MMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMM

WHITE PAPER

MAKING DEMOCRACY WORK

State ofPublic(School)Education
In Delhi

December 2016

State of Public (School) Education in Delhi



MAKING DEMOCRACY WORK

Table of Contents

Sr. No. Title Page No.
I |. Foreword 4
Il II. Acknowledgement 5
1l Section I. Summary of RTI Data 6
v A. Outcome Indicators 6
\% B. Annual Budget for Education 22
\i C.Status of Right to Education 25

VII D.Continuous Comprehensive Evaluation 26
Vil Section II. Deliberation by Municipal Councillors and MLAs 28
IX Section lll. Data from Household Survey 33
X Annexure 1 Survey Methodology 35
Xl Annexure 2- Socio Economic Classification (SEC) Note 36
Xl Annexure 3- Education Committee Members 37
Xl Annexure 4- Zonewise Issues Raised by Councillors 38
XVI Annexure 5- Partywise Data 39
XVIlI | Annexure 6-RTI reply for teacher Inspection report 40
Chart
1 Chart 1: Reasons for not being happy 34
Tables
Table 1: Total Student Enrolments in Delhi Schools 20036 6
Table 2 : Total Dropouts MCD & State Government Schools 2a54& 201516 7
Table 3: Zonavise total number of students and estimated dropout of MCD 8
Schools
4 Table 4: Distrietvise total number of students and estimated dropout of State 9
Government Schools
5 Table 5Transition Rate of Students from Class 7 to Class 8 in2®15 9
6 Table 6: Retention RateClass 1 to Class 6 10
7 Table 7: Zonavise enrolment retention rate in MCD SchoefSlass 1 to Class 5 11
Table 8: Districtvise enrolment retention rate iState Government Schools
8 12
Class 1 to Class 6
Table 9 : Zonavise estimated dropouts in MCD Schootdass 1o Class 5 for
9 13
the year 201415
Table 10: Zonavise estimated dropouts in MCD Schoofdlass 1 to Class 5 for
10 14
the year 201516
11 Table 11: Change in Class | Enesita 2011 to 2016 15
12 Table 12: Zonavise Change in Class | Enrolments in MCD Schools 16
13 Table 13: Distrietvise Change in Class | Enrolments in State Government Sc 17

2 State of Public (School) Education in Delhi



MAKING DEMOCRACY WORK

14 Table 14 : Total enrolments Btate Government School€lass 7 to Class 12 18
15 Table 15 : Comparison between State Government and Private Schools: X | 18
16 Table 16: Comparison between State Government and Private Schools: XI| 19
Results
17 Table 17: State Governmestc ho o | s’ students pass 19
2011 to 2016
Table 18: Comparison between State Government, MCD and Other Schools
18 . 20
RTE Indicator
Table 19 : Teaching and N@eaching available post in MCD & State
19 21
Government Schools
20 Table 20 : Non Plan Budget for MCD 2Q037 (in Lakh) 22
21 Table 21: Plan Budget 202817 (in Lakh) 23
22 Table 22: State Education Budget (in Crore) 23
23 Table 23: Pe€hild Allocation and Expenditure (in Crore) 24
24 Table 24 : CCE data for M&[3tate Government Schools 27
Table 25: Number of issues raised and Number of meetings by Councillors
25 . . 28
Education in all Committees
26 Table 26: Category wise number of issues raised by Councillors on Educatic 28
27 Table 27: Issuwise Issuesaised by Councillorsi t he year Apr 29
28 Table 28: Issues raised by MLAs on Education during 2015 30
29 Table 29: Category wise number of issues raised by MLAs on Education 32
30 Table 30: Issuwvise Issues raised by MLAs 32
31 Table 31 Respondents taking private tuitions/coaching classes (%) 33
32 Table 32 Details on source of Tuitions (%) 33
33 Table 33 Percentage happy with the School 34
34 Table &k |l ssues raised by Education C 37
toMar ch’ 16
35 Table35 Zone wise issues raised by C 38
to March’ 16
36 Table 36 Category wise humber of issues raised by Councillors on Educatio 39
37 Table 37 Category wise number of issues raisedviiyAs on Education 39

State of Public (School) Education in Delhi




MAKING DEMOCRACY WORK

|. Foreword

Every service that the government provides needs to be monitored and evaluated based on outcomes on

a regular basi s. When the government fails to pro
alternate service providers. This in the long run results in wastage of public resources and decline in
governance and confidence in the government to deliver.

Public school education is probably the most important function of any government especially when it
comest o building the nation’s future.

This is our first annual education report on the status of public school education in Delhi. We have been
similarly doing an annual report in Mumbai since 2010 and have noticed halving of the number of
students being enrdihg in Class 1 in just the last seven years. This is due to slide in the quality of
education. A fact seen from comparison of government and private school students performance in state
level talent search exams in standafl@nd 7", results in the 18 standard and perception of parents in

our annual surveym Mumbai Does Delhi have similar trends?

Since 2011 till 2013, Statovernment school students performed slightly better than their private

school counterparts; however, in the last three ye#iniey are gradually falling behind. For clasd” 10

passing percentage in the last year (28 was 95.43% students in private schadhile in the state

schools it wa$9.25% When we analysed the standavdse school enrolment data further we come to
know that 4508% o f students in state gover f(mdemicywarhool s
201516) from the §' standard (academic year 2044). A similar trend was seen in"1&tandard where
in201516, 34.6% di dmstatdardgromtie d1" stamdard frcn the earlier year. Even

though the CCE (Continuous Comprehensive Evaluation) data of the state government schools shows
that the vast majority of the students are performing well, one needs to question the fact as to why a
significa number of students are held back in th8 and 11" standards.

The conclusion that one can draw from this is that perhaps the quality of education that is being given to
our children going to government schools is poor. This has been a constant detthtdisaussion in
various organisations and stakeholders who have been commenting on the lack of good quality
education in the schools.

Our survey of 4,572 households with school going students reveals that the main reason for
dissatisfaction among governmeschools was perceived limitation of future scope, quality of education
and teachers not being goodio fill up the gap in learning a significant proportion of parents are sending
their children to take private tuitions 55% in Municipal Corporation smbls and 52% in State schools.

Clearly, the tax payers money is not getting its
its end users (students); while, the monitoring mechanisms are not showing up the reality. If this
cont i nue s lic@dutation Wik segpaunbassive downturn. This trend can be still arrested if we

bring back focus to tracking and improving learning outcomes, increasing teacher and administrative
accountability and empower local communities to participate through SMsDo(b Management
Committees) to run/manage their schools.

NITAI MEHTA

Managing Trustee, Praja Foundation
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Section I. Summary of RTI Data

A. Outcome Indicators

Tablel: Total Student Enrolments in Delhi Schools 2012016
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Year 201314 201415 201516
Total Students in MCD 8,69,540 | 8,39,040 | 8,18,707
% Change iEnrolments Year on Year -4% -2%
Total Students iStateGovernment 15,92,813| 15,20,829| 14,92,132
% Change in Enrolments Year on Year -5% -2%

Inference:

While the Brolment of stidents has deteriorated both iIMCD andStateGovernmentschools,
the deterioration has been worse off fostate Governmentschools. MCD from 201B4 to
201516 has witnessed lesser enrolments (ddall of 50,833 students) thaBtateGovernment
schools where the decrease is to the tune ¢iQ,681

! MCD- Total of all the three Municipal corporations of Delhi
2 stateGovernment Directorde of Education, Stat&overnment
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Table2 : Total Dropouts in MCD &State GovernmentSchools2014-15 & 201516

MCD
State Government
Dropouts EDMC NDMC SDMC
201415 | 201516 | 201415 | 201516 | 201415 | 201516 | 201415 | 201516
;?Jz'e';'tos Of | 210749 | 214098 | 339369 | 330313 | 288922 | 274296 | 1520829 | 1492132
Estimated

Drop out in 34,289 37,845 26,269 38,666 23,236 22,815 44,494 45,835
Numberg

Estimated

Drop out in % 16.3% 17.7%6 7.7% 11. 706 8.0% 8.3% 2.%% 3.1%

Inference:

While all the three MCDs anBtate Governmentschools have witnessed high drop out of students in
both 201415 and 201516 EDMC hathe highest score. EDMC had 16.3% and%{201415 and 2015

16 respectively) of its students dropping out fraohools which aréar more thanState Government
schods where the dropout rate is 208 and 31% for the year 20145 and 2015L6 respectively.

Note(*): The dropout number is an estimate because thevernmentunder RTI has not revealed the
number at the zone level for all the zones of MCD, while, this data is maintained at each school in the

‘Prayas’/ result register (we collected a sampl e
estimated numbe). The estimation has been done separately for the three MCDs State

Governmens . Whil e this data is maintained at each sct
one district which is ‘South We sgchods. Rotthis parpose, pr ov i

after collecting data from 30% schools for most of the zones and districts, zone wise average was
calculated and then this average was applied for calculating average for the entire MCD/ state schools.
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Table3: Zonewise total number of students and estimated dropoutf MCD Schools

Inference:

City 8,391 8,270 16.56% | 11.9%9%

Civil Line 96,691 94,905 9,375 10,738 9.700 | 11.31%
Karol Bagh 35,952 34,250 2,293 3,043 6.38% | 8.88%
Narela 72,683 71,915 4,762 10,271 6.55% | 14.28%
Rohini 1,13283 | 1,08475 5,525 5,181 488 | 4.78%
Sadar Pahargar, 12,369 12,498 1,070 1,304 8.6%0 | 10.43%
Central 86,380 80,505 6,826 6,298 7900 | 7.8%
Najafgarh 68,310 63,804 6,981 7,261 10.226 | 11.38%
South 59,385 56,562 6,484 6,360 10.926 | 11.2%4%
West 74,847 73,425 5,185 5771 6.9 | 7.86%
ShahdardNorth | 1,30,066 | 1,34,649 | 23,281 25738 | 17.906 | 19.11%
ShahdaréSouth | 80,683 79,449 16.05% | 17.48%

e Dropout of 94,747students occurred in academic yeaf 201516 from total number of
8,18,707students in all MCD schools

¢ Maximum drop-out rate 19.11% is inShahdaraNorth for academic year 201865. While
maximum increasés in drop-out rate which canbe observed in Narela from 6.55% (in 2a115)
to 14.28% (in 201516).
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Table4: Districtwise total numberof studentsand estimated dropoutof State Government
Schools

Central Delhi 26,524 25,147 2,204 1,998 8.31% 7.9%%
East Delhi 1,63,382 1,60,228 3,321 3,627 2.03% 2.26%
New Delhi 4,080 3,871 178 25 4.36% 0.66%
North Delhi 65,289 63,634 2,329 2,303 3.5 3.62%
North East Delhi 2,66,584 2,60,725 4,547 7,228 1.71% 2.7
North WestDelhi 3,57,157 3,563,312 9,704 9,475 2.7%% 2.68%
South Delhi 2,55,364 2,56,796 7,412 7,564 2.90% 2.9%%
South West Delhi 1,53,052 1,42,090 5,182 4,443 3.3% 3.1
West Delhi 2,29,397 2,26,329 6,165 7,441 2.6%% 3.2%
| GrandTotal | 1520829 | 1492132 | 44494 | 45835 | 2936 | 30M
Inference:

In North EasDelhi district, number of students has decred$gy 5,859%rom academic year 20145 to
201516.

Tableb: Transition Rate of Students from Class 7 to Class 8 in 2G15

7 201415 2,24,239
) ’ 0,
StateGovernment 8 201516 2,18,431 3%

Inference:

The Transition Ratef students studying in Class 7 in 2a13lto Class 8 in 2015 in StateGovernment
schools is 3% which means there has been a significant decline in the number of students moving from
class 7 to class 8

9 State of Public (School) Education in Delhi



Table6: Retention Rate Class 1 to Class 6
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1 201011 169,215 - 23,605 -
2 201112 186,280 110.1% 23,930 101.%%
3 201213 191,285 113% 24,111 102.1%
4 201314 192,377 113.™% 24,322 103%
5 201415 198,036 1176 24,139 102.3%
6 201516 217,205

Inference:

Retention rates the percentage of achool'sfirst-time enrolled students who continue at

that schoolthe next year. Retention Rate of students at the primary level is highest in MCD schools
followed byStateGovernmentSchools. i®m 2010 to 2015, retention rate iIMCD schools has increased

by 69% while the Retention Rate f&tateGovernmentSchool has dropped by®@sfrom 2013 to 2015

Note: (*) Students fom the Municipal Schools in Delhhove to State Governmentschools as the
Municipal $hools are only till l@ss 5Therefore, whilecalculatingthe retention rate inClasss for State
GovernmentSchoolsthe total numbers of students in 20145 in MCD aradded to the total number of
students inStateGovernmentSchooin 201415, to reflectthe actual number in 20136.
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Table7: Zonewise enrolment retention rate in MCD SchoolsClass 1 to Class 5

Number 16,860 19,986 21,227 | 21,503 21,957

Central Retention Rate (%) 11880 | 125.9% | 127.%%6 | 130.206
Number 1,659 1,872 1,973 1,985 1,922

City Retention Rate (%) 112.86 | 118.96 | 119.®6 | 115.%
Number 19,244 21,332 21538 | 21,537 22411

Civil Line RetentionRate (%) 110.9 | 111.96 | 111.96 | 116.5%
Number 8,445 9,012 8,857 8,241 8,221

Karol Bagh Retention Rate (%) 106.%0 | 104.9%6 | 97.6% 97.3%
Number 14,696 15,272 15352 | 14,973 15,485

Najafgarh Retention Rate (%) 103.90 | 10486 | 101.9%6 | 105.%%6
Number 14,148 15513 15694 | 15713 16,410

Narela Retention Rate (%) 109.80 | 110.96 | 111.1% 116%
Number 24,073 26,372 26,497 | 26,095 26,879

Rohini Retention Rate (%) 109.6%6 | 110.1% | 108.26 | 111.7%
Sadar Number 2,810 3,024 2,860 2,733 2,563
Paharganj Retention Rat€%) 107800 | 101.86 | 97.3% 91.2%
Shahdara Number 23,633 27,722 29,429 | 31573 32,130
North Retention Rate (%) 117.36 | 124.8%6 | 133.6% 136%
Shahdara Number 14,870 | 15834 | 16481 | 17,421 | 18438
South Retention Rate (%) 106.30 | 110.86 | 117.2% 124%
Number 12,432 13,579 13929 | 13637 14306

South Retention Rate (%) 109.26 112% 109.%6 | 115.1%
Number 16,345 16,762 17,448 | 16,966 17314

West Retention Rate (%) 102.86 | 106.76 | 103.8%6 | 105.9%

Inference:

Retention rate of students for Class 1 to Class®eimtral Zone under SDMC has been the highest at
118.5% in 20112 and 130.2% in 201%5. The retention rate of Karol Bagh and Sadar Pahalyzh]
under NDMC have been consistently decreasing from 106.7% 3&®©and 107.6% to 91.2% from 2011
12to 201415 respectively.
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Table8: District-wise enrolment retention rate in State GovernmentSchools Class 1 to Class 6

Number 996 1,026 995 968 928 3,561
Central Delhi Retention Rate (%) 103% | 99.9% | 97.26 | 93.2%

Number 3,307 3,389 3,516 3,654 3,660 | 21461
East Delhi Retention Raté%) 102.86 | 106.3%6 | 110.86 | 110.P%

Number 211 218 225 230 224 321
New Delhi Retention Rate (%) 103.3%6 | 106.86 | 1096 | 106.2%6

Number 1,594 1,605 1,627 1,626 1,643 8,776
North Delhi Retention Rate (%) 100.P0 | 102.2% | 1020 | 103.1%

Number 2,559 2,717 2,665 2,573 2,529 | 34,923
North East Delhi Retention Rate (%) 106.26 | 104.1% | 100.8% | 98.8%

Number 5,269 5,370 5,379 5,402 5356 | 53421
North West Delhi Retention Rate (%) 101.960 | 102.1% | 102.8% | 101.P%

Number 3,077 2,942 2,970 3,020 2,896 | 38,080
South Delhi Retention Rate (%) 95.680 | 96.30 | 98.1% | 94.1%

Number 2,802 2,881 2,866 2,910 2,933 | 21,433
South West Delhi | Retention Rate (%) 102.86 | 102.3% | 103.9% | 104.P%

Number 3,790 3,782 3,868 3,939 3,970 | 35229
West Delhi Retention Rate (%) 99.80 | 102.1% | 103.9%6 | 104.P06

Inference:

Retention rate inState Governmentschools has been recorded the lowest in Central digg&2%)

while it is the highest in East distrigi0.7%) in 20145.
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Table9 : Zonewise estimateddropouts in MCD SchoolsClass 1 to Classfér the year 201415

Zone Standards 1st Std 2nd Std 3rd Std 4th Std 5th Std
Total no of Students 11,812 15,249 17,280 20,082 21,957
Central Esf. Drop out in No. 846 1,165 1,681 1,660 1,472
Est. Drop out in % 7.16% 7.6%% 9.73% 8.2 6.70%
Total no of Students 1,265 1,588 1,793 1,823 1,922
City Est. Drop out in No. 174 316 352 281 246
Est. Drop out in % 13.768% 19.91% 19.6%8%6 15.39% 12.80%
Total no of Students 14,584 18,144 20,253 21,299 22411
Civil Line Est. Drop out in No. 1,032 2,153 1,980 2,199 2,035
Est. Drop out in % 7.08% 11.87%6 9.7 10.326 9.08%
Totalno of Students 5,843 6,876 7,173 7,839 8,221
Karol Bagh Est. Drop out in No. 279 573 589 492 361
Est. Drop out in % 4.78% 8.33% 8.22% 6.28% 4.3%%
Total no of Students 11,400 13,303 13661 14,461 15,485
Najafgarh Est. Drop out in No. 826 1443 1556 1284 1250
Est. Drop out in % 7.2%% 10.8%% 11.3%% 8.88%0 8.08%
Total no of Students 11,883 13,696 14,740 15,954 16,410
Narela Est. Drop out in No. 703 1,099 1,063 954 939
Est. Drop out in % 5.91% 8.02% 7.21% 5.98% 5.72%
Total no of Students 18,475 20,640 22,623 24,666 26,879
Rohini Est. Drop out in No. 1,155 1,513 1291 928 661
Est. Drop out in % 6.25% 7.33% 5.71% 3.76% 2.46%
Total no of Students 2,219 2471 2,483 2,633 2,563
Sadar Paharganj Est. Drop out in No. 110 263 263 243 194
Est. Drop out i86 4.98% 10.68% 10.58% 9.23% 7.5%%
Total no of Students 18,170 22,869 25,967 30,930 32,130
ShahdaraNorth | Est. Drop out in No. 2,220 4,455 6,336 4,378 6,021
Est. Drop out in % 12.22% 19.48% 24.40% 14.18% 18.7%%
Total no of Students 11,503 14,506 17,549 18,687 18,438
Shahdara&outh | Est. Drop out in No. 1,397 2,459 3,486 3,196 2,381
Est. Drop out in % 12.1%% 16.9%%6 19.86% 17.100% 12.92%
Total no of Students 9,152 10,960 11,903 13,064 14,306
South Est. Drop out in No. 645 1,169 1,661 1,173 1,685
Est. Drop out in % 7.0%% 10.6®% 13.95%% 8.98% 11.78%
Total no of Students 12,110 14,026 15,096 16,301 17,314
West Est. Drop out in No. 681 1,312 1,155 1,155 824
Est. Drop out in % 5.62% 9.3%% 7.6%% 7.0%% 4.76%
Total no of Students | 1,28416 | 154328 | 1,70521 | 1,87,739 1,98,036
Total Est. Drop out in No. 10,068 17,919 21411 17,944 18,068
Est. Drop out in % 7.84% 11.61% 12.56% 9.56% 9.12%

3 Est.- Estimated
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Table10: Zonewise estimateddropouts in MCD SchoolsClass 1 to Classfér the year 201516

Zone Standards 1st Std 2nd Std | 3rd Std | 4th Std | 5th Std
Total no of Students 10,887 14,837 16,261 17482 21,038
Central Est. Drop out in No. 891 1,404 1,205 1,195 1,602
Est. Drop out in % 8.18% 9.46% 7.41% 6.83% 7.62%
Total no of Students 1,312 1,591 1,739 1,833 1,795
City Est. Drop out in No. 89 231 237 281 230
Est. Drop out in % 6.76% 14586 | 13.686 | 15.3%6 | 12.82%
Total no of Students 14,067 17,668 19,442 21,045 22,683
Civil Line Est. Drop out in No. 1,439 2,209 2,365 2,541 2,190
Est. Drop out in % 10.23% 125006 | 12.1%6 | 12.08% 9.66%
Total no of Students 5421 6,556 7,043 7,123 8,107
Karol Bagh Est. Drop out in No. 402 766 884 525 463
Est. Drop out in % 7.42% 11.686 | 12.5%% 7.3%% 5.7%%
Total no ofStudents 10411 12,275 13171 13,266 14,681
Najafgarh Est. Drop out in No. 829 1,400 1,437 1,457 1,352
Est. Drop out in % 7.9 11.406 | 10.91% | 10.9%% 9.21%
Total no of Students 11,992 13944 14,426 15,101 16,452
Narela Est. Drop out in No. 1,285 2,096 1,872 1,761 1,756
Est. Drop out in % 10.72% 15.03%6 | 129 | 11.666 | 10.6/™%0
Total no of Students 17,863 20,453 21,457 23,059 25,643
Rohini Est. Drop out in No. 1,144 1,209 1,109 1,018 671
Est. Drop out in % 6.40% 5.91% 5.1%% 4.42% 2.62%%
Total no of Students 2,466 2,576 2,528 2,393 2,535
Sadar Paharganj | Est. Drop out in No. 108 251 257 238 190
Est. Drop out in % 4.38% 9.73% 10.1%% 9.96% 7.4%%
Total no of Students 17,181 23157 27,147 30,811 36,353
ShahdaraNorth Est. Drop out in No. 1,804 3,891 4,749 8,326 7,436
Est. Drop out in % 10.50% 16.806 | 17.506 | 27.026 | 20.4%%
Total no of Students 11,230 14,145 16,102 18,393 19,579
Shahdar&south Est. Drop out in No. 1,563 2,294 2,998 3,584 3,454
Est. Drop out in % 13.9206 16.220 | 18.626 | 19.486 | 17.6%%
Total no of Students 8,509 10,352 11,393 12,275 14,033
South Est. Drop out in No. 865 1,435 1,345 1,197 1,529
Est. Drop out in % 10.1%% 13.8% | 11.81% 9.7%% 10.90%
Total no of Students 11,986 13,825 14,763 15,633 17,218
West Est. Drop out in No. 826 1,533 1,316 1,236 857
Est. Drop out in % 6.90% 11.09% 8.91% 7.91% 4.98%
Total no of Students 1,23,325 151,379 | 1,65472 | 1,78414 | 2,00117
Total Est. Drop out in No. 11,246 18,718 19,774 23,360 21,731
Est. Drop out in % 9.12% 12.36%6 | 11936 | 13.09 | 10.88%
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Tablell: Change in Class | Enrolment312 to 2016

201011 1,69,215 - 23,605 -

201112 1,65,959 -1.9% 22,973 -2. %

201213 1,43,809 -13.3% 22,628 -1.5%

201314 1,33,862 -6.9% 23,360 3.2%

201415 1,28,416 -4.1% 23,522 0.7%

201516 1,23,325 -4.0% 22,579 -4.0%
Inference:

Total number ofenrolment in MCD schools has declined from 2Q21to 201516, with a difference of
42,634. Also irState Governmentschools total number of enrolment has gone down by 384dents
from 201312 to 201516.
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Tablel2: Zonewise Change in Class | Enrolments in MCD Schools

201112 201213 201314 201415 201516
Central Number 16,780 13,417 12,484 11,812 10,887
entra
% Change -20.0% -7.0% -5.4% -7.8%
cit Number 1,453 1,414 1,278 1,265 1,312
i
y % Change 2.7% 9.6% 1.0% 3.7%
Civil Li Number 18,779 17,097 15,549 14,584 14,067
ivil Line
% Change -9.0% -9.1% -6.2% -3.5%
karol Bagh Number 8,138 6,503 6,195 5,843 5,421
g % Change -20.1% -4. 7% -5.7% -71.2%
Naiafaarh Number 13,542 12,200 11,839 11,400 10,411
ajafgar
1a1g % Change -9.% -3.0% -3. ™% -8.7%%
Narel Number 14,362 12,149 11,607 11,883 11,992
arela
% Change -15.%% -4.5% 2.4% 0.9%
Rohini Number 23,368 20,379 18,923 18,475 17,863
ohini
% Change -12.8% -7.1% -2.4% -3.3%
Sadar Pah Number 2,792 2,421 2,202 2,219 2,466
adar Pahargan
g % Change -13.3% -9.0% 0.8% 11.1%
ShahdaraNorth Number 24,088 20,345 19,114 18,170 17,181
ahdaraNor
% Change -15.9% -6.1% -4.% -5.4%
ShahdarsSouth Number 15,393 13,733 12,254 11,503 11,230
ahdars&Bou
% Change -10.8% -10.8% -6.1% -2.4%
South Number 11,890 10,300 9,766 9,152 8,509
ou
% Change -13.%% -5.2% -6.3% -1%
West Number 15,374 13,851 12,651 12,110 11,986
es
% Change -9.9% -8.7% -4.3% -1%

Inference:

Total number ofenrolment in Sadar Paharganj schools has increased 1% from 201415 to 2015
16. Wheeas 9 zones out of 12 zones hstilown decline in the number of enrolment from 2018 to
201516
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Tablel3: Districtwise Change in Class | EnrolmentsSiate GovernmentSchools

MAKING DEMOCRACY WORK

District 201112 201213 201314 201415 201516
Number 1,007 953 889 833 760
Central Delhi % Change -5.4% -6.7% -6.3% -8.8%
Number 3,296 3,106 3,283 3,311 3,022
East Delhi %Change -5.8% 5.7% 0.9% -8.7%
Number 206 225 218 168 145
New Delhi % Change 9.2% -3.1% -22.%% -13. 76
Number 1,506 1,570 1,659 1,594 1,525
North Delhi % Change 4.2% 5.7% -3.9% -4.3%
Number 2,334 2,263 2,259 2,477 2,313
North East Delhi | %Change -3% -0.2% 9.7% -6.6%
Number 5,212 5,127 5,333 5,538 5,338
North West Delhi| % Change -1.6% 4% 3.8% -3.6%
Number 2,850 2,798 2,909 2,805 3,064
South Delhi % Change -1.8% 4% -3.6% 9.2%
Number 2,815 2,982 3,049 2,975 2,702
South West Delh| % Change 5.9% 2.2% -2.4% -9.2%
Number 3,747 3,604 3,761 3,821 3,710
West Delhi % Change -3.8% 4.4% 1.6% -2.9%

Inference:

Total number ofenrolment inEast Delhschools haslecreasediy 289 studentsfrom 201415 to 2015

16, whereasan increase o259 students wasbserved in South Delhi schools.
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Tablel4: Total enrolments in State Government Schoel€lass 7 to Class 12

Class 201314 201415 201516
7 2,28,887 2,24,239 2,09,637
8 2,15941 2,17,008 2,18431
9 2,19,377 2,59,705 2,88,094
10 1,82,085 1,40,570 1,42,618
11 2,19,968 2,04,051 1,66,150
12 1,68,901 1,41,891 133411

Inference:

Maximum enrolment have happened iff @lass with enrolling of 2,88,094 students in 2awhich is
highest in last three years (since 2013).

45.08% of the students enrolled in cladsi® 201415 did not moved to class f0n 201516, while
34.61% of the students studying in clas§'i1201415 were not promoted to class 12n 201516.

Table15: Comparison betweerState Governmentand Private SchoolsX Results

Pass in (%)
Year
State Governmentschool Private School
Mar-11 99.0%% 97.92%
Mar-12 99.23% 98.78%
Mar-13 99.4%% 99.1%%
Mar-14 98.81% 99.0%%
Mar-15 95.81% 97.0%%
Mar-16 89.2%% 95.43%

Inference:
¢ Percentage of students passing clXsexams fronBtate Governmentschook in academic year
201415 has dropped from 95.8bto 89.28%in 201516 with a gap of 6.5% eventhe number
of studentspassingclass X exams frofrivate Schoolbas also tbpped from 97.05% in 2014
2015t0 95.43% in 2012016.
e Private Schoolwhich had a lesser percentage of students passing cldssxdms as compared
to StateGovernmentschools till 2013later onstarted performing better than state schools

4 http://www.edudel.nic.in/welcome_folder/Result_Analysis2006.htm
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Table1l6: Comparison betweerstate Governmentand Private SchoolsXIl Results
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Pass in (%)
Year
State Governmentschool Private School
Mar-11 87.5%4 89.06%
Mar-12 87.72% 90.08%
Mar-13 88.6%%0 91.83%
Mar-14 88.6 ™0 92.0%%
Mar-15 88.11% 89.7%%
Mar-16 88.91% 86.6™%

Inference:

The passing rate of students in class 12 has constantly remained higlenateSchoolghan State
Governmentschools since 2011.

Tablel7: StateGovernmenta OK2 2f 4aQ addzRSyda LI &aasSR Ay - Ly
X Pass Xl Pass

Year Appeared Pass Pass (in %) Appeared Pass Pass (in %
2011 1,75,023 1,73430 99.09% 1,12,189 98,210 87.5%%
2012 2,28,415 2,26,652 99.23% 1,21,345 1,06,444 87.72%
2013 1,97,934 1,96,839 99.43% 1,39,003 1,23,226 88.63%
2014 1,80,203 1,78,059 98.81% 1,66,257 1,47,420 88.60
2015 1,40,086 1,34,223 95.81% 1,40,191 1,23522 88.11%
2016 1,40,638 1,25,526 89.2%% 1,31,354 1,16,787 88.91%

Inference:

Since 2011 ate of passed percentage is higher ford#ats of X class than XlI clasStiteGovernment

schools.
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Table18: Comparison betweerstate Government MCD and Other Schootsn RTE Indicator

339,369

734 330,313 8,276 | 40:1 | 100% 100% 100% 9%
587 288,922 7,236 | 40:1 | 100% 100% 100% 90%
588 274,296 7,322 | 37:1| 100% 100% 100% 9%
387 210,749 5441 | 39:11| 100% 100% 100% 8%

387 214,098 5129 | 42:1| 100% 100% 100% 100%
999 | 1,520,829| 45,758 | 33:1| 100% 100% 100% 100%
1009 | 1,492,132| 52,334 | 291 100% 100% 100% 100%

41 100,303 3,323 | 30:1 | 100 100% 100% 90%

44 105,665 3,426 | 31:11| 100%% 100% 100% 8%
2065 | 1,744,815| 62,493 | 28:1 97% 97% 100% 82%
2993 | 1,798,657 | 64,555 | 28:1 97% 97% 100% 83%

Inference:
¢ Number of schools has remained same for most of the authorities with slight increase in state

run schools anavith decreaseonlyin NDMC

¢ While there has been an increase in the number ofdeers in the Public education institutes,
the highest increases inStateGovernmentschoolsand the decreasén the number of teachers
isthe highest in EDMGvhere in the total number of Teachein 201415 were5,441 whichhas
decreasedo 5,129

o For thetwo consecutiveyears (201415 and 2015L6) enrolmenthas decreased in State Schools
by 2%, NDMC by 3% and followegd SDMCQwith the highest decrease at 5%hike there has
been a surge by 2% EDMC

e According to RTE Act, all schools need to maintain a student teacher ratio dfu8Gsfiatistics
show a dismal condition of MCD schools on this edicwith an average ratio is 40:1.
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Table19: Teachingand Non-Teaching available post in MCD State GovernmentSchools

MCD
NDMC SDMC EDMC State Government
Teaching Staff 8,276 7,321 5,129 52,334
Non-Teaching Staff
Director (Education) 1 1 1 -
Additional Director (Education) 1 2 0 -
Deputy Director oEducation 6 3 2 24
Assistant Director of Education 15 11 8 3
School Inspector/Supervisor 40 26 15 18
Other Staff 40 62 33 3,832
Total 8,379 7,426 5,188 56,211

Inference:

20,726teaching staff is currently working in MCD sclsoehile 52,334re working inStateGovernment

schools.
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B. Annual Budget for Education

Table20: Non PlarBudgetfor MCD20152017 (in Lakh

Nomenclature Actual RBE 20186 Utilisation in % | BE 201617
(Expenditure) Expenditure Approved by Approved by
201516 corporation Corporation
NDMC- NON PLAN
EducatiorDept.
(Salary) 63030 68734 91.7% 79630
Medical Inspection of 0 0 0% 0
Schools
Physical Education 57 102 56.1%% 131
Mid-DayMeal 17 28 58.9%% 140
Scheme
Libraries 23 34 66.33%0 38
Grand Total 63126 68898 91.620 79939
SDMG NON PLAN
EducatiorDept. 57504 72180 79.6P% 84366
(Salary)
Medical Inspection of 910 1008 90.26% 1164
Schools
Physical Education 21 42 50.20% 68
Mid-DayMeal 10 23 45.5%% 100
Scheme
Libraries 0 4 0% 6
Grand Total 58446 73258 79.78% 85704
EDMG NON PLAN
Educationbept 30558 58336 52.38% 80275
(Salary)
Medical Inspection of 526 791 72 93% 912
Schools
Physical Education 34 545 6.2%%0 588
Mid-DayMeal 0 132 0% 173
Scheme
Libraries 0 46 0% 50
Grand Total 31119 59780 52.06% 81997
Inference:

¢ Maximum budget amount of 73,257.51 lakhs was allotted to SDMC for-20t only 79.78%
was utilsed

¢ Maximum utilsation of budget (91.62%) has been done by NDMC f&8y898.36lakhs of
allotted budget for 2015L6.
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Table21: Plan Budge®0152017(in Lakh

NDMC 15460 0 14037 90.79% 15505
SDMC 13800 0 9269 67.16% 11600
EDMC 7739 12320 9175 74.47% 12360
Inference:

Budget estimate of 20147 shove adecreaseof 2,200for SDMC from 20186. Actual expenditure for
201516 was highestdr NDMC in terms of monetilised.

Table22: State Education Budgédin Crore)

5,197 6,459 6,509 8,642

Inference:

The budget estimate hdacreased from 20186 to 201617 by 34%.
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Table23: PerChild Allocation and Expenditure (i@rore

: Actual Budget I;i‘é';g? Actual Budget
Particular Expenditure | Estimate Estimate Expenditure | Estimate
201415 201516 201516 201516 201617
NDMC
NDMGC Non Plan 536 783 689 631 799
NDMG Plan 125 155 0 140 155
Total budget 661 937 689 772 954
Total students 339369 330313 330313 330313 330313
Per Capita cost for every
student (in actual rupees) 19488 28376 20859 23360 28895
EDMC
EDMEGNon Plan 304 567 598 311 820
EDMCPIlan 98 77 123 92 124
Total Budget 402 645 721 403 944
Total students 210749 214098 214098 210749 214098
Per Capita cost for every
student (in actual rupees) 19079 30118 33676 19119 44072
SDMC
SDMG Non Plan 526 699 733 286 857
SDMG Plan 139 138 0 93 116
Total budget 666 837 733 379 973
Total students 288922 274296 274296 274296 274296
Per Capita cost for every
student (in actual rupees) 23035 30509 26707 13808 35474
State
State 5197 6459 6509 NA 8642
Total students 1520829 1492132 | 1492132 1492132 1492132
Per Capita cost for every
student (in actual rupees) 34172 43289 43622 NA 57917

Inference:

¢ Budget estimate of 201%6 is higher than the actual expenditure of 2616 donefor every

child in all MCD Schools

e The number of total students in State Government Schools has decreased frorl20d 4
201516 even then the budget estimate has been increasing every year from2ZR14

Note: In DIES Data 20167 enrolmentsis notprovided, thereforerefer to 201516 student datafor

201617 per capita cost
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C. Status of Right to &ucation

Teacher Inspection Report

Teacher Inspection reports are integral for maintaining quality of education in schools. Under this
provision performance of each and every teacheGiovernmentschools is evaluated based on certain
criterions. These inspection reports help twasfind out if they are functioning in accordance with the
Regulations, Norms and standards prescribed by RTE.

For making governance more accountable and transpariéns important to make these reports/
documents available for public us&overnmentschools rundr the public and all its staff/ personnel
are remunerated from public money, making it all the more important for the administration to make
these inspection reports open for the public.

We filed RTIs requesting for Teachnspection reports from thet&e and MCD schools. One school
from each of the 13 districts was selected randomlyState Governmentschools while 5 schools were
randomly selected from each of the three MCBRTIs were then filed to get Teacher Inspection reports
of these schools. Ehschools have refused to provide this data saying it is confidential and thus cannot
be shared. In support of our request for this piece of information Supreme Court Judgment (under
Section: 8 (1) j) clearly says that education being a matter of highlipumportance and teachers/
public servants being part of this public activity makes teacher evaluation reports a public document.
We have thus filed appeals to the appellate authorities of all the Rublic Information Officers (P10)

(3 for MCDs and. for State Governmentschools) and are awaiting their call for appeal hearing. A
sample of the reply received from one tfe Rublic InformationOfficer (PIO)has been attached in
Annexurenumber 6
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D. Continuous Comprehensive Evaluation

Continuous and Comprehensive Evaluation (CCE) refers to a system of-lsdemlassessment of
students that is designed to cover all aspects of students' development. The new evaluation system was
introduced under the Right to Education Act (2009). i idevelopmental process of assessment which
emphasizes on two fold objectives, continuity in evaluation, and assessment of broad based learning
and behavioural outcomes.

The scheme is thus a curricular initiative, attempting to shift emphasis from memgrto holistic
learning. It aims at creating citizens possessing sound values, appropriate skills and desirable qualities
besides academic excellence. It is hoped that this will equip the learners to meet the challenges of life
with confidence and succssilt is the task of school based-scholastic assessment to focus on holistic
development that will lead to lifelong learnings per the guidelines for evaluation, teachers should aim

at helping the child to obtain minimum C2 grade. It will be compuyidor a teacher and school to
provide extra guidance and coaching to children who score grade D or below, and help them attain
minimum C2 grade. Undany circumstances, no child should be detained in the same class.

We filed RTIs requesting for Continso@Comprehensive Evaluation report from the state and MCD
schools. One school from each of the 13 districts was selected randonBtataGovernmentschools

while 5 schools were randomly selected from each of the three MERSIs were then filed to get
Gontinuous Comprehensive Evaluation report of these schools. Following is the marking scheme used
under CCE:

Al and A2 as fAmarks between 100% tc080),

Bland B2 as Bnarks between 80% to086)

C1 and C2 as(@arks between 60% to 40%),

Less than CB below 40%.

W[ Saa i« iiclufles firee grades: D, E1 and E2

D:33% to 40%

E1:Students that have never been enrolled in a school. This is an indicator of out of school children.

E2:As per RTE norms, students continuously absent for a namtiore are graded as E2 under the
CCE system. This is an indicator of students who are irregular in their attendance.
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Table24: CCE data faviCD& State GovernmentSchools

Subject NDMC SDMC EDMC State
Passed (%) | E2 (%) | Passed (%] E2 (%) Passed (%] E2 (%) Passed (%] E2 (%)
201314
Hindi 95.2% 4.5% 91.5% 2.8% 92.1% 7.3% 85.6% 2.1%
English 95% 4. 7% 91% 3% 92.3% 7.2% 86.3% 2.1%
Math 95.%% 4.3% 88.9% 4.4% 92.% 6.9% 83.1% 1.9%
Science 95.2% 4.3% 90.%% 3.6% 92.6% 6.9% 85.6% 1.9%
Soc Science 97.%% 2.1% 70.80 | 14.6% 83.6% 2.5%
Sanskrit 90.3% 1.2% 91.5% 0.8%
SocialSudies 94.8% 4.8% 95.2% 0.6% 92.7%6 6.8% 91.1% 0.4%
Drawing 99.6% 0.4% 100% 0%
Punjabi 93.9% 0.4%
201415
Hindi 96.2% 3.6% 89% 2.9% 85.%% 14.3%| 87.% 1.5%
English 95.%% 4.2% 87. 7% 3.™% 85.7%% 13.86| 83.™0 2.7%
Math 95.9% 4.0% 84.9% 5% 85.3% 14.3%6| 80.8% 2.8%
Science 95.%% 4.1% 87.%% 3.% 85.2% 14.3%6| 82.% 3.1%
Soc.Science 99.2% 0.8% 65.% | 17.1% 83.6% 1.9%
Sanskrit 86.2%0 1.4% 89.1% 1.5%
SocialSudies 94. ™% 4.% 92.8% 0.7 85.2% 14.36| 86.%% 2%
Drawing 99.7% 0.3% 100% 0%
Punjabi 96.1% 0.7
201516
Hindi 96.6% 2.3% 87.8% 3.6% 80.2%% 18.9% | 84.%% 2.%
English 96.3% 2.6% 86.9% 3.9% 80.2% 18.9 | 80.%% 4.2%
Math 96% 2.6% 83.7™% 6.6% 80.2% 18.9| 81.%% 3.2%
Science 95.M% 3.3% 86.%% 4.6% 80.2% 18.9 | 80.6% 4.2%
Soc.Science 97.6% 2.4% 69.9% 15.%% 78.1% 3.1%
Sanskrit 85.6% 1.2% 89.8% 1.5%
SocialSudies 95.8% 3% 91.7% 1.4% 80.2% 18.9% | 84.%% 3.5%
Drawing 99.7% 0.1% 100% 0%
Punjabi 95.9% 0%
In MCD schools, maximum percentage of E2 students for all three years-12d53201516) were in
EDMC zone’'s school s
State schools have maintainedmore or less similar percentage passed and E&tudentsfrom 2013
14 to 201516

Note(*): The Sum of Appeared Students and E2 Students has been used to derive the E2% and Pass% using the
percentage formula by taking the Total number of Students as dividend.
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Table25: Number of issusraised and Number of meetings b@ouncillos on Education in all

Committees
NDMC SDMC EDMC Total
No. of No. of No.of | No.of | No.of| No.of | No.of| No.of
issues total issues| total issues| total issues| total
Name of Committee | raised | Meetings | raised | Meetings | raised | Meetings | raised | Meetings

General Body Meeting
(GBM) 63 17 89 12 65 20 217 49
Education Committee 182 27 71 11 149 10 402 48
Ward Committee 241 150 134 64 70 45 445 259
Raise in Other
Committee 65 91 41 80 28 67 134 238
Total 551 285 335 167 312 142 1,198 594
Inference:

¢ Overall, NDMC Councillos raised maximum number of quésts 651) on education related
issues as compared to SDNB35) and DMC(312)
¢ Education committee of IMC is the most active when it comesraising ssues
e Councillos in BDMC education committee have asked on an averafeajudestions in each
meeting while7 questions eacfor NDMC and SDMC

Table26: Category wise number of issseaised byCouncillos on Education

No. of issues raised NDMC SDMC EDMC Total
0 27 36 22 85

1lto5 50 45 28 123
61to 10 11 9 6 26
11to 20 5 4 2 11
211040 3 2 2 7
above 40 4 1 2 7
Vacant 4 7 2 13

Total 104 104 64 272

Overall31 % Councillos have not asked any questions etucation across all the three corporations
45% of theCouncillos have raised only 1 to 5 questions on education throughout the year.
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Table27: Issuewise Issues raised b@ouncillod Ay GKS &SI NJ ! LINRAf Qmp
Issues No. of issues raised
Case/ Tribe education 2
Civil society partnership in school 4
Closure of the schools 4
Dengue 1
Dropoutrate 1
Education Related 44
Fees structure 4
Girls Education 3
Health Check Up 3
Higher/Technical Education 1
HumanResources Related 190
Infrastructure 237
Low availability of Student 2
Municipal Corporation Related 7
Municipal School Related 310
Naming/Renaming of School 1
New schools 40
Primary education 5
Private and Trust school related 11
Providing andixing educational materials 50
Schemes/Policies in Education Related 166
School repairs and reconstruction 68
Sports/ Educational trip/ workshops related 10
Student issues related 26
StudentTeacher Ratio 4
Upgradation/reduction of Standards aséction of school 4
Total 1,198

Inference:

237 issues were raisash Infrastructureissueswhile only onessue was raisedn Dropout Rite, two on

Low Availability of Studentend five on Primarydtication
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Constituency No.| Constituency Name Name of the MLA Party | No. of Issues Raise
33 Dwarka Adarsh Shastri AAP 3
48 Ambedkar Nagar Ajay Dutt AAP 4

5 Badli Ajesh Yadav AAP 0
18 Model Town Akhilesh Pati Tripathi AAP 0
20 Chandi Chowk Alka Lamba AAP 4
54 Okhla Amanatullah Khan AAP 1
61 Gandhi Nagar Anil Kumar Bajpai AAP 0
51 Kalkayji Avtar Singh AAP 2
37 Palam Bhavna Gaur AAP 6
36 Bijwasan Devinder Kumar Sehrawat| AAP 0
49 Sangam Vihar Dinesh Mohaniya AAP 0
68 Gokalpur Fateh Singh AAP 0
26 Madipur Girish Soni AAP 2
34 Matiala Gulab Singh AAP 3
24 Patel Nagar (SC) Hazari Lal Chauhan AAP 0
28 Hari Nagar Jagdeep Singh AAP 2
69 Mustafabad Jagdish Pradhan BJP 2
27 Rajouri Garden Jarnail Singh AAP 0
29 TilakNagar Jarnail Singh AAP 0
35 Najafgarh Kailash Gahlot AAP 0
46 Chhatarpur Kartar Singh Tanwar AAP 0
42 Kasturba Nagar Madan Lal AAP 2
31 Vikaspuri Mahinder Yadav AAP 0
56 Kondli Manoj Kumar AAP 6
65 Seelampur Mohd. Ishraque AAP 0
6 Rithala Mohinder Goyal AAP 2
53 Badarpur Narayan Dutt Sharma AAP 1
32 Uttam Nagar Naresh Balyan AAP 4
45 Mehrauli Naresh Yadav AAP 0
58 Laxmi Nagar Nitin Tyagi AAP 2
59 Vishwas Nagar Om Prakash Sharma BJP 4
3 Timarpur Pankaj Kant Singhal AAP 7
44 R K Puram Parmila Tokas AAP 0
4 Adarsh Nagar Pawan Kumar Sharma AAP 1
*0f the total 70 MLA's from the city, we have consider

Deputy Speaker (hence do nmtked any question to the Government or raised any issues in the house) and one
MLA representing Cantonment Board.
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Constituency No.| Constituency Name Name of the MLA Party | No. of Issues Raise

47 Deoli (SC) Prakash AAP 0
41 Jangpura Praveen Kumar AAP 1
11 Nangloi Jat Raghuvinder Shokeen AAP 0
63 Seemauri Rajendra Pal Gautam AAP 6
17 Wazirpur Rajesh Gupta AAP 1
30 Janakpuri Rajesh Rishi AAP 0
55 Trilokpuri Raju Dhingan AAP 1
12 Mangol Puri (SC) Rakhi Birla AAP 0
9 Kirari Rituraj Govind AAP 0
60 Krishna Nagar S. K. Bagga AAP 0
52 Tuglakabad Sahi Ram AAP 0
2 Burari Sanjeev Jha AAP 2
64 Rohtas Nagar Sarita Singh AAP 0
50 Greater Kailash Saurabh Bharadwaj AAP 0
1 Narela Sharad Kumar AAP 0
25 Moti Nagar Shiv Charan Goel AAP 0
66 Ghonda Shri Dutt Sharma AAP 2
19 Sadar Bazar Som Dultt AAP 0
43 Malviya Nagar Somnath Bharti AAP 2
8 Mundka Sukhvir Singh AAP 0
7 Bawana (SC) Ved Parkash AAP 4
39 Rajinder Nagar Vijender Garg Vijay AAP 2
13 Rohini Vijender Kumar BJP 6
23 Karol Bagh Vishesh Ravi AAP 2

Total 87

Inference:

Maximumnumber ofissues on Education waaised by Pankaj Kant Singhal, a total of seven
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Table29: Category wise number of issues raised by MloiksEducation

No. of issues raised No. of MLAs
0 28
1 6
2t05 19
Above 6 )
Total 58

Inference:

Only fiveMLAsout of 58 have raised more than sssueson education while 28/ILAsdid not ask a

single question on education.

Table30: Issuewise Issues raised by MLAs

Issues No. of issues raised
Infrastructureissues 13
New schools 3
Student issues related 2
Education related 10
Anganwadi/Balwadi/Creche related 1
Higher/ Technical Education 13
Private and Trust School 6
Human Resources Related 10
Municipal School 7
Fees/ Donation Related 3
Syllabus/Curriculum 2
Schemes/ Policies in Education Related 17
Total 87

Inference:

Maximumnumber of issues wasisedon Schemes/ Policies in Educatimiated issueg17) while only
two issueswvere raisedon Student issues related aryllabus/Curriculum
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Section Ill. Data from Household Survey

Praja Foundation had commissioned a household survey to Haasaarch which was conducted in
April-June 2016 across the city of Delhi. The total sample size for the survey was 29,950 households. Out
of the total sample size of 29,950 households, 5,950 households had children in the age grelfp of 3
years, out of wich 4,572 households had children going to school. Hence, the education questionnaire
was administered further with thosé,572)households only. For details on the survey methodology

and Socio Economic Classification (SEC) of households, refer to fnhend Annexure 2.

Following are the key findings of the survey:

Table31: Respondents taking private tuitions/coaching classes (%)

All Other School Municipal School State Govt. School
Yes 59 58 55 52
No 41 42 45 48

Inference:
More than half of the parents send their child for private tuitions. Of the households sending
their children to municipal schools5% are also taking private tuitions/coaching classes

Table32: Details on source of uitions (%)

All Other School Municipal School State Govt. School
School Class teachef 17 15 8 7
Private tuitions 79 80 87 84
Coaching classes 4 4 3 8
Others 1 1 1 1

Inference:
¢ Amongst households who send their children for tuitions, majorityhein send theirchildren
for private tuitions
e An ahrmingly high percentage of 87 municipakchoolstudents and 84% state school
students take private tuitions
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Table33: Percentage happy with the School

Yes 81 88 66 76
No 19 12 34 24
Inference:

Al t hough maj ority of t he parents ar e happy with
satisfaction is much higher amongst parents sending their childrePritcate Schoolas comparedo

MCD andState Government Parents of 3% MCDschool students ara ot happy with thei |
school.

Chart 1: Reasons for not being happy

&7 .
70 - @ Municipal School
58 58
60 - 52 i State Govt.
50 - 46
37 33
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Facilities Infrastructure  Future scope Quality of The teachers Fees of the School is
provided to  facilities ofthe isvery limited  education is are not that school isvery  located pretty
students are  school are very not very good good high far away from
not very good poor my place
Inference:

e Future scope is very limited{%), Quality of education§9%) and The teachers are not that
good 68%),form the three big reasons cited by parents for not being happy Mi@Dschools

e Future scope is very limited (%8,Quality of education§2%) and Facilities primed to students
are not very god (46%).form the three big reasons cited by parents for not being happy with
StateGovernmentschools
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Annexure 1¢ Survey Methodology

Praja Foundation had commissionethe household surveyto Hansa Research and the survey
methodology followed is as below:

35

In order to meet he desired objectives of the study, we represented the city by covering a sample

from each of its 272 wards. Target Group for the study was :

V Both Males & Females

V 18 years and above

V Belonging to that particular ward.

Sample quotas were set for representing gender and age groups on the basis of their split available

through Indian Readership Study (Large scale baseline study conducted nationally by Media

Research Users Council (MRUC) & Hansa Research group) for Munntiaip® Corporation

Region.

The required information was collected through face to face interviews with the help of structured

guestionnaire.

In order to meet the respondent within a ward, following sampling process was followed:

V 5 prominent areas in the ward were identified as the starting point

V In each starting point about 20 individuals were selected randomly and the questionnaire was
administered with them.

Once the survey was completed, sample composition of age & gendecomasted to match the

population profile using the baseline data from IRS. This helped us to make the survey findings more

representatives in nature and ensured complete coverage.

The total study sample was 29,950
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Annexure 2¢ Socio Economic Claisation (SEC) Note

SEC is used to measure the affluence level of the sample, and to differentiate people on this basis and study their
behaviour / attitude on other variables.

MAKING DEMOCRACY WORK

While income (either monthly household or personal income) appears to be douwsbchoice for such a purpose,

it comes with some limitations:

e Respondents are not always comfortable revealing sensitive information such as income.

e The response to the income question can be either alaimed (when posturing for an interview) or
under-claimed (to avoid attention). Since there is no way to know which of these it is and the extent
of overclaim or undesclaim, income has a poor ability to discriminate people within a sample.

e Moreover, affluence may well be a function of the attitudegerson has towards consumption rather

than his

Attitude to consumption is empirically proven to be well defined by the education level of the Chief Wage Earner

(or

his

househol d’ s)

absol

ut e i

ncome

(CWE*) of the household as well as his occupatithe more educated the CWE, the higher is the likely affluence

level of the household. Similarly, depending on the occupation that the CWE is engaged in, the affluence level of

the household is likely to differso a skilled worker will be lower down éme affluence hierarchy as compared to

a CWE who is businessman.

Soci o Economic

Cl

assifi

cat i

on

or

SEC

i s

t hus a

way

occupation of the CWE. The classification runs from Al on the uppermoshent?2 at the lower most end of the
affluence hierarchy. The SEC grid used for classification in market research studies is given below:

EDUCATION literate but no
Sdool | SSC/[Some ColleqGrad/ Post | Grad/ Post
lliterate| formal schooling| =~
5 -9 HSC |but not Grad Grad Gen.| Grad Prof.
/ School up to #
I~~~
Unskilled Workers E2 E2 El D D
Skilled Workers E2 El D B2 B2
Petty Traders E2 D B2 B2
Shop Owners D C B2 B1 A2 A2
Businessmen/ None C B2 Bl A2 A2 Al
Industrialists with | 1-9 C B2 B2 Bl A2 Al Al
no. of employees | 10 + B1 B1 A2 A2 Al Al Al
Selfemployed Professional D D D B2 B1 A2 Al
Clerical / Salesman D D B2 B1 B1
Supervisory level D B2 B1 A2
Officers/Executives Junior C C B2 B1 A2 A2
Officers/ExecutivesMiddle/ Senior] B1 Bl Bl Bl A2 Al Al

*CWE is defined as the person who takes the main responsibility of the household expenses.
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Annexure 3¢ Education Committee Members

Table34: Issues raised by Education Committee MembergiikK S & ST NJ ! LINAf Qmp G 2

No. of issues raised or|
MCD Councillos Name Party educatiorr
Gurcharan Singh INC 8
Raj Kumar Dhillo BJP 25
EDMC Rekha Rani INC 41
Satya Sharma BJP 63
Sushma Sharma BJP 12
Mamta Nagpal BJP 40
Ram Kishan Bansiwal BJP 41
NDMC Satbir Sharma INC 54
Sunita Chaudhary INC 1
Usha Mehta BJP 46
A Meghraj Chandela A INC 0
Indu_193 INC 7
SDMC Kusum Khatri BJP 4
Shashi Prabha BJP 30
Yashpal Arya BJP 30
Total 402

Note(*): Issues raised by the members in the education committee only have been listed in this table
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Table35: Zone wise issues raised IGouncillos on Educatiord y

Annexure 4¢ Zonewise Issues Raised I§youncillos

MAKING DEMOCRACY WORK

A

0KS &SFENJ!LINAE Qmy

No. of
Corporation Zone Az e v(\:/(r)\gr:gi"sc;z Total issues raised
P Councillos ) on education
issues on
education
City 6 4 16
Civil Line 29 17 126
Karol Bagh
NDMC g 15 13 116
Narela 10 7 80
Rohini 32 25 87
SadarPahargan] 8 7 126
Central 29 24 111
Ngafgarh
SDMC gaig 19 12 35
South 23 9 64
West 26 16 125
Shahdara\orth 33 22 199
EDM
¢ Shahdare&5outh 29 18 113
Total 259 174 1198
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Annexure5 ¢ Party-wise Data

Table36: Category wise number of issues raised @guncillos on Educationn the year
' LINAE Qmp G2 al NOKQwmc

Bahujan Samaj Party 4 11 1 16 27
Bharatiyalanata Party | 42 | 61 13 5 6 5 132 741
Independent 8 11 1 1 21 41
Indian National

Congress 25 | 35 9 4 1 2 76 349
Indian National Lok Dal| 2 2 0
Jantadal (United) 1 1 0
Lok Jan Shakti Party 1 1 1
National Congress Part] 1 2 2 1 6 35
Rashtriya Lok Dal 2 1 3 2
Samajwadi Party 1 1 2
Vacant 13 0

Table37: Category wise number of issues raised My As on Educatioduring 2015

0 28 0

1 6 0
2to5 17 2
Above 6 4 1
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Annexure 6¢ RTI eply forteacher Inspection report

NORTH DELHI MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
Office of the Deputy Director(Edu.): Karol Bagh Zone
‘Nigam Bhawan’ D.B Gupta Road
Anand Parbat, Karol Bagh, New Delhi-110005

~ Praja Foundation, Room No- 901

No- D/DDE/KBZ/2016/ | S7 Dated- 33 ] N ) L))

Ms Anjali Srivastava

9" floor, Nirmal Tower, 26
Barakhamba Road

New Delhi-110001

Sub: - Application for seeking information under RTI Act, 2005 I.D. No.29¢t dated 16-09-16 &
93/DDE/KBZ/2016 dt. 19-09-2016

S.No | Information Sought Reply

3 Particular of Information:-

(i) Subject matter of information: Information about
Annual Confidential Report (Teacher Inspection
report) of the schools mentioned

(ii) Period to which the following relates: 2014-15
and 2015-2016

(iii) Description of the information required: Third party information can’t be given

1. Please provide the Annual Confidential | ynder RTI Act8 (1) ). L
Report (Teacher inspection report) of all
the teacher for the five schools mentioned
below under Karol Bagh Zone for
academic year 2014-15 and 2015-16 i
(Academic year)

2. The school ID and school name of the
“school is as foilow:-

School ID | School Name

2160004 | MCD Pry. School (Boys) -

22 Block West Patel Nagar

1556149 | Nigam Pratibha Vidyala

! Joas [Co-ed)- Moti Nagar East

1556155 MCD Pry. School No-2

(Co-ed) Ramesh Nagar

2160059 | MCD Pry. School (Co-ed)

Shiv Nagar

2160316 | MCD Pry. School (Girls)-

Inder Lok |

In case you are not satisfy with the above reply you may file an appeal within 30 days to
the Ist appellate authority i.e. DC/KBZ at Ist floor Zonal Bldg. Karol Bagh Zone, New Delhi-
110005

nb
N
o\
PIO (Edu.) A?A(Edu.)
KBZ Kgz
Copy to:-
1. ADE (Co-ord)
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