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B-554
Sant Gyaneswar Public School, Khanpur, Delhi-36

000441

1. With a view to elicit thé rglevant information from the schools with
régard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendétions of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
therebf, a questionngire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. .On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay cofnmission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’

4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 23-08-2013, required the school to appear on 11-09-
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' Sant Gyaneswar Public School, Khanpur, Delhi-36 {(J[}(J{ 4>

2013 and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the quéstionnaire.

S. On 11-09-2013, Sh. Mukesh kaumar, Manager of the | school
attended the Office of the Committee and produced the record. Reply to
the questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply;-

(1) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay
Commission \&.e.f. 01.09.2009. |

(i  The school had hiked the fee w.e.f. 01.04.2009, in terms of the
order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

(ili) The school did not collect the development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, wés examined by Shri N.S.Batra,

Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that: ‘-

(1) The school has claimed to have impl’eme%r_lted the recommendations
of the 6% Pay Commission.

(ii) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10, in excess of the limit
prescribed by the order of the Director of Education dated
11.02.2009. During 2010-11 the hike was by 10%.

(itiy  T.D.S.and P.F. was not deducted from the salary of the staff.
' |
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B-554

Sant Gyvaneswar Public Schoql, Khanpur, Delhi-36 ’

7. - By notice dated 15-01-2015, the school was asked to appear on
22-01-2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 22-01-2015, Sh. Mukesh Kumar Bharti, Manager of the school

appeared before the Committee and produced the record. He affirmed the
observations of the Audit Officer on 11-09-2013. On a query by the
Committee, he concéded that in 2009-10, when the recommendations of
the 6Th Pay Commission were implemented, the salaries were paid either

in cash or by bearer cheques.

record, submissions

through the of the

9. We have gone
representative on behalf of the school and observations of the Audit
Officer of the Committee. The following chart, which is culled out from

the record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the

years 2009-10 and 2010-11: -

000443
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Class | Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee
during during increased in | during- increased  in
' 2008-09 2009-10 2009-10 2010-11 2010-11
ItoIll |350 500 150 550 50
IvV-v 400 600 200 660 60
VI-VIII | 500 700 200 770 70
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! Sant Gyaneswar Public School, Khanpur, Delhi-36.  [J(}(j4 4 4

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school had increased the
fee during the year 2009-10 for all classes, in excess of the permissible
limit prescribed by the order of the Directof of Education dated

©11.02.2009. During 2010-11 the fee was hiked by 10%.

11. The school claimed to have implemented the recommendations of
the 6t Pay Commission, but salary was paid in cash or through bearer
cheques without deducting TDS and PF. In such circumstances the claim

of the school to have implemented the recor|nmendations of the 6t Pay

i
|
i

Commission can not be accepted.

12. As per the available record, the school has not charged

development fee.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has hiked the fee in excess of the permissible
limit of the order of the Director of Eduication dated 11.02.2009,

without implementing the recommendatio;ns of 6th Pay Commission,
|
we are of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance

limit of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the Committee
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Sant Gyaneswar Public School, Khanpur, Delhi-36 000445

recommends that'thé fee hike effected by the school in the year
2009-10 in excess of 16%. ought to be refunded along with interest
@9% per annum from t.h<l: date of its collection to the date of its
refund.

Fufthei‘, the fee hiked in 2009-10 being a part of the fee for
the subseqﬁent years, there wquld. be a ripple effect ir; the
subsequent years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent,
it is rela.table‘ to the fee hiked in 2009-10 ought also to be refunded

along With interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to

the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- S@%/% s

J.S. Kochar - Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson | Member

Dated:- 18/02/2015
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B-563

Vasundhara Public School, Hastsal Vihar, Uttam Naﬁar, New Delhi-59

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

‘regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had

implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the pﬁrpbse of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared 'by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of alll schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitiohed from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category B’.
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00044 B-563

Vasundhara Public School, Hastsal Vihar, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi-59

4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 23.08.2013, required the school to app-ear on 13.09.2013
and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

5. On 13.09.2013, Sh. Nishant Tyagi, representative of the school
attended the office of the Committee and produced a letter of even date
requesting for some more time to produce the record. At its request the

school was directed to produce record on 07.10.2013.

6. On 07.10.2013, Ms. Vandana Asiwél, Vice Principal of the school

attended the Office of the Committee and produced the record. Reply to

- the quesﬁonnaire was also filed. As per the reply;-

(1) The school héd implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay.
Commission w.e.f. 01.12.20009. :

(i)  The school had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of -the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

(iiij The school had not collected development fee from the students.

7. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri N.S.Batra,

Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect thaE: -
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Vasundhara Public School, Hastsal Vihar, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi-59

(1) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6% Pay Commission, but DA and HRA has not been paid as
per the prescribed rates.

(i) T.D.S.and P.F has not been deducted from the salary of the staff.

(ii) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 by 09.2% to 10.4% for
different clgsses. During 2010-11, the hike was by 12.6% to 44.40/;)

for different classes.

8. By notice dated 01.01.2015, the school was asked to appear on
15.01.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

9. On 15.01.2015, Ms.Vandana Asiwal, Vice Principal and Sh. S.K.

Sharfna, P/T Aécountant of the school appeared before the Committee

along with the records. It was represented by the school that:-

(1) The school has partially implemented the recommendations of the
6t Pay CommiSSion, w.e.f. December 2009.

(ii) The salary to the staff had been paid in cash without deducting
TDS. The school did not have TAN till date.
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Vasundhara Public Schoql, Hastsal Vihar, Uttam _Nagar, New Delhi-59

(iii) The school hiked tuition fee in 2010-11, more than the prescribed

‘norms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

(i)  The school did not charge development fee.

10. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer

“of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on

behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the
record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Tuition

Class Tuition | Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee Tuition Fee
Fee during increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 during in 2010-11
2008-09 2010-11

Nursery ---- 1450 | ---- 650 200

I 540 590 50 1 800 210

II 575 635 60, 800 | 165

I 620 680 60 800 120

I\Y | 650 (710 60 800 90

\Y 690 760 70 900 140

VI 715 785 |70 1000 215

VIl 765 845 80 . 1100 255

VIII ' 790 870 80 1200 330

11. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the

fee during the year 2009-10 by about 10%. During 2010-11, there was
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Vasundhara Public School, Hastsal Vihar, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi-59

hike in excess of the norms prescribed by the order of :'ghe Director of

" Education dated 11.02.20009;

12. According to school 1t has‘ implemented the recommendations of
the 6t Pay Commission p‘ar;tially. The salary to the staff is claimed to
have beeﬁ paid in cash withoiut deducting TDS. |

The fact that.the salaliry was not paid by account payee cheques
and the TDS was not deduéted, gives a lie to plea of the school thaf it
had partially im'plementedi the recor'nmen,.dationsl of ‘the 6th Pay

Commission.

13. As per the availabI? récbrd, the school has not charged

development fee.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has hiked the tuition fee in 2010-11, much
more than the norms prescribed by the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009, without implementing the

recommendations of 6th Pé'y Commission, we are of the view that

~

. the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit of 10%, was
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ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per annum from the
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B-563

Vasundhara Public School, Hastsal Vihar, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi-59

unjustified. Therefore, the ‘Committee recommends that the fee

hike effected by the school in the year 2010-11 in excess of 10%

date of its collection to the date of its_refund.

Further, the fee hiked in 2010-11 is also part of the fee for the
subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is
relatable to the fee hiked in 2010-11, ought also to be refunded
along with interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to

the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member _ Chairperson : Member

Dated—22-01-2015 A
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000452  B-ses
Vidya Memorial Public School, Uttam Nagar, N.Delhi-110059

1.  With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, Whether. or not the schools had
implemented the recommendatjons of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was ﬁiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of

the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were réceived by the Committee

" on being fequisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns Iby the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
iﬁplemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this
view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’

4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 23-08-2013, required the school to éppear on 13-09-
2013 and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the questionnaire.
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Vidya Memorial Public School, Uttam Nagaf, N.Delhi-110059

S. On 13-09—2013, Sh. S.K.Tyagi, Chairman of the school attended

the Office of the Commitfee and produced the record. Reply to the

questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply;-

(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2009.

(i1) ‘ The school had hiked the feé w.e.f. 01.04.2009, in terrﬁs of the

order of the Director of Education ’.dated 11.02.2009.

(iiij  The school did ﬁot collect the development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first ihstance, was examined by Shri N.S.Batra,

Audit Officer of the Cdmmittee. He observed to the effect that: -

(1) The school has partially implemented the recommendations of the
6t Pay Commission.

(1i) | D.A. has not been paid as per the prescribed norms, whereas HRA
and TA have not been paid at all.

(iiii The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10, in terms of the order of
the Director‘ of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11 the

hike was by 10%.

7. By notice dated 05-01-2015, the school was asked to appear on

21-01-2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.
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000454 B-565

Vidya Memorial Public School, Uttam Nagar, N.Delhi-110059

8. - On 21-01-2015, Sh. Surinder Kumar Tyagi, Chairman, Sh. S.K.

Sharma, P/T Accountant and Sh. Avtar Singh, Account Asstt. of thé

school appeared before the Committee. It was contended that the school |

neithér recovered any arrear fee nor paid any arrear salary to the staff. It‘
was further contended that the school did not charge development fee.
With regard to hike in tuition fee in 2009-10, it was admitted that the
school hiked the fee as per the order of the Director of Education dated
11-02-2009. With regard to the implementation of the recommendation
of the Sth Pay Commission, it was submifted that the school revised only
the basic salary, as the fee was not sufﬁcient to implement éven the

recommendations of the 5t Pay Commission.

The Committee examined the books of accounts of the school and
noticed that the salary was paid by bearer cheques and in cash. All the
salary cheques were en-cashed together from the bank. The Chairman of

the society conceded this position.

o. We have gone through the record, submissions of the
representative on behalf of the school and observations of the Audit

Officer of the Committee. The following chaft, which is culled out from

the record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the

years 2009-10 and 2010-11: -
Page 3 of 5
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000455B-565

Vidya Memorial Public School, Uttam Nagar, N.Delhi-110059

Class Tuition Tuition Tuition Tuition Tuition  Fee
Fee during | Fee Fee Fee increased in
2008-09 during increased | during 2010-11

2009-10 |in 2009-10 | 2010-11

ItoV |580 780 200 850 70

VI-VIII | 650 850 200 930 80

® 0 O & 6 0 @ © 6 & © 0 0 00 0 ° & 00

10. From the abové, it is manifest that the school has increased the
fee during the year 2009-10 for all classés, in terms of the order of thé
Director of Education‘dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11 the hike has
been within ld°/o. | | |

11. The schdol claimed to have implemented the recommendations of
the 6t Pay Commission, but DA, HRA and TA have not been paid as per
the prescribed norms. Further, salafy has been paid in cash or thfough
bearer cheques. In such circumstances the claim .of the'schdol to have
implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission can not be
accepted.

12, As per Athe available record, the school has not charged
development fee.

RECOMMENDATION -

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee in 2009-
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Vidya Memorial Pubhc School, Uttam Nagar, N. Delhi-110059.
|

10, without implementihg the re‘commendations of | 6th Pay.
Commissioﬁ, we are of the view that the increase in fee, in excess pf
the tolerance limit of '10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the
Committee)lzecommends tilat the fee hike effected by the school in
thé year 2009-10 in excess of 1‘0%' ought to be refunded along with
interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to the date
of its refund.

. Further, the fee hikediin 2009-10 being a part of the fée for
the 'subse(.juent years, there would be a ripple effect in fhe
subsequent years and the fee ;)f the subéequent years to the extent,
it is relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10 ought also fo be refunded
along with interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to

the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

sd-  sdf - Sd/-

J.S. Kochar ' Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd. ) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member . Chalrperson . Member

Dated:- 18/02/2015

JUSTICE
ANIL DTV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee




o © € © 0 & B ® 06 0 ¢ ° 0 0 o0 O

Yy

o0 606 69 06 0 0

iy

000457

B-567

Krishna Model Sec. School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

1. With a view to ‘elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implsemeﬁted the recorhmendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and vif
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the COmmittée was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.62.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did. not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On exémination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeare_c;l that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.
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Krishna Model Sec. School, Najafearh, New Delhi-110043

4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 23.08.2013, required the school to appear on 16.09.2013

-and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

5. On 16.09.2013 Mrs. Navneet Kaur, Accountant and Sh. Parvesh
Kumar, Librarian of the school attended the Office of the Committee and
produced the record. Reply to the qluestionn.éire was also filed. As per
the reply;-

(i) The scﬁool had implefnented the recommepdations of the 6t Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.04.20009.

(i)  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009. w.e.f. 01.04.20009.

(iii)  The school had collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri

A.D.Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committeé. He observed to the éffect,

that: -

(i) The school has cla_ifned té have implemented the recommendations |
of the 6t Pay Commission, but DA has not béen paid as per the -

prescribed rates.

Page 2 of 7
~ISTIOE - TRUE Ccgrv
/e nTy SINGH ) |
\ . COMMITTEE

i Seciiary
For Review of Sciiool Fee ‘ ary




© 00000 0000 0680660666600 8600060006OOGOGCESES

00045 9B-567

" Krishna Model Sec. School, Naiafgarh, New Delhi-110043

(i)  Five to six employees remained on leave without pay every month

during 2010-11.

(iii)  Salary to the staff was paid in cash, thdugh the school operates

one bank account.

(ivy  TDS has been deducted for only one employee.

(v) The school hiked tuition fee in 2069-10 in terms of the order of the |
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike

was by 10%.

7. By notice dated 05.01.2015, the school was asked to appear on

21.01.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an. oppbrtunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 21.01.2015, Mrs. Harsh Lata, Vice Principal and Sh. S.K.Sharma,
P/T Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee and produced
records. It was contended by the representatives that the school hikéd
the fee w.e.f. 01-04-2009 for implementation of the recommendations of
the 6% Pay Commission, which the school partially implemented, in as
much as the basic salary was revised but DA, HRA and TA were only

partially revised. It was further contended that the school did not pay
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Krishna Model Sec. School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

any arrears of salary as it did not recover any arrear fee from the
students. It was conceded that despite maintaining two bank accounts,
the school continuéd to pay salary in cash even “after the
recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission were purportedly
implemented by the school. It was also conceded that the school did not

deduct any TDS in 2009-10 and 2010-11.-

With regard to the development fee it was contended that the
school started charging development fee in 2069-10. The same was
treated as a revenue receipt and no separate development and
depreciation reserve fL_lnds were maintained on account of the fact lthat it
got exhausted in the year of receipt.

9. Wé have gone through thé record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the éubmissions made by the represéntatives on
behalf of the school. The following chart, which is ‘culled. out from the
record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee duriﬁg the years

2009-10 and 2010-11; -

Class Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
Fee during 'l increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 during in 2010-11
2008-09 . 2010-11

ItoV 400 500 100 550 50

VI to VIII 450 . | 550 100 600 50

IX-X 600 800 200 | 880 80
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Krishna Model Sec. School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the
fee during the year 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.2.2009. During 2010-11, there was hike by 10% for

all classes.

11. According to school it has implemented the recommendations of

. the 6% Pay Commission partially. The salary to the staff was paid in

cash without deducting TDS. The fact that the salary was paﬁd in cash
without deducting TDS, gives a lie to the plea of the school that it had

partially implemented the recommendations of the 6 Pay Commission. -

12. The school has charged development fee. The same has been
treated as revenue receipt in the accounts, without maintaining separate

development and depreciation reserve fund.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike
Since the school has hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10, in
terms of the order of the Director of Education, without

implementing the recommendations of 6t Pay Commission, we are
|
of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit
|
e L] | o
of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends
e | Page5o0f7
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'Krishna Model Sec. School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

that the fee hike éffectejd by the school in the yéar 2009-10 in

excess of 10%, ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per

' annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part. of the fee for the

Subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent

_years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is

relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10, fqr‘ above mentioned classes,
ought also to be refunded along with interest @9% per annum from

the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Re. Development Fee;

The school has charged development fee in the following manner:-

Year . Development Fee Charged
2009-10 Rs.19,24,700.00
2010-11 Rs.22,21,660.00

The developmen£ fee had been treated as revenue receipt and no
separafe depreciatioh resei:rve fﬁnd and development fund had been
- maintained.
| Inlthe ciréumstancés,.the Committee is of the view that the

school was not co’mplyingé with‘any of the pre-conditions prescribed

AUSTICE N
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COMMITTEE *
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Krishna Model Sec. School, Najafearh, New Delhi-110043

By the Duggal Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon’ble
Suprefne Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of Ind_ia&
Ors. Therefore, fhe Develoi)ment-Fee charged by the school to the
tune of Rs.41,46,360.00 during the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 in
the garb of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009
was not in accordance with law. This being so, the school ought to

refund the aforesaid development fee along with interest @ 9% per

“annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

Sal/- sd-  Sd-

J.S. Kochar = Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd ) Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member Chairperson Member

Dated—18/02/2015
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Navyug Convent School, Sainik E'nclave,'Jharoda Kalan, N.Delhi-72

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

.regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had

implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Péy, Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the ‘
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee ‘

on being reqﬁisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it

—

prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of

the order of the Director of Educatidn dated 11-02-2009 as well as

- implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category B’
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Navyug Convent School, Sainik Enclave, Jharoda Kalan, N.Delhi-72

4, With a view to verify the re;urns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dafed 23.08.2013, required the school to appear on 16.09.2013
and to producé entire aécounting, fee and salary records for the years‘
2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.
On 16.09.2013, the Principal of ‘the school attended the office of
the Committee and requested fof ‘some more time to produce the record.

At its request the school was directed to produce its records on

~25.09.2013.

5. On 25.09.2013 Mrs. Rajesh, Principal of the school attended the
Ofﬁce of the Committee and produced the record Reply to the
questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply;-

(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01.03.20009.

(i)  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009. w.e.f. 01.04.20009.

(iii) The school had collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first insf:ance, was examined by Shri N.S. Batra

’

Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that: -

A ' 1 i‘:E
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Navyug Convent School, Sainik Enclave, Jharoda Kalan, N.Delhi-72

(i) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6th Pay Commission.

(i)  TDS has not been deducted from the salary of the staff.

_(ili) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike

" was by 10%.
7. The matter was heard on 02.02.2015, when Mrs. Rajesh, Principal and

Sh. S.K. Sharma P/T Accountant appeared Before the Committee. The
Cqmmittee perused the observations of the Audit Officer of the
Committee and records as well as the observations recorded on the
salary sheet prepared by the Audit Officer and authenticated by the
representatives of the school. As per the salary sheet summery prepared

by the Audit Officer of the Committee, the salary paid by the school

through bank transfer decreased from Rs. 32.82 lakhs in 2008-09 to \

Rs.30.86 lakhs in 2009-10 and to Rs.26.19 lakhs in 2010-11. On the

other hand, the cash component of salary rose from Rs. 3.67 lakhs in
2008-09 to Rs. 12.68 lakhs in 2009-10 and to Rs. 23.30 lakhs in 2010-.
The school also purportedly received unsecured loan in cash amounting
to Rs. 10 lakh in 2009-10 from undiscloéed resources. Such cash loan

was squared off in the subsequent period by showing repayments in

'\"J[*:'\?‘T’!CE I‘X\“E\D“ EE C/ \ -‘I i
S LI SINGH
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Navyug Convent School, Sainik Enclave, Jharoda Kalan, N.Delhi-72

cash. The representatives of the school contended that such loans were
received for making arrear payment and were subsequently repaid out of

accrual from fee.

8. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on
behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the
record would show the exact extent of hike in fuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class | Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
- | Fee during increased in | Fee .| increased

during 2009-10 2009-10 ‘during in 2010-11
2008-09 2010-11

I 450 550 100 . - |600 50

II 500 600 100 650 50

I 530 700 170 750 - 50

vV 560 750 190 800 50

v 600 800 ’ 200 - 850 50

VI 630 ‘ 830 200 900 70

VII 650 - 850 - . | 200 930 80

VIII 710 910 200 980 70

X ' 740 940 200 -~ | 1000 60

X 800 1000 200 11100 100

9, From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the

" fee during the year 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of
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000468
Education dated 11.2.2009; During 2010-11, there was hike by 10% for
, - : o o _
L

|

10. According to school it has implemented the recommendations of

all classes:

~ the 6th Pay Commission partially. The salair;‘r paid by the school through
. E | _ .

o | : -
bank transfer progressively. decreased from 2008-09 to 2010-11, whereas
the cash component of 'sa'liaryv claimed to have been paid p‘rogressively
increased from 2008-09 to ;{2010-1 1.. The salary to the staff was paid in

cash without deducting TDS. In such circumstances there is sufficient

reason to disbelieve the ‘. plea of the school that it had partially

implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

RECOMMENDATION

‘Re, Fee Hike

Since the school Iflas hiked the tuition fee in‘ 2009-10, in
terms of the o'rder‘ 6f fhe Director of Education, .withou.t
implgmenting the »recomimendati.ons of 6th Pay Commission, we are
of fhe view that the incréase in fee, in excess of the tolérgnce limit
of 10%, was unjustified. }I‘herefore, the Qommittee recomment‘ls’

that the fee hike effected by the school in the year.‘ 2009-10 in

: : 5
excess of 10%, ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per

annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

P '?EE ' ‘ Page 5 of 6
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Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the

subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is _ |
relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10, for above mentioned classes,
ought also to be refunded along with interest @9% per annum from

the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Re. Development Fee;
The school has charged development fee during 2007-08 and
2008-09 and has discontinued its collection theréafter, the Committee

does not recommend any refund in this regard. The development fee

collected during the aforesaid period does not fall within the purview of

the Committee. It will be for the Director of Education to take view with
regard to the development fee collected during the period mentioned

above and pass such orders as it deems appropriate.

Ssd~ - sgdgf- S

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated——18/02/2015.
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Nav Uday Convent Sr. Sec.School,Prem Nagar,Najafgarh, N.Delhi-72

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had

implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
|

so, whether or not t}fle fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation

thereof, a questionn:aife pr:epared by the Committee was issued to the

Managers of all scihools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnis:hed to the Committee within Seven days.

P
i

|
2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of

the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforeséid returns by'the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increaséd the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
irriplementéd the recommendations of the si'xth. pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.
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Nav Uday Convent Sr. Sec.School,Prem Nagar,Najafgarh, N.Delhi-72

4, With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 06-09-2013, required the school to appear on 23-10-
2013 and to produce entire éccounting,- fee and salary records for the

yeérs 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid

questionnaire.

S. On 23-10-2013, Sh.. Ramesh Singh, Manager and Sh. Brijesh
Gupta, C'A‘. of the school attended the Office of the Committee énd
produced the record. Reply to the questionnaire was al.so ﬁled. As per
the reply;-

(1) 'The school had implemented the reeommendations of the 6t Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2009.

ii)y  The school had hiked the fee w.e.f. 01.04.2009, in terms of the
order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

(iii) The echool has neither collected arrear fee from the students nor:
paid arrear salary to the staff. .‘

(iv) The school has collected development fee from the students, but no

separate deveIopment fund and depreciation reserve fund has been

maintained.
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Nav Uday Convent Sr. Sec.School,Prem Nagar,Najafgarh, N.Delhi-72

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Mrs.Sunita
Nautiyal, AAO of the Committee. She observed to the effect that: -

(i)  The school has implemented the recommendations of the 6 Pay

Commission w.e.f. April 2009.

(ii) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10, for'all classes, in terms of

the order dated 11-02-2009 of the Director of Education. During 2010-
11 there was by OS%ito 13% for two sections of class XII only.

7. By notice dated 30-12-2014, the school was asked to appear on -
06-01-2015 aloﬁg with entire accounting, fee and éalary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 06-01-2015, Sh. Ramesh Singh, Manager and Sh. Brijesh Gupta,
CA of the school appeared before us. Qn perusal of the salary statements
and the booi{s of accounts, the Committee observed that the schoél was
paying most of the salary in cash. Th¢ representatives submitted that

this was necessary as some of the teaching and non-teaching staff did

not have bank account.

r
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Nav Uday Convent Sr, Sec.School,Prem Nagar,Najafgarh, N.Delhi-72

o, We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer .
of the Committee and submissions of the representatives on behalf of the
school. The following .chart, which is culled out from the record would

show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years 2009-10 and

2010-11:- .
Class ‘ Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
Fee during increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 during in 2010-11
2008-09 - -~ 12010-11
| 330 1400 70 400 NIL
I 355 400 - 45 -1 400 NIL
III 385 ~ 1 500 115 500 NIL
v 385 l S00 115 500 NIL
\Y ' 415 515 100 515 NIL
VI 415 . 515 100 515 ~ | NIL
VI 440 540 100|540 [N
VIII 495 600 105 600 NIL |
X 550 700 150 . | 700 NIL ‘
X - 575 775 200 775 | NIL
XI (Arts) 660 860 200 860 NIL
XI (Comm.) . | 660 860 200 - . 860 NIL
XI (Sc.) 660 860 200 960 100
XII (Arts) 770 970 200 970 NIL ' i
XII (Comm.) | 770 970 200 1000 30 ‘
X1I (Sc.) 770 | 970 200 1100 130

3 TRUE C(PY

\ For Review of School 8

Secretary page 4 of 7

© 06 00 0000000 0008060 000dOOGOCGOOGEOSEOIOTE

B

L
S

<

}w



|

-~

6.000‘00!00.._0.0000oiob.ocoooooo

-t

~

00047485571

Nav Uday Convent Sr. Sec.School,Prem Nagar,Najafgarh, N.Delhi-72

10. From the above, it is manifest that (except for classes I and II) the
schooi has increased the tuition fee during the yeér 2009-10 for all the
remaining classés, in terms of the ordef of the Director of Education
dated 11.02.2009. For classes I and II the hike was in excess of 10%.
During 2010-11 there Was no hike in fee, except classes XI (Sc.), XII

(Comm.) and XII (Sc.);.

o
11. The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6th Pay Commission, but salary to the staff has been paid in cash.’

In such circumstances the claim of the school to have implemented the

recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission can not be accepted.

Discussions and Recommendations

Re, Fee I_-Iike

Since the school hés utilised the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02..2'_009‘ for enha,ncing the tuition fee for 2009-
10, without impleménting the recommendations of 6% Pay
Commission, we are of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of
the tolerance limit of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the
Committee recommends that the fee hike effected by the school in

the year 2009-10, in excess of 10% for the aforesaid classes, ought

e i
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Nav Uday Convent Sr. Sec. School Prem Nagar,Najafgarh, N.Delhi-72

to be refunded along with interest @9% per annum from the date of

its collection to the date of its refund.
Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the

subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent

years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is

relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10 for classes XI (Sc. ), XII (Comm.) -

and XII (Sc.), ought also to be refunded along with interest @9% per

annum from the date of its eollection to the date of its refund.

Re; Development Fee

* The school has charged development fee in the following manner:-

Year | Development Fee Charged
2009-10 Rs.4,46,977.00
2010-11 Rs.5,18,605.00

The development fee had been treated as revenue receipt and no’

separate depreciation reserve fund and development fund had been

maintained.
 In the circumstances, the Committee is of the view that the

school was not complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed

by the Duggal Committee, which were affirmed by the Hoh’ble
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Nav Uday Convent Sr. Sec.School,Prem Nagar,Najafgarh, N.Delhi-72

Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of Ilndia&
Ors. Therefore, the Development Fee charged by the school to the
tune of Rs.9,65,582.00 during the years 2009-10 a;nd 2010-11 in
the garb of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009
was not in accordance with law. This being so, the school ough't to

refund the aforesaid deve;opment fee along with interest @ 9% per

annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

~ D | Sl /e
Sd/- Sdf- Sdf
J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

' Dated:- 22-01-2015
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1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2, The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the} school was placed in category B’.

4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 20.09.2013, required the school to appear on 26.09.2013
U 8'%!@?\\\ Page 1 0f 6
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Mt. St. Garjiya School, Najafgarh, Delhi-110043 OUU 4 78
|
and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years
2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.
The Manager of school vide letter dated 24.09.2013, requested for
some more time to produce the record. At its request the school was

!
directed to produce re:cord on 08.10.2013.

5. On 08.10.2013, Sh. Jatin Tiwari, TGT of the school attended the
Office of the Committee and produced the record. Reply to the
questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply:-

(1) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2009.

(iij  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009. w.e.f. 01.04.2010.

(iiij  The school had not collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri

A.D.Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect

that: -

(i) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6t Pay Commission, but DA and HRA have not been paid as

per the prescribed rates.
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Mt. St. Garjiva School, Najafgarh, Delhi-110043

(i) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 by Rs.50/- p.m. for all
classes. During 2010-11, the hike was by Rs.100/- to Rs.125/- for
different classes.

The Audit Officer after examination of the record produced by the school

returned the same to him.

7. By notice dated 02.03.2015, the school was asked to appear on
17.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 17.03.2015, Sh. S.K.Sharma, P/T Accountant and Sh. Jatin
Tiwari, TGT of the school appeared before the Committee and produced
the records. They contended that the recommendations of the 6t Pay

Commission were partially implemented w.e.f. 01—04-2009 under
compulsions by the Education Department. However, the fee was hiked
w.e.f. 01-04-2010. It was further submitted that the salary was paid
through bearer cheques and TDS was deducted from the salary of only

two staff members. It was stated that the development fee was not

charged by the school.
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Mt. St. Garjiva School, Najafgarh, Delhi-110043 000480

o. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
|

of the Committee anc}l the submissions made by the representatives on

behalf of the school.' The following chart, which is culled out from the

record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
Fee during increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 during in 2010-11
2008-09 2010-11

[to III 450 500 50 600 100

IVtoV 500 550 50 650 100

VI to VIII 575 625 50 750 125

®© © 606 € 006 ¢ 06006 8 O © 06 00 60606 0 0 0 & 0 0 0 0 o

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school had increased the
fee during the year 2009-10 by 10%. During 2010-11, the hike was
though, not in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated
11/02/2009 for all classes, but the hike was more than the permissible

limit of 10%.

11. According to school it had implemented the recommendations of
the 6% Pay Commission partially, under the compulsion of the Education
Deptt. Salary to the staff has been paid through bearer cheques and

TDS was deducted from the salary of only two staff members. We find the
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many schools have taken this plea that they had implemented the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission by paying the
salary/arrears of salary to the teachers in cash/bearer cheques. Such a
plea gives a lie to the stand of the school that it had partially
implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission as there is
no plausible and convincing reason, why the payment was not made by

bank transfer or by account payee cheques.

12. As per records the school has not charged development fee from

the students.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

The school, has not utilised the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009, for enhancing tuition fee for all
classes, but since the hike in 2010-11, was in excess of the
permissible limit of 10%  without implementing the
recommendations of 6" Pay Commission, we are of the view that

the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit of 10%, was

- unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends that the fee

hike effected by the school in the year 2010-11 in excess of 10%,
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ought to be refunded along with interest 9% per annum from the
|

date of its collection'to the date of its refund.

f

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated—24-03-2015
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Sona Modern Public School, Devli Road, Khanpur Extn.New Delhi

1, With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.

4, With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 06.09.2013, required the school to appear on 27.09.2013
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Sona Modern Public School, Devli Road, Khanpur Extn.New Delhi

000434

and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

l
|
5. On 27.09.2013, Mrs. Anjana Chhibber, Manager attended the

office of the Comm!ittee and produced the '‘record. Reply to the
questionnaire was als;) filed. As per the reply:-

(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.03.2009.

(iif  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009. w.e.f. 01 02.2009.

(iiif The school had not collected development fee from the students.

6 The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri N.S.Batra,

Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that: -

(i) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 61 Pay Commission, but DA and TA have not been paid as
per the prescribed rates.

(i)  Salary to the staff was paid in cash.
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Sona Modern Public School, Devli Road, Khanpur Extn.New Delhi
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(iii) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the
Diréctor of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike
was by 10%.
The Audit Officer after examination of the record produced by the

school returned the same to him.

7. By notice dated 02.03.2015; the school was asked to appear on
17.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8 On 17.03.2015, Ms. Anjana Chhibber, Manager, Sh. Rajinder
Saini, Member M.C., Sh. Gopal Bali, Member Society and Ms. Santosh,
LDC of the school appeared before the Committee and produced the
records. It was contended that the school collected arrear fee as well as
incremental fee as per the order dated 11-02-2009 of the Director of
Education. It was also stated that the school implemented the
recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission w.e.f. March, 2009. On
query by the Committee, the representatives conceded that the arrear of

salary as well as the regular salary was paid to the staff in cash. The
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school deducted nominal amount of TDS of only nine staff members. It

was submitted that the school did not charge development fee.

9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on
behalf of the school. The following chart, WhiCi'l is culled out from the
record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
Fee during increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 during in 2010-11
2008-09 2010-11

Nurs. & K.G. | 400 500 100 550 50

[&II 475 530 55 580 50

1 & IV 475 575 100 630 55

Vto VIII 600 700 100 770 70

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the

fee during the year 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of

" Education dated 11/02/2009, for classes Nursery and KG only. In case

of other classes, the hike was not in terms of the aforesaid order, but the
same was in excess of the permissible limit of 10%. During 2010-11, the

hike was within10% for all classes.
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11. According to school it has implemented the recommendations of

the 6th Pay Commission, but salary and arrears of salary to the staff have
been paid in cash. We find the many schools have taken this plea that
they had implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission
by paying the salary and/or arrears of salary to the teachers in
cash/bearer cheques. Such a plea gives a lie to the stand of the school
that it had implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission
as there is no plausible and convincing reason, why the payment was not

made by bank transfer or by account payee cheques.

12. As per the record the school has not charged development from the

students.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

The school has not utilised the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009, for enhancing tuition fee in 2009-10
for all classes but since the hike was in excess of the permissible
limit of 10%, without implementing the recommendations of 6t Pay
Commission, we are of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of

the tolerance limit of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the
Page 5 of 6
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Committee recommends that the fee hike effected by the school in

the year 2009-10 in excess of 10%, ought to be refunded along with
interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to the date

of its refund.

Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the
subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is
relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10, ought also to be refunded
along with interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to

the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- Sd/- Sd-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated—24-03-2015
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Amrita Public School,Sangam Vihar,New Delhi-110062

000489

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this
view of the matter the school was placed in category B’.

4., With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 13.06.2013, required the school to appear on 01.07.2013
and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.
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5. On 01.07.2013 Ms. Meenu Verma, Principal of the school

attended the Office of the Committee and produced the record for the

scrutiny by- the Audit Officer of the Committee. Reply to the

questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply;-

(1) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01.03.20009.

(i)  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. 01.03.2009.

(ilij The school had collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri N.S.Batra,

Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that: -

(i) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6th Pay Commission, but TA has not paid to the staff.

(i)  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike
was by 8.6% to 12.5% for different classes.

The Audit Officer aftef examination of the record produced
by the school returned the same to them.

7. By notice dated 02.03.2015, the school was asked to appear on

18.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
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years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 18.03.2015, Sh. Joginder Singh, Manager, Ms. Taruna Trehan,
Principal, Sh. Ravinder Saini, Member M.C. and Sh. Mukesh Kumar,
Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee and produced
the records. They contended that the school recovered arrear fee from the
students and also paid arrear salary to the staff. On query by the
Committee, they conceded that the arrears were paid in cash. However,
the school did not produce its books of accounts to show the availability
of cash. Further, they submitted that the monthly tuition fee was also
revised as per the order dated 11- 02-2009 of the Director of Education
and the salaries were paid as per the recommendations of the 6% Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01-04-2009. They submitted that the regular salary
was paid through bearer cheques. The school deducted TDS of only two
employees in 2009-10. On examination of the bank statement, the
Committee observed that all the salary cheques were not issued or
encashed on one date. A few cheques were encashed first, which were
followed by cash deposit and subsequently further cheques were

encashed again followed by cash deposits.
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With regard to development fee, the representatives contended that
the same was charge&i only in 2010-11. Though, it was treated as a
capital receipt but [no earmarked accounts were maintained for

development and depreciation reserve fund.

9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on
behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the
record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
Fee during increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 during in 2010-11
2008-09 2010-11

K.G. 300 400 100 450 50

I 380 480 100 525 45

I 1385 480 95 525 45

I1I 410 510 100 560 50

v 415 510 95 560 50

\Y 430 530 100 580 50

VI 450 550 100 600 50

VII 475 570 95 630 60

VIII 480 | | 580 100 640 60

IX 825 1000 175 1100 100

X 990 1150 160 1250 100
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10. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the
fee during the year 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.2.2009. During 2010-11, there was hike by 10% for
all classes.

11. According to school it has implemented the recommendations of
the 6th Pay Commission. The salary has been paid through bearer
Cheques, whereas the payment of arrears of salary has been made in
cash. We find the many schools have taken this plea that they had
implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission by paying
the salary/arrears of salary to the teachers in cash/bearer cheques.
Such a plea gives a lie to the stand of the school that it had implemented
the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission as there is no plausible
and convincing reason, why the payment was not made by bank transfer
or by account payee cheques.

12. The school has charged development fee. The same though, has
been treated as capital receipt in the accounts, but no separate

development and depreciation reserve fund have been maintained.

- RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10, in

terms of the order of the Director of Education, without
Page50f7

JUSTICE

ANIL DEV SINGH TRUE §prY
COMMITTEE :
For Review of Schog] Fee ’
. - sdzetary




B-577

Amrita Public School,Sangam Vihar,New Delhi-110062

000494

implementing the recommendations of 6th Pay Commaission, we are
of the view that the |increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit

of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends

that the fee hike effected by the school in the year 2009-10 in
excess of 10%, ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per
annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.
Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the
subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is
relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10, for above mentioned classes,
ought also to be refunded along with interest @9% per annum from

the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Re. Development Fee;
The school has charged development fee in the following manner:-

Year Development Fee Charged

2010-11 Rs. 18,91,903.00

The development fee though, had been treated as capital receipt

but no separate depreciation reserve fund and development fund had

been maintained.
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In the circumstances, the Committee is of the view that the

school was not complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed

by the Duggal Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India&
Ors. Therefore, the Development Fee charged by the school to the
tune of Rs.18,91,903.00 during the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 in
the garb of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009
was not in accordance with law. This being so, the school ought to

refund the aforesaid development fee along with interest @ 9% per

annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

sd/- Sd/- Scl/-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated— 24-03-2015
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B-578
K.S.K.Academy,Sangam Vihar,New Delhi-110062

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had

implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
s0, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this
view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.

4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 06.09.2013 and 24.09.2013, required the school to
appear on 22.10.2013 and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary
records for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the
aforesaid questionnaire.
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5. On 22.10.2013 Sh. Raghuvir Singh and Sh. S.K.Sharma
Accountant of the school attended the Office of the Committee and
produced the record for the scrutiny by the Audit Officer of the
Committee. Reply to the questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply;-

(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01.04.20009.

(i  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. 01.04.2009.

(iiiy The school had collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri

A.D.Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect

that: -

(1) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6t Pay Commission, but DA has not been paid as per the
prescribed rates.

(i)  The salary has been paid in cash or through bearer cheques.

(i) It has been noticed that during 2007-08 to 2009-10, nearly 3 to 4
teachers were shown to be on leave without pay. Similarly, during
April 2010, 15 teachers and during May 2010 and June 2010, 34

out of 65 teachers were shown to be on leave without pay.
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(iv)  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike

was by 10%.

The Audit Officer after examination of the record produced

by the school returned the same to them.
7. By notice dated 02.03.2015, the school was asked to appear on
18.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.
8. On 18.03.2015, Sh. S.K. Sharma, P/T Accountant and Sh.
Raghuvir Singh, Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee
and produced the records. It was contended that the school neither
recovered arrear fee nor paid arrear salary. The school implemented the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. April, 2009. The
representatives were confronted with the observations recorded on 22-
10-2013 by the Audit Officer of the Committee, particularly with regard
to the leave without pay to teachers for three to four months in a year.
They conceded that it was indeed true. The school furnished details of
development fee and conceded that the same was treated as a revenue
receipt and no earmarked accounts were maintained for development

and depreciation reserve fund.
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9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on
behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the
record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
Fee during increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 during in 2010-11
2008-09 2010-11

ItoV 470 570 100 625 55

VI to VIII 630 800 170 875 75

IX 790 990 200 1080 90

X 950 1050 100 1150 100

XI Arts 1000 1100 100 1210 110

X1 Comm 1100 1200 100 1320 120

XI Sci 1100 1200 100 1320 120

XII Arts 1100 1400 300 1540 140

XII Comm 1200 1400 200 1540 140

XII Sci 1200 1500 300 1650 150

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school for several classes
did not increase the fee during the year 2009-10, in terms of the order of
the Director of Education dated 11.2.2009 but the hike was more than

the permissible limit of 10%. During 2010-11, there was hike by 10% for

all classes.
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11. According to school it has implementea the recommendations of
the 6t Pay Commission, partially as DA has not been paid as per the
prescribed norms. The salary has been paid in cash/through bearer
cheques. We find that many schools have taken this plea that they had
implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission by paying
the salary/arrears of salary to the teachers in cash. Sﬁch a plea gives a
lie to the stand of the school that it had partially implemented the
recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission as there is no plausible and
convincing reason, why the payment was not made by bank transfer or
by account payee cheques.

12. The school has charged development fee. The same has been
treated as revenue receipt in the accounts, without maintaining separate

development and depreciation reserve fund.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 in
excess of the permissible limit of 10%, without implementing the
recommendations of 6th Pay Commission, we are of the view that
the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit of 10%, was

unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends that the fee

~JUSTICE -
AMILDEV SINGH

COMMITIEE
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hike effected by the school in the year 2009-10 in excess of 10%,
ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per annum from the
date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the
subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is
relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10, for above mentioned classes,
ought also to be refunded along with interest @9% per annum from

the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Re. Development Fee;

The school has charged development fee in the following manner:-

Year Development Fee Charged
2009-10 Rs. 29,86,639.00
2010-11 Rs. 35,03,075.00

The development fee had been treated as revenue receipt and no

separate depreciation reserve fund and development fund had been

maintained.

In the circumstances, the Committee is of the view that the

school was not complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fe v
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by the Duggal Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of Indiad
Ors. Therefore, the Development Fee charged by the school to the
tune of Rs.64,89,714.00 during the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 in
the garb of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009
was not in accordance with law. This being so, the school ought to

refund the aforesaid development fee along with interest @ 9% per

annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- Sd/- Sd/-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated—24-03-2015
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Sai Nath Public School, Tigri Extn. New Delhi-1 10062 O 0 U 5 {]3

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this
view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.

4, With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 06.09.2013, required the school to appear on 23.09.2013

and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.
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On 23.09.2013, representative of the school attended the office of
the Committee and requested for some more time to produce record. As

per his request the school was directed to produce its records on

08.10.2013.
5. On 08.10.2013, Sh. Harender Sharma, representative of the school
attended the office of the Committee and produced the record. Reply to
the questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply:-
(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2009.
(ii)  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009. w.e.f. 01. 04. 2009.
6 The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri N.S.Batra,
Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that: -
(i) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6t Pay Commission.
(i)  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, there was no
hike in fee.
The Audit Officer after examination of the original record produced
by the school returned the same to him.
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7. By notice dated 02.03.2015, the school was asked to appear on
20.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8 On 20.03.2015, Harender Sharma and Sh. Zaffar Ahmed,
Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee and produced

the records. They contended that :-

(i) The school has implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01-04-2009.
(ii) It paid arrear salary to the staff and

(iii) The school hiked the fee @ Rs.200/- p.m. for all classes w.e.f. 01-04-
2009, but, no hike was effected in the year 2010-11.

On query by the Committee, the representatives conceded that
even today salary was being paid in cash. Even the arrears of salary
were paid in cash. On examination of the books of accounts, the
Committee found that the exact amount of salary was first withdrawn

from the bank and then disbursed to the staff in cash.

9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on

behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the

JUSﬁE?\\\
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record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee

Class Fee during increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 during in 2010-11
2008-09 2010-11

ItoV 700 900 200 900 NIL

VI to VIII 790 990 200 990 NIL

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the
fee during the year 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11/02/2009. During 2010-11, there was no hike in fee.

11. According to school it has implemented the recommendations of
the 6% Pay Commission, but salary and arrears of salary to the staff have
been paid in cash. We find that many schools have taken this plea that

they had implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission
by paying the salary and/or arrears of salary to the teachers in
cash/bearer cheques. Such a plea gives a lie to the stand of the school
that it had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission
as there is no plausible and convincing reason, why the payment was not

made by bank transfer or by account payee cheques.

JUSTICE

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee
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12.  As per the record the school has not charged development from the

students.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009, for enhancing tuition fee, without
implementing the recommendations of 6t Pay Commission, we are
of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit
of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends
that the fee hike effected by the school in the year 2009-10 in
excess of 10%, ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per

annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund. '

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- Sd/-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Sd/-

Dated— 09-04-2015
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B-598

Rachna Montessory School, Karala, Delhi-110081 U 00508

1. . With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic quéstions, whether or not the schools had

implerﬁented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if

so, whether or not the fee was hiked for thei' purpose of implementation

thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the C(i)mmittee was issued to the
|

Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that "the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. ' On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it

prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of

E the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as

implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.
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4.  With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 06.09.2013, required the school to aﬁpear on 30.09.2013

and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records. for .the years
2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.
5. On 30.09.2013, Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, President of the Society
attended the office of the Committee and requested for some more time to
produce the record. At its request the school was directed to produce
record on 23.10.2013. | |

On 23.10.2013, Sh.Sanjeev Kumar, President of the Society

attended the office of the Committee but again did not produce the

record and requested for further time to produce the record. The school

was provided further opportunities to produce its record on 31.10.2013

and 25.11.2013.

6. On 25.11.2013, Sh. Sanjeev ‘Kumar, President of the Society
attended the Office of the Committee and produced the _record.' Reply to
the questionnair¢ was also filed. As per the reply:-

(i) The school ‘had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01.04.20009.
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(i)  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Dilrector of

Education dated 11.02.20009, w.e.f. 01 04 2009.

(iii) The school had not collected development fee from the students.

7. The record, in the first instance, was examinéd by Shri
A.D.Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect

that: -

(i) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6th lPay Commission, but DA, TA and HRA have not been
paid as per the prescribed rates.
(ii)  Salary to the staff was paid in cash without.deducting TDS and PF.
(ili) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 by Rs.200/- p.-m. for all
classes. During 2010-11, the hike was by Rs.300/- for all classes.
The Audit Officer after examination of ‘the record ‘prod'uced by the

school returned the same to him.

- 8. By notice dated 21.01.2015, the school was asked to appear on

18.02.2015 along with entire accounting, fe¢ and salary records for the

years 2008-09 to 2010—11 for the examinlation of the same by the

. | .
Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.
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9.. On 18.02.2015, Sh. Sanjeev ‘Kumar, Presidenit of the society
appeared before the Cdmmittée and produced the records. He contended.
that the school hiked the tuition fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009, as per the order
of the Director of Education dated 11/02/2009 and the school, neither
chargéd arrear fee nor‘arr'ear salary was paid to the staff. He further
conte;ided that the school partially implemented the recomméndations of
the Sixth Pay Commission w.e.f. 01/04/2009. i On query by the
Committee, he conceded that the salary to the staff was paid in cash
Withouf deduction of TDS of PF. The schlool even did not have TAN and
was élso not registered with PF authorities. The representative aléo

contended that the school did not charge any development fee.

10. We héve gone througﬁ the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions fnade by the representative on
behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from thé
record would show the -exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
" Fee during increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10; during in 2010-11
2008-09 - 2010-11
[to VIII 700 900 200 1200 300
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Rachna Montessory School, Karala, Delhi-

11. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the

fee during the year 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11 /02/2009, During 2010-11, there was hike by more

than 10% for all classes.

12, According to school it has implemented the recommendations of

the 6% Pay Commission partially. Salary to the staff has been paid in
cash without deducting TDS and PF. We find the many schools have
taken this plea that they had implemented the recommendatlons of the

6% Pay Commission by paymg the salary/arrears of salary to the

teachers in cash/bearer cheques. Such arplea gives a lie to the stand of

the school that it had partially implemented the recommendations of the
6% Pay Commission as there is no plausible and convincing reason, why

the payment was not made by bank transfer or by account payee

cheques.

13. As per the record the school has not charged development from the

students.

JUSTICE
ANITLDEV SINGH N
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- RECOMMEN DATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has utilised the order of the D1rector of
Educatlon dated 11.02. 2009, for enhancmg tultlon fee, without

1mplement1ng the recommendations of Gth Pay Commission, we are

of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit -

of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore; the Committee recommends

that the fee‘hike effected by the school in the year 2009 10 in

excess of 10%,

ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per

annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

‘Further, the fee hlked In 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the

subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent

years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is
relatable to the fee hlked in 2009-10, ought also to be refunded

along w1th interest @9% per annum from the date of its collectlon to

the date of its refund

Recommended accordingly'.

' Sd- Sd- Sd/-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd )} . Dr.R.K. Sharma’
Member Chairperson ' Member
Dated—17.03.2015 o
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S.G.N. Public School, Kunwar Singh Nagar, Nangloi, Delhi-41 OUOE}\&

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if

so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation

thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the

Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
information be furnished to the Committee within Seven -days.

2.' The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
spéciﬁed time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Educaﬁon'_Rules, 1973 were receiyed by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it

_prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of

the order of the Director of Education dated 11—02—2009‘ as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this |
viéw of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’

4, With a view to verify the returns, the Office Qf the Commiftee vide
its notice dated 24-10-2013, required th¢ school to appear on 28-11-
2013 and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the questionnaire.
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S.G.N. Public School, Kunwar Singh Nagar, Nangloi, Delhi-41

5. On 28-11—2013,. Sh. A.K. Singh, Manager and Sh. S.K. Sharma,
P/T Accountant of the school attended the Office of the Committee and
produced the record. Reply to the ‘questiOnn'aire was also filed. As per
the reply;—‘

(1) The school had implemented the recorﬁmendations of the 6th Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.09.2009.

(i  The school had hiked the fee w.e.f. 01.04.2009, in terms of the
order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

(iii) The sch;)ol did not collect the development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Mrs. Sunita
Nautiyal, AAO of the Committee. She observed fo the effect that: -

(1) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6t Pay'Cornmission.

(i)  Salary to the staff has been paid in cash without deducting TDS
and PF.

(i)  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10, in between 71.4% to 125%
and during 2010-11, the hike was by 22% to 40% for different
classes.

The Audit Officer after examination offthe record produced by the

school returned the same to them.
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7. By notice dated 23-01-2015, the school was asked to appear on
20-02-2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
Committee and fof affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 20-02-2015. Sh. A.K. Singh, Manager and Sh. S.K. Sharma,
P/T Accountant of the school appéared_ before the Committee and
produced the record. They submitted new fee structure of the school
before the Committee and other than the one filed earlier claimed that
the same be considered és correct one. The Audit Officer of the
Committee was dirécted to. examine the records and put up a note. The
Audit Officer of the Committee examined the fee record and reported thét
the fee hike in 2009-10 was by 20% to 125% and during 2010-11 it was
by 22.2% to 40% for differeﬁt classés.

9, We have goné ‘through the record, submissions of the

-representatives on behalf of the school and observations of the Audit

Officer of the Committee. The following chart, which is culled out from
the record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the

years 2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee
during 2008- | during increased in | during increased in
09 2009-10 2009-10 2010-11 2010-11

ItoIll 200 450 , 250 550 , 100
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V-V 300 500 200 700 200
VI 450 550 100 750 200
VII-VIII | 500 600 100 800 200
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iO. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the
fee during the year 2009-10 for all classes, in excess of the permissible
limit of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During
2010-11 the hike has ‘been mor'e.than 10%. |

11. The school claimed to have implemented the recommendations of
the 6th Pay Commission, but salary has been paid in cash without
deducting TDS and PF.- We find the many schools have taken this plea
that they had implemented the recommendations of the 6“'1 Pay
Commission by paying the salary/arrears of salary to the teachers in
cash/bearer cheques. Such a plea gives a lie to the stand of the school
that it had implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission
as there is no plausible and convincing reason, whsl the payment was not
made by bank transfer or by account payee cheques.

12. As per the available record, the school has not charged
development fee.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike
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The school has increased the tuition fee in 2009-10, in excess of the
permissible limit ef the order of the Director of Education
dated 11.02.2009. The school has also not implemented the
recommendations of 6th Pay Commission. ’In such circumstances, we
are of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance
limit of ‘10%,» was unjustified. - Therefore, the Committee
recommends tha_t the fee hike effelcted.by the school in the year
2009-10 in excess of 10% ought to be refunded along with interest
@9% per annum from the date of its eollectien to the date of its
refund.

| Further, the fee h1ked in 2009 10 being a part of the fee for
the subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the
subsequent Years‘and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, |
it is relatable to the fee hlked in 2009- 10 ought also to be refunded

along with interest @9% per annum from Lhe date of its collection to :

|
the date of its refund. !

| Recommended accordingly. .
Sd- g4 | Sd-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)  Dr. R.K. Sharma
: Member Chairperson Member

Dated 17.03.2015
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Green Valley International Public School, Deepak Vihar,

Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043 | . 000519

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay.Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the réquest that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respon'd to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were réceived by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

y -

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it

‘prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of

the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In vthi's

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.
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4, With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 23.10.2013, required the school to appear on 08.11.2013
and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

5. On 08.11.2013, Sh. Amit Gautam, M.D. of the school attended the
Office of the Committee and requested for some more time to produce the

record. At its request the school was directed to produce its records on

28.11.2013.

On 28.11.2013 Shri Om Prakash, Ménager of the échool attended
the office of the Committee and produped the record. Reply to the
questionhaire was also filed. As per the reply:— . ' ' |
(1) The school had implemented the recomrﬁendations of the 6th Pay
Commission w.e.f. April, 2010.
(i)  The school did not hike the fee in terms of the order of the Director
of Educatibn dated 11.02.2009.

(iii) ’fhe school had not collected develbpment fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri N.S.Batra,

Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed ‘to the effect that: -
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Najafgarh, New Delhi-l 10043

(i - The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6t Pay Commission, but D.A. has not been paid as per the
prescribed rates. |
(i)  No TDS has been deducted from the‘sal;ry of the staff.
(1ii) | The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 by 21.86% to 25.42%.
During 2010-11, the hike was by 13.88% to 14.49%.
The Audit Officer after examination of the record produced by the
school returned the same to him.
7. - By notice dated 23.01.2015, the school was asked to appeal; on
25.02.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the |

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school."

8. On 25.02.2015, Sh.. Om Prakash, Manager, Sh. Vinod Jain, Office
Staff and Ms. Seema, Clerk of the schooi appeared before the Committee.
They -c'ontended that the school hiked tuition fee w.e.f. 01-04-2009 as per
the order dated 11-02-2009 of the Directqr of Education, without
charging- any arrear of | fee. = However, they claimed that the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission were implemenfed w.e.f.

01-04-2010; but no arrear of salary were paid. On examination of the
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Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

books of accounts, the Committee observed that the entire salary in
2010-11 was paid either through bearer cheques or in cash. The
représentatives also conceded to this.position. They further conceded
that no TDS was deducted from the salaries. The representatives also

submitted that the school did not charge any development fee.:

9. We have gone th'rough the record, observations of the Audit Officer

of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on

‘behalf of thé school. The following chart, which is culled out from the

record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class

Tuition Fee

’I‘ﬁition Tuition Fee Tuition Fee | Tuition
Fee during increased in during Fee
during 2009-10 2009-10 2010-11 increased
2008-09 in 2010-
11
I 330 430 100 480 50
I 350 450 100 500 50
i 1370 470 100 520 50
1\Y 400 500 100 550 50
\Y 420 520 100 580 60
VI 440 540 100 600 60
ViI 460 560 100 620 . 60
VIII 480 580 100 640 60
IX 550 750 1200 825 75
X 550 750 200 825 75
Page 4 of 6
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10. - From the above it is manifest that the school has 1ncreased the

. fee durlng the ‘year 2009- 10, in terms of the order of the Director of

Edueatlon dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-1 1, the hike was by 10%.

11. According to school, it has implemented the recommendations of
the 6th Pay Commission but salary to the staff was paid through bearer
cheques/cash and no TDS was deducted. We find the many schools have

taken this plea that they had implemented the recommendations of the

6t ‘Pay Commission by paying. the salary/arrears of- salary to the

teachers in cash/ bearer cheques Such a plea gives a he to the stand of
the school that it had 1mp1emented the recommendatlons of the 6th Pay
Commission as there is nQ plausible and convincing reason, why the

payment was not made by bank transfer or by account payee cheques.

- 12.. As per the record the school has not charged development fee.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009, for enhancing tuition fee, without

~ implementing the recommendations of 6t'|Pay Commission, we are

Page 50f6
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Green Valley Internatlonal Public School Deepak Vlhar,o D U 5 2 /l

Najafgarh New Delhi-110043

of the view that the ihcréase in fee, in excesé of the tolerancg ,limit

of 10%, was unju,stifiéd. Theréfore’, the Committee recémmends

that the fee hike effecte;d by the school in.the year 2009-10 in -
ekcess of 10%, ought to ifbe refunded along with interest @9% per
annum from the date of i{s collection to thé date of its refund.

Further, the fee hik;d in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the
subsequent years, there WOuld bé a 'ripple effect in the sﬁbsequent
years and the fee of the subsequént years. to tht; | extent, it is
relatable to the fee-hikeid in 2009-10, ought also to be refunded
aloﬁg with interest @9"/0 per annum from the date of its collection to
the déte of its refund. |

Re'comfnended accordingly.

gd/- @d/ B -~ Sd/-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Slngh (Retd ) . Dr R.K. Sharma
Member ’ Chalrperson : Member

Dated— 17-03-2015

JUETICE .
AN DRV SINGH
COMMITTEE
For Raview of School Fee »
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B-641

Modern Gyan Deep Public School, Tigri Extn. New Dqlhi000525’

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the scHools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category B’.

4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 15.07.2013, required the school to appear on 06.08.2013

Page 10f6
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B-641

Modern Gyan Deep Public School, Tigri Extn. New Delhi

and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

S. On 06.08.2013, Mrs. Geeta Roy, Chairperson and Sh. R. K. Gupta,
Manager attended the office of the Committee and produced the record.
Reply to the questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply:-

(1) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.03.2009.

(i)  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009. w.e.f. 01 04 2009.

(iiif  The school had not collected development fee from the students.

6 The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri

A.D.Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect

that: -

(i) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6th Pay Commission, but DA has not been paid as per the
prescribed rates.

(i  Salary to the staff was paid in cash.
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Modern Gyan Deep Public School, Tigri Extn. New Delhi

(i)  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike

was by 10%.

The Audit Officer after examination of the record produced by the

school returned the same to him.

7. By notice dated 02.03.2015, the school was asked to appear on
16.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8 On 16.03.2015, Ms. Geeta Roy, Chairperson and Sh. R.K.Gupta,
Manager of the school appeared before the Committee and produced the
records. It was contended by the representatives that the school did not
recover any arrear fee from the students but paid arrear salary out of its
own funds. The school hiked the fee w.e.f. 01-04-2009, as per the order
dated 11-02-2009 of the Director of Education. On examination of the
records by the Committee, it emerged that the regular salary as well as
the arrears of salary were paid in cash. On ;query by the Committee, the

|

representatives conceded that even now, salary was being paid in cash.

However, representatives submitted that the|school deducted TDS
Page 3 of 6
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Modern Gyan Deep Public School, Tigri Extn. New Delhi 0 O U 5 28

from salaries, wherever, it was applicable. It was also stated by the

school representatives that the school did not charge any development

fee.

9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on
behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the
record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
Fee during increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 during in 2010-11
2008-09 2010-11

[ to III 475 635 160 675 40

IVtoV 475 710 235 750 40

VI to VIII 500 710 210 750 40

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the
fee during the year 2009-10, in excess of the limit prescribed by the
order of the Director of Education dated 11/02/2009. During 2010-11,

the hike was within10% for all classes.

11. According to school it has implemented the recommendations of
the 6% Pay Commission, but salary and arrears of salary to the staff have

been paid in cash. We find the many schools have taken this plea that

i Page 4 of 6
/ st RUE CQE
{ o | ‘» e \—‘E
; (v i Y
\\\f’or feview of w |

S S I




© 60 0 00 © 008 © 00 000 600 00000 0600 0 000 o
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Modern Gyan Deep Public School, Tigri Extn. New Delhi(}(}(529

they had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission
by paying the salary and/or arrears of salary to the teachers in
cash/bearer cheques. Such a plea gives é lie to the stand of the school
that it had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission
as there is no plausible and convincing reason, why the payment was not

made by bank transfer or by account payee cheques.

12.  As per the record the school has not charged development from the

students.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009, for enhancing tuition fee, in excess of
the limit prescribed by the aforesaid order without implementing
the recommendations of 6t Pay Commission, we are of the view
that the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit of 10%, was
unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends tﬁat the fee
hike effected by the school in the year 2009-10 in excess of 10%,
ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per annum from the

date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Page 5 of 6
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Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the
subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is
relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10, ought also to be refunded

along with interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to

the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd-  Sdr- >d/

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated—24-03-2015

JUSTICE

p '
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Secretary
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B-646

New Age Public School, Vikas Nagar, New Delhi-110059 0005 ,_m

1. With a View to elicit the relevant information from the schools with-
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the slch‘ools had
im-plemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commissioﬁ and if
so, whether or not the fee was 'hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2612 with tﬁe request that the
information be furnished to the Comrhittee within Seven days.

2. | The school did not respond to the questionnairé within the
specified time. However, the feturns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules,. 1973 were received by the Committee
dn being requisitioned from the poncerned Deputy Diréctor of Education.
3. On éxamination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie,' appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as

implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

~ view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.

4. - With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 19.07.2013, required the school to appear on 10.10.2013
and to produce entire accounting, fee and .salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire
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New Age Public School, Vikas Nagar, New Delhi-110059 {I(}{] 231

5. On 10.10.2013, Sh. Gaurav Tyagi, Chairman of the school -
attended the office of the Committee and produced the record. Reply to
the questlonnalre was also filed. As per the reply:-

(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay

Commission w.e.f. July 2010.

(i) ~ The school had hiked the fee in terrﬁs of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009. w.e.f. April 2016.

(i) ~ The school had not collected development fee from the studen'ts.

6 The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri N.S.Batra,

Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that: -
(i) The school has claimed to have imp'lemented the recommendations
of the 6% Pay Commission, partially, as DA, HRA and TA have not ‘
been paid.
(i  The school hiked tuition fee | in 2009-10 by 10.5 % to 12.5%.
During 2010-11, the hike was by 63.8% to 76.9%.
(iiiy TDS and PF have not been deducted for the salary of the staff.
The Audit Officer after examination of the record produced by the
school returned the same to him. |
7. By notice dated 02;03.201'5, the school was asked to appear on

16.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
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New Age Public School, Vikas Nagar, New Delhi-110059 U00332

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
Committee and for affording an oppOI.'tunity of hearing to the school.

8 On 16.03.2015, Sh. Gaurav Tyagi, Chairman and Sh. B.R. Rai,
PTA Member of the school appeared before the Committee. They neither
fumishéd the requisite information and reply to the notice of the
Committee dated 02.03.2015, nor produced any record of accounts of the
school for examinétion by the Committee. However, they conceded thét
the fee was hiked by Rs.300/- per month in 2010-11, as noticed by the
Audit Officer of the Committee, could have been incréased by Rs.lOb /-
per month as per the order dated 11-02-2009 of fhe Director of
Education.  They also admitted that the school, only nominally
implemented the recommendations of the 6t1h Pay Commission w.e.f. 01-

A \

07-2010. The representatives contended that the school did not.charge

any development fee till 31-03-2011.

9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on

behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the
' |

record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: - -
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New Age Public School Vikas Nagar, New Delhi-1 10059
’ 00053 3
Class - Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
Fee during = |increased in | Fee - increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 during in 2010-11
2008-09 2010-11
I 350 390 40 -1 690 300
I 370 410 40 710 300
MMtoV 400 450 50 : 750 300
VI to VIII 425 ' 470 45 770 300

10. | From the above, it is manifest that the school has in.creased the
fee during 2009-10 by 10% but, during the year 2010-11, the hike was iﬁ
excess of the prescribed limit of the order of the Director of Education
dated 11.2.2009.

11. Accordiné to school it has partially implemented the
recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission without deducting TDS and
PF. The salary.has been paid in cash/through bearer Cheques. We find
the many schools have taken this plea thatI they had implementéd the
recommendations of the 6% Pay Corfnmission by paying the
salary/arrears of salary to the teachers in cash/bearer cheques. Such a
plea gives a lie to the stand of the school. that it had implemented the
recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission? as there is no plausible and

convincing reason, why the payment was not made by bank transfer or

by account payee cheques. ]

12. As per the record the school has not charged development fee.
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New Age Public School, Vikas Nagar, New Delhi-110059 00 05 34
RECOMMENDATION
Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has hiked the tuition fee iﬁ 20010-11, in
excess of the prescribed limit of the order of the Director of
Education, without implementing the recommendations of ~6th‘Pay
Commission, we are of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of
the tolerance limit of 10%, waé unjustified.  Therefore, t;he
Committee recommends that the fee hike effecfed by the school in
the year 2010-11 in excess of 10%, ought to be refunded along with
interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to the date

i
of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

Sel/- Sd/- i SU/-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd ) - Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson ! Member

Dated—24-03-2015
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Seth Bhagwan Dass Sr. Sec. School, Maujpur. Delhi-110053 {(}(}0935

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic. questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionﬁaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.
3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this
view of the matter the school was placed in category B’.

4. With a view to verify the réturns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 23.10.2013, required the school to appear on 08.11.2013
and to pfoduce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.
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B-647

Seth Bhagwan Dass Sr. Sec. School, Maujpur. Delhi-110053 000536

5., On 08.11.2013 Sh. Pramod Goel, Manager and Sh. Arun Kumar

Singh, Vice Principal of the school attended the Office of the Committeé
and produced the record for the scrutiny by the Audit Officer of the
Committee. Reply to the questionnaire was also filed. As per fhe reply;-
(1) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2008.

()  The school had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.20009.

(i)  The school had not collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the | first instance, was examined by Shri
A.D.Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect
that: -

(i) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6t Pay Commission.

(i)  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in térms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.1 During 2010-11, the hike
was by 10%.
The Audit Officer after examination of the record produced for

scrutiny by the school returned the same to its representatives.

7. By notice dated 03.03.2015, the school was asked to appear on

23.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

Page 2 of 5
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B-647
Seth Bhagwan Dass Sr. Sec. School, Maujpur. Delhi-110053 000537

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 23.03.2015, Sh. Pramod Goyal, Manager, Sh. Arun Kumar
Singh, Vice Principal, Sh. Rama Kant, Accountant and Sh.. Anuj Agarwal,
Asstt Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee and
produced the records. They contended that the school implemented the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. 01-04-2009 and has
also paid arrears of salary for the period 01-04-2008 to 28—02—2069 to
the staff. The school hiked the fee w.e.f. 01-04-2009 as per the order of
the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009. They stated that the school
has never chafged development fee. On query by the Committee, the
representatives submitted that the salary and arrears of salary were paid.
by cheques. However, on éxamination of the bank statement of the
school, it has emerged that almost all the salary cheques including those
for the arrears, were bearer cheques, encashed together from the bank.

9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on‘
behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the
record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -
Page 3 of 5
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Class ‘ Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition - Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
Fee during increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 . | during in 2010-11
2008-09 2010-11

ItoV 425 525 100 575 50

VI to VIII 475 575 100 625 50

IXtoX 750 850 200 1050 100

XI to XII 800 1000 200 1100 100
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10.  From the above, it is manifest that the school hiked the tuition fee
during the year 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.2.2009. During 2010-11, there was hike by 10% for
all classes.

11. According to school it has implemented the recommendations of
the 6% Pay Commission. It is not worthy that the salary and arrears of
salary - have been paid through bearer cheques. We find that many
schools have taken this plea that they} had implemented the
recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission by paying the
salary/arrears of salary to the teachers in cash/bearer cheques. Such a
plea gives a -lie to the stand of the school that it had implemented the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission as there is no plausible and
convincing reason, why the payment was not made by bank transfer or

by account payee cheques.

12. As per record the school has not charged:development fee.
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Seth Bhagwan Dass Sr. Sec. School, Maujpur, Delhi-110053 00095°

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms
of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, without
implementing the recommendatioﬁs of 6t* Pay Commission, we are
of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit
of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends
that the fee hike effected by the school in the year 2009-10 in
excess of 10%, ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per
annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

.Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the
subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is
relatable to fhe fee hiked in 2009-10, ought also to be refunded
along with interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to
the date of its refund.

- Recommended accordingly.

Sg/i-  Sdi- oa/-

J.S. Kochar . Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member ' Chairperson Member

Dated— 15-04-2015
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B-648
Savitri Public School, Sangam Vihar. New Delhi-110062

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it

prima facie, appeared that the school had inc%reased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in catégory ‘B’
|

b

4, With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 19.09.2013, required the schoo‘l to appear on 10.10.2013
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Savitri Public School, Sangam Vihar. New Delhi-110062 000 541

and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

5. On 10.10.2013 Sh. Vikas Negi, Head Clerk of the school attended
the Office of the Committee and produced the record for the scrutiny by
the Audit Officer of the Committee. Reply to the questionnaire was also
filed. As per the reply;-

(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.03.2009.

(i)  The school had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

(i)  The school had not collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri

A.D.Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect

that: -

(i) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6t Pay Commission.

(i)  The salary has been paid in cash or through bearer cheques.
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Savitri Public School, Sangam Vihar. New Delhi-110062 (J(J(J54)

(iif)  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike

was by 10%.

The Audit Officer after examination of the original record

produced by the school returned the same to them.

7. By notice dated 03.03.2015, the school was asked to appear on
23.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 23.03.2015, Sh. Ramesh, Representative of the CA and Ms.
Nishi Bharti, LDC of the school appeared before the Committee and
produced the records. They contended that the school implemented the
recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. 01-03-2009 and also

paid arrears of salary. However, the arrears were paid in 2011-12. They
conceded that the regular .salary and arrears were paid by bearer
cheques/cash. The Committee also observed that no TDS was deducted
from the salary but was collected in cash in| the month of March 2010

and deposited with the Income Tax Department. The representatives
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stated that the school had hiked the fee in 2009-10 as per the order

dated 11-02-2009 of the Director of Education. They further stated that

the school started charging development fee only in 2013-14,

9, We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on
behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the
record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
Fee during increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 during in 2010-11
2008-09 2010-11

[toV 555 755 200 830 75

VI to VIII 640 840 200 925 85

IXtoX 970 1170 200 1290 120

® © 6 © © 09 6 0 & 60 0 O © 0 oo 00 6 ®» 900 ¢

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school hiked the fee during
the year 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated 11.2.2009. During 2010-11, there was hike by 10% for all classes.

11. According to school it has implemented the recommendations of

the 6th Pay Commission. The salary has been paid in cash/through
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Savitri Public School, Sangam Vihar. New Delhi-110062 000 244

bearer cheques. We find that many schools have taken this plea that
they had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission
by paying the salary/arrears of salary to the teachers in cash. Such a
plea gives a lie to the stand of the school that it had partially
implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission as there is
no plausible and convincing reason, why the payment was not made by

bank transfer or by account payee cheques.

12. The school has started charging development fee in 2013-14. The
period of 2013-14 does not fall within the preview of the Committee;
therefore no recommendations are called for regarding refund of

development fee.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms
of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, without
implementing the recommendations of 6th Pay Commission, we are
of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit

of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends

|

that the fee hike effected by the school in the year 2009-10 in
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excess of 10%, ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per -
annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.
Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the
subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is
relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10, ought also to be refunded

along with interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to

the date of its refund.

Re. Development Fee

The school started charging development fee in 2013-14.
Since, this period does not fall within the preview of the Committee;
therefore no recommendations are called for regarding refund of
development fee. In such circumstances, it is for the Director of

Education to take a view in the matter in accordance with the law.

Recommended accordingly.

S0/- Sa/- Sd/-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated— 09-04-2015
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Bal Vaishali Model Public School, Molarband Extn.New Delhi-110044

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the six'lh pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category B’.
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Bal Vaishali Model Public School, Molarband Extn.New Delhi-110044

4, With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 19.09.2013, required the school to appear on 09.10.2013
and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

5. On 09.10.2013 Sh. T.P. Sharma, Manager and Sh. S.K. Sharma

P/T Accountant of the school attended the Office of the Committee and

produced the record for the scrutiny by the Audit Officer of the

Committee. Reply to the questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply;-

(1) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.08.2009.

(i)  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009.

(iii) The school did not collect development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri
A.D.Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect

that: -
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Bal Vaishali Model Public School, Molarband Extn.New Delhi-110044

(i) The school has partially implemented the recommendations of the

6% Pay Commission as DA, TA and HRA have not been paid as per

the prescribed norms. ’
(i)  Salary was paid in cash without deducting TDS and PF.
(iii) During 2010-11, 2 to 3 teachers have been shown on leave without
pay every month.
(ivy  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10, in terms of the order of
the Director of Education dated 11.2009. During 2010-11, the hike was
by 10%.
The Audit Officer after examination of the record brought by the

school for scrutiny returned the same to its representatives.

7. By notice dated 03.03.2015, the school was asked to appear on
24.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 24.03.2015, Sh. T.P. Sharma, Manager and Sh. S.K. Sharma,
P/T Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee and

produced the records. They were confronted with the observations of
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Bal Vaishali Model Public School, Molarband Extn.New Delhi-110044

the Audit Officer of the Committee, recorded on 09-10-2013, particularly
payment of salary in cash, without deducting TDS and PF. They
conceded that the observations were correct. They stated that the TAN
was obtained in F.Y. 2013-14. It was conceded by them the school was

not registered with EPFO till date. They submitted that the school did not

charge development fee.

o. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on
behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the

record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition | Tuition
Fee Fee increased Fee Fee
during during in 2009-10 | during increased
2008-09 | 2009-10 2010-11 |in 2010-11

[toV 490 590 100 640 50

VI to VIII 590 790 200 865 75

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school hiked the fee during
the year 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated 11.2.2009. During 2010-11, there was hike by 10% for all classes.
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Bal Vaishali Model Public School, Molarband Extn.New Delhi-110044

11. According to school it has implemented the recommendations of
the 6% Pay Commission. The salary has been paid in cash. We find that
many schools have taken this plea that they had implemented the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission by paying the
salary/arrears of salary to the teachers in cash/bearer cheques. Such a
plea gives a lie to the stand of the school that it had implemented the

recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission as there is no plausible and
convincing reason, why the payment was not made by bank transfer or

by account payee cheques.

12. As per record the school has not charged development fee.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms
of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, without
implementing the recommendations of 6t* Pay Commission, we are

of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit
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Bal Vaishali Model Public School, Molarband Extn.New Delhi-110044

of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends
that the fee hike effected by the school in the year 2009-10 in
excess of 10%, ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per
annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.
Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the
subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is
relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10, ought also to be refunded
along with interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to

the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- oSd/- Sd/-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated—10.04.2015
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Raj Modern Sr. Sec. Public School, Hari Nagar Extn. Part II,
Badarpur New Delhi-110044

1.  With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category B’.
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Raj Modern Sr. Sec. Public School, Hari Nagar Extn. Part II,
Badarpur New Delhi-110044

4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 19.09.2013 and 09.10.2013 required the school to
appear on 08.11.2013 and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary

records for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the

aforesaid questionnaire.

S. On 08.11.2013, Sh. P. S. Sapehia, Manager of the school attended
the office of the Committee and produced the record. Reply to the
questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply:-

(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.07.2009.

(iif  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009. w.e.f. 01. 04. 2010.

(iiij The school had collected development fee. -

6 The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri A.D.
Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that: -
(i) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6t Pay Commission.
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Raj Modern Sr. Sec. Public School, Hari Nagar Extn. Part II,
Badarpur New Delhi-110044

(i)  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 by 10%. During 2010-11,
hike in fee was by Rs. 85/- to 135/-p.m. for different classes.
The Audit Officer after examination of the original record produced

by the school returned the same to him.

7. By notice dated 03.03.2015, the school was asked to appear on
25.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8 On 25.03.2015, Ms. Uma Balasubramaniam, Principal and Sh.

Mushtag Ahamad, LDC of the school appeared and contended that the
school implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission
w.e.f. 01-07-2009, that it hiked the fee w.e.f. 01-04-2010 as per the order
dated 11-02-2009 of Director of Education, during 2009-10 the hike in
fee was within 10%, and that the school neither collected arrear fee nor
arrear salary were paid. During the course of hearing, the representatives
of the school were confronted with the observations of the Audit Officer

recorded on 08-11-2013, particularly regarding payment of salaries by
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Raj Modern Sr. Sec. Public School, Hari Nagar Extn. Part II,
Badarpur New Delhi-110044

bearer cheques. The representatives conceded that the observations of

the Audit Officer were correct. The Committee had also verified this from

" the copies of bank statement and records. It transpired that all the salary

cheques for each month were being encashed together on the same date

from the bank.

In reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee, the
school furnished the details of development fee charged from 2008-09 to
2010-11. It was stated that the development fee was treated as a capital
receipt and earmarked accounts were maintained for development and
deprecation reserved fund. However, on perusal of the Audited

Financials, the Committee found that this was untrue.

. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on
behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the
record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -
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Raj Modern Sr. Sec. Public School, Hari Nagar Extn. Part II,
Badarpur New Delhi-110044

Tuition Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition
Class Fee Fee increased Fee Fee
during during in 2009-10 | during increased
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 1 in 2010-11
Pre Sch. to | 250 275 25 360 85
I
II to III 305 335 30 435 100
v -V 360 395 35 510 115
VI-VIII 415 455 40 590 135

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the
fee during the year 2009-10, within 10%. During 2010-11, the hike was
in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11/02/2009 for
classes Pre School to III but for classes IV to VIII the hike was in excess

of the aforesaid order.

11. According to school it has implemented the recommendations of
the 6th Pay Commission, but salary to the staff have been paid through
bearer cheques. We find the many schools have taken this plea that they
had implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission by
paying the salary and or arrears of salary to the teachers in cash/bearer
cheques. Such a plea gives a lie to the stand of the school that it had

implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission as there is
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no plausible and convincing reason, why the payment was not made by

bank transfer or by account payee cheques.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009, for enhancing tuition fee, without
implementing the recommendations of 6th Pay Commission, we are
of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit
of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends
that the fee hike effected by the school in the year 2010-11 in
excess of 10%, ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per

annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.
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Re. Development Fee.

The school has charged development from the students in the
!
following manners;

Year Development Fee Charged

2008-09 @ Rs. 35/- to Rs.60/- for different classes.
2009-10 @ Rs. 40/- to Rs.65/- for different classes.
2010-11 @ Rs. 50/-toRs.180/- for different classes.

The development fee had been treated as revenue receipt and no
separate depreciation reserve fund and development fund had been

maintained.

In the circumstances, the Committee is of the view that the
school was not complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed
by the Duggal Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon’ble

Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India&

//"’ JUSTICE
s T SINGH

¢ ANHTTEE

\w{ School Fee

TRUE GCOPY Page 7 of 8

\
\n




A

T
~¥

000539
B-671

Raj Modern Sr. Sec. Public School, Hari Nagar Extn. Part II,
Badarpur New Delhi-110044

Ors. Therefore, the Development Fee charged by the school during
the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 in the garb of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 was not in accordance with
law. This being so, the school ought to refund the aforesaid

development fee along with interest @ 9% per annum from the date

of its collection to the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

od/-

J .S.@o@h@r Justice Anﬁ%gi/sningh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma

|

Member Chairperson Member

Dated— 09-04-2015

ANMILDEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

\ For Review of School F

TRUE C{p" ¢

Secrdiary

Page 8 of 8




W
® ¢

000560
B-687

National Victor Public School,West Gorakhpark,Shahdara.Delhi

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had

implemented the recpmmendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if

so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation

thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the

Managers of -all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the (

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.
2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the

specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of

the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it -

prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this
view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.

4, With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 19.09.2013 required the school to appear on 09.10.2013

and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.
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5. On 09.10.2013, Sh. Deepak Kﬁmar, Accouritént and Sh. Rahul
Jain, C.A. of the school attended the office of the Committee and
produced record. Réply to the questionnaire was also filed. As per the
reply:-

(i) The school had implemented fhe recommendationé of the 6t Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01.07.2009.

(ii)  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009. w.e.f. 01. 04. 2009.

(iiif The school had collected development fee.

6 The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri A.D.

Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that: -

(i) ’i‘he school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6% Pay Commission w.e.f. 01.07.2009, bﬁt DA has not been
paid as per the prescribed norms.

(i)  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, hike in
fee was by Rs. 100/- to 110/-p.m. for different classes. |

(ii)  The school had collected development fee from the students.

(ivy ~ TDS and PF had been deducted from the salary of the staff,

,i Page 2 of 7
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(v]  The school had not collected arrear fee from the students but had
claimed payment of arrear salary to the staff.
The Aud:it Officer after examination of the original record
E

produced by the school returned the same to the representatives of

the school.
7. By notice dated 27.04.2015, the school was asked to appear on
08.05.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
Committee. and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8 On 08.05.2015, Sh. Rahul Jain,C.A., Sh. Deepak Kumar, Accountant
of the school appeared before the Committee and produced record.

It was contended by the representatives that the school
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission w.e.f,
01.04.2009 énd the fee was also hiked as per the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009. However, no arrear fee was recovered nor

arrear salary was paid. Development fee was charged for the first time in

2010-11.

On perusal of reply to the questionnaire, the Committee observes
that the school had paid arrear salary amounting to Rs. 7,40,800.00.

When confronted, the school stated that the arrear pertained to the

o Page 3 of 7
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period 01/04/2009 to 03.06.2009 as the school started paying increased

salary from 01/07/2009.

On examination of the salary payment sheets and the bank
statements of the school, it has come to light that all salary cheques were
encashed withdrawn from the bank on a single date. The representatives

concede that the salary was paid by bearer cheques.

With régard to the development fee, the school has stated that
earmarked - development fund and depreciation reserve fund were
maintained. On perusal of the audited financials up to 31.03.2011, it is
manifest that no such earmarked accounts were maintained.
Development fee of Rs. 8,83,110.00 was recovered in 2010-11 and the

same was treated as a revenue receipt.

Discussions and findings -

9. The following chart, which is culled out from the record would

show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years 2009-10 and

2010-11: -
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Tuition Fee | Tuition  Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition  Fee | Tuition Fee

Class during during 2009-10 | increased during 2010-11 | increased in
2008-09 in 2009-10 2010-11

Pre 800 1000 | 200 1100 100

Primary

ItoV 840 1040 200 1150 - 110

VI  to | 900 1100 v 200 1200 100

VIII

10. From the above, it is obvious that the school has increased the fee

during the year 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11/02/2009. However, during 2010-11, the hike was by

10%.

11. According to school it has implemented the recommendations of
the 6% Pay Commission, but salary to the staff has been paid through
bearer cheques. We find that many schools have taken this plea that
they had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Corhmission
by showing payment of salary and/or arrears of salary to the teachers in
cash or through bearer cheques. The sfand of the school that it had
implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay éommission does not
inspire confidence as there is no plausible and convincing reason, why
the payments were not made by bank transfer or by ac.count payee

cheques. In the circumstances the stand of the school that it has
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implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission is a ruse

and cannot be accepted.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school ha; hiked the fee in 2009-10, in termé of the
order of the Director of Educatioh, dated 11.02.2009, without
implementing the recommendations;of 6th Pay Commission, we are
of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of the tolerance limit
of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends
that the fee hike effected by the school in thé year 2009-10 in
excess of 10%; ought to be refunde’d along with inte;‘est @9% per
annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the
subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
years and the fee of the subsequéiit years to the extent, it is
relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10, ought also ‘to be refunded

along with interest @9% per annum from the dafe of its collection to

the date of its refund.

Re. Development Fee.

The school has charged development fee from the students in the
following manner; ‘ |

Page 6 of 7
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Year

-2010-11

The developmen

separate depreciation

Development Fee Charged

Rs. 8,83,110.00

t fee has been treated as a revenue receipt and no

reserve fund and development fund had been

In the circumstances, the Committee is of the view that the

~ school was not complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed

by the Duggal Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon’ble

Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India&

Ors. Therefore, the Development Fe§ charged by the school to the

tune of Rs. 8,83,110.00 during the years SSSCE-708d 2010-11 in

the garb of the ordér of the Director'of Education dated 11.02.2009

was not in accordanceé with law. This being so, the school ought to

refund the. aforesaid

development fee along with interest @ 9% per

annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Recqmmended

Sd/-

Member

Dated— 13-05-2015

TRUE GOPY

accordingly.

Sd/-  Sd/-

J.S. Kochar - ..Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma -

Chairperson Member
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The school had not replied to the questionnaire dated 27/ 02/2012

-issued by the Committee, which was followed by a reminder dated

27/03/2012. On a requisition made by the Committee -through the

concerned Dy, D1rector of Education, copies of annual returns filed by the
school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 for the years
2006-07 to 2010-11 were received in the office of the Committee through the
concerned Dy, D1rector of Education. On prima facie examination of such
returns, it appeared that the school had hiked the fee as per order dated

11702 /2009 issued by the Director of Education and had also implemented
the VI Pay Commission report. Accordingly, it was placed in category B’ for

the purpose of Veriﬁcafion.

As the school had not furnished its reply to the questionnaire 1ssued

by the Committee, the Commlttee vide letter dated 06/05/2013, required

the school to furnish the same. Besides the queries raised in the original

quest10nna1re the school was also required to give specific replies to the
queries with regard to collection and utilisation of developnﬁent fee, the

manner of its treatment in the accounts and maintenance of earmarked

development fund and depreciation reserve fund.

The school furnished its reply under cover of its letter dated

27/05/2013, vide which it contended as follows:

® .
(@) The school had implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f.
@
: 01/04/2009. The salary paid by it to .the staff for the month of
@
March 2009 was Rs, 12,93,046 which rose to Rs. 20,33,432 for
bt the month of April 2009,
¢ .
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J

(b) The school paid arrears amounting to Rs. 48,90,805 for the peﬁod
01/09/2008 to 31/03/20009.

(¢} The school hiked its fee in accordance with order dated

11/02/2009 of the Director of Education w.e.f, 01/04/2009.

(d) Th¢ school collected a sum of Rs, 42,61,935 as arrear fee for the
period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/20009.

(¢) The school did not charge any development fee prior to
01/04/20009, However, in the year 2009-10, it recovered a sum of
Rs. 32,04,900 .as' development feé. Further in the year 2010-11, it
recovered'a sum of Rs. 21,76,920 as development fee.

() The develonment fee in 2009-10, was utilised to the extent of Rs.

16,82,189 for purchase of fixed assets and repayment of principal
amount of ioan for purchase of fixed assets and Rs. 15,22,711 was
utilised to make up the shortfall in salary on implementation of VI
Pay Commission report. The development fee in 2010-11 was
utilised to the extent of Rs. 67,174 for purchase of fixed assets, Rs.
5,80,312 for meeting shortfall in salary on account of VI Pay
Commission report for the year 2009-10 and Rs. 16;34,929 for the
year 2010-11.

(g) With regard to the treatment of development fee in the accounts,
the school gave a vague answer to the effect that it can be treated.
as revenue receipt to the extent it was utilised for payment of
salaries and as capital receipt, to the extent it was utilised for
purchase of fixed assets. |

(h) The school was maintaining Separate depreciation reserve fund

account for depreciation on assets acquired out of development
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fee. However, since there was no surplus in the development fee
at the end.of the year, no separate account was opened for parking

unspent development fee. A separate account has been opened

from the sess1on 2013-14.

In order to verify the contentions of the school, the Committee issued
a letter dated 23/10/2013, requiring the school to produce in its office the _
fee records, salary records, books of accounts, bank statements, copies of

provideﬁt fund returns and TDS returns for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11.

On the scheduled date ie. 06/11/2013, Sh. Rajeev Jain, Vice
Principal of the school and Sh. Parvesh Gupta, Chartered Accountant

appeared and produced the required records which were verified by Sh. AD

Bhateja, audit officer of the Committee.

On examination of the records produced by the school, Sh. A.D. .

Bhateja, audit officer of the Committee observed as follows:

(a) The school had implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f.
01/04/2009. However, the Dearness allowance was paid @ 16%
as against 22% prevailing at that time. The representatives of the

school had stated that the arrears of the DA upto March 2011

were paid subsequently.

(b) The school paid arrears of salary amounting to Rs. 48,95,118 for
the period 01/09/2008 to 3 1/03/20009.
(c) The salary was paid in cash/account payee cheques.

(d) The school filed fee structures for the years 2008-09, 2009-10 and

2010-11 along with its reply to the questionnaire, which were

[
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different from those filed along with the annual returns under Rule
180 of Delhi School Education Rules. The representatives of the
school expiained that only the consolidated amount of fee was
shown in the fee structures ﬁled with the Directorate of Education
while in the statements filed along with the reply to the
questionnaire, the school had given break up of fee charged under
dlfferent heads like tuition fee and development fee.

(e) The receipts issued by the school as well as the audited financials

of the school showed only tuition fee. There was no reference to

development fee in either the fee receipts or in the audited

financials.

(fi The school does not maintain any receipt and payment account.

006060060 000 0 .

The Committee issued a notice dated 16/07/2014 to the school for
hearing on 01/08/2014. The notice, inter alia, required the school to furnish
details of accrued liabilities of gratuity/leave encashment, if applicable to the

school, beeides requiring the school to furnish thehﬁgures of arrear fee and

regular fee, arrear salary and regular salary, year wise and to produce its

bank statements in support of payment of arrear salary, which the school
claimed to have paid. The school was also required to keep its books of
accounts and fee and salary records

handy for examination by the

Committee.

In response to the notice, Sh. Rajeev Jain, Vice Principal appeared

with Sh. Parvesh Gupta, Chartered Accountant and Sh,. Tarun Sharma,

Accountant of the ' school. They sought some more time to furnish the

information as required by the Committee’s Notice dated 16/07/2014.
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Accordingly the matter was directed to be relisted on 27 /08/2014. However,
the Committee could not assemble on thié date on account of certain
exigencies. A fresh notice dated 25/09/2014 was issued to the school for

hearing on 10/10/2014. On this date, the aforesaid representatives of the

school again appeared and furnished the following year wise figures:

Fee 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Arrear fee for the period from 01.01.2006 to Nil Nil Nil
31.08.2008

Arrear fee (Tuition fee) for the period from Nil 42,61,935 Nil
01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009

Arrear fee (Development fee) for the period from Nil Nil Nil
01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009

Regular/ Normal Tuition Fee 1,76,29,613 | 2,03,33,613 2,01,87,655
Regular/ Normal Development Fee Nil 30,50,042 22,53,950
Total as per Income & Expenditure Account 1,76,29,613 | 2,76,45,590 2,24,41,605
Salary

Arrear Salary for 01.01.2006 to 31.08.2008 Nil 1 Nil Nil
Arrear Salary for.01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009 48,90,805 Nil Nil
Regular/ Normal Salary 1,43,97,836 2,54,86,678 2,40,76,534
Total as per Income & Expenditure Account 1,92,88,641 | 2,54,86,678 2,40,76,534

The school also filed written. submissions to

transfer of funds from the school to the

state that there was no

Society or from the Society to

the school. Further, no gratuity was applicable upto 2010-11 as the

school got recognition on 14/10/2005. There was no staff member in

the school whose leave encashment was due.

The school, despite clear directions in the notice, did not produce its
bank statements showing payment of salary arrears. The school also did not

produce its books of accounts and salary registers. Another opportunity was
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® given to the school to produce its books of accounts, salary registers and
Y bank statements for the years 2008-09 ‘to 2010-11. On 16/10/2014, the
Y .school produced its books of accounts which showed payment of arrear
® salary amounting to Rs. 48;90,805, in cash, in the month of March 2009 }
P itself. As would be noticed from the year wise information furnished by the
° school, the school collected the arrear fee from the étudents amounting to
Rs. 42,61,935 in 2009.—10 only. Further, on perusal of the details of arrears
* purportedly. paid by thé school, the Committee observed that very heavy
‘~ amounts of arrears were shown to have been paid to individual staff |
* members. The amounts were in the vicinity of Rs. 60,000 to Rs. 80,000 and
e in two cases, they even exceeded Rs 1,00,000. There was no justification to
Al pay such heavy amounts of arrears in cgsh. The Committee also noticéd
. that the order dated 11 /02/2009 issued by the Director of Education
A permitted 'payment of 40% of arrear salary by 30/04/2009 and 60% by
£ 31/10/2009. When, the school was given an option to pay arrears in
. ' . staggered manner by October 2009, it did not stand to reason as to why the
‘ | school would pay the arrears in March 2009 itself, particularly when it
“ recovered the arrear fee from the students iﬁ the year 2009-10. ‘Hence, the
. ‘Committee felt that the school has taken liberty with truth while preparing
‘. the records produced by it, showing payment of arrear salary in March
| 2009 itself, in cash. The schbol was therefore asked to produce its TDS
“‘ returns (Form 24 Q) for all the quarters of 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 as
E also the proof of their filing and TDS chéllans. The matter was relisted for
a 03/11/2014. On this date, the aforesaid representatives of the school again
'3

appeared but did not produce copies of Form 24 Q, despite clear directions

given on the previous date. The school was given a last opportunity to file the
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aforesaid Forms within two days. These were filed by the school on

05/11/2014.

On perusal of ithe TDS returns (Form 24 Q), partlcularly for the 1\'%
quarter of 2008- 09 when the school clalmed to have paid the arrears, along

“with the challans of[ deposit of TDS and the proof of their ﬁhng, the

EEER

Committee observed a!s follows:

(a) The total T]?S on salaries deducted for the month of March 2009

was Rs. 3 32 169, which ought to have been deposited by

07 /04 / 2009 was actually depos1ted in instalments and that too in

|
odd amounts as follows:

Date of deposit | Amount (Rs. )
02/05/2009 42,909
25/07/2009 89,933
29/07/2009 - 26,106
30/07/2009 : 31,431
31/07/2009 ‘ 79,600
12/03/2010 68,040
Total - 3,38,019

" EE X

(b) The return of TDS whieh was reéuired to be filed by 15/06/2009,
was aetually filed on 11/05/20 1‘1 although the last instalment of
TDS was depos1ted more than a year back i.e. on 12/03/2010.

(c) Wh1le the TDS for the IV quarter of 2008- 09 was not fully-
’ depos1ted the school deposited TDS for the Ist quarter of 2009- 10
which amounted to Rs. 2 34 300 on 21 / 07/ 2009. Similarly the
TDS for IInd Quarter of 2009- 10 was deposited on 14/ 12/2009
and th1s amounted to Rs. 1,67,250. Likewise, TDS for the Illrd
quarter of 2009-10 was depos:ited on 31/ 12/2009 and this

amounted to Rs. 23,400. Even the TDS for IV quarter of 2009.10
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(upto Feb. 2010) was depoﬁSited on 06/03/2010 and this
amounted to Rs. 57 ,800. The returns of TDS for all the four

quarters of 2009-10 were ﬁled on 15/07/2010 However, the

-return for the fourth quarter of 2008 09, was filed on 11/05/ 2011

as noticed supra

While going through the bank éstatements' of the school, the

Committee observed that the Income Tax Department had attached the bank

account of the school and withdrawn a ‘'sum of Rs. 10,98,727, leavmg a

balance of only 02 (two) . paise in the account The school was asked to

furnish the details of the demand ra1sed by the Income Tax Department
1
against which the attachment had been effected The school, vide its letter

dated 29/12/2014 fumlshed a copy of the attachment order issued by the

Income Tax Department as per Wthh a demand of Rs. 4,15,82,473 was

created against

k]

“All India Digamber Ja1n Society”, which is the Parent

Society of the school. the attachment had been effected to recover th1s

amount from the bank account of the school It would be noteworthy that

the school in its written subm1ss1ons dated 10/10/ 2014 had categoncally

stated “There is no transfer of ﬁmds from the school to the Society or from the

Society to the school during the aforesaid penod”

Dlscussmn:

The Committee is of the view that the school has put up a cock and
bull story so far.as payment of arrears of salary to the staff is concerned and
has modulated its books of accounts to show such payment. In arriving at

this view, the Comm1ttee is gulded by the followmg facts:
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(@) The entire payment_ of Rs. 48,90,805 is purportedly made in cash.
The payments to individual staff members are very heavy and
there is no justiﬁcation for its Ii)ayment. in cash particularly when

the school claims to be making payment of regular salary by
cheques ' |

(b) The school recovered the arrear fee for making such payment in
2009 10 and that too in a staggered manner while the payment

~ was shown to have been made i 1n 2008- 09 itself. »

(c) The school could have made the‘ payments by 31/10/2009 as per
the order of the Director of Edueation and there was.no necessity
of making the payments in March 2009 itself. |

(d) The TDS for the quarter end1ng March 2009 during Wthh the
school purportedly made such payments was depos1ted in a
staggered manner upto 12/03/ 2010 while its recox%ery had been
made from the staff in March 2009 itself The TDS deposits for all
the quarters of 2009-10 were made before the last payment of TDS,
for the v quarter of 2008-09, IA

(e) The TDS return for the IV quarter of '2v008 .09 was filed on

11/05/2011 while those for all the four quarters of 2009-10 were
ﬁled on 15/07/2010

|

It is apparent that the school introduced a cash entry showing
payment of arrears in the mvonth"_of March 2009,.'as an afterthought and
apparently adjusted the amount of payments of regular salary for 2008-09 to
that extent. In fact the school did not pay any arrear salary. Therefore, the

Committee is of the view that the school;ought to refund the arrear fee
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recovered from the students amounting to Rs. 42,61,935 along with

interest @ 9% per annum from the date of collection to the date of

refund.

With regard to development fee which the school claims to have
recovered as part of the tuition fee ( the school stated that inadvertently the
development fee was not shown separately in the fee schedules filed with the
Director of Education, receipts issued to thé students and in its books of
accounts and audited financials, on account of a mistake committed by its

Accountant, the Committee notes that in the accounts of the school as well

“as in its audited financials, the entire tuition fee (which includes

development fee) is shown as a revenue receipt. Further as per the reply to
the questionnaire issued by the Committee, the school itself admits that
largely development fee was utilised for meeting the shortfall in payment of
salaries. The school also admits that no separate development fund was
opened till the year 2013-14. Although the school states that depreciation
reserve fund was maintainéd by the school, perusal of the audited balance
sheets shows that no earmarked fund was maintained for depreciation. In
fact, the cash at bank shown by the school as on 31 /03/2010 was Nil and
as on 31/03/2011, it was a meager amount of Rs. 17,296. No investments

or FDRs, either against depreciation reserve fund or against school fund, are

reflected in the financials of the school. Thus the school was not following

any of the pre conditions prescribed by the Duggal Committee which were

affirmed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern School vs.

Union of India ( 2004) 5 SCC 583. The Committee is therefore of the view

‘that the school ou.ght to refund the development fee of Rs. 30,50,042
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charged in 2009-10 and Rs. 22,53 950 charged in 2010-11 ‘along with

1nterest 9% per annum.
p

So far as prospective implementatipﬁ of the VI Pay Commission report

w.e.f. 01/04/2009 is concerned, the Committee is not inclined to accept the

" contention of the school in view of its finding that the school had modulated .

its books of accounts. The Director of Education, ought to conduct a special
inspection into the affairs of the school to examine whether the school has

actually implemented the VI Pay Commission réport, as claimed by it.

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoihg discussion, the Committee

rcommeﬁds that :

(1) the school ought to refund the arrear fee amounting to Rs.

42,61,935 eharged by it in pursuance of order dated

11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education, along with

interest @ 9% per annum from the date of collectien to the
date of refund. | |

(2) The school ought to refund development fee amoimting to .Rs.
30,50,042 charged in 2009-19 and Rs. 22,53,950 eﬁarged in

2010-11 along with interest @ 9% per annum from the date of

collection to the date ef refund.

(3) The Director of Education ought to eonduct special mspectmn .
into the affairs of the school particularly to examine whether
the school has in actual fact implemented the VI Pay

Commlssxon report prospectively w.e.f.. 01/04/2009 In case,

11
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Vanasthali Public School, Mayur Vihar, Phase-III, Delhi-110096

it is found that the school has not done so, the regular fee
hiked by the school w.e.f. 01/04/2009 over and above the
tolerance limit of 10%, also ought to be ordéred to be

refunded along with interest @ 9% per annum from the date of

-collection to the date of refund.

CA J.S.Kochar .  Justice Anil Dev S1ngh (Retd )
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B-595

Raja Ram Mohan Roy Public School, Sect-8, Rohini. New Delhi

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic |questions, whether or not the schools had

implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if

so, whether or not the.fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.
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B-595

Raja Ram Mohan Roy Public School, Sect-8, Rohini. New Delhi

4, With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 06.09.2013 required the school to appear on 20.09.2013
and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

5. On 20.09.2013, Sh. Chhabi Sharma, Admn. Incharge of the school
attended the office of the Committee but did not produce any record and
requested for some more time to produce the same. At his request the

school was directed to produce its record on 08.10.2013 for verification.

6. On 08.10.2013, no one attended the office of the Committee.
However, the office of the Committee received a letter dated 08.10.2013
from the school requesting more time to produce its record.

The Committee vide its notice dated 17.10.2013 provided final

opportunity to the school to produce its records on 30.10.2013.

7. On 30.10.2013, Sh.M.M.Bajaj and Sh. Ramesh, Accountant of the
school attended the Office of the Committee and produced the record for
the scrutiny by the Audit Officer of the Committee. Reply to the

questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply;-

.....
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Raja Ram Mohan Roy Public Schbol, Sect-8, Rohini. New Delhi

(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.07.2009.

(ii)  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. 01.04.2009.

(iiij The school had collected development fee from the students.

8 The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri
A.D.Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect
that: -

(i) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6% Pay Commission, but DA was not paid as per the
prescribed norms.

(ii) Salary to the staff had been paid in cash, in spite of the school
operating a bank account.

(i)  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike
was by 10%.

The Audit Officer after examination of the original record

produced by the school returned the same to the representatives of the

, J!,!STE\\\
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Raja Ram Mohan Roy Public School, Sect-8, Rohini. New Delhi

9. By notice dated 02.03.2015 the school was asked to appear on
20.08.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

10. On 20.03.2015, no one on behalf of the school appeared before the
Committee, though the notice of hearing dated 02-03-2015 was
delivered to the school on 04-03-2015, as confirmed through India Post
Tracking System. Hearing was closed. The Committee decided to finalise

its recommendations on the basis of documents made available to the

Committee.

11. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee. The following chart, which is culled out from the

record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
during during 2009- | increased Fee increased
2008-09 10 in 2009-10 | during in 2010-11
2010-11
[toV 800 1000 200 1100 100
VI-VIII 920 1120 200 1230 110
IX-X 1290 1590 300 1650 160

|
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Raja Ram Mohan Roy Public School, Sect-8, Rohini. New Delhi

‘B-595

XI-XII 1500 1800 300 "~ | 1980 180

12. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the
fee during the year 20;09—10 for all classes, in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.20009. During 2010-11 the hike has

been by 10%.

13. The school claimed to have implemented the recommendations of
the 6 Pay Commission. The salary has been paid in cash. We find that
many schools have taken this plea that they had implemented the
recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission by paying the
salary/arrears of salary to the teachers in cash/bearer cheques. Such a
plea gives a lie to the stand of the school that it had implemented the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission as there is no plausible and

convincing reason, why the payment was not made by bank transfer or

by account payee cheques.

14. As per the available record, the school has charged development

fee.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike
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B-595

Raja Ram Mohan Roy Public School, Sect-8, Rohini. New Delhi

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee in 2009-
10, without implementing the recommendations of 6t Pay
Commission, we are of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of
the tolerance limit of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the
Committee recommends that the fee hike effected by the school in
the year 2009-10 in excess of 10% ought to be refunded along with
interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to the date
of its refund.

Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 being a part of the fee for
the subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the
subsequent years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent,
it is relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10 ought also to be refunded

along with interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to

the date of its refund.

Re. Development Fee

The school has charged development fee in the following manner;-

Year Development fee charged
2009-10 Rs. 7,47,660.00
2010-11 Rs.11,92,425.00
Page 6 of 8
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Raja Ram Mohan Roy Public School, Sect-8, Rohini. New Delhi

As per record the development fee had been treated as capital
receipt and no separate depreciation reserve fund and development fund
had been maintained.

In the circumstances, the Committee is of the view that the
school was not complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed
by the Duggal Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India&
Ors. Therefore, the Development Fee charged by the school to the
tune of Rs. 19,40,085.00 during the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 in
the garb of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009
was not in accordance with law. This being so, the school ought to
refund the aforesaid development fee along with interest @ 9% per

annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Special Inspection

The school failed to produce its original record on the dated
fixed for hearing, viz. 20.03.2015 and wilfully avoided examination
of the same by the Committee during the course of hearing
therefore, Director of Education should order a special inspection of
the school as per the rules to ascertain the true state of affairs of

the school.
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B-595
Raja Ram Mohan Roy Public School, Sect-8, Rohini. New Delhi

In case on inspection it is found by the Director of Education
that the school is liable to return amounts in excess of what has
been recommended by the Committee, it will be for the Director of
Education to take such action as it deems fit subject to the orders

of the Hon’ble Delhi High Court.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd- gy Sd-

J.S. Kochar . Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) ’ Dr. R.K. Sharma... . f>

Member Chairperson Member

Dated:- 08-04-2015

JUSTICE '
TRUE COQPY
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COMMITTEE ,
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Sanjay Bal Vidyalaya, R.K.Puram New Delhi 0005387
1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.
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Sanjay Bal Vidyalaya, R.K.Puram New Delhi

9. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 07.08.2012 required the school to appear on 24.08.2012
and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years
2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

No one attended the office of the Committee on the scheduled date.
The school vide notice dated 01.10.2013 was provided another
opportunity to produce its records on 24.10.2013.

The Manager of the school vide its letter 18.10.2013 requested for
some more time to produce the records. At its request the school was

provided final opportunity to produce record on 18.11.2013.

5. On 18.11.2013, Shri Jitendra, Office Asstt. of the school attended
the office of the Committee but did not produce any record and
requested for some more time to produce the record. At his request the
school was provided fourth opportunity to produce its record on

21.11.2013 for verification.

6. On 21.11.2013, Sh. Jitendra, Office Asstt. of the school attended
the Office of the Committee and expressed his inability to produce the

original record on the pretext that the same had been lost in transit and
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Sanjay Bal Vidyalaya, R.K.Puram New Delhi 0 D U 5 8 9

the school had filed FIR with the local police station, but he failed to
produce copy of the FIR in support of his statement.

However, he produced reply to the questionnaire. As per the reply,
the school has implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay
Commission w.e.f. July, 2009 and has increased the fee in terms of the

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

7. By notice dated 23.01.2015 the school was asked to appear on
25.02.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 25.02.2015, no one on behalf of the school appeared before the
Committee. However, the Office of the Committee received a letter Dated
20.02.2015 from the Manager of the school requesting time to appear
before the Committee. At its request the school vide notice dated
03.03.2015 was directed to appear on 24.03.2015 before the Committee

to avail another opportunity of hearing.

9. On 24.03.2015, again no one appeared before the Committee. A

letter dated 19.03.2015 was received on DAK counter of the Committee
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Sanjay Bal Vidyalaya, R.K.Puram New Delhi

from the Manager of the school requesting for more time to appear before
the Committee.

10. The Committee notes that the school had been avoiding to appear
before the Committee on one pretext or the other. The same pattern was
followed by the school at the time of verification of records before the
Audit Officer of the Committee. In fact, no original records were produced
by the school even after providing four opportunities before the Audit

Officer of the Committee for verification.

The Committee is of the view that ample opportunity had been
provided to the school. This being so no further opportunity, as

requested by the school could be granted.

11. We have gone through the observations of the Audit Officer of the
Committee and returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of the Delhi
School Education Rules, 1973, received by the Committee from the
concerned Deputy Director of Education along with copies of the fee
schedule.

The following chart, which is culled out from the record would
show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years 2009-10 and

2010-11: -
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Class Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee
during during 2009-10 | increased in | during increased in
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

Nur. to V 850 1050 200 1050 Nil

VI-VIII 970 1170 200 1170 Nil

IX-X 1050 1350 300 1485 135

XI-XII 1200 1500 300 1650 150

vy

12. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the
fee during the year 2009-10 for all classes, in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11 the hike has

been by 10% for classes IX to XII.

13. The school claimed to have implemented the recommendations of
the 6t Pay Commission, but failed to produce its record of salary and
substantiate its claim, not only before the Audit Officer of The Committee
but also before the Committee. In such circumstances the claim of the
school to have implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay

Commission cannot be accepted.
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Sanjay Bal Vidyalaya, R.K.Puram New Delhi 00059 2

14. As per the available record, the school has charged development

fee.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee in 2009-
10, without implementing the recommendations of 6ttt Pay
Commission, we are of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of
the tolerance limit of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the
Committee recommends that the fee hike effected by the school in
the year 2009-10 in excess of 10% ought to be refunded along with
interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to the date
of its refund.

Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 being a part of the fee for
the subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the
subsequent years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent,
it is relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10 ought also to be refunded
along with interest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to

the date of its refund.
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Re.Development Fee
The school has charged development fee in the following manner;-
Class Development Fee | Development Fee | Development fee
charged during | charged during | charged during
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Nursery to V 1020 1890 1890
VI-VIII 1160 2106 2106
IX-X 1260 2430 2673
XI-XII 1440 2700 2970

As per record the development fee had been treated as capital
receipt and no separate depreciation reserve fund and development fund
had been maintained.

In the circumstances, the Committee is of the view that the
school was not complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed
by the Duggal Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India&
Ors. Therefore, the Development Fee charged by the school during
the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 in the garb of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 was not in accordance with
law. This being so, the school ought to refund the aforesaid

e T
AT IUBTICE N
ra BN

SOOI UV SINGH Y
. - i

'\\ e il Page 7 0f 8
For Revisw of Sciico! Feg

OPY
L o TRUE ¢

Seécretary



1

v

-9
iy S

B-627

Sanjay Bal Vidyalaya, R.K.Puram New Delhi U U U 5 9 d

development fee along with interest @ 9% per annum from the date

of its collection to the date of its refund.

Special Inspection

v <

The school failed to produce its original record and wilfully
avoided examination of the same not only by the Audit Officer of
the Committee during the course of verification but also before the
Committee during the course of hearing therefore, Director of
Education should order a special inspection of the school as per the
rules to ascertain the true state of affairs of the school.

In case on inspection it is found by the Director of Education
that the school is liable to return ;mounts in excess of what has
been recommended by the Committee, it will be for the Director of
Education to take such action as it deems fit subject to the orders

of the Hon’ble Delhi High Court.

Recommended accordingly.

sdi- | Sd-  sd-

J.S. Kochar ‘Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma -
Member Chairperson Member o

Dated:- 08-04-2015
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Shivanand Vidya Bhawan Dakshinpuri, New Delhi-62

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic; questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented ‘éhe recol‘mmeridations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not thff: fee was hike;i for the purpose of implementat'ion
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Com’mitte.e was issued to the-

Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days

2. The school 'did not respond to the questionnaﬁre within the
specified time. Further, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were also not received by the
Committee on being requisitioned from the concerned De.puty‘ Director of

Education.

3. Again, the Secretary to the Committee vide letter dated 11.12.2014-
asked the Dy. Director of Education, District South, Defence Colony, New

Delhi, to provide the annual returns of the school.

4, The Education Officer Zone 23, District South, Defence Colony,
New Delhi, vide its letter No.55 dated 15.01.2015, in response to the

letter of the Committee informed that the recognition of the Shivanand
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Shlvanand Vidya Bhawan Dakshlnpun, New Delhi-62

Vidya Bhawan School (subsequently Mount Colombus School), C Block,
Dakshinpuri, New Delhi, was withdrawn by the department vide letter
No. DE.50/DDE(S)/ :Zone 23/PS/2006/1118-1123 dated 27.08.2.010.
Further, stated that the recbgnitién of the school has been restored on.
10.06.2014. Regarding copies of the annual returns Under Rule 180 of

DSER 1973, the Education Officer informed that such records were not

a\{ailable in its office.

Recommendations

In absence of the annual returns and financial records of the
school, the Committee is not in a position to examine the issue of
fee hike. Hence the Director of Education may take such action as

deems fit under the law.

Recommended accordingly.

) J.S. Kochar Justice Ani

' Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated:- 20.02.2015
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Jagannath International School, Pushpanjali Enclave, Pitampura,
Delhi-110034

In reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the
Committee, the school submitted that it had implemented the
recommendations of the VI Pay Commission w.e.f. 1st April 2009. In
support, the sch(;ol enclosed copies of the pay bills for the months of
March 2009 and April 2009 showing total monthly salary of Rs.
3,69,445 (Rs. 2,87,792 paid through bank transfer and Rs. 81,653
paid in cash ) and Rs. 4,96,169 ( Rs. 3,91,936 paid through bank

transfer and Rs. 1,04,233 paid in cash) for the -two months

respectively.

It also filed arrear payment sheets showing the following sums
paid as arrears on account of retrospective application of VI Pay

Commission report:

Date of payment Amount paid (Rs.)

Paid by bank transfer | Paid in cash | Total Paid
28/03/2009 7,27,980 7,250 7,35,230
31/08/2009 4,81,872 0| 4,81,872
30/09/2009 ‘ 4,68,994 | 0| 4,68,994
Total 16,78,846 7,250 | 16,86,096

“, [N -

With regard to hike in fee pursuant to order dated 11/02/2009
issued by the Director of Education, the school stated that it had not
increased the fee of the students as per the aforesaid order but it had

been revising its fee structure on annual basis.

Based on this information, the school was initially placed in

catego Cior verification. The annual returns filed by th school
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Jagannath International School, Pushpanjali Enclave, Pitampura,
Delhi-110034

under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules were requisitioned
from the concerned Dy. Director of Education and on perusal of the
same, it prima facie, appeared that the submission of the school
regarding non hiking of fee as per order dated 11/02/2009 may not
be wholly true and therefore the school was transferred to category ‘B’

for the purpose of verification.

In order to verify the veracity of the documents and claims of
the school, the Committee, vide its letter dated 27/03/2012, required
the school to produce its fee records, salary records and books of
accounts for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11 in the office of the
Committee on 02/04/2012. However, no one appeared on behalf of
the school on this date nor any records were cauéed to be produced.
The Committee issued another letter dated 17/04 /2012 to the school
to produce the required records in the office of the Committee on
01/05/2012. In response, a letter dated 30/04/2012 was received in
the office of the Committee on 01/05/2012 stating that since the
school had implemented the VI Pay Commission report and not hiked
the fee in terms of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of
Education, and this fact had been communicated to the Committee
vide its reply to the questionnaire, the school was under no obligation
to produce the records before the Committee. However, without
prejudice, the school sent copies of a few receipts for the years 2008-
09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 on a sample basis.
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Jagannath International School, Pushpanjali Enclave, Pitampura,
' Delhi-110034

The Committee was initially of the view that it should
recommend special inspection of the school in view of its reluctance to
produce the required records before the Committee. However, it
decided to give one last opportunity to the school vide letter dated
27/12/2013 to produce the required records in the office of the
Committee on 16/01/2014. The Committee also issued a revised
questionnaire to the school, incorporating therein the relevant
questions regarding receipt and utilisation of development fee and
maintenance of earmarked development and depreciation reserve
funds. This time the school relented and put in its appearance
through its authorized representative Sh. Vikash Kaushik. The school
also filed its reply to the revised questionnaire issued by the
Committee. With regard to tuition fee hike and implementation of VI
Pay Commission report, the reply to the revised questionnaire was in
substance the same as was provided in reply to the original
questionnaire, except that now it claimed that the salary for the
month of March 2009 was Rs. 3,92,445 instead of Rs. 3,69,445 which
it had claimed earlier. However, with regard to development fee, it
was cdnceded by the school that it had been charging development fee
in all the five years for which information was sought and the same
was treated as a revenue receipt and the entire development fee was

consumed in payment of staff salary and other expenses.
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Jagannath International School, Pushpanjali Enclave, Pitampura,
Delhi-110034

The records produced by the school were examined by Sh. N.S.
Batra, audit officer of the Committee and after examining the records

he observed as follows:

(a) The fee charged by the school was in accordance with the fee
structures filed by the school as part of returns under Rule
180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973.

(b) Though the fee hiked by the school in financial year 2009-10
was less than the maximum permissible hike as per order
dated 11/02/2009, nevertheléss, the hike was much in
excess of 10% for most of the classes. The position of fee hike

in 2009-10 for all the classes was tabulated by him as

follows:

Class Monthly Fee 2008- | Monthly Fee 2009- | Increase. | %age
09 (Rs.) 10 (Rs.) Increase

Nursery to | 1250 1400 150 12%
11 '
Il and IV 1300 1500 200 15.3%
V to VIII 1350 1600 250 18.5%
IX & X 1550 1800 250 16.1%

I}
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(c) The fee hiked in 2010—11‘ was around 10% for most of the
classes.

(d) Althpugh the school claims to have implemented the VI Pay
Commission report w.e.f. 01/04/2009 and also paid arrears
from 01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009 but the pay bill for month

of April shows that VI Pay Commission has not, in fact, been
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Jagannath International School, Pushpanjali Enclave, Pitampura,
Delhi-110034

implemented. Though salary has been marginally increased
in April 2009, but the ihcrease is not as per the
recommendations of the VI Pay Commission. Even till March
2011 the recommendations of VI Pay Commission were not

implemented.

In order to provide an opportunity of being heard to the school,
the Committee issued a notice dated 16/07/2014 requiring the school
to appear before it on 06/08/2014. Vide this notice, the school was
asked to furnish, inter alia, the statement of the account of the Parent
Society as appearing in the books of the school and the details of its
accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment. The school put
in its appearance through Sh. Ritesh Gupta, Manager and Sh. Vikash
Kaushik, Head clerk. They filed written submissions dated
06/08/2014 and were also heard by the Committee. They contended

that

(@) The VI Pay Commission had been implemented by the school
w.e.f. 01/04/2009, as per their own understanding of the
recommendations of the VI Pay Commission.

(b) The school paid arrears of salary for the period 01/01/2006

® C0 6 000 00 0606606000600 0060 00 00 0

to 31/03/2009 out of their own resources and did not

recover any arrear fee from the students.
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Jagannath International School, Pushpanjali Enclave, Pitampura,
Delhi-110034

(c) The arrear salary as well as regular salary was paid by bank
transfers.

(d) The school Edid not hike the fee as per the order dated
11/02/ 2009l issued by the Director of Education but the fee
hike effected in 2009-10 was the normal fee hike as in earlier
years.

(e) The developmeht fee is charged from the students only at the
time of admission and is treated as revenue receipt and
spent mainly on salaries.

(f) The school has no liability towards gratuity/leave

encashment.

Discussion & Determination:

Tuition Fee:

The Committee has perused the returns of the school filed
under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973, the reply
submitted by £he school to the questionnaire issued by the
Committee, the details provided by the school during the course of
hearing and the written and oral submissions made by the

representatives of the school during the course of hearing.

At the outset, it needs to be examined as to whether the school
hiked the fee pursuant to order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the

Director of._Ed-ucatiQQ or not. Because if, the Committee finds that the
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Jagannath International School, Pushpanjali Enclave, Pitampura,
Delhi-110034

school did not hike the fee in pursuance of the aforesaid order, any

further discussion regarding tuition fee would be futile.

The order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of
Education envisaged the recovery/hike of fee for the following.

purposes:

(@) For payment of arrear salary for the period 01/01/2006 to
31/08/2008, the schools wer;e allowed to recover lump sum
arrears. So far as this part 1s concerned, the audit officer of
the Committee has endorsedg: the submission of the school
that no lump sum arrear fee was charged by the school.

(b) For payment of arrear salarylfor the period 01/09/2008 to
31/03/2009, the schools were allowed to recover the
differential fee for 7 months at the rate at which the fee was
hiked for the year 2009-10. Here also, the audit officer has
endorséd the submission of the school that no arrear fee was
charged by the school.

(c) For meeting the enhanced saiary as per VI Pay Commission
report for the year 2009-10, tfle schools were allowed to hike
the fee at different slabs, depénding upon the fee charged by
the school for the year 2008;09. However, the amounts
prescribed were the maximﬁm amounts by which the fee

could_be_hiked and it was m?tde clear in the order that the
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Jagannath International School, Pushpanjali Enclave, Pltampura,

Delhi-110034

fee hike is not mandatory and would depend upon the funds
position of the school as prevailing at that time. If the school
had adequate funds to absorb the impact of the
implementation of VI Pay Commission report, the schools
were required to meet its obligations under the said report

out of its own resources.

As noticed earlier, it is not that the school did not hike
any fee at all for F.Y. 2009-10. The school did hike the fee but it
claims that the hike was the usual hike as in the previous
years. The usual hike permitted by the Directorate of Education
to fhe school is to the extent of 10% only. However, as noticed
above, the hike effected by the school was between 12% and
18.5% for different classes. The Committee is therefore of the
view that the school did hike the fee as per the order dated
11/02/2009 but did not hike it to the maximum permissible
extent. The maximum permissible extent for this school was a
hike of Rs. 300 per month. The school resorted to a lesser hike
and also paid arrear salary out of its own resources, on the
realization that it had adequate funds out .of which it could
implement the VI Pay Commission report. It would be apt to
note here that the school did not fully implement the VI Pay
Commission report. However, considering that it paid arrear

salary“forvthe penod 01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009 which it
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Jagannath International School, Pushpanjali Enclave, Pitampura,
Delhi-110034

would not have paid if it di(ii not implement the VI Pay
Commission report and further £he fact that such payment was
made through bank transfers, tI:;e Committee cannot altogether
ignore this fact. Hence it Woulci in order to eXaminé the fund
position of the school as on 31/ (:)3 /2008, for which the audited
balance sheet is available. As per this balance sheet, the school
had hardly any funds available with it. A total current assets of
the school were Rs. 2,55,019 as:‘ against which the school had
curfent liabilities tQ the tune of Rs. 8,18,154. Thus, the funds
available with the school were l1n the negative zone. Yet, the
school claims to have paid arrear salary on account of the
implementation of VI Pay Coménission report out of its own
resources. It appears that the school raised unsecured loans to
the tune of Rs. 9,45,000 from ce;rtain individuals namely Sh.
Ashok Kumar Gupta, Rajesh Ku%nar Gupté énd Sh. Sudershan
Aggarwal in the year 2009-10. ' However, it is against the
natural course of conduct. Whyj'would a school not recover the
arrear fee from the students wheh it has been permitted to do so
by the Directorate of Educatioﬁ and further why would the
school raise unsecured loans for payment of arrear salary and
partial implementation of VI Péy Commission report. Here it

becomes relevant to notice that the school was extremely

reluctant initially to produce its records before the Committee
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Jagannath International School, Pushpanjali Enclave, Pitampura,

Delhi-110034

for verification. The Committee is therefore of the view that
there is something more than meets the eye. The exact state of
affairs can only be ascertained by a special inspection to be
conducted into the affairs of the school and such special
inspection should be focused on two things i.e. whether the
school actually paid the arrears to the staff and increased the
salaries in 2009-10, as claimed by it and secondly whether the
school, in fact, did not recover any arrear fee from the students.
This inquiry ought to be made by the actual position prevailing

on the ground and not just by examining the books of accounts

or other records of the school.

Development Fee:

In reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee, the

school stated that it had been charging development fee in all the five

years i.e. 2006-07 to 2010-11, for which information was sought by

the Committee. . It furnished the following details of collection and

utilisation of development fee:

Year Development Fee
received (Rs.)

2006-07 Information not furnished

2007-08 23,000

2008-09 1,35,600

2009-10 1,91,000

2010-11 1,95,500
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The school has admitted that the development fee was treated
as a revenue receipt and was used for payment of staff salaries.
Admittedly the school was not fulfilling any of the pre conditions laid

down by the Duggal 'Committee which were affirmed by the Hon’ble

Supreme Court in tl!rle case of Modern School vs. Union of India (

|
2004) 5 SCC 583.! However, in view of the paltry amount of

development fee claimed to have been recovered by the school and in

view of the fact t,[hat the Committee is récommending special

inspection, no recom:mendations for refund of development fee is being
i

made at this stage. This issue will have to be decided depending upon

the result of the special inspection.

® 600600000 060060000

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing determinations, the Committee is of

the view that the Director of Eduqation ought to conduct special
inspection into the affairs of the school and such special
inspection should II be focused to determine whether the school
actually paid the arrears to the staff and increased the salaries in
2009-10, as claimed by it, and secondly whether the school, in
fact, did not recover any arrear fee from the students. This
inquiry ought to be made by the actual position prevailing on the
ground and not just by examining the books of accounts or other

records of the.school.
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gannath Internatlonal School, Pushpamah Enclave, Pitampura,
Delh1- 1 10034 ‘

Recommended accordingly.

sd- - sqr . Sd-

. CA J.S. Kochar - Justice Anil' Dev Smgh (Retd.)  Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member ' Chairperson : Member
Dated: 23/12/2014
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Shiv Modern School, A-3, Paschim Vihar, New Delhi-110063 ‘

On a requisition made by the Committee through the concerned Dy.
Director of Education, the school forwarded to the Education Officer, Zone-
17 of the Directorate of Education, copies of returns filed by it under Rule
180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 for the years 2006-07 to 2010-
11, details of salary paid to the staff before implementation of VI Pay
Commission report and after its implementation, details of arrears paid on

account of retrospective application of VI Pay Commission report, copy of

circular issued to the parents intimating the increase in fee as per order
dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of Education, under cover of its letter
dated 28/01/2012. These documents were forwarded to the Committee

through the concerned Dy. Director of Education. On the basis of the

information furnished by the school, it was placed in category ‘B’ for the

purpose of verification.

In order to verify the documents submitted by the school, the
Committee issued a letter dated 01/07/2013 requiring the school to produce
in its office the fee records, salary records, books of accounts, bank
statements, copies of provident fund returns and TDS returns for the years
2008-09 to 2010-11. A revised questionnaire was also issued to the school
in order to elicit information regarding rec;eipt and utilisation of development
fee and maintenance of earmarked development and depreciation reserve

funds. ‘

On the scheduled date, Sh. Karam Singh, Manager of the school

f

appeared with Sh. Brijesh- Gupta, Chartered|Accountant and produced the

requisite records. Reply to the revised questionnaire was also filed by the

school, as per which the school stated that it had implemented the VI Pay
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Shiv Modern School, A-3, Paschim Vihar, New Delhi-110063

Commission report w.e.f. 01/04/2009. In support of this contention, the
school furnished the details of salary paid to the staff for the month of March
2009 and April 2009, showing the increased salaries purportedly on account
of implementation of VI Pay Commission report. The total salary for the
month of March 2009 was shown to be Rs. 2,39,356 and that for the month
of April was shown as Rs. 3,61,824. The school also filed details of arrears
paid to the staff amounting to Rs. 4,48,700, on account of implementation of
VI Pay Commission report. With regard to hike in fee as per the
recommendations of VI Pay Commission, the school stated that it had
recovered a total sum of Rs. 4,48,700 as arrear fee . The monthly tuition fee
was also hiked w.e.f. 01/04/2009 in accordance with order dated
11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education. The details and extent of
fee hike were also furnished. As per the details filed, the school hiked the fee

w.e.f. 01/04 /2009 as follows:

Class | Monthly tuition fee | Monthly tuition fee | Increase in monthly

in 2008-09 (Rs.) in 2009-10 (Rs.) tuition fee in 2009-10
(Rs.)

I ' 460 560 100

I 460 560 100

111 480 560 80

1\ 520 720 : 200

\Y% 520 720 200

VI 570 770 200

VII 570 770 200

VIII 570 770 200

IX 840 1060 220

X 840 1060 220
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With regard to development fee, the school stated that it started
charging development fee in 2008-09. It furnished the following details with

regard to collection and utilisation of development fee:
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Shiv Modern School, A-3, Paschim Vihar, New Delhi-110063

Year Collection Utilisation (Rs.)
(Rs.)
For purchase of | For shortfall in
Assets salary
2008-09 3,53,300 3,53,300 Nil
2009-10 4,87,800 3,99,545 88,255
2010-11 5,50,800 1,83,502 3,67,298

It was further stated that the development fee was treated as a
revenue receipt in the accounts and no earmarked accounts or investments

were maintained for unutilised development and depreciation reserve funds.

The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. A.D. Bhateja,

audit officer of the Committee and he observed as follows:

(a) The recommendations of the VI Pay Commission were not
implemented by the school, in as much as the Dearness
allowance, house rent allowance and transport allowance were not
being paid as per the recommendations.

(b) The salary was paid by individual account payee cheques.

(c) The school was filing proper provident fund and TDS returns.

Submissions and Discussion:

The Committee issued a notice dated 22/10/2014 to the school for
hearing on 05/11/2014. The notice, inter alia, required the school to furnish
details of accrued liabilities of gratuity/leave encashment, if applicable to the

school. In response, the Committee received a request letter dated
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Shiv Modern School, A-3, Paschim Vihar, New Delhi-110063

28/10/2014 from the school to postpone the hearing as the person
conversant with the financial records was on leave. Accordingly the hearing
was refixed for 23/12/2014. On this date, Sh. Karam Singh, Manager of the
school appeared with Ms. Shashi Prabha Office Incharge and Sh. Brijesh
Gupta, Chartgred Accountant. They filed reply dated 21/12/2014 to the
notice of the Committee.

As per the reply, they furnished the following

figures, duly reconciled with the Income & Expenditure Accounts of the

® 6 © & 0 0 © 060 606 0 © 0 0 ¢ 0

school:
Fee 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Arrear fee for the period from 01.01.2006 to 0 0 0
31.08.2008
Arrear fee (Tuition fee) for the period from 0 4,48,700 |- 0
'01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009
Arrear fee (Development fee) for the period 0 0 0
from 01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009
Regular/ Normal Tuition Fee 31,90,072 34,05,259 42,28,107
Regular/ Normal Development Fee 3,53,300 4,87,800 5,50,800
Salary 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Arrear Salary for 01.01.2006 to 31.08.2008 0 0 0
Arrear Salary for 01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009 0 0 4,148,804
Regular/ Normal Salary 36,34,376 46,76,799 48,24,838

It was contended that the total collection of arrear fee was disbursed

by way of arrear salaries and the aggregate hike of tuition fee and

. | .
development fee, which was treated as a revenue receipt, rose from Rs.

I
35,43,372 to Rs. 38,93,059, after the fee was hiked. Accordingly, the fee

S~
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hike in 2009-10 resulted in an additional reve
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Shiv Modern School, A-3, Paschim Vihar, New Delhi-110063

It was also contended that the normal salary expenditure of the

school rose from Rs. 36,34,376 to Rs. 46,76,799, a hike of Rs. 10,42,423.

It was thus contended that the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs.
6,92,736 in 2009-10 on account of partial implementation of the VI Pay
Commission report, even gfter effecting the fee hike and thus the fee hiked
by the school was justified. The school further contended that to meet the

shortfall, the school received a contribution of Rs. 7,45,800 from its Parent

Society.

The representatives of the school conceded that the VI Pay
Commission report had only been partially implemented as observed by the
audit officer of the Committee. They, however, contended that since the
payments were made by account payee cheques and proper deductions for
provident fund and TDS were made, wherever applicable, it ought to be given

due consideration and the hiked salary in 2009-10 ought to be factored in

the calculations.

During the course of hearing, the Committee observed that the
contributions made by the Society, ostensibly to cover the deficit in payment
of salary on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission report, were all
received in cash. Such cash received was not deposited in the bank account
of the school but was kept as cash in hand which resulted in the swelling of
cash in hand during the year, running into lacs of rupees. At the fag end of
the financial year, the césh was deposited in the bank, so that in the balance
sheet, the heavy cash in hand may not get reflected. The school claims that
the salary was paid by account payee cheques, meaning thereby that the
payments were made from the bank account. However, the cash received

5
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Shiv Modern School, A-3, Paschim Vihar, New Delhi-110063

from the Parent Society to meet the shortfall in salary was not deposited in
bank. This can only mean that at;ter making payment of salary by cheques,
the school was taking back a part of such salary in cash from the staff and
that cash was re circulated in the shape of contribution from the Society. In
fact the school was not paying salary to the extent it was showing in its
books. However, this needs further verification on the ground as the school

was apparently making propér deductions for TDS and PF wherever

applicable:

The Committee also notes that the copy of circular dated 15/02/2009
issued by the school to the parents which the school filed during the course
of hearing was absolutely different from the copy of the circular given by the |
school to the Education Officer, initially when the requisition of records was
made from the school. Although the extent of fee hike and demand for
arrears was the same in both the circulars, the language was totally
different. This indicates that the school is not shy of fabricating the records

presented to the Committee.

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the view
that the Director of Education ought to conduct special inspection in
the affairs of the school by making enquiries on the ground as to
whether the school was indulging in roundI tripping the salary paid to
the staff by cheques and then taking baék a part of it in cash and

reintroducing the same amount in the shape of contribution from the
l

Parent Society. In case, the enquiry concludes that there was such a

practice being followed by the school, it ought to order refund of the
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Shiv Modern School, A-3, Paschim Vihar, New Delhi-110063

arrear fee recovered as also the fee hike effected by the school w.e.f.
01/04/2009 along with interest @ 9% per annum, ﬁowever, if the
reéult of the enquiry is that there was no such round tripping, no
intervention would be required as the school did not generate surplus
by way of fee hike and it hardly had any funds of its own to absorb the

impact of implementation of VI Pay Commission report, to the extent it

did.

Recommended accordingly. ‘ A
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CA J.S. Kochar Justice; eV‘Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson E Member
Dated: 26/12/2014
JUSTICE
ANILDEV SINGH
COMMITTEE )
For Review of School Feg . TRUE cQ Y
Secredary




...00..0..0'0...0’..‘._'OQ‘..‘

U~

® ® 0 o

B-501

R.D. Public Sr.Sec. School, Krishan Vihar, Delhi - 1100860616

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had implemented
the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if so, whether or
not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation thereof, a
questionnéire prepared by the Committee was issued to the Managers of
all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the information be
furnished to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure 30 at page 470
of the First Interim Report). |

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the specified
time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of the Delhi
School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee on being
requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education along with
a copy of the fee schedule.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it prima
facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of the order
of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as implemented the
recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this view of the matter
the school was placed in category ‘B’.

4, With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide its

notices dated 17.07.2013 required the school to appear on 16.08.2013 to
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R.D. Public Sr.Sec. School, Krishan Vihar, Delhi - 110086

produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years 2008-09 to
2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

5. On 16.08.2013, Sh. Surinder Ahuja, representative of the school
attended the office of the Committee and produced a letter dated
16.08.2013, stating that due to some unavoidable circumstances the
record of the school could not be produced and requested for some more
time to produce the same. At its request, the school was directed to
produce its record on 09.09.2013. |

6. On 09.09.2013, Sh. Surinder Ahuja, Accountant and Sh. V.B.
Aggrawal, C.A. of the school attended the office of the Committee and
stated that most of the record had been destroyed in fire. The school was
provided another opportunity to produce the available record on
17.09.2013. They submitted the reply to the questionnaire, but the same
was not signed by the Manager of the school.

On 13.09.2013, Sh. Surinder Singh, UDC of the school attended the
office of the Committee and produced a letter signed by the Manager of the
school stating to the effect that it will not be possible for the school to
produce the record on 17.09.2013, as the Accountant and the C.A. of the
school were out of station for 15 days. At the request of the Manager, the
school was provided 4t and final opportunity to produce its record on
07.10.2013.
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7. On 07.10.2013, Sh. Surinder Singh, Accountant and Sh. V.B.
Aggrawal, C.A. of the school attended the office of the Committee and

stated that the following record has been destroyed in fire which took place

in school on 29.05.2013;-

i) Salary register for the year 2008-09.

i) Fee receipt books for 2009-10 and 2010-11.

iii) ~ Cash book and ledger for the years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11.
However, the following record was produced by them:

i) Salary registers for the years 2009-10 and 2010-11.

ii) Fee receipt books for the years 2008-09.

iii)  Reply to the questionnaire.

As per the reply, the school had implemented the recommendations of
the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. 01.01.2010 and had hiked the fee, in terms
of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. April
2010. It was also stated that the school did not charge the development
fee.

8. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri A.D. Bhateja,
Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that: -
i) The school produced the fee receipt books for the year 2008-09 only

and failed to produce the same record for the years 2009-10 and
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2010-11. However, as per the available fee structure, the school did
not hike the fee in 2009-10.

1i) The school claimed to have implemented the recommendations of
the 6t Pay Commission partially w.e.f. 01-01-2010, as D.A. has not
been paid as per the prescribed norms.

iiijy Salary to the staff had been péid in cash without deducting
Provident Fund.:

iv)  The school did not pay salary to 4 to 6 Teachers in 2010-11, due to
the reasons that the teachers were either.on leave or had left the job.

9. By notice dated 22.10.2014, the school was askeci to appear on

12.11.2014, along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

10. On 12.11.2014, Sh. Suresh Kumar Sharma, Administrative In-

charge of the school appeared before the Committee. He filed a letter

signed by the Manager of the school, seeking for 15 days adjournment on

account of non availability of the C.A. of the school. At the request of the

school matter was adjourned for 28.11.2014.

11. On 28.11.2014, Sh. Surinder Ahuja, LDC of the school appeared

and filed a letter seeking further adjournment for 15 days. The request of

the school was rejected.
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R.D. Public Sr.Sec. School, Krishan Vihar, Delhi - 110086
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12, We have' gone through the available record and observations of the

Audit Officer of the Committee.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re; Tuition Fee

/

The school failed to produce its complete financials not only
before the Audit Officer of the Committee for verification, but also
before the Committee, during the course of hearing on the pretext
that the record had been destroyed in fire. The school relied upon a
copy of the FIR (NCR No.772/2013 dated 29.05.2013) lodged by the
school with the Sultanpuri Police station. We have examined the
contents of the FiR. The FIR had been lodged by Ms. Monica Kapoor,
Principal of V.D. Institute of Technology, Krishan Vihar, Delhi. The
ifems shown being destroyed in fire were Admission files, Practical
Files, Graduation files and other record related to B. Ed course of
IGNU and L.P. University. In the entire FIR, there is no mention of
any record related to the concerned school. It shows that the school
wilfully withheld fhe record to prevent the Committee from
examining the same.

Therefore, in the absence of the original 'record, we are unable

to arrive at any finding with regard to the issue of fee hike. In the
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circumstances, the Director of Education should order a special

inspection of the school as per the rules to ascertain the true state of

affairs of the school.

In case after inspection it is found by the Director of Education

that the school had hiked the fee and/or collected the development

fee unjustifiable, it may take such action as it deems fit subject to

the orders of the Hon’ble Delhi High Court.

Recommended accordingly.

Sq- Sdi-

'J.S. Kochar .- Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) -

Member Chairperson .

Dated:- 09-01-2015
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Ay TEY SHNGH \

COMMITIEE
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St. Stephen’s Schooll PU Block, Pitampura, Delhi-110034

The school had not submitted its reply to the questionnaire

| dated 27/02/2012 issued fby the Committee, which was followed by a

réminder dated 27/03/2012. The annual returns filed by the school
under Rule ‘180 of - Del]:ni School Education Rules 1973, were
requisitioned by the Comﬁiittee from the office of the concerned Dy.
Director of Education. Tlrie same were submitj:ed to the Committee.
On prima-facie examination of the returns and the‘ ‘inform.ation
ﬁirnished by the school a}ongvrifh. such returns, it aﬁpeared that the
school had hiked the fee . in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 .
issued by the Director of Education and also implemented the

recommendations of the ':Six'th Pay Commission. The school, along

. with a communication dated 12/05/2012, addressed to the Education

Ofﬁcer, Zone-11, filed copies of two circulars dated 16/02/2009
issued to the parents off the students, as per which the school
demanded the following arrears of fee for meeting the arrear salary

consequent to implementation of VI Pay Commission report:

Class Arrear fee for the | Arrear fee for the
period 01/09/2008 to | period 01/01/2006 to
31/03/2009 (Rs.) 31/08/2008 (Rs.)

All classes 300 x 7= 2,100 3,000
except class XI :
& XII (Science)

XI &  XI 400 x 7=2,800 3,500
Science) : B _

With regard to implémenfation of recommendations of VI Pay

Commission, the school merely enclosed copies of its Receipt and

Payment Account for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10, showing total
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St. Stephen’s School, PU Block, Pitampura, Delhi-110034

payment of salary to be Rs. 94,00,820 in 2008-09 and Rs.
1,41,59,354 in 2009-10. No other details were furnished.

Based on such information, the school ‘was placed at a category

‘B’ for the purpose of verification.
In order to verify the veracity of the documents and claims of
the school, the Committee, vide its letter dated 17/07 /2013, required

the school to produce its fee records, salary records, books of

‘accounts, bank statements, Provident Fund returns and TDS returns

for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11, in the office »of the Committee on
.16/08/2013. The school was also issued a revised questionnaire
eliciting information regarding developmént fee, besides tuition fee
and expenditure. on salary' etc. No one appeéred on behalf of the
school on this daté. However, a letter dated i2 /08/2013 was received
by post from the school, seeking four weeks time on account of the pre
occﬁpation of the school with the Independence Day celebrations. The
Committee issued another letter dated 27/08/2013 to the school to
produce the required records in the office of the Committee‘ on
18/09/2013. On this date also, the school soﬁght further time on
account of the Chairman of the school being admitted in All India
Institute of Medical Sciences for some medical procedures. A final
opportunity was given to the school to produce its records for
verification on 14/10/2013. On this date, Sh. Gaurav, Member of the
Managing Committee of the school appeared and produced the

records of the school. He also filed reply to the questionnaire, signed
TRUE COPY
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St. Stephen’s School PU Block, Pitampura, Delhi-110034

by the Principal of the school. As per the reply, the school cleimed' as
follows :- |
(@) It had implemented the recommendations of Sixtt1 Pay
Commission and increased salary to the staff was being pa1d
weed. 01/09/2008
(b) It had hiked the fee'in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009
‘issued by the Directorate of Education. (A comparative chart
v&tas enclosed showiné the fee hike for different classes).
(c) The school had recovered arrear fee from the students as
envisaged in the order dated 11/02/2009.
(d) The schooil was charging development fee in all the five years for
which the informatiofl was sought by the Cemmittee i.e. 2006-
07 to 2010-11. The amounts of development fee recovered in |
2009-10 and 2010-11 were ks. 17,49,830 and Rs. 19,61,588
respectively.
(¢) The development fee was treated as a capital receipt.
() Earmarked funds were maintairfed for development fee or for
depreciation reserve.'. : | |
The school also furnlshed the detall of utilhsatlon of development
fee from 2006- 07 to 2010- 11 We shall advert to th1s issue in detail
when we discuss the issue 6f development fee.
The records produced by the schocl on 14/10/2013 were

examined by Sh. N.S. Batra audit officer of the Committee and after

" examining the records he observed as follows:

3
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(1) The fee charged by the school as per the fee schedules for the

i
years 2008-09 and 2009-10 was as follows:-

o 6 @ 0@ © 000 O

Class Monthly Fee | Monthly Fee | Increase in |
2008-09 (Rs.) 2009-10 (Rs.) 2009-10

LKG to V 1155 1455 300

VI to VIII : 1220 1520 300

IX to X 1400 1700 300

XI to XII (Commerce & 1400 ‘ 1700 300
Humanities)

X to XII (Science) 1520 1920 400

In 2010-11, the hike in tuition fee was to the extent of 10%

only.
(2) The school had implemented the recommendations of VI Pay
Commission w.e.f. April 2009.

(3) No significant indiscrepancy was observed in the maintenance

of accounts.

_ In order to provide an opportunity of being heard to the school, the

. Committee issued a notice dated 30/12/2014 requiring the school to
appear before it on 06/01/2015. Vide this notice, the school was
asked to furnish the information regarding fee (including arrear fee)
charged -by the school under various heads, the afrear as well as
regular salary paid by the Ischool in the years 2008—09 to 2010-11, in
a structured format, duly reconciled with its audited Income and
Expenditure accounts. Besides, the school was also required to

furnish ‘the statement of the account of the Parent Society as

Secretary

® O 68 9 6 00 ©® 060 © 89 O 9 0 ¢ 0 0

.
-3
5

N,

. X

Ereias



060006005996 060606090 0606502060 06000000 o

A

s 5

)

o

B-504 ({620

St. Stephen’s School, PU Block, Pitampura, Delhi-110034

appearing in the books of the school and tpe details of its accrued
liabilities of gratuity aﬁd leave encashment. |

None appeared on the date of hearing. However, the Committee
received a letter dated 03/01/2015 from the school seeking some
more time on account of non availability of the staff due to winter
vacation. The Committee issued another notice dated 22/01/2015 for
hearing the school on 06/02/2015. On this date, Sh. RP Rana, Sh.
S.K. Sharmé, and Sh. Gaurav Members of the school management
Committee appeared along with Sh. Manish Thukral. They furnished
the information required by the Committee vide notice dated
30/12/2014.

The information regarding the fee and salary for the years 2008-09

to 2010-11, as submitted by the school is as follows:

Fee 2008-09 2009-10
Arrear fee for the period from 17,43,100 15,47,044
01.01.2006 to 31.03.2009
Arrear fee (Development fee) 0 0
for the period from '
01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009
Regular/ Normal Tuition Fee | 1,10,96,335|1,23,12,461

Regular/ Normal Development 0 0
Fee (treated as revenue
receipt)

1

Salary

Arrear Salary for 01.01.2006 17,43,100 15,47,044
to 31.03.2009

Regular/ Normal Salary 76,57?720 1,26,12,310
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St. Stephen’s School, PU Block, Pitampura, Delhi-110034

The school furrﬁshed employee wise details of its accrued liabilities
of gratuity and leave encashment. As per the details submitted by the
school, the accrued liability on these two accounts was Rs. 8,83,459.

The books of accounts of the school, salary records and bank
statements were examined by the Committee during the course of
hearing. The Committee observed that the school claimed a total
payment of Rs. 32,90,144 as arrears of 'salary‘ for -the period
01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009. Out of this, a sum of Rs. 17,43,100
was purportedly paid in 2008-09 and Rs. 15,47,044 in 2009-10. The
Committee observed that the entire payment of Rs. 17,43,100 in
2008-09 was shown to have been paid in cash. Similarly out of Rs.
15,47,044 purportedly paid in 2009-10, a sum of Rs. 7,47,044 was
shown to have been paid in cash. Only a sum of Rs. 8,00,000 was
paid by bank transfer. However, the regular salary paid to the staff in
both the years i.e. 2008-09 and 2009-10 was almost entirely paid by
direct bank transfers.

Further, the Committee noticed that the school was not preparing
its Income & Expenditure Accounts at all. Only the Receipt and
Payment Account and the balance sheet were being prepared by the
school. The audit reports filed by the school were also silent about
the maintenance of _Income'& Expenditure Accounts.

The Corﬁmittee also observed that as per the Receipt and Payment
Account of the school for the year 2007-08, the bank balance was in

negative to the tune of Rs. 1,20,894.67. However, the same was not
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reflected as a liability in the balance sheet of the school. The cash

balance, as shown in the Receipt and Payment Account was Rs.

54,393 but in the balance sheet, it was shown as Rs. 54,383. Despite

these errors/omissions, the totals of assets and liabilities sides of the

balance sheet were shown as tallied.

Discussion:

The Committee is of the view that:

@)

(i)

The audited financials of the school are not reliable at all. In
fact, the omission to prepare and file Income & Expenditure
Account as part of annual returns under Rule 180 read with
Appendix II is a serious default of the school. The Rule
unequivocally requires the school to file its audited Receipt
and Payment Account, Income & Expenditure Account and
balance sheet of the preceding year. Further, as noticed
above, even the Receipt and Payment Account and balance
sheet are self contradictory.

The school paid a total sum of Rs. 8,00,000 in lump sum. in |
lieu of arrears ofl salary. The remaining amount of Rs.
24,90,144 was in fact not paid and its payment was shown
only» in records for showing the implementation of
recommendations of VI Pay Commission. The reasons for
this view of the Committee are as follows:

(a) The regular salary paid by the school is almost entirely by

direct bank transfers. Arrear salary involves payment of

o,
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. large sums of money as compared to regular monthly

salaries. When the school follows a regular practice of

| payment of regular salary by direct bank transfer, there is

no reason for the school to pay the arrear salary in cash

when it involves payment of much larger sums of money.

(b) The school has shown payment of arrear salary

amounting to Rs. 17,43,100 in 2008-09 itself. As per the
order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of
Education, the first instalment of arrear fee was required
to be deposited by the students by 31/03/2009 and
accordingly tﬁe date by which the first installment of
payment of arrear salary was to be paid was fixed as
30/04/2009. There was no hurry for the school to pay
the first instalment of arrear salary by 31/03/2009 itself.
The Committee also has observed tﬁat even this payment
was made in number of instalments, starting from
24/02/2009 to 31/03/2009. This itself gives rise to
strong suspicion as the aforesaid order of the Director of
Educaﬁon required the payment to be made in two
instalments i.e. 40% by 30/04/2009 and 60% by
31/10/2009. The school could have very well arranged
to pay arrear salary by bank transfers as the1;e was ﬁo
deadline to pay the same by 31/03/2009. Similarly the

payment of arrears in the year 2009510 was also spread
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St. Stephen’s School, PU Block, Pitampura, Delhi-110034

over a ﬁumber'of instalments. This conduct of the school
is unnatural. When the Director of Education permitted
the school to pay the arrears in a certain time frame, the
school seem to be in hurry to pay much before the
deadlines and such payments were shown to have been
made in cash.
In view of the foregoing findings of the Committee, we are of the
view that this is a fit case where the Director of Education should

conduct a special inspection of the school.

Development Fee:

Since the issue of justifiability of charging development fee by
the school is also required to be examined with reference to the
audited financials of the school, which the Committee has expressed
reservations about, this issue can also be made a part of a special

inspection that may be conducted by the Director of Education.

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the

view that this is a fit case where the Director of Education ought
TRUE COPY  °
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to conduct special inspection as the Committee is unable to

examine the issues before it in the absence of complete and

reliable audited financials.
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CA J.S.Kochar . Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma ™"
Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 01/05/2015
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Manvi Public School, Sector-7, Rohini, Delhi-110085

000632

The school had not replied to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012
issued by the Committee, which was followed by a reminder dated
27/03/2012. On a requisition made by the Committee through the |
concerned Dy. Director of Education, the Dy,. Director forwarded copiés of
annual returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education
Rules, 1973 for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11 to the office of the Committee.
On the basis of the information contained in the annual returns, the school

was placed in category ‘B’ for the purpose of verification.

In order to verify the documents received from the Dy. Director of
Education, the Committeé issued a letter dated 26/08/2013 requiring the
school to produce in its office the feé records, saiary records, books of
accounts, bank statements, copies of provident fund returns and TDS
returns for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11. A revised questionnaire was also
issued to the school in order to elicit information regarding receipt and
utilisation of development fee and maintenance of earmarked development

and depreciation reserve funds.

On the scheduled date i.e. 23/09/2013, Sh. K.C. Malik, Manager of
the school appeared and furnished reply to the questionnaire issued by the
Committee. He also produced the required records which were verified by

Sh. N.S. Batra, audit officer of the Committee.

As per the reply to the questionnaire, the school stated that:

(a) It had implemented the recommendations of the VI Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01/04/2009. In support, the school furnished
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the pay register for the month of March 2009 and that for the
month of April 2000, |

(b) It had collected thé arrear fee amounting to Rs.
2,93,920, the whole of which was paid as arrears salary to the
staff on account of implementation of the VI Pay Commission
report. |

(c) It had increased the fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009 in terms of
order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education.

(d) With | r_egard to development fee, the school vaguely
stated that it was charged “as p.er order”. However, the school did
not provide any answers to the specific questions with regard to
the amount of development fee collected and utilised, its rﬁanner
of utiliéation, its treatment in the accounts and maintenance of

de\}elopment and depreciation reserve funds.

On examination of the records produced by the school, Sh. N.S.

Batra, audit officer of the Committee observed that the school had hiked the

tuition fee uniformly by Rs. 200 per month for all the classes. The fee

charged by the school for different classes was tabulated by him as follows:

Class Monthly Tuition | Monthly Tuition | Increase in
' : fee in 2008-09 (Rs.) | fee in 2009-10 (Rs.) | 2009-10

Pre school & 700 900 200

Pre Primary '

I&IO 650 850 200

III to V 755 955 200

VI to VIII 880 1080 200

X &X 955 | , 1155 200
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With regard to fee hike in 2010-11, he observed that the same was

within the tolerance limit of 10%.

With regard to implementation of VI Pay Commission report, he
observed that the school was paying only basic pay and grade pay as per the
recommendations. HRA was not being paid aﬁd transport allowance was
being paid to only two teachers. The salary was being paid througﬁ cheques

and TDS and provident fund was being deducted from the salaries.

N

The Committee issued a notice dated 30/10/2014 to the school for
hearing on 28/11/2014. The notice, inter alia, required the school to furnish
details of accrued liabilities of gratuity/leave encashment, if applicable to the

school.

On the date of hearing, Sh. K.C. Malik, Manager appeared with Ms.
Seema Goyal, Accountant. They were partly heard by the Committee. They
furnished some of the information asked for by the Committee vide notice

dated 30/10/2014. They orally made the following submissions:

(a) The school hiked the fee as per order dated 11/02/2009 issued By
the Director of Education. -However, the érrear fee could be
recovered only from about 125 students out of a total strength of
about 250.

(b) The Managing Commiittee of the school decided in its meeting held
on 13/03/2009 that the recommendations of the VI Pay
Commission be implemented but Wijchout payment of House Rent

Allowance and Transport allowance.
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(c) The school paid a total .sum of Rs. 2,938,920 as arrears in two
installments. In the first installment, an aggregate sum of Rs.
1,02,920 was paid on 16/04/2009 and in the second installment,

an aggregate sum of Rs. 1,91,000 was paid on 13/10/2009.

On a query raised by the Committee and on examination of the books
of accounts ;and bank statements of the school, the Committee observed that
the first installment of arrears (Rs. 1,02,920) was paid entirely in cash. In
the second installment, while a sum of Rs. i,79,000 was paid by individual
cheques, the remaining amount of Rs. 12,000 was paid' in cash. Even in the
case of payments made by individual cheques, some appear to have been

made by bearer cheques, against which cash was withdrawn.

In order to have a clear picture, the Committee asked its audit officer
to tabulate the payment of arrears, so as to ascertain as to how much of the
total sum of Rs. 2,93,920 was paid in cash, how much by bearer cheques
and how much by direct bank transfer or account payee cheques. The
required information was compiled by the audit officer of tﬁe Committee, as
per which the entire amount of Rs.l 1,02,920 paid in first installment was
paid in cash and out of the second installment, a sum of Rs. 12,000 was
paid in cash, Rs. 51,000 by bearer cheques and the _remaining sum of Rs.

1,28,000 by bank transfer or account payee cheques.

The school was asked to file a complete reply to the revised
questionnaire issued by the Committee and furnish a complete response to

the notice dated 30/10/2014 issued by the Committee.
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The séhool filed complete reply to the revised questionnaire in the
office of the Committee on 10/12/2014. As per this .reply, the school stated
that the total salary paid fo the staff in 2008-09 was Rs. 24,40,717 which
rose to Rs. 30,69,274 in 2009-10 on partial implementation of the
r'ecommendations of VI Pay Commission. The regular/ normal fee charged by
the school 1n 2008-09 was Rs. 23,22,410 which rose to Rs. 30,08,075 on

account of fee hike effected by the school as per order dated 11/02/2009.

With regard to development fee, the school furnished the following

figures from 2006-07 to 2010-11:

500 0000000060000 0060000000008 06000e0¢0

Year Development Fee | Development Fee | Unutilised

collected {Rs.) utilised (Rs.) development fee

(Rs.) '

2006-07 2,44,840 1,81,478 . 63,362
2007-08 2,30,080 1,36,907 93,173
2008-09 2,38,275 1,30,972 1,07,303
2009-10 3,85,695 1,22,455 2,63,240
2010-11 2,89,225 1,25,538 1,63,687

It was stated that the deveiopment fee is treated as a capital receipt in
the accounts. With regard to the question whether depreciation reserve fund
and unutilised development fund were kept in earmarked bank accounts or
FDRs or investments, the school gave the balances in bank account and

FDRs accounts as at the end of the five years.

A fresh notice 'was issued on 11/12/2014 for hearing on 23/12/2014.
On this date, Sh. K.C. Malik and Ms. Seema Goyal again appeared before th.e
Committee and were heard. During the course of hearing, it emerged that
the land was allotted by DDA to the Society for running a Nursery school.

Gradually, the nursery school developed into a. secondary school. On a
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query by the Committee, the representatives of the school admitted that the
balance sheet of the Nursgry school was prepared separately and its
financials have not been merged into the balance sheet of the secondary
school. It also emerged during the course of hearing that a teacher training
institute is also run from the second floor of the school building. The said
teachers training institute was not compensating the school in any manner,
although it was established on the land allotted for the purpose of the
school. The representatives further stated that there did not exist any
accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment as the school does not

provide such benefits to the staff.

The ‘school was required to file the balance sheets as well as fee
schedules of the nursery school in order to ascertain whether it had
accumulated funds a\;ailable with it. The school, vide its letter dated
26/12/2014 furnished the balance sheets of the nursery school as on
31/03/2007 and 31/03/2008. It further stated that the nursery school was
closed down on 31/03/2008 and all its assets were transferred to the

secondary school.

The Committee instructed its audit officer to prepare a calculation
sheet to ascertain the funds available with the secondary school as well as
the nursery school as on 31/03/2008 in order to examine the justification of

fee hike effected by the school for the purpose of implementation of the

- recommendations of the VI Pay Commission. The audit officer prepared the

!
following calculation sheet:
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Statement showing Fund available as on 31-03-2008 and effect of fee hike and salary hike

- Secondary - Nursery
Particulars : School School Total
Current Assets + Investments )
Cash in hand 13,173 309 13,482
Bank Balance . (1,335) - 161,865 160,530
FDRs with State Bank of Travencore 239,252 200,000 439,252
Accrued interest on FDR 24,909 21,050 45,959
Prepaid Expenses 6,100 - 6,100
Loans & Advances 2,945 - 2,945
285,044 383,224 668,268
Less: Current Liabilities - .
Refundable Security . 190,400 15,500 205,900
Sundry Creditors 49,600 - 49,600
Advance Fee 2,375 - 2,375
Expenses Payable 192,323 - 192,323
434,698 15,500 450,198
Net Current Assets + Investments (Funds
Available} (149,654) 367,724 218,070
Total Liabilities after implementation of Vith
Pay Commission
Arrear of Salary as per VI th Pay Commission .
Less: | w.e.f. 1.1.2006 to 31.3.2009 293,920 - 293,920
Increased Salary for 2009-10 {as per calculation .
given below) 628,557 - 628,557
922,477 - 628,557
Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike (1,072,131) 367,724 (410,487)
Add: Total Recovery after VI th Pay Commission
: Recovery of Arrears of tuition fee for 1.1.2006 to
31.8.2008 132,000 132,000
Recovery of Arrears of tuition fee for 1.9.2008 to’ ’
31.3.2009 161,920 161,920
Annual increase in Tuition Fee (FY 09-10) 685,665 685,665
979,585 - 979,585
Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike (92,546) 367,724 569,098
Reserve for future contingency equivalent to
Less: 4 months salary 1,023,091
Excess / (Short) Funds {453,993)
Add: Development fee for 2009-10 refundable : -385,695
Development fee for 2010-11 refundable 289,225 674,920
Net amount refundable 220,927
" Working Notes
Tuition Fee as per Income & Expenditure
Account 2,322,410 3,008,075
Increase in Tuition Fee in 2009-:10 as per 1 &
EA/c 685,665
2008-09 2009-10
Salary paid as per Income & Expenditure
account 2,440,717 3,069,274
Increase in Salary in 2009-10 asperl&E
Alc 628,557
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Manvi Bublic School, Sector-7, Rohini, Delhi-110085

In order to confront the school with the calculation sheet, a
fresh hearing was ﬁxed for 02/01/2015. On this date, Sh. K.C. Malik,
Ms. Seema Goyal and Sh. Ashok Kumar Chartered Accoﬁntant were
appeared and were confronted with the calculation sheet prepafed by
the audit officer. The representatives of the school checked the same
and pointed out that the Committee ought--t'o take into account the
liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment, which are statutory in
nature, although on the last hearing, they had stated that no such
liabilities existed._ The hearing in the case was closed , hO\;vever, the
school was given ‘a liberty to file details of accrued liabilities of

gratuity and leave encashment, within one week.

The school filed its written submissions dated 05/01/2015 vide
which, instead of giving detail of liabilities of gratuity and leave

encashment, the school contended as follows:

(a) The funds available with Manvi Preparatory School ought
not be considered available to the main school as the same
was a separate school.

(b) There was an apparent error iﬁ the calculation sheet in as
much as though the arrear salary of Rs. 2,93,920 was shown

therein, it had not been factored into the calculations.
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Discussion: _

The Committee has perused the annual returns of the.school,

- the two reply submitted by it to-the questionnaire, the information

furnished during the course of hearing, the calculation sheet prepared
by the audit officer of the Committee and the submissions made by

the school orally as well as inlwriting.

The Committee acknowledges that there was an apparent error
in the calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer, in as much as
the arrear salary of Rs. 2,93,920, although shown in the calculation

sheet, was not actually taken into the calculation on account of an

‘error in the formula used in the Excel worksheet. If such error is

removed, the result would be that the school would not have to refund
anything as the amount which is worked out as refundable is Rs.

2,20,927. The Committee rejects the contention of the school that the

funds available with the nursery school ought not to be taken into’

account for ascertaining overall funds position of the school. This view
of the Committee is based upon circular- No. 15072-15871 (A(;t
Branch) dated 23/03/1999 of the Directorate of Education, Govt. of
Delhi, in pﬁrsuance of directions of the Holn’ble. High Court of Delhi in
CWP No. 3723/97. The said circular has a statutory flavour as it is
issued under sub section (1) of Section 3 of the Delhi School
Education Act, 1973, read with Rule 43 of the Delhi School Education

Rules, 1973. It reads as follows:
TRUE GOPY
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“In pursuance of the directions of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi
in CWP No. 3723/97, to curb the commercialisation, to check the
malpractices and to streamline the education at pre-primary level, I,
S.C. Poddar, Director of Education in exercise of the powers so
conferred upon me under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Delhi
Education Act, 1973, read with rule 43 of Delhi School Education Rules,
1973 order with immediate effect that:

1. All pre-primary schools being run by the registered
societies/trusts in Delhi as branches of recognised schools by
the appropriate authority in or outside the school premises
shall be deemed as one institution for all purposes.

2. All such pre-primary schools running as branches of
recognised schools shall comply with the directions of the
Hon’ble High Court in CWP No. 3723/ 97, provisions of Delhi
Schools Education Act, 1973 and the Rules made thereunder
and the directions/instructions issued by the Directorate of
Education from time to time.

© 3. No student shall be admitted in pre-primary classes by what
so ever name it may be called unless he has attained the age
of 4 years as on 30t September of the academzc year in which
admzsszon is sought.”

(emphasis supplied by us)

The Committee views with disfavour, the attempt of the school
to-hide the information from the Committee. The information
-regarding running of a separate nﬁrsery school came only in response

to pointed queriés made by the Committee in this regard.

The Committee.is of the considered view that this is a fit case
where the Director of Education ought to conduct special inspection

for the following reasons:

(a) The land was allotted to the Parent Society for running a school.
However, admittedly, the premises is being used for running a

teachers training institute also. The school is not getting any
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compensation frofn such institute. This amounts to commercial

exploitation of the land which was aliotted for runhning é.school.

‘The Director of Edﬁcation' ought to éssess as to how much

would be the amt}unt ~o,f income foregone by the school. Had

such incom¢ cofﬁe to the :coffers of_ the school, pérhaps‘ t‘he

school would ilavé had sufficient funds of its own to implement

the VI 'Pay Comnilission report out _of its own resources and -
there fnight not have been any need for effecting a fee hike.

(b) Oﬁt of the total ijarre.ar payment amounting to Rs._\ 2,93,920
purportedly madeli by the school, a sum of Rs. 1,65,920 i_.e.
about 56% of the ‘itota.l, was paid in cash or by bearer cheques. . -
The Director ougﬁt to rﬁake discrete inquiries from the sfa‘ff as
to whether they 1n fact got the arrears which are shown to have

been paid by the ‘s::ch‘ool.

Recommendations:

In view of thé foregoing discuséion, ‘the Committee
recommends that the. Director of Education ought to conduct

special inspeétion to ascertain the true state of affairs of the

" school vis a vis the fulnds availability and the funds foregone by
.the school and to check the .cbmmercial use of the premises of

- the school. The schooi ought to be compensated for the user of

premises by the teachers training institute and after considering

these aspects, a holistic view ought to be taken as to whether the
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school needed to hike the fee for implementation of VI Pay
Commission repoft and whether the school is required to refund
the same or any part thereof, to the students.

gd/-  Sdi-  gg/-

CA J.S.Kochar ' Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson - Member

Dated: 21/01/2015
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Jyoti Model School, Adarsh Nagar, Delhi — 110033 000b i

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure

30 at page 470 of the First Interim Report).

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi.School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, .appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.
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4.  With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notices dated 06.09.2013, required the school to appear on
03.10.2013 to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid

questionnaire.

5. On 03.10.2013, Mrs. Pankaj Gulati, Vice Principal, Sh. K. Lal,
Member, M.C. and Sh. Vasudev Sharma, P/T Accountant of the school
attended the office of the Committee and produced the record. Reply to
the questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply;-

1) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.04.20009.

ii) The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. 01.04.20009.

ili)  The school had not collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri A.D.
Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He has observed to the effect
that the school did not produce original salary and fee records with the
reasons that all the records have been destroyed in fire that took place in

the office of the school on 14.11.2012. They produced the copies of FIR
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“and report of Fire department in support of their submissions. However,

the school representatives have provided salary details for the month of

- March 2009 and April 2009. As per the available record the school has

implemented the recommendations of the 6th, Pay Commission w.e.f.
April 2009. The salary to the staff had been paid by bearer cheques or in
cash.

The school has provided fee structure. As per the same the school
has hiked fee in 2009-10 by 13.63% ‘tc.) 30% for different classes. In

2010-11, the hike was within 10%.

7. By notice dated 05.12.2014, the school was asked to appear on
30.12.2014, along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 30.12.2014, Mrs. Pankaj- Gulati, Vice Principal, Sh. K. Lal,
Member, M.C. and Sh. Vasudev Sharma, P/T Accountant of the school
appeared before the Committee. It was contended by the representatives
that the school has implemented the recommendations of the oth Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01-04-2009. However, no arrears of salary were paid

as no arrears of fee were recovered from the students. They did not
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produce original records of the school pertaining to fee, salary and
accounts, on the plea that the same got destroyed in fire that took place
in the school on 14-11-2012.

During the course of hearing, the Committee perused the audited
financials of the school that were filed by the school to the department as
part of the returns under rule 180 of DSER-1973. It emerged that bulk
of the funds of the school were held in imprest account, with heavy cash
balance. Only a miniscule amount was kept in the bank. It also
emerged that the school was running from the premises owned by Mr.
Vikas Gulati, to whom the school paid rent. The Committee also

observed that bulk of the salary was paid by bearer cheques.

12. We have gone through the available record, submissions of the

representatives on behalf of the school and observations of the Audit

Officer of the Committee.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re; Tuition Fee

The school failed to produce its original record not only before

the Audit Officer of the Committee for verification, but also before

the Committee, on the plea that the record had been destroyed in

Page 4 of 5
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fire. In the absence of the original record, we are unable to arrive at
any finding with regard to the issue of fee hike. In the
circumstances, the Director of Education should order a special
inspection of the school as per the rules to ascertain the true state
of affairs of the school.

In case after inspection it is found by the Director of
Education that the échool had hiked the fee and/or collected the
development fee unjustifiable, it may take such action as it deems

fit subject to the orders of the Hon’ble Delhi High Court.

Recommended accordingly.

sgi-  Sd-  Sd-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated:- 07-01-2015
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1. With a view to elicit the felevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had

implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Cofnmission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepargd by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools 6n 27.02.2012 with the request that -the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure

30 at page 470 of the First Interim Report).

2. - The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education ﬁules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. On examination of the aforesaid féturns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had inclreased the fee in terms of
the order of the Direcfor of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixtlél pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.
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4.  With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notices dated 23.08.2013, required the school to appear on
16.09.2013 to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid

questionnaire.

5. On 16.09.2013, Ms. Monika, Teacher of the school attended the
office of the Committee and produced the record. Reply to the
questionnaire was also filed. ‘As per the ‘reply;—

i) The schooi had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay
Commission w.e.f, December, 2009.

ii) The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. 01.04.20009.

iii) The school had not collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri N.S.Batra,

Audit Officer of the Committee. He has. observed to the ¢ffect that :-
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(i) The school has implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay
Commission w.e.f. December 2009. |

(i)  The salary to the staff was paid without deducting TDS.

(iii) ~ The school has hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 by Rs.100/- for all

classes. In 2010—11, the hike was in between 08.3% to 14% for

different classes.

7. By notice dated 30.12.2014, the school was asked to appear on

09.01.2015, along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 09.01.2015, no one appeared before the Committee. The school
vide notice dated 22.02.2015 was provided another opportunity to

appear before the Committee on 06.02.2015.

9, On 06.02.2015, the school filed a letter at the Dak Counter of the .

Committee mentioning the fee and the salary structure of the school for

the years 2008-09 to 2010-11 but no one appeared for hearing or

produced any original record before the Committee for examination.
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10. We have gone through the available record and observations of the

Audit Officer of the Committee.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re; Tuition Fee - |

|

The school failed to produce its original record before the

Committee, in spite of providing two opportunities to the scheol. In
the absence of the original record, we are.' unable to arrive at any
finding with regard to the issue of fee hike. In the circumstances,
the Director of Education should order a speciell inspection of the

school as per the rules to'. ascertain the true state of affairs of the

school.

In case after inspection it is found - by the Director of

Educatlon that the school had hlked the fee and/or collected the

development fee unjustifiable, it may take such action as it deems

fit subject to the orders of the Hon’ble Delhi High Court.

Recommended accordingly.

s _Sd- sdk

. Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated:- 20-02-2015
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 Gyan Jyoti Vidyalaya, Anupam Garden,IGNOU Road, N.Delhi- 30

000653

1. With a view to elicit the relevaht information from the schools with
regard to the basrc questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for 'rhe purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managere of all scilools on 27j02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the

specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of

_the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

along with a copy of the fee schedule. 3

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it

prima facie, appeared that the 'school had increased the fee in terms of

the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemen‘ted the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In thi‘s

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’
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Gyan Jyoti Vidyalaya, Anupam Garden,JIGNOU Road, N.Delhi- 30
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4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 16.07:2012 required the school to appear on 27.07.2012
and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

5. On 27.07.2012, Shri Kailash Ahlawat, Manager and Sh. Anil, P/T
Accountant of the school attended the Office of-the Committee and

produced some of the records along with the reply to the questionnaire.

~As per the reply, the school has irhplemented the recommendations of

the 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. April, 2009 and has not increased the fee

in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The
school has not collected development fee from the students.

The school was provided further dpportunities on 24.10.2013 and

19.11 2013 to produce complete record, which was submitted finally on

latter date.

6. | The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri
A.D.Bhatejaa, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect
that: - | | |

(1) The school had increased tuition fee in the range of 30% to 56% for

different classes in 2009-10 and by 10% 2010-11.
' Page 2 of 4
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(i)  The school had claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6t Pay Commission.

(i) Salary to the staff had been paid in cash without deducting TDS

and PF.

(iv) The H.M. of the school had been shown on leave Without pay
during O_étober 2009 to February 2010. Similarly, two to four
teaching staff had been shown on leave without pay from January
2069 to March 2009. During 2010-11 also one to three teaéhing
staff remained on leavg without pay during almost every month.

The Audit Officer after examination of the record produced

by the school returned the same to them.

7. By notice dated 23.01.2015 the school was asked to appear on
20.02.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
yeafs 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 20.02.2015, no one on behalf of the school appeared before the

Committee in spite of the notice of hearing delivered to the school on

27.01.2015, as confirmed though India Post Tracking System.
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Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

The schobl failed to produce its record before the Committee
.for examinatioﬁ, as no one appeared before the Committee during
the course of hearing. In the abéence of the original record, we are
unable to arrive at any finding with regard to the issue of fee hike.
Theréfore, Director of Education should order a épecial inspection of
the school as per the _rule§ to ascertain the true state of affairs of
the schooi. .
In lcase. after inspection it is found by the _Directbr. of
| Education that the school héd hiked fhe fee apd/or cvollected the
development fee unjuStifiéble, it may take such action as it deems
fit subject to the orders of fhe Hon’ble Delhi High Court. |

Recommended aécordingly.

sg/-  sd-  Sd-

J.S. Kochar °  Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) ~ Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member - Chairperson Member

Dated:- 16-03-2015
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Mata Daan Kaur Public School, Mundhela Kalan, Delhi-110073

1. = With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implerhented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information ‘be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the

specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee,‘ it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director Q'f Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay c.ommission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category B’.

4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 10.07.2012, required the school to appear on 13.07.2012
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Mata Daan Kaur Public School, Mundhela Kalan, Delhi-11007 3{) 0065 8

and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years
2008-09 to 2010-11 and to fﬁrnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.
On the schedule date Sh. Om Prakash, Manager of the school vide
his letter dated 13.07.2012 requested for another date to produce the
records. At itsv request the schbol was directed to prodﬁce the records on

30.07.2012.

5. On 30.0f.2012 Sh. Om Prakash, Manager O.f the school attended
the Office of the Committee and' produced incomplete record. Thereafter,
the school was providéd oppdrtunities on. 08.11.2013 and 26.112013 to
préduce its records for the scrutiny by the Audit Ofﬁcér of the Committee
which were finally broauced by the school representative on the ‘latter
date.. Replyl to the questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply;-

(1) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.10.2009. '

(i  The school had notbhiked thé fee in terms of the order of the
Difebtor of Education dated 11.02.2009. |

(iiy  The school had collected development fee from the students,
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Mata Daan Kaur Public School, Mundhela Kalan, Delhi- 110073 . g
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6. - The récord, in the first instance, wasl examinéd by Smt Sunita
Nautyal, Audit Ofﬁcér of the Committee. She observed to the effect that:
(i) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations'
of thé 6th Pay Commission. ' '
(ii) TDS haé not been deducted from the salary of the staff. However,
the school representative stated that the TDS was collected in cash from
the sfaff and thereafter was deposited x‘)vith the Income Tax Departfnent.
(iii)_ The school hiked tuition fee iﬁ 2009-10 in terms of the order of the .
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike was
by 10%.

The Audit Officer after exémination of the record produced: by the

school returned the same to him.

7. By notice dated 23.01.2015, the school was asked to appear on .
., 20.02.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 20.02.2015, Sh. Naveen Kumar, TGT of the school appeared
before the Committee without any authority letter from the Manager. He

submitted that the salary for the amount of Rs.18000 / - p.m. was paid to
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Mata Daah Kaur Public School, Mundhela Kalan, Delhi-110073

000663

him in cash. He conceded fhat beyond this, he did not know anythirig
about the accounts of the school. The school failed to produce its

records before the Committee.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

Since; the schoc;l f#iled to produce ité’ jrect‘)rd before the
Committee for-examination? we are unable to arrivé at any finding
with fegard to the issue of fee hike. »Therefore, Director of
Education s-hould order a Séecial inspéction of the school as per the
rules to ascertain the true state of affairs of ‘the school.

In case after inspection it is found by the Director of -
Education that the school hdd hiked the. fee and/ or_.collected the

development fee unjustifiable, it.ma_y take such action as it deems

fit subject to the orders of the Hon’ble Delhi High Court.

Recommended accordihgly.

- sdl-  sd- - Sd/-

J.S. Kochar = Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson . Member

Dated— 16-03-2015
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B-626

St. Andrews Seots‘School, Jagatpuri, Delhi — 110051 _ U'OQB 61

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared b}If the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools ori 27.02.201.2 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by t}'ie school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education daied 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category B’.
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" St. Andrews Scots School, Jagafpuri, Delhi - 110051 UOO 6 82

4.  With a view to. verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its netices dated 06.09.2013, required the school to appear on
04.10.2013 to produce entire accounﬁng, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid

questionnaire.

5. On 04.10.2013, Shri Ajmat Khan, Accountant of the school
attended the office of the Committee but did not produce record. He
submitted a letter stating that some ‘o‘f the records have been destroyed
in fire. The school was directed to produce the available records on
23.10.2013.

On 23.10.2013 Shri Ajmat Khan, Accountant of ‘the school
prodﬁced some of the records for verification. Reply to the questionnaire
was also filed. As per the reply;-

(1) | The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2009.
(ii) | The school did not hike tllqe, fee in terms of the order of the Director
of Educati'on dated 11.02.2009.

(il  The school had collected development fee from the students.
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6. The record, in the first instance', was examined by Shri A.D.

Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He has observed to the effect

that the school did not produce complete record and filed a letter stating’

thaf the Annual Returns for the year 2009-10, Fee Receipt Books for the
year 2008-09 to 2010-11, Cash Book and Ledger for the year 2008-09
and 2009-10, Bank Statements for the year 2008-09 and Salary Payment
Register for the year 2008-09 have been destroyed in fire. However, no
.copy of FIR or fire report was submitted in support of the fire incidence.

The school has produced salary payment register for the year
2009-10 and 2010-11. As per the same the school paid salary in cash
and through bank transfer. The school has claimed té have implemented
the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2010, but
DA was not paid as per the prescribed norms.

The school did not produce original fee records. However, as per

~ the Returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of the Delhi School

Education Rules 1973, received through the départment, the school has

. hiked the fee in 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11-02-2009. During 2010-11, the hike in fee was by

Rs.100/- per month.
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St. Andrews Scots School, .Laé,atpuri, Delhi - 1 10051 UD 0 8 6/1

7. By notice dated 23.01.2015, the school was asked to appear on
25.02.2015, along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the.
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 25.02.2015, Shri Ajmat Khan, Accountant of the school
appeared before the Cémmittee. He stated‘_‘that the recommendations of
the 6%, Pay Commissioq were implementeci w.e.f. 01-04-2009 and the fee
was hiked by Rs. 200/- p.m. as per the order dated 11-02-2009 vof the
Director of Educétion. With regard to development fee, he submitted that
a sum of Rs.500/- per stuLdent was charged from new admissions only
and the: same Was treated as a revénue receipt and was utilized for
routine revenue expensive. He further submitted that the books of
accounts for the year 2008-09 and 2009-10 got burnt and hence were
not available. He further stated that no FIR was registered nor any call
was made to the Fire Department. He also submitted that the salary was
paid to the staff by ECS aﬁd by cheques to a. manpower supplier through
which Group D employees Were hired.

0. We have gone through the available record‘, submissions of the
representative on behalf of the school and observations of the Audit

Officer of the Committee.
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St. Andrews Scots School, Jagatpuri, Delhi - 110051 000655

Discussion and Recommendations

Re; Tuition Fee

The school failed to produce its original record before the
Committee, on the plea that the record had been destroyed in fire.
In the absence of the original record, we are uﬁable to arrive at any
finding with regard i:o the issug of fee hike. In t1;e circumstfances,.
the Director of Education should order a special inspection of the
school as per the rules to ascertain the true state of affairs of the
school.

'In case after inspection it is found by the Director of
Education that the school had hiked the fee and/or collected the
development fee ﬁnjustifiable, it may t.ake such action as it deems

fit subject to the orders of the Hon’ble Delhi High Court.

Recommended accordingly.

sd/-  sdi-  Sdi-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated:- 17-03-2015
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St. Joseph’s Academy, Savita Vihar, Delhi-110092

In response to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012, issued by

the Committee, the school, vide its letter dated 01/03/20 12, stated as

follows:
(@) It had

implemented the recommendations of VIth Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01/01/2006. However, in evidence, the

school furnished copies of its salary register for the month of

August 2009 as payment of salary prior to implementation,

and September 2009 as payment of salary after the

implementation. (It appears that the school actually

implemented the 6th Pay Commission Report w.e.f. September

2009 and arrears were paid or payable for the period

01/01/2006 to 31/08/2009)

(b) It had paid the arrears of salary in three installments in April

2009, July 2009 and November 2009. It also mentioned that

the balance arrears are still to be paid as the amount collected

from the students towards arrear fee was not sufficient for

payment of full arrears. It also furnished a copy of the letter

dated 23/08/2010 submitted by it to the Education Officer,
Zone-1 wherein the position was explained in detail. As per
this letter, the total arrear liability for the period 01/01/2006
to 31/08/2008 was Rs.1,04,17,723 out of which a sum of
R8.96,71,833 had been paid. The balaﬁce of Rs.7,45,890 was
still to be paid to the retired staff. The arrear liability for the
period 01/09/2008 to 31/08/2009 amounting to

Rs.90,47,957 was still payable.
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St. Joseph’s Academy, Savita Vihar, Delhi-110092

(c) With regard to hike in fee in pursuance of order dated
'11/02./2009 issued by the Director of Education, the s.chool
stated that it had hiked the fee as per the aforesaid order
w.e.f. 01/09/2008 and also recovered the lurhp—sum arrear fee
as envisaged in that order. It furnished copies of fee

schedules for 2008-09 and 2009-10 in evidence of the

increase in fee.

It would be apposite to reproduce here below the details of fee

charged by the school in the years 2008-09 and 2009-10 to

examine the extent of fee hike by the school:

Class F.Y.2008-09 F.Y. 2009-10 Increase in F.Y. 2009-10
Tuition | Development | Tuition Development | Tuition | Development
fee fee fee fee fee fee

Pre- 696 72 896 134 200 62

Primary

1 696 72 896 134 200 62

iI 696 72 896 134 200 62

M1 696 72 896 134 200 62

v 696 72 896 134 200 62

\Y 696 72 896 134 200 62

VI 790 80 990 149 200 69

VII 790 80 990 149 200 69

VIII 790 80 990 149 200 69

IX 869 88 1069 160 200 72

X 869 - 88 1069 160 200 72

Copies of the Annual returns filed by the school under rule 180 of
Delhi School Education Rules 1973, were received from the office of the
concerned Dy. Director of Education. On examination of these returns

and the reply to the questionnaire, the school was placed in category B’

for verification.

The Committee issued a notice dated 11/12/2014 requiring the

school to furnish the aggregate figures of arrear fee for different
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St. Joseph’s Academy, Savita Vihar, Delhi-110092

periods, regular tuition fee for 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11, arrear
salary and regular salary for 4these years, duly reconciled with the
Income & Expenditure Account. The school was also required to
furnish bank statements hiéhlighting payment of salaries, the
statement of account of the trust/ society running the school as
appearing in its books, details of accrued liabilities, gratuity and leave
encashment and copy of the circular issued by the school to the
parents regarding fee hike. The hearing was fixed for 31/12/2014.
However, the Committee received a letter dated 15/12/2014 from the
school, requesting to postpone the hearing to a date after 05/01/2015
as the accountant of the school was on leave. Acceding to the request

of the school, the hearing was postponed to 07/01/2015.

Submissions and Discussion

On this date, Mr. Justin Fernandez, member of the Managing
Committee, Mr. Edwin Cadthuz, Sr. Accountant and Ms. Gracy Antony,
Head Clerk of the school appeared with an authorization from the
manager of the school. They filed/ furnished the required details for
the years 2008-09 to 2010-11. It was contended that even after
31/03/2011, the school paid a sum of Rs.78,56,241 towards
outstanding arrears for the period 01/09/2008 to 31/08/2009. The
details of such payments were furnished during the course of hearing.
A copy of the instruction. issued by the school to the bank for credit of
such sum to the accounts of the employees was also furnished. These
were checked by the Committee during the course of hearing. The

school also furnished copy of the circular issued to the parents
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St. Joseph’s Academy, Savita Vihar, Delhi-110092

regarding fee hike and the Committee observes that the school was
charging development fee in 2008-09 @ 10% of tuition fee and the
same rate was maintained in the recovery of the increased fee for the
period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/20009. As'noticed above, the school
increased the tuition fee for all the classes by Rs.200 per month w.e.f.
01/09/2008. The consequential increase in development fee was
recovered @ Rs.20 per month, which is in line with para 15 of the order

dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education. The

representatives of the school further contended that it did not have -

any financial transaction with its parent society. However, the school
did not file the details of accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave
encashment and sought some more time for doing so. The school was
given time upto 25/01/2015 to furnish the required details. It was also

issued a questionnaire regarding develol!ament fee for appropriate

response.

On 27/01/2015, the school filed reply to the quesﬁonnaire
regarding development fee and also furnished the employee-wise detail
of accfued liability of gratuity and leave enpashrﬁent as on
31/03/2010. The aggregate of the two liabilities was shown to be
Rs.2,39,24,761 and was supported by detailed calculations in respect of
each employee. On examining the details of gratuity furnished by the
school, the Committee observed that the school had indicated the
liability of some of the staff members wll'lich was in excess of the
maximum gratuity payable as on 31/03/2610 i.e. Rs.3.50 lacs. After

limiting the liability to Rs.3.50 lacs, the total amount of accrued
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St._ Joseph’s Academy, Savita Vihar, Delhi-110092

liability for gratuity and leave encashment as on 31/03/2010 was

Rs.2,35,08,989 (i.e. Rs.1,68,13,054 for gratﬁity and Rs.66,95,935 for

leave encashment). We will advert to the reply to the questionnaire

regarding development fee when we discuss the issue of development

fee.

The Committee is satisfied that the school has fully implemented
the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission. The fee hiked by the
school has also been found to be in accordance with the order dated
11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education. In order to examine
whether the fee hiked by school was justified or was short or excessive
taking into account its fund position at the threshold and the
additional liability of payment of increased salary and arrears, it would

be in order to give the requisite figures as given by the school.

The school, during the course of hearing on 07/01/2015,

furnished the following details:

000670

Fee 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 Total
Arrear fee for the period from 39,61,293 35,59,294 8,080 75,28,667
01.01.2006 to 31.08.2008

Arrear fee (Tuition fee + Development 38,96,331 38,96,331
fee) for the period from 01.09.2008

to 31.03.2009

Regular/ Normal Tuition Fee 1,75,55,498 | 2,27,64,871 | 2,93,19,640

Salary )

Arrear Salary for 01.01.2006 to 94,73,516 94,73,516
31.08.2008

Arrear Salary for 01.09.2008 to 78,56,241 | 78,56,241
31.03.2009 .

Regular/ Normal Salary 1,82,13,473 | 2,36,58,021 | 3,45,18,419

1

These figures were checked by the Committee with reference to

the audited financials of the school and its books of accounts and were
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St. Joseph’s Academy, Savita Vihar, Delhi-110092

found to be in order. Accordingly, the Committee directed its Audit
Officer to prepare a calculation sheet, taking into account the above
figureis and also the fund position of the school on the basis of its
audited balance sheet as on 31/03/2008 as the school had hiked the

fee w.e.f. 01/09/2008. The Audit Officer prepared the following

calculation sheet:
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Statement showing Fund available as on 31-03-2008 and the effect of hike in
fee as per order dated 11.02.2009 and effect of increase in salary on
implementation of 6th Pay Commission Report

000672

Particulars : ‘ Amount (Rs.) | Amount (Rs.)

Current Assets + Investments ]

Cash in hand ! 159,423

Cash at Bank : 6,953,804

Fixed Deposits including Reserve Fund 5,025,705

TDS on interest recoverable 4,602 12,143,534
Less: | Current Liabilities

TDS payable on contractor 152 152

Net Current Assets + Investments 12,143,382

Less: | Total Liabilities after VIth Pay
Arrear of Salary as per VI th Pay
Commission (w.e.f. 01.01.2006 to
31.08.2008) o

Arrear of Salary as per VI th Pay
Commission (w.e.f. 01.09.2008 to
31.03.2009) ' . 7,856,241
Incremental Salary for 2009-10 (as
calculated below) )

9,473,516

5,444,548 22,774,305

Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike (10,630,923)

Total Recovery after VI th Pay
Add: | Commission

Arrear of Tuition fee w.e.f 01.01.06 to

31.08.08 7,528,667

Arrear of Tuition fee from 01.09.2008 to 3,896,331

31.03.2009 ‘

Incremental Tuition Fee in 2009-10 (as .

calculated below) ‘ 5,209,373 16,634,371
Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike _ 6,003,448

The calculation éhc;et as prepared by the Audit Officer has been
checked by the Committiee and found :to be in ordef except thét no
provision has been made for keeping funds in reserve for future
contingencies and accrué(;l liabilities of gratuity and leave encashmenf.
The Committee has takeﬁ a consistent view that the schools ought to
retain funds equivalent to four months’ salary in reserve for future
contingencies. The total e?cpenditure on salary of the school for the year
2009-10 was Rs.2,3'6,58,OIZI. Based on this the requirement for reserve

for future contingencies wbrks out to Rs.78,86,007. Further, as noticed
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St. Joseph’s Academy, Savita Vihar, Delhi-110092

above, the accrued liability of the school for leave encashment and
gratuity as on 31/03/2010 was Rs. 2,35,08,989. Therefore, the sﬁrplus
of Rs.60,03,448 as determined by the Audit Officer was in fact no
surplus. The Committee is therefore, of the view that in so far as
recovery of arrear fee and enhanced.tuition fee in pursuance of order

dated 11/02/2009, is concerned, no intervention is required as the fee

- hike effected by the school was justified.

. Development Fee

In response to the questionnaire regarding development fee, issued

by the committee, the school stated as follows:

- (a) It charged development fee in all the five years for which the
information was sought by the Committee i.e. 2006-07 to 2010-11. .
(b) Part of the development fee charged in 2006-07, 2007-08 and
2008-09 was kept in earmarked FDRs. However, a sum of
Rs.S,OC,OOO was utilized in 2007-08 for payment of salaries. In
2009-10, as against the total receipt of Rs.33,89,862, only a sum
of Rs.5,60,590 was utilized for purchase of equipments. Another
sum of Rs.1,76,390 was utilized for repair and maintenance. (No
utilization details for the remaining amount of about Rs.25,00,000.
were given). In 2010-11., as against the total receipt of
Rs.43,92,590, the school utilized only Rs.1,84,369 for purchase of
equipments. A sum of Rs.32,00,000 was utilized for payment of

salaries, Rs.1,27,920 for repair and maintenance and Rs.2,22,060

for professional charges.
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St. Joseph’s Academy, Savita Vihar, Delhi-110092

(c) Development fee is treated as a capital receipt in the accounts.
(d) Development fund and Depreciation Reserve Fund were kept in

earmarked bank accounts and FDRs.

The Committee has examined the reply given by the school to
the queétionnaire regarding development fee issued to it. The
Committee has also examined the audited financials of the school and
has observed that the school has been less than truthful in furnishing
its reply to the questionnaire. The school has not treated development
fee as capital receipt in its accounts, contrary to what has been stated
in its reply to the questionnaire. On the other hand, it has treated
development fee as a revenue receipt anci credited the same to its
Income & Expenditure accounts in all the years. The entire amount of
development fee has been consumed for meeting the revenue expenses.
As even after crediting the development fee to its Income &
Expenditure account, the school has net deficits. Thus, the school was
not fulfilling essential pre-conditions pll*escribed by the Duggal
Commlttee which were subsequently aff1rmed by the Hon’ble Supreme
Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India (2004) 5 scc
583, for charging Development fee. In view of this position, the
Committee would, in normal course, have recommended the refund of
development fee charged by the school in 2009-10 and 2010-11. The
total development fee cﬂarged by the school in pursuance of order

dated 11/02/2009 for the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 was Rs.
33,89,862 and Rs. 43’92’590. respectively. ’Ii‘hus, the total for the two

years was Rs. 77,82,452. However, as noticed above, the school did not
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St. Joseph’s Academy, Savita Vihar, Delhi-1 10092

have sufficient funds to maintain reserves for accrued liabilities of
gratuity, leave encashment and for future contingencies. As against
the surplus of Rs.60,03,448, in the tuition fee account, the total
requirement of the school to keep funds in reserve was Rs.3,13,94,996.
In view of this, the Committee refrains from recommending any refund

out of development fee for the years 2009-10 and 2010-11.

Recommendations:.

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the view
that no intervention is required either with regard to the hike in
tuition fee/recovery of arrear fee or charging development fee in the

years 2009-10 and 2010-11, in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 of

the Director of Education.

Recommended accordingly.

€. - @ = /m_,
S/ QA o0
O0)/-
CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 18/03/2015
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New Happy Public School, Narela ,Delhi-110040 000 616

In reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the

Committee, the school, vide it s letter dated 29/02/2012 stated as follows:-

(@) It had implemented the recommendations of Sixth Pay
Commission w.e.f. April 2009. In support copies of salary register
for the month of March 2009 and April 2009 were enclosed.

(b) It had not paid arrears to the staff consequent to the
implementation of Sixth Pay Commission Report as the arrear fee
was not recovered from the students. This arrangement was with
fhe consent of the parents as well as the staff.

(c) It hiked the fee w.e.f. April 2009 in accordance with order dated
11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education. The details of

fee charged in 2008-09 and 2009-10 were enclosed.

On the basis of the information furnished by the school, it was placed

in category B’ for the purpose of verification.

The annual returns of tﬁe- school filed u/r 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 were requisitioned from the office of the concerned
Dy. Director of Education. In order to verify the information furnished by
the school, the Committee issued a letter dated 10/01/2014, requiring it to
produce in its office on 31/01/2014, the fee records, salary records, books of
accounts, bank statements, copies of provident fund returns and TDS
returns for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11. A questionnaire regarding
developmen;c fee was also issued to the school in order to elicit information
regarding receipt and utilisation of development fee and maintenance of

earmarked development and depreciation reserve funds.
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New Happy Public School, Narela ,Delhi-110040

On the scheduled date Sh. Hari Prakash Sharma, Manager of the
school appeared alongwith Sh. Sanjay Gupta, part time accountant. They

furnished reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee and also

produced the required records.

As per the reply submitted by the school, it claimed that the school

did not charge any development fee upto the year 2008-09. However, the

same was introduced in 2009-10. The development fee charged in 2009-10
aggregated Rs. '5,30,800 and that charged in 2010-11 aggregated Rs.
5,43,350. The same was treated as a capital receipt and earmarked funds

were maintained in the shape of FDRs in banks.

The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. A.D. Bhateja,
audit officer of the Committee. He observed that the school had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission' and salary
was being paid by cheques/cash. He did not elaborate as to what
percentage of salary was paid by cheques and what percentage by cash.
However, he mentioned that the school had deducted TDS and Provid.ent

Fund wherever they were applicable.

With regard to fee for the year 2009-10 he observed that the fee
charged by the school was in accordance with the fee structure of the
school . Further he mentioned that the school had hiked the fee by Rs. 100

|

and Rs. 175 and ‘the hike was in accord'em'Tce with the order dated

11/02/2009 issued by the Directorate of Educa‘lfion. He, however, did not
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New Happy Public School, Narela ,Delhi-110040

mention as to how much was the fee charged by the school prior to the hike

and how much was it charged post hike.

As for the fee for the year 2010-11 he observed that the hike was

within the tolerance limit of 10%.

The audit officer also observed that the school had taken aid from its
parent society which amounted to Rs.8,81,000 in 2009-10 and Rs. 6,56,039
in 2010-11. No adverse features were noticed by him so far as maintenance

of accounts is concerned.

- The Committee issued a notice dated 30/03/2015 to the school for
hearing on 08/04/2015. The notice required the school to furnish the
information regarding fee and salaries in a structured format, duly
reconciled with the Income & Expenditure accounts. The notice also required
the school to furnish details of accrued liabilities of gratuity/leave

encashment, if applicable to the school.

In response to the notice, Sh. Hari Prakash Sharma, Manager of the
school appeared alongwith Sh. Sanjay Kumar Gupta, Sr. Accountant and
Sh. Sudhir Kumar, Member, Managing Committee of the school. They filed a
letter dated 08/04/2015, giving the information of fee and salary, as

required by the Committee. The information so furnished, is as follows:-

Fee : 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Arrear fee for the period from 01.01.2006 to 0 0 0
31.08.2008 -

Arrear fee (Tuition fee) for the period from . 0 0 0

01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009

Arrear fee (Development fee) for the period 0 0 - 0
from 01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009
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Regular/ Normal Tuition Fee 28,51,930 36,85,395 43,51,205
Salary '

Arrear Salary for 01.01.2006 to 31.08.2008 0 ‘ 0 0]
Arrear Salary for 01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009 0 0 0
Regular/ Normal Salary : 24,22,373 40,51,937 47,26,329

® © © & © & 6 06 0 & 06 906 ° O 0 0 O

The school also stated that it had no accrued liabilities of gratuity:

and leave encashment.

During the course of hearing the representatives of thq school
submitted that it had implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01/04/2009. Although the funds generated by way of fee
hike were not adequate for implementing the Sixth Pay Commission report,
the school implemented the same .by taking aid from its parent society and
such transfer of funds from society to the school were mostly by way of
cheques/bank transfer. The payment of salaﬁes were also made by way of
bank transfers. The school produced its bank statements in suppbrt of its

contentions which were verified by the Committee.
Discussion:
1. Tuition Fee:

The Committee has perused the annual returns filed by the school, its
reply to the questionnaire issued by it, the observations of the audit officer of
the Committee, the salary records and books of accounts produced by the

school during the course of hearing as also the other documents filed by it.

The Committee observes that the audit officer conducted a

perfunctory examination of thé records produced by the school. He has not
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New Happy Public School, Narela ,Delhi-110040

even tabulated the fee charged by the school before hike an‘d after hike,
although he mentions the amount of hike effected by the school and that
the fee charged is in accordance with the fee schedules of the school. The
Committee is of the view that before undertaking any further exercise, it
would be in order to tabulate the comparative fee charged by the school in
2008-09 in 2009-10. The tuition fee charged by the school in 2008-09,

2009-10 and 2010-11 was as follows:-

Class Monthly Monthly Increase Monthly Increase
fee 2008-|fee 2009-|in 2009-10 | fee 2010-|in 2010-11
09 (Rs.) 10 (Rs.) (Rs.) 11 (Rs.) (Rs.)
Pre- 425 500 75 550 50
school
Pre- 425 500 75 550 50
primary '
1 475 575 100 630 55
II 475 575 ' 100 630 55
I 475 575 100 630 55
v 500 600 100 660 | 60
% 500 600 100 660 60
VI 525 700 175 770 70
VII 525 700 175 770 70
VIII 525 700 175 770 70

It is evident from the fee structure of the school that the fees charged
by the school are not exorbitant. Perusal of the balance sheet of the school
as on 31/03/2009, reveals the following position of funds available with it

before the fee hike was effected:-
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Statemen@ showing Funds available as on 31-03-2009
: Amount
Particulars Amount (Rs.) | (Rs.)
Current Assets + Investments
Cash in hand 57,489
Bank Balance 28,013
Staff Advances 50,000
FDRs 492,455 627,957
Less: | Current Liabilities
Current Liabilities - -
Net Current Assets + Investments
(Funds Available) 627,957

® & © ® 0 & ¢ ¢ 0 0
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The requirement of the school to keep funds in reserve for future
contingencies, calculated as equivalent to four months’ salary expenditure
for 2009-10, works out to Rs. 13,50,646. Thus the school did not have any
funds of its own for paying the increased salaries as per the

recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission.

The additional expenditure on salary which the school incurred in
2009-10 on account of implementation of Sixth Pay Commission report was
Rs.16,29,564 (40,51,937- 24,22,373). As against this the fee hike

effected by the school in 2009-10, resulted in an additional revenue

of Rs.8,33,465 (36,85,395-28,51,930). The shortfall was apparently

made good by taking aid from the sociefy. In view of this position the
Committee is of the view that the hike in tuition fee effected by the school

was justified and no intervention is called for.

Development Fee:

The Committee notes that the school started charging development fee
only in the year 2009-10. The development fee received in 2009-10 was

Rs.5,30,800 and that received in 2010-11 was Rs. 5,43,350.
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New Happy Public School, Narela ,Delhi-110040

Although the school contends that it was fulfilling all the pre

conditions prescribed for charging development fee, the Cdmmittee feels
that in view of the shortfall in tuition fee and the requirement of the school
to maintain funds and reserve, Athe examination of the fulfillment of pre
conditions, would only be an academic .exércise as even if the Committee
finds that the pre-conditions were hot fulfilled by the school, the

recommendations cannot be to refund any part of the development fee

charged in 2009-10 and 2010-11.

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the view

that no intervention is required either in the matter of tuition fee or in

the matter of development fee.

Sd/- ‘sg. - -

CA J.S.Kochar . Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
o Member

Member """ Chairperson

" Dated: 01/05/2015
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Sunrise Convent School, D-16, Satyawati Nagar, Ashok Vihar,
Phase-III, Delhi-110052

In reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the

Committee, the school furnished its response vide letter dated

'01 /03/2012. As per the aforesaid reply, the school stated that it had

implemented the VI Pay Commission report and the increased salary
to the staff was being paid w.e.f. April 2009. However, the school did
not charge any arrear fee nor paid any'arrear salary which was due to
the staff on account of retrospective application of the
recommendations of the VI Pay Commission w.e.f. 01/01/2006. The
school had, however, prospectively hiked the tuition fee by Rs. 100 per
month for all the classes. The details of fee charged by the school in
2008-09 and 2009-10 were furnished by way of Annexures, as per

which the position of fee in these two years is as follows:

Class | Monthly tuition | Monthly tuition | Increase in monthly
fee in 2008-09 | fee in 2009-10 | tuition fee in 2009-
(Rs.) (Rs.) 10 (Rs.)

[toV 440 540 100

VI to 495 595 100
VIII

Based on the information furnished by the school, it was placed

in Category ‘B’ for the purpose of verification.

The Committee issued a notice dated 01/07/2013, requiring the
school to produce its books of accounts, fee and salary records, bank
statements, provident fund returns and TDS returns in the office of

the Committee on 16/07/2013, for verification. The school was also
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Sunrise Convent School, D-16, Satyawati Nagar, Ashok Vihar,
Phase-III, Delhi-110052

issued a questionnaire to elicit specific information regarding the
recovery and utilisation of development fee and maintenance of

development and depreciation reserve funds by the school.

On the scheduled date,.Sh. Vivek Sharma, Member of the
Managing Committee of the school appeared and produced the
records asked for. He also filed reply to the questionnaire regarding
development fee issued by the Committee. The school contended that

it was not charging any development fee.

The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. N.S.

Batra, audit officer of the Committee and he observed as follows:

(a) The fee charged by the school in 2008-09, 2009-10 and
2010-11 was in accordance with the fee schedules submitted
by the school. As per the fee schedules, the school increased
the tuition fee in 2009-10 by Rs. 100 for all the classes. In
2010-11, the fee hike was nominal i.e. much below 10%.

(b) The school had  substantially imblemented the
recommendations of VI Pay Commission w.e.f. April 2009.
However, the school was not paying transport allowance as
per the recommendations. |

(c) The school was making proper deduction of TDS, which was
deposited with the government and appropriate TDS returns

were also filed.
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Sunrise Convent School, D-16, Satyawati Nagar, Ashok Vihar.
Phase-III, Delhi-110052 ‘

(d) No adverse feature was noticed in the maintenance of

accounts.

The Committee issued a notice dated 03/03 /2015 to the school
for hearing on 26/03/2015, which was postponed to 27/03/2015.
The notice, inter alia, required the school to furnish details of fee and
salary, in a structured format for the year 2008-09 to 2010-11 and

also the accrued liabilities of the school on account of gratuity/leave

encashment, if applicable to the school. Sh. Vivek Sharma, Member

of the Managing Committee and Sh. Amit Gupta, Accountant of the
school appeared on this date along with Sh. Sanjay Jain, Chartered

Accountant. They filed written submissions dated 26/ 03/2015 and

were heard by the Committee.

|
The school furnished the following information with regard to its

fee and expenditure on salary for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10:

@ © 06 0 09 0 000 060000 OOOGNOOLEES
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Fee 2008-09 2009-10
Arrear fee for the period from 01.01.2006 0 0
to 31.08.2008 v
Arrear fee (Tuition fee) for the period 0 0
from 01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009
Arrear fee (Development fee) for the 0 0
period from 01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009
Regﬁlar/ Normal Tuition Fee , 20,50,510. 30,80,570
Regular/ Normal Development Fee ' 0 0
Salary
Arrear Salary for 01.01.2006 to . 0 0
31.08.2008
Arrear Salary for 01.09.2008 to . O] 0]
31.03.2009
Regular/ Normal Salary 19,58,404 | 31,20,939
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Sunnse Convent School, D-16, Satyawati Nagar, Ashok Vihar,
Phase-III, Delhi-1 10052

During the course of hearing, the representatives of the school

submitted that although the school had not implemented the

recommendations of the VI Pay Commission fully, however, to the

extent it was implemented, it was genuinely done as the entire

salaries are paid either by direct bank transfers or by account payee
cheques. Further, the school made proper deduction for TDS and the
‘Same was deposited with the government and TDS returns were duly

ﬁled They produced the bank pass book of the school and copies of

TDS returns to buttress their claim,

Discussion and Determination:

The Committee has perused the financials of the school as well
as the annual returns filed by it under Rule 180 of Delhi School

Education Rules, 1973, the observations of the audit officer.

The moot question which needs to be first addressed is whéther
the Committee should at all make the relevant calculations to examine
the justifiability of fee hike effected by the school on account of the
fact that the school did not fully implement the recommendations of
the VI” Pay Commission. The Committee has examined the books of
accounts, bank pass book and TDS returns of the school, during the
course of hearing and is of the view that the expenditure shown to
have been incurred by the school on salaries post 01/04/ 2009, is

genuine as the school made proper deductions for TDS and also paid
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Sunrise Convent School, D-16, Satyawati Nagar, Ashok Vihar,
. Phase-IIl, Delhi-110052

the salary either by direct bank transfer or by account payee cheques.
In light of these facts, the Committee cannot ignore the fact that the
total expenditure of the school on salary increased by Rs. 11,62,535
(31,20,939 - 19,58,404) in 2009-10 as compared to 2008-09. The
incremental fee for the year 2009-10 was Rs. 10,30,060 (30,80,570 -
20,50,510). IThe Committee has examined the balance sheet of the
school as on 31/03/2009 to determine the funds available with the
school before the fee hike. The Committee finds that as on that date,
the school had current assets (including cash and bank balances)
amounting to Rs. 2,28,131 as against which it had current liabilities
to the tune of Rs. 1,67,467. Thus the net current assets” (funds)
avalaible with the schoél as on 31/03/2009 were just Rs. 66,664.
Thus. the total resources available with the school for implementing
the recommendations of VI Pay Commission (to the extent it was
| implemented) were Rs. 10,90,724 as against which the school

‘incurred an additional expenditure of Rs. 11,62,535 on salaries.

“ Recommendations:

In view of the aforesaid findings, the Committee is of the
view that no intervention is required in the matter of fee hike
effected by the school w.e.f. 01/04/2009 as per order dated

11 /02/2009 issued by the Director of Education. The Committee
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Sunrise Convent School, D-16, Satyawati Nagar, Ashok Vihar,
Phase-III, Delhi-110052

_has already noticed that the school was not charging any

Sdf-

development fee.
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CA J.S.Kochar .

Member Chairperson Dr. RK,
Dated: 06/05/2015 .
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Nav Jeewan Academy Sr. 'Sec. School, Dwarka Sector-III, New
Delhi-110059

In reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the
Committee, the school furnished its response vide letter dated 29/02/2012.
As per the aforesaid reply, the school stated that it had implemented the VI
Pay Commission report and the increased salary to the staff was being paid
w.e.f. April 2011. In support of this contention, the school enclosed details
of its pay bill for the month of March 2011 which amounted to Rs. 4,72,534
and that for April 2011, which amounted to Rs. 10,52,346. However, it was
also stated in the reply that the school had not paid the arrears of salary on
account of retrospective application of VI Pay Commiss;ion report as on
account of the fact that the students of the school belong to weaker sections
of the society like daily wage labourers, rickshaw pullers, vegetable grocers
etc., the financial position of the school did not allow it to pay the arrear
salary. With regard to hike in fee also, the school stated that it had hiked the
fee w.e.f. April 2011 only to the extent permitted by the order dated
11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education. In support of this
contention, thé school enclosed a statement showing the pre revision and
post revision fee. As per the information filed, the tuition fee charged by the

school for 2010-11 and 2011-12 is as follows:

Class Monthly tuition | Monthly tuition | Increase in
fee in 2010-11 | fee in 2011-12 | monthly tuition fee |
(Rs.) (Rs.) in 2011-12 (Rs.)

Pre primary 480 580 100

Primary 750 950 200

Middle 800 1000 200 -

Secondary 900 1100 200

Sr. Secondary (Arts) 1145 1445 300

Sr. Secondary | 1175 1475 300

(Commerce)

Sr. Secondary | 1350 1660 310

(Science) including !

science fee etc.
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Nav Jeewan Academy Sr. Sec. .School, Dwarka Sector-III, New

Delhi-110059

Based on the information furnished by the school, it was placed in

Category B’ for the purpose of veriﬁcétion.

The Committee issued a notice dated 10/01/2014, requiring the
school to produce its books of accounts, fee and salary records, bank
statements, provident fund returns and TDS returns in the office of the
Committee on 31/01/2014, for verification. The school was also issued a
questionnaire to elicit specific information regarding the recovery and
utilisation of development fee and maintenance of development and
depreciation reserve funds by the school. On this date, Sh. Alok Nath
Goswami, Office Supdt. of the school appeared and produced the records
asked for. They also filed reply to the questionnaire regarding development

fee issued by the Committee.

The records produced by the school were verified by Ms. Sunita

Nautiyal, audit officer of the Committee and she observed as follows:

(@) The fee charged by the school in 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11
was in accordance with the fee schedules submitted by the school.
As per the fee schedules, the school increased the tuition fee in
2009-10 and 2010-11 by approximately 10% only.

(b) The salary to the staff is paid by account payee cheques. The
school was filing provident fund returns and TDS returns except
for 2010-11 for which the TDS returns was not filed.

(c) The school generally maintains heavy cash balance. The balance
of bank accounts of the school as‘ appearing in the books, tallied

with the balance as per the bank statements.
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Nav Jeewan Academy Sr. Sec. School, Dwarka Sector-III, New
Delhi-110059

Since the school had claimed that it had implemented the VI Pay
Commission report w.e.f. 01/04/2011 and the records for 2011-12 were not
requisitioned earlier, the audit officer advised the school to produce the

records for 2011-12 on the date of hearing before the Committee, which

would be intimated in due course.

The Committee issued a notice dated 16/07/2014 to the school for
hearing on 08/08/2014. The notice, inter alia, required the school to furnish
details of accrued liabilities of gratuity/leave encashment, if applicable to the
school. However, inadvertently, the notice did not mention that the school
ought to produce the records for the year 2011-12 when the VI Pay
Commission was claimed to have been -implemented. Sh. Alok Nath
Goswami, Supdt. of the school appeared on this date and filed written
submissions dated 07/08/2014, in which it was stated that the
gratuity/leave encashment was not applicable to the séhool. He was advised
to produce the records for 2011-12 on 25/08/2014 before the audit officer of
the Committee. He appeared on 26/08/2014 and produced the records for
2011-12 before the audit officer of the Committee. The records produced

were verified by the audit officer and she observed that

(@) The school had implemented the VI. Pay Commission w.e.f.
01/04/2011. The school makes the payment of salary through
bank transfers as well as through bearer cheques. When the new
teachers join, they are paid through bearer cheques initially and
after getting their accounts opened in Syndicate Bank where the

school also maintains its own account, such teachers are paid
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Nav Jeewan Academy Sr. Sec. School, Dwarka Sector-III, New

Delhi-110059

through bank transfer. Bulk .of the payment was made through
bank transfers.

(b) The school increased the fee in 2011-12 in ferms of order dated
11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education. The incremental
fee for 2011-12 was reconciled with the student strength.

(c) As Iﬁer the preliminary calculations, the school was found to have
justifiably hiked the tuition fee in 2011-12 after factoring the
funds available with the school as on 31/03/2011 and the
incremental salary for the year 2011-12 on account of
implementation of VI Pay Commission report. In fact, the school
was in deficit to the tune of Rs. 7,02,004 after implementing the

VI Pay Commission report in the year 2011-12.

Discussion and Determination:

The Committee has perused the financials of the school as well as the
annual returns filed by it under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules,
1973, the observations of the audit officer and the preliminary calculation
sheet prepared by her, qua the tuition fee. The Committee agrees with the
calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer. However, it notes that the
deficit worked out for the year is without providing for any reserve for future
contingencies. In fact, since the school did not have adequate funds of its
own, the question of maintaining any reserve for future contingency does not
arise. However, this fact will have to be factored in if the Committee finds
that the development fee charged by the school was not accordance with law

and is liable to be refunded. Further, no allowance has been made for
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Nav Jeewan Academy Sr. Sec. School, Dwarka Sector-III, New
Delhi-110059

accrued liability for gratuity and leave encashment on the submission of the
school that these are not applicable to the school. This could be on account
of the fact that the school does not have any staff with service exceeding five

years which would qualify them for entitlement of gratuity.

(d) Development Fee:

In reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee, the school
statgd that it was charging developmeﬁt fee in all the five years for which
informatioﬁ was sought by the Committee. In the years 2009-10 and 2010-
11, the development fee charged was Rs. 4,10,500 and Rs. 5,56,300. As per
the reply to the questionnaire, the school treated the development fee as a
revenue receipt without maintaining any earmarked funds for development
fund and depreciation reserve fund. These contentic;ns were reiterated by the
authorized representative of the school during the course of hearing on

10/12/2014.

Thus the school was not fulfilling any of the pre-conditions prescribed
by the Duggal Committee, which were subsequently affirmed by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India (2004) 5
SCC 583, for charging Development fee. Admittedly, the school treated it
as a revenue receipt without maintaining any earmarked funds for

development fee and depreciation reserve. In view of this position, the

" Committee would in normal course have recommended the refund of

development fee charged by the school in 2009i—10 and 2010-11. However,

as noted above, the school was in deficit to Lhe tune of Rs. 7,02,004 on
[

implementation of VI Pay commissjon report and the school did not have any
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Nav Jeewan Academy Sr. Sec. School, Dwarka Sector-III, New
Delhi-110059

funds of its own to be kept in reserve for future contingencies, the
Committee refrains from recommending any refund on account of the fact
that the total expenditure on salary of the school for the year 2010-11 was
Rs. 60,88,962 andy based on this, the requirement of the school for funds to
be kept in reserve works out to Rs. 20,29,654. The total development fee
charged in 2009-10 and 2010-11 was Rs. 9,66,800. Even if the development
fee charged in 2011-12, which is Rs. 2,85,229 is taken into account, the
requirement of the school for funds to be kept in reserve far exceeds the

development fee, which ought to be refunded.

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Commaittee is of the view

that no intervention is required in the matter.

Recommended accordingly.

Sqi/- Sd/- Sd/-

CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 23/12/2014

JUST!CE\
T SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of Schoo Fee

r‘éﬂ}



it

000 000 0009666000 060600606000 06000060000

B-105

— 000695

Arya Public School, Malviva Nagar, New Delhi-110017

In reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the

Committee, the school furnished its response vide letter dated

01/03/2012. As per the aforesaid reply, the school stated that:

@)

(i)

(i)

It had implemented the recommendations of the VI Pay

Commission and the increased salary to the staff was

‘being paid w.e.f. April 2009.

The total salary paid to the staff for the year 2008-09
(before implementation) was Rs. 30,81,723 which rose to
Rs. 58,43,242 in 2009-10 (after implementation).

The school had paid arrears amounting to Rs. 28,22,764
which were spread over a period>of three years i.e. 2009-
10, 2010-11 and 2011-12.

The school had increased the fee in accordance with order

(iv)
dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education
w.e.f. 01/09/2008. The tuition fée schedules for 2008-09
(pre revision) and 2009-10 (post revision) were as follows:
Class Monthly tuition | Monthly tuition | Increase in monthly
fee in 2008-09 | fee in 2009-10 | tuition fee in 2009-10
(Rs.) (Rs.) (Rs.) -
Pre school/Pre 480 580 100
primary
)| 460 560 100
I 480 380 100
111 500 600 100
IV 520 630 110
\Y 350 660 110
VI 570 690 120
VII 590 : 720 130
VIII 610 750 140
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Arya Public School, Malviya Nagar, New Delhi-110017

(v/ The school recovered arrear fee for 7 months i.e.

01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009, as per the enhanced fee.

No mention was made regarding recovery of lump sum arrear

fee for the period 01/01/2006 to 31/08/20“08.
i

Based on the information furnished 15y the school, it was placed

in Category ‘B’ for the purpose of verification.

The preliminary calculations were initially made by the
Chartered Accountants detailed with the Committee and as per their
calculations, the school was in deficit to the extent of Rs. 33,17,278,

after irhplementation of the VI Pay Commission report.

In order to verify the contentions of the school, the Committee
issued a notice dated 24/12/2013, requiring the school to produce its
books of accounts, fee and salary records, bank statements, provident
fund returns and TDS returns in the office of the Committee on
10/01/2014, for verification. The school was also issued a
quéstionnaire to elicit specific information regarding the recovery and
utilisation of devélopment fee and maintenance of development and

depreciation reserve funds by the school.

On the scheduled date, Sh. V.P. Wadhwa, a representative of

the school appeared and produced the records asked for. He also filed

-reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee issued by the

Committee. As per the reply furnished by the school, the school
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Arya Public School, Malviya Nagar, New Delhi-110017

started collected development fee in 2009-10 only and during that
year the total development fee collected was Rs. 5,30,415 and during
2010-11, the same was Rs. 5,26,975. The development fee was
treated as ‘a fevenue receipt and no earmarked accounts were

maintained for development fund or depreciation reserve fund.

The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. N.S.

Batra, audit officer of the Committee and he observed as follows:

(@) The fee charged. by the school in 2008-09 and 2009-10 was
in accordance with the fee schedules submitted by the
school, which have be¢n extracted hereinfore. However, in
2010-11, the school did not hike any tuition fee.

(b) The school implemented the recommendations of VI Pay
Commission w.é.f. April 2009, |

(c) The school was making proper deductionsl of TDS and
provident fund.

(d) No adverse feature was noticed in the maintenance of

accounts.

It is noteworthy that the audit officer made no comments

regarding recovery of arrear fee or payment of arrear salary.

The Committee issued a notice dated 06/04/2015 to the school
for hearing on 15/04/2015. The notice, intier alia, required the school

~ to furnish details of fee and salary, in a‘structured format for the
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Arya Public School, Malviya Nagar, New Delhi-110017

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and also the accrued liabilities of the

school on account of gratuity/leave encashment, if applicable to the

school.

On the date of hearing, Sh. V.P. Wadhwa, Manager of the

- school, Sh. Sushil Anand, Vice President of Arya Samaj, Sh. H.N.

Mithrani, Chairman of the Managing Committee, Ms. Sonu Verma,

Assistant and Sh. Ravi, Consultant of the school appeared. They filed

“written submissions dated 15/04/2015 and were heard by the

Committee.

The school furnished the following information with regard to its

fee and expenditure on salary for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10:

J00698

Fee 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 Total
Arrear fee for the period from : 0 7,63,540 0 0 7,63,540
01.01.2006 to 31.08.2008 :

Arrear fee (Tuition fee) for the - 0 2,99,325 0 0 2,99,325
period from 01.09.2008 to

31.03.2009

Arrear fee (Development fee) for 0 0 0 0 0
the period from 01.09.2008 to

31.03.2009

Regular/ Normal Tuition Fee 27,89,245 | 31,43,060 Not relevant

Regular/ Normal Development Fee 0 5,30,415 5,26,975

Salary .

Arrear Salary for 01.01.2006 to "0 9,05,325 | 11,30,000 | 7,87,439 - 28,22,764
31.03.2009 .

Regular/ Normal Salary 26,68,927 | 43,05,480 Not relevant

The above figures as furﬁished by the school were checked by
the Committee with reference to the audited financials of the school

and its books of accounts. The same were found to be in order. The
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Arya Public Schodl, Malviya Nagar, New Delhi-110017

school did not furnish any details regarding the accrued liabilities on
accountv of gratuity and leave encashment. However they admitted
that these liabilities, in fact, existed. They sought time to file these
details. The hgaring was closed giving a liberty to the school to furnish
details of its accrued liability of gratuity and leave encashment within
one week. The school submitted the same on 21/04/2015. As per the
details furnished, the liability of the school on account of gratuity was
Rs. 10,97,324 as on 31/03/2008 and Rs. 17,15,964 as on
31/03/ 2010. The liability on acéount of leave encashment on these

two dates was Rs. 4,21,601 and Rs. 6,57,618 respectively.

Discussion and Determination:

The Committee has perused the financials of the school as well
as the annual returns filed by it ﬁnder Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules, 1973, the observations of the audit officer and also
preliminary calculations prepared by the Chartered Accountants
detailed with the Committee (CAs). As the school hiked the fee w.e.f.
01/09/2008, the balance sheet of the school as on 31/03/2008 was
taken to be the base document to determine the funds available with
the schéol before the fee hike. The CAs determined that the school

had a sum of Rs. 9,80,775 as on 31/03/2Q08, which could have been

- utilised for implementing the recomme:ndations of the VI Pay

Commission. The relevant calculations made by the CAs were as

follows: -

TRUE C{IXY
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Arya Public School, Malviya Nagar, New Delhi-110017

Statement showing Fund availability of as on 31-03-2008
Particulars Amount (Rs.)
Current Assets
Cash in hand ‘ 297.00
Bank Balance 258,467.71
Closing Stock of Books 19,923.49
Central Bank India 211,540.00
Corpus Fund 380,537.59
Fixed Deposits 424,007.00
Accrued Interest on FDR 27,882.00
Total 1,322,654.79

Less:- | Current Liabilities -

Caution Money 161,632.00
Salary Payable 160,673.00
Casual Wages Payable . 19,575.00
Net Current Assets 980,774.79

The calculations of funds available as on 31/03/2008, as made
by the CAs, has been checked by the Committee and the same is
found to be in order. The Comm@ttee notes that the above calculations
do not take into account any accrued liabilities on account of gratuity
and leave encashment nor any amount reciuired to be kept in reserve
by the school for future contingencies. These aspects would be
considered, if required. However, the further calculations made by the
CAs with regard to arrear fee, arrear salary, incremental fee and
incremental salary have not been considered to be appropriate by the
Committee, since they were made on the basis information initially
furnished by the school in its reply to the questionnaire issued by the
Committee. 'Such information has been found to be inchoate by the
Committee. The information furnished by the school during the
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Arya Public School, Malviya Nagar, New Delhi-110017 JU0 701

course of hearing on 15/04/2015 is more accurate and the same has
also been checked by the Committee with reference to the books of
accounts of the school. Therefore, the further calculations need to

factor in the correct information as given by the school subsequently.

As noticed above, the school paid a total of Rs. 28,22,764 by

way of arrear salary for the period 01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009. The

arrear fee recovered by the school for the corresponding period was
Rs. 10,62,865 ( 7,63,540+2,99,325). After adding the funds available
with the school as on 31/03/2008, the school is found to have a total
of Rs. 20,43,640. Thus the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs.

7,79,124 after payment of arrear salary.

The incremental fee recovered by the school during 2009-10 was
Rs. 3,53,815 ( 31,43,060-27,89,245). As against this, the
incremental salary paid by the school for the year 2009-10 was Rs.
16,36,553 ( 43,05,480-26,68,927). Thus, even in the matter of
incremental fee, the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs.

12,82,738.

Therefore the total déﬁcit of the school was Rs. 20,61,862 after
implementation of the VI Pay Commission report, after taking into
accounts the funds already available with it and without taking into
account the accrued liabilities of the school gratuity and leave

encashment and requirement for funds to be kept in reserve.
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Arya Public School, Malviya Nagar, New Delhi-1 10017

The Committee notes that the school was ‘not fulfilling any of
the preconditions prescribed for charging of development fee by the
Duggal Committee which were affirmed by the Hon’ble Sﬁpreme Court
in the case (Sf Modern School and ors. vs. Union of India (2004) 5 scc
583. In normal course, the Committee would have recommended the
refund of development fee of Rs. 5,30,415 charged by the school in
2009-10 and Rs. 5,26,975 charged in 2010-11. However, in view of

the large deficit of the school in implementing the recommendations of

VI Pay Commission, the Committee is not inclined to recommend its

refund.

Recommendations:

- In view of the aforesaid findings, the Committee is of the
view that no intervention is required in the matter of fee hike
effected by the school w.e.f. 01/04/2009 and the arrear fee
charged by the school as per order dated 11/02/2009 issue‘d by
the Director of Education. The Committee is also of the view that

no intervention is required in the matter of development fee

- charged by school in 2009-10 and 2010-11.

Sdi-  sd-  sdi

CA J.S. Kochar ™ Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member
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" 10/08/2012 was received

B-161

Ramjas Public School (Day Boarding), Anand Parbat, New Delhi-

110005

The Committee issued a questionnaire dated 27 /02/2012 to the
school, eliciting information regarding the fee arrears recovered by the
school, arrears salary paid by the school, additional expenditure on
salary on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission Report,
additional revenue accruing on account of fee hike effected by the

school, in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the

Director of Education. The Committee issued a reminder dated

- 27/03/2012. The Committee requisitioned the returns filed by the

school under Rule 180 of the Delhj School Education Rules 1973

from the office o f the concerned Dy. Director of Education. The same

were forwarded to the office of the Committee. On prima-facie

- examination of such returns, it appeared that the school had hiked

the fee in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the
Director of Education and also implemented the recommendations of
the 6t Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school was placed in

category B for the purpose of verification. i

At the outset, it may be mentioned that a complaint dated

in the office of the Committee on

10/09/2012, from Parent Teacher Association (Parent Body),
|
it was represented to the Committe'je that the school had

vide
which

resorted to unreasonable hikes in fee in the yéars 2009-10, 2010-11

and 2011-12. It was also represented that the school was incurring
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000704
Ramjas Public School (Day Boarding),

Anand Parbat, New Delhi-

110005

meager expenses out of development fee collected over a number of

years. It was mentioned in the complaint that the parent body had

filed a writ petition (WP (C) 8442 of 2011), in the Hon’ble Delhj High

Court which was pending.

However, the outcome of the aforesaid writ petition was not
communicated to the Committee. On checking the website of the High
Court, the Committee finds that the writ petition was disposed off by
the Hon’ble High Court on 20/11/2012 and directions were issued to
the Director of Education to afford a personal hearing to the school
before taking any decision on the complaint of thé parents. Further,

liberty was granted to the parents to seek appropriate remedy which

is available in accordance with law, including approaching this

Committee.

A perusal of the aforesaid order of the Hon’ble High Court shows
that the grievance made out by the parents was that a complaint
dated 30/03/2011 was not being considered by the Director of
Education. Further, during the pendency of thé petition, an inspection
was conducted under the orders of the Director of Education and a -

show cause notice dated 12/09/2012 was ‘issued to the school,

wherein following four discrepancies were observed:-
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Ramjas Public School (Day Boarding), Anand Parbat, .New Delhi-

110005

1. The school was transferring additional financial burden on
the parents without utilizing the reserve funds /development

funds.

2. The school management had taken a unilateral decision to
hike the fees by 35% from the year 2010-11.

. The school was indulging in commercialisation of education
by renting out part of school buildings for running book
shops, uniform shop and kitchen but not showing the receipt
of income of rent/royalty anywhere in the balance sheet.

4. Huge expenses were carried out in the name of computer

education and office automation which did not co-relate to
the expenses incurred on the services rendered by the

contractor or the actual requirements of the school.

A perusal of the inspection report, as aforesaid, shows that it
was based /on four complaints dated 04702 /2011, 28/03/2011,
06/04/2011 and 20/04/2011 submitted by Sh. Rakesh Rawal,
Secretary, Parent Teacher Association. However, except for complaint
dated 20/04/2011, copies of the other aforeslaid complaints were not
furnished to the Committee. A string of c;lomplaints starting from
06/04/2010 to 20/04/2011, copies of which were submitted to the

1

Committee, were either in respect of the grievance about non

formation of parent teacher association by the school or for seeking
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Ramjas Public School (Day Boarding), Anand Parbat, New Delhi-D 00706

110005

roll back of fee hike effected by the school for the year 2010-11.
Although some earlier complaints, did raise the issue of unjusmﬁed
fee hike in pursuance of order dated 11 /02/2009 issued by the
Director of Education, these were neither followed up Wlth the
Committee nor were apparently the subject matter of the writ petition
filed before the Hon’ble High Court. However, irrespective of whether
the parents raising any grievance regarding fee hike in pursuance of
the aforesaid order dated 11/02/2009, the Committee is required by

its mandate to examine the Justifiability of such fee hike.

As the school had not filed any response to the questionnaire

issued by the Committee, the matter was taken up with the

concerned Dy. Director of Education, who in turn took up the matter

with the school. The school, under cover of its letter dated

08/10/2012, finally submitted its response. However, the reply
submitted by the school was very ambiguous and did not give the full
information sought by the Committee. The representatives of the

school visited the office of the Committee and sought certain

clarifications regarding the information required by the Committee.

Thereafter, the school under cover of its letter dated 19/08/2013,

!
furnished a revised reply to the questionnailre. As per the reply

submitted by the schbol, it was contended as follows:-
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Ramijas Public School (Day Boarding), Anand Parbat, New Delhi.
| :
110005
(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the

6t Pay Commissioner w.e.f, 01/01/2006. It was clarified

that the school paid the revised salary as per the

recommendations of the gth Pay Commission w.e.f.

01/04/2009. The arrears of increased salary for the
period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 amounting to Rs.
62,94,223 were paid in two instalments (Rs.33,51,400
on 24/03/2009 and Rs.29,42,823 on 05/09/2009).

The arrears for the period 01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008

amounting to Rs.1,37,76,781 were paid spread over a

period of four years as follows :-

Financial Year | Amount (Rs.)
2008-09 23,97,600
2009-10 1,05,02,155
2010-11 66,385
2011-12 8,10,641
Total 1,37,76,781

(i)  The school had increased the fee in terms of order dated
11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education w.e.f.
01/09/2008. The tuition fee originally charged in 2008-
09 was Rs.1400 p.m. but was increased to Rs.1700 p.m.
w.e.f. 01/09/2008 in terms of the aforesaid order. Arrears
of tuition fee amounting to Rs. 2100 per student were

recovered for the period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009.
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(iii) The school had been charging development fee from the
students as per the directions of D.O.E.

(iv)  The additional reveue on account of increase in tﬁition
fee for the period September 2008 to March 2009 was Rs.
31,66,800 which was recovered in 2008-09. The
recovery of lump sum arrears were Rs.22,81,000 in 2008-
09 and Rs.21,81,575 in 2009-10 (total Rs. 44,62,575).
The difference on account of increase in development fee
was Rs. 45,52,280, recovered in 2009-10

(v The school charged development fee in all the five years
for which information was sought i.e. 2006-07 to 2010-
11.

(v)  The development fee was treated as a capital receipt.

(vii) Earmarked development fund and depreciation reserve

fund were maintained.

It will be useful to reproduce herebelow, the  information
regarding fee hike effected by the school w.e.f. 01 /09/2008 vide the
reply to the questionnaire, as originally subfpitted by tﬁe school, as
the same is more revealing particularly Wlth regard to the extent of
hike in development fee effected by the school w.e.f. 01/09/2008. The
1nformat10n originally submitted by the school is as follows -
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Particulars Monthly Fee in Monthly Fee in 2009-
2008-09 (Rs.) 10 (Rs.)
Nursery to | Upto From
12th August Sept.
2008 2008
Tuition Fee 1400 1700 1700
Development 110 255 255
Fee

Lump sum arrears between Rs.1000 and Rs. 3000 were

also recovered depending upon the year of admission of
the students.

It is evident from the abov;e table that in 2008-09, the school

was originally charging development fee @ Rs.110 p.m., which in

terms of percentage of tuition fee was 7.86%. However, while hiking

the development fee w.e.f. 01/09 /2008, the school recovered the same

@ Rs.255 p.m. on a tuition fee of Rs.1700 p-m. which works out to

15% of tuition fee.

The information furnished by the school regarding receipt and

utilization of regular development fee is as follbws:—

- | Particulars F.Y.2006-07 | F.Y.2007-08 | F.Y.2008-09 | F.Y.2009-10 F.Y.2010-11
(Rs.) (Rs.) (Rs.) {Rs.) (Rs.)

Development fee 21,00,340 21,89,860 22,62,640 22,43,325 59,86,155
recovered
Development fee
utilized:-

{(a) For - 7

equipments 9,13,036 6,82,622 5,75,461 3,12,141 8,98,132

(b) For building 24,000

(c) For salary . 50,01,630 74,98,370
Total utilization 9,37,036 6,82,622 5,75,461 58,13,771 83,96,502

|

The position regarding maintenance of earmarked depreciation

reserve fund and development fund accounts was given as follows :-
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Particulars As on | As on | As ' on | As on | As on
31/03/2007 31/03/2008 31/03/2009 31/03/2010 31/03/2011

0oo710

__ Rs.) (Rs.)
Depreciation reserve
fund :-
(a) In saving
account 96,981 1,39,316 1,42,218 1,20,102 1,50,342
with
Syndicate
Bank 24,00,000 39,25,822 57,82,501 62,69,145 75,92,600
b) In FDRs
Total 24,96,981 40,65,138 59,24,719 63,89,247 77,42,942
Development fund :-
(a) In saving
account 1,32,342 86,883 91,608 58,037 0
with
Syndicate
Bank 29,14,116 44,00,000 58,25,123 39,66,073 21,25,386
b) FDRs '
Total 30.46,458 | 44,86.883 $9,16,731 | 40,24,110 21,25,386 |

Preliminary calculations were made by the Chartered

Accountants detailed with the Committee. As per their calculations,
the school had surplus funds to the tune of Rs. 2,36,81,642 after
accounting for the funds available wifh the school at the threshold,

the additional funds generated by way of fee hike and the additional

liabilities discharged on implementation of 6t Pay Commission

Report. The calculations made by the CAs were perused by the
Committee and it was observed that the calculations did not appear to

be correct as the CAs had taken the entire investments, including

those earmarked against specific funds, intoaccount and had not

|
taken any liabilities of the school on account of gratuity and leave

encashment in the calculations, Therefore, the c

alculations made by

the CAs were not found to be reliable by the Cor:nmittee.
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Since, the school had furnished different figures at different
stages of enquiry, the Committee issued a notice of hearing dated
22/10/2014 for hearing on 1 1/11/2014. The school was also directed
to furnish the figures of arrear fee, regular fee, development fee, arrear
salary and regular salary in a structured format, duly reconciled with
the audited Income and Expenditure accounts for the years 2008 09,
2009-10 and 2010- 1 1. The school was also directed to furnish copies
of the circular issued to the parents regarding hike in fee and
statement of account of the Trust/ Society, as appearing in its books,

besides details of accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment.

On the date of he'aring, Sh. Kailash Nath Bansal, Manager
appeared with Ms. Sarika Arora, Principal of the school. They filed
written submissions dated 10/11/2014, furnishing the information
required by the Committee. The relevant information regarding fee

and salary, as submitted by the school, was as follows:-
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Fee 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 Total
Arrear fee for the period from 01.01.2006 22,81,000 21,81,575 44,62,575
to 31.08.2008
Arrear fee (Tuition fee) for the period 31,66,800 31,66,800
from 01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009
Arrear fee (Development fee) for the 16,39,520 16,39,520
period from 01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009
Arrear fee (Development fee) for the 29,12,760 29,12,760
period from 01.04.2009 to 31.03.2010
Regular/ Normal Tuition Fee 2,73,96,900 | 3,36,62,845
Salary
Arrear Salary for 01.01.2006 to 23,97,600 | 1,05,02,155 66,385 | 1,29,66,140
31.08.2008
Arrear Salary for 01.09.2008 to 33,51,400 29,42,823 62,94,223
31.03.2009
Regular/ Normal Salary 2,11,79,912 | 3,32,06,055

Details of accrued liability of gratuity as well as leave encashment
were also furnished. As per these details, the:: liability on account of
gratuity was Rs.63,83,813 as on ‘31/03/201‘08 which rose to Rs.
1,32,90,566 as on 31/03/2010. Similarly ‘the liability for leave

encashment was Rs. 24,683,270 as on 31/03/2008, which rose to Rs.
41,22,165 as on 31/03/2010.

A copy of circular no. 329 dated.04/02/2009 (sic) was also

furnished by the school, vide which the parents were advised to deposit
the arrears of Rs.5100 répresenting 7 months fee hike for the period

01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 @ Rs.300 p.m. plus Rs.3000 lump sum

arrears (for the period 01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008). It is note worthy

that no arrears of development fee were demanded from parents.
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During the course of hearing, the representatives of the school
contended that the school was permitted to hike tuition fee only to the
extent of Rs. 300 p.m. whereas, considering the additional liabilities on

account of implementation of 6th Pay Commission Report, its requirement

for fee hike was to the tune of Rs.650 p.m. per student. However, they

did not submit any calculation sheet Jjustifying the higher claim of the
school. As regards the recovery of arrears of differential development fee
for the period 01/09 /2008 to 31/03/2009, they contended that another

circular was subsequently issued to the parents demanding the same.

With regard to regular development fee, the representatives of the
school contendéd that the same is capitalized in the account and also
used for permitted purposes. Thesf also contended that earmarked bank
accounts/FDRs were maintained for unutilized development fund and
depreciation reserve fund. The Committee observed that the FDRs
against depreciation reserve were earmarked not just for depreciation

Teserve on assets acquired out of development fund but also on assets

acquired out of school fund.

Accordingly, the school was advised to file the following

details/documents by 25 /11/2014, after which a fresh hearing would be
fixed :-

(a) Circular issued to parents regarding recovery of arrears of

development fee. |
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(b) Details of depreciation reserve as on 31/03/2008 showing
accumulated depreciation, separately for assets acquired out of
school fund and those acquired out of development fund.

(c} Calculation sheet justifying the claim for a higher fee hike @ Rs.

650 p.m. per student.

The school furnished the above mentioned
details/documents on 05/12/2014. On perusal of the circular bearing
n0.335 dated 07/03 /2009, the Committee observes that even this
circular does not require the parente to pay the arrears of development
fee for the period 01/09 /2008 to 31/03/2009. This circular informs the
parents about> the schedule of fee for the academic session 2009-10 only.
The development fee of Rs.255 p.m. is mentioned as chargeable for the
year 2009-10. The details regarding depreciation reserve fund against
assets acquired out of development fund were perused by the Committee
and the Committee finds that the school has not earmarked funds in
excess of the accumulated depreciation on fixed assets acquired out of
development fund. 'The school also filed its calculation sheet justifying a
higher fee hike @ Rs.621 p.m. but the Committee finds that the
calculation made by the school does not take into account the funds
already available with the school, which can be utilized for payment of
increase salaries as per the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.
However, the Committee will revert to the issue of further fee hike

claimed by the school after making its own calculations.

000714




T8

it

0 0 000 0000 00600 6000600600062 0C6060006009 0

‘\
®-

51800715

Ramjas Public School (Pay Boarding), Anand Parbat, New Delhi-

110005

The Committee directed its Audit Officer to prepare a preliminary
calculation sheet to examine the justifiability of fee hike effected by the
school and also to examine the claim of further fee hike made by the
school. She was directed to exclude the investments held by the school
against earmarked funds except those held against Gratuity Fund and
Earned Leave Encashment fund, as such funds could not be available for
the purpose of implementation of 6th Pay Commission Report. The
gratuity fund and E.L. fund were initially to be considered as part of
funds available and only if there was surplus after meeting the amount
required for increased salaries fof implementation of 6th Pay Commission
Report, they were to be considered for earmarking. This approach is in
accordance with Rule 177 of the Delhi School Education Rules 1973.
The schooi was found to .be in compliance with the pre conditions
prescribed by the Duggal Commiftee so far as development fee for the
year upto 31/03/2008 was concerned. Accordingly, she was directed to
exclude the investments held against development fund and depreciation
reserve fund also from the reckoning as such investments were also not
available for the purpose of implementation of 6t Pay Commission
Repolrt. She prepared the following calculation sheet, as per the

directions of the Committee:-
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Statement showing Fund available as on 31

-03-2008 and the effect of hike in fee as per order
dated 11.02.2009 and effect of increase in salary on implementation of 6th Pay Commission
Report
Particulars Amount (Rs.) | Amount (Rs.)
Current Assets + Investments
Cash at CBI _ 226,810
Cash at Syndicate Bank 44,635
Investments against Gratuity Fund 6,454,688
Investments against EL Encashment Fund 1,034,127
Other Investments 10,205,786
Amount receivable from Student Bus Fund 380,880
Amount receivable from Caution Money Fund 14,000
TDS 47,570 18,408,496
Less: Current Liabilities
Advance Fee 4,040,900
Sundry Creditors 16,392
Payable to School Fund (Diet) 1,000
Expenses Payable 77,882 4,136,174
Net Current Assets + Investments 14,272,322
Less: Total Liabilities after VIth Pay
Arrear of Salary as per VI th Pay Commission (w.e.f,
01.01.2006 to 31.08.2008) 12,966,140
Arrear of Salmy as per VI th Pay Commission (w.e.f.
01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009) 6,294,223
Incremental Salary for 2009-10 (as per calculation
given below) 12,026,143 31,286,506
Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike (17,014,184)
Add: Total Recovery after VI th Pay
Arrear of Tuition fee w.e.f 01.01.06 to 31.08.08 4,462,575
Arrear of Tuition fee from 01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009 3,166,800
Arrear of Development fee from 01.09.08 to 31.03.09
and for 2009-10 1,639,520
Additional Development fee charged in 2009-10 2,912,760
Incremental Tuition Fee in 2009-10 (as per
calculation given below) 6,265,945 18,447,600
Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike 1,433,416
Working notes !
2008-09 2009-10
Normal/ regular salary as per Income & Expenditure Account ‘ 21,179,912 33,206,055

Incremental Salary in 2009-10 12,026,143

2008-09 2009-10
Normal/ regular Tuition Fee as per Income & Expenditure Account . 27,396,900 33,662,845

Incremental Tuition Fee in 2009-10

6,265,945
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The calculation sheet as prepared by the Audit Officer was
examined by the Committee and it was observed that the calculation
sheet was based on the figures furnished by the school itself and the
audited balance sheet of the school as on 31/03/2008. As such the
Committee does. not find any fault with the same. As is evident from
the calculation sheet, the school had a surplus of Rs. 14,33,416, after
meeting all its liabilities as per the recommendations of the 6th Pay
Commission and after taking into account the fee hiked by it as per
order dated 11/02/ 2009 of the Director of Education. The Committee
has alsov taken into account the arrears of development fee recovered
by the school @ Rs.255 p.m. for 7 months i.e. 01/09/2008 to
31/03/2009 in its calculations. The Committee is of the view that the
school was not justified in recovering these arrears as they were
recovered @ 15% of tuition fee when the school was charging
development fee at a fixed rate of Rs.110 p.m. in the year 2008-09 and
such development fee was not linked to the tuition fee. In fact the
school did not raise any formal demand for such arrears of
development fee from parents. If such development is refunded to the
parents, the school would have a marginal deficit of around Rs. 2

lacs and in such an event, the claim of the school for a further fee

hike to bridge this gap of Rs. 2 lacs would be justified.
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Therefore, the Committee is not inclined to recommend

refund of Rs.16,39,520 and at the same time the Committee

finds that the claim of the school for a further fee hike has to

be rejected.

Development Fee:

The information furnished by the school regarding collection
and uﬁﬁzation of development fee as well as maintenance of
earmarked funds for development and depreciation reserve has been
set out in the earlier part of these recommendations. These have been
verified by the Committee.‘ The Committee finds that upto 2008-09,
the School was compliant with the recommendations of the Duggal
Committee regarding cﬁarging of development fee, in as much as the
school was treating the development fee as a capital receipt, utilizing
the same for acquiring permissible fixed assets and maintaining
earmarked development fund and depreciation reserve fund.
However, so far as the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 are concerned, the
entire development fee céllected by the school was utilized for
payment of increased salaries .consequent to implementation of 6th Pay
Commission Report. In 2009-10, out of the total development fee, the
school treated a sum of" Rs.29,12,760 as a revenue receipt, as
conceded by the school in its written submissions. This has already

been taken into account while making the calculations for examining
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the justifiability of hike in tuition fee. The remaining émouﬁt of Rs.
22,43,325 recovered by the school hés also been utilized for payment
of salaries, as is evident from the reply to the questionnaire given by
the school. In 2010-11, the entire amount of Rs.59,86,155 recovered
as development fee has been utilized by the school for payment of

salaries. This is also evident from the reply given by the school to the

questionnaire issued by the Committee.

In view of the foregoing facts, the Committee would have

recommended refund of Rs. 22,43,325 charged by the school as

' development fee in 2009-10 and Rs. 99,86,155 charged by the school

in 2010-11. However, in view of the fact that while making the

relevant calculations for tuition fee, the Committee did not allow any
reserves for gratuity, leave encashment and for future contingencies,

the Committee is of the view that no amount is required to be

refunaed out of development fee charged for the years 2009-10 and

2010-11 as the accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment

aggregated Rs. 1,74,12,731 as on 31/03/2010.

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing diséussion and determinations, the
Committee is of the view that neither the school is entitled to

any further hike in tuition fee, over and above the hike effected
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by it in terms of order dated 11 /02/2009 issued by the Director
of Education nor the school is required to refund any amount.

Similarly, ‘the issue of develdpment fee also calls for no

intervention.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- Sa/- Sdy-
CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 23/03/2015
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1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had

implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
| thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request 'that the
information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.
2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.
3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had incréased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11—02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this
view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.
4. With a view to verify the réturns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 23.09.2013, reqﬁired the school to appear on 21.10.2013
and to produce entire accounting, fee and sélary records for the years
2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the]! aforesaid questionnaire.
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5. On 21.10.2013 Sh. Ajay Veer Singh, HM and Sh. Rakesh Kumar

Sharma, P/T Accountant of the school attended the Office of the
Committee and produced the record for the scrutiny by the Audit Officer
of the Commitfee. Reply to the questionnaire was also filed. As per the
reply;-

(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2011.

(i)  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. 01.04.2011.

(iii)  The school had not collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Sh. A.D.Bhateja,
Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that:

(1) The school hiked fee by Rs.50/- in 2009-10 and 2010-11. During
2011-12 the hike had been in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009.

(iij  The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6% Pay Commission w.e.f April 2011, but the salary record

for 201 1-12 has not been produce by the school.
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The Audit Officer after examination of the original record produced
by the school for scrutiny returned the same to the representatives of the
school.

7. By notice dated 03.03.2015, the school was asked to appear on
27.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 27.03.2015, Sh. A.V.S. Chauhan, Manag;er. Sh. Rakesh Kumar,
P/T Accoﬁntant and Sh. Digvijay Singh, I.T. Head of the school appeared
before the Committee and produced record for the examinaﬁion by the
Committee. It was contended that the school implemented the
reconﬁmendations of the 6t Pay Commission nominally w.e.f. 01-04-
2011. However, salary was being paid in cash. The school did not have
TAN till date. The school operated its bank account only in October, 2010
and the oniy transaction being roufed through the bank was the monthly
cheque of P.F. payment. The school has filed its fee schedule for the year

2011-12 but did not produce its fee record for this year.

The school was directed to produce its fee receipts, fee register and
books of accounts for 2011-12 to the Audit Officer of the Committee on

16-04-2015 for verification.
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0. On 16.04.2015 Sh. A.V.S. Chauhan, HM of the school produced

the required record. The Audit Officer aftef its examination has recorded
that the school hiked the fee during 2011-12, in between 15% to 18.6%
for different classes.
10 We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and the submissions made by the representatives on

~ behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the.

record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2011-12: -

Class | Tuition | Tuition | Tuition Tuition | Tuition Tuition | Tuition
Fee Fee Fee Fee Fee Fee Fee
during | during |increased | during |increased | during | increased
2008- 2009- in 2009- | 2010- in 2010-|2011- in 2011-
09 10 10 11 111 12 12

I 300 350 50 400 50 460 60

II .320 370 50 420 50 480 60

111 380 430 50 480 50 560 80

v 390 440 50 490 50 570 80

\% 400 450 50 500 50 580 80

VI 430 480 50 530 50 .1 630 100

VII 450 500 . 50 550 50 650 100

VIII 470. 520 50 570 50 670 100

pICTILE
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Akash Deep Model School, Nehru Vihar, Dayal Pur Ext. Delhi-110094

11. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the

fee during the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 within 10% for all classes.
During 2011-12, the hike in the tuition fee was marginally in excess of
the permissible limit of 10%. The school is also working on low fee base.

12. Admittedly, the school had implemented the recdmmendatioﬁs of

the 6t Pay Commission, nominally w.e.f. 01.04.2011.

13. As per record the school has not charged development fee.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school did not hike tuition fee in terms of the order
of the Director of Education, and is also working on low fee base,

the Committee feels that no intervention is required qua the aspect

of fee.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd-  sdi- Sd/-

J.S. Kochar = Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated—01-05-15
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The school had not furnished any reply to the questionnaire dated
27/02/2012 issued by the Committee, which was followed by a reminder
dated 27/03/2012. The Committee requisitioned the annual returns
filed by the school for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11, from the office of
the concerned Dy. Director of Education. Pursuant thereto, these were
forwarded by the concerned Dy. Director of Education to the Committee.
On prima facie examination of the annual returns, it appeared that the
school had hiked the fee in accordance with order dated 11/02/2009
issued by the Director of Education and had also implemented the
recommendations of the VI Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school was

placed in Category ‘B’ for the purpose of verification.

However, on further scrutiny of the aforesaid returns by the
Committee, it transpired that the balance sheet of the school for the
years 2009-10 and 2010-11 were not on record. Accordingly, a letter
dated 07/05/2013 was issued to the school to submit the aforesaid
balance sheets. A revised questionnaire was alﬁo issued to the school for
appropriate response. In response to the 1etter,1 the school furnished the
required details under cover of its letter datec}:l 17/05/2013. Reply to

revised questionnaire was also furnished, as pei‘ which, the school stated

that:

(a) It had implemented the recommer’ldations of the VI Pay
Commission report w.ef. 01/01/2006 and had also paid

arrears. In support, the school enclosed copies of its pay bills

for the month of February 2009 which showed aggregate salary
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2006 to August 2008 and Rs.

following extent:

September 2008 to February 2009.

to be Rs. 6,51,328 for that month and for the month of March
2009 which showed aggregate salary to be Rs. 8,82,515.
(b) It paid arrears amounting to Rs.8,93,760 for the period January

8,29,487 for the period

(c) It hiked the tuition fee as per order dated 11/02/2009 issued

by the Director of Education for different classes, to the

Class | Monthly tuition | Monthly tuition fee | Increase
fee (pre hike) (Rs.) | (Post hike) (Rs.) monthly tuition fee
(Rs.)

1 550 750 200 .
11 575 775 200
III 650 850 200
I\Y 675 875 200
\4 750 950 200
VI 800 1000 200
vII 300 1100 200
VIII 950 1150 200
IX 1000 1200 200
X 1050 1350 300
X1 1100 1400 300
XII 1150 1450 300

) 4 .
2 .
0'®© 00600 00000000060 0060060600006 0 000 0
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(d) With regard to recovery of arrear fee, the school gave a vague

reply stating “as per circular of Samarth Shiksha Samiti
(e) With regard to the collection of development fee also, instead of

the school giving the specific information, it invited the

attention of the Committee to the balapce sheets of the school.

aoretary
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(f) With regard to the utilisation of the development fee, the school

merely enclosed a copy of the fixed asset schedule of the

balance sheet as on 31/03/2011.

(g) The school categorically stated that development fee was treated

as a revenue receipt in the accounts and no separate

depreciation reserve fund was maintained for depreciation

assets acquired out of development fee. However, in reply to the

query whether the depreciation reserve fund and unutilised

development fund were kept in an earmarked account or FDRs

or investments, the school stated “Yes”.

However, when asked to clarify the vague answers, the school

under cover of its letter dated 15/10/2013, submitted the

following information with regard to ¢

development fee:

ollection and utilisation of

Year Development fee | Development Unutilised
collected (Rs.) fee utilised | development
(Rs.) fee (Rs.)
2006-07 5,65,275 5,08,480 56,795
2007-08 5,47,450 25,880 5,21,570
2008-09 6,68,065 3,56,880 3,11,185
2009-10 6,96,200 5,61,800 1,34,400
2010-11 9,66,900 8,66,965 99,935

With regard to maintenance of ea

development fee, the school stated that

rmarked bank account for

from 2006-07 to 2010-11,

no separate account for development fee was maintained.
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However, the school had fixed deposits with the bank ranging

between Rs. 16.56 lacs and Rs. 22.15 lacs during these years.

In response to a web notice dated 09 /09/ 20i4 issued by the
Committee exhorting the schools which had not implemented the VI Pay
Commission report and which had not hiked any fee in 2008-09 prior to
the hike in 2009-10, to approach the Committee for expeditious disposal
of their cases, the school filed a letter dated 11/09/2014 contended that

it met with the requirements of the said notice of the Committee.

Accordingly the Committee issued a notice to the school fof hearing it on
16/10/2014. On this date, Sh. Jeet Kumar, Sh. Narender Kumar and
Sh. Satish Gupta, UDCs of the school appeared.  However, the
representatives were informed that since the school claimed to have

implemented the VI Pay Commission report, it was not covered by the

® @ 006 &6 0 6 0 0 ¢

|
said notice. However, the Committee granted time to the school upto
10/11/2014, for furnishing the relevant information as per the notice.

The school furnished the relevant information vide its letter dated

10/11/2014. A fresh notice of hearing dated 5/12/2014 was issued for

30/12/2014. On this date, Sh. Roshan Lal Goel, Manager of the school,
Sh. Lekh Raj, Sh. Jeet Kumar Saluja, Sh. Narender Kumar Attal, UDCs

appeared with Sh. Vasudev Sharma, Accountar‘lt.

The representatives of the school werei heard by the Committee.

They contended as follows:

(a) The school is run under the aegis of Samarth Shiksha Samiti

which runs a total of 28 schools in Delhi. The VI Pay
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Commission was implemented w.e.f. 01/04/2009. However,
the full amounts of arrears have not been paid as the decision
to pay the arrears is taken at the central level of the Samiti.

(b) The school hiked the fee in accordance with order dated
11/02/2009 of the Director of Education. However the hike in
fee was not sufficient to pay the full salaries as per the
recommendations of the VI Pay Commission and the deficit on
this account was partially made good by utilizing the
development fee.

(c) The school had labilities of gratuity, amounting to Rs.
40,08,687 as on 31/03/2008 and Rs. 69,52,827 as on
31/03/2010. The accrued liabilities on account of leave
encashment on these two dates were Rs. 11,94,870 and Rs.
20,04,228 respectively. Details of such liabilities were
furnished.

(d) The development fee was treated as a capital receipt and not as
a revenue receipt as was wrongly stated in the reply to the
questionnaire. However, it was correct that the school did not

maintain earmarked development fund and depreciation reserve

fund.

Discussion and Determination:
Tuition Fee i
|

The Committee examined the details filed by the school as also the
|

figures of arrear fee, arrear salary, regular fee and regular salary (both
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pre hike and post hike), the reply to the questionnaire issued by the
Committee and the submission made during the course of hearing. The
Committee, on examination of the financials of the school, as also the
submission made by another school run under the aegis of the same
Society, confronted the representatives of the school that the Treasurer of
the Society had in the case of another school informed the Committee
that the Society had taken a group gratuity policy of LIC to cover the
gratuity liabilities of all the schools run under its aegis. On perusal of the
financials of the school, it was apparent that the school had paid the
premium of such gratuity policy and as such the contention of the school
that it had an accrued liability of Rs. 69,52,827 as on 31/03/2010 on

this account, did not appear to be correct. The representatives of the

school conceded to this position.

In order to ascertain the funds available with the school'.at the
threshold as on 31/03/2008, and the additional resources generated by
the school as a result of fee hike and collection of arrear fee and the
additional liabilities incurred by the school on account of implementation
of VI Pay Commission report, the audit officer of the Committee was
directed to prepare the calculation'sheet. The exercise was undertaken by
the audit officer to ascertain the justifiability of the fee hiked by the

school. The calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer is as follows:

000731
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Statement showing Funds availability of as on 31-03-2008 and the effect of
fee hike and salary hike on implementation of VI Pay Commission report
Amount Amount
Particulars (Rs.) (Rs.)
Current Assets
Cash in hand -
Bank Balance 58,710
Fixed Deposits with accrued interest 1,815,964
Advance to SSS West Zone 2,190,509
TDS 14,467 4,079,650
Less:- | Current Liabilities
Students Security 74,000
Advance fee 111,300
Audit Fee payable 15,730
Pupil Fund 732,687
Book Overdraft 619,627
Eco Club 18,988 1,572,332
Net Current Assets (Funds available) 2,507,318
Arrear of Salary as per 6th CPC w.e.f.
Less:- | 01.01.06 to 31.03.2009 2,112,229
Incremental Salary as per 6th CPC in
2009-10 (as per calculation given below) 3,452,987 5,565,216
Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike (3,057,898)
Arrear of fee for the period from 01.01.06
Add:- [ to 31.03.09 2,563,256
Incremental fee in 2009-10 (as per
calculation given below) 2,124,698 4,687,954
Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike 1,630,056
Working Notes
: 2008-09 2009-10
Salary as per Income & Expenditure Account 7,625,522 11,078,509
Incremental Salary in 2009-10 as per I& E A/c 3,452,987
© 2008-09 2009-10
Tuition Fee as per Income & Expenditure Account 6,970,987 9,095,685
Incremental Tuition Fee in 2009-10 as per I& E A/c 2,124,698

Thus apparently, the fee hiked by the school resulted in a surplus of

Rs. 16,30,056 after meeting its liabilities under the VI Pay Commission
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recommendations (to the extenf it did). However, at this stage the Committee
is reserving its opinion whether such surplus should be refunded by the
school as the above calculation sheet does not provide for the reserve for
future contingencies and reserve for accrued liability of leave encashment.
The Committee has taken a consistent view that the schools ought to retain

with them sufficient funds for such purposes.

Development Fee:

The school has conceded in its supplementarj reply to the
questionnaire as well as the during the course of hearing that the school was
not maintaining any earmarked accounts for development and depreciation
reserve funds. The table of development fee received and utilised as given
supra, shows that the school was not utilising the full amount of
development fee in the year of its receipt. Some balance was always left with
it which ought to have been kept in an earmarked account. Maintenance of
earmarked development fund and depreciation reserve funds are sine qua
non for charging development fee, as prescribed by the Duggal Committee,
which were subsequently affirmed by the Hon'’ble Supreme Court in the case
of Modern School Vs. Union of India (2004) 5 SCC 583. In view of this
position,' the Committee is of the view .that the school did not charge
development fee in accordance with the law laid down by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court. The Committee is concerned with the development fee
charged by the school in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by

the Director of Education. Therefore, the development fee charged in 2009-
10 and 2010-11 is relevant for the purpose of the present determinations.

The fee charged by the school for these two years was Rs. 6,96,200 and Rs.
: D
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9,66,900 respectively. Thus the total development fee of which we would

have recommended a refund in normal course, would be Rs. 16,63,100.

Conclusion:

The school recovered excess tuition fee to the tune of Rs. 16,30,056

and development fee to the tune of Rs. 16,63,100. The aggregate of these
two is Rs. 32,93,156.

We would now consider the requirement of the school for funds to be

kept in reserve. The Committee has taken a consistent view that the schools

ought to retain funds equivalent to four months’ salary for future

contingencies. The total expenditure on salary of the school for the year

2009-10 was Rs. 1,10,78,509. Based on this, the requirement of the school

for funds to be kept in reserve is Rs. 36,92,836. The school had an accrued

liability of Rs. 20,04,228 on account of leave encashment. Thus the total

funds required by the school to be kept in reserve was Rs. 56,97,064.

Recommendations:

Taking an overall view of the matter, the Committee is of the view that

no intervention is called for either in the matter of hike in tuition fee or in

the matter of charging development fee.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- Sd- Sd/-

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma

CA J.S. Kochar
Member

Member Chairperson

Dated: 15/01/2015
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On a requisition made by the Committee through the concerned Dy.
Director of Education, the school forwarded to the Education Officer, Zone-
26 of the Directorate of Education copies of returns filed by it under Rule
180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 for the years 2006-07 to 2010-
11, the fee statements filed by it as per section 17(3) of Delhi School
Education Act, 1973, details of salary paid to the staff before
implementation of VI Pay Commission report and after its implementation,
details of arrears paid on account of retrospective application of VI Pay
Commission report, copy of circular issued to the parents intimating the
increase in fee as per order dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of Education,
under cover of its letter dated 30/01/2012. It was further mentioned in the
letter that the school had not collected the arrears of development fee which
were recoverable as a consequence of increase in tuition fee for the period
01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009. These documents were forwarded to the
Committee through the concerned Dy. Director of Education. On the basis of
the information furnished by the school, it was placed in category ‘B’ for the

purpose of verification.

Preliminary calculatioﬁs were made by the Chartered Accountants
attached with the Committee. Since the school claimed to have hiked the fee
w.e.f. 01/09/2008, the balance sheet as on 31/03/2008 was taken as the
basis for calculation of funds available with the school and on the basis of
such calculation and the figures of arrear fee, arrear salary, incremental fee
and salary for the year 2009-10, they worked olut that the school had hiked
more fee than was required and such excess| collection amounted to Rs.

89,46,156. While making the calculations, the' CAs had not factored in the
|

_ y
JUSTICE 1 TRUE §pPY
ANIL DR v -
COMNTTES |
For Review of School g Sectatary




)

‘"M E EXEEEEXE S N B I BN B B BN BN BN BN BN BN B B B W 2N B 3 A

5

® &

Carmel Convent School, Chanakya Puri, New Delhi-110021

000736

funds to be kept in reserve for meeting the accrued liability of gratuity and

leave encashment for want of relevant information.

The Committee issued a notice dated 22 /10/2014 requiring the
school to appear before the Committee on 10/11/2014. Further, the school
was required to furnish the details of arrear fee and salary for the period
01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008, 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 and regular fee
and salary for the year 2009-10, duly reconciled with the audited Income &
Expenditure Account of the school, statement of account of the Parent

Society, details of accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment.

On the date of hearing, thg school appeared through Ms. Gracy
Joseph and Ms. Nancy Roney, the accountants of the school with authority
from the Principal and furnished the required information and produced the
relevant records. With regard to the fee recovered and salary paid

consequent to implementation of VI Pay Commission report, the school

furnished the following information:

Fee 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Arrear fee for the period from 01.01.2006 to 27,18,311 15,14,780 0
31.08.2008

Arrear fee (Tuition fee) for the period from 33,37,800 0 0
01.09.2008 to0 31.03.2009

Arrear fee (Development fee) for the period Not collected

from 01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009

Regular/ Normal Tuition Fee 2,53,62,406 | 3,09,65,198 | 3,43,29,660

Salary
Arrear Salary for 01.01.2006 to 31.08.2009 71,93,636 62,55,758 42,28,087
Regular/ Normal Salary 2,94,99,?78 2,83,30,504 | 3,55,73,006
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In support of payment of arrear salary, bank statements highlighting
such payments were also filed. The statement of account of the Society
running the school for the period 01/04/2006 to 31/03/2011 was also
furnished. The school also filed employee wise details of the accrued
liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment as on 31 /03/2008 and
31/03/2010. As per these details, the total liability of the school on account
of gratuity was Rs. 79,40,557 as on 31/03/2008 which rose to Rs.
1,39,16,224 as on 31/03/2010. The liability on account of leave

encashment of the school was Rs. 45,79,728 as on 31/03/2010.

It was further contended by the representatives of the school that the
figures of the fee, as given above,.were the gross amounts recoverable from
all the students, as credited to the Income & Expenditure Accounts, without
accounting for the concessions allowed by the school to various categories of
student. It was contended that the concessions allowed to the students were
shown as expenditure on the debit side of the Income & Expenditure
Accounts. The school filed student wise and head wise detail of fee
concessions for the years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11. As per the details
filed, the total fee concessions allowed by the school were Rs. 12,48,949 in
2008-09, Rs. 14,63,949 in 2009-10 and Rs. 14,44,260 in 2010-11. It was
contended that only the net fee ought to be considered for the purpose of

relevant calculations.

With regard to development fee, the r‘epresentatives of the school
conceded that although development fee is treated as a capital receipt, the
unutilised development fund is not kept in earmarked bank account.

Similar situation prevailed for depreciation reserve fund.

' <
JUSTICE 3 TRUE COPY
Lot T SHNGH
ConiaTTEE
For Review of School Fes Celsialy

000737



A\

%

® 0 600 66 0 00 60 8 0 0900 O

cI

B-359

Carmel Convent School, Chanakya Puri, New Delhi-110021

Discussion and Determination:

During the course of hearing, the Committee verified the details filed
by the school with reference to its audited financials. The figures given by
the school with regard to fee and salary were also verified with reference to
the audited Income & Expenditure Accounts. The financials of the school
are very transparent and have been audited by a reputed firm of Chértered
Accountants. They inspire confidence. Further the Committee notes that the
school paid arrears through direct bank transfer and also pays regular
salary in a similar manner. However; the Committee noticed that the total
figures of salary furnished by the school based on its Income & Expenditure
Accounts also included expenses on staff welfare and staff training. Such
expenses amounted to Rs. 2,55,364 in 2008-09, and Rs. 65,574 in 2009-10.
The Committee is of the view that such expenses cannot be treated as part of
salary and suitable adjustments will be made on this account while making
the final calculations. The Committee agrees with the contentions of the
school that the fee concessions allowed by the school ought to be deducted
from the gross fee as appearing in the Income & Expenditure Account of the
school. On examining the details of the liability of gratuity as on
31/03/2010, as furnished by the school, the Committee notes that the
school has shown the liability of a number of staff members, in excess of Rs.
3,50,000. As on 31/03/2010, the maximum amount payable as gratuity
was Rs. 3,50,000 under the provisions of the Payment of Gratuity Act. The
increased ceiling of Rs. 10.00 lacs was effective from 24/05/2010 when the
Payment of Gratuity (Amendment) Act 2010 came into force. Therefore the

Committee is of the view that the total liability of gratuity as on 31/03/2010
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ought to be worked out by taking the ceiling of Rs. 3,50,000. The amount so

worked out is Rs. 1,21,80,929 as against 1,39,16,224 shown by the school.

Based on the above discussion, the Committee has prepared the
following calculation sheet to ascertain whether the fee hiked by the school
in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of Education was

justified or not:

Statement showing Fund availability of as on 31-03-2008

Particulars Amount (Rs.) Amount (Rs.)

Current Assets

Cash in hand 7,308

Cash with Syndicate Bank 208,349

Cash with Canara Bank 3,604

Cash with Standard Chartered Grindleys Bank 587,223

Cash with ICICI Bank 56,018

Investments & FDRs with scheduled banks 20,441,990

Staff Advance 149,000

TDS receivable 2,490 21,455,982 |
Less:- Current Liabilities

Earmarked funds

Scholarship Fund 191,999

Mrs. Shanti Chary's Endowment Fund 55,093

Mrs. Raj Kum. Som Kapur Foundation Endowment Fund 79,070

Dr. Parvathi Aiyar Endowment Fund 80,550

Mr. Ranjan Sharma Endowment Fund 100,000 506,712

Security deposit (Caution Fee) 941,075

Other Liabilities 15,759 956,834

Net Current Assets + Investments 19,992,436

As would apparent from the above, the school had a sum of Rs.
1,99,92,436 available with it as on 31/03/2008. However, the school had
liabilities to the tune of Rs. 1,67,60,657 towards gratuity and leave |
encashment as on 31/03/2010. The Committee is of the view that the
school ought to keep funds in reserve to this extent for meeting its accrued
liabilities.

That leaves a sum of Rs. 32,31,779 as available with it. The
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Committee has taken a view that besides kéeping funds in reserve for
meeting the accrued liability of gratuity and leave encashment, the schools
ought to keep funds in reserve equivalent to four months’ salary. The total
salary of the school for the year 2009-10 was Rs. 3,45,20,688. Based on
this, the requirement of funds to be kept in reserve is Rs. 1,15,06,896.
However, as noted above, the school barely had Rs.32,31,779. The
Committee is therefore, of the view that the school did not have any funds of
its own which could have been used for implementation of the VI Pay
Commission report. Therefore the fee hike was imminent. In order to

examine the justifiability of fee hike, the following calculations are relevant:

Total arrears paid by the school for the period 1.1.06
to 31.3.09 16,131,113
Incremental salary for 2009-10 11,663,751 27,794,864

Arrear fee recovered for the period 1.1.2006 to
31.8.2008 4,233,091
Arrear fee recovered for the period 1.9.2008 to
31.3.2009 3,337,800

Incremental fee for the year 2009-10 5,371,877 12,942,768

It is apparent from the above that as against the additional
expenditure of Rs. 2,77,94,864 which the school incurred on account of
implementation of VI Pay Commission report, the total additional revenue
generated by the school by way of fee hike pursuant to order dated
11/02/2009 was Rs. 1,29,42,768. Thus the school was in deficit to the tune
of Rs. 1,48,52,096. However, the school has not made any claim for being

allowed to raise any fee over and above the fee hike allowed to it by order
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dated 11/02/2009. The Committee is therefore, of the view that so far as the

tuition fee is concerned, no intervention is required.

Development Fee:

Th¢ Committee has noticed above that representatives of the school
made a concession during the course of hearing that the unutilised
development fee and depreciation reserve fund were not kept earmarked in
separate bank accounts or investments. The Committee has also verified this
fact from the audited financials of the school. Thus, the school was not
fulfilling essential pre-conditions prescribed by the Duggal Committee, which
were subsequently affirmed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of
Modern School Vs. Union of India (2004) _ 5 SCC 583, for charging
Development fee. In view of this position, the Committee would, in normal
course, have recommended the refund of development fee charged by the
school in 2009-10 and 2010-11. However, as noted above, the school was
in deficit to the tune of Rs. 1,48,52,096. Further, the school did not have
adequate funds to be kept in reserve for future contingencies. The total
development fee charged by the school in pursuance of order dated
11/02/2009 for the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 was Rs. ‘44,56,695 and Rs.
50,54,760 respectively. Thus, the total for the two years was Rs. 95,11,455.
In view of the fact that the deficit of the school in tuition fee account on
account of implementation of VI Pay Commission was much larger than the
development fee for the two years charged in pursuance of order dated
11/02/2009, the Committee ref;ains from recommending any refund of

development fee.

Recommendations: Aoy
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In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the view
that no intervention is required either with regard to the hike in
tuition fee/recovery of arrear fee or charging development fee in the

years 2009-10 and 2010-11, in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 of

the Director of Education.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- Sd/- Sd/-

CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 23/12/2014

~ JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE ,
For Review of School Fes ./
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Kala Niketan International School, Gazipur.Delhi-96 74
Jd

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools .had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Manageré of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being f_equisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.
3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the rec_:ommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this
view of the matter the schdol was placed in category ‘B’.

4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 15.05.2014 required the school to appear on 30.05.2014
and to produce entire accbunting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.
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Kala Niketan International School, Gazipur.Delhi-96

000744

5. On 30.05.2014, Sh. Ramesh Girdhar, Aothorised Representative of
the school attended the office of the Committee and requested for some
more time to produce record. The school was directed to produce
complete record on 09.06.2014.

On 09.06.2014, Sh.> Rahul Jain, C.A., Sh. Amit Kumar Sharma,
Advocate and Sh. Ramesh_ Girdhar, Cashier of the school attended the
office of the Committee and produced record. Reply to the questionnaire
was also filed. As per the reply:-

(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2009.

(iiy  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009. w.e.f. 01. 04. 2009.

6 The record, in the first instance, was examined by Mrs. Sunita
Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee.-She observed to the effect that:-
(1) The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendatioris

of the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2009.

(iij  Salary to the staff had been paid through bearer and a/c payee

cheques.
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(i)  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the

Director of Education, dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, hike in

fee was by less than 10%.

(iii) TDS and PF had been deducted from the salary of the staff.
The Audit Officer after examination of the original record

- produced by the school returned the same to the representatives of

the school,

7. By notice dated 06.04.2015, the sch'ool was asked to appear on
21.04.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing ‘to the school.

8 On 21.04.2015, Sh. Rahul Jain, C.A. andA Sh. Ami;c Kumar Sharma,
Advocate of the school appeared and contended that the school was
granted recognition by the department w.e.f. April 2009, therefore the
order of the Director of Education, dated 11.02.2009 was not applicable
as there would be no issue of fee hike.

The school was directed to file a copy of the letter of recognition to

the office of the Committee within one weék.

'
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On 07.05.2015, the school filed a copy of letter of recognition,

granted by the department w.e.f. academic session 2009-10, vide letter

number 2229-39 dated 27.07.2009, issued by the Dy. Director of

Education, Distt. East. Anand Vihar.Delhi.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has been granted recognition by the

department w.e.f. academic session 2009-10, the Committee is of

the view that there is no question of fee hike, pursuant to the order

of the Director of Education dated 11.02.20009.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- Sdi-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Member Chairperson

Dated— 13-05-2015

.,*'*\ f 7 '
S0/ -

Dr. R.K. Sharma .
Member

£
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Vardhman Shiksha Mandir, Darya Ganj, Delhi-110002

The school had not furnished its reply to the questionnaire dated
27/02/ 20i2 issued by the Committee, which was followed by a reminder
dated 27/03/ 2012. On being requisitioned, the annual returns of the school
filed under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were forwarded
to the Office of the Committee by the concerned Dy. Director of Education.
On prima facie examination of these returns, it appeared that the school had
implemented‘ the VI Pay Commission report and also hiked.the fee for that
purpose, in terms of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of
Education. Accordingly,- the school was placed in Category B’ for the

purpose of verification. .

The Cqmmittee issued a notice dated 10/07/2613, requiring the
school to produce its books of ac'céunts, fee and salary records, bank
statements, provident fun(i returns and TDS returns in the office of the
Committee on 30/07/2013, for verification. The school was also issued a
revised questionnaire to elicit specific information regarding the recovery and
utilisation. of development fee and maintenancé of . development and
depreciation reserve funds by the school, besides the usual information
regarding the extent and impact of hike in fee as Wéll as the hike in salary on

account of implementation of VI Pay Commission report.

On the date fixed, Ms. Preeti Jain, Principal of the school and Sh.

Chetan Kumar Shah, Acéoﬁntant of the school appeared in the office of the

. Committée and produced tﬁe required records. They also filed reply to the
revised questionnaire issued by the Committee. As per the reply, the school

-stated that it had prospectively implemented the VI Pay Commi;sion report

w.e.f. 01/04/2009. The arrears on account of retrospective application of
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Vardhman Shiksha Mandir, Darya Ganj, Delhi-110002 {J00748

the recommendations were not paid by the school as the school did not
recover any arrear fee from the students. In support of its contention, the
school filed copy of the instrﬁction sheet issued to its bankers for crediting
the salaries to the accounts of thé employees for the month of March 2009
and April 2009. - As per these sheets, the total salary which was creditéd to
the employees of the school for the month o:f March 2009 was Rs. 6,08,628

while that for the month of April 2009, it was Rs. 10,18,406.

With regard to fee hike, the school furnished a comparative chart

showing the fee structures, inter alia, for 2008-09 and 2009-10. As per this

chart, the school charged tuition fee uniformly for all the classes @ Rs. 1075

per month in 2008-09, which was raised to Rs. 1375 per month in 2009-10.

With ‘regard to dévelopment fee, the school stated that it did not
charge any development fee in any of the five years for which the information

was sought by the Committee.

~ The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. A.D. Bhateja,

audit officer of the Committee and he observed as follows:

(@) The hike in fee effected by the school in 2009-10 was in
accordance with order dated 1 1/02/2009 issged by the Director of
Education.

(b) The salary to the staff is paid by direct bank transfer and the
salary péid /iri 2009-10 was in accordance with the
recommendations of VI Pay Commission. Further, 'proper

deduction of TDS were made and TDS returns were filed by the

school.
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Vardhman Shiksha Mandir, Darya Ganj, Delhi-110002

The Committee issued a notice dated 12/08/2014 to the school for
hearing on 19/09/2014. The notice, inter alia, required the school to furnish
details of accrued liabilities of gratuity/leave encashment, if applicable to the
school and copy of the ledger account of the Parent Society in the books of
the school. Sh. Naveen Jain, Chairperson of the Society, Ms. Preeti Jain,
Principal, Ms. Rakhee and Sh. Chetan, Accountants of the school appeared
and reiterated the submissions made by the school in its reply to the
questionnaire. No claim was made regarding any accrued liability  for

gratuity or leave encashment.

During the course of hearing, it emerged that the school also runs a
nursery school (Vardhman Nursery School) from the same premises whose

accounts are separately maintained and are not merged with the accounts of

the main school. Accordingly, the school was required to file the audited ‘

financials and fee schedules of the nursery school for the years 2008-09 to

2010-11.

Further, on examining the ledger account of the Society, it emerged
that the school was transferring funds every year to the Jain Society, which

is the parent society of the school.

The school furnished the fee schedules and audited balance sheets of
Vardhman Nursery School for the years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 only
on 24/09/2014. Those for the years 2006-07 and 2007-08 were not
furnished. Accordingly an email was sent to the school on 19/12/2014
requiring it to file the audited financials for these two years also. The school

filed the same in the office of the Committee on 22/12/2014.
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Vardhman Shiksha Mandir, Darya Ganj, Delhi-110002

The Committee directed its- audit officer to prepare a preliminary

calculation sheet by clubbing the figures of the main school as well as the

nursery school. She was also directed to include the funds transferred by

the school to the Society, as funds available with the school as the transfer

of funds to the society, was illegal in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble

Supreme Court in the case of Modern School vs. Union of India ( 2004) 5

SCC 583 and Action Committee Unaided Pvt. Schools and Ors. v.

Director of Education and Ors. 2009 (11) SCALE 77]. Based on the

balance sheets of the main school and the nuréery school, she

prepared the following calculation sheet:

Statement showing Fund available as on 31-03-2009 and the effect of fee hike and salary hike on
implementation of VI Pay Commission report.
Particulars Sr. School Nursery. Total
School
Current Assets + Investments
Cash in hand 42,919 12,245 55,164
Bank Balance 1,174,411 1,259,677 2,434,088
Advances to Staff 14,400 500 14,900
FDRs 308,828 - 308,828
1,540,558 1,272,422 2,812,980
Less: | Current Liabilities
Students Security (Caution fee) 1,080,127 161,980 1,242,107
Expenses Payable 22,150 5,700 27,850
Advane fee - 288,800 288,800
1,102,277 456,480 1,558,757
Net Current Assets + Investments (Funds 438,281 815,942 1,254,223
Available)
Add: | Funds tranferred to the Society from 3,960,341 1,365,000 5,325,341
2006-07 to 2010-11
Total Funds available (including funds 4,398,622 2,180,942 6,579,564
transferred to society)
Total Liabilities after implementation of
VIith Pay Commission:
Less: | Incremental Salary for 2009-10 - 5,195,552 313,679 5,509,231
Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike (796,930) 1,867,263 1,070,333
Add: | Total Recovery after VI th Pay
Commission
Incremental Tuition Fee for 2009-10 4,653,041 169,645 4,822,686
Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike 3,856,111 2,036,908 5,893,019
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Working Notes

Nursery Sch.,

-Sr. School

Tuition Fee received in 2009-iO 15,699,843 1,583,200

Tuition Fee received in 2008-09 11,046,802 1,413,555
‘Incremental Tuition Fee in 2009-10 asper I&E A/c 4,653,041 169,645
. Salary Expenditure in 2009-10 14,309,419 1,248,160

Salary Expenditure in 2008-09 9,113,867 934,481 -

Incremental Salary in 2009-10 asperI & E A/c 5,195,552 313,679

Funds transferred to Society Sr. School ﬁurseg

Rs.

F.Y. 2006-07 1,350,341 50,000

F.Y. 2007-08 {500,000) (75,000)

F.Y. 2008-09 1,085,000 490,000

F.Y. 2009-10 1180000 805,000

F.Y. 2010-11 845,000 95,000 ‘

Total 3,960,341 1,365,000

The above calculation sheet was checked by the Committee. The
Committee was of the view that although the school had a surplus of Rs.
58,93,019, after implementation of VI Pay Commission report, it ought to
retain with itself funds equivalent to four months’ salary as reserve for
future contingeneies. Accordingly, the audit officer was directed to revise the
calcuiation sheet to provide for reserve for future contingencies. She worked
out that the funds available with the school which were in surplus were to
the tune.of Rs. 7,07,159 after providing for reserve for future contingencies
which was _quantiﬁeci at Rs. 51,85,860 based on the total salary expenditure
of Rs. 1,55,57,579 for the year 2009-10, of b‘oth the main and the nursery

school. This was prima facie found to be in order by the Committee but

before making any final recommendations, the Committee furnished a copy -
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of the preliminary calculation sheet to the school vide notice dated
30/12/2014. The school was required to have its say on the preliminary

calculations on 09/01/2015 before the Committee.

On the aforesaid date, Ms. Preeti Jain, Principal and Ms. Rakhee
Gupta, UDC and Sh. Chetan Shah, Accountant of the school appeared and

filed written submissions dated 08/01/2015, contending that:

" (a) Funds transferred to the Society in the year 2010-11 amounting to
Rs. 9,40,000 ought not. to have been taken into consideration as '
the Committee was considering the issue of fee hike in 2009-10, in
which year, such funds could not have been deemed to be
available.

(b) The Committee had not considered the provident fund
administrative expenses, contingency expenses and outdoor
sérvices expenses in its calculations. The same ought to have been
considered.

(c) Funds are transferred to the Society as the Society has provided

the building for running the school.

Discussion and Determination:

The Committee has perused the financials of the school as well as the
annual retu‘rns ﬁled by it under Rule 180 of Delhi Schobl Education Rules, |
1973, the observations of the audit officer and the pfeliminary calculation
sheet prepared by her, qua the tuition fee and the response of the school to
the preliminary calculation sheet. The Committee is of the view so far as

contention at (a) is concerned, the school is on a firm ground. While
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considering the fee hike for the year 2009-10, the funds transferred to the
Society in 2010-11 ought not to have been considered. The same would be
relevant if the fee hike effected by the school in 2010-11 were the subject
matter of determination. If the funds transferred to the Society in 2010-11
are excluded, there would be no surplus which would be liable to be
refunded. In view of this determination, the Committee is ﬁot considering the

contentions raised by the school as noticed at (b) & (c) supra.

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the view
that qua the fee hiked by the school in 2009-10 in pursuance of order
dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education, no intervention
is required. However, the Director may take such action against the
school for transferring funds to its parent Society in 2010-11 and

possibly in subsequent years also, as may be warranted under the law.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- S/~ Sd/-

CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 02/02/2015
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National Public School, Darya Ganj, New Delhi-110002 YT

The school had not filed its reply to the questionnaire dated
27/02/2012 issued by the Committee which was followed by reminder
dated 27/03/2012. However, on being requisitioned by the Committee,
the annual returns filed by the school under rule 186. of Delhi School
Education Rules, 1973 were received from the office -of the concerned Dy.

Director of Education. On prima—facie examination of these returns, it

-appeared that the school had hiked the fee in pursuance of order dated

11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education and at the same time
had also implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category ‘B’ for the purpose of verification.

In order to verify the returns of the school, the Committee issued a
notice dated 10/07/2013, requiring the school to produce its books of
accounts, fee and salary records, bank statements, the Provident Fund
and TDS Returns, in the office of the Committee on 30/07/2013, for
verification. Besides, the school was also 'required to furnish reply to the
questionnaire to elicit information regarding the extent of fee hike and
implementation of VI Pay Commission report, the charge and utilisation
of development fee and maintenance of earmarked development fund and

depreciation reserve fund.

On the scheduled date, Sh. Ravi Prakash Goel, a UDC of the
School appeared and produced the required records in the office of the
Committee. He also filed reply to the questionnaire issued by the
Committee. As per the reply, the school contended that:
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Natlonal Public School Darya Ganj, New Delhi-110002

(@) It had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01/10/2009. In support, the school
furnished copies of its salary statement for the month of
September 2009 and October 2009. A copy of a statement

showing interim payment of arrears on 28/05/2009,

amounting to Rs.1,57,833, was also enclosed.

(b) It had increased the fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009, in pursuance of

order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education.

(c) It had charged development fee in all the five years for which

information was sought by the Committe¢ i.e. 2006-07 to 2010-
11. It enclosed a statement of dévelopment fee charged in these
years and also expenditure incurred out of such development
fee. The total receipt on this account in these five years was
shown to be Rs.10,03,835 and expenditure out of this account

during the corresponding period was shown to be Rs.77,960.

(d) Development fee is treated as a revenue receipt in the accounts

and neither any earmarked development fund nor any

depreciation reserve fund is maintained by the school.

The records produced by the school were examined by Sh. N.S.

Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that:

(

For Review of School Fee

(a) During 2008-09 and 2009-10, the school had charged tuition

fee from the students at the following rates:
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Class Tuition fee in | Tuition fee in Increase in 2009-
2008-09 (Rs.) 2009-10 (Rs.) 10 (Rs.)

Nursery 575 775 200

KG 620 820 200

I-1I 970 1170 : 200

1I-v 970 1170 200

VI-VIII 995 1195 200

(b) The fee hiked by the school in 2010-11 was within the tolerance
limit of 10%.

(c) The school had only partially implemented the 6t Pay
Commission report w.e.f. October 2009, in as much as only
basic pay and grade pay had been revised as per the
recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission. DA had been
paid at less than the rates prevailing at that time. Further, the
transport allowance had not been paid as per the

|

recommendations.

In order to provide an opportunity of being heard, the Committee,
vide notice dated 12/08/2014 required the school to appear before it on
22/09/2014. On this date, Sh. Ravi Prakash Goél appeared and sought
adjournment for a few days. Accordingly, a fresh notice déted
25/09/2014 was issued to school for hearing on 13/10/2014. On this
date, Sh. Ravi Prakash again appeared and contended that in a lis
between the staff and the management of the school, in WP(C)
7127/2012, in the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi, the school had been
~ordered to pay the salary and allowances to the staff in accordance with
section 10(1) of the Delhi School Education Act, 1973. A copy of the

order of the Hon'’ble High Court was also filed by him. Subsequently, he
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National Public School, Darya Ganj, New Delhi-110002

contended that a memorandum of understanding was signed between the
staff and the management of the school, as per which the staff was to be
paid arrears of salary for the period 01/01/2006 to 30/09/2013 in three
installments on 01/09/2014, 01/12/2014 and 15/12/2014 and based
thereon, the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi disposed off in LPA 379/2014
which was filed by the Managing Committee of the school. The
representative of the school was directed to file copy of the settlement
sheets for arrears payable to staff, the audited balance sheets for 2011-
12, 2012-13 and 2013-14 and the fee schedules for these years, as also
the order passéd by the Hon'’ble High Court in LPA 379/2014. The

matter was directed to be re-listed on 03/11/2014. On this date, Sh.

'Ravi Goel again appeared and filed some of the documents which the

school was directed to file. However, the memorandum of understanding
signed with tﬁe staff was not filed. The hearing was -closed with
directions to the school to file MOU within 2 days. However, the school
did not file the same. The Committee was constrained to issue another
notice to the school on 01/01/2015 requiring the school to file thé MOU
and copy of its bank statements in evidence of payment of the amounts
settled to be paid. In response to this notice, the school filed these

documents on 08/01/2015.

The Committee has verified from the bank statement that the
amounts settled to be payable to the staff in three instaliments have
indeed been paid. A total sum of Rs.35,09,912 had been paid as arrears
in terms éf the settlement. The Committee directed its Audit Officer to

prepare the calculation sheet for perusal by the Committee, to examine
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National Public School, Darya Ganj, New Delhi-110002

the justifiability of fee hike by the school. As the school had hiked the fee

w.e.f. 01/04/2009, the Audit Officer was directed to take the audited

balance sheet. as on 31/03/2009 as the basis to determine the funds

available with the school at the threshold and to take the incremental

salary in the years 2009-10 to 2013-14 and the arrears paid in terms of

the settlement arrived by the school with its staff, vis-a-vis the

incremental fee for these years (including the arrear fee recovered by the

school as per its audited accounts). The Audit Officer prepared the

following calculation sheet:
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National Public School, Darya Ganj, New Delhi-110002

Statement showing Fund available as on 31-03-2009 and the effect of hike in
fee as per order dated 11.02.2009 and effect of increase in salary on
implementation of 6th Pay Commission Report

Particulars Amount Amount

(Rs.) (Rs.)

Current Assets + Investments

Cash in hand 16,033

Bank Balance 475,209

TDS 13,875

Fee Receivable 11,365

FDRs with accrued interest 1,424,493 1,940,975
Less: | Current Liabilities

Caution Money 358,065

Audit Fee Payable 6,734

Advance Fee received 9,730 374,529

Net Current Assets + Investments (Funds 1,566,446

Available) o

Total Liabilities after implementation of

VIth Pay Commission '
Less: | Arrear of 6th CPC paid in 2014-15 as per 3,509,912

court order

Increase in salary in 2009-10 546,812

Increase in salary in 2010-11 80,972

Increase in salary in 2011-12 364,815

Increase in salary in 2012-13 13,774

Increase/(decrease) in salary in 2013-14 (9,606) 4,506,679

Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike (2,940,233)
Add: | Total Recovery after VI th Pay

Commission

Recovery of arrear fee in 2009-10 (as per I&E 424,350

A/c)

Increase in Tuition fee in 2009-10 161,935

Increase/(decrease) in Tuition fee in 2010-11 (107,225)

Increase/(decrease) in Tuition fee in 2011-12 (81,750)

Increase in Tuition fee in 2012-13 83,185

Increase/(decrease) in Tuition fee in 2013-14 {107,735) 372,760

Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike ' (2,567,473)

The Committee has examined the calculation sheet prepared by
the audit Officer with reference to the audited accounts of the school and

has found the same to be in order. As per the calculation sheet, the
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school had available with it a sum of Rs.15,66,446 as on 31/03/2009.
The incremental fee for the years 2009-10 to 2013-14 (including arrear
fee) was Rs.3,72,760. Therefore, the total funds available with the school
for paying the salaries as- per the recommendations of 6th Pay
Commission were Rs..19l,39,206. As against this, the school had to pay
arrears amounting to Rs.35,09,912 in terms of the settlement arrived at
with the staff. Further, the incremental salary for the years 2009-10 to
2013-14 was Rs.9,96,767. Taking into account these figures, the school
was in deﬁ_cit to the tune of Rs.25,67,473 without taking info account its
accrued liabilities for gratuity, leave encashment and reserve for future
contingencies. The Committee considers that consideration of these
liabilities and reserves would be an exercise in futility. The deficit was
partly met out of development fee which the school treated as a revenue

receipt.

In view of the foregoing determinations, the Committee is of the
view that the fee hike effected by the school was justified considering its
additional liabilities which the school was required to discharge on
account of recommendations of 6t Pay Commission, although it did so
under compulsion when the staff took the matter to the Court. Further,
in view of the fact that the school utilised the development fee for meeﬁng ‘
its deficits iﬁ tuition fee account, no intervention is called for in respect of
that also, although the school was not complying with any of the pre-
conditions for charging development fee.
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National Public School, Darya Gaﬁi, New Delhi-110002
1

Recommendations: -

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the
view that no intervention is required either in the matter of tuition

fee hike, or in the matter of charging of development fee.

Sd/- Sd- o

CA- J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 18/03/2015
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27/02/ 2012 issued by the Comm1ttee which was followed by a reminder

Director of Education, Distt. West-B, forwarded to the office of the
. 'Comm1ttee cop1es of returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi
.School Educatlon Rules, 1973 for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11, the fee

statements filed by it as per section 17(3) of Delhi School Education Act,

o=
~

| - B4T2
Rainbow English School, Janakpuri, New Delhi-110058 (}()() 75?2

The school had not filed any reply to the questionnaire dated

dated 27/ 03/2012. On a requisition made by the Committee, the Dy.

1973, details of salary paud to the staff before 1mp1ementat1on of VI Pay‘ :
Comm1ss1on report and after its 1mp1ementat1on detaﬂs of arrears paid

on account of retrospective apphcatlon of VI Pay Commlss1on report copy

of circular issued to the parents 1nt1mat1ng the irncrease in fee as per

order dated 11/02/ 2009 of the Director of Educat10n On-the basis of the

information furnished by the school, it was placed in eategory ‘B’ for the

purpose of verification.

!

In order to verify the returns and/ details filed by the school, the
Committee issued a notice dated 11/3 /06/2013, requirihg the school to
produce its fee records, salary records,: books - of accouhts, bank
statements, copies of provident fund and TDS returns for the years 2008-

09 to 2010-11, in the office of Committee on 27/06/2013. The school

‘was also issued a revised quéstionnaire which, -besides : seeking

information regai‘ding the hike in fee and salary. pursuant to
implementation of VI Pay Commission report, also included the relevant

questions regarding development fee charged by the school.
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On the scheduled date, Sh. Parveen Mehta, Accountant of the
school appeared and produced the required records. He also filed reply to

the revised questionnaire issued by the Committee.
As per the reply, the school stated that:

(a) It had implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f. Feb.
2009. The moﬁthly salary for the pre implementation period
was Rs. 9,25,919 which rose to Rs. 12,98,529 after its
implementation.

(b) The school had arrears aggregating Rs. 43,47,356 on account of
retrospective application of VI Pay Commission report.

(c) The school had increased the tuition fee of the school as per
order dated 11/02/2009, issued by the Director of Education
by a sum of Rs. 300 per month for all the classes.

(d) The school had collected arrears of tuition fee for the period
01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 and lump sum arrears for the
period 01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008 and the aggregate collection
on this account was Rs. 34,13,721.

(e) The school started charging development fee from the year
2010-11 only and the total collection in this account was Rs.
30,66,185. Such development fee was treated as a revenue
receipt in the accounts.

(ff The school invested a sum of Rs. 25,28,043 out of such

development fee received in 2010-11 on purchase of furniture &
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|
fixture and equipments. In support, the school filed copies of
purchase invoices of such assets.
(g) The school did not have earmarked accounts for unutilised
development fund and depreciation reserve fund in respect of

depreciation on assets acquired out of development fee.

The records produced by the school were examined by Sh. N.S.
Batra, audit officer of the Committee and he observed that although the
school had implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f. February

2009, the DA and HRA were not being paid at the extant rates.

In order to provide an opportunity of being heard, the Committee
issued a notice dated 15/05/2014, requiring the school to appear before
the Committee on 05/06/2014. Further, the school was required to
furnish the details of arrear fee and salary for the period 01/01 /2006 to
31/08/2008, 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 and regular fee and salary for
the year 2009-10, duly reconciled with the audited Income &
Expenditure Account of the school, statement of account of the Parent

Society, details of accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment.

On the date of hearing, the school appeared through Sh. Saurab
Kashyap, Vice Principal, Sh. Parveen Mehta, Accountant and Ms.
Mohanjeet Kaur, Clerk. They filed written submissions dated
05/06/2014 in response to the Committee’s notice. Besides reiterating
what the school had stated in its reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee, they contended that:

TRUE CUHY

JUSTICE 3
AraL Dy SINGH
OMBTTTEE

iew of School Fee

gecretaty

~

Ul
For Rev




A7

=y,
"~

YT N R EEEX YN ENNEE RN EWNNNNNNWENEREWNWRENWNMN |

}
W

Y}

-

Rainbow English School, Janakpuri, New Delhi-110058 (00769

B-472

(a)

(b)

()

(d)

(e)

JUSTICE
ANIL DEY SINGH
COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee

Though the total liability of the school for payment of
arrears was Rs. 61,00,941, the school had paid only Rs.
43,47,356 on account of the fact that the school had not
fully recovered the arrear fee from the students,

As per the order dated 11 /02/2009 issued by the
Director of Education, the school was entitled to recover
Rs. 58,34,400 as arrear fee, as against which, the school
could recover only Rs. 34,13,721 till May 2009.

The total expenditure on normal salary and employer’s
contribution to provident fund for the year 2008-09 was
Rs. 1,26,03,775, which rose to Rs. 1,84,26,016 on
implementation of VI Pay Commission report.

The total revenue of the school on account of tuition fee
in 2008-09 was Rs. 1,62,41,919 which rose to Rs.
2,13,15,728, as a result of hike in fee as permitted by
order dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of Education.
The school had an accrued liability of Rs. 10,96,753 for
gratuity and Rs. 7,57,005 for' leave encashment as on
31/03/2008. The respective figure as on 31/03/2010
were Rs. 30,92,489 and Rs. 18,04,‘903 respectively (the

school filed the employee wise details in respect of both

these liabilities).
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Rainbow English School, Janakpuri, New Delhi-1 10058

Discussion and Determination:

Tuition Fee:

During the course of hearing, the Committee verified the details
filed by the school with reference to its audited financials, bank

statements and books_ of accounts.

The Committee noticed that out of a total sum of Rs. 43,47,956
which has been shown by the school as payment of arrears on account of
implementation of VI Pay Commission report, a large portion of Rs.
29,02,956 was paid by way of bearer cheques. Only a sum of Rs.
14,45,000 was paid by way of bank transfers. The Committee is at a loss
to understand as to what prompted the school to pay almost 67% of the
total arrears by way of bearer cheques. The school is situated in an
upper middle class locality and it is expected that all the teachers would
have bank accounts particularly when they are getting good salary on
account of implernentation of VI Pay Commission ‘report. In these
circumstances, the Committee is of the view that the payments which are
shown to have been made by bearer cheques did not go to the staff
members. Hence for the purpose of relevant calculations, the Committee
will consider only the sum of Rs. 14,44,400 as arrear payments on

account of implementation of VI Pay Commission Report.

The Committee has examined the audited balance sheet of the
school as on 31/03/2008 in order to ascertain the funds which were

available with the school, that could have been utilised for
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implementation of VI Pay Commission report. The Committee finds that
the school had a total of Rs, 47,30,684 as funds available with it as on

that date. This determination is made as follows:

Statement showing Fund available as on 31-03-2008
Amount
Particulars Amount (Rs.) | (Rs.)
Current Assets + Investments
Cash in hand 479,764
Cash at Bank 189,123
Staff advances 111,100
Prepaid expenses 13,542
Due from Rainbow Industrial Training ,
Institute . 2,520,064
Due from Rainbow International School 2,467,856 5,781,449
Less: | Current Liabilities
Advance Tuition Fee 26,550
Sundry Creditors 40,037
Statutory dues payable 72,663
Expenses Payable 911,515 1,050,765
Net Current Assets + Investments 4,730,684

The Comimittee has taken a view that the schools ought to retain
funds in reserve for discharge of accrued liabilities of gratuity, leave
encashment and for future contingencies, which the Committee has felt
to be equivalent to four months salary as justified. The gratuity liability
of the school as on 31/03/2010 was Rs. 30,92,489, the liability on
account of leave encashment was Rs. 18,04,903. The total of these two
liabilities is more than the funds available with the school, as determined
by the Committee. Hence, in the considered view of the Committee, the
school did not have any funds of its own which could have been utilised
for implementation of VI Pay Commission report. Hence a fee hike was
imminent. Whether the hike to the extent effected by the school was

justified or excessive is the only question to be considered by the
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Committee as the school has not put forth any claim for being allowed to

hike the fee over and above that allowed to it by order dated 11/02/2009

of the Director of Education.

For examining this aspect, the following calculations are relevant:

Total Recovery after VI th Pay

Arrear of Tuition fee w.e.f 01.01.06 to 31.08.08 : 1,318,636
Arrear of Tuition fee from 01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009
2,095,985

Incremental Tuition Fee in 2009-10 (as per calculation

iven below) 5,073,809 | 8,488,430
Arrear of Salary paid as per VI th Pay Comm1sswn
(w.e.f. 01.01.2006 to 31.03.2009) ., . 1,444,400
Incremental Salary for 2009-10 (as per calculation 0
given below) 5,822,241 | 7,266,641

Working notes

2008-09 2009-10

Normal/ regular salary as per Income & Expenditure
Account 12,603,775 | 18,426,016

Incremental Salary in 2009-10 5,822,241

2008-09 2009-10

Normal/ regular Tuition Fee as per Income 8

Expenditure Account 16,241,919 | 21,315,728
Incremental Tuition Fee in 2009-10 5,073,809
Total Arrears shown to have been paid 4,347,356
Less: Arrears paid by bearer cheques 2,902,956
Arrears paid by bank transfer 1,444,400

As would be apparent from the above calculations, the school,

prima facie hiked more fee than was required to offset the additional
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burden on account of VI Pay Commission report, to the extent of Rs.
12,21,789 (8,488,430—7,266,641). However, at this stage, the Committee

is reserving its view whether the school ought to refund this excess fee or

not.

Development Fee:

The Committee has noticed above that the school admitted in its
reply to the questionnaire that the school charged development fee
amounting to Rs. 30,66,185 in 2010-11 and treated the same as a
revenue receipt. It also admitted that the unutilised development fee and
depreciation reserve fund were not kept earmarked in separate bank
accounts or investments. The Committee has also verified this fact from
the audited financials of the school. Thus, the school was not fulfilling
essential pre-conditions prescribed by the Duggal Committee, which were
subsequently affirmed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of
Modern School Vs. Union of India (2004) 5 SCC 583, for charging
Development fee. In view of this position, the Committee would, in
normal course, have recommended the refund of development fee

charged by the school in 2010-11.

The net result of our above discussion is that the school charged
an excess tuition fee of Rs. 12,21,789 and development fee of Rs.
30,66,185, without complying with the preconditions as laid down by the
Hon'ble Supreme Court. Thus the total amount, which appears to be
refundable, amounts to Rs. 42,87,974. However, it is relevant t’o note

here that while making the relevant calculations with regard to
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justifiability of hike in tuition fee, although the Committee has taken into
account the accrued liabilities of the school on account of gratuity and
leave.encashment, the Committee did not factor in the reserve required
by the school for future contingencies, which the Committee determined
to be Rs. 61,42,005. In this view of the matter, the Committee is of the
opinion that no intervention is required either in regard to the tuition fee
hiked by the school or with regard to the development fee charged by it in

2010-11.

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing discussion and determinations, the
Committee is of the view that no intervention is required either
with regard to the hike in tuition fee/recovery of arrear fee or
charging development fee in 2010-11, in pursuance of order dated

11/02/2009 of the Director of Education.

Recommended accordingly.

S@/w Sa/- Sa/-
CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 15/01/2015
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Mahashay Chunilal Saraswati Bal Mandir, Hari Nagar, New Delhi-
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The school had not furnished any reply to the questionnaire dated
27/02/2012 issued by the Committee, which was followed by a reminder
dated 27/03/2012. The Committee requisitioned the annual returns
filed by the school for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11, from the office of
the concerned Dy. Director of Education. It appears that on receipt of
the requisition from the Committee, the Education Officer of zone-14 of

the Directorate of Education required the school to furnish the same and
the school furnished them to the Education Officer under cover of its
letter dated 13/04/2012. These were forwarded to the Committee. On
prima facie examination of the annual returns, it appeared that the
school had hiked the fee in accordance with order dated 11/02/2009
issued by the Director of Education and had also implemented the

recommendations of the VI Pay Qgrqmission. Accordingly, the school was

- placed in Category ‘B’ for the purpose of verification.

The Committee issued a notice dated 01/07/2013, requiring the
school to produce its books of accounts, fee and salary records, bank
statements, provident fund returns and TDS returns in the office of the
Committee on 12/07/2013, for verification. The school was also issued a
revised questionnaire to elicit specific information regarding the recovery
and utilisation of development fee and maintenance of development and
depreciaﬁon reserve funds by the school, besides the relevant
information of tuition fee hike and the salary hike on account of
implementation of VI Pay Commission report. The date of verification was

deferred to 07/08/2013. On this date, Sh. Ajay Kumar Awasthi,
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Principal, Sh. S.P. Girdhar, UDC and Ms. Neelam Chopra, UDC of the
school appeared along with relevant records. They also filed reply to the

revised questionnaire.

As per the reply to the revised questionnaire, the school stated that
it had implemented the recommendations of the VI Pay Commission
repprt w.e.f. 01/03/2009 and had also paid arrears for the period
01/01/2006 to 28/02/2009. In support of this contention, the school
filed salary sheets for the month 'of February 2009 showing the total
expenditure on salary to be Rs. 13,34,008 and that for the month of
March 2009 showing the total sala:ry to be Rs. 17,75,908. Further the
school enclosed details of arrears for the period September 2008 to
February 2009, aggregating Rs. 17,04,728. Another statement of arrears
paid for the period January 2006 to August 2008 was filed showing the

total payment to be Rs. 21,96,772.

With regard to hike in fee, the school contended that it had hiked
the tuition fee w.e.f. 01/09/2008 in terms of order dated 11/02/2009
issued by the Director of Education and also collected arrears of tuition
fee which aggregated Rs. 41,10,925. The hike in monthly tuition fee was

stated to be as follows:

Class | Monthly tuition | Monthly tuition fee | Increase in
fee (pre hike) (Rs.) | (Post hike) (Rs.) monthly tuition fee
(Rs.)
VI 1000 1200 200
vl 1050 1350 300
VIII 1100 1400 300
IX 1150 1450 300
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X 1200 1500 300
XI 1300 1600 300
X1I 1300 1600 300

With regard to development fee, the school admitted that it had

charged development fee in all the five years for which the information

was sought and the same was treated as a revenue receipt in the

accounts. The details of development fee charged and utilised as

furnished by the school is as follows:

Year Development fee | Development fee | Unutilised
collected (Rs.) utilised (Rs.) development fee
2006-07 13,08,760 96,032 12,12,728
2007-08 12,53,680 Nil 12,583,680
2008-09 14,70,800 5,03,892 9,66,908
2009-10 25,04,100 3,23,574 21,80,526
2010-11 30,95,500 Nil 30,95,500

It was further stated that the unutilised development fee was not

kept in an earmarked development fund account nor the school

maintained a depreciation reserve fund account in respect of depreciation

charged on assets acquired out of development fee.

The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. A.D.

Bhateja, audit officer of the Committee and he observed as folloWs:

(a) The fee charged by the school in 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-

‘\
\\f-or Revie

11 was in accordance with the fee schedules submitted by the

school.

w of School Feg

TRUE (OPY

Setretary




"9 0 0 00 © 0600 O 6 © OO OO0 O O 000 000 00 0 2o

%
S
22

i

B-497

Mahashay Chunilal Saraswati Bal Mandir, Hari Nagar, New Delhi-

110064 - 000774

(b) The school implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f.
01/03/2009, the DA was paid @ 22% as on the date of
implementation but transport allowance is not being paid by
the school.

(c) The salary to the staff is paid by direct bank transfer. The
school operates three bank accounts and the balances of the

banks as appearing in the books tallied with the balances as
per bank statements subject to reconciliation statement which
were obtained. The school has no cash transaction.

(d) The school was making proper provident fund and TDS

deductions and was filing returns with the relevant authorities

The Committee issued a notice dated 22/10/2014 to the school for
hearing on 12/11/2014. The notice, inter alia, required the school to
furnish details of accrued liabilities of gratuity/leave encashment, if
applicable to the school, besides giving reconciliations of the figures of fee
and salary with the Income & Expenditure accounts for the years 2008-
09 to 2010-11. On the date of hearing, Sh. Ajay Kumar Awasthi,
Principal of the school appeared with Sh. Pawan Kumar Paliwal, UDC.
They sought some more time to furnish the information as required by
the Committee. Accordingly they were asked to file the details by
25/11/2014 after which a fresh hearing was required to be fixed. The
school filed the relevant details/information under cover of its letter
dated 25/11/2014. With regard to the liability of gratuity, the school

stated that it contributes an annual premium to its Parent Society i.e.
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Sammarth Shiksha Samiti which has taken a group gratuity policy of LIC
covering the employees of this school as also the employees of 26 other
school which are run by the Samiti. As such the school has no further
liability for payment of gratuity from its own funds. With regard to leave
encashment, the school stated that the same is paid out of the school
funds and furnished details of its accrued liabilities as on 31/03/2008
and 31/03/2010. As per the details furnished, the liability of the school
on this account on these two dates was Rs. 25,23,588 and Rs.46,22,075

respectively.

The Committee examined the details filed by the school as also the
figures of arrear fee, arrear salary, regular fee and regular salary (both
pre hike and post hike) as also the funds available with the school at the
threshold as on 31/03/2008. Accordingly, a preliminary calculation
sheet was directed to be prepared by the audit officer of the Committee to
ascertain the justifiability of the fee hiked by the school. The preliminary

calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer is as follows:
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Statement showing Fund available as on 31-03-2008 and effect of fee hike and salary hike
on implementation of VI Pay Commission report

Particulars Amount (Rs.) Amount (Rs.)
Current Assets + Investments .
Cash in hand -
Bank Balance 1,352,941
Fixed Deposits with Accrued interest 546,546
TDS 3,028
SSS West Zone 550,547
Amount Receivable 364,000
Advance PF 2,500
Fees Receivable 12,415
2,831,977
Less: | Current Liabilities
Audit Fees payable 37,041
Expenses Payable’ 24,955
PTA Payable . 22,300
Students Security 689,000
Advance Fee 406,500
1,179,796
Net Current Assets + Investments
1,652,181
Total Liabilities after VIth Pay Commission
Less: | Arrear of Salary paid as per VI th Pay Commission 2,173,259
(01.01.2006 to 31.08.2008)
Arrear of Salary paid as per VI th Pay Commission 1,704,728
(Sept.08 to Feb.09)
Increased Salary for 2009-10 8,816,883
12,694,870

Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike
(11,042,689)
Add: | Total Recovery after VI th Pay Commission

Recovery of Arrears of Tuition fee for 01.01.06 to 1,814,025
31.08.08
Arrear of Tuition Fee w.e.f 01.09.08 to 31.03.09 . 2,292,400
Annual increase in Tuition Fee (FY 09-10) 1,823,875
5,930,300
Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike
(5,112,389
Working notes
Increase in salary in 2009-10 as per Income & Exp. A/c
Salary expenditure in 2009-10 23,741,825
Less: Salary expenditure in 2008-09 14,924,942
Increase in salary in 2009-10 8,816,883
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Increase in tuition fee in 2009-10 as per Income & Exp. A/c

Tuition fee in 2009-10 18,139,200
Less: Tuition fee in 2008-09 16,315,325
Increase in Tuition fee in 2009-10 1,823,875

The Committee issued a fresh notice dated 28/11/2014 for
hearing on 10/12/2014. In response, Sh. Ajay Kumar Awasthi,
Principal, Sh. Dinesh Khandelwal, Treasurer of Sammarth Shiksha
Samiti appeared with Sh. Pa.wan Kumar Paliwal and Sh. Lekh Raj,
UDCs. They were heard by the Committee. The Committee observed
that the school had not paid full amount of arrears to the staff and
inquired from the representatives the reasons therefor. The
representatives submitted that the Parent Society i.e. Sammarth
Shiksha Samiti manages 28 schools in Delhi and collected the figures
of collection of arrear fee from all the 28 schools and based upon the
total collection and the total liability of all the 28 schools, came to the
conclusion that with the amount that was collected as arrear fee, it
was not possible for all the schools to pay full arrears to the staff.
Since the staff of the school was transferable and a common seniority
list was maintained, it would not have been proper to pay arrears at
differential rates to the staff of different schools and accordingly a
central directive was issued to all the schools to pay 50% of the
arrears for the period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 and 18% of the

arrears for the period 01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008. However, w.e.f.
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01/04/2009, all the school implemented the VI Pay Commission
report except for payment of transport allowance. With . regard té
development fee, the representatives conceded that it was treated as a
revenue receipt and the same was not utilised for the purposes for
which development fee is collected. It was also conceded that no
earmarked development fund and depreciation reserve fund was

maintained by the school.

Discussion and Determination:

The Committee has perused the financials of the school as well as
the annual returns filed by it under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education
Rules, 1973, the observations of the audit officer and the preliminary

calculation sheet prepared by her, qua the tuition fee.

As regards the implementation of VI Pay Commission report w.e.f.
April 2009, the Committee is of the vjew that although the school does
not pay transport allowance, the partial implementation of VI Pay
Commission report, to the extent it has been implemented cannot be
disregarded particularly in view of the fact that the school pays salary by
direct bank transfer and makes proper deductions of provident fund and
TDS which are deposited with the Government. However, with regard to
the payment of arrear salary, the Committee has reservations about the
method adopted by the school in paying only partial arrears. Going by
this method, it would be possible for a particular school which collected

full arrear fee but still would be paying only partial arrear salary to the

000778
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staff, just because another school being managed by the Society is not
able to collect the full arrear fee to be able to pay to its staff. The Delhi
School Education Act,1973 grants recognition to individual school and
not to a Society which may be running a group of schools. The financials
of the school have to be considered on a standalone basis. Having said
that, the Committee finds that in the case of this particuiar school, the -
total collection of arrear fee was Rs. 41,06,425 while thé total payment on |
account of arrear salary was Rs. 38,.77,987. Hence in the case of this
school, the two figures nearly match. Therefore, the Committee is of the
view that the method of payment of arrear salary by the school may not
have a material effect in the case of this school. However, the same

cannot be said of the other schools being managed by the Society.

As noticed above, the calculation sheet as prepared by the audit
officer, shows that after accounting for the funds available with the
school at the threshold, the additional fee revenue generated on account
of fee hike and the additional liability of the school on account of
implementation of VI Pay Commission report, resulted in a deficit of Rs.
51,12,389. This deficit has been worked out without taking into account
the requirement of the school to keep funds in resérve for meeting its
accrued liability of leave encashment and reserve for future
coritingencies. The Committee has examined the calculation sheet
prepared by the audit officer and finds the same to be in order. Hence, %so

' t

far as tuition fee is concerned, the Committee does not see any reason {to

intervene.

g
ST \\\
A F SINGH
iR o

COMMITIEE
For Review of School Fee




\

a

@

® @ © 060 © 0 © & © 060 &6 © 0 © 05 0060 0 ° 000 ©® 0 0 o

-

B-427

Mahashay Chunilal Saraswati Bal Mandir, Hari Nagar, New Delhi- D D D 7 8 0

110064

Development Fee:

As noticed above, the school was not fulfilling any of the pre-
conditions prescribed by the Duggal Committee, which were
subsequently affirmed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of
Modern School Vs. Union of India (2004) 5 SCC 583, for charging
Development fee. Admittedly, the school treated it as a revenue receipt
without maintaining .any earmarked funds for development fee and
depreciation reserve. The school was not even fully utilizing the
development fee. In view of this position, the Committee would, in
normal course, have recommended the refund of development fee
charged by the school in 2009-10 and 2010-11. However, as noted
above, the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs. 51,12,389. Further,
the school did not have any fﬁnds to be kept in reserve for meeting its
accrued liability of leave encashment which, as on 31/03/2010 was Rs.
46,22,075. The total development fee charged by the school in
pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 for the years 2009-10 and 2010-
11 was Rs. 25,04,100 and Rs. 30,95,500 respectively. The total amount
that would have been refundable would have been Rs. 55,99,600.
However, the Committee refrains from recommending any refund in view
of the large deficit of the school in tuition fee account and its requirement
for funds to be kept in reserve for meeting accrued liability of leave

encashment.
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Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the

view that no intervention is required in the matter.

Recommended accordingly.

sdl- Sd/- =dr
CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)  Dr. RK. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 29/12/2014
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Uttranchal Public School, Burari, Delhi-110086 [J(}(} 782

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
information be furnished to the Committee within'Seven days (Annexure

30 at page 470 of the First Interim Report).

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.
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4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 26.08.2013, required the school to appear on 24.09.2013

and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

S. On 24.09.2013, Sh. Rajinder Singh Kathait, Manager of the school
attended the Office of the Committee and produced the record. Reply to
the questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply;-

i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2010.

ii) The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009 w.e.f. 01.04.20009.

iiij  The school had not collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri A.D.

Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that: -

()  The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6% Pay Commission w.e.f. April 2009, but salary to the staff
has been paid on consolidated basis. Further, as stated by the

school representative, the school was not in position
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to implement the recommendations of the aforesaid Commission,
due to non-availability of enough funds.

(ii)  Salary to staff has been paid in cash, ip spite of the school, having
a bank account without deducting TDSi.

(ii) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10, by 18% to 23% for

different classes. During 2010-11, the hike was between 10% to

13% for different classes.

7. By notice dated 05.12.2014, the school was asked to appear on
31.12.2014, along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 31.12.2014. Sh. R.S. Kathait, Manager, of the school appeared
before the Committee and provided the records. He has fairly conceded
that the school did not have enough resources to implement the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission and the implementation of
the said report was shown in papers only. With regard to the hike in fee,
he has contended that although the hike was effected in terms of the

order dated 11-02-2009 of the Director of Education, but it was not to
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the maximum permissible extent. He has further submitted that the

school did not charge any development fee.

9.

We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer

of the Committee and submissions of the school representative. The

following chart, which is culled out from the record would show the exact

extent of hike in tuition fee during the years 2009-10 and 2010-11:

‘S 0 9 066 & 0 00 © 06 & & 0 & O OO OO O PO e o9 0 0 o

Class Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Feec
during during increased in | during increased
2008-09 2009-10 2009-10 2010-11 in 2010-11

I 270 330 60 380 50

II 280 360 80 410 50

I 290 370 80 420 50

v 300 380 80 430 50

\ 310 390 80 440 50

VI 320 410 90 460 50

vl 330 430 100 480 50

VIII 350 450 100 500 50

10.

From the above, it is manifest that the school has hiked the fee

during the year 2009-10, but the fee even after the hike does not go

beyond Rs.500/-, which by all standards is quite low. During 2010-11,

the hike was marginally in excess of 10% for all classes. It is manifest

from the aforesaid chart that the school is working on low fee basis.
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11. The school has fairly conceded that it has not implemented the
recomméndations of the 6% Pay Commission, due to shortage of funds.

12. As per the available record, the school has not charged

development fee.

Discussion and Recommendation

Re. Fee Hike

Since, the school is working on low fee base, the Committee
feels that no intervention is required qua the aspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- Sd/- ‘ Sd/-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated:- 07-01-2015
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Navjeevan Model School, Jahangir Puri, Delhi-110033 '

The school had not replied to the questionnaire dated
27/02/2012 issued by the Committee, which was followed by a
reminder dated 27/03/2012. The records of the school were
requisitioned from the concerned Dy. Director of Education. In
response, the Dy. Director forwarded copies of annual returns filed by
the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 and
also declarations about implementation of the VI Pay Commission
report and the extent of fee hike effected by the school w.e.f. April
2010. Based on the information furnished by the school in the office of
the Dy. Director, it was placed in Category ‘B’ for the purpose of

verification.

The Committee issued a notice dated 06/09/2013, requiring the
school to produce its books of accounts, fee and salary records, bank
statements, provident fund returns and TDS returns in the office of
the Committee on 04/10/2013, for verification. The school was also
issued a revised questionnaire to elicit specific information regarding
the recovery and utilisation of development fee and maintenance of
development and depreciation reserve funds by the school, besides the
usual queries regarding the arrear fee, incremental fee, arrear salary
and incremental salary. On the date fixed, Ms. Savita, a TGT of the
school appeared and produced the records asked for. She also filed

reply to the revised questionnaire issued by the Committee.

As per the reply, the school stated that:

o i TR ot

e T T
4 FANAF IR t.')h‘lc& i

{ COMMITTEE
W\/iew of School Feg

gacretany



@
°®
®
®
L
|
®
o
(B
®
o
®
o
®
@
®
o
o
[
¢
o
o
e
[
o
®
L
|
|

3D

X
N
%

B-548

Navjeevan Model School, Jahangir Puri, Delhi-110033

(@) It had implemented the recommendations of the VI Pay
Commission w.e.f. April 2010 and in support of the claim',
the school furnished details of salaries of staff for the pre
implementation period and post implementation period. As
per the details submitted, the monthly salary of the school
rose from Rs. 2,26,470 to Rs. 3,60,189.

(b) The school neither charged any arrear fee nor paid any
arrear salary on account of retrospective application of the
recommendations of the VI Pay Commission.

(c) The school furnished detail‘s of fee charged from the students
of different classes in 2009-10 and 2010-11 as also the
students strength in the two years.

(d) With regard to development fee, the school stated that the
tuition fee was inclusive of the development fee and the same

was not separately charged.

The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. N.S.

Batra, audit officer of the Committee and he observed as follows:

1
(a) The fee charged by the school in, 2008-09, 2009-10 and

2010-11 was in accordance with the/fee schedules submitted
by the school. The school was char]ging an all inclusive fee
comprising of tuition fee, development fee, computer fee and

fee for cultural activities.
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(b) The fee charged by the school in 2009-10 and 2010-11 was

as follows:

Class | Fee in | Fee in | Increase in | %age
2009-10 2010-11 2010-11 (Rs.) |increase
(Rs.) (Rs.)

I 350 400 50 14.28%

II 400 450 50 12.50%

I1I 430 480 50 11.63%

v 450 500 50 11.11%

\% 500 550 50 10.00%

VI 550 600 50 9.09%

VII 600 650 50 8.33%

VIII 650 700 50 7.69%

i(c) The school implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f.

April 2010. However, the full amount of DA was not paid as

per the rate of DA prevailing then.

(d) The school did not deduct provident fund and TDS from the

salaries of the staff.

(e) No adverse features were noticed so far as maintenance of

books of accounts are concerned.

The Committee issued a notice dated 23/07/2014 to the school

for hearing on 28/08/2014. On this date, Ms. Ritu, Ms. Savita and

Mr. Sidhant, TGTs of the school appeared and submitted that the

school had implemented the recommendations of the VI Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01/04/2010. However, they did not produce the

salary records,

books of accounts and bank statements to

substantiate the claim. They were accordingly directed to produce the
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Navjeevan Model School, Jahangir Puri, Delhi-110033

same on 02/09/2014, which they did. The salary records and bank
statements were verified by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, audit officer of the
Committee and she endorsed the observations of the earlier audit
officer that the school had implemented the VI Pay Commission report
w.e.f. April 2010. She also observed that the school was paying the

salaries through account payee cheques to the teaching staff and only

one staff member (class IV) was paid salary in cash.

The representatives of the school were again heard by the

Committee on 02/01/2015.

Discussion and Determination:

The Committee has perused the financials of the school as well
as the annual returns filed by it under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules, 1973, the observations of the two audit officers. The
Committee has reservations about the implementation of VI Pay
Commission report, despite the fact that the payment of salaries was

made through account payee cheques because of the following factors:

(a) The fee charged by the school was comparatively very low for
the school to be able to pay salaries as per the
recommendations of the VI Pay Commission,

(b) The school was not deducting any provident. fund or TDS

from such salaries.
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However, the Committee is of the view that no intervention is

|
called for in the matter on account of the fact that the school hiked
the fee for all the classes by just Rs. 50 per month w.e.f. 01/04/2010

which is slightly more than the tolerance limit of 10% and in absolute

terms, the hike is not of such magnitude as to call for any

intervention.

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the

view that no intervention is required in the matter.

Recommended accordingly.

QA ' Q Al = 0]
CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharm
Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 09/01/2015
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Kamal Model Sr. Sec. School, Mohan Garden, New Delhi-110059

On a requisition made by the Committee through the concerned Dy.

Director of Education, the school forwarded to the Education Officer, Zone-

18 of the Directorate of Education, copies of returns filed ‘by it under Rule

180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 for the years 2006-07 to 2010-

11, details of salary paid to the staff before implementation of VI Pay

Commission report and after its implementation, details of arrears paid on

account of retrospective application of VI Pay Commission report, copy of

circular issued to the parents intimating the increase in fee as per order

dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of Education, under cover of its letter

dated 02/02/2012. These documents were forwarded to the Committee

through the concerned Dy. Director of Education. On the basis of the

information furnished by the school, it was placed in category ‘B’ for the

purpose of verification.

In order to verify the documents submitted by the school, the

Committee issued a letter dated 23/08/2013 requiring the school to produce

in its office the fee records, salary records, books of accounts, bank

statements, copies of provident fund returns and TDS returns for the years

- 2008-09 to 2010-11.- A questionnaire was also issued to the school in order

to elicit information regarding receipt and utilisation of development fee and

maintenance of earmarked development and depreciation reserve funds,

besides the usual queries regarding hike in fee and salary consequent to

implementation of VI Pay Commission report.

On the scheduled date, Sh. Sanjeev, Part time Accountant and Sh.

Rakesh Sharma, regular accountant of the school appeared and produced
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the requisite records. -Reply to the questionnaire was also filed by the

school, as per which the school stated that:.

- (@) It had implemented the VI Pay Commission . report w.e.f.
01/04/2009. It was mentioned that the total monthly salary of the

. 1
school for the month of March 2009 was Rs. 11,70,972 which rose

to Rs. 18,19,479 in the month of April 2009 on account of such

implementation. In support of this contention, the school
furnished -the details of salary paid to the staff for the month of

March 2009 and April 20009.

(b) It paid a total sum of Rs. 1_;15,43,706 as arrears of salary on
account of retrospective application of VI ?a§ Commission report.
Out of tﬁis, a sum of Rs. 30,01,603 was shown as having been
paid in F.Y. 2009-10, Rs. 38,55,444 in 2010-11 and Rs. 46,86,65§
in 2011-12. Employee wise details élong with cheque numbers
through‘ which the payment of arrears .Was. made, was also
furnished; ’

(c) Thé school hiked the tuition fee w.e.f. 01/ 04‘/ 2009 in accordance

~ with the order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of

Education. Details of tuition fee charged from students of different

3

.-Qym‘o'o.'ooooooooooo'oooooo}o'oooooo.e'o

classes in 2008-09 and 2009-10 were also furnished. It was stated
‘ ’ i

that Athe total tuition fee received dur*ihg F.Y. 2008-09 ‘amounted to
Rs. 2,88,99,982 which rose to Rs. 3,65,41,956 in 2009-10 on
account of the fee hike. ' :

- (d) It collected a total sum of Rs. 38,92,406 by way of arrear fee which |
was spread over F.Y. 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11.
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Kamal Model Sr. Sec. School, Mohan Garden, New Delhi-110059

() The school did not charge any development fee in ény of the five

years (2006-07 to 2010-1 1) for which information was sought.

The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. A.D. Bhateja,

audit officer of the Committee and he observed as follows:

(@) The recommendations of the VI Pay Commission were

implemented by the school w.e.f. 01 /04/2009. The salary Was
being paid after proper deduction of TDS and provident fund.

(b) The fee was not qollected by the school uniformly in accordance
with the fee schedules from all the students. From some students,
it was collected at a lessér rate while some others it was collected
at a higher rates.

(c) The school was collecting annual charges but no receipt or register
had been produced in evidence. _

~ (d) The books of accounts appeared to have been properly maintained
| except that instead of striking daily cash balance, it was struck

annually at the end of the-year.

‘The observations were recorded by the audit officer in the presence of
the representatives of the school, who endorsed the same as correct with the
qualification that from some students fee was c_olleéted oﬁ the lower side as
the school allowed certain concessions to some students on account of their
econorﬁic conditions_ but there was no case of excess charge. The excess .

charge may be on account of receipt of arrear fee or advance fee for more

than one month.
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Kamal Model Sr. Sec. School, Mohan Garden, New Delhi-110059

Submissions:

The Committee issued a notice dated 01 /01/2015 to the schobl for

hearing on 15/01/2015. The notice, inter alia, required the school to furnish

details of accrued liabilities of gratuity/leave encashment, if applicable to the .

school. On this date, Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Part time Accountant, Sh. Hitesh,

LDC appeared with Sh. Man Mohan Sharma, Chartered Accountant. They

filed reply dated 01/01/2015, to the notice issued by the Committee. It was

contended by the school that:

i
9

\

(a) The total payment of arrears of salary on account of retrospective

application of the 'recommendations of the VI Pay Commission was
Rs. 1,15,43,706 against which the school recovered only Rs.
38,92,406 as arrear fee from students. It was statea that the full
amount of arrear fee could not be recovered due to the resistance‘ |
of parents of the étudents as the school is situated in a backward
area and the parents are not very well off. The shortfall was met by

taking loans from the parent society.

(b) The accrued liability on account of gratuity was Rs. 16,93,726 as

()
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on 31/03/2008 which rose to Rs. 36,20,882 as on 31/03/2010.

Similarly the accrued liability of leave encashment was Rs.
13,00,018 as on 31/03/2008 and Rs. 21,04,295 as on
31/03/2010.

The school did not have any funds of its own from which lthe-
school could meet its additionall' liabilities arising on account of

implementation of VI Pay Commission report.
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Kamal Model Sr. Sec. School, Mohan Garden, New Delhi-110059°

Discussion:

Before proceeding further, it would be useful to examine the funds
position qf the school as on 31/03/2008. Sincé the school has hiked the fee
w.ef. 01/09/2008 (it has recovered arrears for the 01/09/2008 to
31/03/2009), the Comrhittee directe‘d its audit 6fﬁcer to prepare the
preliminary calculations as regards the availability of funds as on

31/03/2008 on the basis of its audited balance sheet as on that date. She

prepared the following statement:

Statement showing Fund available as on 31-03-2008

Particulars Amount (Rs.) | Amount (Rs.)
'| Current Assets + Investments
Cash in hand 211,350
Investment alongwith Accrued Interest 177,225
Cash at Bank 223,167
Nugas Technologies India Pvt. Ltd. ' 49,999
TDS Receivable 1,626
Prepaid Expenses 94,280
Fee Receivable ' 3,200 760,847

Less: | Current Liabilities
Security from Students -

Salary Payable ’ 1,518,930

PF Payable 50,421

TDS Payable 4,540 _
Expenses Payable & S. Creditors 1,158,003 2,731,894
Net Current Assets + Investments (1,971,047)

As would be noticeable from the above statément, the funds available
with the school as on 31/03/2008 were in the negative zone. Normallly, the
funds available with the school cannot be negative. However, such a

situation may arise for any of the following three reasons:

(a) The school has utilised its working capital for acquisition of fixed

assets or for payment of its long term liabilities.
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Kamal Model Sr. Sec. School, Mohan Garden, New Delhi-110059

(b) The school has diverted its funds to its parent Society or some other

institution.

(c) The school incurs cash losses in its operations.

In the present case we find that during 2006-07, the school made
additions to fixed assets amounting to Rs. 47,83,537 and further in
2007-08 another sum of Rs. 41,96,676 was utilised for acquisition of
fixed assets. Admittedly the school is. not charging any development fee.
The school had raised certain secured loans for purchase of buses. It is
therefore obvious that the school was acquiriﬁg fixed assets and also
repaying long term loans from its fee receipts and ,th-erefore the working
capital (funds available) of the school was in the negative zone as on
31/03/ 2008. However, such 'negative figure cannot be considered by the
Committee in order to examine whether the extent of fee hike effected by
the school for the purpose of implementation of VI Pay Commission
report. If we were to do that, it would mean that the fee hike was for the

purpose of meeting the past deficiencies and not for the ostensible reason

of implementation of VI Pay Commission report. At best, the Committee

can consider that the school did not have any funds of its own for the

purpose of implémentation of VI Pay Commission report. As the school
did not have any funds available with it, there would be no question of
allowing the school to set apart funds for meeting its accrued liabilities of

gratuity and leave encashment or for future contingencies.

In light of the above discussion, the Committee considers that the
issue of fee hike effected by the school has to be looked into on the basis

of its additional liabilities which arose on implementation of VI Pay
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Kamal Model Sr. Sec. School, Mohan Garden, New Delhi-110059

Commission report. As per the submissions of the school, which the
Committee finds to be based on its audited financials, the school

incurred the following additional liabilities on account of implementation

of VI Pay Commission report:

Particulars Amount
Arrear salary ) 1,15,43,706
Incremental salary in 2009-10:

2,71,64,322
Total expenditure on salary in 2009-10
Less expenditure on salary in 2008-09 2,06,88,526

64,75,796

Total 1,80,19,502 |

As against this, the additional revenue generated by the school

by way of fee hike pursuant to order dated 11/02/2009 was as

follows:
Particulars ) Amount
Arrear fee recovered 38,92,406

Incremental fee in 2009-10

Total tuition fee in 2009-10 3,65,41,956
Less total tuition fee in 2008-09 2,88,99,982 76,41,974
Total

1,15,34,380

The Committee is satisfied with 'the explanation of the
representatives of the school that in some cases, fee might have
been apparently in exces.s of the prescribed fee on account of its
being recovered in arrears or advance for more than one month.

The Committee does not find any substance in the observation of
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Kamal Model Sr. Sec. School, Mohan Garden, New Delhi-110059

the audit officer that the cash balance was not struck on déily
basis in the cash book but was struck only at the end of the year

as the Committee finds that the school was maintaining its

accounts on a software “Tally”, which permits striking of baldnces

of any account either on daily basis or on monthly basis or on
annual basis. No fault can be found with the school in generating
the cash book with balance struck on annual basis, unless the
allegation was that there was neéative cash balance on ‘some dates
which would have been highiighted if the balances were struck on

daily basis. No such examination has been carried out by the audit

officer.

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing figures of additional fee and

‘additional salary as a result of implementation of VI Pay

Commission report, the Committee is of the view that the fee

hiked by the school was justified and no intervention is required

in

the matter.

Sdi- Sd/- . If-

CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma

‘Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 25/02/2015
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Rashtra Shakti Vidyalaya (Sr. Sec.); Hastsal, New Delhi-110059

The school had not furnished any reply to the questionnaire dated
27/02/2012 issued by the Committee, which was followed By a reminder
dated 27/03/2012. The Committee requisitioned the annual.returns
filed by the school for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11, from the office of
the concerned Dy. Director of Education. Pursuant thereto, these were
forwarded by the concerned Dy. Director of Education to the Committee.
On prima facie examination of the annual réturns, it appeared that the
school had hiked the fee in accordance with order dated 11 /02/2009
issued -by the Directpr of Education and had also implemented the
recommendations of the VI Pay Commission. Accordingly, the schobl was

placed in Category ‘B’ for the purpose of verification.

The Committee issued a notice dated 23/08/2013 requiring the
school to produce on 11/09/2013 its fee records, salary records, books of
accounts, bank statements, PF returns -and TDS returns, in the office of
the Committee for verification. A revised questionnaire was also issued

to the school for appropriate response.

On the -scheduled date, Ms. Shashi Tyagi, Principal of the school

~appeared and produced the requifed records. The school also furnished

reply to revised questionnaire, as per which, the school stated that:

(@) It had implemented the recommendations of the VI Pay
Commission report w.e.f. 01/07/2010. The pre implemehtation
salary was Rs. 3,55,851 per month which rose to Rs. 5,56,533

per month after its implementation.
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Rashtra Shakti Vidyalaya (Sr. Sec.), Hastsal, Néw Delhi-110059

(b) It Had also paid arrears of salary amounting to Rs. 26,65,932
from 2006 to 2009.

(c) It hiked the tuition fee of the students @ Rs. 200 per month as
per order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of ‘
Education. |

(d) With regard to recovery of arrear fee, the school stated that
arrears have not been collected from the students but the
arrear salary was paid from the school reserve fund.

- (¢) With regard to the collection of development fee, it stated that it
was charging development fee which was being treated as a
revenue receipt. HoWever, it was also stated that the school
was -maintaining earmarked development fund and depreciation

reserve fund.

The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. N.S.

Batré, audit officer of the Committee and he observed as follows:

(a) The fee hiked by the school in the year 2009-10 for different

classes is as follows:

|

Class Monthly tuition fee | Monthly tuition fee | Increase in monthly }

) . (pre hike) (Rs.) (Post hike) (Rs.) tuition fee (Rs.) |
Pre school —Pre 1500 ~1500 Nil

rimary
I-1I 670 870 200
I - IV - 760 960 200
v ] 840 1040 200
VI -vII 940 1140 200
VIII 980 1180 200
IX-X ) 1180 1480 300
XI-XII (Commerce) ‘ .1260 1560 . 300
XI-XII (Commerce 1390 1690 - . 300
with Computer) -
XI -XII (Science) ) 1450 1750 300
XI-XII (Science with 1550 . 1850 300
computer)
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(b) The fee hiked by the school in 2010-11 was in the range of Rs.

40 to Rs. 80 per month which in terms of percentage was

between 4.2% and 9.1%.

(c) The fee charged by the school was in accordance with the

schedules submitted by it.

(d) No major discrepancy was observed in the maintenance of

books of accounts.

(¢) The VI Pay Commission report was partially implemented in as

much as DA and HRA were not being paid at the full rate and
transport allowance was not being paid. However, the monthly
outgo on salal;y went up from Rs. 3,55,851 to Rs. 5,56,533 on
account of partial implementation of VI Pay Commission report. '
(f) Proper deductions were made for TDS and provident fund from

the salaries paid by the school.

The Committee issued a notice dated 01/01/2015 for hearing the
school on 15/01/2015 and also requiring the school to furnish the
information regarding fee; salary and arrear fee and salary for the years
2008-09, 2009—1.0 and 2010-11 in a structured format so as to make the
relevant calculations to ascertain the justifiability of fee hike effected by
the school w.e.f. 01/04/2009. The school was also required to furnish

information regarding its accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave

encashment, if any.

On the date of hearing Ms. Shashi Tyagi, Principal of the school

appeared alongwith Ms. Latha Devkaran, Accountant. They filed written
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Rashtra Shakti Vidyalaya (Sr. Sec.), Hastsal, New Delhi-110059

submissions dated 15/01/2015 and furnished the required information
regarding fee salary and arrear salary. Howe.ver, no information Was
furnished with regard to the accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave
encashment. The information furnished by the school was verified by the
Committee with reference to its audited financials. The Committee
noticed that, as per the reply to the questionnaire, the school had stated
that it paid arrears of salary amounting to Rs.26,65,932 from 2006 to
2009 but as per the information furnished at the time of hearing, the
school stated that the arrear payment amounted to Rs.22,48,251. The
representatives of the school were not able to give any immediate
clarification and sought sometime for the purpose. However, they
admitted that the school implemented the recommendations of th¢
Sixth Pay Commission only parﬁally and that too w.e.f. 01/07/2010.

However, they claimed that the arrears from 01 /01/2006 to

30/06/2010 had also been paid.

With regard to the development fee, the representatives of the
school fairly conceded that the same was treated as a revenue receipt
and no earmarked accounts for development fund or depreciation reserve
fund were maintained. The matter was directed to be relisted on

02/02/2015.

On 02/02/2015, the representatives of the school furnished the

|
total detail of arrears paid for the period 01/01/2006 to 30/06/2010. It

was represented that a total sum of Rs. 39,87,604 was paid as arrears

and such payments were made on 06/01/2012, 09/05/2012,
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Rashtra Shakti Vidyalaya (Sr. Sec.), Hastsal, New Delhi-110059

06/07/2012, 11/08/2012 and 13/12/2012. The school also furnished
copies of the payment instructions given to the bank for credit to the
accoﬁnts of the employees and also copies of its bank passbook for the
relevant period to sho§v the actual payment. The school also furnished
details of TDS deduct:/ed from the payment of arrear salary and produced
copies of the challans of deposit of TDS. The representatives stated that
the information regarding the payment of arrears given on the earlier
occasions was erroneous. It was however reemphasized that the school
did not recover any arrear fee from the students and the entire arrear

salary were paid out of the existing reserves of the school. -

With regard to accrued liabilities of gratuity, the school contended
that it had a group gratuity policy of fhe LIC and it was required to pay
only annual premiums. As such the school had no liability for payment
of gratuity. With regard to leave encashment, the representatives of the
school stated that the school follows a policy of making yearly
payments on account of leave due and as such there was no accrued

liability on this account also.

Discussion and determinations

The Committee has examined the anﬁual returns filed by the school
under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973, the reply to the
questionnaire issued by the Committee, the observations of the Audit
Officer and the information and documents furnished by the school during

the course of hearing and the contentions of the school.
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Rashtra Shakti Vidyalaya (Sr.’ Sed.), Hastsal, New Delhi-110059

The first'and the foremost issue to be considered by the Committee
is whether, in light of the fact that the school did not fully implement the
r-ecommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission, the school ought to have
hiked the fee at all. The Committee is of the view that although the school
concededly did not fully implement the recommendations of the Sixth Pay’
Commission in as much as the full allowances were not paid, the school
did hike the salaries substantially and made proper deductions of TDS and
the salaries were paid through the banking channels, Further, the school
also paid substantial amount of arrears, oﬁt of its own resources without
recovering any arrear fee from the students. Hence, to the extent it
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission, the
increased payments were actually made and not merely shown in the
records. In view of these facts, the Committee is of the view that the relevant
calcﬁlations ought to be made to examine the justifiability of fee hike,
despite  the fact that the school did not fully implement the

recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission. Accordingly, the Audit

. Officer of the Comrhittee was directed to preparé a calculation sheet. As the

school hiked the fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009, the audited balance sheet of the
school as on 31/03/2009 was taken to be the basis to ascertain the funds

available with the school. The Audit Officer prepared the following
|
calculation sheet:- : !

it TR TN

A R A | \
K coeE ' e .
‘.‘ 1;
H T
4 /

\ For Review of School Fee ~# I
’ i

. S
v e
‘u\_‘w“».!l fc. y:




J

®
e
®
®
o
2
@
®
L
@
®
®
®
. .
®
e
®
®
@
®
@
®
(]
®
®
o
®
o
@
®
[
%

A

- B-5590J0 0306

Rashtra Shakti Vidyalaya (Sr. Sec.), Héstsal, New Delhi-110059

Statement showing Fund available as on 31-03-2009

FDRs with accrued interest

Amount

Particulars Amount (Rs.) | (Rs.)
Current Assets + Investments

Cash in hand 2,850

Imprest with staff 1,159

Bank Balance 1,448,512

TDS ) 12,764

Due from GSGSK 170,274

2,079,026 3,714,585

Less: | Current Liabilities
Security Deposits

428,898
PTA Fund 51,755
TDS Payable 204
Relief Fund 941
Sundry Creditors 183,814
Professional fee payable 3,309
Audit Fee Payable 27,300 696,221

Net Current Assets + Investments
(Funds Available)

3,018,364

As per the above calculation sheet, the school had total funds

amounting to Rs. 30,18,364 as .on 31/03/2009. The total liabilities

discharged by the school on account of partial implementation of Sixth Pay

Commission Report w.e.f. 01/07/2010 and payment of arrears for the

period 01/01/2006 to 30/06/2010, as worked out by her, amounted to Rs.

68,28,185, as follows:-

Total Liabilities after implementation of VIth Pay
Commission

Amount
Arrear of Salary as per 6th CPC 1.1.2006 to 31.3.2009 1,952,925
Arrear of Salary as pér 6th CPC 1.4.2009 to 31.3.20110 1,591,488
Arrear of Salary as per 6th CPC 1.4.2010 to 30.6.201':0 443,191

Increased Salary for 2009-10 and 2010-11 as per Income &

Expenditure Account

2,840,581 | 6,828,185
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Rashtra Shakti Vidyalaya (Sr. Sec.), Hastsal, New Delhi-110059

Thus, there was a gap of Rs.38,09,821 (68,28,185—30-,18,364), which
needed to be bridged by hike in the fee. Since the implementation of the
Sixth Pay Commiésion Report took place in the year 20-10-11, the hike in

fee in 2009-10 as well as 2010-11, was required to be considered. The total

hike in fee in the two years was Rs.31,19,629, which was worked out as

follows:-
Increase in Monthly fee in 2009-10 1,715,235
Increase in Monthly fee in 2010-11 1,404,394 °

Total Increase in fee in 2009-10 and 2010-
11 3,119,629

Thus as per the calculation sheet prepared by the Audit Officer, the
hike in fee was justified as it did not even fully cover the additional
liabilities which arose on account of implementation of Sixth Pay

Commissioner Report. There was a deficiency of Rs. 6,90,192 ( 38,09,821-

31,19,629)

The Corﬁmittee has checked the calculation sheet prepared by the
Audit Officer and the same has Been found to be in order. The Committee
also notes that besides a deﬁciency of Rs. 6,90,192, the- school did not
keep any reserve for any futu;e contingencies. Howéver, the school has not ‘
made any claim for being allowed any further fee hike over and above the
hiké it effected as per order dated 11/ Oé /2009 of the Director of Education.
The Committee is therefore of the view that: so far as tuition fée is

concerned, no intervention is required.
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Rashtra Shakti Vidyalaya (Sr. Sec.), Hastsal, New Delhi-110059

Development Fee

'During the course of hearing, the school conceded that it was
treating a development fee as a revenue receipt and further it was not
maintaining any earmarked accounts for development fund and
depreciation reserve fund. Thus the school was not following any of
were
affirmed by the Hon’ble Supreme Couri in the case of Modern School
Vs. Union of India (2004) 5 SCC 583. The Committee is therefore of
the view that the develdpment fee charged by the school Was-not in
accordance with the law and tne various fee circulars issued by the
Directorate of Education, including order dated 11/02 / 20009.
However, since the mandate of the Ccimmittee is only to examine the
fee charged in pursuance of order dated 11/02/ 2009; the
Committee is restricting its recommendations for the years A20(‘)9-10
and 2010-11. As per the information furnished by the school vide
written submissions dated 15/01/2015 and also the audited
financials of the school, the school recovered a tqtal sum- of

Rs.11,18,410 as development fee in 2009-10 and Rs.13,55,445 in

+2010-11. In normal course, the Committee would have recommended

its refund. However, the Committee cannot be oblivious to the fact
that the school paid arrears of salary out of its own resources and

did not recover any arrear fee. In the process, it exhausted its
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Rashtra Shakti Vidyalaya (Sr. Sec.), Hastsal, New Delhi-110059

the school has not kept any reserves for ény future contingencies.
The Committee has taken a view in the case of other schools that a
sum equivalent to four months salaries ought to be kept in reserve by
the schools. As per the audited financials of the school, the total
salary expenditure of the school in 2010-1 1; i.e. after partial
implementation of Sixth Pay Commission Report, was Rs. 66,69,657.
The requirement of the school for maintenance of_ reserves was
Rs.22,23,219 and the deficiency incufred by it was Rs.6,90,192. The
total development fee charged by the school in 2009;10 and 2010-11
was Rs.24,73,855. In view of these facts, the Committee is of the

view that no intervention is required in the matter of development

. fee also. However, with regard to development fee charged by the

school in the years prior to 2009-10, it will be for the Director of

Education to take an appropriate view.

Recommendations:-

In view of the foregoing determinations, no intervention is

required, either in the matter of tuition fee or in the. matter of

- development fee.

Recommended accordingly.

od/- St/ o0
CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member ' Chairperson Member
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Kamal International School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043
e snenllalional oschool, Najafgarld

The school had not filed its reply to the questionnaire dated
27/02/2012 issued by the Committee which was followed by reminder
dated 27/03/2012. Howevér, on bein'g requisitioned by the Committee,
the annual returns filed by the school under fule 180 of Delhi School

Education Rules, 1973 were received from the office of the concerned Dy.

Director of Education. On prima-facie examination of these returns, it

appeared that the school had hiked the fee in pursuance of order dated
11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education and at the same time

had also implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.:

Accordingly, it was placed in Category ‘B’ for the purpose of verification.

In order to verify the returns of the school, the Committee issued a
notice dated 23/08/2013, requiring the school to produce its books of

accounts, fee and salary records, bank statements, the Provident Fund

and TDS Returns

0'0.0'000-0&0.’0.000/0

» in the office of the Committee on 16/09/2013, for

verification. Besides, the school was also required to furnish reply to the
questionnaire to elicit information regarding the extent of fee hike and
implementation of VI Pay Commission report, the charge and utilisation

of development fee and maintenance of earmarked development fund and

depreciation reserve fund.

On the scheduled date, Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Accountant of the

School appeared and produced the required records. He also filed reply

to the questionnaire issued by the Committee. As per the reply, the

school contended that:
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Kamal International School, N

(a) It had implemented the récommendation.s of the 6th Pay

Commission w.ef 01 /04/2009. In Support, the school

enclosed an annexure showing that its expenditure on salary
for the month of March 2009 was Rs.1,56,653 which rose to

Rs.2,30,331 in April 2009 after implementation of 6t Pay

Commission Report.  Another annexure showing a total

payment of Rs. 13,37,952 (Rs. 9,34,003 in 2009-10 and Rs.

4,03,949 in 2011-12) as arrears of salary on account of
retrospective application of 6th Pay Commission report was also

enclosed.

(b) It had increased the fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009, in pursuance of

order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education.

Details of pre-hike and post-hike tuition fee were enclosed by

way of another annexure. Further, it was stated that the total

tuition fee recovered by the school in 2008-09 was

Rs.29,05,95_4 which rose to Rs.40,69,662 in 2009-10 on

account of fee hike. Further, it was mentioned that a sum of

Rs.11,10,036 was recovered by the school as arrear fee from the

students.

(c) It had charged a sum of Rs.5,82,935 as development fee only

in the year 2009-10, the whole of which was utilised during the

year itself.

(d) Development fee was treated as a capital receipt in the

accounts.  However, no earmarked development fund or -

depreciation reserve fund was maintained by the school on the
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ground that the entire development fee had been utilised on

purchase of fixed assets.

The records produced by the school were examined by Sh. N.S.

Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that:

(a) During 2008-09 and 2009-10, the school had charged tuition

fee from the students at the following rates:

Class Tuition fee in [ Tuition fee in | Increase in
2008-09 (Rs.) 2009-10 (Rs.) 2009-10 (Rs.)

Nursery & 400 500 100

Prep

I 450 550 100

11 480 580 100

I1-v 570 770 200

VI-VIII 630 830 200

IX 860 1060 200

X 930 1130 200

(b) The fee hiked by the school in 2010-11 was within the tolerance
limit of 10%.
(c) The school had implemented the 6th Paj Commission report

w.e.f. April 2009.

(d) The school was properly deducting TDS and Provident Fund

from the salaries.

In orde;‘ to provide an opportunity of being heard, the Committee,
vide notice dated 30/12/2014 required the school to appear before it on
09/01/2015. The school was also required to furnish the information
regarding the collection of arrear fee, incremental fee, arrear salary and

incremental salary, dully reconciled with Income & Expenditure Accounts
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of the school in a structured format. The school was also required to

furnish details of its accrued liability of gratuity and leave encashment, if

applicable, and a copy of the account of the Parent society in its books.

On the scheduled date, Sh. Manmohan Sharma, Chartered

Accountant appeared with Sh. Rakesh Sharma, UDC and Sh. Sanjeev

Sharma, Part-time Accountant. They filed written submissions dated

09/01/2015, giving the inférmation required by the Committee. The

relevant information regarding fee and salary was furnished by the school

which is as follows:

Fee 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Arrear fee for the period from NIL | 9,34,003 NIL
01.01.2006 to 31.03.2009

Regular/ Normal Tuition Fee ‘| 29,06,954 | 40,69,662 | 46,53,997
Salary

Arrear Salary for 01.01.2006 to | NIL 9,34,003 NIL
31.03.2009 '

Regular/ Normal Salary 26,27,592 | '34,82,395 | 44,56,875

The scimol also furnished detail of its accrued liability of gratuity
which was Rs.1,43,573 as on 31/03/2010. Statements of account of the
Parent society in the books of the school were also furnished for the year
2006-07 to 2010-11, which revealed certain transfers to and from the
society/school. However, no diversion of funds to the society by thé

school was discernible from such statements.
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During the course of hearing, the representatives of the school,

contended that in 2009-10, a sum of Rs.1,43,062 was also recovered as
arrear fee apart from the figure shown in the above table but the same
Was carried as a liability in the balance sheet as the full anﬁount of arrear
salary had not been paid by 31/03/2010. Further, the school paid a

sum of Rs.4,03,949 towards arrear salary in 2011-12, against which

such excess liability was adjusted.

The Committee verified the figures furnished by the school with the
books of accounts of the school and the bank statements. The
Committee notes that the school collected a total of Rs.10,77,065
(9,34,003+1,43,062) as arrear. fee in the years 2008-09 and 2009-10 and
paid Rs.13,37,952 (9,34,0QB+4,03,949) as arrear salary, partly in 2009-
10 and partly in 2011-12. The Committee has verified the payment of
arrear salary from the bank statements produced by the school and
observes that while the arrears paid in 2009—iO were fully paid either by
bank transfer or by account payee cheques, in respect of the arrears paid
in 2011-12, only a sum of Rs.2,77,685 was paid by bank transfer. The
remainir;g amount of Rs.1,26,264 was withdrawn as cash through two

bearer cheques on the same date i.e. 15/07/2011.

The Committee i§ satisfied with the figures furnished by the school
except for the payment of Rs.1,26,264 purportedly paid as arrear salary
but which was withdrawn in cash from the bank. Hence, for the purpose
of making the relevant calculations, the Committee will exclude this sum

of Rs.1,26,264 from the figure of arrear payments.
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The Committee directed its Audit Officer to prepare the preliminary

r—————

available at the threshold.

following calculatibn sheet:

calculation sheet for perusal by the Committee to examine the
justifiability of the fee hike. Since the school had recovered the arrear for
the period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009, she was directed to take the
audited balance sheet as on 31/ 03/2008 to arrivé at the figure of funds

As per the directions, she prepared the

Statement showing Fund available as on 31-03-2008 and the effect of hike in fee as per order
dated 11.02.2009 and effect of increase in salary on implementation of 6th Pay Commission
Report
Particulars Amount (Rs.) Amount (Rs.)
Current Assets + Investments
Cash in hand 34,898
Bank Balance 143,223
Fixed Deposits 120,000
Prepaid Insurance 38,710
TDS receivable 1,139 337,970
Less: Current Liabilities
N K Mahajan & Co. 5,000
Fee recd. In advance 34,880
Salary Payable 203,169
PF Payable 9,169
TDS Payable 128
Electricity Expenses payable 1,100
Water Expenses payable 400
Telephone Expenses Payable 2,378 .
R.K. Associates 500 256,724
Net Current Assets + Investments (Funds Available) 81,246
Accrued liability of gratuity as on 31.03.2010 143,573
Funds available for implementation of 6th Pay
Commission Report [ -
Total Liabilities after implementation of VIth Pay
Commission:
Less: | Arrear of 6th CPC 01.01.2006 to 31.03.2009 1,211,688
Incremental Salary Expenditure in 2009-10 as per
calculation given below , 854,803 2,066,491
Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike (2,066,491)
Add: Total Recovery after VI th Pay Commission \
Recovery of Arrears of tuition fee as per reply to the
questionnaire ' 1,110,036
Incremental Tuition Fee in 2009-10 (as per calculation
given below) 1,162,708 2,272,744
Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike 206,253
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Kamal International School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

Working Notes:

2008-09
Regular/ Normal Salary as per I & E Account 2,627,592
Incremental in Salary in 2009-10 as perI & E A/c 854,803
Regular/ Normal Tuition Fee as per I & E Account 2,906,954
Incremental in Tuition Fee in 2009-10 as perlI& EA/c 1,162,708

The Committee has verified the calculation sheet with reference
to the audited financials of the school and the information furnished
in reply to the questionnaire and that furnished during the course of
hearing. The Committee finds that the calculation sheet as prepared
by the Audit Officer is in order. As per this calculation sheet, the
funds available with the school as on 31/03/2008 were Rs. 81,246
which were inadequéte even to cover the accrued liability of gratuity
which was Rs.1,43,573. The school did not have any surplus to be
kept in reserve for future contingencies. Hence, in view of the
Committee, the school did not have any funds of its own which could
have been used for implementing the recommendations of 6th Pay
Commission. Hence, the fee hike was imminent if the school was to
implement the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission. The total
resources generated by the school by any of fee hike and recovery of
arrear fee were to the tune of Rs. 22,72,744. As against this,-the
additional liability of the school on account of payment of arrears and
incremental salary as per the 6t Pay Commission recommendations
was Rs. 20,66,491. Thus, the school apparently recovered a sum of

Rs. 2,06,253 in excess of its requirements.
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Development Fee:

The school recovered a sum of Rs. 5,82,935 as development fee
only in the year 2009-10. The school states that it was treated as a
capital receipt but no development fund or depreciation reserve fund was
maintained as the entire development fee was utilised during that very

year. The Committee notes that during the year the school made

additions of Rs. 15,77,387 to its fixed assets. Out of this, a sum of Rs.
14,05,987 was spent on additions to the school building alone. Only the
balance amount of Rs. 1,71,400 was spent on purchase of furniture,
fixtures and equipments. In this connection, it would be worthwhile to
reprqduce here below the extracts of the judgment of the Hon’ble
Supremé Coﬁrt in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India (2004) 5

SCC 583, vide which the recommendations of the Duggal Committee were

affirmed with regard to charging of development fee subject to fulfillment

of certain pre-conditions:

“ In our view, on account of increased cost due to inflation, the
management is entitled to create Development Fund Account.
For creating such development Jund, the management is
required to collect development fees. In the present case,
bursuant to the recommendation of Duggal Committee,
development fees could be levied at the rate not exceeding 10%

to 15% of total annual tuition fee. Direction no.7 further states

JUST!CE\

f b ]
SIS 8

o - !
Llviinl e /l‘
For Review of Schoo! Fee .~
- M‘_/ .

—

Secretary




v

0000000006080 00F9

B-568

000818

Kamal International School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

that development fees not exceeding 10% to 15% of total annual

tuition fee shall be charged for supplementing the resources for

purchase, upgradation and replacement of furniture, fixtures

and equipments. It further states that development fees shall be

treated as Capital Receipt and shall be collected only if the

school maintains a depreciation reserve fund. In our view,

direction no.7 is appropriate. If one goes through the report of

Duggal Committee, one finds absence of non-creation of

specified earmarked fund. On going through the report of

Duggal Committee, one finds further that depreciation has been

charged without creating a_corresponding fund. Therefore,

direction no.7 seeks to introduce a proper accounting practice to
be followed by non-business organizations/ not-for-profit
organization. With this correct practice being introduced,
development fees for supplementing the resources for purchase,
upgradation and replacements of furniture and fixtures and
equipments is justified. Taking into account the cost of inflation
between 15t December, 1999 and 31st December, 2003 we are
of the view that the management of ‘recognized unaided schools

should be permitted to charge development fee not exceeding

15% of the total annual tuition fee.”

In view of the law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court, the
development fee can be utilised only for purchase or upgradation of

furniture, fixtures and equipments and maintenance of a depreciation
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reéerve fund is a sine qua non for charging development fee. The
development fee charged by the school was neither utilised for the
~ permitted purpose nor the essential pre condition of maintenance of
depreciation reserve fund was fulfilled by the school. Therefore, in
view of the Committee, the school was not justified in charging the

development fee in the year 2009-10. Whether the school is required

to refund the entire amount of development fee so charged, is a moot

question.

As noticed supra, the school did not have sufficient funds even

to provide for its accrued liability of gratuity. The shortfall on this

account was Rs. 62,327. Further, the school did not have any funds
to be kept in reserve for future contingencies. The Committee has
taken a consistent view that the schools ought to keep funds in
reserve which may be equal to the expenditure on salary for four
months. The total expenditure of the school on salary in the year
2009-10 was Rs. 34,82,395. Based on this, its requirement for funds

to be kept in reserve was Rs.11,60,798.

In view of this position, the Committee refrains from

recommending any refund out of development fee charged for the year

2009-10.
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Kamal International School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the

view that no intervention is required either in the matter of

tuition fee hike, or in the matter of charging of development fee.

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

CA J.S. Kochar
Member Chairperson

Dated: 18/03/2015
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Anand Vidya Bharti Education Society School, Sangam Vihar,N.Delhi

000821

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2, The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category B’.

4, With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 06.09.2013, required the school to appear on 24.09.2013
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and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years

2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

5. On 24.09.2013 Ms. Soni Chambial, Maniager of the school attended
the Office of the Committee and produced the% record for the scrutiny by
the Audit Officer of the Committee. Reply to the questionnaire was also
filed. As per the reply;-

(1) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2009.

(i)  The school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. 01.04.2009.

(ili) The school had not collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri N.S.Batra,
Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that: -

(1) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission. ' ! |

|
(i)  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 for classes [ to V only. For
classes VI to VIII the hike was by less than 10%. During 2010—1 1,

the hike was by 10% for all classes.

Page 2 of 5
- .
SR GDE TN TR C(\Y
AL £y Sh\éﬁH ‘ { e (/
COMMITTE
ror Review of Schoot Fee o (e |

e e




L
L

B-579

Anand Vidya Bharti Education Society School, Sangam Vihar.N.Delhi

000823

The Audit Officer after examination of the record produced by the

school returned the same to them.

7. By notice dated 02.03.2015, the school was asked to appear on
18.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8. On 18.03.2015, Ms. Soni Chambial, Manager and Ms Manju,
Teacher of the school appeared before the Committee and produced

the records. It was contended that the school neither collected any arrear
fee nor paid any arrear salary. The school had partially implemented the
recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. 01-04-2009. In order
to cover the additional salary, the school initially hiked the fee by
Rs.100/- p.m. for all classes but due to protest by the parents, the
school rolled back the fee to a large extent for the students of classes VI
to VIII. This resulted in decline in the collection of the aggregate tuition
fee to Rs.30,08,160/- in 2009-10 from Rs.31,39,080/- in 2008-09.

With regard to development fee, it was contended that the school

used a wrong nomenclature for annual charges as School Development
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Fund. In actual fact they are Annual Charges which are utilized to cover

the overhead expenses of the school.

9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Corﬁmittee and the submissions made by the representatives on
behalf of the school. The following chart, which is culled out from the

record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years

2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
Fee during increased in | Fee increased
during 2009-10 2009-10 during in 2010-11
2008-09 2010-11

I 280 380 100 410 30

II 300 400 100 440 40

I1I 300 400 100 450 50

v 350 450 100 500 50

Vv 400 500 100 550 50

VI 530 550 20 600 50

VI 570 600 30 650 50

VIII 600 650 50 700 50

0.0 06 &6 0 9 006 © 060 O 0 & &0 90 0 00 %0 0 0 o0
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10. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the
fee during the year 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.2.2009 for classes I to V only. Moreover, for these

classes, the school was working on a low fee base. For other classes the
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hike was less than 10%. During 2010-11, there was hike by 10% for all

classes.

|
11. According to school it has implemented the recommendations of

the 6th Pay Commission, partially.

12. As per record the school has not charged development fee.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school did not hike tuition fee in 2009-10, for
classes VI to VIII in terms of the order of the Director of Education,
and is also working on low fee base, the Committee feels that no

intervention is required qua the aspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly.

5/~ S/~ Sd-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated—24-03-2015
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Victoria Public School, Brijpuri, Wazirabad. Delhi-110094

1. With a view to clicit the relevant information from the schools with.
regard to the basic questions, ‘whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth F"ay Commission and if
so, whether or not th:c fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned {rom the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Commi’_ttee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Dircctor of Education dated 11—02-2009. as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this
view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’. |

4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide
its notice dated 23.10.2013 and 11.11.2013 required the school to

appear on 29.11.2010 and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary
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Victoria Public School; Brijpuri, Wazirabad. Delhi-110094

records for the years 2008—09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the

aforesaid questionnaire.

5. On 29.11.2013, Mrs. Ela Saxena, Principal and Mrs. Madhu

Sharma, Account Assistant of the school attended the Office of the
‘Committee and produced the record for the scrutiny by the Audit dfﬁcer
of the Committee. Reply to the questionnaire was also filed. As per the
reply;-
(i) The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01.01.2010. |
(i)  The school had hiked the fee in 2009-10 though, not in terms .Of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 but in excess of
the permissible limit of 10%. |

(iliy The school had not collected development fee from the students.

6. The record, in the first instancel, was examined by Shri N.S.Batra,
Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect fhat: -

(i) The school had claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. 01.01.2010 but DA, TA and HRA had

not been paid as per the prescribed norms.
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()  The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 by Rs.100/- p.m. During
|

2010-11, the hike was between Rs. 10(;)/- p.m. to 200/- p.m. for
;iifferent classes. i
|

The Audit Officer after exarﬁination o% the record produced for

scrutiny by the school returned the same to its representatives.
7. By notice datecli 02.03.2015, the school was asked to appear on
20.03.2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.
8. 0On 20.03.2015, Ms. Ela Saxena, Principal and Ms. Madhu Sharma,
Account Asstt. of the school appeared before the Committee and
Produced the records. The representatives were confronted with the |
observations of the Audit Officer of the Committee recorded on 29-11-
2013. They conceded that the school had not fully impiemented the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission and salary to the staff was
paid either in cash or through bearer cheques. They coﬁtended since the
school was a minority institution and caters to lower strata of the society,
it, did not have sufﬁcienf resources to implement the recommendation of
the 6t Pay Commission. They pointed out that the school had hiked the
tuition fee in 2009-10 as per the order dated 11|—02-2009 of the Director

of Education, but in the year 2008-09 there was no hike in fee except for
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classes IX and X and as a matter of fact the feie for classes I to V was
reduced, as compared to the fee for the year 2007-08. They submit that
due regard be given for this fact by the Committee. The representatives

stated that the school did not charge any development fee.

9. We have gone through the record, submissions of the
representatives on behalf of the school and observations of the Audit
Officer of the Committee. The following chart, which is culled out from

the record would show the exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the

years 2009-10 and 2010-11: -

®© 0000 60 e 000 o ¢

Losd
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Class Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition Tuition Fee
during Fee Fee Fee increased Fee increased in
2007-08 during increased | during in 2009-10 | during 2010-11
| 2008-09 |in 2008- | 2009-10 2010-11
09
I to III 450 400 -50 500 100 600 100
IVtoV 450 450 Nil 550 100 650 100
VI to VIII 500 500 Nil 600 100 750 150
IX 600 700 100 800 100 1000 200
X 800 850 50 950 100 1150 200
XI(Comm) - - -- -- -- 1600 --
(new
class)
XI (Sci) -- -- -- -- -- 1800 -~
. (new
class)
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11. From the above, it is manifest that the school though, hiked the
tuition fee in 2009-10, it did not hike the fee in 2008—09 except for
classes IX and X and the fee for some of the classes was also reduced in
2008-09. During 2010-11 the hike in. tuition fee for classes VI to X is
marginally in excess of 10%. |
RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

The school thoﬁgh, hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10, it did not
hike the fee in 2008-09 except for classes IX and X and the fee for
some of the classes was also reduced in 2008-09. The school also
cater to lower strata of the society therefore; the Committee feels |

that no intervention is required qua the aspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly.

Sdaf Sd/- >0/ -
J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated— 15-04-2015
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1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recpmmendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Comrhittee waé issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Sevc_en days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it

prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of

- the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as

implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.

4, With a view to Verifyhthe returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its'notice dated 15-05-2012, required the schoc!ﬂ to appear on 04-06-
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G.R.M. Sr. Sec. Public School, Shiv Ram Park, Nangloi, Delhi-110041
000632
2012 and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the questionnaire.

5. On 04-06-2012, Sh. J.S.Dahiya, Head Clerk of the school attended
the Office of the Committee and produced incomplete record. The school
was provided opportunities on 02-07-2012, 06-11-2013 and 26-11-2013

to produce its complete records.

6. On 26-11-2012, Sh. J.S.Dahiya, Head Clerk and Sh. Vasudev
Sharma P/T accountant of the school attended the Office of the
Committee and produced the record. Reply to fhe questionnaire was also
filed. As per the reply;- |
(1) The school has implemented the recorﬁmendations of the 6t Pay
| Commission w.e.f. Ol.Q4.2010.
(i  The school did not hike fee in terms of the order of Director of
Education dated 11-02-2009.

(iv) The school did not collect the development fee from the students.

7. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Mrs. Sunita

Nautiyal, AAO of the Committee. She observed to the effect that: -
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B-603
G.R.M. Sr. Sec. Public School, Shiv Ram Park, Nangloi, Delhi-110041

(i) The school has claimed to have partially implemented the

recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2000.

- (i)  The school has produced copies of TDS retunes for the years 2009-

10 and 2010-11 but, no recovery towards TDS has been shown in
the salary ﬁayment register.

(ii)  The school hiked the fee by 10% in 2009-10 and 2010-11.

A(iV) The Séhool did not collect the development fee from the students.
The Audit Officer after ekamination of the record produced by the

persons representing the school returned the same to them.

- 8. 'By notice dated 23-01-2015, the school was asked to appear on

18-02-2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the éxamination of the same by the
Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.

9. - On 18-02-2015, Sh. J.S. Dahiya, Head Clerk and Sh. Vasudev
Sharma P/T Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee
and produced the records. Tiley contended that the school did not hike
the fee as per the order dafed 11/02/2009 of the Director of Education,

but restricted it to about 10% in 2009-10 and the recommendations of

‘the Sixth Pay Commission were nominally implemented in 2009-10, in as

much as only the basic salary was revised. The representatives

contended further, that the school did not charge any development fee.
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G.R.M. Sr. Sec. Public School, Shiv Ram Park, Nangloi, Delhi-110041

000834

10. We have gone through the record, submissions of the
representatives on behalf of the school and observations of the Audit
Officer of the Committee. The following chart, which is culled out from
the record would show the exact ektént of hike in tu'ition fee during the

years 2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition Tuition Tuition Tuition Tuition Fee
Fee Fee Fee Fee increased in
during during increased ' | during 2010-11
2008-09 | 2009-10 |in 2009-10 | 2010-11

I . 390 430 40 475 45

II 420 460 60 475 15

I1I 440 | 480 40 525 45

v 460 500 40 550 50

v T [460 500 40 550 50

VI 500 550 50 600 ° |50

VIl 500 550 .| 50 660 50

VIII 550 600 50 650 50

IX 585 640 55 700 60

X 710 775 65 850 75

XI(Arts&Comm.) | 880 960 80 1050 90

XI(Sci.) 1300 1420 120 1550 130

XII(Arts&comm.) 1040 1140 100 1250 130

XI1(Sci.) 1460 1600 140 1750 150

|
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G.R.M. Sr. Sec. Public School, Shiv Ram P;rl; Nangloi, Delhi-110041
- | o -~ 000839

11. From the a’bove, it is manifest that the school has increased the

fee during the year 2009-10 and 2010-11, within the tolerance limit of

10% for all classes.

12. Adrhittedly, the school has implemented the recommendations of

the 6t Pay Commission, nominally.

13. As per the available record, the school has not charged

~ development fee.

RECOMMENDATION

Re, Fee Hike

Since the school has not utilised the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009, for enhancing the tuition fee in 2009-
10, the Committee feels that no intervention is requii'ed qua the

aspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly.

Sdi-~ 0 &sdi~ - Sd/-
J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson ' Member

Dated—16.03.2015.
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B-629

Rao Mohar Singh Memorial Public School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-

110043 . 000835

The school had not furnished any reply ‘to the questionnaire
dated 27/02/2012 issued by the Corﬁmittee, which was followed by a
reminder dated 27/ 03/2012. The Committee requi’sitionedA the
annuel returns filed by the school for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11,
from the office of the concerned Dy. Director of Education. Pursuant
thereto, these were forwarded by the concerned Dy. Direcfcor of
Educatien to the Committee. On prima facie. examination of the
annual returns, it appeared that the school had. hiked the fee in
accordance with order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of
Education. However, it was net discernible from the financials of the
school whether it had implemented the recommendations of the VI
Pay Commission. Acco;‘dingly, the school was provisionally placed in
Category ‘A’ for the purpose of verification. A letter dated 08/08/2012
was sent to the school to produce its fee records, salary records on

27/08/2012 and to submit reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee.

.On the schedule date Sh: Sudhir Thakur, a part ﬁme
Accountant of the School appeared in the office of the Committee, with
authorisation from the Principal ef the school. He produced the
required records and also submitted reply te the questionnaire. As

per the reply submitted by the school, it stated that:

J "\T!CE \
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Rao Mohar Singh Memorial Public School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-
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(a) It had implemented the recommendations of the VI Pay
Commission report w.e.f. 01/04/2009. In support, it
enclosed salary sheets for the month of Marcﬁ 2009 and
April 2009 showing that the total monthiy salary rose from
Rs.9,44,640 in March to Rs.15,44,316 in April 20009. |

(b) It had also paid arrears of salary amounting to Rs. 45,57,793
for the period January- 2006 to March 2009. Arrear payment
sheets were enclosed in evidence. _

(c) It hiked the tuition fee of the students at varying rates, as
per order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director .of
Education.

(d) With regard to recovery of arrear fee, the school stated that it

had not charged any arrear fee from the students. '

The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. A.D.
Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee, who more or less endorsed

the contentions of the school as contained in the reply to the

questionnaire. '

The Committee, on perusal of the file, felt that the Audit Officer
had not properly examined the issue of implemehtation of Sixth Pay
Commission Report and had merely endorséid the contentions of the
school as there was no mention as to how the salary was being paid

by the school. Therefore, it directed Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, another
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Rao Mohar Singh Memorial Public School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-
110043

Audit Officer of the Committee to verify the records of the school

“afresh. Accordingly, the Committee issued notice dated 23 /10/2013

requiring the school to produce on 07/11/2013 its fee records, salary
records',‘ books of accounts, bank statements, PF returns and TDS
returns, in the office of the Comrﬁittee for verification. A
questionnaire regarding collection and utilization of development fee,
its treatment in accounts and maintenance of earmarked
development and depreciation reserve funds, was also issued to the

school for appropriate response.

On the scheduled date, Sh. Sudhir Thakur appeared and
produced the required records. The school also furnished reply to

questionnaire regarding development fee.

The records produced by the school were verified by Ms. Sunita

Nautiyal and she observed as follows:

(a) The fee was collected by the school in cash which was
regularly deposited in its bank account with Axis Bank.

(b) The school had implemented the recommendations of Sixth
Pay Commission w.e.f. 1/04/2009 and salary was mostly
paid by means of account payee cheques. Proper deductions
of Providen‘e Fund and TDS were made and returns were filed

with the authorities. The school had also paid arrears to the

- e e \‘\,’
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Rao Mohar Singh Memorial Public School, Na]afgarh New Delhi-
110043

st'aff'for_thé period 01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009 in three
~ instalments. |
(c) The school did not recover any arrear fee. However, the
~ regular fee was hiked by the school in the year 2009-1-0, as
per order dated 11/02/2009, issued by the Directorate of |
Education. Hitherto, the school was not charging

development fee, but started charging the same from 2009-

10.

The Committee issued a notice dated 22/01/2015 for hearing

the school on 06/02/2015 and also requiring the school to furnish

the information regarding fee, salary and arrear fee and salary for the

years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 in a. structuréd format so as tp
mékg the relevant calculations to ascertain the justifiability of fee hike
effected by the school w.e.f. 01/04/2009. The school was also
required to furnish information regafding its accrued liabilities of

gratuity and leave encashment, if any.

On the date of hearing Sh. Thakur, Accountant and authorized
representative of the schpol appeared with Sh. Raj Singh, Clerk cum
Cashier. They filed written submissions dated 15/01/2015 and
furnished the required information régarding fee salary and arrear
salary. They also made an endorsemént on the written submissions to
the effect that the school has no practice of paying any gratuity or
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Rao Mohar Singh Memorijal Public School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-
110043

leave encashment. The information furnished by the school was
verified by the Committee with reference to its audited financials. The
Committee noticed that, as per the reply to the questionnairé, the
school lhad stated that it paid a1;rears of salary 'amounting to
Rs.45,57,793 from January 2606 to March 2009 but as per the
information furnished at the time of hearing, the school stated that
t'he‘ arrear payment amounted to Rs.46,66,800. The representatives of

the school filed a copy of the ledger account arrears paid by the

school from 01/04/2009 to 31/03/2015, to show that a sum of Rs.

1,09,007 was paid in 2012-13 while the reply to the questionnaire
was based on the .audited accounts upto 31/03/20 12.A The
Committee verified the - mode or paymeﬁt of arrears and it was
observed that except for a miniscule amount, the arrears were paid
by means of bank transfér. " During the course of hearing, it was
emphasized that th'¢ school_di(i not recéver any arrear fee from the
students. Howe{fer, ’the arrear salary was paid éut of the development
fee which was introduced4 by the school w.e.f. 01/04/2009 and out of

its internal accruals.

Discussion and determinations

The Committee has examined the annual returns filed by the
school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973, the

reply to . the questionnaire issued by the Committee, the
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Rao Mohar Singh Memorial Public School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-
110043 ! '

observations of the Audit Officer and the information and documents

furnished by the school during the course of hearing and the

contentions of the school.

The Committee is of the view that since the school has itself
admitted that thé arrear salary was paid from the development fee
which was introduced by the school w.e.f. .01 /04/2009, the
development fee charged by the school has to be taken into
consideration while making the relevant calculations to examine the
justifiability of the fee hike effected by the school. It .would be in order
to mention here below as to how much total revenue accrued to the
school out of tuition fee and development fee in the years 2009-10 vis
-a vis 2008-09. Further, it would be useful to state here as to how
much was the total expenditure on salary and arrears, during these

two years.

The school, vide its submissions dated 06/02/2015, furnished
the following break up of the fee recovered. by the school under

various heads:-

Fee 2008-09 2009-10
Regular/ Normal Tuition Fee 1,36,47,395 | 1,91,88,240
Computer fees 7,43,445 8,91,970
Science fees 1,26,700 1,76,200
Regular/ Normal Development " Nil 10,42,500
Fee ! '
Total ‘ 1,45,17,540 | 2,12,98,910
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Rao Mohar Singh Memonal Public School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-
1 110043

As against this the total amount of arrear salary and regular

salary paid in 2008.-09 and 2009—10 was as follows:-

Salary 2008-09 2009-10
Salary as per Income & ‘
Expenditure Account - 12,536,722 | 18,523,616

Less: Arrears paid

1,864,280 *

| Net Salary for the year

12,536,722 | 16,659,336

*The remaining amount of arrears were paid in the years 2010-

.11 to 2012-13.

Although the arréar salary paid by the school in 2009-10 was
only Rs.18,64,280, the Committee is of the view that while making the
relevant calculations, the entire amount of arrear salary of Rs.
46,66;800 ought to be considered since the same was paid in the
subsequent years without hiking any extra ordinary fee. The
Committee notes that in the year 2010-11 and 201 1-12, the fee hiked

by the school was around 10% only which the Committee considers

as normal.

The Audit Officer was directed by the Committee to prepare the
calculation sheet, to examine the justifiability of fee h1ke effected by
the school in 2009-10. She prepared the followmg calculation sheet:-

it r:\\
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Rao Mohar Singh Memorial Public School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-

110043

on implementation of Sixth Pay Commission Report

Statement showing Fund available as on 31-03-2009 and the effect of fee hike and salary hike

Particulars

Amount (Rs.)

Amount (Rs.)

Current Assets + Investments
Cash in hand

Increase in Fee in 2009-10 as per I & E A/c

23,611
Bank Balance 2,233,933
Fixed Deposits with Accrued Interest 235,288 2,492,832
Less: Current Liabilities
Current Liabilities - -
Net Current Assets + Investments {funds available) 2,492,832
Less: Total Liabilities after VIth Pay Commission
Arrear of 6th CPC 1.1.2006 to 31.3.2009 4,666,800
Increased Salary for 2009-10 4,122,614 8,789,414
Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike ' (6,296,582)
Add: Total Recovery after VI th Pay Commission
Annual increase in Fee in 2009-10 6,781,370 6,781,370
Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike 484,788
Working notes 2008-09 2009-10
Salary as per Income & Expenditure Account 12,536,722 18,523,616
Less: Arrears paid - 1,864,280
Net Salary for the year 12,536,722 16,659,336
Increase in normal Salary in 2009-10 as per I & E A/c 4,122,614
2008-09 2009-10
Fees & Fine as per Income 8 Expenditure Account 14,517,540 21,298,910
6,781,370

The Committee has checked the calculation sheet prepared by

the Audit Officer and the same has been fbund t_o be in order. The

Committee also notes that the school had a nominal surplus of Rs.

4,84,788, after aécounting for the fee hiked‘ by it and the additional

liabilities on account of implementation of Sixth Pay Commission

Report.

However, the Committee also notes the contentions of the

school that the development fee recovered by it was also utilized for

kY

S TR
Pulem il Vo ORI

Y
COMMITTES .
. f Review of School Feg

l»
L N

R I
St e me = S

Secretary




2600000000000 00006060600000000000 0

o
[ Yad
&

»

B-629 300844

Rao Mohar Singh Memorial Public School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-
110043

payment of arrears of SixthA Pay Commission. This is not in
accordance; with the écheme of development fee laid down by the
Duggal Committee and the various fee circulars issﬁed by the
Department of Education, Which were upheld by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India
(2004) 5 SCC 583. However, the Committee notes that the Audit
Officer has already taken into account the development fee recovered
by the school in 2009-10, while working out the surplus on account of
fee hike vis a vis the salar_y hike on implementation 6f Sixth Péy
Commission Report. The Committee is of the view that since the
developméntl fee of 2010-11 (and may be 2011-12 also) has also been
utilized by the school for payment of arrears, the same also ought to
be added to the surplus generated by the school. If so done, the total
surplus would be Rs.15,90,588 as the schdol in its written
submissions has conceded that it recovered a sum of Rs.11,05,800
as development fee in 2010-11 which was treated as a revenue
receipt. The Committee does not have the figures of development fee
charged in 2011-12. However, the Committee also notes that while
making the relevant calculations, the Audit Officer did not provide for
any reserve to be kept by the school for future contingencies. The
Committee has taken é con_sisteﬁt view that the schools ought to
fetain a reserve equivalent to four month salary. As noted above, the
total salary of the school (net of arrears) for 2009-10 was
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Rao Mohar Singh Memorial Public School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-
. 110043
Rs.1,66,59,336. Based on this the requirement of the school for funds
fo be kept in reserve amounts to Rs.55,53,112. In the face of this, the
surplus of the school amounting to Rs. 15,90,588, pales into
insignificance. Even if the development fee for 2011-12 were to be

considered, no material difference would be made to the calculations

made by the Corhmittee.

Recommendations:-

In view of the foregoing determinations, no intervention is
required, either in the matter of tuition fee or in the matter of

develo_pment fee.

Recommended accordingly.

Sely. odi~ Sd/-
Ch=J+S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member Chairperson Member

- Dated: 20/02/2015

JUSTICE N,
AL DEY SINGH
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B-661

Stanford Convent School,Tajpur Road,Badarpur Border,New Delhi-44

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days.

2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the
specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it

prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of

" the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as

implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.

Faw DYaya PO A i s
07 NaVigw §J OCITCo! ;C@‘}"'

™ Page 1 of 5




e

e

N

e 0O 00 © 0 PO © 00 © 00 06 06 060 0 00 8 0 0 0 00 ’i"

A‘\%-ﬂ

000847
B-661
Stanford Convent School,Tajpur Road,Badarpur Border,New Delhi-44

4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 24-10-2013, required the school to appear on

12.11.2013 and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for

the yeeirs 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the questionnaire.

5. On 12.11.2013, Sh. Sunil Kumar, Manager of the school attended
the Office of the Committee and requested for some more time to produce

record. At its request the school was provided another opportunity to

produce its records on 29.11.2013.

6. On 29-11-2013, Sh. Sunil Kumar, Manager of the school attended
the Office of the Committee and produced the record. Reply to the

questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply;-.

(1) The school has implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission w.e.f. 01.11.20009.

(ii)  The school hiked fee w.e.f. 01.04.2009, in terms of the order of

Director of Education dated 11-02-20009.

(iv)  The school did not collect the development fee from the students.
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Stanford Convent School,Tajpur Road,Badarpur Border,New Delhi-44

7.

(@)

8.

The record, in the first instance, was examined by Sh.N.S.Batra,
Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the effect that: -
The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. November 2009, but DA hés not
been paid as per the prescribed norms.

No recovery of TDS has been made from 2008-09 to 2010-11.

The séhool hiked the fee in 2009-10, in terms of the order dated
11.02.2009 of the Director of Education. There was no hike during
2010-11.

The school did not collect development fee from the students.

The Audit Officer after examination of the original record produced

by the representative the school returned the same to him.

By notice dated 03-03-2015, the school was asked to appear on

24-03-2015 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the

Comnj.ittee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.
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Stanford Convent School,Tajpur Road,Badarpur Border,New Delhi-44

9. On 24-03-2015, Sh. Sunil Kumar, Manager and Sh. S.K. Sharma,
Accountant of the school appeared béfore the Committee and produced
the records. They conceded that the school did not implement the
recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission. They contended that the
school did not hike any fee in 2008-09 and 2010-11. The fee records of
the school for 2010-11 ﬁad already been verified, but those of 2008-09
were not verified by the office of the Committee, thérefore the school was
“directed to produce the books of accounts and fee records fér the

years 2007-08 and 2008-09 before the Audit Officer of the Committee for

verification.

The Audit Officer of the Committee has examined the fee records

for the year 2007-08 and 2008-09 and has recorded that the school did

not hike fee in 2008-009.

10. We have gone through the record, submissions of the.
representatives on behalf of the school and ob_servétions of the Audit
Officer of the Committee. The school hiked fee in 2'QO9—10, in terms of
the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, but there was

no hike in 2008-09 and 2010-11. If the hike in 2009-10 is spread over to
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2008-09 and 2010-11, then the averagé hike in 2009-10 was within the

tolerable lim_it of 10%.

11. Admittedly, the school has not implemented the recommendations

of the 6t Pay Commission.

12, As per the available record, the school has not charged

development fee.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has not utilised the order of the Director of
Educat1on dated 11.02. 2009 for enhancing the tuition fee in 2009-

10, the Committee feels that no intervention is required qua the

éspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly.

sd-  sg.  sd-

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated—01-05-15
TRUE COPY
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Panchsheel Public School, Jaitpur, Badarpur, New Delhi-110044

The school had not furnished any reply to the questionnaire dated
27/02/2012 issued by the Committee, which was followed by a reminder
dated 27/03/2012. The Committee requisitioned the annual returns
filed by the school for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11, from the office of
the concerned Dy. Director of Education. Pursuant thereto, these were
forwarded by the concerned Dy. Director of Education to the Committee.
On prima facie examination of the annual returns, it appeared that the
school had hiked the fee in accordance with order dated 11/02/2009
issued by the Director of Education and had also implemented the
recommendations of the VI Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school was
placed in Category ‘B’ for the purpose of verification.

The Committee issued a notice dated 19 /09/2013 requiring the
school to produce on 09/10/20183 its fee records, salary records, books of
accounts, bank statements, PF returns and TDS returns, in the office of
the Committee for verification. A revised questionnaire was also issued
to the school for appropriate response. However, a letter was .received
from the school, in the office of the Committee , requesting for grant of

three weeks time for producing the records. Acceding to the request of

the school, a fresh notice was issued for producing the required records '

on 29 /10/2013. On this date, Sh. Girish Hora, Chairperson of the school

appeared and produced the required records. The school also furnished

reply to revised questionnaire, as per which, the school stated that:

(a) It had implemented the recommenldations of the VI Pay
|

Commission report w.e.f. 01/04/2009. In evidence, the school
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Panchsheel Public School, Jaitpur, Badarpur, New Delhi-110044

furnished copies of its pay bill for the month of March 2009,
showing a total salary pay out of Rs.2,97,920 and that for the
month of April showing the énhanced salary of Rs. 6,30,727.

(b) It had neither charged any arrear fee nor paid any arrear salary
for the period 01/01/2006 -to 31/03/2009.

(c) It hiked the tuition fee of the students @ Rs. 200 per month

w.e.f. 01/04/2009, as per order dated 11 /02/2009 issued by

the Director of Education.

(d) With regard to the collection of development fee, it stated that it
had charged development fee aggregating Rs. 84,000 in 2009-
10 and Rs.4,46,006 in 2010-11. No development fee was
charged from 2006-07 to 2008-09.

(¢) Development fee was treated as a revenue receipt in the
accounts and was spent on fixed assets.

.(ﬂ Neither any earmarked development fund account nor any

depreciation reserve fund account was maintained.

The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. N.S.

Batra, audit officer of the Committee and he observed as follows:

(a) The fee hiked by the school in the year 2009-10 for different

classes is as follows:

o

Class Monthly tuition fee (pre | Monthly  tuition fee | Increase in monthly
hike) (Rs.) (Post hike) (Rs.) tuition fee (Rs.)

ItoV 600 800 200

VI to VIII 650 850 200

XtoX 825 1025 200
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(b) The fee hiked by the school in 2010-11 was in the range of Rs.
75 to Rs.100 per month which in terms of percentage was
between 9.3% & 9.7%. .

(c) The VI Pay Commission report was almost fﬁlly implemented,

except that DA had been paid at a rate which was slightly less

than the prevailing rate.:

The Committee issﬁed a notice dated 03/03/2015 for hearing the
school on 25/03/ 2015 and also requiring the school to furnish the
information regarding fee and salary for the years 2008-09, 2009-10 and
2010-11 in a structured format so as to make the relevant calculations to

ascertain the justifiability of fee hike effected by the school w.e.f.

regarding its accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment, if any.

On the date of hearing Sh. Girish Hora, Manager of the school

appeared alongwith. Sh. Vasudev Sharma and Sh. Bhagat Singh,
“Accountants. They filed written submissions dated 25/03/2015 and
furnished the required information regarding fee and salary. The

information furnished by the school, to the extent it was relevant, is as

01/04/2009. The school was also required to furnish information
|
|
|

\ follows:-
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Regular/ Normal Tuition Fee 80,24,700 1,22,08,125 1,37,02,215
Regular/ Normal Salary 63,07,228 1,11,19,474 1,39,49,853
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Panchsheel Public School, Jaitpur, Badarpur, New Delhi-110044

It was further stated that the accrued liability of the school on
account of gratuity and leave encashment as on 31/03 / 2008 was Rs.
1,95,135 which rose to Rs. 4,30,842 as on 31/03/2010. Employee wise

details of such liabilities were also furnished.

The representatives of the school contended that the school had
prospectively implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay
Commission w.e.f. 01/04/2009, to the extent it could do , given its
financial constraints. ‘The school had not given arrears of salary on
account of such implementation for the period 01/01/2006 to
31/03/2009, as the school had not collected the arrear fee for the
corresponding period on account of ir;ability of the students to pay the
same. To buttress their submission, the represéntatives. stated that
bulk of the payments were made through direct bank transfers and in
support they 'produced the bank statements of the school, showing such
transfers. The payments were verified by the Committee with reference to

the books of accounts of the school and the bank statements produced

by it.

Having regard to the above facts, ;che Committee is of the view
that although the school did not fully implement the recommendations
of the Sixth Pay Commission, the increased pay out on account of salary
to the staff in the year 2009-10, cannot be ignored as such payments

were made by direct bank transfers. Hence, it is imperative to examine
| .

the justifiability of fee hike in the light of the increased expenditure of

the school on salary, keeping in view the funds available with the school

STICE \\ A

N SING

SN
For Review of Schouiie es,.:

‘H

o

1
R

r i

Laha ;
¢




-2 I3

pg7g 000855

Panchsheel Public School, Jaitpur, Badarpur, New Delhi-110044

at the threshold. As the school hiked the fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009, the
audited balance sheet of the school as on 31/03/2009 has to be
considered to ascertain the funds already available to the school. The

following position emerges on examination of the balance sheet of the

school:-
Statement showing Fund available as on 31-03-2009
Particulars Amount (Rs.) | Amount (Rs.)
Current Assets + Investments '
Cash in hand 75,336
Bank Balance 51,560
Fixed Deposits with ICICI Bank 23,565 150,461
Less: | Current Liabilities
Salary Payable 348,200
N K Mahajan & Co. ~ 3,750 351,950
Net Current Assets + Investments
{Funds Available) : (201,489)

As is apparent from the above table, the school did not have any
funds available with it at the threshold as its current liabilities were in
excess of its current assets plus investments. Since the school did not
have any funds available with it, there would be no - occasion for it to
keep any funds in reserve for future contingenéies or for its accrued
liabilities on account of gratuity and leave encashment. However, in
case the Committee arrives at a conclusion that the school is required to
refund any fee on account of unjustified fee hike or on account of
development fee not being in accordance with law, the Committee will

give due consideration to such liabilities.

From the previous table, it is apparent that the salary hike
1

resulted in an additional expenditure of Rs. 4;8,12,246 (1,11,19,474 -
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63,07,228) in 2009-10. The hike in tuition fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009,
resulted in an additional revenue of Rs.41,83,425. Thus the school was
in deficit to the tune of Rs.6,28,821, despite effecting the fee hike w.e.f.
01/04/2009. In view of these facts, the Committee is of the view that in

so far as the hike in tuition fee is concerned , no intervention is called

for.

Development Fee

As noticed supra, the school, in its reply to the questionnaire,

admitted that it was treating development fee as  a revenue receipt and

further it was not maintaining any earmarked accounts for

- development fund and depreciation reserve fund. The balance sheet of

the school also did not reveal any such earmarked accounts. Thus

the school was not following any of the pre conditions laid down by
the Duggal Committee which were affirmed by the Hon’ble Supreme
Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India (2004) 5 SCC
583. The Committee is therefore of the view that the development fee
charged by the school was not in accordance with the law and the

various fee circulars issued by the Directorate of Education,

| including order dated 11/02/2009. The school recovered a total sum

of Rs. 84,000 as development fee in 2009-10 and Rs.4,46,000 in 2010-

11. In normal course, the Committee would have recommended the

refund of Rs. 5,30,000. However, as noticed supra, the school was

in deficit to the tune of Rs.6,28,821, in implementation of Sixth Pay
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Panchsheel Public School, Jaitpur, Badarpur, New Delhi-110044

Commission Report (to the extent it did), the Committee is of the view

that no intervention is required in the matter of development fee

also.

Recommendations:-

In view of the foregoing determinations, no intervention is
required, either in the matter of tuition fee or in the matter of

development fee.

Recommended accordingly.

sd-  Sd  8d/-

CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member " Chairperson Member

Dated: 10/04/2015
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Delhi Convent School, Ganesh Nagar, Pandav Nagar, Delhi-110092

Initially, the school did not respond to the questionnaire dated
27/02/2012 issued by the Committee which was followed by reminder dated
27/03/2012. The annual returns of the school filed under Rule 180 of Delhi
School Education Rules, 1973 were also not received from the office of the
concerned Dy. Director of Education. A letter dateli 28/09/2012 was issued
to the Director of Education, listing out 21 schoo:‘ls (including this school),
the records of which have not been received firom the Dy. Direcfor of
Education, Distt. East. The records of some of these schools were
subsequently received but the records of this school and nine others were
not received till 24/09/2013. Therefore a letter was issued directly to the
Dy. Director of Education (East). Even this did not elicit a response from the
Directorate of Education. Consequently, another letter dated 01/11/2013
was issued to the Director of Education. However, even this letter did not
yield the desired result. Therefore, the Committee decided to obtain the
annual returns of directly from the school itself and vide letter dated
21/01/2014, the school was requested to furnish to the Committee the
annual retufns filed by the school for the years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-
11. The school was further required to produce its fee records, salary
records, books of accounts, bank statements, PF returns and TDS returns.
A revised questionnaire was also issued to the school for eliciting the
information regarding the implementation of VI Pay Commission réport, the
fee hiked by the school in terms of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the
Director of Education and the development fee charged and utilised by the

school as also the manner of utilisation. The school was provisionally placed

in Category C for the purpose of verification.
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Delhi Convent School, Ganesh Nagar, Pandav Nagar, Delhi-110092

On 17/02/2014, Sh. Gian Chand Arora, Director and Sh. Ram Babu
Singh, Accountant appeared in the office of the Committee and furnished
copies of the annual returns filed by the school for the three years and also
reply to the revised questionnaire. However, the other records which the
school was required to produce as per the notice of the Committee, were not
produced and the representatives sought further time for doing the needful.
Accordingly they were requested to produce the necessary records on

04/03/2014.

As per the reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee, the
school claimed to have implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f.
01/04/2009 prospectively. It was stated that the total monthly salary for
the month of March 2009 was Rs. 4,79,330, which went upto Rs. 7,53,720
in April 2009 on implementation of VI Pay Commission report. In support,
the school filed copies of the salary sheets for these two months. The school
also stated that neither had it charged the arrear fee as permitted by order
dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Educétion nor had it paid the

arrears of salary w.e.f. 01/01/2006, which the school was required to pay.

With regard to hike in regular tuition fee, the school admitted to have
hiked the fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009 in accordance with the order dated
11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education. In support, the school
furnished fee schedules for the years n008-09 and 2009-10, as per which

the fee charged by the school for different classes in these two years, was as

follows:
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Class

Monthly

fee
(Rs.)

tuition
in 2008-09

Monthly

tuition

fee in 2009-10

(Rs.)

Increase

in monthly

tuition fee in 2009-10

(Rs.)

ItoV

870

1100

230

VI to
VIII

900

1200

300

IX & X

1000

1300

300

The Committee notes that for classes I to V, the school hiked the fee
by Rs. 230 per month whereas the maximum hike permitted as per order
dated 11/02/2009 was Rs. 200 per month for this fee slab. However, this
would be immaterial, if the Committee ultimately finds that the claim of the
school of having implemented the VI Pay Commission report was correct as
in that event, the availability of funds with the school would be the deciding
factor to determine the fee hiked by the school was in order. The Hon'ble
Delhi High Court in the WP(C) 7777 of 2009 has held that the fee hike
permitted by the order dated 11/02/2009 is only interim and can be varied

depending upon the funds position of the school.

With regard to development fee, the school stated that it had never

collected any development fee from the students.

On 04/03/2014, the aforesaid representatives of the school again
appeared and besides producing the salary records, they filed written
submissions of even date, in which the history and the philosophy of the
school was mentioned at great length. It was mer}tioned that the school was
working with great difficulty and was in a very t‘>ad financial position. The
school also furnished copies of letters dated 25/‘10 /2012 and 19/01/2013
addressed to the Dy. Director of Education (East) (DDE) in support of its

claim that the school had not only filed copies of the annual returns for
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Delhi Convent School, Ganesh Nagar, Pandav Nagar, Delhi-110092

2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 but also the fee receipts, fee registers and

cash books for these three years with the DDE.

The salary records produced by the school were examined by Sh. A.D.

Bhateja, audit officer of the Committee and he observed as follows:

(@) The school had implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f.
01/04/2009. However, the DA was being paid @ 22% only since
its implementation. |

(b) The salary is being paid by cheques to its staff except for class IV
staff to whom it is paid in cash.

(c) Proper deductions for provident fund and TDS were made from the
salaries and the school was filing its returns with the appropriate
authorities.

(d) The school maintains two bank accounts and copies of bank
statements and reconciliations had been examined.

(€) The books of accounts have been examined and no adverse feature

has been noticed in their maintenance.

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, the
Committee issued a notice dated 26/06/2014, requiring the school to
appear on 30/07/2014 and also to furnish, inter alia, the details of its
accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment as on 31/03/2008 and
31/03/2010 and also the statement of account of its Parent Society, as
appearing in the books of the school. However, a letter was received from
the school requesting for 10 days time on account of the illness of the
Administrative Accounts Officer. The representatives also brought to the

notice of the Committee that it had filed fee receipts for the first and the last
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Delhi Convent School, Ganesh Nagar, Pandav Nagar, Delhi-1 10092

month of the years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 with the Dy. Director of
.Education (East), who had for reasons not known, not forwarded the same to

the Committee.

Acceding to the request of the school, the matter was directed to be
relisted on 11/08/2014. The representatives were also requested to produce
its fee receipts for the aforementioned three years for the other months,
which had not been submitted to the Dy. Director of Education. Also the
Committee, vide letter dated 31/07/2014, wrote to the Dy. Director of
Education District (East), to forward the fee receipts and registers which the

school had submitted with it latest by 08/08/2014.

On 11/08/2014, the representatives of the school appeared and
produced the original fee receipts that were in possession of the school. The
audit officer of the Committee was directed to examine the fee receipts and
put her report. After examination of the fee receipts and registers, she
reported that the fee charged by the school was in accordance with the fee
schedules and the aggregates reconciled with the financials of the school.
However, no response was received from the Dy. Director of Education
(East). The school also filed written submissions dated 11/08/2014 which
were more or less the same in substance, as the written submissions dated
04/03/2014. At the end, the school requested to “keep our case open and
issue instructions to the Directorate of Education, Sr. representative to be
present in our next hearing..... we have a desire to express our miserable
plight as a school and its administrators”. The audit officer also prepared a
preliminary calculation sheet showing the availability of funds with the

school as on 31/03/2009, the incremental fee received by the school in
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Delhi Convent School, Ganesh Nagar, Pandav Nagar, Delhi-110092

2009-10 and the incremental salary paid in 2009-10 on account of
implementation of VI Pay Commission report. As per this calculation sheet,
the net current assets (funds) available with the school as on 31/03/2009
were Rs. 2,14,210 but the school incurred a deficit of Rs. 3,21,640 in 2009-

10 on implementation of VI Pay Commission report resulting in the available

funds being wiped out.

Discussion and Determination:

The Committee has examined the annual returns filed by the school

under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973, the observations of
the two audit officers, the written submissions of the school and the
calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer. The Committee is of the view
that the school did implement the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f.
01/04/2009 but did not fully pay the Dearness allowance as per its
recommendations. However, the Committee is convinced that to the extent it
did, it did pay the increased salary to the staff as the payments were made
by cheques after proper deductions of provident fl,';lnd and TDS. Such partial
implementation did result in substantial hike in saiary. The Committee has
checked the calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer and found the
same to be in order. In view of the final result (;f the relevant calculations,
the Committee would have concluded its hearings in view of the fact that the
school did not have any surplus funds after implementation of VI Pay

Commission report nor was it claiming to be allowed to hike the fee over and

above the fee already hiked by it for implementation of VI Pay Commission

il

report, the Committee gave another hearing to the school in view of the

fervent request made by it to hear them again. The Committee does not
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Delhi Convent School, Ganesh Nagar, Pandav Nagar, Delhi-110092

deem it necessary to accede to the request of the school to require the senior
officials of the Directorate of Education to be present before it as the
mandate of the Committee is limited to examining the issue of justifiability of

fee hike.

The Committee gave a final hearing to the school on 10/ 12/2014
when the school again filed a very sentimental and philosophical letter and
traced out the history as to how the school was established and how the
management had exhausted their personal resources for running the school

and serving children of economically weaker sections.

Recommendations:

In view of the final calculations of funds availability vis a vis the
liability of the school for implementation of VI Pay Commission report,

the Committee is of the view that no intervention is required in the

matter.
TR =
Sd/- Sd/- Sd/
CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
" Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 23/12/2014
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Rukmani Devi Public School, Pitampura, Delhi-110034

Recommendations on review

1. The Cbmmittee had_, vide recommendations dated 09/11/2013,
recommended that the school ought to refund the following amounts,
along with interest @ 9% per annum:

(a) Arrear fee recovered Rs. 1,28,27,325
(b) Incremental fee recovered

In 2009-10 Rs. 1,19,05,200

Total Rs. 2,47,32,325
2. © The school filed an application dated 10/02/2014, seeking
review of the recommendations, on various grounds on merits. One of
the grounds on which the review was sought was that while making
the relevant calculations regarding funds available with the school,
the Committee had not fac;tored in the accrued liability of the school
towards gratuity and leave encashment as on 31/03/2010 which

amounted to Rs. 74,07,670, and the requirement of the school to keep

funds in reserve, equivalent to four months’ salary, which amounted

to Rs. 1,32,00,000.

3. The Committee, on prima facie examination of the application
for review, waé of the opinion that while the contentions raised by the
school on merits of the original recommendations of the Committee
were not amenable to review, the omission of £he Committee to factor
in the accrued liability of the school for gratui'ch and leave encashment

|

for future contingencies,

o

Ji. LJT!

and requlrement for keeping funds in reserve:
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constituted a mistake which was manifest from the record and was
amenable to review. However, since the recommendations of the
Committee had already been submitted to the Hon’ble Delhi High
Court, the Committee wrote a letter dated 12 /02/2014 to the
Registrar General‘ of the High Court with a request to place the matter
before the Hon’ble Division Bench which is dealing with the matter,
for appropriate directions. The .Hon’ble High Court passed the

following order on March 19, 2014:

“In view of the letter dated 12/02/2014 received from the
Committee, we permit the Committee to review the case of

Rukmani Devi Public School, Pitampura, Delhi-110034 only”

4. The Committee issued a notice dated 03/03/2015 to the school,
requesting it to appear before the Committee on 23/03/2015, for
hearing the review application. On this date, Sh. Rajiv Bansal, lerned
counsel appeared for the school along with Sh. D.R. Goyal,
Administrative Officer and Dr. Raman Garg, Member of the Managing
Committee. During the course of hearing, Sh. Bansél restricted his
arguments to the mistakes which were apparent from the record.
Although, he also made a feeble attempt to say that the jﬁdgment of
the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern School does not bar
the schools to incur capital expenditure out of fee, but he did not
press this argument. He submitted that while making the original

recommendations,
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(i) No allowance had been made for reserve for future
contingg:ncies or for provisiorxkfor li:abilities of gratuity and |
leave encashment. |

'(ii) The funds which had. been trarg;sferred to the parent
society and deemed to have been available with the
school, have been taken upto 31 / 03/2011 and therefore
the incremental expenditure on salaries ought to also

have been factored in upto 31/03/2011.

S. The Committee has examined the original recommendations
made in this case, the contents of the application for review filed by
the school and the submissions made by the learned counsel
appearing for the school. The Committee notes that vide written

submissions dated 27/06/2013, the school had submitted that:

‘(i) it had a liability of Rs. 74,07,670 towards payment of
gratuity and leave encashment as on 31/03 /2010 for
which no funds were available with the school. (An
employee wise detail of such liabilities was filed by the
school). These liabilities are statutory liabilities and have
to be considered while making an assessment of funds
available with the school.

(ii) The schoél requires reserves equivalent to four months’
salary which amounts to Rs. 1.32 crores for which no

funds are available with the school.
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6. The Committee, on review of its original recommendations,

notes that it had recorded the following findings:

(a) The school had available with it, a sum of Rs. 45,75,226 as
on 31/03/2008, exclusive of the funds which had been
transferred to the parent society over a number of years.

(b) The school had transferred funds to the tune of Rs.
2,04,75,072 to its parent society from 01/04/2004 to
31/03/2008.

(c) The school had transferred funds to the tune of Rs.
2,33,83,803 td its parent _soéiety from 01/04/2008 to

31/03/2011.

7. The funds transferred by the school to its parent society, as
detailed above, were considered by the Committee to be funds
available with the school for the purpose of implementation of VI Pay
Commission report, in view of the judgments of the Hon’ble Supreme
Court in the cases of Modern School vs Union of Indié (2004) 5 SCC
583 and Action Committee Unaided Pvt. Schools vs. Director of

Education & Ors. 2009 (11) SCALE 77.

8. While making the final determinations, the Committee ignored
the funds amounting to Rs. 45,75,226, which were actually available
with the school as on 31/03/2008 as available for implementing the

recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission, in view of the fact

——

TRUE CORY :

|

: Cf]ﬂﬂﬁﬁi?ﬁ};ﬁ
OF Review of Spkan
scho

Secr 100l

JUSTICE ™\
ANILDEY Siien N

Y
v

}

o Py
rgg .~



© 6000000000 00600 0060060600006 06060000ce0

L4

B37
000869

Rukmani Devi Public School, Pitampura, Delhi-110034

that the requirement of the school to keép funds in reserve for
meeting its accrued liabilities on account’ of gratuity and leave
encashment and future contingencies, was more than the funds
vactually available with ;the 'school. ’fhis was premised on the basis that

the school could not keep more funds in reserve than it actually had.

However, the Committe¢ considered the entire amount of funds
transferred by the school to the parent society as funds available with
it and did not set off the residual requirement of the school for
kgeping funds in reserve. The Committeé considers that fhis was a
mistake in the calculations, which is apparent from recdrds, in as
much, as whén the Committee had considered the funds transferred
by the school to its paremnt society as funds available with it for the
purpose of implementation of VI Pay Commission report, it also ought
to have considered the full amount of the requirement of the school to
keep funds in réserve_. This mistake, in the opinio'n of the Committee,

requires to be rectified.

0. However, while making the rectifications, the Committee is
required to take notice of the correct facts. In this connection, it would

- be apposite to note that tﬁe figure of Rs. 45,75,226 as funds actually 1
available with the school as on 31/03/2008 has not been disputed by | ‘

the school.

- 10. So far as the liability for gratuity and leave encashment is

concerned, the Committee finds that in the statement filed by the
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school, there were some errors on account of which the liability on

these accounts had been overstated. These are as follows:

(a) In the detail of gratuity payable as jon 31/03/2010, the total
liability of the Principal of the sci'lool has been shown as
Rs.5,00,000 while the maxi_mljJ.m amount that was
permissible at that time was Rs. 3,50,000. Thus, the liability
is overstated by Rs. 1,50,000.

(b) A sum of Rs. 4,96,006 has been shown as liability in respect
of 19 employees, who had not completed five years of service
ason 31/03 /2010. As such no gratuity was due to them till
that date. Hence the liability of gratuity is overstated to this
extent.

(c) The liability on account of encashment of éamed lea\‘/'e in
respect of the Principal of the school has been calculated for
360 days leave. The maximum leave that can be encashed is
for 300 days. The total liability on this account has been
shown as Rs. 11,15,568. The correct liability would be Rs.

9,29,640. Thus the liability on this aécbunt is overstated by

Rs. 1,85,928.

11. Taking into consideration the above facts, the correct amount of
|
liability of the school on account of gratuity and leave encashment
* would be Rs. 65,75,736, as against Rs. 74,07,670 claimed by the

school.
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12. In so far as the reserve for future contingencies is concerned,

the school claims that it ought to have been allowed a reserve of Rs.

1.32 _croi'es which is equivalent to’ four mopths’ salary. However, the

|

Committee__ﬁnds that during the course of hearing, the school had
filed détails of salary for the month of Ma!rch 2010. The aggregate
amount of salary as per the detail filed by the school was Rs.
31,95,449. Based on this, the requirement of school to keep funds in

reserve works out to Rs. 1,27,81,796.

13. The Committee ‘had considered a sum of Rs. 2,33,83,803

transferred by the school to its parent society from 01/04/2008 to

'31/03/2011 as deemed to be available with the school. The school

contends that since the funds transferred upto 31/03/2011 have

been considered to be available with the school, the incremental

salary for the year 2010-11 ought also be considered while making the

_ relévant calculations.

14, The Committee 'agrees with the contention of the school but

only partly. The Committee ought to have considered funds

transferred upto 31/03/2010 only instead of 31/03/2011 as the

mandate of the Committee is to examine the fee hike effected by.the

school in iaursuance of order dated 11/02/2009, issued by the

Difector of Education. This order is applicable only for the fee hike
y 16

upto 31/03/2010. The Committee finds that the schbol transferred a.

sum of Rs. 59,08,390 to the parent society purportedly as repayment
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| of loan and Rs. 51,91,609 as interest during the period 01/04/2008

to 31 / 03/2010. Thus the total amount transferred to the society
during this period was Rs. 1,10,99,999, V&?Jhich ought to have been
taken in the final calculations, instead of Rs. 2,33,83,803, which was

actually taken.

15. The effect of correction of the aforementioned errors on the

recommendations as originally made is calculated as follows:

As per original As per review Effect of
recommendation | recommendation | review
Funds actually available with the - 45,75,226 45,75,226
school as on 31/03/2008
Funds transferred to the society 2,04,75,072 2,04,75,072 -
from 01/04/2004 to 31/03/2008
Funds transferred to the society 2,33,83,803 1,10,99,999
from 01/04/2008 to 31/03/2010 (1,22,83,804)
Liability for Gratuity and leave
encashment . - 65,75,736 (65,75,736)
Reserve for future contingencies - 1,27,81,796 (1,27,81,796)
Net effect of review (2,70,66,110)

16. As is evident from the above table, the net effect of the
rectification of mistakes would bé a redgction in amount of the
refund, as originally recommended, by a s1.!1m of Rs. 2,70,66,110. As
per the original recommendation, the Committee had recommended a
refund of Rs. 2,47,32,325. In view of this position and having regard

to the mandate of the Committee, the school is not required to make

any refund for the purposes of instant inquiry.

17. The question that arises is whether the school ought to be

allowed to hike any fee over and above the amount of hike effected by

.‘ti .
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it originall}'l, in order to make up the deficiency of Rs. 23,33,785
(2,70,66,110-2,47,32,325). In view of the Committee, such a course of
action is not open to the school. There is, in fact, no real deficiency.
Only the funds to be kept in reserve by the school for future
contingencies, which the Committee has factored to be

Rs.1,27,81,796, get reduced by Rs.23,33,785.

18. However, the fact remains that the schéol did transfer an
amount of Rs. 1,22,83,804 to its parent society in the year 2010-11.
Similar position might be obtaining in the subsequent years also.
This has been done by the school in the teeth of the judgments of the
Hon’ble Supreme Court in the cases of Modern School (supra) and
Action Committee Unaided Pvt. Schools (supra), prohibiting such
transfers. The action of the échool in transferring the funds to its
parent society is clearly illegal. But we cannot take the éforesaid
amount of Rs. 1,22,83,804 into consideration, as deemed to be
available wifh the school for meeting its liability for implementation of

the recommendations of the VI Pay Commission, for the reasons

* underscored by us in para 14 supra. However, the Director of

Education ought to take notice of this fact and take appropriate action

in the matter.
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Recommendations

|

- In view of the foregoing discussibn, while we recall the
original recommendation dated 09/11/2013 and recommend no
intervention in the matfer of fee hiked I‘by the school as _Well as
arrear fee recovered by the school, in ‘pursuance of the order
dated 11/02/2009, we recommend that the Director of Education
ought to take appropriate action in the matter of transfer of
funds by the school to its parent society in the year 2010-11 and

may be in the subsequent years also.
Recommended accordingly.

Sg/-  Sdi- - Sdi-

; s : o
7

CA J.S. Kochar .Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated: 07/05/2015
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