved by competent authority.

(e) Faculty list is not in original. Not in format.
(d) Deficiencies pointed out in SCN have not been rectified.

Appeal committee noted that appellant institution cannot be blamed
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for a CD which is found broken or is found not compatible to the system in
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regional committee office. Appeal committee noted that appellant had
submitted to SRC a Building Completion Certificate (BCC) in original
alongwith application for shifting. The BCC is approved by Asst Ex.
Engineer MRR(PR) Gundlapalhi, Nalgonda. The BCC indicates that Building
Plan is approved by Gram Panchayal, Kuntpoor. Building plan and BCC
are documents which supplement each other and if BCC is issued by
competent government authority mentioning the name of authority
approving Building Plan it becomes a acceptable document. The appellant
during the course of appeal presentation submitted originally approved
copy of faculty and copy of building plan bearing the seal and signature of
Asst, Executive Engineer.

In this connection attention is invited to proviso fo section 17(1) of
the NCTE Act which prescribes that order withdrawing recognition shall
come into force only with effect from the end of academic session next
following the date of communication of such order, Appeal Committee also
had an opportunity to glance through the VT report dated 17.08.2018 which
hardly contains any negative point. Appeal Committee, therefore, decided
to set aside the impugned order of withdrawal which otherwise also is not
Jjustified because recognition from academic session 2018-17 cannot be
withdrawn by an order issued on 05.12.2016. Appellant institution is
required to submit to SRC within 15 days a copy of originally approved
staff list and building plan approved by competent government authority.

On perusal of Memoranda of Appeal, affidavit documents on record
and oral arguments advanced during the hearing, Appeal Committee
concluded to set aside the impugned order of withdrawal which otherwise
also is not justifiable because recognition from academic session 2016-17
cannot be withdrawn by an order issued on 0512.2016. Appellant
institution is required to submit to SRC within 15 days a copy of originally
approved staff list and building plan approved by competent government
authority".

The SRC in its 340" meeting held on 08" & 08" June, 2017 considered the
matter and decided 1o “process.”

The institution has submitted the staff list approved by Director, DIET, Telangana
as directed by appellate authority on 06.07 2017

As per decision of SRC the application was processed is as follows:

"8I, | Deficiencies Remarks
Mo | pointed out
by SRC
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BP- not
approved

competent
authority

rifi

a af ilding P

d!
bmitted -

ed | Original submitted

Mot

| SocietyTrustinatifution

Mame and address of

Gandhian College of

Education

far fhe

far some other TElcourse

Whether Building Flan is
proposed
insfitutiory’ Course or aisd

Proposed course

Plot areafiand area

2 Acres 21 Guntas

Tatal bult-up area

GF - 1194314 Sg.n
FF - 11943.14 Sqft
SF - 1104314 Sqft
Total - 35829.42 Sq.ft

Survey Mo/ Plat
Khasara Mo

Mo/

108

Bult wp area for the

3582942 Sq.ft or 332866 |

Date of approval

is not in
original.
Mot

format

in

Faculty list '

approving authorily

Name and designation of | Secretary

Gram Panchayath

Faculty list

Submitted ,

faculty list approved/ not

Appmvéf

Whathir

approved  on

Yoo

[ Mo

of faculty as per

147

Designation _of

the

Director, SCERT

| Date of approval

27.11.2015

Now, the institution submitted its written representation along with 1 + T original
faculty list with photographs approved by the Director, SCERT and original
building plan on 06.07.2017
NOTE:

| Land document

Luc
EC
BCC

Sy.No.108
Sy.No. 108
Sy.No. 108
Sy.No. 108

Extent: 7253.82 Sq.mtrs
Extent: Ac. 01.09 gts
Extent: B147.43 Sq.mirs
Built up area: 35829.42 Sq.ft or

3328.66 q.mtrs

The Committee considered the above matter and decided as under:-

1.
2.
3.
3.1
o

The BP now presented is in order.
Built-up area is adequate.

Faculty list is approved.

The position of Asst. Prof. in the Perspectives Group is vacant.

in Pedagogy, Asst. Prof.(Regional Language) has only M.A. with
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TPT and not M.Ed.
4, Issue SCN accordingly.
5. We can consider permitting shifting only after removal of these

. deficiencies.
12. | AP500234 _ 34/B.Ed
g'ﬁﬁns St. Martin's Educational Society, 294, Comsary Bazaar, New Bowenpally,
Secunderabad-500011, Telangana had submitted application for B.Ed course
APS07145 of two year duration with an annual intake of 100 students at Malla Reddy
M.Ed College of Teacher Education, Suraram Cross Road, Quthbullapur, Ranga
| 1 Um ; Reddy District-500055, Telangana and was granted recognition on 28.02.2003
On 31122014, letters wera issued to all existing Institutions regarding |
APS02737 notification of new Regulations, 2014 and seeking consent on their willingness |
D.ELEd | for fulfilling the revised norms and standards before 31.10.2015.
1 Unit , :
e The institution submitted the affidavit for offering B.Ed course with an intake of
Mallz Reddy 100 students on 06.08.2015
College of | The SRC in its 276" meeting held on 78" January, 2015 decided to issue
Teacher previsional recognition orders to the existing institutions and the Committee also
HARERLIOn, decided to maintain a check list of such cases for verification in
?:‘Eﬂff““b“ October/November and for causing inspection.
elangana ,
Accordingly, a revised order was issued to the institution on 23,09.2015 with an |
intake of 100 students of 2 basic units of 50 students each
The institution submitted written representation on 01,08 2015, along with the fee
of Rs. 1.50.000/- DD Mo 517086 dated 31,08.2015 and documents, it stated as
under:
In respense to the letter cited Malla Reddy College of Teacher
Education (B.Ed & M.Ed) is requesting you to change the building from
Suraram X Roads Qutu ur Mandal,_ Rangareddy (o all
thubullapur R ist, | am herewith enclosing the
mentioned documents and prescribed format and DD worth of
Rs.1,50,000/-
The SRC in its 314" meeting held on 27™ and 28" May, 2016 the committee
considered the matter and decided as under.
1. Cause Inspection.
2. BCC is not approved by competent authority.
3. LUC and FDRs to be collected.
a1
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| Quthubullapur_Mandal, Rangareddy Dist. | am herewith enclosing the

=

APS0T145/M.Ed

| §t. Martin's Educational Society, 294, Comsary Bazaar, New Bowenpally,

Secunderabad-500011, Telangana had submitted application for M.Ed course
of two year duration with an annual intake of 35 students at Malla Reddy
College of Teacher Education, Suraram Cross Road, Quthbullapur, Ranga |
Reddy District-500055, Telangana and was granted recognition on 09.08,2007

The institution submitted reprasantation on 18.10.2010 requesting for comman
name for both B.Ed and M.Ed along with DD of Rs. 40,000/- bearing no 0425
dated: 11.10.2010

The SRC in its 194™ meeting heid on 21% -22™ July, 2010. The Committee
considered the matter and decided as under:

“Change of name is permitted"”

A letter was sent to the institution regarding payment of remaining fee of Rs.
40,000/ for Change of name

The instituion submitted representation en 16.11.2011 along with DD of Rs
40,000/- bearing no, 011051 dated: 21.10.2011

Accordingly, Order was issued to the institution on 25.06.2012.
On 31.12.2014, letters were issued lo all existing Institutions regarding

notification of new Regulations 2014 seeking consent on their willingness for
fulfilling the revised norms and standards before 31.10.2015.

The institution submitted the affidavit for offering M.Ed course with an intake of
50 students on 30.01.2015.

Accordingly, a revised order was issued to the institution on 26.05.2015 with an
intake of 50 students with a condition that the instilution has not maintained
ravalidated FORs.

The institution has submitted photo copy of FDR's of 5 & 3 Lakhs on 16.06.2015.

The institution submitted written representation on 01.09.2015 along with the fee
of Rs. 1,50.000/- DD No 517096 dated 31.08. 2015 and documents, it stated as
under;

In response to the letter cited Malla Reddy College of Teacher
Education (B.Ed & M.Ed) is requesting you to change the building from
Suraram X Roads Qutubullapur Mandal, Rangareddy to Kompally,
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mentioned documents and prescribed format and DD worth of
Rs.1,50,000/-

The SRC in its 314 meeting held on 27" and 28" May, 2016 the committee
considerad the matter decided as under

1. Cause Inspection.
2. BCC is not approved by competent authority.
3. LUC and FDRs to be collected.

APS02737/D.ELEd

St Martin's Educational Society, 294, Comsary Bazaar, New Bowenpally,
Secunderabad-500011, Telangana had submitted application for D.Ed course |
of two year duration with an annual intake of 50 studenis at Malla Reddy
Institute of Elementary Teacher Education, Suraram X Roads,
Quthbullapur, Ranga Reddy District-500055, Telangana and granted
recognition on 26.08.2005.

The institution has submitted its written representation on 01.09.2015 along with
the fee of Rs. 1,50,000/~ DD No 517067 dated 31.08.2015 and some relevant
documents and stated as follows;

In response to the letter cited Malla Reddy Institute of Elementary
Teacher Education D.El.Ed is requesting you fo change the building from
Suraram X Roads Quiubullapur Mandal, Ranga reddy fo Kompailly,
Quthubullapur Mandal, Rangareddy Dist, | am herewith enclosing the
mentioned documents and prescribed format and DD of Rs.1,50,000.

The SRC in its 314™ meeting held on 27" and 28" May, 2016 the commitiee
considerad the matter decided as under:

1. Cause Inspection.
2. BCC is not approved by competent authority.
3. LUC and FDRs to be collected.

As per the decision of SRC, VT fixed through online procedure and the
inspection of the insttution was conducted on 20,08.2018 and VT report along
with documents and CD received on 23.08.2016 and 06.09 2018,

The SRC in its 321" meeting held on 28" — 30" September, 2016 considered the
VT report and decided as under,

1. CD is damaged.Obtain fresh CD

2. BP is not approved by competent authority.
3. Luc not given

4. Original FDRs not given
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7.

Accardingly, as per decision of SRC show cause notice was sent on 27.10.20186

Latest approved Faculty Lists not given
Since the 3 courses are being run by 3 different institutions, ask |
them to earmark the built-up area on the ground for each course.
Issue SCN accordingly.

The institution submitted show cause notice reply through e mail on 27.10.2018

The SRC in its 326" meeting held on 04" & 05" January, 2017 considered the
matter and decided as under;

1. The land area required is 3600 sqmts. They have only 3350
sq.mits. I

2. BCC is not in original; only a photocopy is given.

3. Built up area required is 4000 sq.mts. Whereas, they have only
3487 sq.mis.

4. Original FDRs are given.

541 For D.ELEd.(1 unit), B.Ed.[ 2 units) and M.Ed. (1 unit) they need
a faculty of 1+#32. They have only 1+24,
They need 7 more for B.Ed.

5.2. Obtain revised faculty list accordingly.

Thereafter, we can consider for *Shifting’.

Accordingly, as per decision of SRC letter was sent on 13.01.2017

The institution submitted its written representation on 28.04.2017.

| The SRC in its 241" meeting held on 15" & 16" June, 2017 considered the |

matter and decided as under,

1.

2.1.

22
2.3
3.
4.

5.

Their reply does not address the specific deficiencies listed.

Land area required is 3500 sq.mts, they have only 3350 sq.mts.
Built-up area required is 4000 sq.mts, they have only 3497 sq.mts.
Faculty required is 2+32, they have only 1+24.

Ask them to respond to these deficiencies in particular.

We can not permit shifting without these deficiencies being
rectified.

Issue SCN accordingly.

Accordingly, show cause notice was sent to the institution on 20.06.2017,

I]__Nuw. the institution submitted reply along with documents on 03.07.2017 and |
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stating as under;

Sl | Deficiencies
Mo | pointed out
by SRC

Written representation

Remarks

2.1 | Land area
required is 3500
5g.mits, they
have only 3350
sq.mis.

The land area required is
3500 Sg.mtre.  The total tand
grea of the college s 4748
Sa.mitrs (Two Land
Documents

01) 71472015

02) 605 of 2015 are enclosed
harawith)

The institution submitbad
certified photocopy of
two Gift settiement deed
1) Sy.No, 1268 - Ac 0.20
Gits or 2023.549. mirs

2) Sy, Mos. 123, 124, 125
& 142 - 3000 Sq.yards
of 2508 Sq.mirs

22 | Buit-up  area
required is 4000
5o, mis, they
have only 3487 |
0. mis

Built up area required is 4000
Sgmtrs  The college has
4003 Sq mirs (BP s enclosed
herewith)

The institution submitied
building ptan  which
shows total land area 5
43068 Sqft or 4003
Sqmirs approved by
Execulive OHficer,
Panchayat Secretary.

2.3 | Faculty required
& 2432, thay
have anly 1+24

Faculty required is 2 + 32
Facully present are 2 + 35.
M.Ed . 1+ 9 (Copy enclosed)
Original atready submitted 10
your good office)

{Principal is commen for both
M Ed & B.Ed, onginal already
submitted 1o your good office.
Copy enclosed)

D.EILEd - 1 + 7 {Original list
subsmitted herawith)

The institution submitted
photocopy of approved
faculty list for MEd {1 +
g), B.Ed (1 + 17) same
Principal for both MEd
and B.Ed and angnal
faculty list for D ELEd (1
+ 7) coursa

The Committee considered the Show Cause Notice reply and has

decided as under:-

1. Their reply to the Show Cause Notice is considered.

2. Land area is adequate.

3. BCC is not approved by competent authority. Ask them to give a
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proper BCC.

4, Faculty required is 2+32 (148 for D.ELEd. + 1+15 for B.Ed. + 0+9 |
for M.Ed.)

4.1 The Faculty list for D.ELEd. does not show the professional
qualifications of anybody:.

4.2 Faculty list for B.Ed.(1+15) and for M.Ed.(0+9) are in order.

5. lssue SCN for BCC and Faculty list of D.ELEd.

13. | SRCAPP3T6 Malia Reddy Educational Society, Plot No.294, Comssary Bazaar Road, New
Bowenpally Village, Secunderabad Post, Bowenpally Taluk, Hyderabad City,
D.ELEd Ranga Reddy District - 500011, Andhra Pradesh had submitted an online
application to the Southern Regional Committee of NCTE on 28.092010 and
1 Unit physical application on 18.10.2010 for grant of recognition for D.ELEd course of two
.' year duration with an annual intake of 50 students at CMR Institute of Elementary
CMR [nstitute of | Teacher Education, Sy No.648 Plot/Street MNo.583, Gundia Pochampally
Elementary Village, Dundigal Post, Gundia Pochampally Taluk, Secunderabad Ranga
1 Reddy District-500055.Andhra Pradesh and was granted recognition on

Teacher 04.09.2012 from the academic session 2012-2013.

Education,

Rangareddy. A court notice recalved from Honb'le High court Andhra Pradesh in WP No, 18704 of
Telangana 2013 en 26.07.2013 Accordingly. a letter was sent to the Advocate Shri K.

Ramakanth Reddy on 06.08.2013. A court order in W.P.MP No.22863 of 2013 in
WE No 18704 of 2013 dated 02 072013 was received from Honb'le High court of
Andhra Pradesh at Hyderabad and the court order stating as follows

“ o therefore, the purported stand taken by the State Govemmenl lo
deny affiliation for the academic year 2013-2014 is prima facie not tenabie.

For the foregoing reasons, there shall be intarim Direclion”.

A letter has been recelved from Shri. Gopal Reddy, Director, SCERT, Andhra
Pradesh, Hyderabad on 2522014 and 2622014, enclosing a letter  from
Commissioner and Director of School Education, Andhra Pradesh to Regional
Director, SRC, NCTE, Bangalore dated 23.12.2013 to communicate the order
. passed on the detailed report submitted to NCTE, Bangalore in respect of (41) D.Ed

colleges who have made admissions during 2012-13 at their on in violation of
admission rules and to take necessary action as per NCTE rules,

The SRC in its 268" meeting held on 4™-5" Jurie 2014 considered the letter dated
25 02 2014 & 26.02.2014 from Shri Gopal Reddy, Director, SCERT, Hyderabad,
| Andhra Pradesh, lefter dated 23.12.2013 and decided to issue Shaw Cause MNalice
| for withdrawal of recognition for the violations of Regulation 8 (12) of 2009 and 3 (3}
of the Norms and Standards for D.E.Ed course, 2008, as reported by the affiliating
, | body in respect of 41 D Ed colleges who have made admissians during 2012-13 at
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ihelr own in violalion of admission rules issued by the State Govi. of AP and the |
committee decided to issue show cause notice.

As per the decision of SRC a show cause notice was issued to the institution on
07.08.2014. The institution has submitted a written representation on 27.08.2014
along with some court orders and refevant documents,

The SRC in its 273 meeting held on 30" September & 017 October, 2014 |
considered the considered the reply of the institution vide letter dated 27.08.2014,
Hon'ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh order dated 20.03.2013, 04.03.2014, &
12062014 decided that, the Law is clear on this issue. The Supreme Court has
also given specific directions. Once ‘recognition’ is given by NCTE. the affiliating
body shall affiliate. If they have any problem, they haye to take it up with NCTE. In |
this case, the High Court has also reiterated this position, In their reply to our show
cause notice, the institution has clarified that all the actions were taken in
compliance of the High Court order. The State Government and the SCERT will,
therefore, be well advised to comply with the High Court order

As per the decision of SRC, a letter was sent to the School Education Departrment
on 07.11.2015.

A leftar was sent to the Director SCERT on 07.12.2015 regarding continuation of
affiliation for the academic year 2015-2018,

The institution has submitted its written representation on 22.07.2015 along with DD
of Rs. 1,50.000/- bearing no.516522 dated 21.07.2015, online application for shifting
of premises and some documents with requesting 1o ghift the building from
Maisammaguda, Gundiapochampally medchal Mandal, Rangareddy to Kompally
Medchal Mandal, Rangareddy District

A letier recaived from the institution on 10.05.2016 stating as under;

"this is kind reminder requesting you to make inspaction for shiffing CMR
Institute of Elementary Teacher Education (D.ElEd) premises which was
submitted to your good on 01.09.2015.

The next academic year is going to sfart very soon. Therafors fo avoid
impediments in this regard | request you o kindly make the inspections as
early as possitila,

Note: The institution has submitted another written representation on 01.08.2013
along with Land documents, BCC, BF and affidavit for Sy No 126 at Kompally in
favour of Malla Reddy Educational Society, which is not matching with earlier
submitted shifting proposal.

The SRC in its 314" meeting held on 27" -28" May, 2016 considerad the matter and
it has decided as under:

1. This Is a case of request for shifting.

| 2. Land document given is of a different Society. (It is the same as that |

a7

™
TNy Dvias
I5, Sathya
Charrman




| The SRC in its 320% meeting held on 197 1o 207 September 2018, considered the

given in S1.No.16).
3. lesue SCM for withdrawal of recognition.

As per the decision of SRC, show causeé notice was issued to the institution on
07.06.2016. The mstitution has submitted is written representation on 07.06 2016
atong with document

matter and decided as under:

. The title deed has unattested over writings. Ask them 1o submit the
clear original documant or its certified copy

Accordingly, as per decision of SRC. a letter was sent to the institution on
30.09.2016.

The institution submitted written represantation on 26 09.2016. its stated as under;

" CMR. Institute of Elementary Teacher Education (D.EILEd) has
applied for shifting of its premises from Gundiapochampally 1o
Kompally on 01.09.2015 and enclosed all the required documents for
your kind perusal.

Whereas in Decisfon of 320" SRC meeting at SRC NCTE Bangalore
Held on 19 & 20" September 2016 has directed us t submit certified
copy fland documents.

Now | am herewith enclosing the certified copy of Malla Reddy
Educational Society fand documenits (Document No: 6415 of 2015)
certified from the component authority for your kind perusal. Kindly
consider the case.”

The institution submitted original certified copy of land documant submitted
in meantime, the institution submitted its wntten representation on 27.10.2016 &
06.12.2016. It's stated as under:

* This is kind reminder requesting you to make inspection for shifting
C.M.R Institute of Elementary Teacher Education {D.El.Ed) premise
which was submitted to your good on 01.09.2015. |

The next academic year is golng to start very soon. Therefore to avoid
any impediments in this regard [ request you to kindly make the
inspections as early as possible.

Herewith enclosing the shifting details of the college once again.”.

The SRC in its 326" meeling held on 04" - 05" January, 2017 considered the
matter and decided as under:

1. THie Is clear.
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Land area required is 2428 sg.mtrs. They have Sﬂﬂ;q.m.
LUC not given.

Latest EC Is required.

BP is not legible.

BCC is not approved by competent authority.

Renewed FDRs are required.

Latest approved faculty list is not given.

B P N S oA R W N

Issue SCN accordingly.

Accordingly, as per decision of SRC, a Show Cause Maotice was sent to the
institution on 13.01.2017

The institution has submitted its Show cause notice reply along with document on
03.02.2017.

The SRC in its 330" meeting held on 12™ & 13" February, 2017 considered the
matier and the Committee decided as under:

1. Their reply to our SCN covers all points except the FDR. They have to
ghve FDRs for Rs. 7 lakhs and § lakhs.

2. Cause inspection.

3. Ask VT to collect the FDRs.

Inspection of the Institution was generated through online mode and inspection fixed
hetween 07.03.2017 to 27.03.20174. Inspection of the institution was conducted on
24 03,2017 & 25032017 and VT repont along with documents and original CD
received on 28.03.2017.

The SRC in its 335" meeting held on 11" & 12" April, 2017 considered the matter
and decided as under;

1. Title is clear. Land area is adequate.

2. LUC is in order.

3. EC Is in order.

441 BPisin order. Built-up area shown is 3600 sg.mts.

4.2 BP, however, is in photocopy form. Original is required.

5.1 BCC Is not approved by competent authority,

5.2 Type of roofing is not indicated.

5.3 Bullt-up area shown is 3500 sq.mts. This is adequate for B.Ed (2)
& D.ELEd.{1)

B. FDRs are required In original, in joint account, with § year
validity @ 7+5 lakhs for each unit in each course.

71  Latest approved Faculty lists for both B.Ed. & D.ELEd. are |
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required.
7.2 B.Ed. Faculty list should be approved by the University and not |

by SCERT.

7.3 Both lists should have photographs and should be submitted in
original.

8. Issue SCN accordingly.

Accordingly, as per decision of SRC show cause notice was sent on 20.04.2017,
The institution submitted reply along with documents on 28.04. 2017

Tha SRC in its 341" meeting held on 157 & 16" June, 2017 considered the matier
and decided as under,

1. Their reply to our SCN Is specific and categoric,
2. it satisfactorily covers all the points except submission of
Faculty list {in original) for D.ELEd.
3. Parmit shifting.
4, lsuue the formal order in writing only after collecting the
Faculty list in original and getting the deficiencies therein
rectified:-

The certified copy of the original, submitted in 2015, shows the following
position:

(i) Principal is qualified.

(i) There Is no faculty in Perspectives. Two Asst. Profs are
reguired.

{iii} In the Pedagogy Group, ane Asst. Prof (Maths) and one Assi
Prof (Reg. Lang.) are required.

{iv) Asst Prof (Phy.Ed.) s required to be appointed.
541 Thereafter, issue a new FR giving the new address.
52 |ssue a copy to the SCERT for their record and reference.
£.31 After that close the file.

accordingly, as per decision of SRC lefter was sent ta the institution on 29.08.2017

Maw. the institution submitted reply along with documents on 03.07.2017 and stating
as follows;

| sl | Deficiencies Written representation Remarks
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Mo pointed out by
SRC

5 Tii  satisfactorily | D.ELEd faculty list In | The institution
covers all the | original for D.EL.Ed Is submitted 1 + 7
points except | herewith enclosed. original faculty list
submission of with photographs
Faculty list (in approved by the
original) for Director, SCERT.
D.ELEd.

4 | (ii) There Is no | Staff selection | They  have  not |
faculty in | committee was | appointed 2 faculty
Perspectives. | gonstituted by |ie AsstProfs in
Two Asst, Telangana State | Perspectives,

Proks ' | SCERT. According t
required. T. cording o

| Commitiee,

the GO's L.G.0. Rt.No,
39 Education (SE.Trg.1)
Department Dated:
18.01.2007.

2 G.0.Ms. No.92
Education {SE.TRG)
Department Dated:
16.11.2007.

1. Motification No. F-81-
4/2014/INCTE/NAS

Dated: 16.12.2014 of the
Chairperson, NCTE, |
Delhl along with a copy
of Gazette of India
bearing No. 346 dated
01.12.2014. mentioned
in the reference of two
proceedings. The Staff
was approved by the
i + 7
pattern Is approved by
the committee. Same If
existing. (Copy of |
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proceedings enclosed)

3 (i) In the
Pedagogy

in the Pedagogy Group,
one Asst. Prof (Maths)

As stated by the |
institution the Asst

Group, ONe | g Mahender and one | Prof (Maths) and
fﬂ:::ﬁsjl F::; Asst. Prof (Reg.lLang) | Asst Prof |
one Asst. JUma Devi are among | (Reg.Lang) name is |
Prof [Reg. the approved faculty | available In the

Lang.) are | list. approved  faculty

required. | list.
4 |(iv)] Asst.  Prof | Asst. Prof (PhyEd)|As stated by the
: (Phy.Ed.) is | E.Raja Gopal is in the | institution the |
required 10 | 5pproved list | Asst.Prof. (Phy.Ed)
he appointed. name is available in
the approved
faculty list.

1.1

1.2

1.3
1.4
2.1

2.2

The Committee considered the above matter and has decided as

under;-

When the prescribed Faculty strength for D.ELEd. { 2 units) is
halved for D.ELEd.[1 unit), the resultant figures have to be
rounded off to the nearest level, For perspectives 1 % can be
rounded of to 1.

For Languages 1 % can be made into 2 (i.e, one for English and one
for Regional language). |

This way, it will work out to 1+8.
They have only 1+7; which is 1 short.
They have nobody for Perspectives. That should be filled up.

They have not indicated the professional gualifications of any
faculty Members.

Issue SCN accordingly for removal of deficiency so that new R.O. at
the new address can be issued.
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4. In the meanwhile, permit shifting. B

| 14,

SRCAPP2468

BSc.B.Ed
2 Units

Senthil College of
Education,
Puducherry

T Senthil Education Society, Plot No.38, Thiyagaraja Street, Puducherry Village |

& Post, Puducherry Taluk & City, Puducherry District - 605001, Puducherry
applied for grant of recognition 1o Senthil College of Education, PlotKhasara
No.226/2/2,229/211,228/2/3p, Plot No.42(R.S.No. 168/8C), Villianur Village, Post &
Taluk, Puducherry City, Puducherry District - 606110, Puducherry for offering
BA.B.Ed/BSc.B.Ed course of four years duration for the academic year 2016-17
under Section 14/15 of tha NCTE Act, 1593 to the Southern Regional Committee,
NCTE through online on 27.05.2015. The institution submitted hard copy of the
application on 05.06.2016.

The application was processed as per NCTE (Recognition Norms and Proceduras)
Regulations, 2014 nolified by NCTE on 01.12.2014. A letter was sent to State |
Government for recommendation on 12.08.2015, followed by Reminder-l on
92 02 2016 and reminder || sent on 30.11.2016

Sub-clause (3) of clause 5 of Regulations, 2014 under Manner of making application
and time limit stipulates as under-

“3) The application shall be submitted oniine electronically along with the
processing fee and scanned copies of required documents such as no
objection certificate issued by the concerned affiliating body. While
submitting the application, it has to be ensured that the application is duly
signed by the applicant on every page, including digital signature at
appropriate place at the end of the application.”

On careful perusal of the original file of the institution and other documents, the |
application of the institution was found deficient as per Regulations, 2014 as under:-

1 The Institution has not submitted NOC from the affillating body along
with application.

2. The application is not duly signed by the applicant on all every pages
of the hard copy of the online application.

The matter was placed before SRC for in its 292™ meeting held on 28-30 Sept. 2013
and the Commitiee considered the matter and decided 10 Issue show Cause Notice
for rejection of application in the following ground:

1. Non Submission of NOC issued by the affiliating body along with
application.

Accordingly, Show cause notice was issued to the institution on 21.10.2015.The
instituticn submitied written representation on 19.11 2015
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The SAC in its 205" meeting heid on 287-30" November and 01" December 2015 |
considered the documents submitted by the institution along with Institution’s reply |
dated

| 18-11-2015 1o the show cause notice and decided as under:

The reply to the SCN is not satisfactory. They have admitted the
deficiency. We cannot wait indefinitely from them to produce the NOC,
According to the Regulations it is the responsibility of the applicant to
secure and attach the NOC from the affiliating body. That being so, it Is
decided to reject the application.

The SRC in its 300 meeting held on 28th -30th January, 2016 decided as follows:

“Keeping in mind the over-all public interest, the committee revised fts |
earlier stand fo reject all cases of non-submission or delayed submission of
NOCs, and decided to reopen and process all such refected cases by
accepting NOCs even now irrespective of their dafes of issua”.

As per the direction of SRC, application was processed and placed before SRC in its
303" meeting held on 15" February 2018. The Committee considered the matter
and decided as follows;

1. Contiguity with existing B.Ed.

2. Discrepancy in Sy.no. In land and other documents.

3. Built up area is inadequate for existing and proposed programmes
4, BCC is not approved by competent authority

5. Cause Compaosite Inspection

6. Ask VT to collect all relevant documents.

7. Ask whether they want BA;B.Ed or B.5¢cB.Ed

As per the dacision of SRC, inspection intimation was seni to the institution and VT
| members on 22022016, The Inspection of the instilution was conducted on
20.02.2016 and VT report along with documents was received on 2202 2016

Tha SRC in its 305" meeling held on 25" & 26" February, 2016 considered tha VT
report and other relevant documenis and decided as under:

1. Inadequate bullt up area
2. CD is working
3. Issue SCN accordingly.

Before issuance of show csuse notice, the institution submitted its written

representation on 01.03.2016
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The SAC In iis 306" meeting held on 01 — 04" March, 2016 considered the
institutions written representation and decided to issue show cause notice for
rajection for the following graund;

1. The time given by NCTE (HQ) till 10,05.2015 only for the existing course
covered by the RPRO. We cannot take that into consideration.
The bullt-up area available is adequate only for the existing courses,
Even if they surrender 1 unit of D.ELEd, even then, the area available
will not be adequate for the proposed courses.

2. The court order is yet to be received. In any case, In the normal
course, it is reasonable to assume that the court will deal only with
what is pending before it and not any new applications.

3. That being so, the two new applications-B.Sc;B.Ed and B.Ed-Al-are not
maintainable.

Accordingly, show cause nolice was issued to the institution on 20.05.2016. The
institution has submitted its reply along with court order on 13.06.2016

The institution submitted written representation on 12.07.2016 requesting to give
three months time for conducting the required built up area for B.5SC.B.Ed course.

The SRC in its 347" meeting held on 27" & 287 July, 2016 considered the show
cause notice reply and decided as under,

1. They have D.ELEd (2 units, B.Ed({2 units). They want B.Sc,B.Ed (1 unit}
and B.Ed-AL{1 unit). The total required built-up area will be
(2000+2000+500+1500) 6000 sgms. As against this they have only 3772
sgqms. They want time till Sept to complete the additional area required.

2. Time is given till 30 Sept 2016.

3. Let them add the construction and approach us thereafter.

Before issuance of letter to the Institution, the instituion submitted written

' representation along with relevant documents on 05.08.2016

The SRC in its 323™ meeting held on 16" to 18" November 2016, considered the
matter and decided to issue show cause notice on the following grounds:

1. Their contentions about the built-up-area requirements are not correct.

2. They need 2000 (for D.ELEd-2 units} + 2000 (for B.Ed-2 units) +500 (for
B.Sc B.Ed-1 unitj+500 {for B.Ed-A.I-1 unit)

3. They have only 3772 sq.mtrs. This will suffice only for D.ELEd{ 2 units)
+B.Ed (1 unit) or vice versa,

4. There is no scope for any new course. The existing courses
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themselves have to be the preuned.
6. Issue SCN accordingly

| Accordingly Show Cause MNotice was issued to the institution on 30.1 1.2016.

The institution submitted its written representation for SCN on 09.12.2016 and
stating as under,

“| am fo refer to the minutes of the meeting of SRC cited {8) above and to
| state that no reply based on the above, has baen received by us from your
office and our society would come forward as detailed below.

1. We withdraw our proposal of starting B.Ed., Additional intake.

2. We will close our two units of Diploma in Elemeniary Education course
in case accepl ents i m forwa
join D.E1.Ed, from the academic year 2012-13 onwards. We have not
admitted any student In D.E1.Ed., from the academic year 2012-13 to fill
date.

1. We will continue our existing two units of B.Ed., pregramme and we
propose fo start two units of B.Sc., B.Ed., and one unit of B.A., B.Ed.,
as permitted in Pope John Paul-ll College of Education, Puducherry. A
copy of the affiliation order issued by the affiliating body, namely
Pondicherry University, Puducherry, fo the aforesaid college is
enclosed for ready reference. In the circumstances stated above 1
humbly request you sir to grant new recognition for the new courses as
detailed below from the academic year 2017-18 along with the existing
2 units of B.Ed., Programme. The Original orders granting NOC by the
Government of Puducherry and Pondicherry University have already
been submitied to your office.

1. B.5c., B.Ed., (Maths]} — Tunit
2. B.Sc., B.Ed. { Computer Science) — 1 unit
3. B.A., B.Ed., (English) - 1 unit

The constructed area as per the SRC, NCTE, Bangalore for the
aforesaid courses will be 500+ 500+ 2000= 30005q.mts. We have got
3772 5q. mis of constructed area. Our college has been inspected twice
by two different V.T teams. Our college is accredited by NAAC with ‘8’
r_withdra f two uni f D.ElL.Ed

submitted separafely,”

The SRC in its 325" meeting held on 197 to 20" December, 2016 the committee
considered the matter and decided a5 under:-
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1. The request for B.Ed-Al (1 unit) withdrawal is accepted. |

2. Refund FDRSs, if any.

3. Close the case.

4. They have also reported that they would be separately submitting,
I letter I.Ed (2 Whe i can fssue
rder a ithdrawal

5. After action In the 2 cases described above, we can process the
applications for the 3 courses-BA B.Ed (1 unit), B.Sc.B.Ed (2 units).

As per the decision of the SRC, Recogniion withdrawn order was issued fo the
institution on 13.01.2017 for SRCAPP2466/8 Ed-Al course

The institution has submitted representation on 30.01.2017 stating as under:-

"I am to refer to the minutes of the meeting of SAC cited [10) above relating o our Senthil
College of Education, Puducherry & submit to stote thot

1. We ore in receipt of the order Hu.ENn.iHﬂﬁIETEfSHEHPPIdEﬁ.J'B.Ed-.ﬂJ;“'PE".r"Iﬂ'IE-
17/91061, dt 13.01.2017 communicoting the decision of your office to oocept our
proposal of withdrawal of B.Ed Al {1 umit] _

2. As stated in our letter cited (9) obove we are submitting the filled in opplicotion
from towards the closure of our two units of D.ELEd course in our Senthil Teacher
Tralning Institute (Senthil School of Education) Puducherry olong with following
documents,

a) Copy of the recognition arder of NCTE, Bangalore.

b) Copy of the recognition order available  w  the website qf'
hittp:ferencte. in/grarnite 20withdrawn him

¢} Copy of recently downloaded print cut of our website.

d] Origingl NOC from the princlpal, DIET, Puducherry.

e] Resolution of the society for the Closure of the Programme.

fl Statement obout the reason for the closure gnd completion af the programme
are available in the certificate isswed by the principal, DiET, Puducherry.

g} Proof of settlement of oll claims of foculty/staff (Declaration countersigned by |
principal, DIET, Puducherry.

hl Copy of Pan cord Soclety which has been rurining the Senthil Teacher Training
Imstitebe,

3 In the circumstances stated above, we will continue our existing two units of B.Ed units
of B.Ed programmed and we proposed [o starf two units of B.5c, B.Ed and one unit of
B.A, B.Ed os permitted in Pope John Poul-ll College of Education Puducherr. A copy of '
the affiliating body, namely Pondicherry University Puducherry to the oforesaid Coliege
is enclosed for ready reference. | humbly request you sir [o grant new recognition for
the new courses os derniled befow from the ocodemic year 2017-18 along with the
existing 2 units of B, Ed programme,

1. B.5c, B.Ed [Maths) 1 Linit.
2. BSc, B.Fd [Computer scigne) — 1 umit.
3. B.A, B.Ed (English]— 1 unit.
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4 The constructed area os per the SRC, NCTE, Bangalore for the ﬂj':;resurd cowrses will be
20004500+ 500+500= 3500 5q.mts. we hove got 3772 5q.mits of constructed orea.

5. The original order granted NOC by the Government of Puducherry and Pondicherry
Uiniversity hawve olrecdy been submitted to your office.

6.  Ourcollege has been inspected twice by two different V.T teams.

7. Ourcollege is accredited by NAAC with 'B” Grode.

8 All the required facllities are made avaifabile, kindly grant recognition for two units of
B.5c B.Ed ond one unit of 8.A, B.Ed as stated at para 3 above ot the earliest possible,

The SRC in its 328" meeting held on 06" to 07" February, 2017 and the committee
considered the matter and decided as under:-

1. They want B.Sc.B.Ed.(2 units) and B.A. B.Ed.[ 1 unit}.

2. To release infrastructure for these new courses they have surrendered

D.ELEd.( 2 units) and B.Ed.-A_L({1 unit).

3. 1. Recognition for B.Ed.-A.1.(1 unit) has been withdrawn.

3. 2. Request for closure of D.ELEd.(Z units) has been received. Requisite
formalities have been complied with. The request is accepted. Issue
withdrawal of recognition arder.

4. Thereafter, process the cases for B.Sc.B.Ed.(2 units) and B.A.B.Ed.(1
unit).

5. Put up on 12.2.17.

As per the decision of SRC, the documents of the institution were processed and
placed before the Committes in its 330" Meating held on 127 and 13" February,
2017 and the Committee decided as under -

1. They have D.ELEd{ 2 units)

2. They have B.Ed ( 2 unils)

3. They want B.A.B.Ed {1 unit)

4 They want B.Sc.B.Ed ( Tunit)

5. They wanted B .Ed-A.I( 1 unit)

&, 1. The application for B Ed-Al ( 1 unit) has been withdrawn,

8, 2 A decision has baen taken to parmit closure of D.ELEd (2 units)

6 3 This was done to release infrastructure for the new courses

7. According to NCTE(HQ) clarification received now, no TEI can be give mare
than 2 units for B.Ed.

8. Since the applicant already has BEd{ 2 units), the applications for
B.A.B.Ed(1 unit) and B.Sc.B.Ed( 1 unit) cannot be maintained Reject the
applications.

8 In view of this new position, there will be no need for them to wind up
D.ELEd ( 2 units). The permission given for its closure may therefore be
withdrawn. They can continue with D.E|LEd { 2 units)

Based on website information, the institution has__gubmmad a represantation in
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respect of the decision of 330" meeting of SRC which is as under -

Point No.8 since the applicant already has B.Ed { 2 units), the applications for
B.AB.Ed (1unit) and B.Sc.B.Ed( 1 unit) cannot be maintained. Reject the
applications

The above decision needs reconsideration on the following grounds |

“I am to invile a kind reference to the letters! minutes cited above and to
state that our proposal of starfing B.5c B.Ed, two units B.ABEd . one unit
were properly processed and came to final decision. as per the minutes citad |
above { 330th meeting of SRC) based on the reports submitted by us and the |
reports  submitted by two V.T.Teams appointed by the SRC.NCTE,
Bangalore.

As per the minutes cited (5) above, the points No.7 and & are reproduced
below for ready reference.

Point Mo.7, according to the NCTE(HQ) clarification received now, no
TEI can be given more that 2 units of B.Ed.

Point No.7 relates 1o B.Ed course. Ours is for B.Sc.B.Ed and B.A B.Ed.
These twao are different programmes for which the norms and standards ara
available in the appendices — 4 and 13 respectively of the notification of the
NCTE dated 28th November 2014.

Therefore the new clarification said to have been issued by NCTE (HQ) will
not apply to our programmes. Moreover, we have contacted Dr Prabhu
Kurnar Yadav, Under Secretary (Regulations) NCTE(HQ),

New Delhi over his cell no. 7381106749 today and confirmed from him that
no new clarification has been issued from NCTE(HQ) as stated by SRC
meeting minutes dated 12th and 13th February, 2017 (SUNo. 20) in respect
of B.Sc.B.Ed and B.ABEd

in the circumstances stated above it is clear that no new clarification has
bean issued by the NCTE (HQ) relating to the starting of B.Sc.B.Ed and
B.AB.Ed.

it is a well known fact that nearly five thousand B.Ed colleges in our -;nunuf
have been granted recognition to start B.Sc.B.Ed and BABEd along with
B.Ed (2 units) for the past two years by all the four regional commitiees of
NCTE.
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3 Therefore kindly reconsider our proposal for the grant of recognition to stan
B.Sc B.Ed (2 units) and B.ABEd (1 unit) in the Senthil College of Education
Puducherry from the academic year 2017-18 and also accept our closure d
eanthil Teacher Training Institute (Senthil School of Education) ﬂﬁﬂrﬁ
D.ElL.Ed( 2 units) as already accepted by SRC  NCTE, Bangalore In
420th meeting dated 6th and Tth February, 2017 (SL.No. 86) . Point No

SRC in its 230™ Meeting considered the letter dated 10.02.2017 of NCTE Hars
regarding clarification on certain paints with regard to NCTE Regulations, 2014 in
respect of four year integrated course and decided as under -

1. Noted

2. Give copies of the NCTE circulars to all Members.

9. The clarification regarding - 4 year integrated course requires review. Shii
Chaturvedi i.e U S{NCTE), will pursue with HQ

4 The clarification regarding addl. intake in D.P.5 E/D ELEd/B.Ed covers 100
many varations of the 3 courses SRO to pul up a comparative tabular
chart.

In view of the above, an e-mail was sent to NCTE-Hgrs seeking clarification in the
matter on 21.02.2017.

In response to this office mall dated 24 02 2017, a clarfication letter dated
22 02 2017 is recelved from NCTE-Hgrs stating as under -

“ am directed to refer to your email letter dated 21.02.2017 on the
subject above and to say that as per Norms and Standards for 4-years
integrated programme leading to B.S¢,B.Ed/B.A.B.Ed degree appendix 13 of
re ion 201 re sha basi of fifty (50] 5 and initi
two_units may be permitted. This can be even instit
already having a 2 year B.Ed course.”

The SRC in its 332™ meeting held on 28" February to 3 March, 2017 the commities
considered the matler and decided as under:-

1. Too many proposals. Too many changes.
2. Some confusion has been added by an error in the indication of our
calculation of built-up area required.
3. The final position can be represented as follows:-
(i)} B.Ed.(2 units) } 2000 sq.mts.
to continue....... jrequired)

(il D.JELED.(2 units)
to stand withdrawn 2000 sq.mis.
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4.1

4.2

5.1
5.2
5.3
54

6.

T.

As per the decision of the SRC, a letter was issued to the institution on 08.03.2017

Based on the website information of the SRC decision, the institutian has submitted a reply
an 07.03, 2017

Tha SRC in its 333" meeting held on 24" March, 2017 and the Commiltee
cansidered the matter and decided as under:

1. The have accepted tht the proposals have to be trimmed.

2. Instead of considering B.Sc.B.Ed.(1 unit) & B.Sc.B.Ed.-A.L{1 unit), we
can straight away sanction B.Sc.B.Ed.(2 units) in addition to the
existing B.Ed.(2 units). i

(i} B.Ed..-Al1 unit)......... 500 sq.mts.

isaved)
{iv) B.S5c.B.Ed.(1 unit)......... 1500 sq.mis.
{Mew) {requirad)
(v} B.Sc.B.Ed..-Al{1 unit)... E£00 sq.mts.
(New) (required)
(vi} B.A.B.Ed.(1unit)...... 1500 sg.mis,
(New) {required)

as already ordered..... (saved)

Two things have to be clarified here-they have listed 2 B.Sc.B.Ed.
courses separately as Independent units. The 2014 Regulations
refer only to B.Sc.B.Ed. as a recognized integrated course. There is |
no subjectwise listing. That being so, we can sanction only
B.Sc.B.Ed.[1 unit); and, B.Sc.B.Ed.-AL{ 1 unit).

The surrender of D.EL.Ed.{ 2 units) and B.Ed.-A.L{ 1 unit) will release
only (2000+500) 2500 sq.mts. of built up area.

B.5c.B.Ed.(1 unit) will require 1500 sq.mts.

B.Sc.B.Ed.-A.L{1 unit) will require 500 sq.mts.

BE.A.B.Ed.{1 unit) will require 1500 sq.mts.

in other words, there will be a shortfall of 1000 sq.mts.

Let them see this corrected position; understand the miamatch of
built-up areas and make their cholce of courses.

Let them be assured that there was no attempt to fool them by
referring to any non-existent clarification from MCTE(HQ). If it
comes to that their stand can easily be shown to be factually
incorrect. ,
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3. Built-up area available is adequate.

4, Issue LOI for B.S5c.B.Ed.(2 units],

As per the decision of SRC, a letter of intent was issued to the nstitution on

17.04 2017. The institution submitted LOI reply on 28.04.2017

The LOI reply was placed before SRC in its 338" meeting held on 01% to 2™ May, |
2017 the Committee considerad the matter and decided as under:-

1.

3.

Their LOI reply is sean.
2. The Faculty list is examined:

- It is approved by a nominee of the University and not by the

Reagistrar.

It has to be ensured that there is no overlap with the Faculty lists
of thelr old B.Ed.{2 units) and D.El.Ed.(2 units) courses.

The staffing pattern is in order.
FDRs have been given.

They have to give FORs in original, in joint account, with a &- year |
validityd@@ 7+5 lakhs for each unit of each course, Including their old

running courses of B.Ed.{2 units) and D.ELEd.(2 units).
5. Issue SCH accordingly.

As per the decision of SRC, a Show Cause Notice was issued 1o the institution on |
09.052017. The SCN reply was received on 22.05.2017 the matter (agenda) was

deferred case.
Mow, the institution has submitted again SCN reply on 07.06.2017and slating as
undear:-
5l. | Deficiency Institution written Remarks
pointed out representation
No | pbysRC
1. | The Faculty | |8m encicsing a capy initer aiong wilh ibe | Faculty Original of
list i wexroreny. i, I v tor e | it | Faculty list
rafanamncs .
examined; submitted
We kave again personmly mel ihe Vice-
- I i | Chancellor & Regstar, Pondicherry | faculty list | Faculty list
University, Puduchssry and explamed the
approved maed for the signature of the Regisirar in approved/ | approved
by 8 | tng stalf profile (Arnesus Il of NCTE} not
nominee approved
Thiey havwe repied &8 follows.
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of the
Universily
and not
by ihe
Registrar,

= It has o be

ansured
that thera
is na
ovarlap
with  the
Faculty

I, Smce ouf Senchil College of
Education, Puducherry is hasing
affliation o B.Ed., Courss, they
approve the acditicnal siall for
B.Ed., pourses.

ii. Sinea the MNCTE pemmis, (ke
Principal and Academic,
adminislratve & techaical siaf of
ong feacheng pragramime can De
ghamed wilh  other heaching
programmes in the same callega

Morms and slandards for BEd, Course
Appendix (4], Page Ma. 118 MNole green
blow 5.3

Morms and standards far BScBEdD,

Whether
approved
on each
page o
not

| Approved

Ma. of
faculty as
par noms
of the
course

1+18=17

Dezignabio

Registered

lists of
their old
B.Ed.(2
units) and
D ELEd.{2
unifs)
COUrSEs.

- The staffing
pattern i
in order.

FDRs have

| been given

They have to

giva FDRs in
original, in

joint account,

with a 5
year
validity@
7+5 lakhs for
each unit of
each course,

Cowse Appondix (13), Page Mo 168,
H-ut-g:m:nb!h‘n‘ﬁ!

ii. As par e Acacamic calendar of
the Pondicharry Univessity,  they
fmaandion the BScBEd, | BABEd,
(4 year inbagrased course) ag

B.Ed., Integrated Course

{copy enclossd for ready relerance]

s such the authanbes of
Pradichamy Usremdy have decided
1o approve the staff list & BEd,
Programemea.

Vo have appointad ihe follawing stall
in fhe places mentioned agains!
#ach

n of the by
approving | Pondicherry
authority University
Puducherry
- BOS014

Date of | -
approval

As per our records the
insfitution has submitted

the following FORs

[ Hame aof iha | Mama  af
na in | stadl inthe first | (e e [
e st wiah | stall
first Desgnation raplaced
wlal wilh

D igrabaom
Fti M| M v |
Elangavan, Palari
AnsiEtan F.“Hﬂlrrtl

| Flxed Original

-

Deposit | FORS
Recalpt | submitted
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including T orfetsce | Professor m | | Original | Origin | Origl ||
their ald English g / al of | nal
running T T A 1 Dr P Photoco | FOR of
courses of Mizamuihen, | Ananthaku py of|of Rs. | FOR
B.Ed.(2 , H——- the 6.00 of
units) and Darcine Physaal FOR of | Lakhs | Rs.
D.ELEd.(2 Dirmctot Rs. 5 |submi | 7.00
units). G W =T Faa i lakhs + | tted Lakh
Janaihanan, | Ravesndra 7 lakhs &
n sub
oy mitte
Profassor Asaigtant d
(Pariaming Professor
Mg in Music) | (PEforming |
Aris) FOR /1. 0010 . OO
Ale 123 05
i Mg C, | Du K. o1 ]
Riajesvary Senthiinath Number |2 1241] 8
AESIBIAN an
Profesaos 3. 0005 2 00
(WEuakFing Assistan 365 10
Arin) Professo: 12
(WisualFmne 3
Aits) 3. 00
10
12
The sardca of staff mentonad n the first &
kst 51 Mo B, 15, 16 & 17 wil be utlsed [4 00
for jeaching programmes of he same 10
Santhil Colege of Education. Thenefons 15
their alfidavils, namaly the new staff are T
AT WS Whethe | Joint | Joint
r in | Ade Adc
single
In 1he circumstances siated above #0d in or  joint
wigw af 1ha abserdalions made bt the SRc
mestings Number. 330 80 338 for dillerent | A/C
inslitufions, owr  Senthil Colege  of
Education. Puducherry i eiigible 1o get | Date of 1. 240 [1. 29
{hg recogniion order stafteng four year iSELE 4,20 05,
irtegiaied cowsed B .5c 8 Ed (heo unils) i7 20 ||
from  the scademic  year 2017-18 5 24.0 15
omvwards,  Kindly grant  recegaibon y 4 E-L'l b 24
M 17 04
3, 25.0 20
§.20 17
15 3. 24
. 04. ||
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17

05
20
—_—— 1 1-?
Date of 1, 24.0 1. 25.
Maturity | 4.20 | 05

22 20
7 240 20
420 2 24
22 04,
3. 25.0 20
5.20 22
20 Q. 24
04,
20
22
a20
6.20
| 22
Mamea Indian | India
of Bank ([n
issuing Bank
Bank
|

Accordingly, as per the direction a modified agenda prepared

The Committee considered the Show Cause Notice reply and has

decided as under:-

1. The case now relates only to BEd.(2 units) Existing and
B.S¢.B.Ed.[2 units) New.

2. We will process the new application for B.Sc.B.Ed. in general. No
subject specification will be indicated. As stated in the NCTE

Regulations, it is for the affiliating University to decide how many
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4.1

4.2

5.1
(i)

students will be allocated for which subjects. As directed by the |
NCTE(HQ), we will confine our processing to the B.Ed. part of
B.Sc.B.Ed.

That being so, whether the University issues NOC for B.Sc. B.Ed. in

general or B.Sc. B.Ed. subjectwise is not of our concern. That is a

matter to be settled between the University and the applicant.

The Faculty list is to be approved by the University before our
recognition. The list submitted by the applicant,with the approval
of the University, will be taken by us to be in the context {and part)

of the applicant’s case under consideration.

To be specific, the approved Faculty list submitted in this case will

have to be for BSc.B.Ed. even if the endorsement reads as

‘approved for B.Ed.",

Faculty list for B.5c.B.Ed.:
They have a total of 17.

(ii) The listis approved by the University.

(iii) In Perspectives Group, 4 are required whereas they have only 3.

One Asst. Prof. from Pedagogy of Social Science can be shifted to fill
up this gap.

(iv) In the Pedagogy group, For ‘Maths’ as against 3 required, only 2

5.2
(i)

are there. One Asst. Prof. (Maths-Pedagogy) is required.
Faculty list for B.Ed,

The list available is very old. Many members would have even
superannuated,

(ii) Latestapproved list is required.
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1 6.

Issue SCN accordingly.

[ 15,

APSO1BBG6
B.Ed
1 Unit

Shri
Gurushantappa
Jawali Memorial
Trust Residential
College of
Education,
Gulbarga,
Karnataka

Shri Gurushantappa Jawali Memorial Trust, Gulbarga District, Karnataka
had submitted to an application to the Southern Regional Committee of NCTE for
grant  of recognition 10 Shri Guorushantappa Jawali Memorial Trust
Residential College of Education, Pattan Post, Pattan Taluk, Gulbarga
District, Karnataka for conducting (B.Ed) course of one year duration with an
annual intake of 100 students and was granted recognition on 03.01.2006 with
condition of Shift to its own premises/ building within three years from the date
of recognition on 03,01.2006 (in case the course is started in rented premises),

On 09.02.2015, an affidavit from the Principal of the institution dated 02.02.2085
was received regarding adherence to NCTE Regulations, 2014,

Revised order was issued to the institution on 18.05.2013 with an intake of 100
students for two basic units of 50 students each.

On 06.07.2015 a letter was received from the institution dated 06.07.2015
requesting for one basic unit for B.Ed Course.

A Cormrigendum was issued to the institution on 09.07.2015 for one unit of B.Ed
COUrse.

On 27.07.2015 a letter was received from the institution as under:-

“ am very much thankful to Mational Council for Teacher Education
Southern Regional Committee Bangalore, for granting revised Recognition
to Shri. Gurushantappa Jawali Memorial Trust Residential College of
Education, Pattan Taluk, Gulbarg Distriet for conducting 1 Basic Unit from
the academic yvear 201 5-16.

As per your direction letter to maintain basic infrastrure for one basic Unit,
I am herewith submitting, Land & Building documents, Encumbrance
certificate, Land Usape Certificate, Building plan, Approved stafl list,
recognition of revised order
F SROMNCTE/APSO1886/B EDVKA2015/69672 dated: 09.07.2015.”

The Southern Regional Committee in its 315" meeting held during 17 18"
June., 2016 considered the letter dated 27.07.2015, and documents of the
institution, and decided as under:
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| 52

Title deed is in order.

EC and LUC are in osder.

BP and BCC are in order. BP does not give details of built-up area, BCC
shows inadequate built-up area. It also shows use of asbestos sheets.

Original FDRs and Latest Faculty List are not given.

Processing fee not paid.

Collect fee and cause inspection for shifting B.Ed (1 unit), It is to be noted |
that although they are proposing ‘shifting’, the documents refer to the |
same location,

Ask VT 1o collect all relevant documents and check on adequacy of built-
up areq.

A letter for inspection was issued to the institution on 12.07.2016.

The inspection of the institution was conducted on 03.09.2016 and visiting leam
report was received by this office on 10,09, 201 6,

The SRC in its 339" meeting held during 22" _ 23" May, 2017 considered the
VT Report and decided as under:-

This is a RPRO shifting case.

It is not clear where they want to shift.

Available information indicates that they want te move inte a new
building at the same  location,

The old building has only ashestos roofing. The BCC very clearly
and categorically points this out,

It is not clear how they got recognition and how they have been
functioning all along.

‘ Ashestos’ is considered to be extremely harmful to health and is
totally banned.
There is nothing on record to show the present status of the new
building. We cannot process this ease in this ambiguous back ground.
Irrespective of other considerations, we have to take severe adverse
notice of their callous attitude towards the welfare of students and
teachers exposed to the vulnerahility of being hadly affected by the
‘ashestos’ roofing. Accordingly, we decide that running the B.Ed.
course in the old building should be halted at the completion
ofthe 2016-17 academic session. They shall not make any new
admissions for 2017-18 unless acceptable alternative arrangements
are made available, with prior approval of NCTE, for continuing
the B.Ed. course.

It must be recognized that presence of ‘asbestos’ even in the
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As per the decision of SRC, the Show Cause Notice was issued to the institution

neighbourhood of the new building will be objectionable. In other |

words, immediately on completion of the 2016-17 academic year, the
ashestos roofing must be completely dismantled and physically moved
oui. This would mean that the new building has to be totally self

sulficient.

Students in the 2nd vear of B.Ed., if they cannot be accommodated
as described above, will have to be shifted with the help of the

affiliating University, to some other nearby colleges.

on 30.05.2017,

Issue SCN aceordingly. Ask for their response urgently, Put up in the |
meeting on 15 June 17.7 '

The institution has submitted Show Cause Notice reply on 08.06.2017,

only asbestos roofing.
The BCC very clearly
and categorically
points this out.

Sl No| Deficiencies pointed oufReply of the institution |
in the SRC meeting
1 This is a RPROD | This is not a shifting case in any other
shifting case location, premises and other area and we
- | don’t have any opinion about shifting. x|
31 |1t is not clear where | It is shifted in same location, same
they want to shift premises and own land of trust building
completely mettle sheet full fledged self
sufficient building. ( for shorl term}
A lemter from the Gram Panchaya
Dievelopment Officer, Kalburagi dated
26.05.2017 is submitted |
22 | Available As per your observation we want to shift
information indicates | in new building in same location, same
that they want to | premises and own land of trust building
move into a new |as per NCTE and affiliating University
building at the same | direction completely  full proof RCC
location newly  constructed  building. {
construction work under progress)
31 |The old building has | The old building has asbestos roofing in

early years from 2015-16 academic year.
We are conducting course in mettle sheet
building in same location, In same
Survey number of land of trust in same
premises.  (for _short  term up fto
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considerations, we
have to lake severe
adverse notice of their
callous attitude
towards the welfare of

students and teachers
I-E:l:pns:d 1o the

vulnerability of being
badly affected by the
‘ashestos’ roofing,

| Accordingly, we

decide that running
the B.Ed. course in
the old building
should be halted at the

|completion of the

2016- 17  academic
session. They  shall

not make any new
admissions for 2017-

18 unless acceptable

course conducting in new metile sheet
building not in old building asbestos
roofing. And the new admission of 2017-
18 batch we start in new building in a
same location, same premises own land
of trust with your permission continued
the academic course of 2017-18

completion of new building)

33 [0t is not clear how | We got recognition as per NCTE and
they got recognition | University norms
and how they have
been functioning all
along

3.3 |'Asbestos’ is | We agree with your consideration it is
considered to be | harmful to health of students and teacher,
extremely harmful to | So we have provided good and suitable
health and is totally | mettle sheet proof building
banned.

+ There is nothing on | The present status of new building we
record to show the |are started new building as per NCTE
present status of the | mew norms and work going under
new building. We | progress.

cannot process this
case in this ambiguous
back =
5.1 |Irrespective of other | The current batch of 2016-17 academic
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lalternative
amrangements ane
made  available,
with prior approval of
NCTE, for continuing
the B.Ed. course.

53 [It must be recognized | Already we dismantle and physically
that presence of | move out of asbestos roofing converied
‘ashestos’ even in the | into full mettle sheet building and we
neighbourhood of the | have self sufficient area 1o conduct
new building will be | course
objectionable. In other
words,  immediately
on completion of the
2016-17 academic
year, the asbestos
roofing  must  be
completely dismantled

and physically
moved out,
This would mean that
the new building has
to be totally self
sufficient.

6 Students in the 2nd | As per your suggestions and described
vear of B.Ed., if they | above points we have provided good and
cannot be | suitable class rooms and staff rooms and
accommodated as | lab, library and others in favour of
described above, will | student and staff consideration,
have to be shifted
with the help of the
‘affiliating  University,
to some other nearby

- colleges. .

7 [lssue SCN | As per your 339" meeting of SRC 22-23
accordingly. Ask for |may 2017 SCN issuc regarding we
their response | respond your show cause notice as above
urgently, Put up in the | shown and  relevant  supporting
1Tnf:¢ﬁﬂg on 15 June documents submitted.

17
I
111
[ e
(5. Sathyam)

Chairman




Details of the Document submitted:

o Documents Details of the documents submitted
Mo submitted
1 Affidavit I}ﬂi:jmiun of the existing asbestos roofing old

building of B.Ed College we completely dismante
roofing of building earlier 2015-16 academic batch
and we modified as metile tin sheet and running
course upto completion new RCC building,

| 7y The student of 2™ year academic 2016-17 batch

we provided good Class Hooms, Staff Room,
Library, and other self sufficient room fior
conducting course.

1) The new RCC building work under progress we
complete its end of the 2017 year.

4) The current status of new RCC building
construction work under continue progress building
plan building completion construction permission
and tax paid receipt copy enclosed,

3} The old building completely dismantle and
moved in new building and the building fully selt |
sufficient to continue 2016-17 2™ year student
COUrse.

6) We shall not making any admission without your :
permission for the year 2017-18 academic batch and
after the completion new RCC building we start the
process with proper approval from you.

7)The after completion of the new RCC building we
send report and relevant documents, building plan
(BP), building completion certificate (BCC), land
use documents (LUC) and Encumbrance certificate
{EC) and others,

%) We completely agree and obey with your 2014
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NCTE Norms and Standards Resolution.

9} Hence view of the above facts and documents the |
reply will be enough for the above said kindly
ACCEpt a5 same.

10} The regarding show cause notice reply by
institutions as below Chairman and Principal.

Hence, this affidavit is swom this the 6" day of
June 2017 at Kalaburagi.

Building Name and address | Sri. Gurushantappa Jawali
Plan ( |of Memorial Trust (R) Rural
Photocopy Society/Trust/Instit | Residences  College  of
submitted) ution Education
Plot area/land area | Not mentioned
Total built-up area | G.F 702.00Sqm
F.F 70200 Sgmt
 Total Built up area-
1404 5qmt
' Date of approval —
Name and | Panchayat Development
designation of | Officer, Gram Panchayat
approving Town, Kalburagi
authority |
Original blue print of the building plan is not |
submitted.
As per building plan the built up area is not as
per NCTE norms for offering B.Ed course.
As per the photocopy of the building plan Labs,
Multipurpose Hall, Seminar Hall is not available. |
Building Photocopy of the BCC approved by the Gram
Completion | Panchayath Development Officer, Kalaburgi Taluk
Certificate dated 26.05.2017 is submitied.

As per BCC, the asbestos roofing is modified into
full fledged tin_mettle sheet from the academic
vear 2015-16,
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Building completion certificate approved by the
Government Engineer in the prescribed format
is not submitted.

5 4 Photograph | Temporary roofing shown in the photographs of |
's of the | the college building. As per Regulations 2014, no
{College temporary roofing is allowed
' ' |building |
Remarks:-

1) Original blue print of the building plan is not submitted.

2) As per building plan the built up area is not as per NCTE norms for
offering B.Ed course.

3) As per the photocopy of the building plan Labs, Multipurpose Hall,
Seminar Hall is not available.

4) Building completion certificate approved by the Government Engineer in
the prescribed format is not submitted.

5) Temporary roofing shown in the photographs of the college building. As
per Regulations 2014, ne temporary roofing is allowed |

The Committee considered the Show Cause Notice reply and has
decided as under:-

1. This is a classic case of violation of all the building norms.

| 2. For 10 years, they have functioned in temporary structures
without bothering about proper adherence to the infrastructural
requirements as prescribed in the Regulations.

3. But for the RPRO exercise, taken up in the context of the Supreme
Court driven revision of the 2009 Regulations, this case could not

have come to light.

4. Even after our intervention in May 17, they have not taken issues

seriously., Merely by replacing 'asbestos’ roofing by tin-metal

roofing they claim to have fulfilled the requirement of providing a

permanent structure without any temporary fixtures. This shows
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their casualness. And, the nonchalant manner of continuing with |
the highly objectionable asbestos roofing for 10 years shows their

callousness,

5. Their response to our SCN is also reflective of their recalcitrance,
It will be difficult for any responsible Regulatory body to accept '

such an arrangement. |

I

6. In their reply, they have unhesitatingly admitted that they are still
continuing with the same temporary structures. Even in response

to our SCN, they have not given a properly approved BCC. And,

there is no indication of any plan to construct a new building.

71 In the result, and for the reasons given above, we find their reply

unsatisfactory and their response unacceptable. Accordingly, we
withdraw the recognition for their B.Ed. (1 unit) course w.e.l
2016-17.

7.2 Students in the 2 vear of the course will have to be shifted, with

the help of the affiliating University, to some other nearby

colleges.

7.3 The applicant college shall not make any new admissions in 2017-
18.

8.1 Issue Formal orders accordingly.

8.2 Inform the affiliating University with a request for strict

enforcement of these decisions.

16, | APSOD243 Millennium College of Education, Sangareddy Revenue Division,
1Fasalwadi, Medak District, Telangana was granted recognition fer offening |
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B.Ed
2 liniis

Millenium
College
Education,
Medak,
Telangana

course is starled in rented premises).

fulfilling the revised norms and standards before 31.10.2015

of 100 students on 03.02.2012.

October/November and for causing inspection

91.05.2015 with shifting condition.

dacuments
Letter stated as follows

2014,

visit team inspection and issue order of change premises."”

_and decided as under:

TB.Ed course vide order dated 08.04.2003 with condition that the institution shall
shift to its own premises three years from the date of recognition (in case the

On 31122014, letters were issued to all existing nstitutions regarding
of | notification of new Regulations 9014 seeking consent on their willingness for

Tha institution has submitted the affidavit for offering B.Ed course with an intake

The SRC in its 276" meeting held on 77-@" January, 2013 decided 1o issue
| provisional recogniticn crders to the existing institutions and the commitiee also
decided to maintain a check list of such cases for wverification in

Accordingly, a revised recognition order was issued to the institution on

Now, the institution has submitted ils writien represe ntaticn on 20.07.2015 along
with shifting fee of Rs.1,50,000/- DD No 042084 dated 10.07.2015 and relevant

“ . .the NCTE Southern Regional commitiee was asked to submit the
adequate accommodation related documents as per NCTE norms

Madam, our Society was taken own building and own open land of
the buildup area in 25688 Sq.ft above area and the open land is
Ac.0.30 Gts. The existing RCC Building accommodation is very
good when compared to the previous and it is adjacent to the
Hyderabad to Medak Main Boad and also very near to the bus stand.

Madam kindly consider to permit us to shift the college from
Millennium College of Education (B.Ed), Near Andhra Bank, Main
Road, Sangareddy, Medak Dist. (rented building) to H.No. 3-57,
Sy.No. 26/2, Gummadidala (V), Jinnaram (M), Medak (D). {0

Building), Telangana State-502313. If you consider our request we
will be very greatful to you. The processing fee Rs. 1,50,000/-
Rupees, DD No. 042084 dated 10.07.2015 Andhra Bank is enclosed |
relevant all documents also enclosed, any deficiencies documents
we will submit within a week. So, kindly as early possible send to

The SRC in its 315" meeting held on 17" 18™ Jurme 2016, considered the matter
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1. Title Deed is in order.

2. Inspection fee has been paid in full.

3. BCC, original FDRs and, latest Faculty list are not given.
5, LUC and EC are in order.

6. Cause Inspection for shifting B.Ed (2 units).

7. Ask VT to collect all relevant documents.

As per the decision of SRC a letter was issued to the institution on 12.07.2018.

As per the decision of SRC, VT assigned through online procedures. The
Inspection of the institution was conducted on 09.10.2016 and VT report along
with documents and CD received on 13.10.2016.

The SRC in its 341" meeting held on 15" & 16" June, 2017 considered the
matter and decided as under;

1. Title deed is a certified photocopy. Sy.No. s 26/ee2. Land area
of 3500 sq.mts, is adequate.

2. LUC is duly approved. But, the permission given is for
‘commercial’ purpose and not 'educational’.

3. EC is In order. But, the Sy.No. shown (26/D2) does not tally with
the Sy.No.(26/ee2) shown in the Gift Deed.

41 BP is in order. Built-up area shown (22005 sq.mis) is

adequate.

4.2 But, the BP shows use of ‘asbestos’' roofing. This is not

parmitted under Regulations.

5.1 BCC is in order. Built-up area shown is (2367.7sq.mts). This is
wrong because the 167.2 sq.mts. added is of ACC roofing. They
should add 2200+185.8 sq.mts(2385.8 sq.ms.) is adequate. But,
this will be in excess of what is shown in the BP.

5.2. There are 167.7 sq.mts. of ACC roofing in MP Hall which is

highly objectionable. They should immediately remove the

‘asbestos' presence. This will need to be checked on the spot

at their cost.

FDRs are in order.

Faculty list is in order, Only Principal is not qualified: does not

, have 8 years experience in a secondary teacher education

institution. Subject of Ph.D. degree is not mentioned.

o

Accordingly, as per decision of SRC letter was sent o the institution on
29.06.2017

| Before issuance of letter, the institution submitted reply along with documents on
27.08.2017.
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The SRC in iis 342 meeting held on 05" & 08" July, 2017 considered the

| matter and decided to issue show cause notice for the fallowing grounds,

1. Their reply to our SCN is acceptable on all points except one.

2.1. The objection about ‘asbestos’ roofing remains. It is clear that
they have sufficient RCC roofing. But, it has to be ensured that
the ‘asbestos’ is removed from the site and not just from the BF.

22 ‘Ashestos’ has a very serious health hazard. That is why the
Regulations stipulate that they have to be totally removed even if
they are in areas beyond what is required for the course in
reference.

2.3. They must physically remove All the ‘asbestos’ from the entire
site and give visual proof thereof.

3. Issue SCN accordingly.

Accordingly, as per decision of SRC show cause notice was sent o the
institution on 1207 2017

Now, the institution submitted its show cause notice reply along with documents
on 24.07.2017 and stating as under,

|_'5I.| Deficiencies Written representation | Remarks
| No | pointed out by
SRC

| 2.3 | They must | We  have already | The  institution
physically removed the asbestos Submitted photos
remove All the | shest.  We herewith :ﬂt'm proof  and
‘asbestos’ from | submit the photos for :ut rh;\tfn!.;:m;ﬁ
the entire site | proof | reguest you 10| jehastos sheets

and give visual | kindly accept our request | jn  the campus

proof thereof. and issue shifting order | approved by
for B.Ed 2 units Asst. Engineer,
Gram
Panchayath,

Gummadidala.

The Committee considered the Show Cause Notice reply and hasl
decided as under:-
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SRCAPP2016
3004949

. 17.

B.A. B.Ed.

B5c.B.Ed
1 Unit

Pape John Paul 11
College of
Education,

Pondicherry

"Le Consell D Administration De L Archdiocese De Pondicherry, Villianur Main

1. Their replyis sati-sl’a:tm-_'.r. B
| 2. ‘Asbestos’ roofs have all been removed. ‘
3.1 The new BCC confirms this position.
3.2 Comparison of the old CD with the new  photographs  further |
endorse the position. ‘
4. Permit shifting.
5. Issue a new R.0., at the new address, under the 2014

Regulations.

Road, Reddiarpalayam Taluk, Pondicherry City & District-803010, Pondicherry had
appied for grant of recogniion ' Pope John Paul Il College of Education,
Reddiarpalayam Village, Villianur Main Road, Reddiyarpalayam City, Pondicherry
District-605010, Pondicherry for offering BA.B.Ed/B.Sc.B.Ed-Al integrated course of
four years duration for the academic year 2017-18 under Saction 147 o of the NCTE Act,
1693 to the Southern Regional Committes, NCTE through online on 31.05.2016 The
institution has submitted the hard copy of the application on 06.06.2016.

As per Regulations, a letter to State Government for recommendation was sent
an 22.06.2016, followed by Reminder | on 01.10.2016 and Reminder |l on
02 11.2016. No recommeandation received from the State Govt. The period of 90
days as per Regulations is over, Hence, the application is processed |

As per public notice for 2017-18, there is no ban for BA B EA/B Sc.B Ed-Al
course in the State of Pondicherry

The application was scrutinized cnline along with hard copy of the application ‘

The scrutiny of the application was considered by SRG in its 325" meeting held
on 18" = 20" December, 2016, and the Commitiee decided as under,

1. The application is for Additional intake. Since the status of the basic
units themselves is in dispute, this application can nol be
processed before setting the basic Issue.
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2 In their letter dt 3.10.2016, they have sought (retrospective)
recognition for the 3 integrated courses run by them without NCTE
recognition.

1.4 SRC, has no authority to issue retrospective recognition.
1.2. The three integrated courses in reference - B.SC. B.Ed (Maths),

BA.B.Ed(English) and B.Sc. B.Ed (Computer Science) were not in
the NCTE list of approved courses before Notification of the 2014
Regulations.

4. lssue Show Cause Notice Accordingly.

As per the decision of the SRC, a Show Cause Notice was issued to institution
through online on 21.12.2016,

The institution has submitted representation on 05.01.2017 regarding Pu-
Extension of Provisional Affiliation for the B.Ed & B.Ed (Integrated) course in
pope John Paul |l Coliege of Education, Puducherry for the academic year 2016-
17,

The institution has submitied replies to the Show Cause Notice along with |
relevant documents on 08.01.2017 and 13.01.2017

The SRC in its 328" meeting held on 31" January, 2017 the commitiee
considered the matter and decided as under:-

« This item is withdrawn from agenda.

A letter was addressed to the Shri Dr.8. K Chauhan Research officer, MCTE,
Mew Delhi on 09,02, 2017 about

A letter dated 04.02.2017 received on 09.02.2017 from Mr. 5P Veerappan,
Farmer state Vice- president Bharathiyar janatha Party regarding requesting for
probing irregularities in giving Affiliation- on Pondicherry University has
complaint alleging iregularities in grant of affiliation for 4 year integrated
courses in Pope John Paul-il College of Education..

A complaint letter was received by this office on 13.03.2017 regarding Rampant
irregularities in the admission of 4 year integrated B Ed course at Pope John
Paul college on collusion with the authorities of Pondicherry University.

A letter was addressed to the Shri K.V Chowdary Central Vigilance
Commissicner, New Dethi on 13.03.2017 seeking Veracity of the camplaint the
same was returned undelivered on 15.03.2017
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Gn 30.03.2017 an email was received by this office, NCTE Hars letter dated
17.03.2017 and stating as under-

“ am directed to the fo your [letter No.SRO/NCTE/
SRCAPP201630099/PLI/2017 /91630 dated 07.02.2017 and the enclosures
such as the recognition order of the institution dated 23.03.1997 and
22.03.2000 and fo say that the conditional recognition to the institution was
granted vide letter dated 23.03.1937 under certain conditions which were (o |
be fulfilled by the institution. Again the institution was Issued recognition
vide order dated 22.03.2000 for one year i.e 2001-2001 with a direction fo
set right the deficiency pointed out in the order before commencement of
the session 2000-2001 under compliance to SRC not latter that 31.01.2000,
Now it is not clear to the NCTE whether the recognition of the institution
was continued further after 2000 till 2014. No order of recognition is
enclosed with the documents provided by the SRC. However it is found
that the SRC has issued a order of recognition dated 30.05.2015. it appears
that this order of recognition has been issued after the year 2000 i.e after
passing of 14 years. The Regional commitiee needs to clarify whether the
institution was issued any recognition order after 2001. If no then the
institution remains unrecognised from 2001 to 2014.

A latter was received by this office on 21.03.2017, Pondicherry University, RV
Nagar, Kalapet, puducherry a lelter was addressed to the Mr 5.P Veerappan on
28.02.2017, regarding Complaint alleging irregularities in grant of affitiation for 4
year Integrated course in Pope John Paulll College of Education, Puduchermy

An email & Hard copy (As per the decision of 325" meelting SCN reply) was
recelved by this office on 24.03.2017 from Pope John paul Il College of
Education and staling as under-

Sl Deficiency
Pointed out in Reply of the institution '
No the SCN

1 | The application “The kind attenticn of the Regulation
| is for Additional | Director, Southern Regional Committee(SRC),
intake. Since | National Council for Teacher Education (NCTE),
the status of the | Bangalore is drawn to the above-cited decision of
basic unite | SRC. on the content of SCN to refuse recognition |
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themselves is in

dispute, this
application
cannof be
processad
before  setting
the basic issue

In their letter dt

3.10.2018, they |

have sought
(retrospective)

recognition  for
the 3 integrated
courses run by

them  without
MCTE
recognition.

3 |SRC, has no
authority to
issUe
retrospechive
recognition.
The three
integrated
COUrses in
reference -
B.SC B.Ed
{Maths),
BA.B.Ed{Englis)
and B.Sc. B.Ed
(Compuler

| Science) were

for the Four-year integrated course {Additional
Intake) as well as treating the existing three
course as unrecognized. Also, we humbly bring 1o
your kind notice that the three Intergrated Courses
B.A Ed., English Literature, B.Sc.Ed., Mathematics
and B.Sc.Ed., Computer Science are permitted by
MCTE.

2 |n this context the following facts are submitted
for the consideration of your kind seff.-

a At the first instance the recognition was
granted by SRC for conducling one year
B.Ed., course from the academic session
1097-1998. (copy of Recognition Order dated
10" March 1897 is at Annexure-1) Now the
permissible admission is 100.

b. Thereafter the institution had applied for
M.Ed., course and recognition was granted
with an annual intake of 15 from the
academic session 1997-1998 (copy of Order
of SRC Ref No.
F PO/M.Ed/01/SRO/MNCTE2000-2001/808
dated 7" July 2000 is attached in Annexure-
2). Now the permissible admission is 50.

e. Then the institution apphed for four years
Integrated course and recognition was
granted from the academic session 1999-
2000 (copy of order FISRO/NCTENS29-
2000/9317 dated 23 August 1899 of SRC
attached — Annexure 3) The permissible
intake of students is 150 as per the order of
NCTE F PNISEC/SRO/NCTE2004-05/3082
dated 10" May 2004 (Annexure — 4}

d. Now the institution has submitted a new
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not in the NCTE
list of
approved

courses before
Motification  of
the 2014
Requlations.

. The SRC has made a gross error in its

application w's 15 of NCTE Act for grant of
additional intake in the four years Integrated
Course. The SRC has issued Show Cause
Notice prior to refusal while citing the reasons
quoted below,-

The application is for additional intake.
Since the status of basic units themselves
is in dispute, this application cannot be
processed before sefting the basic unit
issue.

in their letter dated 03.10.2016, they have
sought retrospective recognition for the 3
integrated courses being run by them
without NCTE recognition.

SRC has no authorily to issue retropective
recognition.

The Four- Integrated urses _in
reference B.Sc.B.Ed _(Maths), B.A.B.Ed
English nd B.5c.B.E omputer

Science)] were pof in the NCTE list_of

approved courses before Notification of the
2014 Regulations,

decision taken in 325" meeting, as our
institution is an existing recognized
institution which is conducting three
courses duly recognized by SRC. The
guestion of grant of retrospective
recognition does not arise in our case since
the institution is enjoying the same from the
date of recognition order without any break.
The institution very well understands the
fact that there is no provision in the NCTE
Act, 1993 or Regulations issued time to time
for grant of recognition from retrospective
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| offect. Further, the Institution enjoys the
recognition till the time Regional Committee
withdraws It under Section 17 of NCTE Act
1993.

4 It is also to be pointed out that SRC has
permitted our institution to run the B.AEd,
English Literature, BScEd, Mathematics,
B.Com Ed, and B.Sc Ed. Computer Science
as usual until the final decision is taken by
SRC. { A copy of SRC letter SRO-87 NCTE-1,
dated the 1% April 1997 in Annexure-5)

5 It is again reiterated that our institution was
granted recognition by SRC for 4 years
Integrated course vide its order dated 23"
August 1999 and till date the same has not

. been withdrawn by SRC. Furthermore, as per
- | the conditions stipulated in the Recognition

order, the institution is continuously submitting

the Perdormance Appraisal Report (PAR) to

SRC every year without fail

6. Further, it is also to bring to your kind attention
that in one of the Court case filed by our
inelitution in W.P.No. 15488 of 2003, the
Regional Director, SRC had submitted a
Counter affidavit stating that the SRC in its 2™
meeting held on 18" July 2003 has approved
an intake of 150 students from the year 2003-
2004 (Annexura-6).

7. We would like to place on record thal our
institution is a no-profit religious ftrust that

d renders its service crossing all the borders of
caste and creed. Morecver, our institution 15

having 2 () and 12 (b) of the UGC and also
accredited by NAAC with Grade ‘A’ in the year
2018B. ,

8 Keeping all the facts of the matier as well as
provisions of NCTE Act, Rules and Regulations
| : in view it is evident that the decision of SRC is |
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[ contravention of NCTE Act and Regulations

and contrary to the principle af Natural Justice.
Your kind self is requested to reconsider the
SCN and generously allow the institubion 1o
enjoy the already granted recognition, from the
implementation of the new norms of NCTE.
Hence, considering the long dedicated 30
years service of the institution and the future
of the students, your goodness is requested
to grant us the recognition for the
| aforementioned Integrated Courses !
As per online application it is menticned that BA.BEJBScBEd (4 year
integratad) was granted recognition by SRC on 10.05.2004 with an intake 150.

e B Sc B EJB A BED 4 years integrated course was introduced only in
the new Regulations, 2014,

The institution is applied for B.Sc.B Ed/B.A.B Ed (4 year integrated) Al intake on
31.05.2016 and hard copy on 06.06.2016.

The matter was placed before SRC in its 324" meeting held on 3g" 1o 3™
March, 2017 the committee considered the matter and decide as under:-

1. This case cannot be decided at our level. This has to be referred again to
NCTE(HQ).

2.4 There are 4 courses in reference: B.Ed.(Eng.) B.Sc. Ed.(Maths); B.Sc.
Ed.(Comp.Sc.); and, B.Com.Ed.

2.2 Qur records have no trace of B.Com.Ed.

2.1 |n 1989-2000 and 2000-2001 SRC had issued recognition order. Bul, they
referred toa  4-year integrated course and not with reference to subject |
details. Again, no communication/order after 2001 is availabla.

2.4 They refer to submission of Annual Appraisal Reports. Mo such reports
are readily available in our records.

2.6 There is a mention of a recognition order db. 30.5.15. Avallable records |
show, this was an order relating to the new 2 — year B.Ed. Probably, the 1- |
year B.Ed. sanctioned long ago was revised as a 2- year B.Ed. under the
2014 Regulations and a fresh recognition order was issued.

3. There is no other decument in our files about the other thrae integrated
courses. The revised 2014 Regulations do not refer to courses like B.Ed.-
Eng ; B.Sc.Ed. - Computer Sc.; B.Sc.Ed.(Maths); and, B.Com.Ed. If such
courses had been sanctioned in the past, they will have to be reckoned
with as ‘innovative courses'. They will have to be regularized into regular
courses following a procedure prescribed by NCTE[HQ); or, they will have
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1o be converied inlo courses now recognized by the 2014 Regulations.

4. Send a comprehensive note drawing the chronclegical developments I
this case to the NCTE (HQ. Make it clear that, after 2001, we have issued
no orders In this case,

§. We cannot sanction AL at this stage to any of these courses since that will
imply incidental recognition of such courses. We can proceed further only
after and only in accordance with further guidelines from NCTE (HQ).

6. Process accordingly and put up in May 2017.
A letter dated 03.04.2017 racaived by this office on 07.04.2017 from Pope John

Paul || College of Education regarding Request for latter stating that the issue of
Conduct of 4 year Integrated Courses in our College is pending.

As per the decision of the SRC, a letter was addressed to the Members
Secretary, NCTE Hgrs, New Delhi on 20.04.2017 '

' Again, a letter was sent 1o the NCTE Hars, New Delhi on 09.05.2017 seeaking

clarifications desired by SRC in its 334" meeting held on 307 & 31" March, 2017
in relation to Pope John |l College of Education, Puducherry.

An email dated 06.05.2017 and Hard copy received by this office on 08.05.2017
from Pope John Paul Il College of Education and stating as undear-

Sl. | Deficiency .
No Pointed cut Reply of the institution Details of
in the SCN thia
documents |

1 This case
cannaot b
decided &t our
level, This has
te b referred |

L BE-TLT-TT, — (1s1
21 There are 4 The
COUrs s in Ingtilutsan
reference:; Letter fraom NCTE-SRC
B.Ed.(Eng ). (Ref-SRO-87 NCTE/4275 dated =
B.St Ed (Maths ol wsyiting
Ed (Camn S ) f th
2.2 Our  records Hrilis
hm no m ﬂf LE'ﬁ'Er
B Com Ed | SRO-
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23 In  1998.2000 | SRO-B7 MNCTEM275 dated 12" |« Photocop
and 2000-2001 | March, 1857 aflowed the institution y of the
SRC had issued | 15 ryn the programme as usual unti SRO-
recognition i tak SRE
artiar. B, ey | STl dasision bs taemt by a7INCTE/
referred 19 8 | o |ngmation about sending of 3065
Lo study team from Mysore SRO- |  @L0B.11.1
i 111997 | 997
course and not 9T/NCTE/3085  drD611.
with  reference (Annexure-2} :Annm:ur
to subject e-2) s
details. Again, |® Pondicherry State Government submitiad
na letter parmits to run four-year IC
communication/ cOUrSe
order after 2001 | Ny 33002/sect/EANE 39716 1
is avallable 1.1907) (Annexure-3)

% Telegram from NCTE-about | ThHe
NCTE Visiting Team visit on institution
230619298 di 16.05. 1990 o
EeS— submitted

# First recognition granted by SRC Photocop
up to 1999-2000 | y of
(FISROMCTENM899-2000/0317 Annexure
dt.23 08 1999) Annexure -5) _

% Recognition order from 1999- 3-;'5'5-'?'
2000, 2000-2001, 2001-2002, 8.9
2002-2003, 2003-2004 and
2004-2005 (Annexure-6)

& Qur letter to SRC, Regional
Director dt.08.09 . 2006-
requesting recognition orders for
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2.4 They refer to || Acade Date Acad | Date + The
ﬂ"’“u‘:f"’” of mic ﬂm"f institution
k ar .
Appraisal i sl
Reports. ~ No | 5nan 54 0620 | 2008 | 28.03 sucmme
| such reports are o1 01 on | 2008 d copies
readily available of the
In our records. | o sr 02,0520 | 2008 | 2505, Courier
02 02 -1g | 2010 Proofs
S003- | 301200 | 2010 | 29.04. (A
03 3 11 | 201 e10)
2003- | 27.03.20 [ 2011 | 28.03
04 04 -1z |2 + Photoc
SO L nnilos
25 There s a || 2004- | 29.0320 | 2012 | 21 o3
mention of @ || 05 05 <13 2013
recognition Yes
arder dt. || 2005- [ 300320 | 2013 | 2203
30.5.15 06 06 A4 2014
Availablhe
records  show, | Toane - [ 20,0320 | 2014 | 27.03,
this Was an 07 o7 A5 2015
order relating to
the new 2 - | = T380330 [ 2015 | 2103,
yEar B Ed. a8
Probably, the 1- | | 08 o8 -16
yEar B.Ed.
2016 | 28.0a.
sanclioned hng 7 | 2007
] There i no || % Thege courses were started As stated
Ofher cocument befare the inception of NCTE. by the
in our files institution
aboul the other
three iniagraledi & Allowed by NCTE {Ref SRO-57
courses. The NCTE/4275 dated 12™ March,
ravised 2014
Regulations do 1867).
not refer o
COurses ke | & Studied by expert team sent by
B.Ed.-Eng; NCT 5
B B Ed o NCTE (SRO-GTINCTE/306
Computer Sc.; di06.11.1559)
B.Sc. Ed.[Maths
]EcmEd ahd. | & NCTE visit to the institution on
23.06.1999. (Telegram from
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NCTE dt16.06.1999)

& First order of Recognition up 1o
1998-2000
{FISROMICTEMNB99-
2000/9317 dt 23.06.19398)

If swch courses
had besn
sanctioned in
the past they
will have 1o be
reckoned  with
as ‘imnovative
courses. They
will have o be
regularized into
regular COurses

These courses can be reckoned
with as ‘Inngvative Courses’ as par
your suggestion.

following a

procedure l

prescribed by

NCTE(HQ), or,

they will have 1o =
Send a % Qur response to SCN
comprehensive submitted to SRC-NCTE
note  drawing | dated 127 January 2017
the (Acknowladged by MNCTE.
chronclogical Mo 184293, dt, 13.01.2017
developrmants i& @ chronological note
in ihis case to ragarding the case (Please
the NCTE (HQ. find the list of annexure for
Make it clears the same taken from our
that, afer 2001, letter cited enclosed)

we have issuad
ra sednrn in thic

{Annexure-11)

We cannot
sancton Al at
this stage fto
gny of these
courses  since
that will Iimply
Incidental

recognition  of
such  COUrSESs
Wia can
proceed further

Additional gne unit may be
granted — under the discretion

of SRC, since the said items |

were clarifies with necessary
prafs,
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& Process We are already in the month of
accordingly and May 2017.

put up in May

2017, |

' We would like to kind to bring to your kind attention that, the Pondicherry
University sent a letter stating that.

“your are required to sent the copy of the MCTE recognition order for the
four-year B.Ed Integrated course... At least under new Regulation NCTE

course”. (Annexure-12)

| As on now, the future of the students is at stake, they cannot write their arrears if
any, and also they cannot sit for the final examination due in the month of May
2017. Particularly the final year students (Fourth year) are very much affected as
they will not be able to apply for the higher studies. Some of the final year

difficult to join the duty when the scheols are open.

Most of cur students are coming from financially poor families. The poor parents
are anxious and worried about the future of their children.

There is no other college In Pondicherry state that offers Four-year Integrated
B Ed Course. We are unable to admit students who apply for this four-year
integrated course, The grant of Revised Recognition order for the Four-year
integrated course will be boon to the peor parents and children who wish 1o jein
this four-year integrated course.

We request your good self to consider the deplorable condition of all our
600 students and their parents, and relieve them from worries and
anxieties by granting the required Revised Recognition order.

The institution has submitted representation on 11.05.2017 and stating as
under -

On 04.05.017 we sent letter to your good self requesting for Revised
Regulation order as per 2014 norms. That |etter also gives some points for
elarification of the observations made in 334" meeting of SRC-30"" to 31"
march, 201.7

May we request your good self to accapt the correction as follows:

students are already selected as teachers through the campus interview, find it |

(2014)... immediately for releasing the result of the students of the above |
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| past, they will have to be reckoned with as

recognized by the 2014 Regulations. |

If such courses had been sanctioned in the |

‘innovative courses’. They will have to be | We leave it to the discretion
regularized into regular courses following a of the SRC to decided in
procedure prescribed by NCTE(HQ). or, they favour of our institution.
will have lo be converted into courses now

An email was received by this office on 11.05.2017 and Hard copy recaived on
12.05.2017 regarding second clarification for the SCN issued on 21122016 to |
Pope John Paul Il College of Education, Pondicherry

A letter dated 10.05.2017 received by this office on 15.05.2017 from Shn,Dr. |

| Kiran Bedi Lisutenant Governor Raj Nivas, Puducherry and stating as under.-

“ In continuation of the telephonic conversation had with you on
08.05.2017 evening regarding recognition of the four-year integrated
course (BSc., B.Ed) offered by Pope John Paul Il College of Education, [
Understand that the college principal has given additional particulars for |
considering their application for grant of recognition. Copy of the letter is
enclosed. |

The process of examining the explanation submitted by the college
may kindly be expedited in the interest of the students, whose future is at
siake”.

An email was received on 16.05.2017 and a letter dated 16.05.2017 received by
this office on 19.05.2017 from Shr. Mukesh Kumar, under secretary, NCTE
Hqgrs, New Delhi and stating as under.-

I am directed to invite your kind attention fo your letter No. letter
No.SRO/NCTE/SRCAPP20163009%/PLI2017/91630 dated 07.02.2017 and the
NCTE Hyq. letter No.49-03/2016/NCTE/N&S/51537 dated 20.03.2017. Reply of
which is still awaited.,

In this connection it is to further inform you that the institution vide
letter dated 9" May, 2017 has represented that the college has the NCTE
recognition from 2000-2001. It also submitted self-affidavit to come under
NCTE new Regulation 2014. But it received a show cause notice NCTE,
SRC for which clarification was given (copy enclosed). It was discussed in
334 SRC Meeting for which also an explanation was submifted copy
enclosed. Due fo the want of recognition the University withheld the resuit
and not allowed the students to sit for examinations due in May, 2017 {a
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enclosed).

The matter has been further examined in the NCTE Hgq. and it has
been observed that as per provisions under NCTE Act, 1893, the
recognition of the institution continues till NCTE withdraws it under
section 147 of the NCTE Act. Moreover, the then Regional Director, SRC-
Sh. M.Vasudev had filed an Affidavit in W.P.0.15488 and 15489 of 2003
(clause 9(b) stating that the SRC in its 62 meeting held on 18.07.2003 has

| approved an intake of 150 students from the year 2003-04. The institution

had also enclosed the copies of earlier conditional recognition nrdm|
isswed by SRC.

In View of the above the Regional Direction, SRC is requested to clarify
the following:-

(i) Whether the recognition of the institution has been withdrawn by |
SRC after filling of the Affidavit by the RD-SRC in W.P.15488 and
15489 of 2003,

Reply may be sent by return e-mail/fax.
Reply sent through e-office on 17.05.2017

A letter dated 13.05.2017 received by this office on 18.05.2017 from Shr. S.P
\esrappan, Ex-Vice president, Bharatiya Janata Party, Pondicherry and stating
as under- '

i would like to inform you sir, that Mr. R.Perumal, Secretary, ratired
employees union of Pondicherry University has sent one lefter
dt.04.03.2017 with 325" meeting of SRC held on 19" to 20™ December 2016
minutes copy of NCTE regarding 4 year integrated course for which
Pondicherry University has granted Affiliation without recognition— |
mareover more irregularity Is going on.

Take suitable action against erring officials for public interest without
delay. Copy of this letter to CBI".

A letter was addressed to the Members Secretary, NCTE Hagrs, Mew Delhi on
31.05.2017

An email was received by this office on 25.05.2017 from Shri. R. Sridharan, P.5
to L.G. Rajnivas, Puducherry enciosing a copy of D.O letter of Hon'ble Lt
Governof, Puducherry

132

".-;—I:.'I,_.!.. "-"l [= T
(5. Sathyam}
Chairman




g ]

Anocther lelter was received from Shn S.P Veerappan, Ex-Vice president, |
Bharatiya Janata Party, Pondicherry on 26.05.2017.

An email was sent to Shr. Mukesh Kumar, under secretary, NCTE Hgrs on

| O7.06.2077

The SRC in its 340" meeting held on 08" to 08" June, 2017 the committes |
considerad the matter and decide as under -

1. It will be illogical to give FR for B.Sc.B.Ed.-A.l. when there is no |
B.Sc.B.Ed.(Basic Unit). How can there be a First Floor without a
Ground Floor?

2. They have B.Sc. Ed. in different subjects. These are not in the list
of recognized courses listed in the NCTE Regulations.

4. This has been SRCs stand in earlier similar cases.

4. We have referred the case to NCTE(HQ). Le tus await their
response

NCTE Hagrs letter received by this office on 14.06 2017 and 19.06.2017, from Dr.
Prabhu Kumar Yadav, Under Secretary, NCTE Hagrs, New Dalhi and stating as
under:-

“l am directed to refer to the letter dated 09.05.2017 received from
Secretary Pope John Paul Il College of Education Pondicherry, the SRC
fetter dated 07.02.2017 seeking clarification about the recognition of the
institution, and the reply of the NCTE Hg. letter dated 17.03.2017 w.r.t
recognition status of the existing B.A.B.Ed/ B.Sc.B.Ed. four years
integrated programme of the institution on the subject noted above.

It needs to be stated that SRC, NCTE went on granting conditional
recognition on year to year basis from the academic session 19959-2000,
2000-2001, 2002-2003, 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 on the basis of submission
of PAR on or before the fixed dated made by SRC.

2, However, this action of SRC is seen to be clearly against the directions
contained in the NCTE Hagtrs. Letter file no.3-6/PS/CP/NCTE/2000/1985
dated 14.06.2000 issued by the then Chairperson of the NCTE (which
was also issued to SRC) stating inter alia that as per the Chapter 4 of the
NCTE Act, an institution can either be recognised or conditionally
recognised or refused recognition. There is not provision of grant of
recognition on year-to year basis in the NCTE Act.

3. And whereas as per the above said directionfinstruction from the
Chairperson NCTE, the conditional recognifion on year to year basis
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granfed to the institution as stated above in para-1 is against the |
direction of the NCTE Hgrs. The action of the SRC of giving year on year
recognition is illegal in the light of the instructions of NCTE Hgrs. Since
this letter was issued in the year 2000 all subsequent acts of the SRC in
violation of such orders would be illegal, not only in the light of such
directions but also in the light of a plain reading of the extant provisions
of the NCTE Act.

4. And whereas locking at the records provided by SRC and the institution
concerned it is observed that RD SRC has filed an affidavit to the
Hon'ble High Court of Madras with reference of W.P No, 15488 of 2003
and 15489 of 2003 in which it is stated that the petitioner institution has
got the approval from the year 2003-04 and therefore, the student shall
be permitted to take examination from the year 2003-04 and nof before
the date of recognition.

5. And whereas SRC NCTE may be clarified that the act of the SRC after
2000 of issuing year to — year recognition was not in conformity with the
direction of the NCTE Hgrs and therefore it may be treated illegal.

. Mareover as per the guidelines issued by the NCTE Hgrs. Dated

26.05.2000 it is stated that recognition in respect of those institution

which fail to meet'comply with the norms for the concerned teacher

education course within the given time frame may be withdrawn by
invoking Section 17 of the NCTE Act.

6. Considering the totality of facts & circumstances, and the letter of the |
NCTE Act, the NCTE Regulation, letter of the then Chairperson NCTE |
I dated 14,06.2000 and 26.05.2000, and also affidavit filed by RD SRC to
the Hon'ble High Court of Madras with reference to W.P No.15488 of
| 2003 and 15489 of 2003 in which it is stated that the petition institution |
has got the approval from the year 2003-2004 and therefore the student
shall be permitted to take examination from the year 2003-04, the SRC |
is communicated this clarification that the institution stands recognized
from the academic session 2003-2004 onwards, especially since there is
no withdrawal of recognition of the institution for BA B.Ed/B.5c B.Ed 4
year integrated programme as informed by RD SRC vide file no.NCTE-
Reg1022/1/2017-Regulation  Section-SRC/33307 dated 17.05.2017".

The SRC in its 341" meeting held on 15" to 16" June, 2017 and the Committes
considered the clarification from NCTE Hgrs and decided as under-

1. The clarification from NCTE(HQ) is not clear enough for further
action.

2. They have stated that, since there was no withdrawal of
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" recognition of the ‘institution’ for a 4 — year integrated programme,
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the institution stands recognized from the academic year 2003-
2004 onwards. (The annual recognition was for 2004-2005 and not
2003-2004).

It is important here to recognize the position that the recognition
then granted by the SRC was an ' annual recognition’. The
sequence of events prevailing was grant of annual recognition — |
submission of annual PAR —submission of a request for renawal
of the annual recognition — renewal of the annual recognition..

In this case, the renewal of recognition had a time-limit of |
31.3.2005. It had also a specific stipulation that the institution shall
submit an annual PAR before the expiry of recognition. And, there
was a requirement of a request for renewal of the annual
recognition which would not be considered in the absence of
fulfillment of the stipulated conditions.

There was no submission of PAR. There was no request for |
renewal of the recognition. There was no order of SRC for renewal |
of the ‘annual' recognition. In other words, the ‘annual’
recognition for 2004-2005 perished at the end of the academic
year.

That the applicant institution assumed it to be a case of
recognition in perpetuity, cannot alter this stark factual position.

To invoke issues like ' future of students being at stake' is to
distort this factual position. The Hon. Supreme Court has clearly
directed that institutions should not be allowed to resort to such
emotional blackmailing. They should function as responsible
institutions to prevent development of such situations. And, the
students involved are not young children who cannot distinguish
what is right and what is wrong. They cannot enter into
institutions and/or courses without verifying their credentials and
then wait about their future. This instruction of the Supreme Court
will be equally applicable to this case also.

That being so, the NCTE(HQ) may be requested to reconsider the
case and give us revised guidance.
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As per the decision of SRC, a letter was sent to Dr. Prabhu Kumar Yadav, Under
Secretary, NCTE Hgrs, New Delhi on 13.07.2017.

An email was received from the institution on 16.06.2017 and hard copy received |
an 21.08.2017 regarding requesting for issuing the order

| A letter was received from Pondicherry University on 22.06.2017

A letter was recelved from the institution regarding grant of permissian for |
additional intake in B.AB.Ed B.ScBEd on 28.06.2017. Again a letter received
from the institution on

| NCTE Hars letter received by this office through e-mail on 12.07.2017, from Dr
Prabhu Kumar Yadav, Under Secretary, NCTE Hgrs, New Delhi and siating as
under:-

I am directed to refer to the Minutes of 341" meeting held from 15 to 16
June 2017 and the clarification issued te SRC by the NCTE Hgtrs.
Letter dated 14.06.2017 regarding Pope John Paul li College of
Education Pondicherry. The said minutes have been carefully perused. |

2. Taking the above decision of SRC and the factual position obtained
from RD, SRC and the institution concerned, the following points are
noteworthy:

i. The recognition granted fo the institution by SRC was conditional
for the year 2004-2005 and the last date of submitted PAR by the
institution to SRC was 31.03.2005. As per information furnished by
SRC, the institution did not submit PAR to SRC office whereas the
institution asserts that they have submitted PAR to SRC and SRC
did not take any cognizance of it.

il The then RD SRC had filed an affidavit before the High Court Madras
in the case of W .P. No. 15488 of 2003 and 15489 of 2003 in which it
was sfated that the petitioner institution has got the approval from
the year 2003-2004 and therefore, the students shall be permitied to
take examination from the year 2003-2004.

jii. It appears to be correct in the light of the direction of NCTE Hgtrs.
issued to all Regional Committees vide letter file no, 3-6/Panchayath
Secretary/CP/NCTE/2000/1995 dated 14.06.2000 by the then
Chairperson of the NCTE stating that an institution can either be |
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recognition or conditionally recognized or refused recognition.
There is no provision of grant of recognition on year-to-year basis in
the NCTE Act.

The Chairperson NCTE's letfer dated 26.05.2000 fguidelines issued
to all Regional Committee) states that recognition in respect of
those institution which fail to meet‘comply with the norms for the
concerned teacher education course within the given time frame
may be withdrawn by invoking Section 17 of the NCTE Act.

It is also stated that as per Section 17 (i) of the NCTE Act where the
Regional Committee, on its own motion or on representation
received from ant person, is satisfied that a recognized institution
has contravened any of the provisions of this Act, or the rules,
regulations, orders made or issued thereunder, or any condition
subject to which recognition under sub-section (3) of section 14 or
permission under sub-section (3) of section 15 was granted, it may
withdraw recognition of such recognized institution, for reasons fo
be recorded in writing: provided that no such order against the
recognized institution shall be passed unless a reasonable
opportunity of making representation against the proposed order
has been given to such recognized institution.

The above facts including the RD SRC's letter file no. NCTE-
Reg1022/1/2017-Regulation Section-SRC/93301 dated 17.05.2017
show that the Regional Committee did not withdraw the recognition
of the institution. The regional Committee is seen fo not have
proceeded formally for withdrawing recognition through issue of
any show cause notice to the instifution and thereby not taking any
action against the institution for discontinuing the programme. It
appears that the guidelines of the NCTE HQtrs. Issued fo the
Regional Commiftee vide letter dafed 26.03.2000 have been
disobeyed. Moreover it is observed that the spirit of the NCTE Act
1993 as mentioned in section 17(1) has been not taken info
cognizance by SRC NCTE.

The conditional recognition granted for 2004-05 academic session is
illegal as per the affidavit already filed before the Hon'ble High Court
of Madras stating that the institution is recognized from 2003-2004.
The Regional Committee could have reviewed this matier under
section 17(1) of the NCTE Act in case any infarction of law or extent
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wili.

withdrawn specifically.

26.05. 2000.

regulations were brought to its notice.

A per para 2 (ii) above it is obvious that the institution is recognized
from 2003-2004 onwards as per affidavit filed by the then RD SRC
, before the Hon'ble High Court of Madras and the RD SRC's letter
' dated 17.05.2017 makes is clear that the recognition has not been

Hence SRC NCTE is advised to take action according to the express
directions given through our earlier letter dated File No. 49-
3/2016/NCTE/N&S/54617, dated 14.06.2017.

i¥x. SBRC NCTE is also asked to clarify the following points:

a) Whether the guidelines dated 26.05.2000 issued by the then
Chairperson NCTE were adhered to by the SRC in terms of shopping
the practice of granting recognition on yearly basis and whether
there are other instifutions which are liable to suffer on account of

| not obeying the express directions contained in letter dated

up in the next meeting scheduled on 17 August, 2017.

The Committee considered the above matter and has asked SRO to put

APSOZTHE
D.ELEd

1 Unit
APS00232
B.Ed

2 Umits

Dr. Rajendra

APS00232/B.Ed {2 units)

APS02T86/D.Ed (1 unit)

Asifabad Revenue Division, & 12-130,
Shivakeshava Mandir Street,
Asifabad, Adilabad District-517124,
Telangana was granted recognition on
08.04.2003 for Secondary (B.Ed)
course with an annual intake of 100
{Hundred} students with 8 condition
thiat the msttution shall shift to its own
premises within three years from ihe

| Dr. Rajendra Prasad B.Ed College, |
| Rajampat, Asifabad District, Adilabad

Mother Theresa Educational Society’s,

District 504223, Telangana had submitted
an application to the Southern Regional
Committes of MCTE for grant of recognition
io Srinidhi Teacher Training Institute,
Opp Sai Baba Temple, Rajampel,
Asifabad, Adilabad District-504283,
Telangana for D.ELEd course of two years
duration with an annual intake of 50

Prasad B.Ed | | date of recognition {in case the course | students and was granted recognition on
College & || is started in a rented premises) 26.08.2005. ,
Srinidhi Teacher | |
Tralning On 3112 2014 IEthEi.'s were isied o all | On 0B 02.2016, a letter was recaived from
existing institutions regarding | the  Director of School Education,
Institute, notification new Regulations 2014 | Government of Telangana, Hyderabad vide
Adilabad, seeking consent on their wilingness for | No Rc NoSIATE/TSCERT/2014  dated |
Telangana fulfiliing the revise norms and standards 06,02.2016 regarding the observations of |
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bafore 31,10.2015.

The insttution submitted willingness
aifidavit on 20.01,2015 for complance
of Regulations 2014

Accordingly, révised recognition ordef
was issued o the inslitution on
06.05.2015 for_twp units with condition
that  the iresditution has  not
mamtaned/irevalidated the  Fied
Deposit Receipts towards Endowment
and Resarve Funds

On 30.06.2015 the institution submitted
FDRs in joint a/c of Rs.7 & 5 Lakhs
{owards Endowment and Reserve Fund
for a period of 03 years. After
verification of FOR's, a letter along with
ariginal FDRs was sent 1o the institution
on 30.06.2015,

The instifubon submitied
represantation on 2810.2015 along
with the relevant documents and DD
Rs. 1,50,000/- regarding shifting of
rEm far michi her
Training Institute D.ELEd Asifabad
and Dr. Rajendra Prasad B.Ed
College Asifabad.

Another letter was received from the
institution on 28.10.2015 for causing
inspection for shifting and stating as
follows

"SRC NCTE has granted recognilion
DR Rajendra Prasad B Ed colfege o
fun B.Ed Programme for 2002-2003
year al Asifabad and for our Snimidhi
Teacher Training Institute to run D.Ed
Programme for 200506 year al

| Azilabad Both these are owr Mofher

Theresa Educational Socialy's own
proparties. The Buit up Area for these

its |

the Aflation Committes in respect of
private D E|.Ed / B.Ed colleges in the State
of Telangana and decided to forward the list
of 76 colleges including Srinidhi Teacher
Training Institute, Opp Sai Baba Temple,
Rajampet, Asifabad, Adilabad District-
504293, Telangana to SRC, NCTE for

taking further necessary action under
section 17 of tha Act,
5 | i
N Deficiencies Number of
s Observed colleges
1 | Submitted 35 (Existing)
Faka and (Bnnexure 14)
Fabncated |
documents 02 (New)

{Annexure 1B}

2 | Functioning in
jeased
presmises
evan after
stipulaled
penod

04 {Annexure | }

3 | Shifting of 15 (Annexure 1}
College
Premises
without the
parmission of
SRC MCTE

2 | Submission of | 15 (Annexure 1Y)

fake NDCs

§ | Mot
possessing
land in tha
name of the

| seciety/institut

04 (Annexure V)
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building were sufficient as per the
norms prevailing at the time of granting
recogrition,

Subsequently we hawe construched
anather building for our B Ed and O.Ed
programme logether. Together we have
constructed 8 common  buiding at
Buruguda Asifabad ir? S.No
104/C/2, 105/E/2 and 45 and applied for
shiffing of premises lo SRC NCTE

| Bangalors.

Now the Director of Schoo! Education
Telangana, Hydersbad is nsisting on
shifting permission orgar al the new
adiress

Therefore we request you fo kindly
sand the lefter to the Director of School
Education Telangana Hyderabad [o
grant us affifation and admission for
the year 2015-2016 as our application
for shiffing is pending with SRC NCTE
Bangaiore.

We also request you o cause shifting
inspection at an eares! and give us
shithng orders”

| The SRC in its 293™ meeting held on

26™.31% October, 2015 considerad the
written  representation  from  the
institution vide letter dated 28 102015
and decided as under

= Process for causing shifting
inspaction.

+ Inthe meanwhile request the
2 Affiliating Bodies to renew
affiliation,

As per Ihe decision of SRC, the
documents submitted by the institution
on 01.062018 were processed and

n

The matter was placed before SRC in its
302™ Meeting held on 09"-11" February,
2016. The Committee considered the letter
from the Director School Education
Department, Telangana State and decided
that “What with the 3™ March 16 time-
fimit pressure on us, it is not possible to
go Ilnto these complaints af this time.
Process and put up after March 16%,

As per the decision of SRC, the matter was
placed before SRC in s 308" Meeting heid
on 12°.14™ April, 2016 and the Committee
considered the matter In respect of (76 ||
colleges) regarding not  fulfiling  the
deficiencies and decided 1o issue show
cause notice for the following:

« Shifting of college premises
without the permission of SRC
NCTE.

As per the decision of SRC, show causa |
nobce was issued fo the institution on
13.05.2016. The insfitution submitted is
reply along with documents on 28.07.2016
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placed before SRC in its 318" meeting

The SBC in its 318" meeting held on 08™ & 09" August, 2016 considered both B Ed
(APS00232) & D.Ed (APS02786) shifing case and show cause natice reply and decided |
as under

1. The complaint was that they have been continuing on leased premises
even beyond the time given. They have replied to show thal they have
been pursuing action. Now, of course, they have even shifted without
permission.

2. We have already sent a VT to inspect the new premises. Put up when the
VT Inspection report is received.

3, Inform Director School Education.

4. Inform Director SCERT.

As per decision of SRC, & letter was sent to the Director, SCERT on 01,00.2016,

VT assigned through online procedure. The Inspection of the insbitution was conducted
on 29.08 2016 and VT report along with documents and CD received on 06.08.2018.

The SRC in its 322™ meeting held on 20" & 21% October, 2016 considered the VT report
and decided to issue show cause notice for the following grounds

1. Title is in order.

2. LUC and EC - not given.

3. BP & BCC are In order, Built up area shown in BCC is adequate. But,
BCC shows larger area than what is approved in the Building Plan. Ask
them to get the Building Plan amended and approved.

4. Faculty list is not in original; and; not approved ;

5. FDRs- not given.

6. Fee paid in full.

Accordingly, show cause notice was sent on 18.11.2016. The institution submitted reply
along with documents, received on 17.11.2016, 29.11.2016, 06.12. 2016, 27 12.2016 and
30.01.2017 as follows:

Sl. | Deficiencies Written Remarks
No pointed out representation
by SRC
i | LUCand EC~ | Copy of land utiidy | The institution has submitted Photocopy of
inct given certificate and EC | LUC.
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i& submitted tor the
remark.

Hame of fha | Mot Mentioned

Socetyl  Trust/

Imstiution

SurveyPiolfhas @) 104Ci2, 10WE2 8l
ara Mo, and | Buruguda Village
iocation bi 45 at Godvell Village

=2

Puspzsa ol | Mon - Agriculiural Purpose

land

Extent of divertad @) Acres 225

§ Mcres 2.00

divarsion

Date of Issun ) 13112013 1
) j 03.12.2013

Wama and | Prasham . J. Patil,

designation  of | RDO/Sub-Collector

approving

autharity

The institution has submitted the Photecopy

of EC.

Wama of fhe | Mother Thenssa

SocwetyTrustinstit | Educational Society

utian

Survey/FlolfKhasa @) 104/C2, 105/E2Z at |

ra Nos, and
location

Willage
F 45 al Godwel Village

.

Search for  the @) 21.05.2001 10
b 250520 to
19.08 2016
Extent of tand ) Acres 1.130
) B0 Gunias

Any morigage a5
per EC

Sy.No. 45 is Mortgaged

Date of mewe

70,08 2016

Hams aind
diesignation o
Issuing authonty

Sub-Registrar

BF & BCL are in

11 is agreed by your

“The institution has submitted Photocopy of

order. Buill up | kindness that BP | BOC. J
I
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arga shown in
BCC s
adequate.  But,
BCC shows
larger area than
wial is
approved in the
Building  Pian,
Ask them to get
%] Bulidng
Plan amended
and approved

and BCC arma in
ordar, fhe built up
area shown  in
BCC s adedquals,
but BCC  shaw
largar @rea  than
whal s approved
in bullding plan

Accordingly,
madiliad and
approved original

BP is submatted as
requingd.

Knasara Mos and
locabon

Mame and address | Or.  Rajendra W-|
of Society / Trust/ | B.Ed Coflege, Seinidhi
InstRution Teacher Tradning
Instituls, Busrugueda, |
Asfiabad, Adilabad
Dastnct-504293
SurveyiPiot 104/CIZ, 105ER & 45 a1 |

Buruguda Yillage

Total Buill up snes
far the proposed
ecourse andiar for
exisling coursa

GF = 1534 04 Sgmils
FF — 153404 Sq.mis
SF — TET.02 S5q.mis

Total - 3835.01 Sq.mts

Type of Roofing RCC

“Purpose for which | Teacher Educabion
building is eing
usediproposed 1o
b used

" Dafe of issue 26062016
Ham and | D.5ushaal Kurnar, |
dasignaton of | Executve Enginear
approving aufhary
The institution has submitted Photocopy of
BP
Mame and address | Dr.Rajendra Prazad
af College of Education &

Sociely/Trustinstitu
fion

Srimidhil Teachers
Training Institute, Sy No
45 100G, 105/ESZ,
Azilabad, Andhra
Pradesh
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T Wiather Buiiding
Plan is fior e
proposed
inetiivtion coursa
or alsa for some
othier TENoOurss

Mol Menloned

Plol arealand area

31245.50 5q.mts

Total bull-up area

GF — 1534.04 5q.mis
FF = 1534 04 Sq.mis

5F = 1634.04 Sg.mis

Total - 4602.14 Sq.mis

proposed and
axlsling teachar

aducalion Coulses

"Bl up area for the | 4602.14 Sq.mis |

Date of agproval

designation o
approving authority

[ Mame and | Mot Approved

[

Faculty lis! 8 not
In original, and,
not approved

Copy of the faculty
st duly approved

Faculty Lisi

The institution has submitted photacopy of |

| Faculty
approvednol
approved

list | Approved

Whather approved | Yes
on each page or
ol

Mo, of facully as 16 Members |
. per noms of the

COUrSE

Designation of the | Registrar
approving autioriy Linkversidy

Kakatya |

Date of approval Nat Mentioned

4 | FORs not given | Atested copies of | The institution has submitted photocapy of ||
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the FORs are | FORsS,
submitied

) 09.07.201
| LT

['5.00 Lakhs | 7.00 Lakhs
Endowmen | Reserved Fund
t Fund
Gubmiled in | Photocopy | Photocopy
Ciriginal Submithed Subrmiibed
FORY Ac ) 337E25 E: 33TRLG
rumbes p] 337880 ) 337879
. Mame of the | Andhra Andhra Bank
Bank Banrk
Whethar  in | Joimt Afc Jomt Alo
Singla o
Joint Ade
Ouration of ! '.‘I-E-mnnl:hl %8 manlhs
FOR
Date of By 28.06.201 Ei 29082018 |
B ] ) 08.07.2015
i ) 09,07.201
Date ol |B) 26,08.201 B) 20.06 2018
Matusity 7 F: 0807 2018

Remarks:
1. Copy of BP is for Dr. Rajendraprasad College of Edu

2. Original FDR are not given. Photocopy is submitted.

(Type of appraval).
4. A cerificate issued by Tahsildhar dated 04.02.2015 s

for Bank Loan purpose only.

decided as under:-

1. Their reply is not wholly satisfactory.

2. The BP is not approved by competent authority.

Teacher Training Institute. BP is not approved by the Competent Authority.

3. Approved Photocopy of faculty list Is not In the format and original not
submitted also not mentioned whether they are full time are part time.

104/L/2 extension 1.13, 105/E/2 extension 2.12 and Sy.No. 45 extension.00
acres situated at Buruguda, Godavelli Villages of Asifiabad Mandal. This is

The Committee considered the Show Cause Notice reply and has

catlon & Srinldhi

tated that Sy.no.

145

[

Fi-hasi Go,
(S, Sathyam]

Chairman




3. The EC does not specify whether the ref. to the Bank Loan is for
mortgaging or is for redemption. This must be clarified.

4. The faculty lists are approved. But only photocopies are given.
Originals are required.

4.1 Fagulty list for B.Ed.(Z units):
(i) 1415 Members are there.

(ii) Principal does not have Ph.D. . His Service experience is
inadeqguate.

(iii) Two Asst. Profs. more are required in the Perspective Group. |

One Asst. Prof.(Soc.) from the Pedagogy Group is available for
shift to the Persp. Group.

(iv) In the Pedagogy Group an Asst. Prof(Zoology) is teaching
Physical Science. This needs to be corrected.

4.2  Faculty list for D.ELEQ.(1 unit):
(i) Only 1+7 are there against a requirement of 1+8.
(ii) One Asst. Prof.{Persp.) is required.

(iii) Asst. Prof.(Sc.), Asst. Prof.(Maths), Asst. Prof.(Eng.) and, Telugu
Pandit do not have M.Ed.

5. Issue SCN accordingly.
19, | SRCAPP2016 Government College of Education, Gandhi Magar, No.1, West Gandhi Nagar,
30129 | Katpadi Taluk, Vellore City & District-632006, Tamil Nadu applied for grant of
recognition lo Government College of Education, Kalinjur Village, Gandhi Nagar,
MEd Vellore Taluk, Kalinjur City, Vellore District-632006, Tamil MNadu for offering M.Ed
! course of two years duration for the academic year 2017-18 under Section 14115 of the
NCTE Aci 1993 to the Southern Regional Committes, NCTE through online on
! Unit 24.06.20186, The institution has submitted the hard copy of the application on 06.07.2016.
Government As per Regulations, a letter to State Government for recommendation was sent
College of | gn 27.08.2016, followed by Reminder | on 12102016 and Reminder |l on
| Education, 11.11.2016. No recommendation received from the State Govi. The period of 80
Vellore, days as per Regulations is over. Hence, the application is processed.
Tamilnadu
| As per public notice for 2017-18, there is no ban for M.Ed course in the State of
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' [ Tamil Nadu.

As per the direction, the application has been scrulinized onling along with hard copy of
{ne application and documents are as undar.

The SRC in lts 327" meeting held on 18" — 20" February, 2017 the Commiliee
considered the matter and decided as under-

NOC given.

MAAC certificate given.

Title is clear.

LUC is there.

EC is in onder.

BP Is in order. However, it does not show the Sy, Nos.

BCC - not in format. Approved by Government Engineer. Sy. Nos. not
shown.

Cause inspection.

Ask VT to collect all relevant documents.

e MR

As per the decision of SRC, inspaction of the institution was scheduled through
oniine mode during 20.02. 2017 to 12.03.2017.

Inspection of the institution was cancelled by the system in online mode due 1o
non-acceptance of visit by one or both the VT members within 10 days from the
cdate of intimation.

An e-mail dated 25022017 received by the office on 03.03.2017 from Alok
Sharma and stating as under:-

" have received an insfruction from NCTE Hg Deihi on my VT member
dashboard, fo inspect Govemment College of education, Vallure
(SRCAPP201630128).

| have send my acceptance & | requested you fo kinclly send me defails of other
VT members and necessary documents”

Inspection of the institution was scheduled through online mode. VT Members
names were generated through On-line VT module for inspection during the
period on 06.03.2017 to 26.03.2017.

An email received by this office on 05.04.2017 from VT member Shri. Rakesh
Sharma.

Tha SRC in ite 336" meeting held on 18" = 207 April, 2017 the Committee considerad

the matter and decided as under- I
1. This seems to be a jinxed case. This is the 3" or 4" time such a disruption

is eecurring. |
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.
3.

4,

Inspection of the institution was intimated to the institution through on-line mode
during 07.03.2017 1o 27.03.2017,

Inspection of the institution was conducted on 20th — 21st May, 2017 and the hard copy

Anyway, there s now no discretion at our level. If one VT is not able to |

go, then, an
Let us do that since oné mem

Process for a new V.T.

ew VT has to be generated on-line.
ber of the VT has expressed inability to go.
But, unfortunately, this college will miss the 2017-18 academic year.

of the VT Report was recaived on 23.05.2017

The matter was placed before SRC in its 340™ held on 08" to 08" June, 2017 and the
Cammittea considered the VT repost along with records of the case and decided as

under

P g

As per the decision of SRC, a Show Cause Notice was Issued to the institution
on 15.06.2017. The institution submitted reply on 13.07.2017 and stating as

Title is there. Govt. Land.
EC Is not required.

BP is a photocopy in Ad sheet. Not legible. Blue print not glven.

BCC is not in format.
BP & BCC do not show the Sy. Nos.

Sy. Nos. in LUC & EC do not tally with Sy. Nos. in the title deed at all.

MOC is in order,
Issue SCN accordingly.

under-
[ Sl | Deficie | Institution Remarks — |
ncy written
No | nointe | representatio
d out n
by
SRC
1. | BPisa | Three Blge Three Pholocopies of building
photoc | Photocopies printNotaizsd | ojang submitted
opy In|of  building | Buiding Plan
" plang aubmitied! Not
:Ihmt. submitted submifted ;-
H:tibln. "“fu’:':q:“; Not mentioned
SocietpTrustln
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“Blue stftubson
R Whedher Mot mentioned
not Bullding Plan is
given. far ik
propased
Inabibxion!
course of alse
tar some olhar
TE W eourss
Fict areanand | Ground floor 409 Samirs ;
ated
Talsl bult-up Area | 5q. mirs
praa N
1 Ground | 180B .65 3q .mirs
Floor
B35 .00 5q. mirs
2 First
Floor
3 Ground
409 mirs
Total 2644 65
Survey Mo Plet 1
Nod Khasara sy. no. 2952 28313A.
Ho. 295138
2,
sy. N0, 2952, 205/3A, 255/38
3.
| sy, No. 204/1, 20472, 204/4,
20415
Buit up afea lor | Mot mentoned
the propased
and axisteg
feachar
pducation
COUrBES
Cate of 05.07.2017
approal
Name and Executive Enginaer PWD,
designation of | Tachnical Education Division
aponaving
| aitharity
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i i tion
BP & | Building Horzsd | A r?p':.r!:l Buiding Comple
BCC | Completion mm—”—m Certifica
do not | cedificate Completion
show d by | Eadificate
the Sy. | U8 PV | uomitted mot
Nes | Engineer
PWD Name  and | Government Callege of
{ i sdoress ol | Py eation, Katpadi, Vellore
Socieqy T rusiin
siituian
SieyPRl | Sy, Mo 20411, 2042, 204/4, |
Khasara Mo | ogas  265(2, 205/3A, 285/3B, |
and location | ooa1q 8 2082, Kalinjur, Vellore
Caorporation
Buill up area for | Ground 4400 B4 Sq.ft
iha  proposed Flaor
courss  andéor
for  exisling
COolise
Type of Fioohng | RGG
“Pupase  for | M Ed Course
which Buiding
Is baing
used/prenoasd
o B usd
Date of msue 08.07.2017
“fiama  #nd | Execulive Engnisering  PWO, |
desigration o | Taennical Education  Division,
SpprTirg
authoetty TPGIT Campus, Vellora
|
Sy. Regarding the | LUGC not submitted
M jn | WEY ma. in LUC
s and EC, we want 1o
Luc & infarm yaou hal 1he
EC do | surey nos hawd
not baen rnagr:rumd
[ we
oy [l
with LUC by submittieg
5Y. the  Govermment
Nos. In wdHlﬁTHIJIIH-hTr
the title | ' ;ﬂ“"‘”
deed at
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ail. deed, tha survery
nos menfiored 0

fiha clpay e g
Which is  {emad
13 purambakku)
{hial Fas baEn
| highlighted in page |
o, 3 & 4 balong o
the B.Ed Collage.

Remarks:

» Details of earmarked/plinth area not mentioned in the 3 photocopies
of Building Plans.
« Land Use Certificate not submitted.

The Committee considered the Show Cause Notice reply and has
decided as under:-

1. NOCis given.

2. NAAC certificate given.

3. BP & BCC are approved. Built-up area is adequate.

4, FDRs are not required.

5. More than 10 years of B.Ed. experience is there.

6. Collect the corrected LUC for record.

7. lIssue LOI for M.Ed.(1 unit)

20, | APSDOZ78

B.Ed
&

{1 unit)

D.ELEd.

[2 units)

| AVM  College of |

AVM College of Education, Nalgonda Revenue Division, Nakrekal, Moosi
Road, Nalgonda District-508211, Telangana had submitted an application to
the Southern Regional Committee of NCTE for grant of recognition for
Secondary (B.Ed) course of one year duration with an annual intake of 100
{Hundred) Students

The institution was granted recognition on 24.12.2003 with an intake of 100
students and with a condition that the institution shall shift to its own
premises/building within three years from the date of recognition (in case the
course is started in rented premises).
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Education, Registrar, Osmania University furnished infarmation pertaining to the affiliated |
Nalgonda, Teacher Education Cenire institutions  offering the course N |
Telangana own/permanentitemporary leased buildings vide letter dt. 4™ May, 2008.

The SRC in its 176" Meeting held on 27".28" May, 2009 considered the matter |
and decided to issue show cause nolice.

As per the decision of SRC. show cause notice was issued lo the institution on |
02.07.2008. |

The SRC in its 178" Meeting held on 13"-14™ July, 2008 the Commilice |
ohearved from record of the institution that the institution was accorded |
recognition in the rented premises and they had not yet shifted to the permanent
premises/building In view of non-shifting of colleges to permanent building. the
Cammittee decided to issue show cause notice under section 17 of NCTE Act
' and obtain shifting fees and other documents for causing inspection far shifting

Accordingly, show cause notice was jgsued to the institution on 02.09.2009.
. Reply to the show cause notice not received.

On 31122014 letters were issued 10 all existing institutions regarding
notification of new Regulations 2014 seeking consent on their willingness far
fulfilling the revise noms and standards before 31.10.2015.

On 10.02.2015, the institution submitted the affidavit for offering B.Ed course
with an intake of 100 students.

The SRC in its 276™ meeting held on 70" January, 2015 decided lo 1ssu@
provisional recognition orders to the existing institutions and the Committee also
decided to maintain a check list of such cases for verification in
OctaberNovember and for causing inspection

| Accordingly, a revised recognition order was jgsued to the institution on
| 12.05.2015 with an annual intake of twa basic units of 50 students each with a
candition that the institution has not shifted to its own pramises as stipulated in
" its Eormal Recognition order dated 24.12.2003

A written representation was recaived from the institubion on 30.07.2015 along
with relevant documents and stating as follows:

“ | am reply to the order No. FERE:"HCTEMPEWE?NE,Ed#:ﬂt-i-i‘ﬂ?&-’ﬁla?ﬂ
dated 12.05.2015 | am herewith complying the conditions to fulfil the norms
for shifting the premises in accordance with clause (1) & (ll) the following

. are the documents. |
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Land & Building documents.
Encumbrance Certificate.
Land use certificate.
Building plan.

Approved staff list.

o

| further state that we have submitting the DD of Rs. 40,000/~ dated
03.10.2009 drawn on SBH, Nakrekal branch as prescribed inspection fee.

The institution has submitted a letter on 30.10.2015 and 31.10.2015 regarding
approval for one unit for B Ed from 2015-2016.

The SRC in its 315" meeting held on 17" - 187 June 2016, considered the
matter and decided as under:

1. Title deed is in order.

2. Inspection fee has not been paid at all. They claim to have paid
< 40,000/~ Ask them to produce our receipt since there is no
evidence in our file of such a payment. In any case, they have to
pay = 1,10,000/- more.

Of the documents given, LUC and EC are in order.

BP is not approved by competent authority. BCC, original FDRs
and latest Faculty List are not given,

5. Collect the fee and cause inspection for shifting B.Ed (2 units).

6. Ask VT to collect all relevant documents.

-l 1o

As per the decision of SRC. inspection intimation was sent lo the institution and
VT members on 12.07.2016. The Inspection of the insttution was conducted on
13.08.2016 and VT report along with Original D.D. of Rs. 1,10,000/- bearing no.
| 805285, documents and CD received on 18.08.2016

The SRC in its 323rd meeting held on 16" — 18" November, 2016 considered
the matter and decided as under;

Title is there.

LUC is in order,

EC is there,

BP is in order,

BCC is in order.

Built-up-area is adequate only for one unit of B.Ed. They want
only one it

7. Original FDRs not given.

D B
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Accordingly, as per decision of SRC show cause notice was sent 10 the

8. Faculty list not given.
9. Issue SCN accordingly.

institution on 05.12.2018.

Institution submitted fts reply along with relevant documents on 21.12.2016 and |

stating as under,

submitting the faculty list in your
prescribed format.

S|, | Deficiencie | Written representation Remarks
Mo | s pointad
out by
SRC
1 | Orginal |l is submitted that the Xerox | The institution
FDRs not | copies of the FDRs was | submitted
given submitted to the visiting team | eriginal FDRs of
members at the time of |Rs. 5§ lakhs and
inspection As per your Rs. 3 lakhs |in
instructions | am herewith | Joint Alc for the
submitting the following said | period of 5 years.
original FDRs for your kind
considerabion
& | FOR Mo | Date Amount |
Mo
1 | 202443 | DA 122012 | A
& 00,000/
7 | GaBLiz | 1E.07.2008 | Hs |
5 3,00.000
I
2 Faculty list | It is submitted that at the time of | The  institution
notgiven | inspection the faculty ist was | submitted 1 + 9
submitied to the wvisiting team | photocopy of
members. Now as per your | faculty list which
directions again we are|is not approved

by the affiliating

' body. They have

anclosed letter an
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L,
NOTE:

The SRC in its 342" meeting held on os™ & 06™ July, 2017 accept the
request of the institution for one basic unit instead of two basic units and
decided to reduce the intake from 2 units to 1 unit.

| Accordingly, as per decision of SRC one unit order is being sent.

The Committee considered the above matter and has decided as

| ' approval of
teaching staff
‘ received from
Mahatma Gandhi
| | University.

under:-

1. This is a RPRO case for shifting.

2. They have a D.ELEd.(1 unit) case.

1. Instead of shifting, they bought the same leased land. Therefore,
there is no need now to shift.

4. Built-up is 4000+ sq.mts. as against 3500 sq.mts. required.

5. The request for reduction of units from 2 to 1 is accepted subject
to the following conditions:

(i) The reduction will be w.e.f, 2017-18. The students admitted into the 2
units in 2016-17 will however be entitled to continue with and complete
their 2= year course in 2017-18.

(i) Admissions in 2017-18 will be limited to one unit of 50. The affiliating
Universities will please ensure that this Is strictly observed.

{1} Notwithstanding the restriction of admission in the first year course to
50, there will be no reduction in the faculty strength of 1415, as |
prescribed in the 2014 Regulations because of the continuing wcrrhluadJ
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| in the 2 year course. The affiliating Universities will blease ensure that |

this is strictly observed.
(iv) The faculty strength can be reduced to 1+9 w.e.l. 2018-19.

6. This arrangement wil come into force with immediate effect because of
the urgency of admissions relating to proximity of counseling. But, it will
be subject to subsequent production of the underlisted documents by

the institutions concerned.
{i) Resolution of the sponsoring society.
(i) NOC of the Affiliating University.
(iii) No Dues Certificate relating to the Teaching faculty.

(iv) No Dues Certificate relating to the non-Teaching Faculty.

6.1 Fagulty list of 1+9 for B.Ed. is given. It is not approved by the
affiliating University.

6.2 Since their intake strength is reduced from 2 to 1 and since from
2015-16, they have been admitting only 50 students, a Faculty
strength of 1+9 from 2017-18 is acceptable.

6.3 (i) Principal does not have Ph.D.
(ii)  No Faculty is there in the Perspective Group.
(iii) Inthe Pedagogy Group, there is no Asst. Prof. for Maths.

(iv] In the Pedagogy Group there is an Asst. Prof.(Comm.) who is not
qualified since Commerce is not a recognized school subject.

7.1 Faculty list for D.ELEd.
(i)  They have only 1+7 Faculty as against requirement of 1+8.

(ii) Inthe Pedagogy Group there is no Lecturer for  Social
Science,
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( |

| (i) In the Pedagogy Group the'Leﬂurer[Telﬁgu} does not have
M.Ed.

(iv) Latestapproved Faculty list should be obtained.

8, Issue SCN accordingly.

T71. | APSODZT72
B.Ed
2 Units

APS02905
D.ELEd
1 Unit

‘ Crescent College
of Educatian,

Karimnagar,

Telangana

| Crescent College of Education, Karimnagar Revenue Division, #2-8-237,
Mukarrampura, Karimnagar District-505001, Telagana had submitied an
application ta the Southern Regional Committes of NCTE for grant of recognition
1o Crescent College of Education, Karimnagar Revenue Division, #2-8-237,
Mukarrampura, Karimnagar District-505001, Telangana for B.Ed course one
year from the academic session 2002-2003.

The recagnition was granted to the institution on 27.05.2003 with an annual
intake 100 students from the academic session 2002-2003 with a condition that
the institution shall shift to its own premises within three years from the date of
recognition (in case the course Is started in rented premises),

The SRC in its 178" meeting held on 13".14™ July, 2009 considered the list of
institutions were accorded recognition in the rented premises and they had not
yet shifted to the permanent building and it has decided to issue show cause
notice under section 17 of NCTE Act and obtain shifting fees and other
documents for causing inspection for shifting.

Accordingly, a letter was issued to the institution on 01.08.2008. The nstitution
has submitted its written representation along with DD of Rs 40000/~ beanng
no.318575 dated 17.09.2009 on 01 10,2009

Inspection infimation was sent tg institution on 25.01,2011. Accordingly. shifting

the management is also running D.Ed course in the sama building.

The SRC in its 208" meeting held on 08" -10™ June, 2010 considered the VT
report, VCD and all the relevant documentary evidences and it was decided to
serve show cause notice for the following:

« As per VT report, the total area earmarked for B.Ed & D.Ed is 2630
sq.mts, which is grossly inadegquate for running all the two courses;
as per the NCTE norms, the total built-up area requirement is a
minimum of 3000 sq.meters.

s VCD is not available.

« The land is on private lease deed in individual name, which is not in
accordance with NCTE regulations. As on date, the institution has
not shifted to own land.

« Details of the other programmes run by the management in the
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same building be submitted.
Bye-Laws of the Society are to be submitted by the management.

« Approved building plan from Govt. authority is to be submitted.

« The institute has not submitted the Land usage certificate from a
competent Govt. approved authority.

« Non-Encumbrance certificate from the competent authority is not
submitted.

« The Khasara No.2-8-323 as indicated in land documents is not
matching with the Building Completion Certificate, affidavit and
building plan. Building plan is for Sy.No. 2-8-275 and also not
approved by the competent authority.

As per the decision of SRC, Show cause nalice was issued to the institution on
07.07.2011. The institution has submitted its written representation on
08.0B.2011 and 12.00.2011 and requested to provide a Copy of the VTR to
anable to reply to the show cause notice.

The SRC in its 211" meeting held on 21-23" September, 2011 considered the
request of the institution and it has decided to send the VT reporis to the
institution for providing explanation for the show cause notice and directed tha |
management to reply within 30 days notice along with necessary
carificates/documents in order to take a final decision in the malter, failing which
action will be taken including the withdrawal of recognition, based on the records
avallable, with no further notice.

Accordingly, a letter was sent to the Institution on 14.11.2011, The institution has
not replied letter dated 14.11.2011.

Eurther there is no action taken in this file.

The institution has submitted its willingness affidavit on 06.02.2015 as per
regulations 2014, Accordingly, revised recognition order was issued to the
institution on 11.05.2015 with a condition that the institution has not
shifted to its own premises as stipulated in its Formal Recognition order
dated 27.05.2003.

An e-mail dated 17.08.2015 was received from Satavahana University,
Karimnagar, Telangana on 17.08.2015 (hardcopy received on 20.08.2015)
regarding clarification for extending affiliation for the academic year 2015-16
along with a copy of letter issued to institution. The letter stated as follows:

o enclosing the letters addressed to the respective colleges
wherein the observation of committee is mentioned. In this regard
you are requested to go through the observations made by the
committee and suggest us clarification to take further course of
action with regard to extension of affiliation to the above mentioned
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& B.Ed colleges Since last date to furnish their list of colleges to the
convener Ed.CTE is 20" August 2075",

Accordingly, a letter was sent to Satavahana University on 18.08.2015.
|

The institution has submitted its written representation regarding permitting
change of premises on 07,08.2015 for both B.Ed and D.Ed as per application of
ehifting of premises along with DD of Rs.1.50.000/- and relevant documents.

On 08.02.2016 a letter is received from the Director of School Education
Government of Telangana Hyderabad vide letter
No.RcNo 9SA/TETSCERT/2014  dated 06.02.2016. Regarding the
ohservations of the Affiliation committee in respect of private D.ELEd / B.Ed
colleges in the State of Telangana and decided to forward the following list of 76
colleges including Crescent College of Education, Karimnagar Revenue
Division, #2-8-237, Mukarrampura, Karimnagar District-505001, Telangana
to SRC, NCTE for taking further necessary action under section 17 of the Act.

Sl No it

Deficiencies Observed Number of colleges
1 “Submitted Fake and Fabricated | 35 (Existing) (Annexure 1A) .
documents

02 (New) (Annexure 1B)

2 Functioning in leased premises

even after stipulated period G4 (Annexue 1t )
3 Shifting of Culihge Premises | 16 (Annexure |Ii)
without the permission of SRC
NCTE
4 Submission of fake NOCs 15 (Annexure V)
|5 Mot possessing land in the name | 04 (Annexure V)

of the society/institution

The matter was placed before SRC in its 302¥ Meeting held on 097-117
' February, 2016 considered the letter from the Director School Education
Depariment, Telangana State and decided that “What with the 3 March 16
time-limit pressure on us, it is not possible to go info these complaints at
' this time. Process and put up after March 16%.

Again as per the decision of SRC, the matter was placed before SRC in its 308"
Meeting held on 12"-14" April, 2016 and the committes considered in respect of
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(76 colleges) regarding not fulfiling the deficiencies and it has decided to issue

| show cause nofice for the following to Crescent College of Education,
Karimnagar Reveenue Division, #2-8-237, Mukarrampura, Karimnagar
District-505001, Telagana

« Functioning in leased premises even after the stipulated period.

Accordingly, a show cause nolice was issued to the institution on 13.05.2016,
The institution has submitted its written representation on 30.05.2016.

The SRC in its 318™ meeting held on 08" — 09" August, 2016 considered the
matter and decided as under:

1. The complaint was that the college continued to function in
leased premises beyond the time given. They have replied to show
that they have been pursuing action to shift. Ultimately now, a VT
has also gone for inspection.

2. Upon receipt of the VT inspection report, process for further
consideration.

3. Apprise the Director (School Education), Telangana of these
developments.

4, Inform the affiliating authority viz., Director (SCERT).

Am:nrding!y. 3 letter sent to Satavahana University regarding the decision of
SRC 31587 meeting on 15.08.2016

The inspection of the institution was conducted on 01. 10,2016 and the VT report
along with documents and Original CD was received on 06.10.2016.The |
institution submitted BCC, BP and EC on 14,10.2016.

rhe SRC in ils 335% meeting held on 11" — 12" April, 2017, considered the |
maler and decided as under:

1,  Title is clear. Land area Is adequate.

2. LUC/EC are in order.

1 BPlis in order. Built-up area shown (3602 sq.mts.) is adequate.

4.1 BCC is given. Not approved by Govl. Engineer. Built-up area
of Ground Floor (1801 sq.mts) + First Floor (1801 sq.mts.) is
adeguale.

4.2 VT has reported second floor is under construction. This is not
clear. Ask the College to explain the correct factual position.

5 VT has reporfed that the D.EL.Ed. course is not running far want
of
enrolment. Ask the College to explain why the recognition
should not be
withdrawn,

6.  Latest approved Faculty list is required.
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7 FDRs are required in original in joint account, on 5 year validity
@ 7+5 lakhs for each unit of each course.
8. Issue SCN accordingly for shifting permission.

Accordingly, Show cause notice was issued to the Institution on 20.04.2017. The
institution submitted its reply on 24.04 2017 along with documents.

The SRC in its 340" meeting held on 08™ — 08" June, 2017, considered the
matter and decided as under

1. FDRs are required in original, in joint account with R.D. with a 5-
year validity @7+5 lakhs per programme.

All documenis are in order

Land area and built-up area are adequate.
Second Floor construction is complete

D.ElLEd. 15 now running

AT I

1 The Faculty list of D.ELEd. is not in original; Only a photocopy
is given,

6.2 Only the last page is authenticated by the Director. Other pages
are not properly authenticated.

6.3 Lect. (Maths) is not there.

6.4 Lect(Zoology)is shown as Lec.{Scl.Sc.); he should be shown as
Lect.(Sc.)

7.1 Faculty list of B.Ed. is authenticated by the Registrar only in the |
last page. Other pages are not properly authenticated,

7.2 2 Asst. Profs. (at least one of them in Psychology) are required
in Perspectives .

7.3 Asst. Prof, (Phy.Sc.) has less than 55% marks.

7.4 2 Asst. Profs. (MFA) are there. One of them has to be changed to
Asst. Prof, (Perf. Arts).

7.5 3 Asst. Profs, (Maths/Bio.Sc./Scl.Sc.) are repeated in D.ELEd.
also. This is not allowed, These are seen as vacancies in B.Ed.

B. Issue SCN accordingly.

Accordingly, as per decision of SRC show cause notice was sent on 15.06.2017

Mow, the institution submitted its reply along with documents and writlen
representation for change of addrass in shifting order is stating as under;
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S1. | Deficiency pointed
Mo out in the notice

Institution written
representation

Remarks

1 FDRs are required
in orlginal, in joint
account with R.D.
with a  S-year

programme.

validity @7T+5 |
lakhs per |

Now we are submitting
new FDRs.

The  institution |
submitted original
FORs of Rs. 7
lakhs {2 nos) and
Rs. 5 lakhs (2 nos)
for both B.Ed and
D.El.LEd courses.

6.1 | The Faculty list of

D.ELEd. is not in

| original; Only a
photocopy is
given,

Now we are submitting
original approved
faculty list of D.EL.LEd

he institution

submitted
photocopy of 1 + |
7 faculty list
approved by
original_seal and

signature of the
Director, SCER

5.2 | Only the last page = Now we are submitting | Submitted. i
is  authenticated | the approved faculty
by the Director. | listwhich is
Other pages are authenticated all
not properly = pages by the Director,
authenticated. SCERT, Telangana.

8.3 | Lect. (Maths)is | Principal (Ahamdulla | —emeemeeees

not there Baig M.Sc (Maths),
M.Ed) itself lect. In
Maths.

5.4 | Lect(Zoology) Is | Kudidi Udayasri M.Sc | As stated by the
shown as | (Zoology) M.Ed is lect. | institution.
Lec.{Scl.Sc.); he | In Science Lect. In
should be shown | Social Science read as
as Lect.(Sc.) lect. In Science. There

is another lect. For
Social Studies
*“Cheekoti Balaiah"
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M. A (Public
Administration) M.Ed.

r1

Faculty [list of
B.Ed. is
authenticated by
the Registrar only
in the last page.
Other pages are

not properly |

authenticated.

Now we are submitting
approved faculty list of
B.Ed authenticated all
pages by the
Registrar.

| faculty list which

The institution
submitted 1 + &
and 9 original

is approved the
the Registrar,
Satavahana
University.

7.2

2 Asst. Profs. (at
least one of them
in Psychology) are

required in |

Perspectives .

Asst. Profs. "Dayaker
Pulgam" M.A
(Psychology) M.Ed is
now ratified as a Asst.
Prof. in Perspectives.

Submitted

Aast Prof.
{Phy.Sc.) has less
than 55% marks.

Asst. Prof. “Ranjith
Kumar C" M.5c
{Physics) M.Ed is now
ratified as Asst. Prof.
in Physical Science.

Submitted

2 Asst. Profs.
(MFA) are there.
One of them has
to ba changed to
Asst. Prof. (Perl
Arts).

Asst.Prof, “Satish
Kumar” M.A
(Performing Arts) is
now ratified as a Asst.
Prof. in Perferming
Arts.

Submitted

7.5

| allowed.
| are Seen das

3 Asst
(Maths/Bio.Sc./5cl.
Sc.) are repeated
in D.ELEd. also.
This is not
These

vacancies in B.Ed.

Profs. |

Now 3 Asst. Profs.
Vacancies in B.Ed are
filled by other faculty
members.

1) *Ravi Bodige”
M.Sc (Maths),
M.Ed

2} “S.Srinivas”
M.Sc (Zoology),

Submitted
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I | M.Ed '

3) “L Praveen
Reddy™ M.A
{Public
Administration),

| M.Ed |

—

“ | am herewith submitting that we applied for the shifting of our
Crescent College of Education (B.Ed) APS00272 and Crescent Elementary
Teacher Training Institution (D.El.Ed] APS02905 college premises to new
address on 07.09.2015 your inward number “157898" at that time our new
premises was in Karimnagar District. After the bifurcation and amendment
of new districts by the Govi. of Telangana now our new premises belongs

to Eddggaﬂ! District,
[ New “Premises - Old| New Premises — New Address |

| Address - | =]

H.No. 2-8-44/4, | H.No. 2-8-44/4, Qudratnagar,

Qudratnagar, Faran Street, Peddapally,

Faran Street, Peddapally, | Peddapally District, Telangana State

Karimnagar District, | 505172,

Telangana State

505172. i | |
Hence, | kindly request you to consider this matter and change the
address.”

The Committee considered the Show Cause Notice reply and has

decided as under:-

1. Faculty list of BEd,
(i) Principal has no Ph.D.
2. Faculty list of D.ELEG,
(i) Lect.[Maths) is not there,

(ii) It will not be correct to show the Principal as a Lecturer in
Maths.

3. FDRs are in order.

4. Permit Shifting.
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5. Issue of a new FR at the new address under the 2014 Regulations
can he considered only when the 2 deficiencies pointed out above

have been rectified.

6. Review the status and put up in Sept. Z017.

ZZ,

APSD267B
B.Ed

1 unit

Katipally

College
Education,
Nizamabad,
Telangana,

Ravinder Reddy

of

Kattipally Ravinder Reddy Education Society, Nizamabad, Andhra Pradesh
submitted an application to the Southermn Regional Committee of NCTE for grant
of recognition to Katipally Ravinder Reddy College of Education, 6-2-157128,

| Subhash Magar, Nizamabad-503002, Andhra Pradesh for B.Ed course of one

year duration from the academic session 2004-05 with an annual intake of 100
students. The recognition was granted to the institution on 22.03.2005 with a
condition that the institution shali shift to its own premises /building within three
years for the date of recognition (in case the course is started In rented
premises)

The institution submitted its willingness affidavit on 02022015 as per|
regulations 2014. Accordingly, revised recognition order was issued lo the
institution on 11.05.2015 with a condition that the institution has not shifted 1o its
own premises as stipulated in its formal recognition order dated 23.03.2005
The institution has not submitted reply till date.

NCTE Hgrs has forwarded a written representation submitted by the instituticn
regarding requesting for time was considered by SRC in its 252" meeting held
on 29" & 30" September, 2015 and the Committee decided as under

1. Oct15 is the last date commonly for all institutions to file
documents. We cannot go beyond that exception for any particular
institution.

2. Inform them accordingly and put up again in early Nov 15.

Accordingly, as per decision of SRC, a leiter was seni to the institution on
12.11.2015.

The SRC in its 204" meeting held on 14" — 168" November, 2015 considered the
list of colleges not submitted documents for shifting in compliance o the
condition laid down in revised recognition order for 2015-2016 and it has decided
to issue show cause notice for the following deficiency

« The institution has not submitted documents for shifting as
mentioned in the revised recognition order as per the regulation
2014.
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Show cause notice was not sent ta the instilution.

The SRC in its 328" meeting held on 31® January, 2017 considered the matter
and decided as under:

This is a shifting case.

We had issued SCN for documents for shifting.

There is nothing on file to show whether the SCN was
issued/served.

4. Issue SCN again.

o e

Accordingly, as per decision of SRC, show cause notice was issued to the
institution on 09.02.2017.

Mow, the institution submitted its wrtten representation on 13.03.2017 and
stating as follows,

« _ the management received your office letter dt 09.02.2017 as referred ‘
abowe in reference and submitting the following reply.

The management did not receive any type of notice till 16.02.2017 except
the above referred notice which was received on 17.02.2017 in evening
time.

The concern Engineer who is looking after our file for proposed
construction of building for B.Ed course is nof avallable now and his
presence is expected by the end of May, 2017 hence we are unable o
submit all the details now along with explanation/reply. Under these
circumstances, we are requesting you sir, to extend the time fo submit our
explanation/reply to the above referred show cause notice dt 09.02.2017.
We undertake to submit the detailed reply by the end of May 2017 or in
June 2017 as circumstances are beyond our control. It is first ime we are
requesting you sir to extend the time limit to submit the explanation to the
above referred notice dt 09.02.2017.

Therefore, once again the Management is requesting your authority, to
extend the time limit to submit explanation with all details by the May 2017
or in June 2017 as the circumstances are beyond our control, otherwise we
will sustain irreparable loss and injury. Your authority got ample powers
to extend the fime limit also, to submit the reply to the said show cause
notice dt 09.02.2017 as we are seeking the time for first, to submit the
explanation for the sald show cause notice and do the needful in the
matter.”

| The Committee considered the above matter and has decided as

under;:-
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' 1. They wanted time till June 17. Itis already August 2017,

2. Putup in the next meeting on 17 August, 2017,

23,

APS07139

B.EA
2 Units

APSO9412
D.Ed
1 Unit

Eri Yasavi Haja
Prathap College
of Education,
Mahabubnagar,
Telangana

'The institution submitted its written representation along with DD of

APS09412/D.Ed

Rajavaram Educational Society, Mahabubnagar District, Andhra Pradesh
submitted an application to the Southern Regional Commitiea of NCTE for grant
of recognition to Sri Vasavi Raja Prathap College of Elementary School
Education, H.No. 1-10-85/3/C, S.5. Gutta, Christian Pally, New Town,
Mahabubnagar Distirct-509001, Andhra Pradesh for offering D.Ed course of
two year duration. The recognition was granted 1o the institution on 05.11.2008
with an annual intake of 50 students.

Rs 1 50.000/- bearing no. 152866 dated 23.05.2015 (taken into account) on
01.06.2015 and relevant documents regarding apphication form for shifting of
premises for D.Ed College on 01.06 2015,

As per the decision of SRC, a letter along with replies of the institutions are sent
to the Director, SCERT on 02.11.2015. The Government of Telangana School
Education Depariment submitted its written representation dated 21.11.2015
received by SRC on 27.11.2015

The SRC in its 205" meeting held on 28" -30" November & 17 December, 2015
considered the letter dated 21.11,.2015 from Government of Telangana School
Education Department and it has decided as under:

1. SCERT has clarified the revised certificates as genuine for 18 TEl's
close the complaint case relating to these 18 TEl's

2 Faor the 4 TEISs that have not cared to produce any revised genuine
certificate, withdraw recognition w.e.f 2015-16.

Before issuance of withdrawal order, the instiiution submitted s written
representation on 10.12.2015 along with documaents.

The matter was placed before SRC in its 286" meeting held on 15" to 16"
December, 2015 and decided as under;

=« Ask SCERT to respond

Accordingly letter was sent to the SCERT on 28.01 2016

Mow, the institution has submitted written representation on 27.052016 and state
follows,

«__With reference to the above cited subject to SRC 296" meeting held
on 15" to 16" Dec, 2015 “ask SCERT to respond” to submit the detailed|
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| Accordingly, as per decision of SRC a letter was sent to the institution on

report.

Therefore, the SCERT TS has sent mail & hard copy and also submitting
the copy.”

The SRC in its 315" meeting held on 17™ & 187 June, 2016 considered the
matter and decided as under,

« In this case, a decision was taken to withdraw recognition because
of a complaint received from the SCERT about fake ‘Fire Safety
Certificate’. The SCERT has now accepted the reply given by the |
college and closed the complaint-case. In the event, the decision
taken earlier to withdraw recognition is reviewed and the recognition
is restored. Consequently, this case is cleared for consideration
towards causing shifting inspection. Since the related case of B.Ed|
(2 units), run by the same management has been separately cleared
for a similar inspection, both the courses can be covered by a
composite inspection.

12.07.2016.

APS0T119/B.Ed

Rajavaram Educational Society, Mahabubnagar District, Telangana
submitted an application to the SRC of NCTE for grant of recognition to Sri
Vasavi Raja Prathap College of Education, H.No. 1-10-85/8iF, Opp Taj
Function Hall, New Town, Mahabubnagar-509001, Andhra Pradesh. The
recognition to the institution was granted vide order dated 22.06.2007.

on 31.12.2014, letters were issued to all existing institutions regarding
netification of new Regulations, 2014 seeking consent on their willingness for
fulfilling the revised norms and standards before 31.1 0.2015.

The institution submitted the affidavit for offering B Ed course with an intake of
100 students on 19.03.2015.

The SRC in its 276" meeting held on 7"-8% January, 2015 decided to issue
provisional recognition orders to the existing institutions and the committee also
decided to maintain a check list of such cases for verification In
October/Movember and for causing inspaction

Aecardingly, a revised order was issued to the institution on 06.05.2015 (two
units) with a condition that the institution has not maintained/revalidated FDRs

The institution submitted its written representation on 01.08.2015 along with the
fea of Rs. 1,50,000/- DD MNo. 152865 dt 23.05.2015 and soma relevant |
documents and stated as follows.

“ I submit few line for your kind consideration that Sri Vasavi Raja
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I_ ] ' Prathap College of Education, Shifting for old premises fo New

premises i.e from Newton, Shashabgutta, Mahabubnagar To in Sy

No.130/B, 131/A, Pillamari Road, Doddalonipally, Boyapally Sivar,

Mahabubnagar Mandal & District, In this regard as per rules and

regulations 2014 stipulated by NCTE. We are herewith submitting

application for shifting of premises with all necessary documents

submitting and paid Rs. 1,50,000 through DD No. 0152865 dated

23.05.2015 Vifaya Bank, Mahabubnagar as per NCTE 2014 norms for

B.Ed colleges build up area increased 500 Sq mis for B.Ed college

new norms sufficient premises. So please grant me permission to
shift our premises.”

The SRC in ite 315™ Meeting held on 17" and 18" June 2018, considered the
matter and decided as under:

Title deed and EC are in order.

inspection fee has been paid in full.

BP is not approved by competent authority.

. . BCC, LUC, original FDRs and, latest Faculty List are not
given.,

hop

5. Cause Composite inspection for shifting B.Ed (2 units) and
D.ELEd (1 unit). '
8. Ask VT to collect all relevant documents and check built-up
area in particular.
As per the decision of SRC, letter for inspection was sent on 12.07.2016 and the
inspection of the institution was conducted on 26.08.2016. VT report along with
documents and CD received on 30.08.2016.

The SRC in its 322™ meeting held on 20™ & 21" October, 2016 considered the
VT report and decided 1o issue show cause notice for the following grounds
1. Original FDRs not given.
2. Faculty list not given.
1. CD is defective. Obtain a fresh CD showing details of the |
interior and the nature of flooring done.
4, lssue SCN accordingly.

é As per decision of SRC, show cause notice was sent on 168.11.2016.

The institution submitted show cause nolice reply along with relevant documents
on 13.12.2016.

The SRC in its 336" SRC meeting held on 19" & 20™ April, 2017. The
Commitiee considerad the matter and decided as under:

1. This case covers both D.ELEd. and B.Ed.
2 This case involves ‘shifting’ at the request of the applicant.
3. Composite inspection was conducted. Process the VT |
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Inspection Report for B.Ed. & D.ELEd.

4.1 Faculty list should be the latest approved Faculty list.

4.2 The University is reported to have said, they will approve the
Faculty list after award of recognition by SRC. We must
clarify that this is not a case of ‘fresh recognition’; this is
only a case of ‘shifting’. Therefore, University may issue the
Faculty list without insisting on a fresh recognition order.

§. FDRs are required in original in Joint account, with 5 — year
validity, @ 7+5 lakhs for each unit of each course.

6. Process accordingly.

Accordingly, as per decision of SRC letter was sent to the institution and
University on 26.04,2017.

| As per SRC decision VT report was processed as under,

| Name and | S Vasavi Raja Parham College of Education and Sri |
address of the | Vasavi Raja Prathap College of Elementary School
institution Education, H.Na, 1-10-85/8/F, Opp Taj Function Hall,

Mew Town, Mahabubnagar — 50800, Telangana
(as per initial

application)

Name and | Rajavaram Educational Society, Mahabubnagar
address of thae | District, Telangana.

| Society

'Date of | 26.09.2015

Inspecticn for

shifting

Address of the | 5r Vasavi Raja Prathap College of Education and
institution @as per | Elementary School Education, Sy.Mo. 130/B, 131/A '
VT Report (New | Pilamarri Road, Deodalonipally (v}, H'o Boyapally,
Location) Mahabubnagar (M & Dist), 5139, Pillamarn Road,
Dodalonipaliu (V), Hio Boyapally, Mahabubnagar (M
& Dist),

Details of courses as per the VT Report

S| [ Name of the Course Intake

‘Nn
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