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Determinations

1. This Interim Report deals with 81 schools, out of which 12

schools are in Category 'A', 50 schools are in Category "B" and 19

schools are in Category "C". The summary of recommendations of the

Committee in respect of these schools is as follows:

No. Of schools where the Committee has found
the fee hike to be unjustified, either partially or
fully, and hence recommended the refund of
excess fee

34

No. of schools where besides, finding the fee hike
to be unjustified either partially or fully, the
Committee also found their records to be
unreliable, and hence the Committee has
recommended special inspection in addition ,to
refund of fee

7

1

No., of schools whose claim for a further hike in
fee, over and above that peiiiiitted by order dated
11/02/2009, was found to be iustified Nil

No. of schools where the Committee found the
records of the school to be unreliable or the
schools did not produce the records before the
Committee and hence, has recommended special
inspection to be carried out by Director of
Education

14

No. of schools where the Committee found no
reason to interfere qua the fee hike on account of
the fact that the hike effected by them was not
found to be excessive

19

No. of schools where the Committee could not
arrive at any conclusion about the justifiability of
hike of fee as the schools did not respond to the
notices of the Committee and there were
indications that either the schools had closed
down or had been derecognised by the
Directorate of Education.

7

Total 81
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2. Schools in respect of which the CommittRft has

recommended refund of fee.

The Committee has recommended refund of fee unjustly hiked

by 41 schools. Among them are 7 schools, where the Committee,

besides recommending the refund, has also recommended special

inspection to be carried out by the Director of Education.

In respect of 34 schools out of 41 schools, which in view of the

Committee had unjustly hiked the fee, the Committee has found that

the hike effected by them in pursuance of the order dated

11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education was either wholly or

partially unjustified as, either:

(a) the schools had hiked the fee taking undue advantage of

the aforesaid order as they had no requirement for

additional funds since they were found not to have

implemented the recommendations of the VI Pay

Commission, for which purpose the schools were

permitted to hike the fee, or
/

(b) the schoolis had sufficient funds at their disposal out of

which the additional burden imposed by the

implementation of VI Pay Commission could have been

absorbed, or the additional revenue generated on account

^ of fee hike effected by the schools was more than what

— was required to fully absorb the impact of implementation

of-V-I-Pay-Commission-report,-or ^ ^—
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(c) the development fee being charged by the schools was not

in accordance with the criteria laid down by the Duggal

Committee which was upheld by the HonOale Supreme

Court in the case of Modem School vs. Union nf TriHia

ors. f2004) 5 SCC 583.

The detailed reasoning and calculations are given in the

recommendations made in respect of each individual school which

have been made a part of this report and are annexed herewith. The

Committee has recommended that the unjustified or unauthorised fee

charged by the schools be refunded by them alongwith interest @9%

per annum, as mandated by the decision of the HonTDie Delhi High

Court in Delhi Abhibhavak Mahasangh vs. Directorate ofEducation 85

ors. in WP(C) 7777 of 2009.

The list of these 34 schools where the Committee has

recommended refund is as follows; -

s.

No.

Ref.

No.
Name 8s Address of the School

Page No.

1 A-45
Jeevan Public School, Pratap Vihar Part-II, Kirari
Extension 10-14

2 A-94 T. N. Public School, Krishan Vihar
15-21

3 A-101 Goodwill Public School, Uttam Nagar
22-27

4 A-104 Adarsh Public School, SHyam Enclave, Najafgarh
28-32

5 A-105 Sant Kirpal Model School, Najafgarh
33-42

6 A-109
Chowgule Public School, Faiz Road, Karol Bagh

43-51

7 B-11 Bal Bhawan Public Sr. Sec. School, Laxmi Nagar
52-64

8 B-110 Gyan Bharti School, Saket
.. 65-87

9 B-126 Ambience Public School, Safdaijung Enclave
88-104

10 B-221 Vivekanand International School, I. P. Extension 105-116
1.1 B-292 Rajdhani Public School, Narela

117-122
12 B-312 Pusa Public Sr. Sec. School, Vikas Puri

123-132
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13 B-334
Oxford Modem Public School, Mandoli Road,
Shahdara

• 133-137

14 .B-352 Takshila Public School, Jyoti Colony Extn. 138-143

15 B-413
Ram Chandra S^atan Dharam Modem Public
Sr. Sec. School, Sadh Nagar Part-I, Palam Colony

• 144-150

16 B-415 Deep Parmarth Secondary School, Palam 151-156

17 B-450 H. S. Public School, Jwalapuri Road, Nangloi 157-161

18 B-451
C. R. Saini Secondaiy Public School, Saini Vihar,
Nangloi

162-167

19 B-465 Broadways Public School, Janki Puri 168-172

20 B-467 Shanti Ideal Convent Public School, Jai Vihar-lll 173-178

21 B-478 Shri Nijatam Prem Vidyalaya, Anand Parbat 179-184

22 B-482 Bal Sthali Public School, Kirari, Nangloi 185-189

23 B-483
R. K. Memorial Public School, Karan Vihar Phase-
V

190-195

24 B-496 M. R. Vivekananda Public School, Krishna Park 196-201

25 B-502 Mata Shiv Devi Public School, Keshavpuram 202-207

26 B-505 Heera Lai Public School, Madan Pur Dabas 208-212

27 B-547 1. P. Public School, Saroop Nagar 213-218

28 B-582 Adarsh Vidyalaya, Tagore Garden 219-223

29 B-599

Raja Public School, Chandan Vihar, Nangloi
224-228

30 B-621
Shiv Vani Model Sr. Sec. School, Mahavir
Enclave, Palam Road

229-247

31 B-634 Saint Raman School, Mayur Vihar Phase-111 248-253

32 B-635 •Florence Public School, Maynr Vihar Phase-I 254-259

33 C-201
Svirami Hariharanand Public School, Yamuna
Bazar

260-267

34 C-432 Sunshine Public School, Laxmi Nagar 268-273

3. In respect of the remaining 7 schools, the Committee found that

the schools had increased the fee in pursuance of the order dated

11/02/2009 of the Director of Education but had not implemented

the VI Pay Commission Report. At the same time, the financials of the

schools did not inspire any confidence for a variety of reasons, which

have been discussed in the recommendations in respect of each
/

school separately. In some cases, the schools did not produce the

required records for examination by the Committee but the fee
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schedules and. staff statements filed by the schools as part of their

returns under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973

showed that they had hiked the fee in pursuance of order dt.

11.02.2009 of the Director of Education, without implementing the

recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission report. As such the

Committee has not only recommended the refund of the fee hiked

along with interest @ 9% per annum but has also recommended

special inspection of the schools to be carried out by the Director of

Education. The recommendations of the individual schools have been

made a part of this report and are annexed herevdth. The list of the

aforesaid 7 schools is given below: -

s.

No.

Ref.

No.

Name & Address of the School
Page No.

,1 A-125
M R Vivekanand Model School, Mukhram Park,
Tilak Nagar 274-286

2 B-129
Bhawan's Sawan Public School, Bhatti Mines
Roads

287-306

3 B-192 Cambridge Foundation School, Rajouri Garden 307-322

4 B-328 Vijay Deep Public School, West Karawal Nagar 323-327

5 B-371 Bal Niketan Public School, Sangam Vihar 328-334

6 B-468 High Rise Public School, Mohan Garden 335-340

7 C-352 Shri Guru Ram Rai Public School, Najafgarh 341-347

4. Schools in respect of which the Committee has not been able

to take a view:

InTespect of 14 schools, the Committee has not been able to

take a categorical view as, in the case of some schools, complete

records were not produced by them for examination by the Committee

and in the case of others, the records produced did not inspire any

confidence for reasons which are disciissed in the case of each
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individual'school. In some cases, the records produced appeared to

have been fabricated. Since, the Committee does not have any power

to compel the schools to comply with its directions, the Committee has

recommended special inspection to be carried out by the Director of

Education. The recommendations of the Committee in respect of these

schools have been made a part of this report and are' annexed

herewith. The list of these 14 schools is as given below:

s.

No.

Ref.

No.

Name & Address of the School
Page No.

1 A-96
Aristotle Public Sr. Sec. School, Qutubgarh

348-352

2
A-

121

Shakti Mandir Premwati Public School,
Daryagani

353-357

3
B-

307

Adarsh Lakhpat Model Sec. School,
Khaioori Khas 358-361

4
B-

391
D. H. M. Public School, Dichau Kalan, Najafgarh 362-365

5
B-

396

P. D. Model Sec. School, Paschimi Friends
Enclave, Sect-6, Sultanpuri Road 366-370

6
B-

399

Rajshree International Public School, Karawal
Nagar 371-376

7
B-

421
Gyan Public School, Bijwasan 377-380

8
B-

494
B. S. M. Public School, Anandpur Dham, Karala 381-385

9
C-

282

Spring Fields Convent School, Ranaji Enclave,
Najafgarh 386-391

10
C-

415
J. M. Model Public School, Bhajanpura 392-393

11
C-

424 •

Bharat Bharti Public School, Shakarpur
Extension

394-397

12
C-

426
Mayo International School, Patparganj 398-399

13
C-

428
Om Gyan Bharti Public School, Pandav Nagar 400-401

14
C-

429

Monalisa Public School, Pratap Nagar, Mayur
Vihar-I

402-405
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5* Schools in respect of which the Committee found no reason

to interfere.
\

In respect of 19 schools, the Committee has not recommended any

intervention as the schools were found to have, either not hiked the

fee in pursuance of the order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the

Director of Education, or the fee hiked was found to be within or near

about the tolerance limit of 10% or the fee hike in absolute terms was

not much, or the fee hike was found to be justified, considering the

additional burden on account of implementation of Sixth Pay

Commissionreport. Following is the list of the aforesaid 19 schools;

s.

No.

Ref.

No.

Name 8s Address of the School
Page No.

1 . A-84 Jiya Memorial Public School, Ghander Vihar,
Nilothi 406-410

2 A-97 Vidya Bharti School, Sector-15, Rohini 411-426
3 A-98 Convent of St. Gaijiya School, Uttam Nagar 427-431
4 B-19 Darbari Lai DAV Model School, Shalimar Bagh 432-440
5 B-160 Greenfields Public School, Dilshad Garden 441-453
6 B-196 Dayanarid Public School, Model Town-III 454-463
7

B-217
Ravindra Memorial Public School, Shakti
Nagar 464-470

8 B-261 New Delhi Public School, Vikas Purl 471-482
9 B-382 Jai Bharti Public School, Badarpur 483-486

10
B-423

Sant Shri Nandlal Saraswati Vidya Mandir,
Palam Colony 487-491

11 B-425 Solanki Public School, Nasirpur, Dabri Road 492-496
12 B-458 Bal Vikas Public School, Paschim Vihar 497-501
13

B-484
G. N. Public School, Raj Park, Sultanpuri
Road 502-506

14
B-518

Panchsheel Golden Public School, Ram Nagar
Extension, Shahdara 507-511

15 B-657 St. Giri Public School, Sarita Vihar 512-521
16

C-257
J. N. International School, Village Aali,
Badarpur 522-527

17
C-288

St. Mudgal Public School, Bhagwati Vihar,
Uttam Nagar 528-532

18
C-423

Premlabai Chavan Mook Badhir Vidyalaya,
Karkadi More 533-535

19 C-425 Keshav Vidya Mandir, West Vinod Nagar
536-539
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Schools in respect of which the Committee could not arrive

at any definite conclusion;

In case of 7 schools, the Committee could not arrive at any definite

conclusions as to whether they had increased the fee at all in

pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of

Education or whether the fee hiked by the schools in pursuance ofthe

aforesaid order was justified as none of these schools (except 1) had

filed their annual returns prescribed under Rule 180 of the Delhi

School Education Rules, 1973 nor did they respond to the notices

sent by the Committee. The Committee received reports from either

the schools or the Directorate of Education that the schools had

closed down or had been derecognised by the Directorate of

Education. In one case where such returns were filed, they did not

produce any records before the Committee for verification on the

ground that the school had been derecognised. The Committee has

recommended that the Director of Education may take such action

against the schools as deemed appropriate under the law. Following

is the list of the aforesaid 7 schools:

s.

No.

Ref.

No.

Name 65 Address of the School
Page No.

1 B-600 Geeta Ashram Vidya Mandir, Delhi Cantt. 540-543
2 C-404 Guru Gobind Singh Public School, Tilak Nagar 544-545
3

C-406
D.V.B. (NDPL-DESU) Co-Ed. Middle School,
Tripolia Colony, R.P Bagh 546-547

4 C-430 Adarsh Bharti Public School, Krishna Nagar 548-549
5 C-431 Bal Vikas Modem School, Azad Nagar 550-551
6 C-433 West Delhi Public School, Paschim Vihar 552-553
7

C-434
Convent of St. Marks School, Mahavir Enclave,
Palam 554-555



7. Disposal of Review applications

The Committee had received applications for review of its

recommendations, inter alia, from N.K. Bagrodia Public School,

Dwarka and Faith Academy, Patel Nagar. Their review petitions were

disposed offvide note dated 06/05/2014, copies of which are enclosed

at pages 556 to 559

^ Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd)
Chairperson

CA v\.S. Kochar Dr. R^^harma
?mber "^mber
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Jeevan Public School,Pratap Vihar,Part II, Kirari Ext. New Delhi-86

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

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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

Q "sp~edfied"time". lioweWr,^th"e return~s~flleii by the school'under Rule~180 of

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

o on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

O 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 hiked the fee in terms of the

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category 'A'.

ANIL Da'SINGH
COMW.ITTEE

O X JUSTICE N; 'V Page 1of5

;:?/jView of School Fee/ '
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^ 5. On 03.08.2012, Shri Jugbir Singh, Manager of the school appeared

r^: before the Committee. He submitted reply to the questionnaire and

produced the record. As per the reply, the school had implemented the

[j recommendations of the 6^1 Pay Commission w.e.f. March 2010 and had

Q hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

O 11.02.2009.

A-45

Jeevan Public School,Pratap Vihar,Part II, Kirari Ext. New Delhi-86

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

its notice dated 15.07.2012 required the school to appear on 25.07.2012

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.

The school vide its letter dated 25.07.2012 requested for some more time

to produce its records. The Committee provided fmal opportunity to the

school to produce its fmancials for verification on 03.08.2012.

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

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

o

/

n

(i). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, in range of

Rs. 100/- to Rs.200/- for different classes, in terms of the order of

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

hike was to the extent of 10%.

Page 2 of 5
^ •: WOE Co.

n / JUSTICE
^ / ANIL DEV SINGH \

COMMITTEE

Rsviev/ofSchoolFeey
itary
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A-45

Jeevan Public School,Pratap Vihar,Part II, Kirari Ext. New Delhi-86

(ii). The school claimed to have implemented the recommendations of

the Pay Commission but D.A. and H.R.A had not been paid as

per the prescribed norms of 6tii.Pay Commission.

7. By notice dated 02.04.2014 the school was asked to appear on

29.04.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
o , •^ , 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 29.04.2014, Shri Jugbir Singh, Manager, Ms. Beena Dangwal

^ and Shri Rajiv Mahajan, C.A., of the school appeared before the

Committee and provided the records. The representatives of the school

Q contended that the school had hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 by

n Rs. 100/-per month for classes I to VII and by Rs.200/-per month for

O classes VIII and X. It was contended that the report of e^ii.Fay

O Commission was prospectively implemented from March 2009. However,

on verification of salary records, it was observed by the Committee that

after the purported implementation of the report of Gtii.Fay Commission,

about 20% to 25% teachers were shown on leave without pay. It was

conceded that salary to the staff was paid in cash even after the

—^piimorte_dJmplementatiQn_oi±he_xeport._oL6th.Eay--Commission. In its

JUSTICE

ANiLiDEV SINGH \
COMMIHEE Page 3 of5

Review of School Fee/ oecrfetary
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A-45

Jeeyan Public School,Pratap Vihar,Part II, Kirari Ext. New Delhi-86

reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee, the school has

contended that the development fee had not been charged from the

students.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representatives 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

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

diiring
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I 350 450 100 495 45
II 375 475 100 523 48

III 400 500 100 550 50
IV 425 525 100 578 53

V 450 550 100 605 55

VI 475 575 100 633 58

VII 500 600 100 660 60

VIII 550 750 200 825 75

IX 600 800 200 880 80

X 650 850 200 935 85

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

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

Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the fee hike had been

within 10%.

.. JUSTICEAMiL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

' of School Feey

Page 4 of 5
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Public School,Pratap Vihar,Part II, Kirari Ext. New Delhi-86

salary to the staff has been paid in cash and a substantial

number of teachers have been shown of leave without pay, after the

purported implementation of the recommendations of the 6^^. Pay-

Commission, therefore the claim of the school to have implemented the

recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission cannot be believed.

12. As per record filed before us, the school has not ch^ged

development fee from the students.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Q Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee, 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 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.

c
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J.S: Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member
Dated:- 12.05.2014

JCOPy
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A-94

T.N. Public School. Krishan Vihar. Delhi - 110 041

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).

o

2. The school in question did not respond to the questionnaire within

p the specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule

f ) 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the

0 Committee on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of

O Education along with a copy of the fee schedule. .

n

n

,r%

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

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

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission,

p, Accordingly, it was placed in Category 'A'.

JUSTICE \ Page 1 of 7
anil DEV SINGH \ vi/

COMMITTEE - ^
or Review of School Fee^
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A-94

T.N. Public School. Krishan Vihar. Delhi - 110 041

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

its notice dated 03.08.2012 required the school to appear on 21.08.2012

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

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

On 21.08.2012, the Office of the Committee received a letter, requesting

for extension of the date for the verification of the records. The

Committee provided final opportunity to the school to produce its

financials for verification on 03.09.2012.

5. On 03.09.2012, Shri Ashok Kumar, Manager and Shri Ramesh

[ } Kumar, Accountant appeared before the Committee and produced the

O record. The school did not submit reply to the questionnaire.

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

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

o •

o

/C,

(i). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, in pursuance of

the order of the Director Of Education dated 11.02.2009, for all

p classes. During 2010-11, the hike in fee had been within 10% for
some of the classes, but for the others, fee had been reduced.

- —

O Page 2of 7

JUSTICE

ANILDEVSiNGH
COMiVilHEE „ YIX

' tewaw of School Fee/
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A-94

T.N. Public School. Krishan Vihar. Delhi - 110 041

(ii). The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay

Commission w.e.f. April 2010 partially. The allowances had not

been paid to the staff as per prescribed norms.

7. By notice dated 02.04.2014 the school was asked to appear on

25.04.2014 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.

Q) On 25.04.2014, Shri Ramesh Kumar, Accountant of the school

f , appeared before the Committee and filed a letter seeking adjournment.

Q The school was provided another opportunity of hearing on 12.05.2014.

O

O

9. On 12.05.2014, Shri Ramesh Kumar Singh, Accountant of the

school appeared before the Committee and presented reply to the revised

questionnaire. As per the reply,

X W- school implemented the report ofthe 6^11 Pay Commission w.e.f.

01.04.2010,

(^^)* school hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 in accordance with the

r-, order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009,

C"? Page 3of 7

JUSTICE \ COPT
AMlLDfcVSiNGH

^CCMMrfTEE
of School Fee7
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T.N. Public School. Krishaii Vihar. Delhi - 110 041

(iii). the school neither paid arrears of salary to its staff nor collected

arrears of fee from the students.

10- During the course of hearing, on queiy by the Committee, the

representative of the school had stated that the recommendations of the
o
^ 6^ Pay Commission had been implemented partially by paying revised

basic salary only. It is noticed from the record that the salaiy to the staff

except the Vice-Principal and. one of the teachers are being paid in cash

ill spite of the school having a bank account. The Committee also

observed that the salaiy registers had been prepared freshly, after the

, Committee started examining the issue. As regards the development fee,

the representative of the school stated that the school had not charged

O development fee from the students.

( '

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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:

JUSTICE
ANILDEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
or Rei'ic-iv of School Fee.

Page 4 of 7
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Class Medium of

instructions
Tuition

Fee

during
2008-

09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-

10

Tuition

Fee

increased
in

2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-

11

Tuition

Fee

increased
in

2010-11
I Hindi 285 385 100 350 -35

English 365 465 100 425 -40
II Hindi 285 385 100 375 -10

English 365 465 100 450 -15
III Hindi 295 395 100 400 05

English 415 515 100 475 -40

IV Hindi 295 395 100 425 30
English 415 515 100 500 -15

V Hindi 305 405 100 425 20
English 415 515 100 525 10

VI Hindi 340 440 100 425 -15
English 460 560 100 525 . -35 . _

VII Hindi 340 440 100 450 10
English 460 560 100 550 -10

VIII Hindi 350 450 100 460 10
English 460 560 100 560 Nil

IX Hindi 460 560 100 600 40
English 560 760 200 725 -40

X Hindi 525 725 200 1000 275
English 625 825 200 1100 275

12. From the above, it is manifest that the school had increased the

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

Education dated 11.02.2009 for all classes. During the year 2010-11,
fee was reduced for some of the classes, while for others, the hike

JUSTICE
anil DEV SINGH'

COMMITTEE
•Re'/i&w of School Fee.

turn

lary

was
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within the tolerance limit of 10% except class X, in respect of which the

fee was increased by Rs.275/-, much above the tolerance limit of 10%.

13. The school has not been able to show that the school has

implemented the recommendations of the 6*^ Pay Commission fully as

per the prescribed norms. In case, the school had implemented the

recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission, it would have paid salary

to the teachers by cheque. In order to conceal their failure to implement

the report of the 5^ Pay Commission, the school has been resorting to

the stratagem of paying the salary in cash.

C'^
V J

V ;

•r \

(

14. As per record filed before us, the school has not charged

Q development fee from the students.

r'~\

e.;

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

2009-10, without implementing the recommendations of 6*^ Pay

Commission, we are of the view that the increase in fee in excess of

Page 6 of 7
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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.

However, since in 2010-11 the fee hike by the school was less

than the normal in most of the classes, no ripple effect is being

recommended.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

V,
I-

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 02.06.2014
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Member
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Goodwill Public School, TTttam Nagar. New Delhi - Tin nsfi

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

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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

mformation 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.

examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it,

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

, . order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6th p^y Commission.
Q Accordingly, it was placed in Category 'A'.
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Goodwill Public School, uttam Witefar. New Delhi - 1in nsfi

4. With aview to verify the returns, the OfBce 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.

5. On 24.08.2012, Shri Jaikishan Dhar, dealing assistant of the
school attended the Office of the Committee. He submitted repfy to the
questionnaire. As per the reply, the school had not fully implemented
the recommendations of the 6«. Pay Commission w.e.f. January, 2010

P and had hiked the fee from AprU, 2010 in terms of the order of the

Director ofEducation dated 11.02.2009.

6. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri A.K. Bhalla,
Audit Officer of the Committee. He noticed that the school had not
produced complete record of the school. The school was provided
opportunity on 10.09.2012, 25.09.2012 and 26.09.2012 to produce the
complete records of the school and ultimately produced the record. After
examining the complete records, the aforesaid Audit Officer observed to
the effect that: -

JUSTICE \.- mUECu,
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(i). The school claimed to have implemented the recommendations of

O the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. Januaiy, 2010, but D.A., T.A. and
H.R.A., had not been paid as per the prescribed norms of 6^1 Pay

Commission.

(ii). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, ranging from
17.22% to 21.27% for different classes. During 2010-11, the hike

was from 8.80% to 20.95%.

7. By notice dated 02.04.2014 flie school was asked to appear on
30.04.2014 along with entire accounting, fee. and salaiy records for the
years 2008-09 to .2010-11 for the examination'of tile same by tile
Committee and for affording an opportijnity of hearing to the school.

8. On 30.04.2014, Mrs. Neelam Malhotra, HM, Shri S.K. Sharma,
Part Time Accountant and Shri J.K. Dhar, Accounts Assistant of the

school appeared before tiie Committee and provided the records. The

representatives of tiie school filed a written submission dated

30.04.2014, conceding that the report of the 6-. Pay Commission has not

^ been implemented. They contended that ttie school did not hike tiie fee
Q as per tile order of tiie Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, but on
Q ex^nation of tiie records, tiie Committee noticed tiiat for classes pre-
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Goodwill Public School, Uttam Napar. New Delhi - 110 OSfi

primary to class V, the fee was hiked to the maximum permissible extent

as per the aforesaid order. For classes VI to VIII, the hike was between

17.3% and 18.8%, which was in excess of the tolerance limit of 10%.
The fee in 2010-11 was also increased substantially except for classes
pre-primaiy, classes I and II. The school filed reply to the questionnaire
regarding development fee, contending that the same was not charged
from the students.

9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and submissions of the representatives 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
Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee
increased
in 2009-10

Tuition
Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition
Fee

increased
in 2010-11Pre nursery

Pre primary

II

III

IV

VI

VII

VIII

400

400

450

475

475

500

500

530

530

575

JUSTICE
AiMIL DEV SINGH

COMMIHEE

Review ofSchool Feey

450

500

550

575

575

600

600

630

630

675

50

100

100

550

550

600

100

50

50

100 625 50

100 660 85

100 700 100

100 725 125

100 725 95

100 750 120

100 770 95
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10. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the

O fee for classes Pre-Primaiy to Vduring the years 2009-10, in terms of the
•o • order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. However, for

remaining classes, the hike had been in excess of the permissible limit of

10%. During 2010-11, the fee hike had been more than 10%.

11. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^^

Pay Commission as admitted during the course of hearing before the

Committee.

(f") 12. As per record produced before us, the school has not charged

0

o

development fee from the students.

RECOMMENDATION

n Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee for

classes Pre-Primary to V during the years 2009-10, without

implementing the recommendations of 6th pay Commission, we are

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

n

O

o

o

o
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J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 12.05.2014
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Goodwill Public School, Uttam Nagar. New Delhi— 110 056

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

the fee hike effected by the school in 2009-10 in excess of 10% for

the aforesaid classes, ought to be refunded along with interest @9%

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

Since, 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.

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member
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o

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

O regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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).

o

n

O

0

o

n

0

O, school did not respond to the questionnaire within the

specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of

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

O on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

along with a copy of the fee schedule.

o

.0

o

•Q

G

O

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

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

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 but had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission.

^ Accordingly, it was placed in Category 'A'.
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Adarsh Public School.Shvam Enclave.Dinpur.Naiafgarh.New Dftllii-Rd.

4. 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.

The Manager of the school attended the office of the Committee on

24.08.2012 and requested to extend the date for the verification of the

records. The Committee, vide notice date 27.08.2012 provided final

opportunity to the school to produce its financials for verification on

10.09.2012.

5. On 10.09.2012, Shri Shri Pal Singh, T.G.T. of the school appeared

before the Committee. He submitted reply to the questionnaire and

produced the record. As per the reply, the school had implemented the

recommendations of the 6th pay Commission w.e.f. April 2012 and had

not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009.

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

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

•JUSTICE
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7. By notice dated 02.04.2014 the school was asked to appear on

P) 30.04.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

Q ye^s 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the ^ame by the

O .Committee and for affording an opportunity ofhearing to the school.

O • ' '

30.04.2014, Shri Shri Pal, T.G.T. of the school appeared before

O the Committee and provided the records. The representative of the

school filed a letter dated 30.04.2014, contending that the school had

O not charged development fee from the students. He also filed a

comparative chart of fee structure for the years 2007-08 to 2010-11.As

per the fee structure the school had hiked the fee by Rs.lOO/- in 2009-

10 for all classes in terms of the order dated 11.2.1009 of the Director of

0 Education. During 2010-11 the hike had been within the range of 10%.
Q The school had not implemented report of the G^i.Pay Commission.

O •. • ' • • " .

n

O

o

t ,
•—

r

.Review of School Fe^
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Adarsh Public School,Shvam Enclave.Dinpur.Naiafgarh.New Delhi-54

(i). The school had increased tuition, fee in 2009-10, by Rs.lOO/- for

different classes. During 2010-11, the hike was by Rs.50/- to

Rs.85/-.

(ii). The school had claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6^ Pay Commission w.e.f. April 2012, but did not produce

salary register for April 2012 for verification.
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9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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:

0

o

o

o.

n

O •

0

Class Tuition

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11

o
I 250 350 100 380 30
II 270 370 100 400 30

O'
III 290 390 100 430 40

IV 310 410 100 450 40

o V 330 430 100 470 40

o'
VI " ^ 350 - "450 100 490 40"

VII 370 470 100 510 40
o VIII 390 490 .100 540 50

o
IX 450 550 100 610 60

X 500 600 100 600 60

0

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

o

0

o
Q.)

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

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

Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the fee hike had been

within 10%.

11. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^^

Pay Commission.

12. The school has not charged development fee from the students.

Page 4 of 5
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J.S. Kochar

Member
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated:- 13.05.2014
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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, 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 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,

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member

ny

iry
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O Committee vide its letter dated 07/08/2012 required the

C Produce on 24/08/2012, its fee and salary records and
Q detail of arrear fee received from the students.. The school was also

O required to submit its reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012

O issued by the Committee. On the scheduled date, Ms. Gulshan

O Bhardwaj, a PGT of the school, appeared and produced the required
Q records. She also filed reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012.

As per the reply, the school claimed to have implemented the VI

Pay Commission report prospectively w.e.f. December 2009. It was

farther claimed that the monthly salary for the pre implementation

2,19,611 which rose to Rs. 4,17,124 consequent to

miplementation of VI Pay Commission report. It was also stated that

O

O

C3

O

-105

Sant Kirpal Model School. Naiafgarh. New Delhi-110043

The school had not replied to the questionnaire sent by the

Committee to the school by email on 27/02/2012 which was followed

by a reminder dated 27/03/2012. However, the annual returns filed

by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973

were received from the office of Dy. Director of Education, Distt. South

West Bof the Directorate of Education. On prima facie examination of

the records, itappeared that the school had hiked the fee as per order

dated, 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education but had not

miplemented the VI Pay Commission Report. On the basis of this

reply, the school was placed in Category 'A'.
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Sant Kirpal Model School. Naiafgarh. New Delhi-110043

neither arrear fee was recovered from the students nor the arrears

salary was paid to the staff.

With respect to hike in regular fee, it stated that the same had

been hiked w.e.f. April 2009 in terms of the order dated 11/02/2009

issued by the Director of Education. It enclosed details of fee charged

from the students, classwise for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10.

On perusal of the details of tuition fee hiked by the school, the

Committee observes that the school hiked the fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009

as follows:

Class Monthly
Tuition Fee in
2008-09 IRs.)

Monthly
Tuition Fee in
2009-10 (Rs.l

Increase in

2009-10

(Rs,)

Percentage
hike

I 425 525 100 23.53%
II 450 550 100 22.22%
III 475 575 100 21.05%
rv 510 710 200 39.22%
V 535 735 200 37.38%
VI 575 775 200 34.78%
VII 595 795 200 33.61%
VIII 630 830 200 31.74%
IX 720 920 200 27.77%
X 780 980 200 25.64%

The records produced by the school were examined by Sh. A.D.

Bhateja, audit officer of the Committee. He , inter aUa, observed

foUows:
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(a) On verification of fee records of the school, the tuition fee

charged was found to be in agreement with the fee schedules

ofthe school. The hike in fee in 2009-10 was as per the order

Q 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education.
^ However, no arrear fee was charged by the school in terms of

the said order.

(b) The school hiked the development fee which in relative

^ terms amounted to ahike of 98.95% to 247.36% for different
classes. .

(c) On checking of salary register, it was found that DA was not

being paid according to rules. The salary was being paid by

cheques. No arrear of salaiy had been paid by the school.

0 order to provide an opportunity of being heard by the
Q Committee, the school was issued a notice dated 02/04/2014, to

Q appear before the Committee on 25/04/2014. Aquestionnaire to eUcit

Q information specifically about receipt of development fee, its utilisation

0 ™^tenance of development fund and depreciation reserve fund,
issued to the school. Vide the aforesaid notice, the school

was required to furnish complete break up of fee revenue, expenditure

~ -on__salaiy,^tatement o of the trust/society running the
school, details of accrued liabilities of gratuity/leave encashment, if

appUcable and copy of circular issued to the parents for fee hike for

implementation of VI Pay Commission report. The school was also

JUSTICE
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o On the scheduled date, Ms. Gulshan and Sh. S.J. Pandey,

O Administrative Director ofthe school appeared and filed a letter dated

O 25/04/2014 requesting for a fresh date on grounds of Ulness of the

O Chairman of the school. Accordingly, a fresh notice dated 02/05/2014

O issued to be school for hearing on 13/05/2014. On this datp, Sh.
Q Gopi Ram Bhardwaj, Chairman, Ms. Gulshan Bhardwaj, PGT and Sh.

(3) Vasudev Sharma, Accountant of the school, appeared and filed written

O submissions dated 12/05/2014. They were also orally heard by the

O Committee. They contended as follows:

0

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

)t6^
Sant Kirpal Model School. Naiafgarh. New DfiTTii-nnnd..'^

required to produce its complete financial records for examination by

the Committee.

(a) The school is running in an unauthorized colony, namely,

Shiv Enclave, Najafgarh" which is inhabited by parents of

low income group and as such the school is charging very

low fee.

(b) In 2009-10, the school hiked the tuition fee in terms of the

order of Director of Education but in aU other years from

2005-07 to 2010-11, the hike in fee was within 10% or

marginally more.

(- tuition fee so charged was never sufficient even to meet

Q salary as per the V Pay Commission. The school
^^ implemented the VI Pay Commission only partially under

Q compulsion from the Education Department. The hike in

COPY
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tuition fee of Rs. 100 per month and Rs. 200 per month

not sufficient to meet the increased Hability arising

partial implementation of VI Pay Commission report.

(d) There was abig mismatch in the amount of aggregate tuition
fee and aggregate salary and the shortfall was partiaUy met
by taking aid from the parent society, as foUows:

was

even on

Particulars F.Y. 2008-
09

F.Y. 2009-
10

F..Y. 20lo
ll

Expenditure on
salary

29,04,761 33,53,984 59,90,551

Tuition Fee
revenue

Shortfall
Aid from societv

16,21,065

12,83,696

10,26,000

22,56,590

10,97,394

5,50,000

37,40,510

22,50,041

8,70,000

(e) The school had accrued liabilities for gratuity amounting to
Rs. 5,87,493 and leave encashment amounting to Rs,

2,98.430, as on 31/03/2010, which ought to be considered
by the Committee while examining the Justification of fee

hike.

Discussion & Determina»j»».

Tuition Fee:

The Committee has examined the returns filed by the school
under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973, the reply to
the questionnaire, the observations of the audit officer and the
submissions made by the school during the course of hearing. The
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Committee also examined the salary records and books of accounts of

the school during the course of hearing. While examining these

records, the Committee observed that the school was not making

payment of salary by cheque to aU the staff members. The

observation of the audit officer of the Committee in this regard were

contrary to the record produced by the school. The Committee

observed that the school was making payment of almost 50% of the

total salary in cash, even after the purported implementation of VI Pay

Commission report. The VI Pay Commission report was purportedly

implemented w.e.f. December 2009 but the Committee found that the
salary to all the staff members for the month of January 2010

amounting to Rs. 3,86,238 was paid in cash. Similarly, the entire

salary for March 2010 amounting to Rs. 4,05,768, for May 2010

amounting to Rs. 2,74,576, for June 2010 amounting to Rs. 4,66,857

and for February 2011 amounting to Rs. 4,28,277 was paid in cash.

In the remaining months also, large chunks of salary was paid in
cash. EarUer in 2008-09, out of the total salary expenditure of Rs.

Q 27,98,178 for the whole year, a sum of Rs. 19,44,105 was paid in
^ cash.

The representatives of the school did not offer any explanation

as to why large chunks of salary were being paid in cash when many
staff members were paid by cheques or by bank tr^sfer.
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The Committee is of the view that the school, in fact, did. not

implement the VI Pay Commission report, but merely showed its

implementation in papers to satisfy the Department of Education.

This was done by showing payments to a number of teachers in cash

and to offset the cash shortfeill in the books, corresponding amounts

were shown as aid from the society, which was also shown as having

, been received in cash in all the three years as mentionedabove.

o In view of the finding of the Committee that the school, did not

O infact implement the VI Pay Commission report, no consideration can

O be given to the contention ofthe school that it had accrued liabiHties

Vj of gratuity and leave encashment which ought to be considered by the

0 Committee. In the absence of implementation of VI Pay Commission

D report, the school was not in requirement of any additional funds and
1; it ought to have restricted its fee hike in 2009-10 also upto 10%, as it

did in other years. However, the school took advantage of the

O permission granted by the Director of Education to hike the fee by Rs.
n 100 per month and Rs. 200 per month for different classes, which was

much in excess of 10%. The Comraittee is of the view that the school

ought to refund the tuition fee hiked by it w.e.f. 01/04/2009, in so far

as it exceeds 10%, along with interest @9% per annum from the date

of coUection to the date of refund. Since the fee unjustifiably hiked in

2009-10 is also part of the fee for the subsequent years, the school

ought to refund the fee for the subsequent years also, in so far as it is
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relatable to the fee of 2009-10 which was unjustifiably hiked. This

should also be refunded along with interest @9% per annum from the

date of collection to the date of refund.

Development Fee:

In reply to the questionn^e regarding development fee, the

school stated that the development fee was introduced in 2008-09;

The school furnished details of collection of development fee and its

utiUsation from 2008-09 to 2010-11. It further mentioned that the

development fee was treated as a revenue receipt in the accounts and

no depreciation reserve fund or development fund was maintained by

the school by way of earmarked bank account or FDRs or

investments. This was stated to be oh account of the fact that the

school had spent aU the development fee on purchase of fixed assets

and for meeting the deficit in payment of salary.

The following details were furnished by the school regarding

collection and utilisation ofdevelopment fee:

Particulars F.Y. 2008-

09

F.Y. 2009-

10

F.Y. 20lo

ll
Development fee received 1,08,025 3,32,615 5,32 150Utilised for purchase of fixed
assets

13,120 1,41,670 3,54,141

Utilised for meeting salary
deficitfbalancing figure)

94,905 1,90,945 1,78,009
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The Committee is of the view that the school was not fulfilling

any of the pre conditions Imd down by the Duggal Committee which

were affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Modem

School vs. Union of India ( 2004) 5 SCC 583. One of the pre

conditions is that the development fee is to be treated as a capital

receipt, while the school has treated the same as a revenue receipt.

Second, development fee is to be utiUsed for purchase of furniture,

fixtures or equipments but the school admittedly utiUsed the same for

meeting the shortfall in salary. Third, the school can charge

development fee only if it maintains separate development fund

account and depreciation reserve fund account. The school

admittedly does not maintain such accounts.

D . In view of the foregoing, the Committee is of the view that the

•> ' development fee charged by the school for the years 2009-10 and

' / 2010-11, in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the
Director of Education, ought to be refunded along with- interest @9%

O per annum from the date of collection to the date of refund.
o

n

x_-

"o
D

O

Recommendations:

In view of the above discussion, the Committee makes the

following recommendations:

1. The school ought to refund the hike in tuition fee,

amounting to Rs. 100 per month for classes I to III and
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Rs. 200 per month for classes IV to X, effected in the

year 2009-10, along with interest @ 9% per annum from

the date of collection to the date of refund.

2. The school ought to refund part of the tuition fee for

years subsequent to 2009-10, in so far as it relates to

the hike of 2009-10, which the Committee has

recommended to be refunded, as per supra , along with

interest @ 9% per annum from the date of coUection to

the date of refund.

3. The school ought to refund the development fee of Rs.

3,32,615 charged in 2009-10 and Rs. 5,32,150 charged

in 2010-11 along with interest @9% per annum from the

date of collection to the date of refund.

Recommended accordingly.

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

Dated: 29/05/2014
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Chowsule Public School. Faiz Road. Karol Bagh. W^w Delhi-
110005 ^

O Initially, the school had not replied to the questionnaire sent by
the Committee to the school by email on 27/02/2012 which was

foUowed by a reminder dated 27/03/2012. Complete annual returns

that might have been filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi

School Education Rules 1973 were also not received from the office of

Director of Education. In order to proceed with the matter, the

Committee issued a letter dated 07/08/2012 to the school, requiring

^ It to produce copies of returns filed under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules, 1973, copies of fee statements filed by the school

under Section 17(3) of the Delhi School Education Act, 1973, the fee

receipts and registers, salaiy payment registers and detail of arrear fee

received. All these records were requisitioned for the years 2008-09 to

2010-11. The school was also required to file reply to the

questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued bythe Committee.

the date fixed i.e. 24/08/2012, Mr. Prabhakar,

Administative Officer and Mr. Manosh Sirkar, Accountant of the

school attended the office of the Committee and produced the required

records. Reply to questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 was also filed. As

Oj reply submitted by the school, the school had prospectively
implemented the VI Pay Commission report with effect from

" ^^/04/2009 and had also hiked the fee in terms of order dated

1i/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education. Itwas further stated
0 that the arrear salary was not paid as per the policies and decision of
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the management of the school. It was also stated that the school had

not collected the arrear fee for the period 01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009

as envisaged in the aforesaid order of the Director of Education. In

support of its contention that the VI Pay Commission had been

implemented, the school filed copies of its pay bill register for the

months ofJuly and August 2009 to show that the monthly salary bill

of the school had increased from Rs. 4,21,345 to Rs. 6,48,174 due to

implementation ofVI Pay Commission report.

The records produced by the school were examined by Sh. N.S.

Batra, audit officer of the Committee and he observed as follows:-

I (a) That the school hiked the fee in the year 2009-10 in

n pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director

Q of Education, Delhi. The hike was to the tune of Rs. 1050 per

, quarter for all the classes across the board.

O (t») In 2010-11, also the school hiked the fee by 15% over the fee

O for the year 2009-10. However, the school had nnt hikpH gny

0 fee in the year 2008-09.

(c) Although the school claims to have implemented the

recommendations of the VI Pay Commission report but on

examination of salaiy register, it is apparent that house rent

allowance and transport allowance were not being paid in

terms of the recommendations of the VI Pay Commission.

'v-
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O (d) The monthly salary bill of the school had risen from Rs. 4.28

d Rs. 6.57 lacs on implementation of VI Pay

Commission report.

0
^ order to provide an opportunity of being heard by the

Committee, the school was issued a notice dated 11/02/2014, to

appear before the Committee on 21/03/2014, which was postponed to

26/03/2014. A questionnaire to elicit information specifically about

receipt of development fee, its utilisation and maintenance of

development fund and depreciation reserve fund, was also issued to

the school. Vide the aforesaid notice, the school was required to

furnish complete break up of fee revenue, expenditure on salary,

statement of account of the trust/society running the school, details

of accrued liabilities of gratuity/leave encashment, if applicable and

copy of circular issued to the parents for fee hike for implementation

of VI Pay Commission report. The school was also required to produce

its complete financial records for examination bythe Committee.

On the scheduled date, Mr. Prabhakar Gawandi, Senior

Administrative Officer of the school appeared with Mr. Manosh

Kumar Sirkar. Administrative Officer (Accounts). They filed the details

as asked for by the Committee. They also filed reply to the

questionnaire regarding development fee, contending that the school

was not charging any development fee from the students.

n
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o

n

o
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During the course of hearing, the representatives of the school

reiterated that the school had not recovered any arrear fee from the

students and therefore, had not paid the arrear salary to the staff.

They also conceded that the VI Pay Commission was implemented

only partiaUy with effect from 01/04/2009. However, they stated that

the payment of salary was being made by way of direct transfer to the

accounts of the staff and proper deduction of TDS are made from the

salaries paid.

The Committee, at the time of hearing, perused the balance

sheet of the school as on 31/03/2009 and was of the prima facie view

that the school had substantial fund of its own to be able to absorb

the impact of partial implementation of VI Pay Commission,

prospectively from April 2009 atleast for the year 2009-10 and

apparently there was no need for the school to hike the fee. However,

the representatives of tiie school submitted that though the future

liabilities of the school for gratuity would be met by Life Insurance

Corporation of India, the liability for past service was not yet

discharged and was not accounted for in the balance sheet also. They

further contended that the accrued liability for leave encashment had

also not been provided in the balance sheet and therefore, the funds

position that was discernible from the balance sheet was not correct

and the liabilities as aforesaid needed to be taken into account. The

Committee also observed from the balance sheet of the school that the
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school had diverted funds to its parent society. In order to arrive at

the appropriate conclusions regarding the justifiability of the fee hike,

the Committee required the school to file evidence regarding liabiHty of

gratuity for past service and the calculations of the accrued HabUity of

leave encashment as on 31/03/2009 and 31/03/2010. The school

was also directed to file ledger account of the society as appearing in

Its books. The school filed the requisite details under cover of its

letter dated 05/05/2014.

Discussion & Determination!

The Committee has examined the annual returns filed by, the

school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules, the reply to

(j questionnaire, the observations of the audit officer and the
Q ^ mformation and documents furnished by the school during the course

of hearing.

The Committee is of the view that though the school did not
/f

implement the VI Pay Commission report, it substantially
o • . • ,
^ the same. Further, on examination of the books of

accounts and salary records of the school, the Committee is satisfied

that whatever hike in salary was effected, the school is showing in its

accounts and the same has actuaUy been paid by it as the same is

paid through banking channels and proper deductions of TDS have

been made. Therefore, the Committee has to examine the justifiabiHty
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of the fee hike by making appropriate calculations. The total annual

expenditure on salary on partial implementation of VI Pay

Commission report rose from Rs. 49,91,077 in 2008-09 to Rs.

76,77,825 in 2009-10. Thus the school had to incur an additional

expenditure of Rs. 26,86,749 towards salary on account of partial

implementation of VI Pay Commission report. At the same time, the

school generated an additional revenue on account of fee to the tune

of Rs. 33,95,379 by resorting to fee hike in terms of order dated

11/0/2009 issued by the Director ofEducation, as it is evincible from

its Income Sg Expenditure Account for the year 2009-10 that the fee

revenue of the school rose from Rs. 92,41,951 in 2008-09 to Rs.

1,26,37,330 in 2009^10.

It would now be profitable to examine the fund position of the

school as on 31/03/2009. The total funds available with the school as

on that date were Rs. 76,09,585, as per the following calculations:

Statement showing Fund availability of as on .TI.n.-^.Q.nnQ

Particulars Amount (Rs.) Amount (Rs.)
Current Assets + Investments
Cash in hand 102,099
Cash At Bank 1,947,702
Fixed Deposits 6,080,000
Loan to Maratha Mitra Mandal 1.907.121
Total Liquid Assets

10,036,922
Less:- Current Liabilities

Security Received 2,389,735
Sundry current liabilities 37.602 2,427,337
Net Current Assets + Investments

7.609,585

. committee
School Fee-
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These figures are extracted from the audited balance sheet of

the school, which the Committee has no reasons to doubt. However,

the Committee has taken a view that the entire funds available with

the school ought not to be considered as available for implementation

of VI Pay Commission report. The school ought to have sufficient

funds in reserve for meeting any future contingencies and for meeting

its accrued liabilities for gratuity and leave encashment as these are

statutory liabilities. As per the audited Income dm Expenditure Account

for the year 2009-10, the total expenditure on salary for the whole

year was Rs. 76,77,826. Based on this, the requirement of the school

for keeping funds in reserve for future contingencies equivalent to four

months salaries works out to Rs. 25,59,275. Further, the school has

filed copy ofevaluation done byLife Insurance Corporation ofIndia as

on 01/06/2010, which certifies the liability ofgratuity for past service

of the employees at Rs. 35,94,705. The school has filed an employee

wise calculation showing that its accrued HabiUty for leave

encashment as on 1st July 2010 was Rs. 12,96,620. The Committee

has examined the same.

Accordingly, in view of the Committee, out of the total funds

available, the school ought to keep the following amounts in reserve:

Reserve for future contingencies 25,59,275
Accrued liabiUty of gratuity as on 31/03/2010 35,94,705
Accrued liability of leave encashment on 31/03/2010 12,96,620
Total funds to be kept in reserve 74,50,600
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Thus, in view of the Cominittee, the school had available with it

funds amounting to only Rs. 1,58,985 (76,09,585 - 74,50,600) at the

threshold, which could have been used for implementation of VI Pay-

Commission report. As noticed supra, the additional expenditure

incurred by the school on salary in 2009-10 was Rs. 26,86,749. Thus

there was a shortfall to the tune of Rs. 25,27,764, which the school

needed to bridge by hiking the fee. However, the school generated a

sum of Rs. 33,95,379 by hiking the fee in terms of the aforesaid

order dated 11/02/2009.

In view of the aforesaid determinations, the Committee is of the

view that the school hiked more fee than was required to implement

the VI Pay Commission report, to the extent it did. The excess

revenue generated on account of fee hike amounts to Rs. 8,67,615,

which the school ought to refund along with interest @9% per annum

from the date of coUection to the date of refund. The Committee

notes that the school was not charging any development fee.

Recommendations:

I

In view of the above determinations, the Committee

recommends that the school ought to refund an amount of Rs.

8,67,615 to the students which was recovered by it in excess of

Y
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its requirements along with interest @9% per annum from the

date of collection to the date of refund.

Recommended accordingly.

CA" J.S. Kochar
Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R;K. Shanna
Chairperson Member

Dated; 14/07/2014
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Bal Bhawan Public Sr. Sec. School. Laxmi Na^ar. Delhi-110092

In reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the

Committee, the school, vide letter dated 02/03/2012 stated that it

had implemented the VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f. 01/04/2009.

In support of this claim, the school enclosed pay biUs for the months

of March 2009 and April 2009, to show that the gross monthly salary

increased from Rs. 10,02,151 to Rs. 24,00,412. With regard to arrears

salary, it stated that the same was not paid to the staff as no arrears

of fee were charged from the parents of the students and this

arrangement was with the consent of PTA and approval of the

Managing Committee of the school.

With regard to question relating to fee hike in pursuance of

order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education, the

school stated that the fee had been hiked in accordance with the said

order w.e.f. April 2009. It enclosed the fee structures for the years

2008-09 and 2009-10 showing the hike in fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009.

Accordingly, the school was placed in Category 'B'.

Aperusal ofthe fee structures for the aforesaid two years shows

that the school hiked the fee in 2009-10, to the following extent.

O ' '
Class Monthly tuition Fee

in 2008-09 (Rs.)
Monthly tuition Fee
in 2009-10 (Rs.)

Increase in

2009-10 (Rs.)

o
I to

VIII
1000 1200 200

o
IX 85

X
1050 1350 300

XI &

XII
1200 1500 300

O

Ciy
o

o
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Bal Bhawan Public Sr. Sec. School. Laxmi Nagar. Dp.Thi-l innQ9.

Another feature that was noticed from the fee schedules of the

two years was that while in 2008-09, the school did not charge

development fee, in 2010-11, the same was charged @ Rs. 2000 per

annum from all the students.

Preliminaiy calculations of funds available with the school, the

additional funds generated by way of fee hike and the additional

burden on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission report

were made by the Chartered Accountants (CAs) detailed with- the

Committee. On a scrutiny of the same, the Committee observed that

the aggregate increased fee in 2009-10 as taken by the CAs was Rs.

54,31,200, which did not accord with the figures as available in the

audited financials of the school. As per the audited financials, the

school augmented its fee income by Rs. 1,80,18,945 in 2009-10 as

compared to 2008-09. As there was a huge variation in the

calculations made by CAs and the audited financials ofthe school, the

calculations made by the CAs were discarded. The Committee directed

one of its audit officer to make revised calculations on the basis of the

audited financials of the school. Accordingly, she prepared a revised

calculation sheet which is as follows:
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Bal Bhawan Public Sr. Sec. School, Laxmi Nagar. Delhi-110092

Less

Current Assets+ Invfistmpntg

Cash-in hand

HDFC Bank

PNB

Loans & Advanr.es

Advance Function Booking

Investment

FDR with Bank

Current Liabilities

PF Payable

Indocouht Finance Ltd.

United Scientific Company

Income Tax TDS

Govt. Grant for plants

Net Current Assets+
Investments
Add Increase in fee durinpr
2009-10

Fee for 2009-10 as per Income 85
Expenditure Account
Less: Fee for 2008-09 as per
Income & Expenditure Account

Less Increase in salary during
2009-10

Salary for 2009-10 as per Income
& Expenditure Account
Less: Salary for 2008-09 as per
Income 85 Expenditure Account
Excess funds generated by
hiking fee
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203,894.26

78,948.33

1,076,474.00

179,776.00

2,339,051.00 3.878.143.59

53,816.00

32,062.00

41,664.00

1,612.00

13,798.00 142,952.00

3.735.191.59

35,717,195.00

17.698.250.0n 18.018.945.00

2.17,54.136.59

27,973.311.00

13.249.266.no 14.724.045.00

7.030.091.59

fix
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In order to provide an opportunity of being heard to the school,

the Committee issued a notice dated 23/12/2013, requiring the

school to appear before the Committee on 20/01/2014. The aforesaid

calculation sheet was also sent to the school for its comments. A

questionnaire seeking information regarding collection and utilisation

of development fee and maintenance of development fund and

depreciation reserve fund was also issued to the school.

O On the scheduled date, Sh. Deepash Gupta, Manager of the
0 school appeared with Sh. Shashank Jain, Chartered Accountant. They

Q written submission dated 20/01/2014 and they were also he^d

0 Committee. In the written submissions filed by the school and

0 during the course of oral hearing, the representatives of the school

0 contended that:

(a) The fee was hiked after approval in the general body meeting

ofPTA on 23/04/2009.

(b) The teachers working in the school gave personal declaration

that they would not claim arrears of salary consequent to

miplementation of he VI Pay Commission report.

(c) The preHminaiy calculations made by the Committee were

not correct for the following reasons:

(i) FDR with bank amounting to Rs. 23,39,051

includes FDR for Rs. 16.00 lacs which ought not to

have been considered as available for

o

o

Q

0

o

o

o

0

o

o
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implementation ofVI Pay Commission report as the

same was held as per "Affiliation by laws" of Central

Board of Secondaiy Education and the same was

held in the joint names of Dy. Director of Education

and the school.

(ii) The school needs to keep certain amount of funds

to meet its working capital requirements and

therefore, the entire amount should not have been

considered as available for implementation ofVI Pay

Commission report.

(iii) The school has about 23 staff members who have

completed more th^ five years service and thus are

entitled for gratuity. The Committee had made no

provision for accrued UabiKly of gratuity in the

preliminary calculations. Similarly no provision has

been made for accrued liability of leave

encashment. The school was in the process of

getting actuarial valuation for these HabHities and

the Committee should allow the school time upto

28/02/2014, by which the process would be

completed.

(iv) The hike in fee in 2009-10 was not only because of

increase in fee but also because of the increase in

student strength which rose from 1567 in 2008-09

5
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n

to 2030 in 2009-10. The staff strength also

increased by 17 teachers in 2009-10 on account of

increase in student strength.

(V) If the above factors are considered, the result would

be that there was no unjustified hike in fee.

0 Acceding to the request of the school, the Committee gave
Q liberty to the school to file actuarial valuation of gratuity with in

O school filed the same under cover ofits letterdated

O 03/02/2014. The valuation of gratuity Hability as on

O 31/03/2010 as made by Sh. Bhoodev Chatterjee, Actuaiy was
p Rs. 34,19,316.

Discussion & Determination:

Tuition Fee:

0 Committee has perused the returns of the school filed

Q under Rule ISO of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973, the reply

C^j submitted by the school to the two questionnaires issued by the

Q Committee, the calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer of the

O Committee and the written and oral submissions made by the
O representatives of the school during the course of hearing.

The Committee finds that the school has not faulted the

calculations made by the Committee, except in respect of the

Q additional revenue generated by fee hike and the additional
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expenditure incurred by it on account of implementation of VI Pay

Commission report. These two issues will be discussed in the

succeeding paragraph. The only contention of the school is that the

entire funds available with it ought not to be considered as available

for implementation of VI Pay Commission report as the school needs

to keep reserves for accrued liabUily of gratuity and for working

capital.

Q The contention of the school that the difference in fee revenue

r> salary expenditure between 2008-09 and 2009-10 was not only

Q on account of fee hike and implementation of VI Pay Commission

Q report but was also on account of increase in number of students and
,Q number of teachers, is self balancing. While it is true that the fee hike

Q resulted in an additional revenue, which was much less than the total
Q differential in fee in the two years, as was also observed by the

Q Committee while perusing the calculation sheet prepared by the CAs,

Q school did not make a similar concession while furnishing the

Q figures for hike in salaiy on account of implementation of VI Pay

Q Commission report. As per the information furnished by the school,

O expenditure on salary rose from Rs. 10,02,151 in March 2009 to

O Rs. 24,00,412 in April 2009. This shows that the hike in salary

O claimed by the school on account of implementation of VI Pay
O Commission report was Rs. 13,98,261 per month which in percentage
O terms translates to a hike of 140%. This is absurd. Obviously the
o

o
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o

D

O

o

0

o

o

entire hike was not on account of implementation of VI Pay-

Commission report but was also on account of increase in staff

strength. The school wanted the Committee to consider the fee hike

only in respect of the existing student strength as in 2008-09 while

the additionalexpenditure on salary on the basis ofthe increased staff

strength. In fact, this was a folly committed by the CAs detailed with

the Committee and was the reason why the Committee discarded the

calculations made by them. The method adopted by the Committee by

taking the actual fee and actual salaryas per the audited fmancials of

the school, addresses both the issues i.e. increase in fee revenue due

to hike in fee and increase in student strength and the increase in

salaiy expenditure due to implementation of VI Pay Commission

report and increase in staff strength.

Q However, the Committee agrees with the contention of the

Q school that the entire funds available with it ought not be considered

(3 available for implementation of VI Pay Commission report and the
Q school ought to retain funds in reserve to meet its accrued liabilities of

Q gratuity and for keeping reserve for future contingencies. These wUl be

Q duly factored in while making the final determinations. The

O Committee also accepts the contention of the school that FDRs for Rs.

held jointly with the Director of Education, ought not be

O considered as part of funds available.
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Determination:

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee makes the

following determinations:

Particulars Amount

(Rs.)
Funds available as on 31/03/2009 (as per
the calculation sheet
Less FDRs held jointiy with Director of
Education

37,35,192

16.00.000 21,35,192

Add Additional fee in 2009-10 1,80.18.945

2,01,54,137
Less Additional salary in 2009-10 1.47.24.045

54,30,092
Less Accrued liability for gratuity as on
31/03/2010 34.19.316
Surplus funds 20,10,776

As per the above determination, the school had generated

surplus funds to the tune of Rs. 20,10,776. However, the Committee

notes that the monthly salary bill ofthe school after implementation of

VI Pay Commission report was about Rs. 24.00 lacs. The Committee

has taken a view that the school ought to retain funds equivalent to

four months' salary for future contingencies. Based on this, the

requirement of school for future contingencies works out to Rs.94.00

lacs (Rs. 93,24,437, to be exact). In view of this, the surplus

generated by the school to the tune of Rs. 20,10,776 was inadequate

for maintaining a reasonable reserve. The Committee, therefore, is of

the view that the tuition fee hike effected by the school was not

unjustified and therefore calls for no intervention.
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Development Feft?
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O '° questionnaire regarding development fee, the
^ school contended, that till 2008-09. it was not charging any
Q development fee but it started charging the same from 2009-10
fj onwards. The development fee charged in 2009-10 was Rs. 36,07,290

0 '"'̂ ®''̂ " '̂'̂ ®''™2010-llwasRs. 45,22,180. The school stated
Q that out of the development fee charged in 2009-10, a sum of Rs.
Q 3S,79,472 was utilised for purchase, upgradation and replacement of

O ftumture, fixtures and equipments. Similarly in 2010-11, the school
Q utiUsed a sum of Rs. 33,61,099 for these purposes. It was further

O . development fee was treated as ,a capital receipt With
Q regard to mamtenance of depreciation reserve fund, the school

O contended that no depreciation had been charged on assets created
Q from development fee and hence no depreciation reserve fund was

O " earmarked bank account, or PDRs or investments. SimUarly in
Q respect of unutilised development fund, it was stated that no separate

n bank account was maintained.

o

o

o

The contentions of the school have been examined by the
Committee with reference to its audited fmancials. The Committee
finds that the contentions of the school are contrary to the position
that emerges from its audited fmancials. As per the reply to the
questionnaire, the following position would emerge:
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Particulars F.Y. 2009-

10

F.Y. 20 lo

ll
Openmg balance of unutiUsed
development fund

0 27,818

Development fee received during the
year

36,07,290 45,22,180

Less development fee utilised during the
year

35,79,472 33,61,099

Closing balance of unutilised
development fund

27,818 11,88,899

However, the audited financials of the school show a completely

different picture. The total addition of furniture, fixtures and

equipments during the year 2009-10, as reflected in fixed assets

schedule was to the tune of Rs. 11,06,931 as against Rs. 35,79,472

mentioned by the school in its reply to the questionnaire. The

unutilised development fund being carried forward to next year is Rs.

27,818. This indicates that out of the total utiHsation of Rs.

35,79,472, a sum of Rs. 24,72,541 was spent on revenue expenses.

Similarly in 2010-11, the total addition of furniture, fixtures and

equipments during the year, as reflected in fixed assets schedule was

to the tune of Rs. 21,28,631 as against Rs. 33,61,099 mentioned by

the school in its reply to the questionnaire. The unutilised

development fund being carried forward to next year is Rs. 11,88,899.

This indicates that out of the total utilisation of Rs.33,61,099, a sum

of Rs. 12,32,468 was spent on revenue expenses. With regard to

depreciation on assets created out of development fee also, the

contention of the school that it was not charging any depreciation on
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these assets, is found to be incorrect as depreciation was indeed

charged on these assets and debited to Income 85 Expenditure

Account. The only difference is that the same was credited to

depreciation reserve account and shown on the liability side.

The overaU picture that emerges with regard to development fee

is as follows:

o

o

o

n

o

0

o

(i) The school was not maintaining an earmarked

development fund account. The unutilised development

fund was:useci for general purposes.

(ii) The development fund was only partiaUy utilised for

purchase or upgradation of furniture and fixture and

equipments. A major chunk was spent on revenue

expenses.

(iii) The school was not maintaining any earmarked

reserve fund. Depreciation reserve had only

^ been created in its books of accounts

Q , . _ • • '
Q Committee is of the view that the school was not charging
^ development fee in accordance with the pre conditions laid down by

Duggal Committee which were affirmed by the HonTDle Supreme

^ Court in the case of Modem School vs. Union of India (2004) 5 SCC

O schools can charge the development fee only if it is
Q mamtammg a depreciation reserve fund account, which admittedly

0 the school is not maintaining. In view of this discussion, the

O 12
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Committee is of the view that the school was not justified in charging

development fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11 and the same ought to be

refunded along with interest @9% per annum. However, to the extent

the school was short for keeping a reasonable reserve, allowance

ought to be made. The aggregate of development fee charged by the

school in 2009-10 and 2010-11 is Rs. 81,29,470. The shortage in

funds for maintaining reserve for future contingencies is to the tune of

Rs. 73,13,661. The excess amount of development fee ought to be

refunded along with interest@9% per annum.

Recommendations:

The Committee, therefore, is of the view that the school

ought to refund a sum ofRs. 8,15,809 out ofthe development fee

charged in the year 2010-11, along with interest @9% per annum

from the date of collection to the date of refund.

Recommended accordingly.

CA J.S. Kochar
Member

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

Dated: 29/05/2014
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The school submitted to the Dy. Director of Education, Distt.

South, copies of returns filed by it under Rule 180 of Delhi School

Q Education Rules, 1973 for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11, copies of fee

statements for the aforesaid years, details of salary paid to staff before

(2) implementation of VI Pay Commission report and after its

C) implementation (including arrears), the details of fee hike effected by

it for the purpose of implementation of VI Pay Commission report and

0 copy of circular issued to the parents, requiring them to pay the

increased fee. These were transmitted to the Committee by the Dy.

P) ^ Director of Education for its perusal.

000065

n

O

O

o

Subsequently, the Committee issued a questionnaire dated

27/02/2012, requiring specific and pointed answers to the queries

raised by the Coinmittee. In reply thereto, the school, vide its letter

dated 01/03/2012 submitted that:

KJ

n

n;

n

(a) It had implemented the VI Pay Commission report and the

increased salary of the staff was being paid w.e.f.

01/01/2006. Along with the reply, a statement was enclosed

^ which showed that the school had paid the arrears arising

out of retrospective application of VI Pay Commission report

Q and such arrears amounted to Rs. 1,84,40,424. The

statement also showed that the monthly salary paid to the

O ^ose from Rs. 17,78,034 before implementation of VI
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0 Pay Commission report to Rs. 23,73,567 after its

implementation.

O increased the fee w.e.f. 01/09/2008 in terms of order

O dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education and

Q furnished detaHs of pre increase and post increase tuition fee

9 for different classes. From the details submitted,, it is

O apparent that the tuition fee was hiked by Rs. 400 per month

O for all the classes. (Actually the school hiked the monthly fee

O w.e.f. 01/04/2009 and recovered the differential fee for the
Q period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 by way of arrears).

D (c) The school recovered lump sum arrears of Rs. 3,500 per

O for the period 01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008 and Rs.

Q 2,800 as arrears of differential fee for the period 01/09/2008

O 31/03/2009. The aggregate of arrears recovered for the

aforesaid two period amounted to Rs. 1,06,86,718.

o

o

n"

Based on the information furnished by the school, itwas placed

in Category *3'.

O ^ Preliminary calculation sheet was drawn up by the Chartered

C) Accountant detailed with the Committee (CAs) and as per this
O the school had funds amounting to Rs. 57,06,149 at

0 threshold as on 31/03/2008 and after accounting for the
Q mcreased fee and increased salary consequent to implementation of VI
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Pay Commission report, the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs.'

0 6,69,153. On reviewing the prelitninaiy calculations of the CAs, the

0 Committee observed that the CAs had taken into account a liability of

0) Rs. 85,75,521 for which no details were available in the balance sheet

^ of the school. Accordingly, the Committee revised the prelitninaiy

calculation sheet prepared by the CAs to exclude this liability and

0 after such exclusion, the resultant surplus amount that was available

0 with the school, after meeting aU its liabilities on implementation ofVI

Pay Commission report, worked out to Rs. 80,06,358./.

o

o

,o

•-S

O

o

n

O

o

o

0

o

o

'3

o

6"^
n

The school was issued a notice dated 26/12/2013 for providing

it an opportunity of hearing by the Committee on 23/01/2014. A copy

of the preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the Committee was

also supplied to the school along with the notice. Vide this notice, the

(

school was also required to furnish a statement of account of the

Trust running the school and to provide details of its accrued

liabilities for gratuity and leave encashment, if applicable. A

questionnaire seeking specific response of the school regarding

collection and utilisation of development fee and maintenance of

development fund and depreciation reserve fund was also issued. The

matter was partly heard on 20/03/2014 when Sh. R.C. Shekhar,

Director of the school appeared along with Sh. H.L. Sekhri, Chartered

Accountant and Sh. Dheeraj Sachdeva, Accounts Incharge. During
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the course of hearing, the school filed. written submissions dated

20/01/2014 and also further information, as required by the

Committee. The school disputed the figure of funds available as on

31/03/2008 on the ground that in the preliminary calculation sheet,

the other liabilities amounting to Rs. 86,75,521 had not been taken

into account. The school provided groupings of figures appearing in

balance sheet and Income 8e Expenditure Accounts.

The school provided the details of other liabilities, which are as

follows:

Particulars Amount

Unpaid salary 7,063
Advance fees 186,610
Advance Registration fee 16,600
Bonus payable 341,522
TDS payable 6,209
House Tax payable 3,215,000
PTA charges payable 3,450
Unpaid security 258,200
Unpaid bonus 28,914
Scholarship/stipend fund 231,030
Security from contractor 196,200
Telephone expenses payable 7,806
Gratuity payable 4,156,917
Security deposit-Lyallpur Emporium 20,000

8,675,521

The school further contended that while the gratuity was

provided in the accounts the liability for leave encashment was not

provided. A statement showing the accrued liability of leave
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encashment amounting to Rs. 23,26,063 as on 31/03/2008 and Rs.

49,80,819 as on 31/03/2010, was enclosed along with the written

submissions. With regard to the remaining figures in the preliminary

calculation sheet, no dispute was raised.

The school, vide its written submissions dated 18/03/2014 also

provided the breakup of fee and salary as appearing in its Income 85

Expenditure Accounts for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10. As per the

information furnished, the following position emerges:

Particulars

Normal fee

Arrear Fee for the period
01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008

F.Y.2008- F.Y.2009- F.Y. 2010-11 Additional fee as per
09 10 order dated

11/02/2009

31,301,501 39,416,741

3,373,268 2.623,450

Arrear fee for the peirod 01/09/2008
to 31/03/2009 4,690,000

8,115,240

5,996,718

4,690,000

Total

Particulars

39,364,769 42,040,191 18,801,958

F.Y.2008- F.Y.2009- F.Y. 2010-11 Additional salary on
09 10 implementation of VI

Pay Commission
report

NormalSalary and contribution to PF 25,609,533 32,956,841

4,161,599 - •

8,838,939 3,996,543

7,347,308

4,161,59?

12,835,482

Arrear salary for the period
01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008

Arrear salary for the period
01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009

Total
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1^ The Committee observed that the school had not provided the

Q employee wise detail of gratuity payable, the ledger account of the

^ Trust. The Committee also noticed that the school was running a KG

school (pre primary school) from the same premises but its

^ transactions were not reflected in the financials of the school.

Therefore, the school was required to file, inter alia, the following:

n

/

o

c

Q (iii)Audited balance sheet of the KG school from 2006-07 to 2010-

O' • .11-

ô The school filed the aforesaid details/documents, under cover of
o •

its letter dated 02/04/2014 on 09/04/2014. In respect of its liability

for payment of gratuity, the school came up with a new explanation to

the effect that the liability of the school for gratuity as provided in its

balance sheets was much less than the gratuity that was actually

payable. The school contended that the actual amount of gratuity

payable as on 31/03/2008 was Rs. 92,47,988 and Rs. 1,43,73,932 as

_ on 31/03/2010 while the amount provided in the balance sheets of

the school was Rs. 41,56,917 and Rs. 59,20,749 as on these two

o

o

o

n

O

O

(i) employee wise detail of its liability of gratuity as on

31/03/2008 and 31/03/2010

(ii) Ledger account of the Trust and the KG school from

01/04/2006 to 31/03/2011.
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dates. The explanation for this difference, as given by the school, was

that the school had not made provision for gratuity payable till March

2000 and started making provision only from F.Y. 2000-01. The

(Q) school furnished the employee wise statement of gratuity payable as

on these two dates showing the amount actually due and the amount

. provided in the balance sheet. It further contended that the school

Cj was having balance of development fund amounting to Rs.

0 1,50,47,850 as on 31/03/2008 as per its audited balance sheet

against which the cash and bank balance available with the school

O lj61,65,136. It was contended that in view of this, the cash

(^ and bank balance ought not to be considered as available for

implementation of VI Pay Commission report but ought to be

! ) considered as kept as reserve for development activities. It was

0 contended that if these facts are factored in the calculations, the

result would be that the school had no funds available for

O implementation ofVI Pay Commission report.

o

o

o

o

Q

o

n

The school also furnished copies of the balance sheets of its KG

school for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11. It submitted that the said

school was functioning in a separate block having separate

establishment, teaching staff and other employees and was

functioning as an independent school. The recognition granted by the
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Department of Education was for class I to XII and therefore, the
financials ofthe two schools should not be clubbed.

The school also filed copies of ledger accounts of Gyan Bharti

Trust, as appearing in its books for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11.

Perusal of the same showed that the school was crediting to the
account of the Trust, income of rent and Kcense fee of book shop,

uniform shop, premises let out to bank located in the school campus
and income earned from cricket coaching. The incomes credited to

the accounts of the Trust in the years 2006-07 to 2009-10 amount to

Rs. 22,22,268 as per detail below:

Financial Year Amount (Rs.)
2006-07 15,34.141
2007-08 3,11,040
2008-09 2,59,200
2009-10 1,17,887
Total 22,22,268

When the matter came up for further hearing on 24/04/2014,
the Committee enquired about the wide variation in Incomes from the

aforesaid sources in the years 2007-08 to 2009-10 in comparison to
that for the year 2006-07. The representatives of the school

submitted that these credits to the account of the Trust in the books
of the school only represented the income that was initially received
by the school. These were not the whole incomes from these sources
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as substantial ineomes were received directly by Trust which were

accounted for in the books of Trust itself. The school was required to

file details of incomes from these sources for the years 2006-07 to

2010-11 as also the Income & Expenditure accounts of the Trust for

these years. The school filed the details asked for under cover of its

letter dated 29/04/2014. Perusal of the details so furnished reveals

that the total income from these sources which accrued to the Trust

in these five years, was as follows:

Financial Year Amount (Rs.)
2006-07 15,06,758
2007-08 17,89,299
2008-09 25,40,748
2009-10 33,05,343
2010-11 38,36,809
Total 1,29,78,957

Discussion & Determination;

The Committee observes that the Trust running this school was

also running a KG school from the same campus. While the main

school running classes 1 to XII is a recognized school, the KG school

which runs pre primary classes is an unrecognized school. However, it

was admitted by the representatives ofthe school during the course of

hearing that the KG school is the entry level school. Students are

admitted in the KG school and automatically migrate to class I of the

main school. The Committee also observes from the balance sheets of
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the KG school that it was flush with funds and was not only partly

funding the main school but had also transferred substantial funds to

O Gyan Bharti Trust which runs the schooL
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Two preUminaiy issues arise in this case which need to be

settled first. The first question that needs to be addressed is whether

the funds available with the KG school ought to be considered as

available with the main school. The second question that requires to

be considered is whether the funds collected by the school in respect

of rent and license fee of book shop, uniform shop, premises let out to

bank located in the school campus and income earned from cricket

coaching which were transferred by the school to its Parent Trust or

collected directly by the Parent Trust, ought to be considered as

available with the school.

So far as the first question is concerned, the Committee is of the

considered view that since the KG school is the entry level school

where the students are admitted in the first instance and they

automatically graduate to the main school after completing the pre

primary classes and both the schools are located in the same campus,

Q both of them ought to be considered as one school and the funds

available with both the schools should be considered as available.

O Committee is based upon circular No. 15072-15871

(Act Branch) dated 23/03/1999 of the Directorate of Education, Govt.
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of Delhi, in pursuance of directions of the HonTjle 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

O Education Act, 1973, read with Rule 43 ofthe Delhi School Education

O Rules, 1973. It reads as follows:

"In pursuance of the directions of the Hon'ble High Court ofDelhi
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 ofDelhi School EducationRules,
1973 order with immediate effect that:

—VTe-vrimxxru schools being run by the registered
r- societies/trusts in Delhi as branches of recognised schools by

the ajpyropriate authority in or outside the school premises
shall be deemed as one institution for all purposes.

p 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 ofDelhi
' Schools Education Act, 1973 and the Rules made thereunder

and the directions/instructions issued by the Directorate of
Educationfrom time to time.

f

•3. No student shall be admitted in pre-primary classes by what
name it may be called unless he has attained the age

of 4years as on 3(y^ September of the academic year in which
admission is sought."

(~ - (emphasis supplied by us)

(") fsx as the second issue is concerned, the question is whether

rental income in respect of bank premises, book shop, uniform

j shop etc. enures to the school or to the Trust running school. The

Committee is of the considered view that since the land is allotted to(

•V

fj

n
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the Trust specifically, for establishment of a school, any income earned

from the land or building constructed thereon or any part thereof

would accrue to the school and not to the Trust. This view is also

fortified by Rule 175 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 (DSER

for short) which reads as follows:

( )

•

B-LIO
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Accounts of the school how to be maintained:- The
accounts with regard to the school fund or the Recognised
Unaided School Fund, as the case may be, shall be so
maintained as to exhibit clearly the income accruing to the school
by way of fees, fines, income from building, rent, interest,

' • development fees, collection for specific purposes, endowments,
gifts, donations, contribution to Pupils' fund and other

O miscellaneous receipts, and also, in the case of aided schools, the
did received from the Administrator."

(emphasis supplied by us)

So far as income from Cricket Academy is concerned, the same

is clearly prohibited, being a commercial activity. Rule 50 of the DSER

provides for conditions for recognition of schools. One of the

conditions for recogmtion of schools as laid down in clause (iv) of the

said Rule is that the school is not run for profit to any individual,

• or association of individuals or any other persons. Further,

clause (ix) of the said Rule provides that the school buildings or other

structures or the grounds are not used during the day or night for

commercial or residential purposes (except for the purpose of

residence ofany employee of the school) or for communal, political or

non-educational activity of any kind whatsoever. By running a
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Cricket Academy in the school grounds, the school is in breach of the

conditions laid down for its recognition. Be that it may, the income

-Q derived from this commercial activity, cannot be for the benefit of the

Trust w^hich consists of a group of individuals. The income is earned

by exploiting the asset of the school and therefore must necessarily

. enure to the school.

' >
v J

V'

.y

O

n

O

• _j

'r.

In view of the foregoing discussion^ the Committee is of the view

that the income earned by the school from the Cricket Academy,

belongs to the school and its transfer to the account of the Trust is

illegal and contrary,to the law laid down by the HonTDle Supreme

Court in the cases ofModern School vs. Union ofIndia (2004) 5 SCC 583

and Action Committee Unaided Pvt. Schools and Ors. v. Director of

Education and Ors. 2009 (11) SCALE 77. The school must retrieve such

funds from the Parent Trust and for the purpose of determination of

funds available with the school for implementation ofVI Pay Commission

report, the Committee wiU factor the same as available to the school.

Having thrus addressed these preliminaiy issues, the Committee

will consider the following sums as available to the school for

implementation ofVI Pay Commission report:

(a) Funds available with the main school

(b) Funds available with the KG school
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Iiicome from letting out portions of school premises to bank

(f) bookshop and uniform shop etc., which the school

has credited to the account of the Trust or directly received

by the Trust.

For ascertaining the funds available with the main school and

the KG school, it would be in order to consider the balance sheets of

the two schools individually as well as on a consolidated basis. The

consoUdated balance sheet would eliminate the inter school accounts

appearing in the balance sheets of both the schools.

V '

r j

- _

O
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o

u

n
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V'

o
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However, before undertaking this exercise, the submissions of

the school need to be considered and factored in. .

Firstly, the school contended that in the preliminarycalculation

sheet, the committee had not given any consideration for "other

HabiHties" amounting to Rs. 86,75,521. As noticed supra, the

Committee had not considered this figure for want of details. However,

during the course of hearing, the school furnished the detaU of"other

liabilities" which have been mentioned above. On consideration of the

same, the Committee is of the view that since the Committee will

consider, for the deduction for accrued liabHity for gratuity on actual

basis, rather than what has been provided in the balance sheet, the

figure of Rs. 41,56,917 representing gratuity payable, has to be
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excluded from the consideration at this stage. With regard to house

tax payable amounting to Rs. 32,15,000, included in the "other

liabilities , the Committee is ofthe view that the same appears to be a

precautionaiy provision and does not represent a real liability as the

same amount is being carried forward from 2005-06 ( or may be

O earlier) to 2010-11 (or may be later). With the exception of these two

amounts, the Committee would consider the remaining-amount of Rs.

13,03,604 as the liability of the school, while working out the funds

available.

Secondly, the •school contended that since the school was a

having a balance in development fund amounting to Rs. 1,50,47,850 ,

while the cash andbank balance available with it was Rs. 1,61,65,136

as on that date, the amount ofcash and bank balance, equivalent to

the balance in the development fund account, ought not be considered

as avaHable for the purpose ofimplementation ofVI Pay Commission

report. The Committee does not agree with this contention of the

school for the reason that the FDRs held by the school, forming part of

cash and bank balances, were not earmarked till 2011, as conceded

by the school during the course of hearing on 24/04/2014. Further,

the development funds were being spent on renovation of the school

building, which is not a permitted purpose for utilizing development

fund.
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Having dealt with both the contentions of the school, the funds

available with the main school and the KG school^ as per the audited

balance sheets of the two schools as on 31/03/2008 are worked out

as under:

/

statement showing Availability of Funds as on 31-03-2008

Particulars Sr.Sc.School KG School Total

iJ Current Assets

Cash 85 Bank Balance 4,788,702 643,202 5,431,904
y

o
Fixed Deposits with Bank 10,578,512 2,157,100 12,735,612

Accrued Interest on FDR 797,922 - 797,922

Sundry Debtors
Amount transferred to Trust (after
eliminating inter school HabUity of main
school and KG school)

541,280 21,157

25,191,332

562,437

25,191,332

;:r".
Loans 8s Advances 585,414 62,567 647,981

r\
w- - •

Tot^ Current assets (A) 17,291,830 28,075,358 45,367,188

Less; Current Liabilities

/ Students Security Deposit, 2,270,600 761,710 3,032,310

Other Liabilities 1,303,604 1,623,240 2,926,844

Sundry Creditors 639,560 44,325 683,885
!

=• Total Current LiabiUties (B) 4,213,764 2,429,275 6,643,039

0
Net Current Assets (Funds available)
(C= A-B) 13,078,066 25,646,083 38,724,149

r )•

, Thus the school had available to it a sum ofRs. 3,87,24,149 at

the threshold as on 31/03/2008. A sum of Rs. 1,29,78,957

representing rent ofuniform shop, book shop, bank premises etc. and

income from coaching academy, was diverted by the school to the
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, account of the Trust. Thus for the purpose of present calculations,

, - j the school had a sum of Rs. 5,17,03,106 ( 3,87,24,149+1,29,78,957)

) as on 31/03/2008. The Committee has taken a view that the entire

~1 funds available with the school ought not to be considered as available

for implementation of VI Pay Commission Report and the school ought

t-" ; to retain funds in reserve equivalent to four months salaiy for future

( > contingencies and an amount equivalent to its accrued liability for
'"s--

0, gratuity and leave encashment. As noticed supra, the expenditure of

the school on salary for the year 2009-10 was Rs. 3,29,56,841. Based

Ty on this, four months salary works out to Rs. 1,09,85,614. The

J accrued liability of the school for gratuity was Rs. 1,43,73,932 and

0 tha:t for leave encashment, was Rs. 49,80,819 as on 31/03/2010.

The tot^ requirement of the school for keeping funds in reserve was,

thus, Rs. 3,03,40,365 ( 1,09,85,614+1,43,73,932+49,80,819) .

Resultantly, the funds which could have been utilised for

; ). implementation of VI Pay Commission report, as available with the

T; school as on 31/03/2008, were Rs. 2,13,62,741 (5,17,03,106 -

f; 3,03,40,365).

o

n

As against this, the total financial impact of the implementation

of VI Pay Commission report on the school was Rs. 2,52,21,626, as

per details below:
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Particulars Main School KG School Total
Arrear of Salary for the period 1.1.06 to
31.8.08

Arrear of Salary for the period 1.9.08 to
31.3.09

Annual Incerase in Salary in 2009-10

4,161,599

12,835,482

7,347,308 877,237

4,161,599

12,835,482

8,224,545
Total Outgo on implementation of 6th CPC
(D) 24,344,389 877,237 25,221,626

Thus, the school needed to bridge a gap of Rs.38,58,885

(2,52,21,626-2,13,62,741). However, by resorting to the fee hike

pursuant to order dated 11/02/2009, issued by the Director of

Education, the school generated an additional revenue of

Rs. 1,89,36,789, as per details below:

Particulars Main School KG School Total
Fee Arrear recovered for the period from
1.1.06 to 31.8.08
Fee Arrear recovered for the period from
1.9.08 to 31.3.09

Annual Increase in Tuition fee in 2009-10

5,996,718

4,690,000

8,115,240 134,831

5,996,718

4,690,000

8,250,071
Total amount received for implementation
of 6th CPC (E) 18,801,958 134,831 18,936,789

Thus, the school recovered more revenue by hiking the fee than

was required to offset the deficit which arose on account of

implementation of VI Pay Commission report, to the extent of Rs.

1,50,77,904. The deficit of Rs. 38,58,885 could have been met only

by recovering the lump sum arrears for the period 01/01/2006 to

31/08/2008, as provided in the aforesaid order dated 11/02/2009.
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The Committee is therefore of the view that the school had no

necessity at all for recovering the arrear fee for the period 01/09/2008

to 31/03/2009, which amounted to Rs. 46,90,000 nor was there any

necessity to hike any fee for the year 2009-10, which yielded an

additional revenue of Rs. 82,50,071. Even the arrears for the period

01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008 were recovered in excess of the

requirements of the school, to the tune:=^of Rs. 21,37,833. The total

amount recovered in excess of the requirement of the school for

meeting its financial obligations of implementation of VI Pay

Commission report, thus, was Rs. 1,50,77,904. Such excess

recoveries ought to be refunded along with interest @ 9% per ^num

from the date of collection to the date of refund.

Development Fee;

In reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee issued

to the school, the school furnished the following information with

regard to collection of development fee and its utilisation:

Year Development fee (Rs.)
Collected Utilised

2006-07 20,03,830 Nil

2007-08 20,47,600 Nil

2008-09 21,19,696 21,19,696
2009-10 81,59,337 6,59,435
2010-11 67,70,000 Nil

Total 2,11,00,463 27,79,131
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During the course of hearing on 24/04/2014, the

Q, representatives of the school admitted that the development fee
Q collected from 2006-07 to 2010-11, which aggregated Rs. 2,11,00,463
Q been partially utilised to the extent of Rs. 27,79,131. In fact

the entire development fee collected in 2006-07, 2007-08 and 2010-11

had not been utilised at all. Even for 2009-10, the extent of

Q utilisation was only 8.08% of the amount collected. Further, the
Q utiHsation of development fee in the years 2008-09 and 2009-10 was

Q also on renovation of school building and not for

Q purchase/upgradation of furniture and fixture and equipments. It

contended that the unutilised development fee was held in fixed

Q deposits but it was conceded that such FDRs were not earmarked for

Q development fund but were freely usable for other purposes also. The
Q earmarking of FDRs for development fund was done only in the year

0 2011. With regard to maintenance of depreciation reserve fund, itwas

C) contended that the accumulated depreciation is appearing in the
schedule of fixed assets attached to the balance sheet.

The Committee has considered th.e financials of the school, reply

to the questionnaire regarding development fee and the submissions

made during the course of hearing. The Committee is of the view that

the school is coUecting development fee without having any concrete

development plans. In the five years i.e. 2006-07 to 2010-11, for
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^ which the information was sought by the Committee, the school

collected a sum of Rs. 2,11,00,463 as development fee, out ofwhich, it

Q spent just a sum of Rs. 27,79,131, and that too for renovation of

building, which is not a permitted purpose for utilisation of

^ development fund. The schools can charge development fee, subject to

certain conditions, only for the purpose of purchase or upgradation of

furniture and fixture and equipments, as was recommended by the

Duggal Committee. The recommendations of the Duggal Committee

Q were affirmed by the HonTDle Supreme Court in the case of Modem

School vs. Union of India ( 2004) 5 SCC 583. Further, the school was

( ) keeping the unutilised development fund in an earmarked account

O maintaining any depreciation reserve fund. Contrary to the

submissions of the school that the unutilised development fund was

O kept in FDRs which were belatedly earmarked in 2011, perusal of the

Q balance sheet of the school as on 31/03/2011 shows that the school

Q had unutilised development fund to the tune of Rs. 2,93,17,752

Q against which it had total bank balances ( including FDRs)

O amounting to Rs. 93,46,504 only and there was no indication that

Ĉ even such bank balances were earmarked against development fund.

O Further, the Committee observed that the school was not maintaining

depreciation reserve fund and it was only alluding to the provision for

o

o
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depreciation on fixed assets, which were shown at its written down "

value. " • '
o

n

O

O

o

O

o

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the view

that the school was- not justified at all, in charging the development

fee. However, since the Committee is mandated to examine the issue

of fee charged by the school in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009,

issued by the Director of Education, the Committee is restricting its

recommendations to the development fee charged in the ye^s 2009-

10 and 2010-11. The Committee is of the view that the development

fee charged by the school amounting to Rs. 81,59,337 in 2009-10 and

Rs. 67,70,000 in 2010-11, ought to be refunded along with interest @

9% per annum from the date of collection to the date of refund. In so

far as the development fee charged for the remaining years mentioned

above, it will be for the Director of Education to take a view.

Recommendations:

Q In view: of the above determinations,, the Committee

O recommends as follows:

o

o

o

n
V,-/

Cr
o •

(a)The school ought to refund a sum of Rs, Rs. 1,50,77,904,

comprising of the following, along with interest @9% per

annum from the date of collection to the date of refund :

true copy
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(i) Rs. 21,37,833 out of the lump sum arrear fee

charged for the period 01/01/2006 to

31/08/2008,

(ii) Rs. 46,90,000 representing arrear fee charged

for the period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009,

(iii) Rs. 82,50,071 out of the regular fee charged in

2009-10, which represents the fee hiked for the

period 01/04/2009 to 31/03/2010 in terms of-

order dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of

Education.

(b) The school ought to refund development fee amounting

to Rs. 81,59,337 recovered in 2009-10 and Rs. 67,70,000

recovered in 2010-11, along with interest @ 9% per

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

CA J.S. Kochar

Member

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

Dated: 30/07/2014
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o
^ In reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the

Q Committee, the school, vide its letter dated 05/03/2012 submitted

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

•0

o

n

o

O

that:

___ (a) It-had-implemente-d"the -Vr-Pay"Commission"r"ep6it^d the

increased salary of the staff was being paid w.e.f,

01/07/2009. The monthly salary biU prior to implementation

amounted to Rs. 8,59,437 which rose to Rs. 12,58,800 after

its implementation. Arrears of salary had been paid from

April 2009 and such arrears amounted to Rs. 42,18,168.

(b) It had increased the fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009 in terms oforder

dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education and

furnished details ofpre increase and post increase tuition fee

for different classes. (From the details submitted, it is

apparent that the tuition fee was hiked byRs. 200 per month

Q for classes Ito VIII, and by Rs. 300 per month for classes IX
O to XII.)

(c) It admitted to have recovered arrears of fee as envisaged in

the aforesaid order dated 11/02/2009, and such arrear fee

recovered was stated to be Rs. 35,19,720.

O ®^® '̂̂ °^^^^o"^ation furnished by the school, .it was placed
0 in Category 'B'.

o
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APreliminary calculation sheet was drawn up by the Chartered
Q with the Committee (CAs) and as per this,

O calculation sheet, the school had iunds amounting to Rs. 1,01,13,891
o threshold as on 31/03/2009 and after accounting for the
Q increased fee and increased salary consequent to implementation of VI •

Pay Commission report, the school was still left with funds amounting
to Rs. 79,30,176 and to this extent, the fee hiked by the school
appeared to be unjustified. The Committee examined the preliminary
calculation sheet prepared by the OAs with reference to the audited
balance sheet of the school and observed some factual errors therein.

It was observed that while calculating the funds available, they had
taken into account aliability of Rs. 1,25,86,585 for which no details
were available in the balance sheet Accordingly, the Committee

Q '̂ ''''''°""°f''̂ ^««tofBcer to prepare afresh calculation sheet.
O As P^r this calculation sheet, the Committee was piima facie of the
Q view that the hike in fee was whoUy unjustified as the school had
Q sufficient funds of its own to absorb the incremental salary on
0 ®''™"°'°''™P'™™tation of VI Pay Cormnission report.
o •• ^

Q anotice dated 23/12/2013 for providing
Q "^ opportunity ofhearing by the Committee on 24/01/2014. Acopy
O preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer of
^ to the school along with the notice.

o
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Q -On the scheduled date, Sh. N.K. Mahajan and Ms. Mamta Goel,

Q Chartered Accountants appeared with Sh. Vasudev Sharma

Q Accountant and Ms. Jaya Hari Accounts Assistant of the school. The

O school filed written submissions dated 24/01/2014 with supporting

O details. The school also filed its own calculation sheet in justification

0 calculation sheet filed by the school, the
points of divergence between the calculation sheet prepared by the

O officer of the Committee and that prepared by the school are as

follows:

Q

Q

O

O

O

O

0

Q

0

(a) The school excluded the fixed deposits amounting to Rs.

1,18,37,963+ interest accrued thereon amounting to Rs.

16,247 from the calculation of funds available with it on

the ground that it represented 10% out of the saving from

tuition fee which the school has to keep in reserve as per

Rule 177 of the Delhi School Education Rules 1973.

(b)The school excluded the liability'of Rs. 1,25,86,585 and

provided its detail. These liabilitieis included loan from

Canara Bank amounting to Rs. 48,70,000 and loan from

Oriental Bank of Commerce amounting to Rs. 73,53,856. It
5 / •

^^ was contended that the proceeds of these loans to the tune of
Q Rs. 1,26,00,000 were used for giving advance to Master Nihal

Singh Society for purchase of land. It was contended that

JUSTICE
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O had been included in the funds available,

O corresponding liability against that ought to be deducted
O amount should be included in the funds
0 available.

O ^3,02,868 was paid by the school as arrears of

0 01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009. of which

O token to the prelminaiy calculation
rj sheet.

C- '''' incremental salaiy on account of implementation of VI
Pay Commission report tton in the preliminary calculation
sheet at Rs. 35.65.198 was not correct as it did not take into
account the increase in expenditure under the head Security

D : expenses and honorarium. The difference on this
O account was Rs. 2,66,289.

O incremental tuition fee in 2009-10 was taken in excess
O . m the preliminaiy calculation sheet to the tune of Rs,

C* . 78,84.000 as the base figure of tuition fee for 2008-09 was
Q erroneously taken at Rs. 8,76.142 instead of Rs. 87.60,142.

(fl The preliminary calculation sheet does not factor in the
incremental liability on account of gratuity and leave
encashment which amounts to Rs. 26,97,445.

o

o

n

O

o

n

O

O

O
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(g) The school was in deficit to the turie of Rs. 47,35,396 and

with the paying student strength of 739 in the year 2009-10,

the school needed a further sum of Rs. 6,408 per student to

meet the shortfall.

Precisely these veiy submissions were also made orally during

the course of hearing.

Discussion;

The Committee has considered the annual returns ofthe school,

the information furnished by the school in response to the notices

issued by the Committee, the reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee, the preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the audit

officer of the Committee as also that prepared by the school and the

oral and written submissions made before it by the representatives of

the school.

In order to appreciate the contentions ofthe school better, it will

be useful to first reproduce herebelow the preliminary calculation

sheet prepared by the audit officer of the Committee.
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tement showing Fund availab on 31-03-2008 •'

Less;-

Less:-

Add:-

Current Assets ^ ^
Cash in hand
Bank Balance
TDS on FDR
Advance against Purchase of Land
Seema Creations
Fixed Deposits
Accrued Interest on FDR
Current Liabilities

Caution Money
Parents & alumini association
Fee &Charges received in advance
Audit fee payable
Liabrary Membership Security
Bonus Payable
Expenses Payable
Bank 0/d with OBC
Net Current Assets
An-ear of Salary as per 6th CPC w.e.f. .01.01.06 to 31.03 2009
Annual increase in salary (FY 09-10)
Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike
Fee Hiked, and Recovered due to 6th CPC from 01 01 06 to
31.03.2009
Annual increase in Tuition fee (FY 09-10)
Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike

Working notes:

Fee Charged under various heads as perI&EAccount
Tuition Fee

Development (Treated as revenue receipt)

Computer Activi Receipt
Lab Receipts

Examination fee

increase in fee in 2009-10
Salary paid under various heads as perI&EAccount

& Allowance
Contribution to PF
Bonus to Staff
Computer Education Expenses
Administration charges on PF

Increase in Salary in 2009-10

JUSTICE X.
SINGhl]

committed

27,735
178

. 9,639
12,600,000

4,450
11,837,963

116,247

623,825
91,643

142,225
16,854

7,000
130,749
202,576
735,864

3,565,198

3,519,720
12.356.003

2008-09

876.142

890,595
1,909,990
1,312,850

198,250

5.388.597

12,356,003

2008-09

10.584,930
525,289
178,500
143,299
89,191

11.561.386

3,565.198

'''tei'iewofSc/ioolFeey
'K
• iiv

24,596,212

1,950,736
22,645,476

3,565,198
19,080,278

15,875,723
34,956,001

2009-10

10,918,707
1,621,107
2,803,568
2,012,225

183,198

17.744.600

2009-10

14,258,514

177,625
50,400

107,106

15.126.584
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n various contentions made by the school-are discussed

o-

o

as

follows:

O

O

D

Q

O

O

O

♦

o

o

o

o

0

o

o

o

(a) In so far as the contention of the school regarding exclusion

of fixed deposits + interest accrued thereon from the funds

available is concerned, the Committee observes that the

argument regarding retention of 10% of savings as per Rule

School Education Rules, 1973 is not veiy sound

for two reasons. Firstly, the savings as envisaged in that rule

are to be calculated after payment of salaries to staff.

Therefore, the payment of increased salaries on account of

implementation of VI Pay Commission report has to be given

precedence over retention of funds in reserve. Secondly, even

. if the contention of the school is accepted, the reserves are

created to meet unforeseen HabiHties. Such reserves are not

to be held in perpetuity. The very purpose of keeping funds

in reserve is that they should be available when the need

arises on account of any unforeseen liabiUty befalling on the

school. Thirdly, no calculations have been provided by the

school as to how much reserve fund is available in terms of

the aforesaid rule. The Committee, however, is mindful of the

Q schools do require to keep adequate reserves to
meet unforeseen Kabilities and for this purpose it has taken

o
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o
a view that funds equivalent to four months' salary ought to

be kept in reserve. The post implementation monthly salaiy

bill of the school is Rs. 12,58,800 as submitted by the school

itself in its reply to the questionnaire issued by the

,1^ Committee. The Committee accepts this figure and based on

Q this, it will duly factor in the requirement of reserve which

Q amounts to Rs. 50,35,200. However, the contention of the

school to altogether exclude the FDRs + interest accrued

(3^ thereon from the reckoning of funds available cannot be

(~") accepted.

O Committee accepts the contention of the school that

since it has included the amount of advance given for

Q. purchase of land amounting to Rs. 1,26,00,000 in the funds

Q available, the corresponding liabilities of loans taken for

Q giving this advance ought to be deducted. These alongwith

Q other sundry liabiUties aggregating Rs. 1,25,86,585 would

Q be duly factored in while making the final calculations.

Q (c) The contention of the school that it paid arrears of Rs.

O 43,02,868 for the period 01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009, which

O have not been accounted for in the preliminary calculations

O need to be given a deeper consideration. During the course

^ " of hearing, a sheet styled as Annexiire-C was fUed giving

L.

r

O
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o
Q details of these payments. It was further clarified that this

amount represented the arrears pertaining to the period

Q September 2008 to June 2009 and not 01/01/2006 to

31/03/2009. It was further shown that out of the total sum

r-j of Rs. 43,02,858, a sum of Rs. 42,18,168 was paid by means

Q of cheques in August 2011. Asmall amount of Rs. 84,700

^ was shown as paid inJuly 2012. However, in its reply dated

Q 05/03/2012 to the questionnaire issued by the Committee,

the school stated that "Salary to staff increased from

0 01/07/2009." It further stated that "Arrears of salary to

staff have been paid from April .2009 consequent to

Q implementation of VIPay Commission-Rs. 42,18,168." Thus,

1^) as per reply to the questionnaire, the arrears pertained to the

CJ ' period starting from April 2009 and ending with June 2009

as the regular salary was increased w.e.f. July 2009.

Q Moreover, it was not mentioned in the reply to the

(~1 questionnaire that such arrears were paid only in July 2011

0 and August 2012. Therefore, it was presumed while

O preparing the preliminaiy c^culation sheet that the a:iTears

tv, ' had been paid in the year 2009-10 itself and they related to

that financial year only. Therefore, such arrears had been

accounted for as part of the incremental salary for F.Y. 2009-

o
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10- However, now the school has come up witli a new
'V -/

0 contention in its written submissions that such arrears
pertained to the period 01.01.2006 to 31.03.2009. But, in

^ the detailed sheet which has been filed showing liabilily of

arrears, the same has been shown for the period 1st

September 2008 to 30th j^ne 2009. Hence, the school has

been inconsistent in its stand regarding the payment of

arrears and the period to which they pertained. However, the

Q Committee is inclined to accept that the arrears pertained to

Q the period 1st September 2008 to 30th j^ne 2009 as the

school has given the detailed break up of its calculations

Q separately for the period September to December 2008 and

-p) January to June 2009.

The moot point to be considered is whether the arrears

of salary amounting to Rs. 43,02,868 for the period

O September 2008 to June 2009 were left out of consideration

while preparing the preliminary calculation sheet. The

Committee examined the fmancials of the school for the
/

years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 and finding that the

financials for 2011-12 and 2012-13 were not on its records,

having not been called for, the Committee vide its email

dated 22/05/2014 required the school to file the same along

n

O

0

O
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with its bank statements, as the payment of arrears was

made during these financial years, as claimed by the school.

^ On examination of the financials of the school for the years

2011-12 and 2012-13 along with the bank statements, the

Committee is satisfied that . the pajntnent of arrears

amounting to Rs. 43,02,868 got omitted from the preliminary

calculation sheet prepared by its audit officer. This was for

the reason that while the school collected the bulk of arrear

fee in 2008-09, it paid the arrear salary only in the years

0 2011-12 and 2012-13. The audit officer of the Committee

made a reasonable assumption that since the bulk of the

Q ^ arrear fee was collected in 2008-09 and as per the order

Q dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of Education, the arrear

Q salary for the period September 08 to March 09 had to be

yO paid latest by 30/04/2009, the figure of salary as appearing
•V- .

Q in the Income 85 Expenditure account for the year 2009-10

n included the arrear salary. However, as stated supra, the

Q school made the payment of arrear salary only in 2011-12

and 2012-13, after retaining the funds with itself for more

than three years.

(d) The contention of the school that no account was .taken of

the increase in expenditure under the head Security Guard

ANIL dI™Iing^ copy
COMMITTEE 1 „«/f^) "'jf Review of School Fee/ Seoi®^
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expenses and honorarium has to be rejected outrightly as

these expenses have nothing to do with the implementation

of VI Pay Commission report. The very fact that security

guard expenses have been booked separately shows that

security services have been outsourced.

(e) The contention regarding excess accounting of tuition fee to

the tune of Rs. 78,84,000 is accepted as the Committee finds

that while preparing the calculation sheet, the figure of

tuition fee for 2008-09 was erroneously taken as Rs.

8,76,142 instead of Rs. 87,60,142. This is a clerical mistake

which needs to be rectified. Hence, in the final

determinations, the Committee will take the figure of Rs.

44,72,003(1,23,56,003-78,84,000)

(f) The contention of the school regarding factoring in off the !

increased UabiHty of gratuily and leave encashment

amounting to Rs. 26,97,445 is accepted by the Committee

as the school has furnished the necessaiy details employee

wise which appeared to be in order.
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Determination:

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee makes the

following determinations:

Particulars Amount

(Rs.)
Funds available as on 31/03/2008 as
per preliminary calculation sheet

2,26,45,476

Less

(a) Liability of loans taken for pa3rment
of advance given for land

(b) Reserve for accrued liability of
gratuity and leave encashment

(c) Reserve for future contingencies

1,25,86,585

26,97,445
50.35.200 2.03.19.230

Funds available for implementation of VI
Pay Commission Report

23,26,246

Add

(a) Arrear fee recovered
(b) Incremental fee for F.Y. 2009-10

35,19,720
44.72.003 79,91,723

(A)Total funds available for
implementation of VI Pay
Commission report

1,03,17,969

(B) Additional liability on account of
implementation of VI Pay
Commission report:

(a) Arrear salary
(b) Incremental Salary for F.Y. 2009-

10

43,02,868

35,65.198 78,68,066

(C) Surplus generated by way of fee
hike (A-B) 24,49,903

In view of the foregoing determinations, the Committee is of the

view that the school hiked more fee than was required to meet its

additional liabilities arising on account of implementation of VI Pay-

Commission report. The excess fee hiked resulted in an additional

JUSTICEAWIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE
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revenue ofRs. 24,49,903, which in view ofthe Committee ought to be

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

collection to the date of refund. Another feature that has been noticed

O Committee is that the school recovered the bulk ofarrear fee in
Q March 2009 while it paid the arrear salaiy only in the month of

O August 2011. In the premises, the Coinmittee is of the view that the

O school unjustly held on to the funds raised by way of arrear fee from

I -0 students for about 2 85 years. In case the liability for arrear

C' was to be discharged in August 2011, there was no earthly
Q reason for recovering the fee in March 2009. The Committee is

I O therefore of the view that the students ought to be corapensated with

O @9% per annum for a period of30 months on the amount of

n - arrear fee collected from them. The actual period of interest would

Q depend upon the date ofcollection of fee from the individual students.

Development Fee:

In reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee, the

school stated that it was charging development fee in aU the five years

Q , information was sought. Further, such development fee was
Q treated as a revenue receipt and no depreciation reserve fund was
Q maintained in respect of depreciation on assets acquired out of

0 development fee. It further stated that since the school had spent all
Its development fee on purchase of fixed assets and for meeting its
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deficit in payment of salary, no separate bank account was

maintained for development fund. It gave the following details in

respect of development fee and its utilisation from 2006-07 to 2010-

11.

Year Development Fee received (Rs.) Assets purchased (Rs.) Surplus(Rs.)
2006-07 12,14,390 52,393 11,61,997
2007-08 12,96,630 7,23,999 5,72,631
2008-09 8,90,595 5,41,827 3,48,768
2009-10 16,21,107 4,26,017 11,95,090
2010-11 18,37,372 1,27,622 17,09,750
Total 68,60,094 18,71,858 49,88,236

The contentions of the school are self contradictory. On one

hand, it says that out of a total coUection of Rs. 68.60 lacs on account

of development fee from 2006-07 to 2010-11, it generated surplus of

Rs. 49.88 lacs, having utilised just Rs. 18.71 lacs on purchase of fixed

assets. On the other hand, it says that it was not maintaining any

separate bank account as it had spent all its development fee.

Obviously the development fee remaining after purchase of fixed

assets was spent on revenue expenses. It has also stated that the

development fee was treated as a revenue receipt and no depreciation

reserve fund was maintained in respect of the depreciation charged on

assets acquired out of development fee.

The Committee is of the view that the school was not fulfilling

any of the pre conditions for charging development fee as laid down by

the Duggal Committee which were subsequently affirmed by the

JUSTICE
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O Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Modem School Vs. Union of
^ India (2004) 5SCC 583. The Committee is therefore of the view that

O development fee charged by the school was not in compHance with

O therefore, the same was unjustified. However, since the
Q Committee has mandated to examine the fee charged by the school in

^ pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of

Q Education, the Committee is restricting its recommendations to the

Q development fee charged in 2009-10 and 2010-11.

In so far as the development fee for the year 2009-10 is

concerned, the same has already been considered for the purpose of
determining the justifiabiHty of the hike in tuition fee for

implementation of VI Pay Commission report as the same has been
treated as a revenue receipt. Therefore, no separate recommendation

is required to be made in respect of development fee for that year.
However, in respect of the development fee charged for the year
2010-n amounting to Rs. 18.37,372, the committee is of the view
that the same ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per
annum from the date of coUection to the date of refund.
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In view of the above discussion and determinations, the
Committee recommends as follows:
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(a) The school ought to refund a sum of Rs. 24,49,903

out of the fee hiked for the year 2009-10 along with

interest @ 9% per annum from the collection to the

date of refund.

(b) The school ought to refund the development fee for

the year 2010-11, amounting to Rs. 18,37,372, along

with interest @ 9% per annum from the date of

collection to the date of refund.

(c}The school ought to pay interest to the students on

the arrear fee charged from the date of its collection

to 16/08/2011, @9% per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

CA J.S. Kochar
Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K.Sharma
Chairperson -• Member

Dated: 03/06/2014
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0 The school had submitted copies of its annual returns and fee

O statements to the Dy. Director ofEducation, District East, under cover

O letter dated 25/01/2012. Jt was mentioned in the letter that the

O school had not collected any arrear of tuition fee. from the students for
payment of arrear salary on account of implementation of VI Pay

Commission report as the parents of the students were not in a

Q position to pay the arrear fee. For this reason, the school did not pay

O arrear of salary to the staff. However, it was mentioned that the

O school had implemented the VI Pay Commission report prospectively

C December 2009 and. in support, it filed copies of salary
O statements for the month of November 2009 showing total monthly

D expenditure to be Rs. 4,81,519 and for the month of December

O 2009 showing monthly expenditure of salary to be Rs. 5,29,427. Thus

Q the monthly incremental salary on account of purported

'3 implementation of the VI Pay Commission report was shown to be

O . 47,908, which represented an increase of just 9^95 %over the salary
for the pre implementation period. Subsequently, in reply to the

questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the Committee, the

school, vide its letter dated 28/02/2012 reiterated the aforesaid

information with regard to salary but with regard to hike in fee, it

stated that it had not increased the tuition fee of the students as
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pN envisaged in the order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of

Education. On the basis ofthe information furnished by the school, as

(3 school claimed not to have hiked any fee in terms ofthe aforesaid

O order dated 11/02/2009, the school was initially placed in category

O

o

o

n

o

o

(• ^

o

c

n

In order to verify the contention of the school that it had not

hiked any fee in terms of the aforesaid order, the Committee vide its

letter dated 23/03/2012 required the school to produce its fee records

and books of accounts for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11 on

11/04/2012. Some of the required records were produced by Sh.

Ashu Gupta, an authorized representative of the school on the date

fixed. However complete records were not produced and the school

was given another opportunity to produce the complete records on

19/04/2012. The records produced were examined by Ms. Sunita

Nautiyal, audit officer of the Committee and she observed that

contrary to the claim of the school of not having hiked any fee in

terms oforder dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director ofEducation,

the school did hike tuition fee, which although was less than the

hike permitted by the said order, was nevertheless more

^ than 10% as compared to the fee of the previous year.

'̂ nildevsingAcommittee j , « \A/
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On 19/04/2012, the representative of the school appeared with

Q the relevant records and filed a letter dated 18/04/2012, signed by

Principal of the school. Vide this letter, the school admitted that it

had hiked the fee in 2009-10 which was more than 10% as compared

to the fee for 2008-09. This was done for the reason that the fee

' 3 structure of the school till 2008-09 was veiy low and restricting the

(3 increase to 10% would have been economically unviable. It was also

mentioned that earlier the school was- running at Vishwas Nagar,

n Shahdra on a private land and the fee structure was veiy low on

Cj account of its location and the facilities provided by the school.

C) Subsequently, the school was shifted to its present site i.e. I.P.

0 Extension which was allotted by DDA, the school required more funds

Q to maintain its large infrastructure. It also mentioned that neither the

O Delhi School Education Act, 1973 nor any circular issued by the

O Director of Education restricts the hike which the school can make to

'O extentof10% only.

The records produced by the school were examined by the audit

officer ofthe Committee on 19/04/2012. She observed as foUows:

Q (a) On examination of fee statements of the school for the years

'Q) .2008-09 and 2009-10, it appeared that the school had

increased the fee in 2009-10 in terms of order dated

r^:
, J
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11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education. However,

on examination ofthe fee receipts produced by the school, it

was discovered that the school actuaUy charged lesser

amount offee from the students. The students who migrated

Q earlier premises of the school at Vishwas Nagar

Q continued to pay lesser fee. On the other hand, the

O. students who were admitted at the new premises at

O Palparganj paid fees at higher rates.

r) (b) The school had only nominally implemented the VI Pay

Commission report w.e.f. December 2009, in as much as the

O school was paying only the basic pay and the grade pay as

C recommendations ofthe VI Pay Commission. No DA

Q or HRA was being paid by the school. The incremental

O expenditure on salary was just Rs. 47,908 per month. On

0 the other hand, the total increase in monthly fee on account

O offee hike was Rs. 1,07,500.

After these facts came out, the category of the school was

changed to B'.

The school was issued a notice dated 13/03/2014 for providing

It an opportunity of hearing by the Committee on 27/03/2014. A

questionnaire seeking information regarding the receipt and
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utilisation of development fee was also issued to the school. It was

fN mentioned in the notice that at the time of hearing, the books of

' fee records, salary records and bank statements should be

'f^ kept handy.

On tiie scheduled date, Sh. Ashu Gupta, authorized

representative of the school appeared and filed written submissions

dated .27/03/2014 along with reply to the questionnaire regarding

development fee. However, when the Committee wanted to examine

the financial records of the school, the representative could not

produce the same. Accordingly'the matter was directed to be reHsted

on 22/04/2014, when the representative of the school was asked to

produce tiie accounting, fee and salary records. On the said date,

Sh. Ashu Gupta, appeared with Ms. Kaushlaya Mathur, Accounts

Assistant. However, the hearing was held on 06/05/2014, at the

request and instance of the school. The school made the following

submissions vide its letter dated 27/03/2014 and also during the

course of hearing:

The students who migrated from the earlier premises of the

school at Vishwas Nagar, Shahdra continued to pay fee at

lesser rates while those admitted at I.P. Extension paid fee at

higher rates.

C

Oo
n

O

JUSTICE X 5
ANIL DEV SINGH \

COMMITTEE

. '-"P.eview ofSchool Fee7



o

o

o
(fo

n

^ 000110
Vivekanand International School. I.P. Extension. Patpargani.

Delhi-110092

(b) VI Pay Commission report was nominally implemented w.e.f

December 2009. Salary to about 50% of staff is paid by bank

transfer while the remaining 50% are paid in cash.

(c) The fee hike in 2009-10, although more than 10% as

Q compared to the fee of the previous year, was less than the

Q maximum hike permitted by the order dated 11/02/2009

Q issued by the Director of Education

C" (d) The hike in aggregate tuition fee from Rs. 48.23 lacs in 2008-

0 71-83 lacs in 2009-10 was on account ofincreased

Cy enrollment in 2009-10 which rose from 793 to 920.

Cj (e) The school charges development fee from new students only

(j aiid the same is treated as a revenue receipt.

Discussion;

At the outset, it has to be stated that the school did not in

, actual fact implemient-tins-^-Pay-Commission report:—TH^meager

Q increase in monthly salary from December 2009 onwards, which was

p; 9-95% over the salary for the pre implementation period, gives a

Q to the contention of the schoor that it implemented the VI Pay

Commission report w.e.f. December 2009. In fact, the salary hike in a

O year on account of the increased Deamess allowance which is

^^o'^iiced tvidce every year, besides the routine annual increment
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results in a hike of more than 10%. To say that the hike of 9.95% in

, salary is on account of miplementation ofVI Pay Commission report is

a veiy fanciful submission.

Therefore, the only determination to be made by the Committee

is with respect to the justifiability of fee hike in the absence of

implementation of VI Pay Commission report. The Committee has

consistently been takmg a view that in the absence ofimplementation

of VI Pay Commission report, a fee hike to the extent of 10% would be

justified so as to cover the impact of inflation. Any hike in excess of

that would not bejustified as the schools are not supposed to profiteer

from the operations of the school. The contention of the school that it

needed a higher fee hike in 2009-10 to support the additional

infrastructure of the school created when it shifted to its new

premises at I.P. Extension is bereft of any merit. The representative of

the school stated during the course of hearing that the shift to the

new premises was made in 2005-06. The financials of the school for

the years 2005-06 to 2008-09 do not show that the school was

incurring any cash deficits. That means that the school was managing

at its new premises with the so called low fee structure. The

contention of the school that there is no law or circular of the Director

^ of Education which limits the hike to ,10%, is correct technically.

r\
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However, in the case of Modem School vs. Union of India ( 2004) 5

see 583, the Hon^ble Supreme Court has held that the Director of

Education has the authority to regulate the fees of unaided schools.

In exercise of such authority, the Director of Education invariably

objects to the hike in fee proposed by the unaided schools, in so far

as, the hike exceeds 10%. Unless there are compelling reasons for the

hike to be in excess of 10%, e.g. a new Pay Commission is to be

enforced which entails substantial hike in expenditure on salaries, the

hike in excess of 10% would not be justified. The Committee is in

; ) . - accord with the view of the Directorate of Education that the schools

^ y can hike the fee ordinarily upto 10% given the current inflationary

() trends. Any hike in excess of this limit would not be justified.

O However, where the schools operate on veiy low fee base, the

Committee has been taking a view that if the hike is not much in

absolute terms, a hike in excess of 10% ought not be interfered with.

Keeping the above parameters in view, the issue of fee hike in

case of this particular school needs to be examined. Although the

audit officer has mentioned that the tuition fee was increased bymore

than 10% in 2009-10, she has not set out the comparative fee charged

by the school in 2008-09 and 2009-10, in order to ascertain as to how
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much more than 10% was charged and whether in absolute terms,

such hike could be tolerated.

On examination of the annual returns of the school filed under

Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973, the Committee

observes that besides the tuition fee, the school was charging a

monthly fee under the head 'other charges'. The amount charged as

other charges was Rs. 500 per month in 2008-09 and Rs. 550 per

month in 2009-10, besides tuition fee which varied for different

classes. The Committee is of the view that the amount charged under

the head -other charges' ought to be treated as part of tuition fee. The

comparative figures of tuition fee (including other charges) for 2008-

09 and 2009-10 for different classes are as foUows:

C)
Class Monthly

tuition fee in

2008-09 (Rs.)

Monthly
tuition fee in

2009-10 (Rs.)

Increase in

2009-10

(Rs.)

Percentage
increase

1 ^
Pre 1060 1310 250 23.58%

0
primary
to V

VI to VIII 1250 1500 250 20.00%
IX&X 1750 2100 350 20.00%

J
XI 86 XII 2150 2600 450 20.93%

T)

G
•

These details have been culled out from the copies of the

documents filed by the school during the course of

hearing/verification by the Committee. The Committee is of the view
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that the extent ofhike in fee effected by the school cannot be justified

on any parameter and to the extent the hike is in excess of 10%, the

same ought to be refunded to the students along with interest @9%

per annum. Further, since such hike is part of the fee for the

subsequent years also, the fee for those years, to the extent they are

relatable to the amount of fee that the Committee has recommended

to be refunded, ought also be refunded along with interest @9% per

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

However, it would be in order to add a caveat here. Since the

school claims to have charged fee at lesser rates from the students

who migrated from its earlier premises situated at Vishwas Nagar,

Shahdra, as compared to the fee charged from the new students

admitted at its new premises and this claim has also been verified by

the audit officer of the Committee, the amount of refund would

accordingly be different for these two categories of students. The

actual amount of refund ought to be calculated with reference to the

actual fee charged from the old students in the years 2008-09 and

2009-10.
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Development Fee:

In reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee, the

school stated that itwas charging development fee in all the five years

for which information was sought. However, such fee was charged

only at the time of new admissions. No details were given regarding

the specific assets acquired out of development fee. During the course

of hearing, the representative of the school conceded that the

development fee was treated as a revenue receipt.

The Committee is of the view that the school was not fulfilling

any of the pre conditions for charging development fee as laid down by

the Duggal Committee which were subsequently affirmed by the

HonTDle Supreme Court in the case of Modem 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 compliance with

the law and therefore, the same was unjustified. However, since the

Committee has mandated to examine the fee charged by the school in

pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of

Q Education, the Committee is restricting its recommendations to the

Q development fee charged in 2009-10 and 2010-11. As per the

J information furnished by the school, the school coUected a sum of Rs.
43,900 as development fee in 2009-10 and Rs. 1,20,900 in 2010-11.
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The school ought to refund these amounts along with interest @9%

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

Recommendations;

In view of the above discussion and determinations, the

Committee recommends as follows:

(a) The school ought to refund the fee hike effected by

the school in 2009-10, to the extent the hike exceeds

10% over the fee of 2008-09, along with interest @9%

per annum from the •collection to the date of refund.

The amount of refund is to be calculated with

reference to the actual fee charged from the old

students in 2008-09 and 2009-10.

(b) The school ought to refund the development fee

amounting to Rs. 43,900 in 2009-10 and Rs. 1,20,900

in 2010-11 along with interest @9% per annum from

the date of coUection to the date of refund.

CA J.S. Kochar
Member

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

Dated: 14/07/2014
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O Raidhani Public School. Narela. Delhi - 40

o

o

o

o
Q information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure
0 30 at page 470 of the First Interim Report).

o

Q 2. The school did not. respond to the questionnaire within the

O specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of

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

O on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

along with a copy of the fee schedule.o

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

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

prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
o • •
^ the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 and had
Q implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

Q view of the matter the schoolwas placed in category 'B'.

O • • . .

o

/ . wlJE COPY
CJ / JUSTICE \ Page 1of 6

AMILDEV SINGH
CO^WilTTEE j

"or Revie^v of School Fee 7



o • • •

O B-292

O Raidhani Public School, Narela, Delhi - 40

o

o

o

o

o

n

O

O

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

its notice dated 08.07.2013 required the school to appear on 19.07.2013

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.

5. Sh. Abbas Ali, Manager of the school attended the Office of the

Committee on 08.07.2013 and produced the record along with the reply

to the questionnaire. As per the reply, the school had implemented the

recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission w.e.f. July,, 2010 and had

Q not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

Q 11.02.2009. It was also claimed that the school had not charged

O development fee from the students.

o

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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.50/- to

Rs.lOO/- per month for different classes. During 2010-11, the

school had hiked fee by Rs.80/- to Rs.150/- per month for

Q different classes in terms of the order of the Director of Education

Q dated 11.02.2009.

O • TBVB COpV
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(ii). The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 5^ Pay Commission w.e.f. July, 2010.

(iii). The salaiy.to the staff had been paid in cash, in spite of the school

having two bank accounts.

(iv). No TDS deduction was made from the salary.

(v). The salary had not been paid for one full month to almost all the

members of the staff during the year 2010-11.

Q 7. By notice dated 13.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

Q 02.06.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

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

0 Committee and for affording an opportunity ofhearing to the school.

o

o

o

n

8. On 02.06.2014, Shri Abbas Ali, Manager, Shri Mange Ram,

Member (MC) and Shri Ram Niwas Jain, Accountant of the school

appeared before the Committee. They initially contended that the school

had implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission w.e.f.

July, 2010, but when confronted with the observations of the Audit

Officer of the Committee, they conceded that the recommendations of the

Q 6^ Pay Commission, in fact, had not been implemented. They stated

G' the school, during 2009-10 had hiked the fee within the tolerance
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limit of 10%, but during 2010-11, the hike was in terms of the order of

the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11

Pre-school 250 250 Nil 350 100

Pre-primary 295 350 55 450 100

land II 420 470 50 550 80

III to V 450 500 50 580 30

VI to VIII 550 600 50 680 80

IX 750 850 100 950 100

X 850 950 100 1100 150

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

fee during the years 2009-10 for classes IX and X in terms of the order of

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

been hiked by more than 10% for the same classes.
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11. As regards tlie question of implementation of the recommendations

^ of the 6^ Pay Commission is concerned, the school has admittedly not
o • implemented the same.

O

O

O

O

O

o

o

12. As per the record produced before us, the school had not charged

development fee from the students.

Discussion and Recommendations

Regarding Tuition Fee; -

o Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of

Q Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee for

Q classes IX and X without implementing the recommendations of 6^^

O Pay Commission, we are of the view that the increase in fee in

O excess of the tolerance limit of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the

Committee recommends that the fee hike for classes IX and X

effected by the school in the year 2009-10 in excess of 10% ought to

O •" '
be refunded along with interest @9% per annum from the date of its

O •
collection to the date of its refund.

o

O • •
Q Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the

Q subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
Page 5 of 6
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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 for

classes IX and X along with interest @9% per annum from the date

of its collection to the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated;- 23.07.2014
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In reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the

Committee, the school vide email dated 02/03/2012 submitted that

the school had implemented the VI Pay Commission report

prospectively w.e.f. 01/07/2010. It was further stated that the school

neither collected any arrear fee from the ^parents nor paid any arrear

salary to the staff which became due on account of retrospective

application of VI Pay Commission report w.e.f. 01/01/2006. It

explained that the school had veiy small number of students and with

the moderate fee structure and weak financial position of the school, it

was not economically viable to pay arrears of salary.

O regard to hike in fee in pursuance of order dated

Q 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education, the school gave a

0 very ambivalent reply to the effect that the school never increased the

Q fee m the middle of any academic session, after submission of

statement fee under section 17 (3) of Delhi School Education Act,

1973.
o

o

n

Based on the reply to the questiorinaire, the school was placed
in category B'.

Q reviewmg the financial statements and other documents

O received through-the Dy. Director of the District and the reply to the

O questionnaire issued by the Committee, the Committee felt that the

O information furnished by the school was not adequate and specific for
O examining the justifiabiHly of hike in fee. In fact, it was not clear from
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the reply submitted by the school whether it had hiked the fee at all in

pursuance of the aforesaid order dated 11/02/2009. The Committee,

therefore, issued a revised questionnaire to the school vide its letter

dated 06/08/2013 and in this questionnaire, specific queries were

raised with regard to the collection and utiHsation of development fee

also, besides the queries relating to the implementation of VI Pay
V I

Commission report and the fee hiked by the school for that purpose.

Q The school submitted its reply to the revised questionnaire

O dated 24/05/2013. With regard to the

o implementation of VI Pay Commission report and collection of arrear.
Q fee and payment of . arrear salary, the school reiterated the

Q submissions made by it in reply to the original questionnaire.

1^) However, in evidence of implementation of VI Pay Commission report

Q 01/07/2010, the school filed copies of the salary sheets for the
Q month of June 2010 and July 2010 showing aggregate salary of Rs.

O 2,17,920 and Rs. 2,39,998 respectively. Effectively, the school stated
r,l a® a ^^sult of implementation of VI Pay Commission, its monthly
Q salary bill increased by Rs. 22,078.

As regards hike in fee pursuant to order dated 11/02/2009

issued by the Director of Education in the year 2009-10, the school

enclosed details of tuition fee charged by the school in 2008-09 and

2009-10. The details as furnished by the school are as foUows:
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Class Monthly
Tuition fee
in 2008-09

(Rs.)

Monthly
tuition Fee
in 2009-10 (
Rs.)

Increase in

2009-10

(Rs.)

Percentage
increase

Pre

school
850 1050 200 23.53%

Pre

primary
to V

880 1050 170 19.32%

VI 86 YIII 990 1150 160 16.16%
IX 85 X 1200 1500 300 25.00%
XI 85X11 1300 1600 300 23.08%

The replies of the school with regard to questions regarding

development fee will be adverted to when we discuss the issue of

development fee.

In order to verify the contentions of the school, the Committee,

vide its letter dated 19/07/2013 required the school to produce its fee

records, salaiy records, books of accounts, bank statements,

provident fund returns and TDS returns, for the years 2008-09 to

2010-11 on 21/08/2013, in the office of the Committee. On the date

fixed for verification, Sh. R.G. Luthra, Chartered Accountant,

appeared and produced the required records which were verified by

Sh. A.D. Bhateja, audit officer of the Committee. After examining the

records produced by the school and the annual returns filed by the

school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973, he

observed as follows:
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(i) The contention of the school that it implemented the VI

Pay Commission report w.e.f. 01/07/2010 was not

entirely correct in so far as the school was paying only

basic pay, grade pay and DA @22%. Other allowances

like HRA and TA were not being paid.

(ii) Even after purportedly implementing the VI Pay

Commission report, the school was not pa3^g the entire

salary through banking channels and the school never

deducted any TDS or provident fund. Consequently it did

not file any returns.

(iii) Though the school had hiked the tuition fee in accordance

with the order dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of

Education, the school was actually collecting lesser fee

than the fee mentioned in the schedules from a good

number of students.

(iv) No discrepancy was observed in the maintenance of

accounts by the school. In the year 2010-11, the school

had taken aid from its Parent Society, amounting to Rs.

17,97,285.

O The school was issued a notice dated 13/05/2014 for providing

C it an opportunity of being heard by the Committee on 04/06/2014.

O On this date, Dr. Keswani, General Secretary of the Society appeared
with Sh. R.G. L^hra, Chartered Accountant. They filed written

n
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submissions dated 04/06/2014, justifying the fee hike. They were

heard by the Committee. Besides reiterating their written

submissions, they:

(i) conceded that while the fee was hiked w.e.f. 01/04/2009,

the VI Pay Commission was only partially implemented

and that too w.e.f. 01/07/2010.

(ii) contended that a substantial part of the salary was paid

directly by the Society, after implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report.

(iii) conceded that even after implementation of VI Pay

Commission report, no TDS was deducted from the salary

of the staff.

(iv) contended that the school had very low student strength

and out of them, a large percentage of students enjoyed

fee concessions on one account or the other.

(v) The aggregate revenue from fee and the aggregate

expenditure on salaiy for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10

were as follows:

Particulars 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Total tuition fee 7,41,195 8,94,565 10,54,720
Total salary 11,70,734 13,41,844 28,15,532
Excess of salaiy over
tuition fee

4,29,539 4,47,279 17,60,812
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A large percentage of students were enjoying fee

concessions like sibling concession, EWS concession and

other concession. During the course of hearing, the school

furnished details of the total number of students vis a vis

those pa3dng full fee and those enjoying fee concessions

on one account or the other. The details as furnished by

the school are as follows:

Year Total no. of

students
No. of full fee

paying students
No. of students
enjoying concessions

2008-09 88 29 59
2009-10 94 26 68
2010-11 107 26 71

(vii) ,

Discussion & Determination regarding 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 the school to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee, the observations of the audit officer, the details provided

by the school during the course ofhearing, and the written and oral

submissions made by the representatives of the school during the

course of hearing.

Though the Committee is of the view that the school was not

justified in hiking the fee in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009

issued by the Director ofEducation, w.e.f. 01/04/2009, as the school

trub copy
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only nominally implemented title VI Pay Commission report and that

too w.e.f. 01/07/2010 and the Committee has serious reservations

with the contention of the school that the salaiy bill in 2010-11 rose

to Rs. 28,15,532 from Rs. 13,41,844 in 2009-10 in view of the fact

that in the reply to the questiionnaire, the school stated titiat its salaiy

bill for June 2010 (prior to implementation) was Rs. 2,17,920 which

nominaUy rose to Rs. 2,39,998 for July 2010 i.e. a mere increase of

Rs. 22,078 per month, the Committee feels that this is not a fit case

where it should recommend a refund of fee, for the reason that the

school had veiy low student strength during the years 2008-09 to

2010-11 and out of that too, the number of fuU fee paying students

was miniscule. In 2009-10, it was just 26. Thus the fuU effect of fee

hike m 2009-10 was borne by only these 26 students. As noticed

supra, the audit officer of the Committee has confirmed titiat the

school was not charging full fee as per the fee schedule from a large

number of students. The Committee has also verified from the

financials of the school that the school hardly had any surplus funds

in reserve.

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the view

that no intervention is caUed for qua the tuition fee.

Development Fee;
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In reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee, the

school furnished the foUowing information of collection and utilisation

of development fee:

Year Development fee
collected (Rs.)

Development fee
utilised (Rs.)

Manner of

utilisation
2006-07 17,100 4,170 Purchase of

furniture 85 fixture
2007-08 14,900 329 Purchase of library

books
2008-09 24,450 4,736 Purchase of

equipments and
library books

2009-10 16,500 746 Purchase of
equipments and
library books

2010-11 22,050 22,510
— ^

Purchase of
furniture and fixture
85 equipments

Total 95,000 32,491

Itwas further stated that the development fee was charged from

only the new students and it was treated as a capital receipt but

neither any development fund account was maintained nor any

depreciation reserve fund account was maintained.

Discussion & Determination regarding development fee!
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The Committee has considered the reply of the school to the

questionnaire issued by it and also examined the audited fmancials of

the school. In so far as the school admits that it was neither

maintaining any development fund account nor any depreciation

reserve fund account, the Committee is of the view that the school was

not compl3dng with the pre conditions laid down by the Duggal

Committee for charging development fee which were upheld by the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Modem School vs. Union of

India (2004) 5 SCC 583. F\irther, the Committee is of the view-that

the school hardly had any development plans in view of the nominal

amount utilised by it for permitted purposes. Charging of

development fee would be justified only where the school has defmite

development plans. The Committee is therefore of the view that the

school ought to refund the development fee charged in 2009-10 and

2010-11 along with interest @ 9% per annum from the date of

collection to the date of refund. The Committee is restricting its

recommendations for the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 as the mandate

of the Committee is only to examine the fee charged in pursuance of

order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education. With

regard to the- earHer years, it is for the Director of Education to take a

view in the matter. The Committee has consciously made no allowance

for keeping any funds in reserve for future contingencies or gratuity

liability (Leave encashment liability is not even claimed by the school).

This is for the^r^son that the Committee is not convinced of the Haim
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of the school of having implemented the VI Pay Commission report,

even partially.

Recommendations:

The Committee, therefore, recommends that the school

ought to refund a sum of Rs. 16,500 charged as development fee

in 2009-10 and Rs. 22,050 charged in 2010-11, along with

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

of refund.

CA J.S'. Kochar

Member

Dated: 01/08/2014
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B-334

Oxford Modern Public, Mandoli Road.Shahdara.Delhi - 32

1. WitJi 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 ofthe matter the school was placed in categoiy 'B'.

TRUE COPY Page 1 of5
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O 4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

O 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.

n

V I

5. On 09.10.2013, Sh. Kuldeep lyagi, 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, the school had

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission w.e.f.

01.04.2010 and had hiked the fee w.e.f. 01.04.2010, in terms of the

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

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

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

O (i)- the school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6^ Pay Commission partially.

(ii). HRA and DA has not been paid as per the prescribed rates.

(iii). T.D.S. has never been deducted from the salary ofthe staff.

(iv) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10, ahd 2010-11 by Rs.lOO/-

p.m., for all classes.
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7. By notice dated 16.07.2014, the school was asked to appear on

01.08.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salaiy 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 01,08.2014. Sh. Kuldeep lyagi. Manager of the school

appeared before the Committee and provided the records. It has been

contended by the school representatives that:-

(i) The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^^!

Pay Commission, in-spite of hike in fee.

(ii). The school hiked tuition fee by Rs.lOO/- p.m. 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.lOO/- p.m. for all classes.

(ill) The school charged development fee inadvertently in 2008-09 only.

It was not collected further in any year.

9. We have gone through the record, 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: -
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Class Tuition

Fee

during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased
in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I to V 300 : 400 100 500 100

VI-VIII 400 500 100 600 100

10. 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 also there was

hike in fee by Rs.lOO/-.

11. Admittedly, the school has not implemented the recommendations

of the 6^ Pay Conmiission.

12. As per the available record, the school has charged development

fee during 2008-09 only.

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-

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

COiv Page 4 of 5JUSTICE
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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.

Re. Development Fee.

The school has charged development fee during 2008-09 only.

Since, the school has not charged development fee during the years

2009-10 and thereafter, in pursuance of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009; therefore no recommendations are

made regarding refund of the same.

Recommended accordingly. '

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

Dated;-01.08.2014
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B-352

Taksila Public School, Jyoti Colony Extn., Delhi - 94

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-Q2-2009 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 17.10.2013 required the school to appear on 31.10.2013

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.

No one attended the Office of the Committee on 31.10.2013. The school

was provided another opportunity to produce its record on 27.11.2013.

The Vice-Principal of the school vide its letter dated 27.11.2013

requested for some more time to produce the record of the school. At its

request, the school was directed to produce the record on 09.12.2013.

5. On 09.12.2013, Sh. Nav Deep Ahluwalia, Manager of the school

attended the Office of the Committee and produced the record. The reply

to the questionnaire was filed on 16.12.2013. As per the reply, the

school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay

Commission and had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The school had charged

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: -
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(i). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.200/- to

Rs.400/- per month for different classes in terms of the order of

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

hike was by 10%,

(ii). The school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Commission.

(iii). The school had not deducted TDS from the salaiy of the staff.
, 1 , . ,

7. By notice dated 13.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

05.06.2014 .along with entire accounting, fee and salaiy 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 05.06.2014, Ms. Deepika Anand, Supdt., with Shri Rajeev

Kumar, TGT of the school appeared before the Committee. It was

conceded by them that the school hiked the fee in 2009-10 in terms of

the order of the Director of Education, dated 11.02.2009, but the

recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission had not been implemented.
V

It was also stated that the school charged development fee which was

| treated as revenue receipt in the accounts and neither any development

fund nor any depreciation reserve fund was maintained.

O Page 3of 6
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9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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

Fee

during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition

Fee

increased

in

2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2010-11

I to II 850 1050 200 1150 100

III to V 950 1150 200 1250 100

VI to VIII 1150 1450 300 1600 150

IX and X 1300 1600 300 1760 160

XI and XII 1580 1980 400 2180 200

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

fee during the years 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 school admittedly has not implemented the recommendations

of the 6^ Pay Commission.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

The school has utilised the order of the Director of Education

dated 11.02.2009, for enhancing the tuition fee, in 2009-10 without

Page 4 of 6
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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 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.

Q Further, since the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee

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

Q subsequent years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent,

O it is relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10 ought also to be refunded

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

1 y the date of its refund.

Re. Development Fee.

The school has charged development fee from the students in the

following manner

Year Amount

^ 2009-10 Rs.16,01,104-00
2010-11 Rs. 18,00,645-00

o

Vv
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The school has admitted that 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 IndiaSs

Ors. Therefore, the Development Fee charged by the school to the

tune of Rs.34,01,749.00 during the years 2009-10 to 2010-11 in

pursuance 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.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 14.07.2014
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Ram Chandra Sanatan Dharam Modern Public Sr. Sec. School J

Sadh Nagar Part-1, Palam Colony, New Delhi - 45

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

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

(3 information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure

O 30 at page 470 ofthe First Interim Report).

O • •

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.

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

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

O of the Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as

(3 implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

^ view of the matter the school was placed in category B'.
O Page 1of7
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O Ram Chandra Sanatan Dharam Modern Public Sr. Sec. School.

Sadh Nagar Part-1, Palam Colony, New Delhi - 45
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4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 10.07.2013 required the school to appear on 30.07.2013

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

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

o ' ' .
Q 5. Sh. Rakesh Kumar, TGT and Shri Manoj Kumar, PET of the school

O attended the Office of the Committee on 30.07.2013, and produced the

O record along with the reply to the questionnaire. As per the reply, the

school had implemented the- recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission

w.e.f. 01-03-2011 and had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. 01-09-2008. It was also

admitted that the school had charged development fee from the students.

i")

0

O

o

o

C •
Q (i). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.200/- per

O month for classes VI to X and by Rs.300/- per month for classes XI

O and XII. During 2010-11, the school had hiked fee by Rs.150/-

O • ' . '
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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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per month for classes VI to X and by Rs.200/- for classes XI to XII,

which was an increase of about 14.28%.

(ii). The school has stated to have implemented the recommendations

Q ofthe 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. March, 2011, but had not paid DA

Q as perprescribed norms.

o

O (iii)- The school had collected development fee by Rs. 1000/- from the

O newly admitted students in 2009-10 and 2010-11.

7. By notice dated 15.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

03.06.2014 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 03.06.2014, Shri Rakesh Kumar, TGT and Shri Manoj Kumar,

PET of the school appeared before the Committee. It was fairly conceded

Q by them that though, the school increased the fee in terms of the order of

O the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. September, 2008, the

O recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission had been implemented only
Q ^ Page 3of 7
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w.e.f. March, 2011. It was also stated that the school charged

development fee from the newly admitted students only and the same

had been treated as revenue receipts and neither, development fund nor,

depreciation reserve fund had been separately maintained.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
VI 850 1050 200 1200 150

VII & VIII 900 1100 200 1250 150

IXSsX 1000 1200 200 1350 150

XI 85x11 1200 1400 200 1600 200

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

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

Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, fee has been hiked by

more than 10%.
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n

o
12. As regards the question of implementation of the recommendations

O _ •
^ of the 6^ Pay Commission is concerned, the school has claimed to have

implemented the same w.e.f. March, 2011, but DA had not been paid as

per the recommendations of the Commission. Therefore, the claim of the

0 school to have implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay

Q Commission cannot be accepted by the Committee.

o

O

O Discussion and Recommendations

O Regarding Tuition Fee; -

o • '

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee, 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 2009-10 in

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

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

0 •

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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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.

0 Re.: Development Fee

Q The school has charged development fee from the students in the

O following manners: -

\ ^ Year Amount

o

o

o

0

2009-10 Rs. 1,35,000-00
2010-11 Rs. 1,30,000-00

The school had admitted that development fee had been treated as

revenue receipt and no separate depreciation reserve fund and

development fund had been maintained.

O' • ^ . -
Thus, the Committee is of the view that the school was not

01 complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed by the Duggal

Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in

O " Page 6of7
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the case oiF Modern School Vs. Union of India8s Ors. Therefore, the

Development Fee charged by the school to the tune of

Rs.2,65,000.00, during the years 2009-10 to 2010-11 in pursuance

of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 was not

in accordance with law, ought 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

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 23.07.2014

JUSTICE

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

V Review ofSchool Fee7

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member
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1. Witli a view to elicit the relev^t information froni 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

Q information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure

Q 30 at page 470 ofthe First Interim Report).

o, .

O school did not respond to the questionnaire within the

O 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

Q impleniented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

0 matter the school was placed in category 'B'.

o,

o

o

Q

D

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

its notice dated 10.07.2013 required the school to appear on 25.07.2013

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.

25.07.2013j Ms. Meena Sehrawat, Manager of the school

attended the Office of the Committee. She submitted reply to the

Q questionnaire and produced the record. As per the reply, the school had

Q implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission w.e.f.

O 2010 and had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

O Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. April, 2009. The school had not

O charged development fee from the students.

vO

o

o

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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.80/- to

Rs.l40/- per month for different classes. During 2010-11 also, the

hike had been by Rs.50/- to Rs.80/-.
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(ii). The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the Pay Commission, but DA and HRA was not paid as per

the prescribed norms.

(iii). The salary to some of the staff had been paid through bank
0

transfer while for others, through bearer cheques.

Q (iv). TDS from the salary of the staff members had been deducted

Q during 2010-11.

1 By notice dated 15.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

O 03.05.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

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

^ Committee and for affording an opportunity ofhearing to the school.

o • ' ' - •

8. On 03.06.2014, no one appeared on behalf of the school before the

Committee. However, a request for an adjournment of hearing was

received in the Committee. At the request of the school, the matter was

adjourned to 09-07-2014.

Q 9. On 09.07.2014, Ms. Meena, Manager and Shri Brijesh Gupta,

Q Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee. It was

Q contended by them that the school hiked the fee in 2009-10 by 20%, but

O Page 3of 6
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partially implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission

W.e.f. July, 2010. It was further contended that despite the fee hike in

April, 2009, the financial position of the school did not allow it to

implement the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission from April,

2009 on account of low enrolment of the students. The representatives

of the school also confirmed that the development fee had not been

charged from the students.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

•Tuition

Fee

increased
in 2010-11

I 410 490 80 540 50
II 430 510 80 560 50
III 440 520 80 570 50
IV 520 620 100 680 60
V 530 630 100 690 60
VI 660 790 130 860 70
VII 680 810 130 890 80
VIII 700 840 140 920 80
IX 720 860 140 940 80
X 740 880 140 960 80
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11. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the

fee during the years 2009-10, marginally less than the limit prescribed in

the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, but in excess of

the tolerance limit of 10%. During 2010-11, the hike was within 10%.

12. The school representatives, during the. course of hearing, has

^ admitted that the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission had been

0 partially implemented, w.e.f. July, 2010.

O . • ^ ' •
0 13. As per record, the school has not charged development fee.

{ J- Discussion and Recommendations

O Re. Fee Hike

Though, the school has not utilised the order of the Director

of Education dated 11.02.2009, for enhancing the tuition fee in

2009-10 up to the maximum extent as permitted vide the aforesaid

order, yet, the hike in fee was more than the tolerance limit of 10%.

The contention of the school that it had implemented the

Q recommendations of the Pay Commission partially, w.e.f July

0 2010, does not entitle it to enhance the fee more than the tolerance

limit of 10% w.e.f. April 2009. Therefore, we are of the view that the
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increase in fee in excess of the tolerance limit of 10%, was

unjustified. In such circumstances, 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.

J.S. Kochar

Member

v>

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:-25.07.2014

JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee >

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member
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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 school 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

Q information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure

(2) 30 at page 470 ofthe First Interim Report).

C) 2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the

O specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of

J 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.

o

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

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

O '
^ 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'.

o

n
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n
v„-

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

o • • •
its notice dated 13.06.2013 required the school to appear on 28.06.2013

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

J

^ 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire:.
Mrs. Raj Rani, HM of the school attended the Office of the Committee on

28.06.2013, but did not produce any record. At the request of the school

representative, the school was directed to produce its record on

03.07!2013.

o • • . • ,

Q 5. On 03.07.2013, Mrs. Raj Rani, HM of the school appeared before

O the Committee. She submitted reply to the questionnaire and produced
✓

O the record. As per the reply, the school had not implemented the

recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission and had not hiked the fee

in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The

school had also not charged development fee from the students.o

o

rN
^.j

\ /

V

o

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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.150/- per

month for classes I to V and by Rs.200/- per month for classes VI

to VIII. The school did not hike fee in 2010-11.

Page 2 of 5
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(ii). The salary to the staff had been paid on pre-revised scale, thereby

the school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Commission.

(iii). The salary is paid in cash in spite of the school having a bank

account.

^ 7. By notice dated 02.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

13.05.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salaiy records for the

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

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

O

O

o

o

o

8. On 13.05.2014, Shri Sachin Sharma, C.A., of the school appeared

before the Committee. It was fairly conceded by him that although, the

school hiked the fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009, the recommendations of the 6^ Pay

Commission had not been implemented. It was also stated that the

school did not charge development fee.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative of the school.
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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 during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10 .

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11

I to V 550 700 150 700 . Nil

-VI to VIII 600 800 200 . 800 Nil

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

fee during the years 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. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^^

Pay Commission.

•

1,2. As per the record filed before us, the school has not charged

development fee from the students.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009 for ei^hancing the tuition fee, without
, Page 4 of 5
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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 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.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dey Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 29.05.2014

JUSTICE
f/\lsi!L DEV.SiWGH

COMMITTEE

."'v: Review of School Fee/

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member
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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 (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 notice dated 13.06.2013 required the school to appear on 28.06.2013

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.

Sh. K.K. Saini, Manager, and Sh. Mahipal Singh, Accountant of the

school attended the Office of the Committee on 28.06.2013, but did not

produce any record. At the request of the aforesaid representatives of

the school, they were given time to produce the record on 08.07.2013.

5. On 08.07.2013, Sh. K.K. Saini, Manager requested for another

date to produce the record. He was directed to produce the record on

19.07.2013. No one attended the office of the Committee on 19.07.2013.

The Principal of .the school vide its letter dated 22.07.2013, expressed its

inability to produce the record of the school and requested to extend the

date for the verification of record. The school was provided final

opportunity to produce the record on 02.08.2013. Again, no one attended

the Office on the scheduled date.

/

6. On 05.08.2013, at about 03,20 p.m. Sh; Sanjeev Kumar, T.G.T.

and Sh. Sachin Sharma, C.A. attended the office of the Committee. They

, submitted reply to the questionnaire and produced the record. As per the
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reply, the school had partially implemented the recommendations of the

6th Pay Commission w.e.f. July 2009 arid had hiked the fee in terms of

the order of the Director of .Education dated 11.02.2009. It was also

claimed that the school had not charged development fee from the

students.

7. 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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.200/- per

month for all classes. During 2010-11, the. school had hiked fee

v^thin the range of 10%. .

(ii). The school had paid only basic pay in terms of the

recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission. It, therefore, claimed

to have partially implemented the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay

Commission w.e.f. July 2009.

(iii). In spite of the school having a bank account, the salary was paid

in cash without deducting T.D.S.

8. By notice dated 02.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

30.05.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

Page 3 of 6
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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.

9. On 30.05.2014, Shri Mahipal Singh, Accountant and Sh. Sanjeev

Kumar, T.G.T. of the school appeared before the Committee. It was fairly

conceded by them that the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission

had not been implemented due to lack of resources. They also stated

that the school hiked the fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, but on protest by the parents,

large number of students, particularly the girls were granted fee

concession. They, however, were not able to produce any documentary

evidence to support their claim of grating concessions to the students. It

was also stated that the school did not charge development fee.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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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0001

Class Tuition Tuition Tuition Fee Tuition Tuition
Fee during Fee • increased Fee Fee

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

I 540 740 200 800 60
II 550 750 200 810 60

III 560 760 200 820 60

IV 570 770 200 830 60

V 580 780 200 840 60

VI 590 790 200 850 60

VII 600 800 200 880 80

VIII 600 800 200 880 80

IX 750 950 200 1040 90

X 750 950 200 1040 90

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

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

Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, fee has been hiked within

the range of 10%.

12. The school admittedly has not implemented the recommendations

of the 6^11 Pay Commission.

13. As per the record filed before us, the school has not charged

development fee from the students.
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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, 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 2009-10 in excess of

10% ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per annum from
I

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

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member

Dated:- 03.06.2014
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B-465

Broadways Public School, Janki Puri, New Delhi-71 QD0168

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
N

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 Comrhittee, 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'.

JUSTICE
AMIL DEV/ SINGH

'E COPY Page 1of5

A.••.e'/i&wofSchoolFee/



J/

/ B-465

Broadways Public School. Janki Puri. New Delhi-71

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 03.07.2013

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

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

5. On 03.07.2013, Mrs. Raj Bhatia, Manager of the school appeared

before the Committee. She submitted reply to the questionnaire and

produced the record. As per the reply, the school had not implemented

the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission and had not hiked the

fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

The school had also not charged 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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by 19.7% to 25%

per month for different classes. During"2010-11 the hike had been

between 8.7% to 9.5%. .

(ii). The salary to the staff had been paid on pre-i-evised scale, thereby

the school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Commission. n '

Page 2 of 5
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B-465

Broadways Public School. Janki Puri. New Delhi-71

7. By notice dated 15.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

04.06.2014 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 ofhearing to the school.

8. On 04.06.2014, Shri C.M. Bhatia, Chairman of the society and

Mrs. Raj Bhatia, Manager, of the school appeared before the Committee.

It was conceded by them that although, the school hiked the fee in 2009-

.10 in excess of the permissible limit of 10%, but not in terms of the order

of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The recommendations of

the 6^ Pay Commission had not been, implemented. It was also stated

that the school did not charge development fee.

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

ofthe Committee and submissions ofthe representative ofthe 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:

JUSTIGE
ANILDEVSHMGH

COMMITTEE
' • of School Fee/ • Page 3of5

Copy



Broadways Public School, Janki Puri, New Delhi-71

B-465

00D171

Class Tuition

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I 330 400 70 435 35

n . 360 450 90 490 40

Ill 380 475 95 520 45

IV 400 500 100 545 45

V 425 525 100 575 50 .

VI 430 525 95 575 50

VII 480 575 95 625 50

VIII . 500 600 100 655 55

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

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

Education dated 11.02.2009 for classes IV, V and VIIL The hike for

remaining classes was in excess of the tolerance limit of 10%. During

2010-11, the hike was within 10%.

'11. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Comrnission.

(

12. As per the record filed before us, the school has not charged

development fee from the students.
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B-465

Broadways Public School. Janki Puri. New Delhi-71

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike
•\

The school has utilized the order of the Director of Education

dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee of classes IV, V and

VIII to the full extent. In respect of the remaining classes, it has

enhanced the fee beyond the tolerance limit of 10%. Since the

school hais not implemented the recommendations of Pay

Commission, we are of the view that the increase in fee of all classes

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.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.).
Chairperson

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member

Dated:- 23.07.2014
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B-467

Shanti Ideal Convent Public School. Jai Vihar-III. New Delhi-43

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 ofthe matter the school was placed in category 'B'.
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B-467

Shanti Ideal Convent Public School. Jai Vihar-III. New Delhi-43

. 0001

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

its notice dated 01.07.2013 required the school to appear on 15.07.2013

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.

On 04.07.2013, the Office of the Committee received an email from the

Principal of the school expressing their inability to produce the record of

the school on 15.07.2013. At.its request, the school was. directed to

produce the record on 05.08.2013.

5. On 05.08.2013, Sh. Ravi Sharma, Manager of the school attended

the office of the Committee. He submitted reply to the questionnaire and

produced the record. As per the reply, the school had implemented the

recommendations of.the 6^ Pay Commission w.e.f. April, 2011 and had

not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009. The school had charged 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 eiffect that; -

(i). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.95/- to

Rs.205/- for different classes in terms of the,order of the Director

Page 2 of 6
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' B-467

Shanti Ideal Convent Public School. Jai Vihar-III. New

• 0001

of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11 the hike had been
V

' , by 9% to 25% for different classes.

(ii). The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay

Commission w.e.f. April, 2011

— (iii). The, salaiy to the staff had been paid in cash without deducting

1^ TDS even after the ' purported implementation of the

l~ recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission

I

(iv). The school did not have a TAN.

7. By notice dated 15.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

04.05.2014 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.

Oil 04.06.2014, Shri Ravi Sharma, Manager, Shri R.S. Panwar,

j- Office Assistant and Shri S.P. Singh, Accountant, of the school appeared
1

] before the Committee. It was contended by them that the

recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission had been implemented in

• , . Page 3 of 6
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B-467

Shanti Ideal Convent Public School. Jai Vihar-III. New Delhi-43

2011-12, however, despite such implementation; no TDS was deducted

from the salaiy of any of the staff members. It was conceded that the

school hiked the fee w.e.f. 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director

ofEducation dated 11.02.2009, but did not charge development fee.

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

of the Committee and submissions of. the representative 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

Fee

during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased
in

2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
Nursery
to UKG

Nil 450 Nil 550 100

rto V 455 550 95 600 50

VI to VIII 520 720 200 900 ,180
IX 645- 845 200' 925 80

X 760 965 205 1055 90

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

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

Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike was even more

JUSTICE
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B-467

Shanti Ideal Convent Public School, Jai Vihar-III. New Delhi-43

than 10% for classes Nurseiy to UKG and VI to VIII but for remaining

classes, the hike was within 10%.

11. The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6^1 Pay Commission, but the salary to the staff had been paid in

cash without deducting TDS. So much so, the school did not have a

TAN,. Therefore, its claim to have iniplemented the recommendations of

the 6^1 Pay Commission cannot be accepted by the Committee. -

12. As per record produced before us, the school did not charge

development fee.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

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 the 6^^ Pay Commission.'

Therefore, we are of the view that the increase in fee in excess of

the tolerance limit of 10% was unjustified. In the circumstances,

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
' 1
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B-467

Shanti Ideal Convent Public School. Jai Vihar-III. New Delhi-43

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.

J.S. Kochar

Member

V.

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 14.07.2014

<5... J

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member
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B-478

Shri Niiatam Prem Vidvalava. Anand Parbat. New Delhi-05

. ^

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 Com;mission 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 categoiy "B'.
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B-478

Shri Nijatam Prem Vidyalaya, Anand Parbat, New Delhi-OSggg j

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

its notice dated 01.07.2013 required the school to appear on 15.07.2013

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.

On 15.07.2013 the Manager of the school, vide its letter of even date

requested for some more time to produce the record of the school. At,its

request the school was directed to produce the record on 12.08:2013.

J

5. On 12.08.2013, Sh. Anil Kumar Dhingra, Manager of the school

attended the office of the Committee. He submitted reply to the

questionnaire and produced the record. As per the reply, the school had

not implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission and '

had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated 11.02.2009. The school had charged 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 had increased tuition' fee in 2009-10, by 16.5% per

month for all classes. During 2010-11 the hike had been by

Page 2 of 6
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B-478

Shri Niiatam Prem Vidvalava. Anand Parbat. New Delhi-05

' 000181

Rs.lOO/r, in terms of the order .of the Director of Education, dated

11.02.2009.

(ii). The school had not implemented the recommendations of the

Pay Commission.

7. By notice dated 15.05.2014 the, school was asked to appear on

03.06.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the ex^ination of the same by the

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

8. On 03.06.2014, Shri Anil Dhingra, Manager and Sh.Vasu Dev

Sharma P/T Accountant, of the school appeared before the Committee.

It was conceded by them that the school hiked the fee in 2009-10 by

13.98% and in 2010-11 by 22.22%. The.recommendations of the 6^ ,Pay

Commission had not been implemented. It was also stated that the

school charged development fee which was treated as revenue receipt in

^ the accounts and neither any development fund nor any depreciation

reserve fund was. maintained.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative of the school.

Page 3 of 6
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B-478

Shri Nitatam Prem Vidvalava. Anand Parbat, New Delhi-05

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 during Fee increased Fee • Fee

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

1 VI to VIII 386 450 64 550 100

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

fee during the years 2009-10, in excess of the tolerance limit of 10%, but

not in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

During 2010-11, the hike was in terms of the aforesaid order.

11. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the

Pay Commission.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

Though, the school has not utilised the order of the Director

of Education dated 11.02.2009, for enhancing the tuition fee, in

2009-10, yet, the hike was more than the tolerance limit of 10%.

During 2010-11, the hike was in terms of the aforesaid order.
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B-478

Shri Niiatam Prem Vidvalava. Anand Parbat. New Delhi-05

Since the school has not implemented 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 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 has charged development fee from the students in the

following manner:-

Year , Amount

2009-10 Rs.60, 300. 00

2010-11 Rs.73, 200.00

' , , Page 5 of 6
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B-478

Shri Nijatam Prem Vidvalava, Anand Parbat. New Delhi-05

The school had admitted that development fee had been treated as

revenue receipt and no separate depreciation reserve fund and

development fund had been maintained.
\

Thus, 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 Indiafis Ors. Therefore, the

Development Fee charged by the school to the tune of

Rs.1,33,500.00 during the years 2009-10 to 2010-11 in pursuance of

the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 was not in

accordance with law. In the circumstances, the development fee

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

date of its collection to the date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

-V

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

Dated:- l4.07.2014
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B-482

Bal Sthali Public School. Kirari.Nangloi, Delhi-86

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

implernented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category *6'.
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B-482

Bal Sthali Public School, Kirari,Nangloi, Delhi-86

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

its notice dated 01.07.2013 required the school to appear on 16.07.2013

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.

5. On 16.07.2013, Shri D.S.Mathur, Manager and Shri V.B.

Aggrawal, C.A. of the school attended the office of the Committee. They

submitted reply to the questionnaire and produced the record. As per the

reply, the school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Commission and had hiked the fee w.e.f. April 2010, in terms of the

. order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The school had not

charged 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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.lOO/- per

month for classes IX and X, and there was no hike for other

classes. During 2010-11, fee .hike was between- Rs.150/- to

Rs.250/- for different classes.
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B-482

Bal Sthali Public School, Kirari.Nangloi, Delhi-86 00018/

(ii). The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6^ Pay Commission w.e.f. January 2010, but D.A. had not

been paid as per the prescribed norms.

(iii). • ' The salary to only three members of the staff had been paid

through bank transfer, but in respect of others, the same was paid

in cash.

(iv). T.D.S. during the financial year 2009-10 had been deducted in

respect of only three staff members, but the school/failed to
I

produce copies of T.D.S. returns.

(v). P.F. had not been deducted from the salary of any of the staff

members.

7. By notice dated 15.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

05^06.2014 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 05.05.2014, Shri D.S. Mathur, Manager arid Shri ,V.B.

Aggrawal, C.A. of the school appeared before the Committee. It was fairly

conceded by them that though, the school had hiked the fee in 2010-11,

in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, the

Page 3 of 5
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B-482

Bal Sthali Public School. Kirari.Nangloi. Delhi-86

recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission had been nominally

implemented. It was also stated that the school did not charge

development fee. .

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

ofthe Committee and submissions ofthe representative ofthe 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 during
2008-09

Tuition -

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee.

increased

in 2010-11
I to III 500 500 Nil 650 150
IV to V 600 600 Nil 800 200
VI to VIII 650 650 Nil 850 200

IXtoX 700 800 100 1050 250

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

fee for classes IX and X only, during the years 2009-10, in excess of the

tolerance limit of 10%. During 2010-11, fee had been hiked in terms of

the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

11. The claim of the school to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6th Pay Commission, even nominally, is hard to. believe by the

committee, as salaiy to the staff had been paid in cash without

deducting T.D.S. and P.F.
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B-482

Bal Sthali Public School. Kirari.Nangloi. Delhi-86

12. As per the record filed before us, the school has :not charged

development fee from the students.

Discussion and Recommendatiohs

Re. Fee Hike ^

Since, the school has hiked the fee in excess of tolerance limit

of 10% for classes IX and X in 2009-10 and in terms of the order of

the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 for all classes in 2010-

11, 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

excess of 10% for classes IX and X in the year 2009-10 and in the

year 2010-11 for all the classes ought 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

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member

.Dated:- 14.07.2014
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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

impleinented 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'lhe'^omSiitte^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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R.K. Memorial Public School. Karan Vihar Phase-V. Delhi - 41

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

its notices dated 01.07.2013 required the school to appear on

10.07.2013 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. . '

5. On 10.07.2013, Shri Jai Hinder Singh, Manager of^the school

appeared before the Committee. He submitted reply to the questionnaire

and produced the record. As per the reply, the school had implemented

the recommendations of.the Pay Commission w.e.f. Febniaiy, 2011

and had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated 11.02.2009 w.e.f. April 2008. The school did not charge the

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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10 by 28.57% to 40%

; for different classes. During 2010-11, the hike had been by 22.22%

to 28.5%.
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R.K. Memorial Public School, Karan Vihar Phase-V, Dielhi - 41

(ii). The school had partially implemented the recommendations of 6^

Pay Commission w.e.f. February, 2011 as DA had not been paid as

per prescribed norms.

(iii). The salary to the staff had been paid in cash without deducting

T.D.S. and P.F.

7. By notice dated 15.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

04.06.2014 along with the 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 04.06.2014, Shri Jai Hinder Singh, Manager, Shri Jitender Pal

and Ms. Bhavna Kharwal, representative of C.A. of the school appeared

before the Committee. It was conceded by them that the school hiked

the tuition fee by Rs.lOO/- in 2009-10 and again by Rs.lOO/- in

2010-11. They however, stated that the fee hike became necessary as

the school was operating on a very low fee base. It was contended that

the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission were, implemented w.e.f.
{

February, 2011, but only to a limited extent as only basic and grade pay

were paid as per the recommendations. The salary to the staff had been

paid in cash as the bank account of the school, as stated by the school
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representatives was opened only, about six months ago. It was also

stated that the school did not deduct TDS as there was no liability for

TDS even after the partial implementation of the recomrriendations of the

6^1 Pay Commission.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I toV 250 350 100 .450 100

VI to VIII 350 450 100 550 100

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

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

Education dated 11.02.2009. Even during 2010-11, there was hike in

fee by more than 10%. The school is working on low fee base.
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11. The school has clmmed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 5^1 Pay Commission, but limited to the payment of basic and grade

pay and without deducting TDS. Salary to the staff had also been paid in

cash. In view of these facts, the claim of the school to have iriiplemented

the recommendations of ,the 6^ Pay Commission cannot be accepted by

the Committee.

12. As per the record" filed before us, the school has not charged

dievelopment fee from the students.

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, without

implementing the recommendations of 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.
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Further, the school has hiked the fee in 2010-11 by more than

the tolerance limit of 10%, but it is working on a very low fee base.

Therefore, the Committee does not recommend ripple effect
> ...

relatable to the fee hike in 2009-10.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

J

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

Dated:- 23.07.2014
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M.R. Vivekananda Public School. Krishna Park. QQQ]^90

Vikaspuri, New Delhi - 18

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 (iays (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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M.R. Vivekananda Public School. Krishna Park.

Vikaspuri, New Delhi - 18

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

its notice dated 01.07.2013 required the school to appear on 12.07.2013

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;.

On 12.07.2013, the Manager of the school, vide its letter of even date

requested for some more time to produce the record of the school. At its

request the school was directed to produce the record on 31.07.2013.

5. On 31.07.2013, Sh. Kaushal Luthra, Manager ^d Shri Satish

Shukla, Accountant of the school attended the office of the Committee.

They submitted reply to the questionnaire and produced the record. As

per the reply, the school had not implemented the recommendations of

the 6^ Pay. Commission and had not hiked the fee in terms of the order

of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The school had charged

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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(i). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.200/- per

month for all classes, in terms of the order of the Director of

Education, dated'11.02.2009. During 2010-11 the hike had been

within the range of 10%.

(ii). The school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6^^

Pay Commission.

(iii). The school has charged development fee from the students.

7. By notice dated 19.06.2014 the school was asked to appear on

14.07.2014 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 ofhearing to the school.

8. On 14.07.2014,, Sh. Kaushal Luthra, Manager and Shri Satish

Shukla, Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee. It was

conceded by them that the school hiked the^fee in 2009-10 by Rs.200/-

per month for all classes, in terms of the order of the Director of

Education, dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11 the hike was within the

range of 10% and the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission were

not implemented. It was contended that the hike in fee was partially

used to discharge the property tax liabilities of about Rs.3.50 Lakhs. It

Page 3 of 6
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was also, stated that the school charged development fee at the. time of

admission.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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:

1

Class Tuition

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased .

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
1 Ito V 650 850 200 930 80

VI to VIII 700 900 200 980 80

IX 770 970 200 1050 . 80

1 X 970 1170 200 1400 230,

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

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

Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike for classes I to

IX was within the range of 10%, but for class X,. it was in excess of 10%.

11. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^^

Pay Commission.
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Discussion and Recommenriations

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, and has not implemented 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% ought to be refunded along with

interest @9% per annum irom 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. This being so 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 from the students in the

following manner: -

•' Page 5 of 6\
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1 — / • .

. Class Development Fee charged
during the years 2009-10 and 12010-11

• . (Per Annum / Per student!
I to V -. 2400

\
VI to VIII 2800

-

IX 3000

7<?!

The development fee had been treated as revenue receipt and no
V. ' • . • •

separate depreciation reserve fund and development fund had been

maintained.

Thus, 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

l^evelopment Fee so charged by the school during the years 2009^10

to 2010-11 in pursuance of the order of the Director of Education

dated 11.02.2009 not being in accordance with law oiight 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 DevSingh (Retd.)
Member Chairperson '
Dated:- 30.07.2014
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B-502

Mata Shiv Devi Public School. Keshavpuram,-Delhi -110035

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 ofthe 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 17.07.2013, required the school to appear on 18.09.2013".

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.

I

On 18.09.2013, Mrs, Sushma Bhardwaj, Vice Principal and Sh.

_ Ramesh Kumar, H.C. of the school attended the Office of the Committee

and produced the record. Reply to the questionnaire was also filed. As

per the reply, the school had implemented the recomrnendations of the

r 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. 01.07.2009 and had hiked the fee w.e.f. '

01.04.2009, in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated,

j 11.02.2009. The school has also charged 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
I

of the 6^ Pay Commission.

_̂ (ii) On examination of salary record, it was noticed that Basic Pay,
— Grade Pay, HRA, DA and TA had not been ,paid as per the

|-^ prescribed norms.

|- (iii). The school has charged development fee from the students.
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Mata Shiv Devi Public School, Keshavpuram.-Delhi -1100S5

(iii). The school hiked the .fee in 2009-10, in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11 hike in

fee had been by 10%.

7. By notice dated 26.06.2014, the school was asked to appear on

23.07.2014 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 23.07.2014, Sh. Ramesh Kumar, H.C. of the school appeared

before the Committee and provided the records. It was conceded by the

school representative that the school did not implement the

recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission but fee was hiked in terms

of the order of the Director of-Education dated 11.02.2009. He further

conceded that the school has charged development fee but no separate

depreciation reserve fund had been created.

9. We have gone through the record, 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: -
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Class Tuition

Fee

during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
VI 700 900 200 980 80
VII 750 950 200 1040 90

-

IX and X 900 1100 200 1200 100
XI and XII 1450 1750 300 1920 170

,10. 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, there'was

hike in fee by 10%. ' . ^

The school has admittedly not implemented the recommendations

of the 6^ Pay Commission.

12. The school has charged developmentfee 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 the tuition fee in 2009-

10, without implementing the recommendations of Pay

Commission, we are of the view that the increase in fee, in excess of
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.Mata Shiv Devi Public School, Keshavpuram,-Delhi -110035^

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 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 from the students at the

rate of Rs. 1150 /- to Rs.20007- in 2009-10 and by Rs.1250/- to 2100/-

for different classes without maintaining depreciation reserve fund.

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 Indiafis

Ors. for collecting Development Fee. Therefore, the Development
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Fee chargedby the school to the tune of Rs.34,01,749.00 during the

years 2009-10 to 2010-11 in pursuance 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.

J.S. kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Miember Chairperson

Dated:-01.08.2014
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Heera Lai Public School, Madan Pur Dabas, Delhi - 110081^^^^^^

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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Heera Lai Public School. Madan Pur Dabas. Delhi - 110081 00020^

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

its notice'dated 17.07.2013, required the school to appear on 12.08.2013

and to produce entire accounting, fee and salaiy.records for the years

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

5. On 12.08.2013, Sh. S.S.Deswal, 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, the school had

implemented the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission w.e.f.

01.07.2009 and had hiked the fee w.e.f 01.04.2009, in terms of the

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The school did not

charge development-fee.

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 partially implemented the recommendations of the

6^ Pay Commission.

(ii). HRA and DA has not been paid as per the prescribed rates.

(iii). The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 by Rs.200/- p.m., for all

classes, in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated
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Heera Lai Public School. Madan Pur Dabas. Delhi - 110081

11.02.2009. During 2010-11, there was hike in fee within the

range, of 10%.

7. By notice dated 26.06.2014, the school was asked to appear on

23.07.2014 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 23.07.2014. Sh. Bijender Dabas, Manager and Sh. Vasudev

Sharma, P/T Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee

and provided the records. They filed written submissions dated

23.07.2014, admitting that the tuition fee was hiked by Rs.200/- for all

Classes in 2009-10 and the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission

have been implemented, partially by taking aid from the society due to

compulsion of the Education Deptt. They have further contended that

the school has not charged development fee from the students.

9. We have gone through the record, 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:-
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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

— •

Ito V 530 730 200 800. 70

VI to VIII 580 780 200 850 70

7^1

10. 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, there was

hike in fee within the range of 10%. '

11. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Commission fully.

12. As per the record, the school has not charged development fee 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 the tuition fee in 2009-

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

Page 4 of 5
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Heera Lai Public School. Madan Pur Dabas. Delhi - 110081

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.

Recommendeijd accordingly.

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

Dated:-01.,08.2014.
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B-547

I.P. Public School, Saroop Nagar. New-Delhi - 42 000213

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 comrtiission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category B'.
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I.P. Public School. Saroop Nagar. New-Delhi - 42

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 03.10.2013

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.

On the scheduled date, Ms. Saraswati Devi, Manager and Sh. Shakti

Rana, Teacher of the school attended the office of the Committee. They

did not bring complete record and requested for some more time to

produce the record. The-school was directed to produce the record on

28.10.2013. No one attended the office of the Committee on the

scheduled date. The school was provided further opportunities to

produce its record on 21.11.2013 and 02.12.2013.

5. On 02.12.2013, Ms. Saraswati Devi, 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, the school had

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission w.e.f.

01.11.2009 and had hiked the fee w.e.f. 01.04.2009, in terms of the

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The school did not

charge development fee. -fROE COPY
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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 partially.

(ii). HRA, DA and T.A. has not been paid as per the prescribed rates.

(iii). Salaiy to the staff had not been paid for the period, they remained

on leave.

(iv) T.D.S. and Provident Fund had never been deducted from the

salary of the staff.

(v) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 by Rs.100/- p.m., in terms

of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

During 2010-11, there was hike in fee within the range of 10%.

7. By notice dated 26.05.2014, the school was asked to appear on

25.07.2014 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 25.07.2014. Ms. Saraswati Devi, Manager and Sh. Shakti

Rana, Teacher of the school appeared before the Committee and provided

the records. It has been contended by the school representatives that:-

ECOPY Page3of6
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(i) The school has implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay-

Commission, nominally.

(ii). Salary to the staff has been paid in cash.

(iii). No salary was paid to the staff for the leave period, therefore the

effective pay out of the salary was reduced.

(iv) The school did not have TAN and was not registered with the PF

authorities and,

(v) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 by Rs.lOO/- p.m. up to the

maximum permissible limit fixed in the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009.

9. We have gone through the record, and observations of the Audit
•j

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

during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11

I 320 420 100 460 40

II 324 424 100 470 46

III 85IV 368 468 • 100 515 47

V 396 496 100 590' 54

VI-VIII 440 540 100 590 50
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10. 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, there was

hike in fee within the range of 10%.

11. The school has not impleinented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Commission fully.

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

development fee 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 the tuition fee in"2009-

10, without implementing the recommendations of 6*^ Pay

Commission, we are of the view that the increase ih 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

COPY Page 5of6
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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 aloiig

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

date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.j
Chairperson

Dated:-01.08.2014 TRUE COPY
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Adarsh Vidyalava. Tagore Garden. New Delhi - 110027 000219

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 (Anhexure

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 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.

5. On 01.07.2013, Sh. Hari Singh Rawat, 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, the school had neither

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission, nor hiked

the fee, in terms of the ôrder of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009. The school also did not charge 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). Consolidated salary, in cash has been paid to the staff and the

school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay.

Commission partially. , .

(ii). T.D.S. and Provident Fund had never been, deducted from the

salary of the staff. .
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Adarsh Vidyalava. Tgore Garden. New Delhi - 110027 000221

(v) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 by Rs.30/- to Rs.lOO/-

p.m. of different classes. During 2010-11, there was hike in fee

within the range of 10%. .

7. By notice dated 26.06.2014, the school was asked to appear on

25.07.2014 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 25.07.2014. Sh.Hari Singh Rawat, Manager and Sh. Sanjeev

Baweja, Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee and

provided the records. They contended that the school has . not

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission. It was

further contended that the school did not charge development fee from

the students. On being confronted by the Committee, they conceded that

except class I, fee for all classes was hiked by Rs.lOO/- p.m. in 2009-10.

9. We have gone through the record, and observations of the Audit

Officer of the Committee. The followihg 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: -

fRUfi COPY
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Class Tuition

Fee

during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased
in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I 470 500 30 550 50

11 500 600 100 650 50

III 510 . 610 100 660 50

IV 520 620 100 670 50

V 530 630 100 680 50

VI 560 660 100 710 50

VII- 600 700 100 750 50.

VIII 620 720 100 770 50

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

fee during the year 2009-10 for all classes, except class 1, in terms of the

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

there was hike in fee within the range of 10%.

11. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^^.

Pay Commission fully.

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

development fee 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 the tuition fee in 2009-

10, for all classes, except class I, without implementing the

' TEUECOPY Page 4of 5,
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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 recommiends that the-fee

hike effected by the school in the year 2009-10 for all classes

except class I, 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

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

Dated:-01.08.2014
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Raja Public School. Chandan Vihar. Nangloi, New Delhi - 4l0Q02^^

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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' Raja Public School. Chandan Vihar. Nangloi. New Delhi - 41 000225

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

its notices dated 06.09.2013, 30.09.2013 and 23.10 2013 required the

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

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

Finally, the school produced its record on 13.11.2013.

5. On 13.11.2013, Sh. Anil Kumar, Manager of the school attended

the office of the Committee. He submitted reply to the questionnaire and

produced the record. As per the reply, the school had neither

implemented the recommendations of the 5^ Pay Commission nor hiked

the fee in terms of thp order • of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009. The school had also not charged 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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.200/- per

month for all classes. During 2010-11 the hike had been by Rs.

72/- to Rs.lOO/- for different classes.

(ii). The school had not implemented the recommendations of the 5^

Pay Commission.

Page 2 of 5
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Raja Public School. Chandan Vihar. Nangloi. New Delhi - 41 000226

7. By notice dated 19.06.2014 the school was asked to appear on

11.07.2014 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 ofhearing to the school.

8. On 11.07.2014,. Sh. Anil Kumar, Manager of the school appeared

before the Committee. It was conceded by him that the school hiked the

fee in 2009-10 by Rs.200/- per month for all classes, in terms of the

order of the Director of Education, dated 11.02.2009 and the

recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission were not implemented

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I to V 525 725 200 797 72.
VI to VIII 660 860 200 960 100
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10. From the above, it"is manifest that the school has increased the

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

Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike was'bylO%.

11. The school has admittedly not implemented the recommendations

of the 6th Pay Commission.

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^ and has not implemented the recommendations of 6*^^ Pay

Cbmmiission, 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

' Page 4 of 5
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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.
• i i •

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 25.07.2014

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member
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Shiv Vani Model Sr. Sec. School. Mahavir Enclave. Palam Road

New Delhi-110045

The Committee, in its early days, sought various' information

and clarifications from the school based on the examination of its

fmancials, vide its letter dated 24/02/2012. The school, vide its letter

dated 09/03/2012, made various submissions, besides -providing

some of the information sought by the Committee. In the mean time,

the Committee decided to standardize the information to be sought

from all the schools and in order to elicit the required information, the

Committee devised a questionnaire which was sent to all the- schools

.by email on 27/02/2012. The schools which did not respond to the

questionnaire were sent a reminder on 27/03/2012. The Committee

did not receive any response from the school to the aforesaid

questionnaire and accordingly another letter dated 31/01/2013 was

sent to the school to furnish reply to the questionnaire. In response

to this letter, the school, vide letter dated 11/02/2013 submitted its

reply wherein the school stated that:

(a) It had implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f.

01/04/2009 and in support of this contention, it enclosed

details of salaiy paid to the staff for the months of March

2009 which aggregated to Rs. 11,55,972 and April 2009

which aggregated to Rs. 14,41,795.
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New Delhi-110045

• (b) It also claimed to. have paid arrears on account of VI Pay-

Commission report to the tune of Rs. 31,62,066 and

submitted details thereof.
f

(c) It admitted to have increased the fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009 in

terms of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of

Education to the maximum extent permitted. {From the

details submitted, it was apparent that the hike in fee was

Rs. 200 per month for classes pre primary to III, Rs. 300 per

month for classes IV to XI (Art & Commerce ) and Rs. 400

per month for classes XI (Science) and all streams ofXII}.

(d) It admitted to have recovered arrears of fee as envisaged in

the aforesaid order dated 11/02/2009.

Based on the information furnished by the school, it was placed

in Category B'.

The school was issued a notice dated 02/09/2013 for providing

it an opportunity of hearing by the Committee on 13/09/2013. Along

with the notice,, a questionnaire eliciting specific response of the

school on the queries relating to collection and utilisation of

development fee, its treatment in the accounts and maintenance of

development fund and depreciation reserve fund, was issued. On the

scheduled date, no one appeared on behalf of the school. However,
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Shiv Vani Model Sr. Sec. School. Mahavir Enclave. Palam Road

New Delhi-110045

the Committee had.received a letter dated 12/09/2013 from the

school requesting for an adjournment on account of illness of its AO.

Afresh notice ofhearing dated 27/11/2013 was issued for hearing on

^ 16/12/2013. On this date, Sh. P.L. Malik, Accounts Officer of the

school appeared with Sh. Babu Lai, Assistant Accountant. He filed

reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee, contending that

I- the school was not charging development fee. During the course of

hearing, the representatives of the school were not able to fully

I" respond to the queries of the Committee, particularly with regard to

the mode of payment of arrears of salary. The school was, advised to

I- file details giving the mode ofpa5Tiient of arrears along with copies of

j bank statements, if the same were paid by cheques. The matter was

directed to come up on 30/01/2014. On this date, the school filed the
/

relevant details ofpayment ofarrears, as required by the Committee.

P^^sal of the details filed by the school, it is apparent that out of

•" •the total arrear payment of Rs. 61,84,920, almost 50% i.e. Rs.

30,22,854 was paid by the school on 07/09/2013 i.e. after the issue

I of the aforesaid notice of hearing by the Committee on 02/09/2013.

Prior to that the school had paid a total sum of Rs. 8,10,765 on

20/07/2009, Rs. 15,57,576 on 10/03/2010 and Rs. 7,93,725 on

25/03/2010. Further, the details furnished by the school throw up
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New Delhi-110045

some very interesting cases. The school claims to have paid arrears

which are very substantial amounts,, to some post graduate and

trained graduate teachers also by. bearer cheques, in almost all the

four installments. The following table would give detail of such cases,

where the payments were made by bearer cheques. It would be

noticed that only in the fourth instalment, which was paid on

07/09/2013, the school paid the arrears by account payee cheques:

S.No. Employee's
Name

Designation 1st

Installment
Hnd

installment
Illid

Installment

IV

installment
Date c)f payment 20/07/2009 10/03/2010 25/03/2010 07/09/2013
1. Ms. Vmeeta

Bhardwaj
PGT 16,975 Mot paid

2. Ms. Charu

Sharma
PGT 16,543 33,086 16,543 . Paid by A/c

payee cheque
3. Ms. Anu Bala TGT 16,135 32,270 16,135 Paid by A/c

Davee cheaue
4. Ms. Sarita Bora TGT 14,623 29,246 14,623 71,692
5. Ms. Lipi Nanda TGT 16,514 33,028 16,514 Paid by A/c

payee cheque
6. Ms. L. Javasree TGT 14,937 Paid by A/c na.yee cheque Not paid
7. Ms. Guijeet

Kaur
Sr. Librarian 14,623 29,246 14,623 Paid by A/c

payee cheque
8. Ms. Sarina

Kathuria
TGT 13,111 26,222 13,111 Paid by A/c

Davee cheaue
9. Ms.' Sangeeta

Bhardwaj •
TGT 13,111 26,222 13,111 Paid by A/c

payee cheque
10. Ms. Chanchal

Saini
TGT 13,111 26,222 13,111 Paid by A/c

Davee cheaue
11. Ms. Balwinder

Kaur
TGT 13,111 26,222 13,111 Paid by A/c

Davee cheaue
12. Ms. Sindhu

Sudheer
TGT 13,111 26,222 13,111 68,226

13.. Ms. Surinder

Lochab
TGT 13,867 27,734 13,867 Not paid

14. Ms. Seema

Chakravorty
TGT 13,867 27,734 13,867 Paid by A/c

Davee cheaue
15. Ms. Prabhasini

Pati
TGT 17,720 34,540 17,270 Paid by A/c

Davee cheaue
16. Ms. Kusum

Lata
TGT 15,002 Not paid

17. Mr. Rakesh

Sharma
TGT 12,734 25,468 12,734 Paid by A/c

Davee cheaup
18. Ms. Madhu

Bala
Asstt.

Teacher
13,706 27,412 13,706 Paid by A/c

Davee cheaue
19.

20.

Ms. Sheela

Borrison •

Ms. Davinder

Asstt.

Teacher

Asstt.

13,975

13,706

27,950

27,412

13,975

13,706

Paid by A/c
payee cheque

Paid by A/c
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Bassan Teacher payee cheque
21. Ms. Kiran Soni Asstt.

Teacher
13,706 27,412 13,706 Paid by A/c

payee cheque
22. Ms. Neena

Bhatia •

Asstt.

Teacher

13,435 26,870 13,435 Paid by A/c
payee cheque

23. Ms. Rekha

Grover

Asstt.

Teacher

12,626 25,252 12,626 Paid by A/c
payee cheque

24. Ms. Disha

Ahuja
Asstt.

Teacher
10,735 21,470 10,735 Not paid

25. Ms. • • Sraboni

Baneriee
Asstt.

Teacher

10,735 21,470 10,735 Paid by A/c
payee cheque

26. Mr. Babu Lai Asstt.

Accountant

11,275 22,550 11,275 Paid by: A/c
payee cheque

27. Ms. Chandna

Dey
Nurse 12,626 25,252 12,626 Paid by A/c

payee cheque
28. Mr. Mahesh.

Dutt

Peon 8,086 16,172 80,086 30,808

29. Ms. Sunita Devi Aya 7,978 15,956 7,978 29,972
30. Mr. Ramu Keshi Chowkidar • 6,569 13,138 6,569 27,220

Total amount

paid by bearer
cheques

3,97,803 7,01i778 3,50,889 2,27,918

Amount paid by
A/c payee
cheques

4,12,962 8,55,798 4,42,836. 27,94,936

Total amount of

arrears paid
8,10,765 15,57,576 . 7,93,725 30,22,854

%age of
amount paid
by bearer
cheques to
total amount

of arrears

49.06% 45.05% 44.21% 7.54%

The above table says it all. It is apparent that when there was

no fear of scrutiny, the school collected the arrear fee from the

students in full but it did not pay the arrear salary to the staff. For

records, it purportedly paid, about 50% of the total amount of arrears

due. Ofthis 50% also, almost 50% was shown as having been paid by

bearer cheques. It is unfathomable as to. how highly qualified

teachers Eke post graduate teachers or trained graduate teachers

would accept payment of large sums of money by bearer cheques. It

is any body's guess as to how much, if at all any amount was paid to
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the staff which was withdrawn by means of bearer cheques. The

school followed this practice unabashedly when the first three

installments of arrears were paid on 20/07/2009, 10/03/2010 and

25/03/2010, when the school did not fear any scrutiny. Even as late

as till 07/09/2013, the school had not paid the arrears. It was only

when it received a notice of hearing from the Committee that the

school became alive to its obligation to pay the arrears. In the

circumstances, the Committee is of the view that only the arrears paid

by the school by means of A/c payee cheques are genuine payments.

The amounts withdrawn by, way of bearer cheques have apparently

gone into the coffers of the school management. Accordingly, the

Committee will consider only a sum of Rs. 45,05,532 as arrear

payment by the school in the final determination.

The representatives of the school also contended during the

course of hearing that as on 31/03/2010, the school had accrued

UabiUty for gratuity amounting to Rs. 77,94,933 which was duly

provided in the balance sheet. The school further contended that

besides gratuity, there was an accrued. liability of .Rs. 19,15,108

towards leave encashment. However, this liability was not provided in

the books. It was contended that while examining the availability of
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funds with the school, these liabilities ought to be considered as the

school was required to keep funds in reserve for meeting them.

The Committee is of the view that although the school held on

to the funds raised by it by way ofrecovery ofarrear fee for about four

years, it ultimately did pay part of the arrear salary due. The

Committee has serious, reservations about the figure of Rs. 61,84,920

put forth by the school. As noted above, the school paid arrears of

salary amounting to Rs. 45,06,532 by A/c payee cheques and Rs.

16,78,388 purportedly by bearer cheques. For the purpose of our

calculation, it would be safe to take the figure of Rs. 45,06,532, which

was paid by A/c payee cheques. The'Committee is 'also of the view

that the school ought to retain adequate funds for meeting its accrued •

Uabilities of gratuity and leave encashment. The employee wise detail

of accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment as furnished by

the school, have been verified and appear to be in order. On the basis

of the audited balance sheet of the school, the Committee has

determined that the school had a sum of Rs. 62,67,836 as funds

available with it as on 31/03/2008. The detaUed working of the funds

available with the school is as follows:
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— K statement showmq FunJiavailableasion 3Y-d3-2odk^ ^^
S.,No. Particulars ' j . Amount (Rs.) Amount (Rs.)

Current Assets

Cash in hand 22,978
Bank Balance (savings) 208,016

Bank Balance (Current) (258,292)
Other Current Assets 1,808,522

Fixed Deposits 8,566,505
TDS Recoverable 74,129 10,421,858

—
Less: Current Liabilities

Students Security 1,376,350
• Sundry Creditors 1,030,539

( Expenses payable 1,665,974
— TDS payable 31,350

Advance Fees 49,809 4,154,022

Net Current Assets (Funds available) 6,267,836

"

The school had a higher liability for gratuity and leave

encashment than the- funds available with it. The Committee is

therefore of the view that whatever funds the school possessed as on

31/03/2008, were not available for the purpose of implementation of

VI Pay Commission report. Hence, in order to meet its financial

obligations for implementing the VI Pay Commission report, the school

was required to hike the fee. Whether the hike was justified or.

excessive is the only question to be determined as the school has not
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made any claim that it be allowed to hike any fee over and above the

hike effected by it.

It would first be in order to set out the quantum of fee hike

effected by the school in pursuance oforder dated 11/Q2/2009 issued

by the Director of Education. The following table shows the extent of

fee.hike effected by the school w.e.f. 01/09/2008:

Class Pre

increase

fee(Rs.)

Post

increase

fee (Rs.)

Fee

hike(Rs.)

PP 860 1060 200
I 945 1145 200
II 945 1145 200
III 945 1145 200
IV 1103 1303 200
V 1003 1303 200
VI 1165 1465 300
VII 1165 1465 300
VIII 1165 1465 300
IX . 1240 1540 300
X 1240 1540 300
XI (Arts 86 Commerce) 1360 1660 300
XI (Science) 1504 1904 400
XI(Computer Sc./Web.Tech/Bio
Tech/Commerce(Informatics
Practice)

1722 2122 400

XII(Arts 85 Commerce) 1360 1660 300
XII (Science) 1504 1904 400
XII(Computer Sc./Web.Tech/Bio
Tech/Commerce(Informatics
Practice)

1722 2122 400
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Calculated on the basis of number of students and the hike in

fee for the respective classes, the Committee has determined that the

school recovered the following amounts in respect of the arrear fee

and the incremental fee:

Particulars Amount(Rs.)
Arrear fee for the period 01/01/2006 to
31/08/2008 62,58,000

Arrear fee for the period 01/09/2008 to
31/03/2009

42,50,400

Incremental fee for the period 01/04/2009 to
31/03/2010

73,63,200

Total 1,78,71,600

As against the above, the additional liability that befell on the

school on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission report was

Rs. 79,36,408 as follows:

Particulars Anlount(Rs.)
Arrears of salary paid by the school 45,06,532
Incremental salaiyfrom 01/04/2009 to 31/03/2010 3,429,876

Total 79,36,408

Therefore, at first glance, it appeared that the school collected

more fee than was required to implement the recommendations of the

VI Pay Commission report. Accordingly, the school was ^confronted

with the preliminary calculation sheet and asked to give its comments
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vide notice dated 29/04/2014. In response, Sh. P.L. Malik and Sh.

Babu Lai, the representatives of the school appeared and filed written

submissions dated 09/05/2014. They contended as follows:

(1) While calculating the excess fee, the Committee had not

considered the accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave

encashment as on 31/03/2008 which amounted to Rs.

40,25,020 and Rs. 16,43,136 respectively. It was further

contended that the school was not allowed any allowance for

reserve for future contingencies. The same would have

amounted to Rs. 36,58,452 which was equivalent to four

months' salary.

(2) The differential salary between 2008-09 and 2009-10 was

Rs. 87,23,338 as against Rs. 34,29,876 taken in the

preliminaiy calculations. The Committee had apparently

taken the differential salary of March 2009 and April 2009

and extrapolated that for the whole year, which would not

yield accurate result. The accounts of the school were

properly audited and these figures' should have been taken

from the Income & Expenditure Accounts of the two years.

The aggregate of salaiy and PF contribution amounted to Rs.

1,34,10,347 in 2008-09 while the same amounted to Rs.

coMi\/iirrEE
'̂ •••Review of School Fee/ '

JUSTICE \ Copy
^^\!iLDEV SINGH \ n



B-621 0002^0

Shiv Vani Model Sr. Sec. School, Mahavir Enclave, Palam Road

New Delhi-110045

2,21,33,685 in 2009-10. Hence t±ie differential salary for

2009-10 was Rs. 87,23,338.

(3) The total drears payable to the staff were Rs. 1,12,52,499

out of which a sum of Rs. 61,24,568 had been paid.

However, the figure taken in the preliminary calculations was

Rs. 45,06,532.

(4) The correct figure of the arrear fee was Rs. 79,33,778

instead of Rs. 1,05,08,400 taken by the Committee. This

was on account of the fact that students who were admitted

in 2006-07, 2007-08 and 2008-09 were not required to pay

the full amount of arrear while the Committee in its

preliminary calculations had presumed that all the students

have paid the full amount of arrears. Further, out of the total

amount due, a sum of Rs. 69,13,455. only had been collected.

(5) The incremental tuition fee in 2009-10 was Rs. 73,22,719 as

against Rs. 73,63,200 taken in the preliminary calculations.

Discussion;

The Committee ha,s considered the annual returns of the school,

the information furnished by the school in response to the notices

issued by the Committee, the preliminary calculation sheet prepared

by the audit officer of the Committee and the submissions made
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COMMITTEE ] .

' of School Fee/

JUSTICE X 12



B-62iQQQ^^^
Shiv Vani Model Sr. Sec. School, Mahavir Enclave, Palam Road

New Delhi-110045

before it by the representatives of the school. The various contentions

raised by the school are discussed as follows:

(a) Re.: Non consideration of accrued liabilities of

gratuity and leave encashment and reserve for future

contingencies:

It is not correct that the Committee did not consider the

accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment and

reserve for future contingencies. As notice supra, the

liabilities for gratuity and leave encashment as on

31/03/2008 amounted to Rs. 40,25,020 and Rs.

16,43,136 respectively. The reserve for future

contingencies as claimed by the school was Rs.

36,58,452. Thus in total, the school was required to keep

a sum of Rs. 93,26,608 in reserve for these purposes.

The school had funds only to the tune of Rs. 62,67,836.

The school cannot keep more funds in reserve than it has.

That is why the Committee has considered that the school

did not have any funds of its own for the purpose of

implementation ofVI Pay Commission report. Any reserve

in excess of Rs. 62,67,836 would have meaiit that the

funds available with the school were in negative zone,
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which is absurd. The school cannot keep in reserve funds-

which it does not possess. However, the Committee will

give due consideration to the non availability of funds
\ • • • • '

with the school even for the purpose of meeting its

I liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment and for future

contingencies, if the need for such consideration arises

after,the final calculations.

(b) Re.: Incremental salary in 2009-10

The "school has contended that the actual figures .of

incremental salaiy in. 2008-09 and 2009-10 ought to be

•I" taken from the audited Income 85 Expenditure accounts of

I the school,, instead of the monthly difference in salary being

I extrapolated for 12 months. In principle, the Committee

accepts the. contention of the school. However, the

Committee finds that the school of its admission paid first

' . three instalments of arrears in 2009-10 and the total amount

paid on this account was Rs. 31,62,066. There is no

separate expenditure reflected as arrear salary corresponding

to this amount in the Income 85 Expenditure account of the

school. Presumably, this amount is included in the figure of

salary as reflected in the Income 85 Expenditure account of
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2009-10. The school has not deducted this figure while

com^puting the differential salary. This amounts to double

calculation as the amount of arrear salary is separately

considered. Hence, the Committee is of the view the

differential salary for ,2009-10 . as per the Income &

Expenditure accounts of the school was Rs.55,61,272

(87,23,338-31,62,066).

(c) Re.; Arrear salary

The Committee has already given its reasons, supra, for

taking the figure of Rs.'45,06,532 as arrear payment of

salaiy instead of Rs. 61,24,568 as claimed by the school.

The Committee does not accept that huge amount ofarrears

were paid by means of bearer cheques to some teachers

while to others they were paid through proper banking

channels. Further the Committee does not buy the argument

ofthe school that it still has liability ofaround Rs. 51.00 lacs

, towards arrears particularly in view of the fact' that out of a

total arrear payment of Rs. 61.24 lacs , as claimed by the

school, a large chunk of Rs. 30.23 lacs was paid only on

07/09/2013 and that too after it received notice from the

Committee. However, the school recovered the arrear fee
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from the students in 2008-09 and 2009-10 itself. Had it not

been subjected to scrutiny by the Committee, the school

would not have paid the arrears on its own.

(d) Re.; Arrear fee

The Committee accepts the contention of the school that the

correct figure of arrear fee was Rs. 79,33,778 instead of Rs.

. 1,05,08,400 taken in the preliminary calculations. The

Committee on perusal of the preliminary calculation sheet

finds that it had, taken the arrear fee uniformly for all the

students irrespective of the years in which they were

admitted to the school. This was on account of the fact that

the relevant information was not available with the •

Committee.

(e) Re.: Incremental Fee

The Committee accepts the contention of the school that the

incremental tuition fee in 2009-10 was Rs. 73,22,719

instead of Rs. 73,63,200 taken in the preliminaiy

calculations, being a minor difference.

Determination:
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In view of the foregoing discussion, the following determinations

are made by the Committee:

Particulars Amount (Rs.)
Funds available as on 31 /03/2008 0

Arrear fee recovered by the school 79,33,778
Incremental fee in 2009-10 73,22,719 1,52,56,497
Arrear salary paid by the school 45,06,532
Incremental salary in 2009-10 55.61,272 1,00,67,804
Excess funds recovered by way of fee hike 51,88,693

As would be apparent from the above determination, the school

recovered a sum of Rs. 51,88,693 in excess of its requirements for

implementation of the VI Pay Commission report, to the extent it did.

Here it would be in order to consider that as against the requirement

of Rs. 93,26,608 for reserves for gratuity, leave encashment and

future contingencies as on 31/03/2008, the school had funds to the

tune of Rs. 62,67,836 only. There was further increase in liabilities

for gratuity and leave encashment as on 31/03/2010. The liability for

gratuity rose from Rs. .40,25,020 as on 31/03/2008 to Rs. 77,94,933

as on 31/03/2010. Similarly the liability for leave encashment rose

from Rs. 16,41,136 to Rs.- 19,15,108 . Cumulatively the liabHities on

this account-rose by Rs. 40,41,885. As the fee hike as per order dated

11/02/2009 covered the period upto to 31/03/2010, the increased

liabilities as on that date also need to be factored in. After doing so,

the Committee finds that the school did not have a real surplus after
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hiking the fee in terms of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the

Director of.Education.

However, the Committee does not view with favour, the action, of

the school in recovering the arrear fee in 2008-09 and 2009-10 and

holding on to the same till 2013-14 when it paid bulk of the arrears to

the~ staff. In the- circumstances, the Committee is of the view that the

students deserve to be compensated for being made to part with the

arrear fee in 2008-09 and 2009-10 when the school had no intention

to pay the arrear salary immediately. In view of this fact situation, the

Committee considers it appropriate to recommend payment of interest

@ 9% per aimum to the students on the .amount of arrear fee

recovered (which the Committee has determined to be Rs. 62,58,000

for the period 01/01/2006 to 31/08./2008 and Rs. 42,50,400 for the

period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009), from the date of collection of

arrear fee to the date of payment of arrear salary.

Recommendation:

In this view of the matter, the Committee recommends that

the school ought to pay interest to the students on the amount of

arrear fee collected from the date of its collection to the date of

payment of arrear salary to the staff, @ 9% per annum.
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Recommended accordingly.

o

CA J.S. Kochar

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

Dated: 13/05/2014
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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 (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 notice dated'17.10.2013 required the school to appear on 30.10.2013

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

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

5. On 30.10.2013, Sh. Jitender Singh, representative of the school

attended the office of the Committee. He submitted reply to the

questionnaire and produced the record. ,As per the reply, the school had'

not implemented the recommendations of the Pay Commission and

had riot hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated 11.02.2009.

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

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

(i). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, in terms of the

order of the Director of Education, dated 11.02.2009. During

2010-11 the hike had been between 9.4 % to 11.10 %. .

(ii). The school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Commission.
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7. By notice dated 16.07.2014 the school was asked to appear on

01.08.2014 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 01.08.2014, Ms. Raj Rajeswari, Account Ass'tt. of the school

appeared before -the Committee. It was conceded by her that the school

hiked the fee in 2009-10, in terms of the^ order of the Director of

Education, dated ll';02.2009. During 2010-11 the hike was within the

range of 10% and the recommendations of the Pay Commission were-

not implemented. It was also stated that the school charged development

fee at the time of admission and the same has been treated as revenue

receipt without maintaining separate development fund.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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 during Fee increased Fee Fee

2008-09 during in 2009-10 during increased

2009-10 2010-11 in 2010-11
I 440 540 100 600 60

II 450 550 200 610 60
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III 470 570 . 100 625 55
IV 485 . 585 100 640 55
V 525 725 200 800 75.
VI 555 755 200 830 75
VII 595 795 200 870 75
VIII 620 820 200 900 80

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

fee durmg the years 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the hike was within the

range of 10%. .

11. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6th

Pay Commission.

12. As per 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, and has not implemented the recommendations of et" 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
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Saint Raman School. Mavur Vihar Phase III. Delhi ^

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 ofthe fee for the

subsequent years. ;rhis being so 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 ofits collection to

the date of its refund.

B-634

Re. Development Fee. '

The school has charged development fee from the students in the

following manner:- .

Year Development Fee charged
2009-10 40,125.00

,2010-11 2,54,885.00

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-condiUons prescribed

by the Dug^l Committee, which were affirmed by the HonTjle
true; copy • .
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Saint Raman School, Mavur Vihar Phase HI. Delhi -

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

IndiafiB Ors. for collecting Development Fee. Therefore, the

Development Fee charged by the school to the tune of

Rs.2,95,010.00 during the years 2009-10 to 2010-11 in pursuance 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.

Justice AnU Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr- RK. SharmaMember Chairperson Member

Dated:- 01.08.2014 '
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Florence Public School, Mavur Vihar Pliase I. Delhi - 96

000254

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 ofthe 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 19.09.2013 required the school to appear oh 11.10.2013

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.

No one attended the office of the Committee on the scheduled date. The

school vide notice dated 28.10.2013 was provided final opportunity to

produce its record on 18.11.2013. ' ^

5. On 18.11.2013, Sh. Jitender Singh, representative of the school

attended, the office of the Committee. He submitted reply to the

questionnaire and produced the record. As per the reply, the school had

neither, implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission

nor, hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009. The school has charged development fee which has been

treated as revenue receipt.

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

Nautiyal, Account officer of the Committee. She observed to the effect

that: -

JUSTiCE
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(i). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.80/- to Rs

200/- p.m. for different classes. During 2010-11 the hike had been

within the range of 10%.

(ii). The school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6^^

Pay Commission.

7. By notice dated 16.07.2014 the school was asked to appear on

01.08.2014 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 01.08.2014, Ms. Raj Rajeswari, Account Asstt. of the school

appeared before the Committee. It was conceded by her that though, the

school did not hike the fee in 2009-10, in terms of the order of the

Director of Education, dated 11.02.2009, yet, the hike was in excess of

10%. During 2010-11 the hike was within the range of 10% and the

recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission were not implemented. It

was also stated that the school charged development fee and the same

has been treated as revenue receipt without maintaining separate

development fund.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative of the school.

The following chart, which is culled out from the record would show the

exact extent of hike in tuition fee dinijing.the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 •
^ Cf>pv
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Florence Public School, Mayur Vihar Phase I, Delhi - 96 0^^257
Class

f

Tuition

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I 495 575 80 625 50

II 550 700 150 750 50

III 600 750 150 800 50

IV 650 800 150 850 50

V 700 850 150 950 100

VI 730 880 150 950 70

VII 750 900 150 980 80

VIII 790 940 150 1020 80

IX 850 1000 150 1100 100

X 950 1150 200 1250 100

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

fee during the years 2009-10, though, not in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, yet, in excess of the tolerance

limit of 10%. During 2010-11, the hike was within the range of 10%.

11. Admittedly, the school has not implemented the recommendations

of the 6^^ Pay Commission.

12. As per available record the school has charged development fee.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

Though, the school has not utilised the order of the Director

of Education dated 11.02.2009, for enhancing the tuition fee, in

2009-10, yet, the hike was in excess of the tolerance limit of 10%.
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The school has not implemented the recommendations of 6^^

Pay Commission. Therefore, we are of the view that the increase in

fee in excess of the tolerance limit of 10%, was unjustified. In such

circumstances, the Committee recommends that the fee hike

effectedby 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. This being so 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.

! . . ' ' • V . . .

The school has charged development fee from the students in the

following manner

Year Development Fee charged
2009-10 12,800.00

2010-11 3,35,100.00
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The development fee had been treated as revenue receipt and no

separate depreciation reserve fund and development fund account 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. for collecting Development Fee. Therefore, the Development

Fee charged by the school to the tune of Rs.3,47,900.00 during the

years 2009-10 to 2010-11 in pursuance 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.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:.- 01.08.2014
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00Q260
Swami Hariharanand Public School, Yamuna Bazar, Delhi

The school, under cover of its letter dated 3 January 2012

submitted to the Education Officer, Zone-7 of the Directorate of

Education, copies of its annual returns from 2006-07 to 2010-11 arid

fee structures for these years. It mentioned in this letter that the

school had not been able to implement the VI Pay Commission report

due to non availability of funds. It also mentioned that the school had

not increased the fee for implementation of VI Pay Commission report

and tuition fee was increased only by 10%. These documents were

transmitted to the office of the Conimittee by the Education Officer.

The school also filed reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012

issued by the Committee, vide its letter dated 29/02/2012,

reiterating what it had stated in its letter to the Education Officer. On

prima facie examination of the documents filed by the school, the

contention of the school appeared to be correct and accordingly it was

placed in Category 'C.

In order to verify the contentions of the school, the

Committee issued a notice dated 04/07/2012, requiring the school to

produce its books of accounts, fee and salary records, in the office of

the Committee. The records were produced by the school on

11/07/2012 when Sh. N.K. Mehra, Trustee of the Trust running the

school appeared along with Ms. Neha, Consultant of the school

The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. A.D.

Bhateja, audit officer of the Committee and he observed as follows:

1

JUSTICE
ANiL DEV SINGH

. COMMITTEE ' j
••r.^.eview ofSchool Fee.

ry



, , C-201 •

Swami Hariharanand Public School. Yamuna Bazar, Delhi 000261

(a) The school had increased the development fee from Rs, 200

to Rs. 1200 for classes I to V, Rs. 1800 for VI to VIII. For

classes IX 85 X, the same was increased from Rs. 400 to Rs.

1800 in 2011-12. The school was not maintaining any

separate account for development fee.

(b) The school was charging tuition fee in accordance with the

I • fee structures submitted by it. During the year 2009-10, the

j _ fee hiked by the school was less than 10%.
; 1 ' "

_ (c) No adverse features, were noticed in the maintenance of

books of accounts.
I . . .

The Cornmittee perused the observations of the audit officer and

I observed that whUe the audit officer had noticed the phenomenal hike

in development fee in 2011-12, the balance sheet of the school of the

year 2011-12 was not on record.

The audit officer was advised to call for the balance sheet for the

year 2011-12 and to examine whether the school was fulfilling the pre
I

<^°^ditions for charging development fee as laid down by the Duggal
I ' •

^ Committee, which were subsequently affirmed by the HonTDle

_ Supreme Court in the case of Modern School vs. Union of India (2004)
I • • •

5 see 583.

A copy of the balance sheet for the year 2011-12 was obtained

from the school and on examination of the same, the audit officer

observed as follows:
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Swami Hariharariand Public School. Yamuna Bazar, Delhi

(i) The school was treating the development fee as a

• revenue receipt.

(ii) •No development fund or depreciation reserve fund

was being maintained by the school.

1

In order to provide an opportunity of being heard to the school,

the Committee issued a notice dated 11/02/2014, requiring the

school to appear before the Committee on 7/03/2014 which was

postponed to 13/03/2014. In order to verify the observations of the

audit officer regarding development fee, the Committee issued a

questionnaire seeking information regarding collection and utilisation

of development fee and maintenance of development fund and

. depreciation reserve fund was also issued to the school. On the

scheduled date, a request letter was received from the school seeking

adjournment of hearing. Accordingly the matter was directed to be

relisted on 21/04/2014. The hearing could not take place on this date

and a fresh notice dated 02/05/2014 was issued for hearing on

15/05/2014. On this date, Sh. N.K. Mehra, Secretary appeared with

Sh. Mohit Sapra, Advisor. They were partly heard by the Committee

and during the course of hearing, it was contended on behalf of the

school that no doubt it had not implemented the VI Pay Commission

report but at the same time if had not increased the tuition fee in

excess of 10% in 2009-10 or in any subsequent year. With, regard to

development fee, the representatives of the school sought time to file

copy
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written submissions. Accordingly the matter was directed to be

relisted on 30/05/2014. .On this date, the representatives of the

school appeared and sought further three weeks time to file the

written submissions. The Committee felt that the school was just

bu3dng the time and accordingly advised the school to file its written

submissions within three weeks. The hearing was concluded.

The school filed its written submissions dated 01/07/2014, vide

which it reiterated that although the school had not implemented the

VI Pay Commission report it had not hiked the fee in excess of 10%. It

enclosed with its reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee

eliciting information'- regarding development fee. The school stated

that it had charged the development fee from 2006-07 to 2011-12 and

gave details of its. utilisation. As per the information ffled by the ,

school, it incurred more expenditure than the receipt on account of

development fee in the years 2006-07 to 2010-11, and such shortfaU

was partially recovered in 2011-12 by charging higher development

fee. The development fee charged by the school from 2006-07 to

2011-12 and the manner and extent of its utiUsation, as furnished by

the school, is as foUows:

Year Amount

Collected (Rs.)
Amount utilised
for revenue

expenditure
(Rs.)

Amount utilised for

capital expenditure
(Rs.)

Surplus/(deficit)

2006-07 77,800 69,423 19,880 (11,503)
2007-08 82.650 2,36,658 26,688 (1,80,6961
2008-09 ^ 88,997 2,31,237 1,02,661 (2,44,901)
2009-10 96,600 1,74,388 (77,788)
2010-11- 72,600 1,59,931 •93,269

* 7'

(1,80,6001
2011-12 •6,32,400 1,49,895 33,723 4.48.782
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Swami Hariharanahd Public School, Yamuna Bazar, Delhi 000264

The school further stated that the development fee was treated

as a revenue receipt in the accounts and neither any separate

development fund account was maintained nor any depreciation

reserve fund was maintained.

Discussion & Determination;
I

Tuition Fee:

The Committee notes that the audit officer, while confirming the

version of the school that the tuition fee hiked by it in 2009-10 was

within 10%, has not set out the amount of fee charged by the school

in 2008-09 and 2009-10 and how much was the hike effected in

2009-10. It would be in order to set out here below the tuition fee

charged by the school in these two years so as to bring out their

comparison. As per the fee schedules filed by the school, the tuition

fee charged by the school in 2008-09 and 2009-10 was as follows;

Class Monthly fee in
2008-09 (Rs.)

Monthly fee in
2009-10 (Rs.)

Increase in fee

2009-10 (Rs.)
Ito V • 435 . 475 40
VI to

VIII

500 545 45

IX85X 675 735 60

The Committee notes that the tuition fee (including computer

fee) hiked by the school in 2009-10 was indeed within 10%. The

Committee has taken a view that irrespective of whether the schools

have implemented the VI Pay Commission report or not, no
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interference is required if the fee hike is within the tolerance limit of

10% which the schools can justifiably increase in order to offset the

effect of inflation.

Admission Fee:

I

The Committee also notes from the fee schedules filed by the

school that during 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2011-12, the admission fee

charged by the school was Rs. 1500, Rs. 1500 and Rs. 2500

respectively. As per the order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the

Director of Education, the schools are prohibited from, charging

admission fee in excess of Rs. 200. The Committee is therefore of the

view that the school ought to refund the admission fee charged from

the students in excess of Rs. 200 in the years 2009-10, 2010-11 and

2011-12, along with interest @ 9% per annum from the date of

collection to the date of refund.

Development Fee:

The Committee is of the view that the school has offered an

ingenious explanation with regard to development fee, in order to

justify the steep hike in development fee charged in 2011-12, which

even exceeds the maJdmum Hmit of 15% of tuition fee as laid down by

the HonTole Supreme Court in the case of Modem School (supra). The

school has shown more utiHsation of development fee in the years

2006-07 to 2010-11 than it collected, which is an impossibility.'
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Moreover, the school is showing a greater portion of utilisation on

revenue expenses which is impermissible. The school is also treating

development fee as a revenue receipt and neither maintaining an '

earmarked development fund nor any depreciation reserve fund. Thus

the school was not following any of the pre conditions laid down by

the Duggal Committee which were subsequentiy affirmed by the

HonlDle Supreme Court.

In view of the above discussion, the Committee is of the view
j

that the development fee charged by the school was not in accordance

with law and ought to be refunded along with interest @ 9% per

annum. However, since the mandate of the Committee is to examine

the issue of fee charged by the schools in pursuance of order dated

11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education, the Committee is

restricting its recommendations to the development fee unjustiy

charged in the year 2009-10 and later years only.

Recommendations;

In view of the foregoing discussion and determinations, the

Committee makes the following recommendations:

(i) The school ought to refund the admission fee charged by

it in the years 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2011-12 which was

in excess of Rs. 200, along with interest @ 9% per

annum from the date of collection to date of refund.
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(ii) The school ought to refund the development fee of Rs.

96,600 charged in 2009-10, Rs. 72,600 charged in 2010-

11 and Rs. 6,32,400 charged in 2011-12, along with

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

the date of refund.

Recommended accordingly.

CA J.S. Kochar

Member
Justice Anil Dev Sin^ (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: 14/07/20i4
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C-432

Sunshine Public School. Laxmi Nagar. Delhi - 110092

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-neither hiked the fee in terms

of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 nor

implemented recommendations of the 5^ pay commission. In this view of

the matter the school was placed in category 'C.
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Sunshine Public School. Laxmi Nagar, Delhi - 110092

' I

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

its notice dated 21.01.2014, required the school to appear on 20.02.2014

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 20.02.2014, Shri Sheetal Wadhwa, Manager and Mrs Sudhesh,

HM of the school attended the Office of the Committee and produced the '

record. Reply to the questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply, the

school had implemented the recommendations of the Pay Commission

w.e.f April, 2009 and had hiked the.fee w.e.f. April 2009, in terms of the

order ofthe Director ofEducation dated 11.02.2009. The school had not

charged development fee. '

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

Bhateja, Audit Officer ofthe Committee. He observed to the effect that: -

(i). The school has hiked the fee in 2009-10 by Rs.lOO/- to Rs.200/-

for different classes per month in terms of the order of the Director

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

had been by Rs.20/- for classes II, III and IV only.
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Sunshine Public School. Laxmi Nagar. Delhi - 110092

(ii). The school has claimed to have, implemented the recommendations

of the 6th Pay Commission, but DA.was not paid as per prescribed

norms.

(iii) The salary to the staff had been paid through bearer cheques and

in cash in-spite of the school having a bank account.-

(iv) No TDS and PF had been deducted from the salary ofthe staff.

7. By notice dated 26.06.2014, the school was asked to appear on

30.07.2014 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 ofhearing to the school.

8. On 30.07.2014, Shri Sheetal Kumar, Manager, Sh. Sudesh

Badhwa, HM, Sh. D.K. Jain, Consultant and Sh. Anirudh Tiwari,

Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee. It was

contended by them that :-

(i) The school hiked the fee in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

(II) The salary of only 50% of the total staff was hiked as' per the

recommendations of the 6tii.Pay Commission and that too only partially.
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The remaining staffs were employed on contractual basis on fixed

consolidated salary.

(iii) The school was not registered with PF authorities.

(iv) No TDS was deducted from the salaries of the staff; even TAN was

obtained only in 2012-13.

(vi) The school did not charge development fee from the students.

9. We have gone through the record, and observations of the Audit

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

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

during the years 2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition

Fee

during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I 445 545 100 - 545 NIL

II 445 545 100 565 . 20

III 465 565 100 585 20

IV 475 575 100 595 20

V 505 705 200 705 NIL

VI 525 725 200 725 NIL

VII 545 745 200 745 NIL

VIII 565 765 200 765 NIL
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Sunshine Public School. Laxmi Nagar, Delhi - 110092

10. 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, there was

hike in fee by less than 10% for classes II, III and IV only.

11. The school has not implemented the recommendations of .the 6^

Pay Commission.

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

2009-10, 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

rum COPY Page5of6
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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.

J.S. Kochar

Member
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated:-01.08.2014
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The school had not replied to the questionnaire sent by the

Committee to the school by email on 27/02/2012 which was followed

by a reminder dated 27/03/2012. However, the annual returns filed

by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973

were received from the office of Dy. "Director ofEducation, Distt. West-

A of the Directorate of Education. On prima facie examination of the

records, it appeared that'the school had hiked the fee as per order

Director of Education but had not

implemented the VI Pay Commission Report. On the basis of this

reply, the school was placed in Category 'A'.

The Committee vide its letter dated 08/08/2012 required the

school to produce on 28/08/2012, its fee and salary records, detail of

arrear fee received from the students. The school was also required to

submit its reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the

Committee. On the scheduled date, Sh. Anil Sharma, Manager of the

school, appeared and produced the required records. He also filed

replyto the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012.

As per the reply, the school claimed to have implemented t±ie VI

Pay Commission report w.e.f. 21/07/2009. The school also claimed to

have paid arrears of salary to the staff. However, it enclosed salary

sheets for the month of June 2009 and September 2011 , to show the

differential amount of salary on account of implementation of VI Pay

. JUSTICE
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'"•Review'ofSchool Fee7
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Commission report. It also enclosed a detail of arrears due to the staff

VIS a vis that paid for the period 21/07/2009 to 31/08/2011. As per

the detail ffled, the school claimed that a total sum ofRs. .1,50,67,442

was due as arrear salaiy to the staff for the period 21/07/2009 to

31/08/2011, out of which a sum of Rs. 1,22,39,283 had been paid

and the remaining amount of Rs. 28,28,159 was yet to be paid.

With respect to hike in regular fee, it stated that the same had

been hiked w.e.f. 01/03/2009 in terms of the order dated

11/02/2009 issued by the Director ofEducation. However, it claimed

not to have charged any arrear fee from the students. It enclosed an

annexure showing the pre revision and post revision fee. As per

information furnished by the school, the pre revision and post revision

fee is as follows: i

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09 (Rs.)

Tuition Fee in
2009-10 (Rs.)

Increase in 2009-
10 (Rs.)

I 735 835 100
II 735 835 100
III 735 835 100
IV 735 835 100
V 735 835 100
VI 770 970 200 •
VII 770 970 200
VIII 770 970 200
IX 925 1125 200
X 960 1160 200
XI 1090 1390 300
XII 1090 1390 300
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The records produced by the school were examined by Sh. A.K.

Bhalla, audit officer of the Committee. He , inter aHa, observed as

follows:

(i) The arrears for the period 21/07/2009 to 31/08/2011

had been paid as per the orders of the Court. However,

the details of payments of arrears of salary were not made

available by the school.

(ii) Though the school claims to be making payment of salary

through, bank, the acquitance rolls or details of amounts

, remitted through bankhad not been made available.

(iii) The school started paying increase salaiy as per VI Pay

Commission report only w.e.f. July 2011.

(iv) The school did not produce the fee receipts but only

computer generated details of fee. The fee actuaUy

charged from the students is at variance from the fee

structure filed by the school for the years 2008-09, 2009-

10 and 2010-11.

(v) The school was charging fee at different rates before

October 2008 and thereafter, in the year 2008-09.

The observations recorded by the audit officer as above, were
endorsed by the Manager of the school by recording on the order sheet

as follows:

3 TMUECOPY
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"I agree with the above observations which are as per school

records."

In order to provide an opportunity of being heard by the

Committee, the school was issued a notice dated 02/04/2014, to

appear before the Committee on 25/04/2014. Aquestionnaire to elicit

mformation specifically about receipt ofdevelopment fee, its utilisation

and maintenance of development fund and depreciation reserve fund,

was also issued to the school. Vide the aforesaid notice, the school

was required to furnish complete break up of fee revenue, expenditure

on salary, statement of account of the trust/society running the

school, details of accrued liabilities of gratuity/leave encashment, if

applicable, copy of circular issued to the parents relating to fee hike

for implementation ofVI Pay Commission report. The school was also

required to produce its complete financial records for examination by

the Committee.

On the scheduled date, Sh. Anil Sharma, Manager ofthe school

appeared and was partly heard. However, he did not produce any

records for perusal by the Committee. On examination of the file, it

transpired that the school had filed two sets offee schedules for 2008-

09 and 2009-10 on different occasions. It was conceded that the

school had hiked the fee to the maximum extent permitted vide order

dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of Education. He contended that
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the school had made payment of arrears of salary amounting to Rs.

28,28,159 in two installments - first in 2009-10 and the second in

2011-12. The period to which the arrears pertained was 21/07/2009

to, .31/08/2011. It was conceded that the payment of arrears was

made in cash and no deduction of TDS was' made from pa5anent of

such arrears. It was further contended that the payment of arrears for

the period to 21/07/2009 to 31/08/2011 was made in pursuance of

an order of the Delhi High Court. However, copy of such order was not

produced. With regard to regular monthly salary, it was contended

that the same was paid by bank transfer in that period. The

representative of the sphool was directed to produce the following

records before the Committee on the next date of hearing which was

fixed for 09/05/2014:

(a) Order of the High Court

(b) Payment sheets of arrear salaiy

(c) Correct schedule of fees for 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11.

(d) Salary payment records, fee records, bank statements, TDs

returns. Cash book and ledger for the years 2008-09 to

2010-11.

(e) Details as per notice dated 02/04/2014.

On the next date ofhearing, Sh. Ami Sharma, again appeared

but did not produce any of the aforesaid records except the order

5. • «My©COPY
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dated 12/08/2011 passed by the Hon'ble High Court of Delhi in

Contempt case (C) No. 457/2009 and the related writ petitions. .The

writ petitions were filed by the teaching and non teaching staff of

M.R.V. Model School, Sector-13, Dwarka, New Delhi and M.R.

Vivekanand Model School, Mukhram Park, Tilak Nagar, New Delhi

(the present school). He contended that in terms of the order of the

HonTDle High court, the school was required to implement the VI Pay

Corrimission report w.e.f. September 201.1 and pay arrears for the

period 21/07/2009 to 31/08/2011.

On perusal of the aforesaid order of the HonTDle Delhi High

Court, the Committee finds that the two writ petitions were filed

against the Management of the two schools as aforesaid. The

grievance of the petitioners was that the school was not complying •

with Section 10 Delhi School Education Act and Rule 125 of Delhi

School Education Rules. The HonTDle High Court, disposed ofthe writ

petitions in the following terms:

8. me Schools cannot possibly have any objection to the
same in as much as the schools as a condition of recognition are
required to comply with the Act and the Rules. The counsel for
the schools however stated that the provisional recognition was
granted to the schools only on 21^^ July 2009. He thus contends
that the schools would be required to pay emoluments in
accordance with the Act and the Rules only with effect from that
date and not from prior thereto.

9. The counsel for the petitioners is also agreeable that the
directions for compliance ofthe aforesaid provisions can be from
the said date ofprovisional recognition only.

^ 6 Copy
/ JUSTICE ,
/ AMILDEVSINGHy ^

. .CO'VlMllTEE ) • SecXy
• ' ''i Hevieiv of School Fee/•



A-125

M.R.Vivekananda Model School. Mukhram Park. Tilak Nagar. New
Delhi-110018 000280

10. Though the relief claimed in the writ petitions was as
aforesaid only but interim orders of maintenance of status quo
qua employment have also been made. The counsel for the
petitioners howeverfairly agrees that the matter of dismissal by
the schools of any of the teachers is to be dealt with separately
and not in these writ petitions.

11. Accordingly, the writ petitions are dispdsed of with the
following directions:

a. That the respondent schools are directed to, with effect
from the month of September 2011, pay emoluments to the
petitioner in accordance with Section 10 & Rule 125
(supra).

b The respondent schools are granted time till 31^^ March
20i2 to clear the arrears ifany ofthe said emoluments by
payment thereof to the teaching/non teaching staff.

c. If teaching/non teaching staff remains aggrieved, they
would be at liberty to approach the Directorate ofEducation
and upon being, so approached, the Directorate of
Education is directed to enquire and if finds schools to be
in defiance of this order and/or of the provisions aforesaid,
to take appropriate action against the schools in
accordance with law but definitely within four months of
being so approached by the employees.

On perusal of the aforesaid order of the HonTDle High Court, the

following position becomes apparent:

(a) The school was required to comply with the provisions of

Section 10 of Delhi School Education Act w.e.f. the date of its

recognition which was clamed to be 21/07/2009. In other

words, the school was required to implement the VI Pay

Commission report w.e.f 21/07/2009.
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(b)The increased salary was to be paid from September 2011

and the school was required to paythe arrears for the period

21/07/2009 to 31/08/2011.

It appears that the school made a misstatement before the

HoriT3le High Court to the effect that it was granted recognition on

21/07/2009. In fact, it was the other school i.e. MR Vivekanand

Model School, Sector-13, Dwarka, New Delhi-110075, which was

granted recognition w.e.f. 21/07/2009. The Committee has already

dealt with this other school in its Ilnd Interim report and has taken

notice of the fact that it was granted recognition with effect from that

date. In so far as the present school is concerned, it was granted

recognition much earHer i.e. sometime in mid 1990s and it was

conceded by the Manager of Hie school during the course of hearing,

on being confronted with the copy of the letter dated 23/04/2012,

written by the Manager of the school to the Education Officer, Zone-14

of the Directorate of Education, vide which tiie school filed copies of

Its annual returns for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11. The annual

returns are required to be filed only by recognized schools.

The aforesaid narrative has been made with a view to

underscoring the fact that the school is habitually telling lies before

various fora. Even before the HonTjle Delhi High Court, the tine

position with regard to the date of recognition was not stated. Before
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this Committee also, the school did not produce any of the records

which it was required to produce. It conveniently filed copy of letter "

dated 19/11/2010 addressed to the Station House Officer of Tilak

Nagar Police Station sa3dng as follows:

"Respected Sir,

I am to say that academic record registersfor the period
2005 to 2009 has been destroyed because rain water in the store
room/record room on account of wetness in the school.

It is requested that the above information may, kindly be
kept in record.

Yours faithfully,

Sd/-

w Principal"

Discussion. Determination & Recommendation :

In view of foregoing narrative, the Committee is not at all

satisfied with the claim of the school that it paid arrears of salary from

21/07/2009 to 31/08/2011, as claimed by the school. When the

school claims to be making payment of regular salary w.e.f. September

2011 through bank transfer, it would defy, logic to make payment of

huge amount of arrears in cash and that too without deduction of any

tax at source. When the school was asked to produce its cash book to

verify whether it had cash available with it to be able to make the

payment, it refused to do so on the pretext that the same had been

destroyed. However, as per the purported letter given by the school to

the SHO of the Police Station, the records ofthe period 2005 to 2009
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only were claimed to have been destroyed. The purported payment of

arrears could only have iDeen made subsequent to the order passed-

by the HonTDle Delhi High Court on 12/08/2011. The school never

claimed that its records for this period were destroyed yet it did not

produce the same before the Committee. The crux of the above

discussion is that at best the school implemented the VI Pay

Commission report prospectively w.e.f. September 2011. However, it

hiked the fee in terms of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the

Director of Education w.e.f. 1st March 2009. As noticed supra, the

school filed two sets of fee schedules for 2008-09 and 2009-10. The

first set was filed under cover of its letter dated 23/04/2012 to the

Education Officer, Zone-14 ofthe Directorate ofEducation, which was

transmitted to this Committee. As per these schedules, the fee

charged by the school prior to 01/03/2009 and post to 01/03/2009

was as follows:

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09 (Rs.)

Tuition Fee in
2009-10 (Rs.)

Increase in 2009-
10 (Rs.)

I 635 835 200
II 635 835 200
III 635 835 200
IV 635 835 200
V 635 835 200
VI 770 970 200
VII 770 970 200
VIII 770 970 200
IX 925 1125 200
X 960 1160 200
XI 1090 1390 300
XII 1090 1390 300
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The second set of fee schedules was filed by the school along

O its reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee. The

O same has already been reproduced in the earlier part of this

O recommendation. The Committee is of the view that the first set of fee

schedules filed by the school is correct for the following reasons:

(i) The fee hiked is the maximum permissible hike as per

order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of

Education for aU the classes whereas in the fee schedules

filed in response to the questionnaire of the Committee,

the school showed ,that the hike in fee for classes 1 to V

was to the tune of Rs. 100 per month only which was half

of the maximum hike permitted for that slab. It does not

stand to reason as to why for some classes the hike would

be to the maximum permissible extent while for some

other it would be less than that.

(ii) The representative of the_school, during the course of

hearing held on 25/04/2014, conceded that the school

hiked the fee to the maximum extent as per the aforesaid

order dated 11/02/2009.

(iii) The school did not produce the original fee receipts when

its records were requisitioned for verification.
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In view of the foregoing, the Committee is of the view that

Q although the school hiked the fee to the maximum extent as

Q permitted vide order dated 11/02/2009 w.e.f. 01/03/2009, it did

O implement the VI Pay Commission report at least tiU
Q September 2011. The Committee is therefore of the view that

O tuition fee hiked by the school w.e.f. 01/03/2009 , in so far

O exceeds the tolerance limit of 10%, ought to be refunded
Q along with interest @9% per annum from the date of collection

O of refund. As the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of
Q the fee for 2010-11 by which date also, the VI Pay Commission

vO had not been implemented, the fee of 2010-11, in so far as it

<Q relates to the hike found to be unjustified by the Committee for

Q the year 2009-10, also ought to be refunded along with interest @

Q 9% per annum from the date of collection to the date of refund.

Q For the moment, we do not recommend refund ofany part of fee

Q for the years subsequent to 2010-11 as the school claims to have

O implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f. September
2011 in pursuance of the order of the Hon'ble Delhi High Court.

However, since the school did not produce any records before the

Committee, the claim of the school needs to be verified. The

school also did not submit any reply to the questionnaire

regarding development fee issued by the Committee, although in
the fee schedules, it claims that it was not charging any
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development fee. However, in view of the conduct of the school,

its claim cannot be taken at the face value and this also needs to

be verified by the Director of Education.

In view of the foregoing, the Committee recommends that

besides refunding the tuition fee as above, the Director of

Education ought also to conduct a special inspection in the

affairs of the school, especially to verify whether the school

implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f September 2011

or not. The special inspection should also cover the verification

of the charge of the development fee and the fulfiUment of pre

conditions of its charge as laid down by the Duggal Committee

which were affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of

Modern School vs. Union ofIndia (2004) 5 SCC 583.

Recommended accordingly.

CA J.S. Kochar
Member

Dated: 02/06/2014
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In reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the

r"i Committee, the school, vide letter dated 07/03/2012 stated that it

had implemented the VI Pay Commission Report wie.f. 01/04/2009.

Q In support of this claim, the school, enclosed pay bills for the months

1̂ ofMarch 2009 and April 2009, to show that the gross monthly salary

Ql increased from Rs. 2,78,400 to Rs. 5,33,500. The school also stated

0 ' that it had paid arrears of salary for the period 01/01/2006 to

J 31/08/2008 which amounted to Rs. 63,32,415 and for the period

Q 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 which amounted to Rs. 21,40,048.

w

With regard to questions relating to fee hike in pursuance of

order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education, the

school stated that the fee had been hiked in accordance with the said

order w.e.f. April 2009. It enclosed statements showing the total fee

collection in 2008-09 and 2009-10 along with the details relating to

number of fee pa5dng students. As per these statements, the school

collected a total sum of Rs. 1,08,53,049 as tuition fee, Rs. 10,98,285

as development fee and Rs. 93,600 as science fee during 2008-09.

Q The corresponding figures for 2009-10 were Rs. 1,04,71,300, Rs.

I 15,11,800 and Rs. 59,800 respectively. Although, in the reply to the

O questionnaire, the school stated that detail of arrear fee charged from

O the students was enclosed as Annexure- 4, no such annexure was
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found enclosed. The school was placed in Category 'B', on the basis

of this reply.

Preliminary calculations of funds available with the school, the

additional funds generated by way of fee hike and the additional

burden on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission report

were made by the Chartered Accountants (CAs) detailed with the

^ Committee. In the notes to the preliminary calculation sheet prepared
by the CAs, it was mentioned that the school had not given reply to

the questionnaire and therefore, the calculations of increase in tuition

fee and salary were made by taking figures from the other documents.

However, as mentioned supra, the Committee received a reply to the

^ - questioiinaire issued by it vide the school's letter dated 07/03/2012

which was received in the office of the Committee on 12/03/2012. The

calculations were made by the CAs much after 12/03/2012.
I

Obviously the reply to the questionnaire was not considered by the
I ,

CAs while making the relevant calculations and therefore, the
i~,

Committee considered it appropriate not to rely upon the calculations

made by the CAs. The Committee also felt that the figures provided by
o • . • •
_ the school did not somehow gel as on one hand the school claimed to

have hiked the tuition fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009 in terms of order dated

11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education, on the other hand,

the total collection of tuition fee in 2009-10 dropped to Rs.
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1,04,71,300 from Rs. 1,08,53,049 in 2008-09. Similar trend was

noticeable in science fee also. However, the development fee had gone

up by almost 50% in 2009-10 as compared to 2008-09. Therefore, a -

notice of hearing dated 23/12/2013 was issued for hearing the school

on 21/01/2014. Along with the notice, a questionnaire seeking

specific information with regard to collection and utilisation of

development fee and maintenance of development fund and

depreciation reserve fund was also issued. On the scheduled date, Ms.

Diksha Kaushik, Advocate appeared and made a request to postpone

the hearing for two weeks. Accordingly the matter was directed to- be

reHsted for 05/02/2014. On this date, Sh. M^oj Sharma and Sh.

Rajiv Malhotra, Chartered Accountants appeared on behalf of thp

school along with Sh. Vinod Chaudhaiy, Accountant of the school.

They furnished in writing the information sought by the Committee

and also filed reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee.

We will advert to the reply to the questionnaire regarding development

fee, when we discuss that issue. .

The school, vide its submissions dated 05/02/2014 also filed

details of its accrued liabilities for gratuity and leave encashment as

on 31/03/2008 and as on 31/03/2010. It submitted that the

accrued liabilities for these two accounts were - Gratuity Rs.

52,30,723 and leave encashment - Rs. 18,15,983 as on
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31/03/2008. The corresponding figures as on 31/03/2010 were Rs.

75,77,141. and Rs.30,19,939. However,, while examining the

calculation for gratuity as on 31/03/2010, the Committee finds that-

in respect of a number of employees, the accrued liability has been

shown to be in excess of Rs." 3.50 lacs, which was the maximum

amount payable as gratuity as on that date. The ceiling was raised to

Rs. 10.00 lacs vide notification No. S.0.1217 (E) dated 24/05/2010

when The Payment of Gratuity (Amendment) Act, 2010 came into

force. Therefore, while calculating the liability as on 31/03/2010, the

maximum amount payable has to be restricted to Rs. 3.50 lacs only.

Based on this ceiling of Rs. 3.50 lacs, the liability for ' gratuity

projected by the school at Rs. 75,77,141 is excessive to the extent of

Rs. 11,92,867. The Committee, will accordingly consider the liability

to be Rs. 63,84,274 in its determinations.

During the course of hearing on 05/02/2014, it came out that

the school was also running a hostel for the students but its financial

transactions were not incorporated in the balance sheets of the

school. The representatives of the school explained that the school

was preparing a separate balance sheet for the hostel and no

consolidated balance sheet was prepared by the school. The balance

sheets filed as part of returns under Rule 180 of Delhi School

Education Rules also were the balance sheets of the school only.
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Those for the hostel were never filed with the Directorate of Education.

It appeared that substantial financial transactions were taking place

in the account of hostel which were concealed from the Directorate of

Education as well as this Committee. The school was accordingly

required to file the audited balance sheet of the hostel also for the

years 2006-07 to 2010-11 so that a holistic view of the funds available

with the school could be taken. The matter was directed to be relisted

on 24/02/2014 for this purpose. On this date, Sh. N. K. Mahajan,

Chartered Accountant appeared with Sh. Manoj Sharma, Chartered

Accountant and Sh. Vinod Chaudhary, Accountant. They filed the

audited balance sheets of the hostel from 2006.-07 to 2010-11,

employeewise Ust of arrears paid to the hostel staff and statement of

arrear fee coUected from the students avaiHng of hostel faciUly. They

also filed a calculation sheet showing funds available with the school,

with the hostel and a consolidated statement incorporating the figures

of the school and the hostel. Also filed were details of gratuity and

leave encashment payable to the hostel staff as on 31/03/2010. The
respective figures were Rs. 72,20,057 for gratuity and Rs. 27,86,794

for leave encashment.

(

On consoHdation of the two statements of the funds available

with the school and those, with the hostel, as filed by the school, the

position as projected by the. school is as foUows:
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statement showing fiuui availability of as! on 31-03-2008

Particulars School Hostel Total

Current Assets

Cash in hand 6,835 6,929 13,764

Bank Balance 660,899 7,301,554 7,962,453

Fixed Deposits with Bank 5,160,563 27,500,000 32,660,563

Accrued Interest on FDR 452,679 1,664,972 2,117,651

Advances & Sundiy Deposits 119,575 731,403 850,978

Stock •
- 952,345 952,345

Sawan Public School / SPS Hostel (8,060,264) 8,060,264

Total Current assets (A) (1,659,714) 46,217,467 44,557,753

Less: Current Liabilities

Outstanding Expenses 89,630 242,995 332,625

Fee Received in advance 2,895,900 - 2,895,900

PTC subscription 440,496 - 440,496

Students Deposits (Personal a/c)
-

3,725,796 3,725,796

other Liabilities
- 1,014,748 1,014,748

Bhagwan Dass 35,635
- 35,635

Deposit Caution Money 236,660 2,788,401 3,025,061

Total Current LiabiUties (B) 3,698,321 7,771,940 11,470,261

Net Current Assets (A-B=C) (5,358,035) 38,445,527 33,087,492

It is apparent that substantial funds to the tune of Rs.

3,84,45,527 were available in &e school hostel account and these

were suppressed from the financial statements submitted to the

Directorate of Education as well as to this Committee. The school was

projecting that it had negative funds to the tune of Rs. 53,58,035 and

hence had no resources of its own to implement the recommendations

of VI Pay Commission.. The Committee, in its determinations, will

consider the consolidated position of funds available with the school

as well as the hostel as on 31/03/2008, which as per the own

submission of the school, amounted to Rs. 3,30,87,492.
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Before proceeding further, it would be apposite to determine as

to how much funds were available with the school, which could have

been utilised by it for meeting its financial obligations on account of

implementation of VI Pay Commission report. The Committee has

taken a view in cases of all the schools that the entire funds available

with the schools ought not to be considered as available for

implementation of VI Pay Commission report as the schools ought to

retain funds in reserve for meeting its accrued liabilities on account of

gratuity and leave encashment and funds equivalent to four months'

salary to be kept in reserve for future contingencies. Accordingly, in

the considered view of the Committee, the funds available with the

school which could have been utilised for implementation of VI Pay

Commission report are determined at Rs.65,24,357, as foUows:

Particulais Amoimt

(Rs.l
Funds available as on 31/03/2008, as per the school's own
submissions

3,30,87,492

Less:

1. Accrued liability of gratuity as on 31/03/2010, as per the above
discussion:
(a) School 63,84,274
(b) Hostel 72.20.057

2. Accrued liability of leave encashment as on 31/03/2010, as per
the submissions of the school:
(a) School 30,19,939
(b) Hostel 27.86.794

3. Reserve for contingencies i.e. four months' salary(based on the
total expenditure on salary as per audited Income 8s Expenditure
Account of 2009-10
(a) School 41,37,805
(b) Hostel 30.14.266

1,36,04,331

58,06,733

71.52.071 2,65,63,135
Funds available for implementation of VI Pay Commission report 65,24,357

Further, as per the details furnished by the . school, the

Committee observes that the school had been paying administrative
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charges to its parent society eveiy year. The payments made for the

years 2005-06 to 2010-11 were as follows:

Year Administrative charges paid (Rs.)
2005-06 2,47,000
2006-07 2,49,500
2007-08 2,85,000
2008-09 3,40,500
2009-10 3,45,500
2010-11 2,42,000

Total 17,09,500

Since the Committee had initially asked for information to be

furnished for these years, in order to ascertain the exact diversion of

funds to the Society, the Committee sought further details vide its

letter dated 20/06/2014. The school was required to furnish the

details of administrative charges paid to its Parent Society for the

years prior to 2006-07, latest by 25/06/2014. However, the school ,

vide its letter dated 25/06/2014 requested for being provided more

time for furnishing the required information. The office of the

Committee granted time till 07/07/2014 for doing the needful.

However, vide its letter dated 05/07/2014, the school provided details

of the administrative charges only for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11,

which details the school had already furnished earlier. The school did

not furnish information for the period prior to 2006-07, which was

specifically required by the Committee vide its letter dated

20/06/2014. The school further stated that it had not paid any

administrative charges after 2008-09 and the provision made for the

8
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subsequent years has been written back. However, the statement of

account of the Parent Society filed by the school for the years 2009-10

and 2010-11, while reflecting the provisions made for those years,

show no entry of any write back. The school has not produced its

financials of the years subsequent to 2010-11 to back up its claim of

writing back the provision.

The HonTale Supreme Court in the cases of Modem School vs.

0 Union of India (2004) 5 SCC 583 and Action Committee Unaided Pvt.

O Schools and Ors. v. Director of Education and Ors. 2009 (11) SCALE

(2) 77 has held that the schools cannot transfer funds to their Parent

\ J Societies. There is an absolute prohibition of such transfer of funds.

(3) Although the exact transfer of funds by the school to its Parent

Society cannot be ascertained as the school did not provide the

O requisite information for the years prior to 2005-06, atleast an

amount of Rs. 17,09,500 was transferred by the school from 2005-06

to 2010-11, as per the documents filed by the school. For the present

o purpose, the Committee considers that the aforesaid sum of Rs.

O 17,09,500 ought to be considered as funds available witii the school

O for implementation of VI Pay Commission report.

n

o

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the view

that the school had funds aggregating Rs. 82,33,857
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(65,24,357+17,09,500) available with it for implementation of VI Pay

Commission report.

As regards the additional revenue generated by the school by

way of fee hike in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the

Director of Education, the school contended, vide its calculation sheet

filed, that it recovered a total sum of Rs. 1,10,05,551 by way ofarrear

fee and incremental fee in the year 2009-10. The details given by the

school in this respect are as follows:

Particulars School Hostel Total

Fee Arrear received in 2008-09

Fee arrear received in 2009-10

Annual Increase in Tuition/hostel fee in 2009-10

1,667,050

1,371,290

(381,749)

2,190,000

2,152,705

4,006,255

3,857,050

3,523,995

3,624,506
Total amount received for implementation of 6th
CPC (F) 2,656,S91 8,348,960 11,005,551

The Committee finds that the information furnished by the

school as above is in consonance with the audited financials of the

school, which the Committee has no reason to doubt. Therefore, the

Committee accepts the contention of the school in this regard.

As regards the additional financial burden on the school on

account of implementation of VI Pay Commission report, the school

contends vide its calculation sheet that it incurred an additional

expenditure of Rs. 2,24,67,075, as per the following details:
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Particulars School Hostel Total

Arrear of Salaiy as per 6th CPC w.e.f. 1.1.06 to 31.8.08

Arrear of Salary as per 6th CPC w.e.f. 1.9.08 to 31.3.09

Annual Incerase in Salary in 2009-10

6,332,418

2,140,048

6,088,612

3,374,290

1,513,773

3,017,934

9,706,708

3,653,821

9,106,546

Total Outgo on Implementation of 6th CPC (E) 14,561,078 7,905,997 22,467,075

These details have been verified with reference to the audited

financials of the school, the Committee finds that the contention of

the school is not supported by its audited financials in the following

respects:

(a) The total arrear salary as per VI Pay Commission report as

appearing in its audited Income 85 Expenditure Accounts for

the year 2008-09 and 2009-10 are as follows:

Particulars School Hostel Total
Arrear salary as per
Income 85 Expenditure
Account of 2008-09

31,76,176 21,04,559 52,80,735

Arrear salary as per
Income 85 Expenditure
Account of 2009-10

52,96,290 27,83,504 80,79,794

Total 84,72,466 48,88,063 1,33,60,529

This accords with the figure given by the school in its

calculation sheet.

(b) The incremental salary for the year 2009-10, as emerging

from the audited Income 85 Expenditure Accounts is as

follows:
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Particulars School Hostel Total
Expenditure on salary to regular
staff + contribution to PF in
2009-10

1,33,79,249 98,07,411 2,31,86,660

Less Expenditure on salary to
regular staff + contribution to
PF in 2008-09

96,02,418 69,77,398 1,65,79,816

Incremental expenditure in
2009-10

37,76,831 28,30,013 66,06,844

In view of the foregoing position that emerges from the audited

financials of the school, the Committee is of the view that the tntal

financial impact of implementation of VI Pay Commission report on

the school was Rs. 1,99,67,373, as follows:

(a) Arrear salary Rs. 1,33,60,529

(b) Incremental salary in 2009-10 Rs. 66.06.844

Total Rs. 1.99.67.373

The relevant calculations to examine the justifiability of hike in

fee effected by the school pursuant to the order dated 11/02/2009 of

the Director of Education are as follows:

Own Funds available with the school

at the threshold Rs. 82,33,857

Less Financial impact of implementation

Of VI Pay Commission report Rs. 1.99.67.373

Deficit Rs. 1.17.33.516
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O • •
The school, by hiking the fee and recovering the arrear fee in

terms of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education

generated a sum of Rs. 1,10,05,551. Hence apparently, the fee hiked

(2) school appears to be justified. However, in view ofthe fact that

the school did not provide the information regarding administrative

Q charges paid by it to its Parent Society for the years prior to 2005-06,

Q despite specific requirement ofthe Committee, the Committee cannot

(3 give a clean chit to the school and recommends special inspection by

the Director of Education in order to unearth the amounts diverted by

O school to its Parent Society in those years. For this reason, the .

Q Committee will ignore the apparent shortfall in the tuition fee account,

3-S noticed above, while examining the issue of development fee,

Cj should the situation requires a refund of anypart ofdevelopment fee.

r\

n

Development Fee;

0 reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee eliciting

O specific information regarding collection and utilisation of

development fee and maintenance of development fund and

^ depreciation reserve fund, the school stated that it had charged
o development fee in all the five years for which information had been

O . • . •

n

)
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sought. The school gave the following details of collection of

development fee and its utilisation for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11:

Year Development
fee received
|Rs.)

Development fee
utilised for

purchase of fixed
assets (Rs.)

Development fee
utilised for

payment of
salaries (Rs.)

Percentage of
development fee
utilised for

payment of salaries
2006-

07
9,15,200 3,03,357 6,11,843 66.85%

2007-

08

10,69,549 6,14,111 4,55,438 42.58%

2008-

09

10,98,285 97,620 10,00,665 91.11%

2009-

10
15,11,800 1,38,135 13,73,665 90.86%

2010-

11

13,18,800 25,880 12,92,920 98.03%

Total 59,13,634 11,79,103 47,34,531

It is apparent from the above figures which have been furnished

by the school that it had been charging development fee which was

taken as an additional source of revenue and spent mainly for

pa5rment of salaries to the staff. The school utilised only a miniscule

amount for the permitted purpose of purchase or upgradation of

furniture 85 fixture and equipments. The amount that was not utilised

for these purposes was supposed to be kept in a separate earmarked

account but the school, in its reply to the questionnaire, candidly

admitted that instead of keeping it in a separate earmarked account,

it exhausted the development fund by paying salaries. The Committee

is of the view that the school unjustifiably charged development fee

from the students without having any development plans and on top

of it, it used the development fee for payment of salaries which was

not permissible in view of the recommendations of the Duggal
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Committee which were upheld by the HonTDle Supreme Court in the

case of Modem School vs. Union of India (supra).

The Committee notes that the school was also charging

development fee from the students, additionally, in the hostel account.

However, the information pertaining to this was not furnished by the

school in its reply to the questionnaire. The Committee has gathered

this information from the audited balance sheets of the hostel. Perusal

of the audited balance sheets shows that the school charged the

following amounts as development fee from the students in the hostel

account:

Year Development fee received (Rs.)
2006-07 18.74.800
2007-08 , 21,90,804
2008-09 22,42,044
2009-10 38,70,500
2010-11 33,67,100

The Committee is of the view that such a charge was wholly

unjustified, if not illegal as the schools are permitted to charge

development fee upto a maximum of 15% of tuition fee. The school had

already charged such a fee in the school account as discussed supra.

There is no provision for charging any development fee on the hostel fees.

Development fee,. for the first time was allowed to be charged by the

schools pursuant to the recommendations of the Duggal Committee. The

relevant extracts of the Duggal Committee report are as follows:
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"18. Besides the above four categories, the schools could

also levy a Development Fee, as a capital receipt, annually not

exceeding 10% of the total annual Tuition Fee, for supplementing

the resources for purchase, upgradation and replacement of

furniture, fixtures and equipment, provided the school is

maintaining a Depreciation Reserve Fund, equivalent to the

depreciation charged in the revenue account. While these

receipts should form part of the CapitalAccount of the school, the

collected under this head along with any income generated from

the investment made out of thisfund, should however, be kept in

a separate 'Development Fund Account'. (Para 7.21)

Pursuant to the report the Government of National Capital

Territory of Delhi passed an order dated December 15, 1999 in order

to give effect to the recommendations of Duggal Committee. One of

the directions (no. 7) given vide the aforesaid order was that

Development fee not exceeding 10% of the total annual tuition fee for

supplementing the resources for the purpose of purchase,

upgradation and replacement offurniture, fixtures and equipment.

The HonTDle Supreme Court in the case of Modem School vs. Union of

^ India while discussing the direction No. 7 of-the aforesaid order,
\ j • '

observed as foUows:

25. In our view, on account of increased cost due to inflation,

the management is entitled to create Development Fund
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Account. For creating such development fund, the management

is, required to collect development fees. In the present case,

pursuant 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

that developmentfees not exceeding 10% to 15% oftotal annual

tuition fee shall be charged for supplementing the resources for

purchase, upgradation and replacement of furniture, fixtures

and equipments. Itfurther states that developmentfees 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, onefinds 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,

developmentfees for supplementing the resourcesfor purchase,

upgradation and replacements of furniture and fixtures and

equipments is justified. Taking into account the cost of

inflation between 15*^ December, 1999 and

31®t December, 2003 we are of the view that the

17 True copy
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management of recognized unaided schools should be

permitted to charge development fee not exceedina 15%

of the total annual tuition fee.

It is apparent from the recommendations of the Duggal

0 Committee, the order issued by the Director of Education and the
0 judgment of the HonTjle Supreme Court in the case of Modem School

(3 (supra), the schools were permitted to charge development fee to the

O extent of 15% of annual tuition fee. No permission was accorded to

'the school to charge development fee as a percentage of any other fee,

O much less hostel fee.

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the view

that the school was notjustified in charging development fee either in

the school account or in the hostel account. In the school account, the

development fee was charged mainly to meet the expenditure on

salaiy which was not a permitted purpose. In the hostel account, the

development fee, as discussed above, was illegally charged. The

Committee is therefore ofthe view that the school ought to refund the

development fee charged, both in the school account as well as in the

hostel account along with interest @ 9% per annum. Since the

mandate of the Committee is to examine the issue of fee charged by

the schools in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the

Director of Education, the Committee is restricting its
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recommendations of refund of fee for the years 2009-10 and 2010-11

only. The development fee charged by the school in these two years

which ought to be refunded along with interest @ 9% per annum, is as

follows:

Year Development fee
(School account)

Development Fee
(Hostel account)

Total

development
fee

2009-10 15,11,800 38,70,500 53,82,300
2010-11 13,18,800 33,67,100 46,85,900
Total 28,30,600 72,37,600 1,00,68,200

Recommendations;

In view of the above discussion, the Committee makes the

following recommendations:

(i) The school ought to refund development fee charged

in 2009-10 and 2010-11 in school account as well as

in the hostel account which aggregates Rs.

1,00,68,200, along with interest @ 9% per annum

from the date of collection to the date of refund.

(ii) The Director of Education ought to conduct special

inspection to ascertain the amount diverted by the

school as administrative charges to its Parent Society

in the years prior to 2005-06, and if after factoring

such amount in the calculations made by the

Committee with regard to the justifiability of tuition

fee, a surplus results in the hands of the school, such
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surplus be also ordered to be refunded along with

interest @ 9% per annum.

CA J.S. Kochar

Member

Dated: 14/07/2014
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In reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the

Committee, the school, vide its letter dated 28/03/2012 submitted

that:

(a) It had implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f.

March 2009. The monthly salaiy bill prior to implementation

amounted to Rs. 23,38,822 which rose to Rs. 31,97,153 after

its implementation.

(b) It had paid arrears of salary arising on account of

retrospective application of VI Pay Commission report,

amounting to Rs. 1,01,31,685 in three instalments and the

balance amount ofRs. 1,08,68,315 was being paid in future

instalments. Thus the total amount of arrears payable were

Rs. 2,10,00,000.

(c) It had increased the fee w.e.f. 01/09/2008 in terms of order

dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education and

furnished details ofpre increase and post increase tuition fee

for different classes. {From the details submitted, it is

apparent that the hike in fee was Rs. 400 per month for

classes I to VIII, XI 85 XII while the hike for IX 85 X was to the

tune of Rs. 500 per month}.
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(d) It admitted to have recovered arrears of fee as envisaged in

the aforesaid order dated 11/02/2009, and such arrear fee

recovered was stated to be Rs. 1.26 crores.

Based on the information famished by the school, it was placed

in Category 'B'.

While forwarding the records of the school to this Committee,

the Dy. Director of Education, Distt. West-A also forwarded the

following complaints received by it:

Q (i) Complaint dated 03/05/2010 received from one Sh. Sunil

O Kumar, another one dated 24/04/2010 from one Sh. Rajiv

O Arora, parents of students, regarding violation of order No.

C- 1913 dated 12/04/2010 and circular No. 1978 dated

16/04/2010, issued by the Directorate of Education,

mandating not to hike the fee without consulting duly elected

,~) parent teacher Association. It was alleged that the school

O hiked the fee in the 'new; session' by Rs. 230.

(ii) Complaint dated 07/05/2010 by Coordination Committee of

Cambridge Parents Welfare Association, raising the same

grievance as mentioned incomplaint at S.No. (i) above.

.(iii)Complaint dated 21/04/2010 by Coordination Committee of

Cambridge Parents Welfare Association, raising grievances

f •
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regarding not conducting Parents Teachers Meetings on a

regular basis, not conducting General Body Meetings for

holding elections to Parents Teachers Association and not

giving representations to parents. Certain allegations

regarding forcible realization of arrears prior to September

08, realization of development charges against guidelines of

Directorate of Education etc. were also made. Allegations

were also made that the school was charging fee for

providing skating facility during school hours and also for

providing extra classes to students and was not issuing any

receipts for the same.

It is worth noting that while some parents hadmade complaints

to the Directorate of Education, none of them approached the

Committee with regard to the issue being considered by it, despite

pubUc notices given by the Committee in aU leading newspapers.

Moreover, the complaints referred to above, which have been made to

the Directorate of Education, raise grievance with regard to fee hike

effected in the session 2010-11. The issued being considered by the

Committee is the fee hike in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009

issued by the Director of Education, which essentially relates to the

fee hike effected w.e.f. 01/04/2009, retrospectively w.e.f. 01/09/2008

and the recovery of arrears and development charges in accordance
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with the parameters laid down by the HohTDle 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 Complaints rdade by the

parents or their association, do not fall in the purview of the

Committee and ought to be dealt with by the Directorate of Education

itself. , However, a.s discussed in. the succeeding paragraphs, the

Committee is of the view that the books of aecounts of the school are ,

not reliable and appear to be manipulated and there may be some

substance in the allegations of the association of parents. However,

the Committee being, mandated to perform a specific task by the

HonTDle High Court, will restrict itself to its terms of reference.

In order to verify the contents of the reply to the questionnaire,

the school was issued a notice, dated 07/05/2012 requiring it to

produce its books of accounts, salary payments register and bank

statements for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11, on 14/05/2012 in the

office of the Committee; On this date, Sh. R.P. Saluja, Administrative

Officer of the school appeared along with Sh. Mohammad Irshad,

Accounts clerk and produced the required records. They were

examined by the Committee on 14/05/2012 and again on

25/05/2012. During the course of examination, the Committee

observed that out of Rs. 56,65,300 claimed as payment of third

installment ofarrears, the mode ofpayment, as appearing in the bank

JUSTICE \ • fSUE COPY
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transfer-: Since the mode of payment could

n transfer, the school was asked to request its

^ '=™'™ t° the Committee as to what was the
mode of payment. The Committee received a letter dated

O Bank of Baroda. Rajouri Garden Branch, New

C erroneously while posting the particulars of

'J payment, "CASH TRANSFER" was mentioned instead of only transfer.
confirmed that the amount had been transferred to the saving

, - accounts of the staff members and had not been paid in cash. The

C °fthe cheques issued by the school along

O for transfer ofamounts to the staff.

Further during the course of examination of the bobks of
accounts, the Committee observed that the school had issued a

cheque no. 329777 dated 13/09/2008 for Rs. 10,000 apparently for
transfer to depreciation reserve fund account. In the balance sheet as
on 31/03/2009, the school showed the said sum of Rs. 10,000 as the.
balance in depreciation reserve account in a saving bank account.
However, the Committee observed that the said cheque was not
encashed upto 31/03/2010 on which date the ent^y of the cheque
was reversed by debit to General Expenses account. The result of

book entries was that a separate bank account came to be
shown in the balance sheet as depreciation reserve fund account
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which a balance of Rs. 10,000, when actually no such account was

ever opened. This balance of Rs. 10,000 was being carried in the

balance sheet in depreciation reserve fund bank account even upto

31/03/2012. The school has clearly resorted to this stratagem to

show that it is maintaining a separate depreciation reserve fund

account in the bank when no such account was ever opened. These

fictitious entries have been made in the books only to hoodwink the

Department bf Education to show that it is compl5dng with the pre

conditions laid down by the HonTale Supreme Court in the case of

Modem School (supra) for charging development fee.

Further, during the course of examination of records, the

Committee observed that while the balance of cash in hand as on

31/03/2009, as per the cash book was Rs. 7,26,554.13, the balance

as reflected in the balance sheet of that date was Rs. 2,05,968.20,

which was taken as the opening balance as on 01/04/2009. The

school in its explanatory letter dated 25/05/2012 stated that it was

merely on account of an accounting error, which had now been

rectified. It was further submitted by the school that the officials of

the Directorate of Education had carried out an inspection and with

regard to the fee hike for the year 2010-11, they had observed that the

same was justified being within 10%. A copy of the gist of the

inspection report was also filed.
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A Preliminary calculation sheet was drawn up by the audit

officer of the Committee, which indicated that prima facie, the school

had available funds to the tune of Rs. 18,04,857, as against which the

additional liability of the school for implementation of VI Pay

Commission report upto 31/03/2010 was Rs. 2,12,89,988, leaving a

gap of Rs. 1,94,85,131. However, the hike in fee effected by the school

resulted m additional fee to the tune of Rs. 2,17,62,600 and therefore

the school recovered more fee than was required to offset the deficit on

account of implementation of VI Pay Commission report.

O
S No

-I..IUII1LI11 onoftingj-unas available vis avis ad_ditionaJ liability"of salary
1Particulars ^

jaa^mgugyRs.)
uufTienr/issfifR

o
Cash In hand

160,519

Q
Bank Balance

1,790,302

Other Cun-ent Assets
715,774

\ ^y'' Less:
Investment
Current LiabilitipR

Current Liabilities (other than Sundry Creditors)
- 2,666,595

0 Sundry Creditors
861,738

> J

Student's Credit balance
fiR1

Less:-
Net Current Assets
Total Liabilities after Vlth Pay
Arrear of Salary asper VI th Pay upto 28.02.2009 paid in 3
instalments

10,131,685

Uw 11 f oo

1,804,857

Incerased Salary as perVI thPay for March 2009
858,331

vJ
Annual increase in Salary (FY 09-10)

10,299,972 21,289,988

W

€

o

Add:-

Excess / (Short) Fund BeforeFee Hike

Total Recovery after VI th Pay

Recovered from students for Arrears w.e.f 01.01.08 to 31.08.08

Increase in Tuition Fee w.e.f 01.09.08 to31.03.09
7,084,500

5,630,100

(19,485,131)

Annual increase in Tuition Fee (FY 09-10)
9.048,000 21,762,600

o
r

Excess / (Short) FundAfterFee Hike
2,277,469
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The school was issued a notice dated 23/12/2013 for providing

C) ^ opportunity of hearing by the Committee on G8/01/2014. Along

Q notice, a questionnaire eUciting specific response of the

C) school on the queries relating to collection and utilisation of

O development fee, its treatment in the accounts and maintenance of
development fund and depreciation reserve fund, was issued.

On tiie scheduled date, Sh. N.K. Mahajan, Chartered

Accountant appeared with Sh. R.P. Saluja, Administrative Officer of

the school and Mohamad Irshad, Accountant. The school filed

written submissions dated 08/01/2014 and its representatives also

made oral submissions before the Committee. The preliminaiy

calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer of the Committee was

disputed by the school in certain respects. It was submitted as

follows:

Submissions:

(a) The Committee had erroneously taken the liability of

salary at Rs. 1,01,31,685 whereas the actual liability was Rs.

2,09,58,202. The reason for the difference was that the

Committee had not taken into account the arrear salary

which the school stiU had to pay. Out of the total Habilily for

arrear salary amounting to Rs. 2,09,58,202, the school had

arrear
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paid Rs. 1,08,69,173 upto 30/04/2010. Anotiier sum of Rs.

37,72,869 have been paid between 01/07/2010 and

31/12/2013. The school did not have sufficient funds. So

the arrears were being paid on monthly basis. TiU the date

of hearing, the school had paid Rs. 1,46,42,042 and there

was still a balance ofRs. 63,16,160 whichwas yet to be paid.

Along with the written submissions, the school enclosed

details of arrears paid and payable to the staff, which is as

follows:

Period of Payment Amount of arrears

paid(Rs.)
September 2009 to March 2010 1,05,12,660
April 2010 3,56,513
Monthly installment from July 2010
to December 2012

16,74,000

Monthly installment from January
2013 to December 2013

13,39,200

Paid to retired staff in monthly
installments

7,59,669

Total arrears actually paid 1,46,42,042
Balance arrears payable 63,16,160
Total liability of arrears 2,09,58,202

Also enclosed were copies of the ledger account of Salary

(Arrears) for the following periods:

Period Amount

paid (Rs.)
01/04/2010 to 31/03/2011 3,56,513
01/04/2012 to 31/03/2013 6,38,822
01/04/2013 to 26/03/20l4(entries from
08/04/2013 to 07/09/2013. Closing balance3
as on this date Rs. 1,72,769]

1,72,769
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01/10/2013 to 26/03/2014 ( with opening
balance of 1,63,969 as on 01/10/2013 and
closing balance of Rs. 2,18,369 as on
07/11/2013)

54,400

01/12/2013 to 31/12/2013 (opening balance
Rs. 2,07,169 and closing balance Rs. 2,35,169)

28,000

01/01/2014 to 07/01/2014 28,000

(b) The Committee ought to factor in the additional liability of

gratuity and leave encashment which increased by Rs.

79,45,093 between 01/04/2008 to 31/03/2010. The HabiUty

of the school as on 31/03/2008 stood at Rs. 3,24,40,039

while as on 31/03/2010, it increased to Rs. 4,03,85,132.

The school pays gratuity/leave encashment to the employees

on resignation or retirement in monthly installments due to

unavailabiHty of sufficient funds.

(c) The school needs to have reasonable reserve amounting to

Rs. 1,27,88,612 which is equivalent to four months' salary.

(d) The school is required to maintain reserve fund of 10% as

per Rule 177 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973.

(e) If these factors are taken into consideration, the effect would

be that the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs.

1,64,94,141 and with the pa3dng student strength of1800 in

the year 2009-10, the school requires a further sum of Rs.

9,163 per student to meet the shortfall.
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Discussion &Recommendation regarding; tuition fee!

The Committee has considered the annual returns of the school,
the information furnished by the school in response to the notices

issued by the Committee, the reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee, the preliminaiy calculation sheet prepared by the audit
officer of the Committee and the submissions made before it by the

representatives of the school.

As noticed supra, the school has been found to be tampering its
books of accounts. Firstly it tried to show that it was maintaining a
separate depreciation reserve account in the bank by making fictitious

entries in its books. This resulted in showing a bank account in the

balance sheets of the school which in fact does not exist. Then there

was a huge difference of cash balance between its cash book and that

reflected in the balance sheet. The school tried to explain it away as
anaccounting error. However, the Committee is of the view that mere

accounting errors cannot result in difference in cash in hand as

appearmg m the books vidth that appearing in the .balance sheet

^ because cash has to be held physically and is not a mere book

Q , balance. Again, while submitting the ledger accounts of salary
Q arrears, the following facts are noteworthy:

o
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o

jO (a) The hearing of the school took place on 08/01/2014 but the

O already showed the period as 01/04/2013 to

O 26/03/2014, indicating that the school had made some post
Q dated entries of 26/03/2014 in some accounts. The school

O tally software for its accounts and the period for

:(3 accounts are generated is the date of last entry.

O shows that the school was making entries in respect of

O transactionswhich had not even taken place.

O (b)The closing balance of salary arrears as on 07/11/2013 was

O 2,18,369 but the opening balance as on 01/12/2013

O iiiysteriously got reduced to Rs. 2,07,169.

o

o

o

o

o'

o

o

Q

Q

o

o

o

T. !>

For aU the above reasons, the Committee is ofthe view that

rehance can be placed on the accounts or audited balance sheets of

the school, which appear to be fudged and do not reflect the true state

of affairs of the school. Here the complaint of the parents association

also assumes significance that the school is charging fee for certain

activities without issuing receipts. For these reasons, the Committee

cannot accept any ofthe submissions made by the school at their face

value, howsoever weighty they may appear in the first instance. The

Committee is therefore of the view that it is a fit case for special

inspection to be conducted by the Director of Education. Therefore,

the Committee refrains from undertaking any exercise to calculate the
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O purported shortfall that arises to the school on implementation of VI
Q Pay Commission report. In refraining from undertaking this exercise,

O Committee is also guided by the fact that the school has not made
O payment of arrear salaiy and is in fact making payment of paltiy
Q amounts eveiy month, as per the school's own submission. The

O Committee is also appaUed by the submission of the school that even
O retirement dues like gratuity and leave encashment are not paid in

O monthly instaUments. This is something
Q unheard of. In the face of this fact situation, the school wants the

Q Committee to allow it to set aside funds for meeting these liabiHties.

Q The arrear salaiy and the gratuity and leave encashment being paid

O monthly basis is being met out of the regular fee of the students

O required to be set aside for this purpose.

o

o

Q

o

Discussion &Recommendation regarding development

In reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee, the

school vide its reply filed on 08/01/2014 along with its written

submissions, stated that it was charging development fee in all the

five years for which the information was sought by the Committee. It

submitted the following detaH with regard to the receipt and
utilisation of development fee:

o
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Particulars F.Y.

2006-07 '
F.Y.

2007-08
F.Y.

2008-09
F.Y.

2009-10

F.Y.

2010-11
Development fee
received

42.11.745 41.86.150 45,28.185 80.58.540 77.52.105

Development fee
utilised

(a) For
furniture
fixture 85
equipments

21,04,352 17,87,138 15,86,148 21,72,136 20,90,480

(b) For school
building

0 5,82,260

(c) For repair
&

maintenan
ce

21,50,113 18,50,000 19,50,000 17,75,000 31,25,070

(d) For stRff
salaries

9,36,800 40,96,000 23,34,400

(e) Total
utilisation

42,54,465 42,19,398 44,72,948 80,43,136 75,49,950

Percentage of
development fee
utilised for
purchase of
furniture &
equipments

49.96% 42.69% 35.03% 26.95% 26.96%

It was further mentioned the development fee was treated as a

capital receipt but no separate development fund account was

maintained. With regard to depreciation reserve fund, it was stated

that the same was maintained but was not kept in an earmarked

bank account or FDR or investment.

The Committee has examined the issue with reference to the

audited financials of the school. The school became wiser only after

the fudging of its accounts was detected by the Committee. As noticed

supra, in the balance sheets of the school, a separate bank account

for depreciation reserve fund account is reflected. However, when it
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^ was detected during the course of examination of records by the

Q Committee that the school was not maintaining any such account and
Q reflection in the balance sheet was the result of passing fictitious

Q entries in the books, the school changed its tack and truthfully stated
Q m the reply to the questionnaire that it was not maintaining any

Q separate bank account for parking depreciation reserve fund.

Q Moreover, as is apparent from the above table, the school was not
Q utilizing the development fee for the specific purpose for which it was

O charged. It would noteworthy that the schools are permitted to charge

O development fee for purchase or upgradation of its furniture and

O ^ equipments only. Development fee is not supposed to be
Q charged to meet the expenditure on repairs, maintenance and salaries

O to the staff. The above table shows that the school was utilizing its

O development fee mainly for meeting its revenue expenses. The

O utilisation for the permitted purposes was 49.96% in 2006-07 which
Q progressively decreased to 26.96% in 2010-11. The Committee is

Q therefore of the view that the development fee charged by the school

Q was not maccordance with the law laid down by the HonT^le Supreme

Q Court in the case of Modem School (supra) and therefore the same

Q was unjustified. As the Committee is mandated to examine the issue

O of fee charged by the school in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009
n

o

JUSTICE • SMU £ C O P Y
AIMiLDEVSiNGH

COMMITTEE
^ or Review of School Fee 7
O y IS

o



B-ig2

Cambridge Foundation School, Raiouri Garden. New

Q
Q issued by the Director of Education, it is restricting its
^ recommendations to the development fee charged in 2009-10 and 2010-11.

vj

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The Committee is of the view that the school ought to refund

O the development fee of Rs. 80.58.540 recovered by it in 2009-10 and

Q Rs. .77,52,105 recovered in 2010-11, along with interest @9% per

O annum. However, in case the special inspection, which the Committee

O recommended, culminates in a deficit on account of tuition fee, on
implementation ofVI Pay Commission report, the school can meet such

deficit out of the development fee of 2009-10 and 2010-11, which the

Committee has recommended to be refunded. Till such time, the
special inspection is completed and the calculations of excess or deficit

are made, the school ought to transfer a sum of Rs. 1,58,10,645 +

interest @9% per annum, in a separate designated bank account to be

available for refund to the students. Besides, it will be for the Director

of Education to look into the aspect of development fee charged for the
years 2006-07, 2007-08 and 2008-09 and passed appropriate order as

the same was not utilised as per the decision of the Hon'ble Supreme
Court in the case ofModern School (supra).

Recommended accordingly.

o .

O CA J.S. Kochar

o
Q Dated: 29/05/2014

n • '

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K.Sharma
Member Chairperson
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O With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

O regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school had

O 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).

o

c

o

n

•k y

^ 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

f~^) 0^ being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

r I along with a copy of the fee schedule.

o

O examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
O 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'.

o

o

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

its notice dated 31.05.2013 required the school to appear on 19.06.2013

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.

On the scheduled date, no one appeared. The Committee vide notice

dated 15.07.2013 directed the school to attend the Office of the

Committee with complete record on 06.08.2013.

o
^ 5. On 06.08.2013, Shri Pravesh Goswami, 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, the school neither had

f~) implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission nor hiked

Q the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

O 11.02.2009. The school had also not charged development fee.

1

O

O

O • .

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

-there had been no hike in fee.

Page 2 of 5
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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 in 2009-10 has hiked the fee in terms of the order of
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Vijay Deep Public School. West Karawal Nagar. Delhi - 94 000325

(ii). The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^^

Pay Commission.

7. By notice dated 13.05.2014, the school was asked to appear on

04.06.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salaiy records for the

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

Committee and for affording an opportunity ofhearing to the school.

8. On 04.06.2014, no one appeared on behalf of the school before the

Committee in spite of the notice of hearing delivered to the school on

16.05.2014, as confirmed through IndiaPost Tracking System.

9. We have gone through the record, 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

during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased
in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I toV 450 ,550 100 550 Nil
VI to VIII 500 600 100 600 Nil
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^ Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of

Q Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee in 2009-

r} without implementing the recommendations of 6^1^ Pay

Commission, we are of the view that the increase in fee for these

O classes, 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.
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B-328

Vijay Deep Public School, West Karawal Nagar, Delhi - 94 QQQ326

10. 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, there was no

hike in fee.

11. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Commission.

12. As per the aforesaid returns of the school transmitted to this

Office, the school has not charged development fee from the students.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike
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Since no one on behalf of the school appeared before the

Committee during the course of hearing, therefore, the original

record of the school could not be examined by the Committee.

Hence, the Committee is of the view that 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 more than what is

disclosed before us 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.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.f^
Chairperson

Dated:- 14.07.2014
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Member

Page 5 of 5



C'

c

o

o

o

o

C}

o

0

n

B-371

Bal Niketan Public School. Sangam Vihar. New-Delhi - 62 gQg328

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

inforrnation 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

Q along with a copy of the fee schedule.

Cj examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it

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

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

O implemented the recommendations of th€ 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 17.07.2013, required the school to appear on 14.08.2013

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

r", Page 1 of 7
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Bal Niketan Public School. Sangam Vihar. New-Delhi - 62

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

On the scheduled date, Sh. U.K. Chatterjee, authorised representative of

the school attended the office of the Committee and requested for some

more time to produce the record. The school was directed to produce the

record on 09.09.2013.

5. On 09.09.2013, Shri S.J. Choube, Chairman of the school

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

the questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply, the school had

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission w.e.f,

Oi.09.2009 and had hiked the fee w.e.f. 01.04.2009, in terms of the

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The school had

^ also charged development fee.

Q '̂ he record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri A.D.

Q Bhateja, Audit Officer ofthe Committee. He observed to the effect that; -

O school did not produce fee record for verification.

O (ii)- The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

O of the Pay Commission.

(iii). Salary to the staff had been paid through bearer cheques without

deducting T.D.S. and Provident Fund.

O ^ COPf
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(iv). The school was provided opportunities to produce fee record on

25.09.2013 and 23.10.2013, but the same were not produced for

^. verification.

o

o

o

o

o

C)

o

7. By notice dated 13.05.2014, the school was asked to appear on

05.06.2014 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 04.05.2014, no one appeared on behalf of the school before the

Committee. However, a letter of request to adjourn the matter was

^ received from the school. The school was provided another opportunity of

hearing on 14.07.2014. Again no one appeared on the schedule date.

The Office of the Committee again received a letter dated 10.07.2014

O from the Chairman of the Society to extend the date of hearing. The

Committee has perused the file and has observed that the school did not

Q) produce its fee record before the Audit Officer and has moved two

successive adjournment applications before the Committee. It appeared

to the Committee that the school was intentionally avoiding to produce

its fee record before the Committee. Therefore, the request for further

adjournment was rejected by the Committee.

We have gone through the record, and observations of the- Audit

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

f"", Page 3 of 7
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Bal Niketan Public School, Sangam Vihar, New-Delhi - 62

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

years 2009-10 and 2010-11:-

Class Tuition

Fee

during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
Pre-school 350 485 135 510 25

Pre-primaiy 400 540 140 570 30

I 85 II 450 595 145 630 35

III 500 650 150 690 40

IV 550 805 255 855 50

V 600 865 265 920 55

VI 750 1025 275 1090 65

VII 850 1135 285 1210 75

VIII 950 1245 295 1330 95

IX 1150 1565 415 1680 115

X 1250 1675 425 1780 105

IX 1350 1785 435 1785 Nil

XII-A 1200 1895 695 2020 125

XII-C 1450 1895 445 2020 125

10. 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 mentioned in the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009. During 2010-11, there was hike in fee within the range of

10%.

11. The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6^ Pay Commission, but salary to the staff had been paid through

bearer cheques without deducting TDS and PF. Therefore, its claim to
Page 4 of 7
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O have implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission

C3 cannot be accepted by the Committee

O 12. As per the record, the school has charged development fee from the

students at the rate of 10% of the tuition fee during the years 2009-10

and 2010-11.

0 • • -

o ' •
RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has not only utilised the order of the Director

of Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee in

2009-10, but has charged fee in excess to the permissible limit

f^; provided in the aforesaid order without implementing the

O recommendations of 6^^ Pay Commission, we are of the view that

( ) the increase in fee for these classes, in excess of the tolerance limit

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

O 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

n Page 5 of 7
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fj) 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

0 date of its refund.

n

n

T ;

r ^

V---

n

O

O

Re.; Development Fee

The school has charged development fee from the students at the

rate of 10% of the tuition fee during the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 and

the same 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 Indiafis

Ors. for collecting Development Fee. Therefore, the Development

Fee charged by the school to the tune of Rs.34,01,749.00 during the

years 2009-10 to 2010-11 in pursuance 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.
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Bal Niketan Public School. Sangam Vihar. New-Delhi - 62

Re.; Special Inspection

Since no one on behalf of the school appeared before the

Committee during the course of hearing, therefore, the original

record of the school could not be examined by the Committee.

Hence, the Committee is of the view that 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 more than what is

disclosed before us and 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.

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

Dated:- ^
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O B-468

o High Rise Public School. Mohan Garden. New-Delhi - 59

Q a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

0 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 ofthe First Interim Report).

V '

r-\
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o
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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 ofthe matter the school was placed in categoiy B'.
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O High Rise Public School, Mohan Garden, New-Delhi - 59.

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

its notice dated 01.07.2013, required the school to appear on 15.07.2013

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.

On 12.07.2013, the Office of the Committee received a letter from the

Manager of the school requesting for some more time to produce the

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

01.08.2013. On 31.07.2013, the Manager of the school further

requested to extend the date for the verification of the record. The school

was provided final opportunity to produce its record on 02.09.2013.

5. On 02.09.2013, Shri Virat Rajput, 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, the school had

implemented the recommendations of the 6^1 Pay Commission w.e.f.

April, 2010 and had not hiked the fee, in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The school had also not

charged development fee.

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: -

Page 2 of 6
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(i). The school has hiked the fee in 2009-10 by Rs.lOO/- per month in

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

During 2010-11, the hike in fee had been within 10%.

(ii). The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6^ Pay Commission, but DA, HRA and TA were not paid as

per prescribed norms.

7. By notice dated 15.05.2014, the school was asked to appear on

05.06.2014 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 ofhearing to the school.

8. On 05.06.2014, no one appeared on behalf of the school before the

Committee. However, the Office of the Committee received a telephonic

message from the school seeking adjournment. At the request of the

school, the matter was adjourned to 09.07.2014. On 09.07.2014, again

no one appeared for hearing.

9. We have gone through the record, and observations of the Audit

Officer of the Committee. The following chart, which is culled out from
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High Rise Public School. Mohan Garden. New-Delhi - 59 ''

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

during the years 2009-10 and 2010-11: -

Class Tuition

Fee

during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased
in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I to V 415 515 100 565 50

(
V

VI to VIII 480 580 100 630 50

r •

' \

10. 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, there was

hike in fee within the range of 10%.

11. The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6^ Pay Commission, but DA, HRA and TA were not paid as per

prescribed norms. Therefore, the claim ofthe .school to have implemented

the recommendations of the Pay Commission cannot be accepted by

the Committee.

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

the students.
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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

2009-10, 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 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.
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Re.; Special Inspection

Since no one on behalf of the school appeared before the

Committee during the course of hearing, therefore, the original

record of the school could not be examined by the Committee.

Hence, the Committee is of the view that 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 more than what is

disclosed before us 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.

J.S. Kochar

Member
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated:-25.07.2014
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Member
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C-352

Shri Guru Ram Rai Public School. Najafgarh, New Delhi - 43

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

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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

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

Qj 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 neither hiked the fee in terms

of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 nor

irnplemented recommendations of the 6^ pay, commission. In this view of

the matter the school was placed in category 'C.
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Shri Guru Ram Rai Public School. Naiafgarh. New Delhi - 43

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

its notice dated 05.09.2012 required the school to appear on 17.09.2012

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.

On the scheduled date, no one appeared. The Committee vide notice

dated 21.09.2012 directed the school to attend the Office of the

Committee with complete record on 08.10.2012. Again, no one appeared

on 08.10.2012 to produce the record.

3 5. The record, received from the concerned Deputy Director of

O Education of the Directorate of Education, in the first instance, was

Q examined by Mrs. Sunita Nautiyal, A.A.O. of the Committee. She

O observed to the effect that: -

O (i). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, in the range of

8.33% to 22.22% for different classes. During 2010-11, the hike

was by 8.24% to 18.18%.

(")• The record of development fee was not available in the file.
r I

o

'v,^'

6. By notice dated 12.12.2013, the school was asked to appear on

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

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

O Page 2of 7
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Shri Guru Ram Rai Public School, Najafgarh. New Delhi - 43

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

hearing was adjourned to 20.03.2014 with due intimation to the school.

7. On 20.03.2014, Mrs. Meenakshi Dimri, Vice-Principal with Shri

Virender Dhyani, Accountant of the school appeared before the

Committee. The representatives of the school filed written submissions

contending that the report of 6^^ Pay Commission had not been

implemented. The record of the school had never been verified earlier as

the school never responded to the earlier notices, therefore, the Audit

Officer of the Committee was asked to verify the record of the school.

8. On 21.04.2014, Mrs. Meenakshi Dimri, Vice-Principal with Shri

Virender Dhyani, Accountant of the school attended the Office of the

Committee. They filed reply to the questionnaire and also produced the

record for verification. As per the reply, the school had neither

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission nor hiked

the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009.

(^•\ 9' The record produced by the school was examined by Mrs. Sunita

Nautiyal, A.A.O., of the Committee. She observed to the effect that; -

O Page 3of7
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Shri Guru Ram Rai Public School, Naiafgarh. New Delhi - 43

O (i). The school produced fee receipts, cash book and ledger accounts

(maintained manually) for the years from 2008-09 to. 2010-11, but

did not produce balance sheets for the aforesaid period. On query,

the school representatives conceded that the same had not been

prepared by their C.A. The C.A., of the school had not audited the

accounts of the school and had provided a compilation certificate

only.

(ii). The school has hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11 by

10%, except for classes IX and X, wherein the hike had been by

22% in 2009-10 and by 18% in 2010-11.

n (iii)- The school did not have any bank account and all transactions of

3 receipts and payments are incurred in cash.

(3 (^^)- The school has sought aid from the Society for the payment of

O salary to the staff.
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10. By notice dated 02.05.2014, the school was asked to appear on

15.05.2014 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 another opportunity of hearing to the

school.
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Shri Guru Ram Rai Public School. Naiafgarh. New Delhi - 43

11. On 15.05.2014, Mrs. Meenakshi Dimri, Vice-Principal with Shri

Virender Dhyani, Accountant of the school appeared before the

Committee. The representatives of the school conceded that the school

did not prepare any balance sheet for 2009-10 and 2010-11. The cash

book and ledger produced before the Committee contained consolidated

monthly entries. It was conceded that the school did not maintain any

bank account. It was contended that the school neither implemented

the recommendations of the Pay Commission nor hiked the fee in

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. With

regard to development fee, it was stated by the school that the same was

not been charged from the students.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representatives of the school.

The following chart, which is culled out from the record would show l^e

exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years 2009-10 and 2010-11:

Class Tuition

Fee

during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I toll 270 300 30 330 30
III 270 300 30 360 60

IVto V 300 325 25 360 35

VI to VIII 375 425 50 460 35

IX and X 450 550 100 650 100
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O 13* From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the

O fee during the year 2009-10 for classes IX to X, in terms of the order of

O the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. But, for other classes, the

hike had been nearly 10%. During 2010-11, the fee hike except for

classes IX and X had been about 10%.

c

o

0

o

o

o
f )

o

o

o

14. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Commission.

15. As per the record filed before us, the school has not charged

development fee from the students.

RECOMMENDATION

Q Re. Fee Hike

(J) Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of

O Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee for

classes IX and X, without implementing the recommendations of 6*^

^ Pay Commission, we are of the view that the increase in fee for

these classes, 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.
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Since, the fee hiked in 2009-10 in respect of classes IX and X

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 IX and X ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per

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

The school did not produce complete record before the

Committee for its verification therefore; the Committee is of the

view that 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 more than what is

disclosed before us 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.

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Member Chairperson
Dated:- 30.05.2014
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A-96

Aristotle Public Sr. Sec. School. Outabgarh. - up 039o

n

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

the basic questions, whether or not the school 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).

C

C'

o

o

o
2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the

O specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee

Q on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

Q along with a copy ofthe fee schedule.

o • •

O 3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it,
prima facie, appeared that the school had hiked the fee in terms of the

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had. not

implemented the recommendations of the 6th p^y Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Categoiy 'A'.
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o
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0

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

03.08.2012 required the school to appear on 21.08.2012

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

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

o

o

0

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

5. On 21.08.2012, Shri K.D. Bhardwaj, Manager and Shri Dinesh

^ Kumar, Prmcipal of the school appeared before the Committee. They
^ submitted reply to the questionnaire and produced the record. As per
^ the reply, the school had implemented the recommendations of the 6th

Pay Commission w.e.f. April, 2011 and had not hiked the fee in terms of

Q the order of the Director of Education dated 11,02.2009.

O • • .

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

(i). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, in range of
Rs.50/- to Rs.lOO/- for different classes. During 2010-11, the

0 hike was within 10%.

(ii). The school claimed to have implemented the recommendations of

the 6^1 Pay Commission w.e.f. April, 2011, but H.R.A had not been

paid to the staff.
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Aristotle Public Sr. Sec. School. Outabfarh. Delhi - 110 nao QQQ3'̂ [1

7. By notice dated 02.04.2014 the school was asked to appear on
28.04.2014 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 28.04.2014, Shri K.D. Bhardwaj, Manager and Shri Hemant
Bhardwaj, Vice-Principal of the school appeared before .the Committee.
The representatives of the school filed aletter dated 28.04.2014 in reply
to Committee's notice dated 02.04.2014. However, the letter of the
school did not reply to any of the queries raised by:the Committee. The
school has also not filed reply to the questionnaire regarding
development fee. The fee schedule of the school shows that tie school
has charged development fee of Rs.200/- per student per annum.
However, the representatives claimed verbally that the students did not
pay the development fee.

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

10, The school failed to produce the books of accounts for verification,
before the Committee during the course of hearing. In the absence of
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Aristotle Public Sr. Sec. School. Outabgarh. Delhi - 110 Q3Q 000351

original record, tlie claim of the school that the report of the Pay

Commission has been implemented and the school has not hiked the fee

^ terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11 02 2009
o • • accepted by the Committee. The school representatives

verbally denied the collection of development fee, but as per record of the

school, it has charged development fee @Rs.200/-.per student per

annum from the students.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

O Since, the school failed to produce the records before the
^ Committee for verification during the course of hearing, therefore

0 claim to have implemented the recommendation^ of the Sth Pay
o Commission and has not hiked the fee is difficult to believe by the

O Committee. Further, the verbal denial of the school to have not

charged development fee, whereas, as per the record the school has

charged the same also cannot be believed. In the circumstances,

the Committee is of the view that Director of Education should

^ order aspecial inspection of the school, as per the rules to ascertain
^ the true state of affairs of the school.

3 . . • - ^

n ^ fHPECOFV • PaRe40f5
/ JUSTICE \

G 1anil DEV SINGH
CCMMITIEE

O >7iaw of School Fe^

of
o



n

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Q

o

o

0,
o

o

o

n

o

o

A-96

Aristotle Public Sr. Sec. School Qutab^arh. in 000352

In case after inspection, it is found by the Director of

Education that the school had hiked the fee and/or coUected the
development fee uiyustiflable, it may take such action as it deems
at subject to the orders of the Ron'ble Delhi High Court.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated: - 12.05.2014
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Shakti Mandir Premwati Public School. Darva Gani. New Delhi - 02

. 000353

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

O regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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

C) specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of

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

/' being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

O 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 hiked the fee in terms of the

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category 'A'.
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0 00035t
O 4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

^ its notice dated 08.08.2012 required the school to appear on 27.08.2012
O . . -and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years
o

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

The aforesaid notice of the Committee was received back in the Office

with the postal remark that the address was incorrect. The school

Q through afresh notice dated 30.08.2012, sent at the correct address and
^ also by an email was again directed to produce its records on

30.08.2012. No one attended the Office of the Committee on the

scheduled date. However, Shri Dharamvir Singh Chauhan, Accountant

Q of the school attended the Office of the Committee on 14.09.2012, with

O request to grant some more time for the verification of the records.

O request of the representative, the school was directed to present

O its records on 20.09,2012.

o

O 5. On 20.09.2012, Shri Dharamvir Singh Chauhan, Accountant of
the school attended the Office of the Committee but did not produce the

o
record for verification. Reply to the questionnaire was filed. As

Q reply, the school had implemented the report of the 6^ Pay

n Commission w.e.f. July, 2009 and had hiked the fee w.e.f. April, 2009 in

Q terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The
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Shakti Mandir Premwati Public School. Darva Gani. New Delhi - 02

o ' •" , representative of the school was given a fresh opportunity to produce the

^ complete fmancials of the school on 26.09.2012.

On 26.09.2012, Shri Dharamvir Singh Chauhan, Head Clerk of the

school attended the Office of the Committee and produced the record.

The record produced by the school, in ,the first instance, was examined

by Shri A.K, Vijh, the Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed to the

effect that:-

sO

i )

o

Q

O

o . • , '
Q (i)- The school had hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 in the range of 19.28%

O 20.14%. During 2010-11, the hike had been below 10%.

O (i^)- The school had claimed to have implemented the report of the 6^

CJ Pay Commission w.e.f. July, 2009, but arrears of salary had not

O been paid to the staff.

(iii). The school was having around 12 teachers on contractual basis.

However, the school did not furnish salary payment register in

respect of these teachers for verification.

(iv). The school had collected development fee to the tune of

Rs.5,86,000/-during 2009-10 and Rs.6,41,000/-in 2010-11.

p) (vi). The school had shown in its account books, loan from Shakti

Q Shiksha Nyas to the tune of Rs.13,91,672.81 in 2008-09 and

O Page 3of 5
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Shakti Mandir Premwati Public School. Darva Ganl. New Delhi - 02
71100356

Rs. 14,00,497.81 in 2009-10. Further, the school had shown in its

account books, refund of loan to the tune of Rs. 14,00,497.81 in

the year 2010-11 to the same Society, but simultaneously, an

amount of Rs.61,39,810.19 had been shown as 'fecoverable

advance' from the same Society. However, the school failed to

produce details of such transactions.

7. By notice dated 02.04.2014, the school was asked to appear on

30.04.2014 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 30.04.2014, no one appeared before the Committee for the

hearing in spite of the notice of hearing delivered to the school on

03.04.2014, as confirmed by India Post Tracking System.

9. We have gone through the record and observations of the Audit

Officer of the Committee.
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Shakti Mandir Premwati Public School. Darva Ganj. New Delhi - 02

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

We were not able to verify the record of the school as it fails to

appear before us on 30.04.2014. In the absence of the original

record, the claim of the school to have implemented the report of

the 6th Pay Commission cannot be relied upon. Therefore, the

Committee is of the view that 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 ofthe Hon'ble Delhi High Court.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson
Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member

Dated : - 13.05.2014
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B-307

Adarsh Lakhpat Model Sec.School.Khaioori Khas. Delhi-92

!• With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

'0 -
regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had

o^ 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

f~ Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the

^ information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure

(3 '̂ 30 at page 470 of the First Interim Report).

O - . •

O 2. The school in question did not respond to the questionnaire within

the specified time. 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 Deputy Director of

Education along with a copy of the fee schedule.

n

O

O

o

o
•-.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

Q the order of the .Director of Education dated 11-02-2009 as well as
implemented the, recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

0 view of the matter the school was placed in category 'B'.

o
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Adarsh Lakhpat Model Sec.School.Khaioori Khas.

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 05.08.2013

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.

05.08.2013, Sh. Chirag Chaudhaiy, representative of the

Q school attended the Office of the Committee and produced record along

O questionnaire. As per the reply, the school had

O implemented the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission w.e.f April

0 hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director ofEducation

O dated 11.02.2009 from the same date.

o

o

Q

o

o

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 increased tuition fee in 2009-10 by Rs.lOO/-, in

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

^ During 2010-11, the school had hiked fee by Rs.54/- to Rs.lOO/-

Q for different classes.

0 (ii)- The school had implemented the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay

O Commission w.e.f April 2009.

0 Page 2of4
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n .. 000360

O

o

f"'.

(iii). The school did not deduct T.D.S. from the salary of the staff.

(iv). On examination of the record, it has been noticed that most of the

staff had been shown on leave without pay.

7. By notice dated 13.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

02.06.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

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

02.06.2014, Shri Chirag Chaudhaiy, Manager and Sh. Udit

Sharma, P/T Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee.

They contended that:-

(i) the fee, as shown in the record is not actually recovered and in

actual fact the fee was not hiked in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009.

(ii) T.D.S. had not been deducted from the salary for the reason that

most of the staff remained on leave without pay.

n
'• -.y

O

o

Q 9. We have gone through the record, observations ofthe Audit Officer

O of the Committee and submissions of the representative of the school.
.n
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Discussion and RecommendationR

Regarding Tuition Fee; -

The assertions of the school representatives before the

Committee, during the course of hearing are sufficient reasons for

relying upon the record of the school. Therefore, in the absence

Q of the reliable record, we are unable to arrive at any finding with

regard to the issue of fee hike. In the circumstances the Director of

O Education should order a special inspection ofthe school as per the
Q 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.
o

O

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

Q Dated:- 14.07.2014
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O D.H.M. Public School. Dhichaon Kalan. Nalafgarh. New Delhi- 43
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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 (Annexure

0 30 at page 470 ofthe First Interim Report).

O •

C) 2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the

Q specified time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of

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

O 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

(0 implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

^ view ofthe matter the school was placed in category 'B'.
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D.H.M. Public School, Dhichaon Kalan, Najafgarh, New Delhi- 43

0003

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

its notice dated 18.07.2013 required the school to appear on 19.08.2013

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

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

On 19.08.2013, the Office of the Committee received a letter dated

17.08.2013 from the Vice-Principal of the school requesting for some

more time to submit the required record due to sudden demise of the

Chairman of the school. The school was directed to produce its record

on 09.09.2013.

5. On 09.09.2013, Shri Diwakar Bhardwaj, LDC of the school

attended the Office of the Committee but did not produce any record and

requested for one more opportunity to produce the record. The school

was directed to produce the record on 25.09.2013. On 25.09.2013, the

Office of the Committee received mail from the school requesting for

some more time to submit the record of the school before the Committee.

The Office of the Committee vide mail dated 25.09.2013 provided last

opportunity to the school to produce its record on 01.10.2013 for

verification.
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D.H.M. Public School, Dhichaon Kalan, Naiafgarh. New Delhi- 4Q

O

o

o

o

o

o

t

o

6. On 01.10.2G13, Shri D.K. Bhardwaj, school representative

attended the Office of the Committee and produced record along with the

reply to the questionnaire. As per the reply, the school has implemented

the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission w.e.f. January, 2005

and has increased the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. 29-03-2010. However, no arrear of

fee and development fee had been collected from the students.

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

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

O (i) • The school had not increased tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11.

, - (ii)- The benefit of 6^^ Pay Commission had been extended to all the

staff w.e.f. April, 2009.

(iii). The school was receiving aid from the DHM Society from 2008-09

to 2010-11.

(iv). The school did not deduct TDS from the salary of the staff as most

_ of the staff remained without pay.

8. By notice dated 13.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

02.06.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

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

O Committee and for affording an opportunity ofhearing to the school.
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B-391

D.H.M. Public School, Dhichaon Kalan. Naiafgarh. New Delhi- 43

. 000365

9. , . On 02.06.2014, no one oS behalf of the school appeared before the

Committee in spite of the notice of hearing delivered to the school on

i6.05.2014, as confirmed though India Post Tracking System.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

The school failed to produce its record before the Committee

for examination, as no one appeared before the Committee during

the course of hearing. In the absence of the original record, we are

unable to arrive at any finding with regard to the issue of fee hike.

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 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.

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Member Chairperson
Dated;-23.07.2014
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B-396

P.P. Model Sec. School, Paschimi Friends Enclave, Sector-6.

Sultanpuri Road. Delhi - 86 > 000366

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 in question did not respond to the questionnaire within

the specified time. 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 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-396

P.D. Model Sec..School, Paschimi Friends Enclave. Sector-6,

Sultanpuri Road. Delhi - 86 000367

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 21.08.2013

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 21.08.2013, Sh. Yutin Nimbhle, Manager of the school

attended the Office of the Committee and requested for some more time

to produce the record. At his request, the school was granted

opportunity to produce the record on 19.09.2013,.

6. On 19.09.2013, Shri Mange Ram, Chairman of the Society and

Shri Yutin Nimbhle, Manager of the school attended the Office of the

Committee and produced record along with the reply to the

questionnaire. As per the reply, the school had implemented the

•recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission w.e.f. October, 2010 and

had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated 11.02.2009. The school had also not charged the development fee.

7. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri A.D.

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

Page 2 of 5
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000368p.p. Model Sec. School, Paschimi Friends Enclave. Sector-6,

Sultanpuri Road. Delhi - 86

(i). The school has increased tuition fee in 2009-10 by 8.10% to 32%.

(ii). On examination of salary register, it was observed that salary did

not appear to have been recorded as the actual salary paid to the

staff as some of the staff members have signed acknowledgement

of receipt of the salary, when no salary has actually been paid to

them.

(iii). The Chairman of the school has conceded that the

recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission had not been fully

implemented as the school is located at a place which caters

education to the children belonging to Slum and JJ clusters.

(iv). The Chairman also has conceded that the original record of the

school were not available as the same were weeded out after their

audit and the record produced before the Committee had been

freshly prepared.
\

8. By notice dated 13.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

02.06.2014 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 ofhearing to the school.

OOWMITTEE
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B-396

P'D- Model Sec. School. Paschimi Friends Enclave. Sector-6,

Sultanpuri Road. Delhi - 86 .. 000369

9. On 02.06.2014, Shri Mange Ram, Chairman of the Society and

Shri Yutin Nimbhle, Manager of the school appeared before the

Committee. It was initially contended that the recommendations of the

6th Pay Commission had been implemented w.e.f. October, 2010,

prospectively. On examination of the record by the Committee, it was

noticed that the total salary expenditure in 2010-11, increased to about

100% from 2009-10, that appeared to be highly abnormal. The • .

representatives of the school were confronted with this fact and the

observations of the Audit Officer of the Committee. They conceded that

the implementations of the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission

was shown only in papers. With regard to fee hike, the representatives

contended that the fee schedule, as filed before the Committee were not

correct. They further contended that the school did not charge

development fee.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative of the school.
*4

J

Discussion and Recommendations
s

Regarding Tuition Fee: -

JUSTICE \ slillECO: Page 4of 5
^DEV SINGH \
CCWMITTEE j .

'•^£9 -.r r/r-iview of School Sseretary



B-396

P.P. Model Sec. School," Paschimi Friends Enclave, Sector-6

Sultanpuri Road. Delhi - 86

The assertions of the school representatives before the

Committee, during the course of hearing that the fee schedules filed

by the school before the Committee were not correct and the

recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission have also been

implemented in papers, are sufficient reasons for not relying upon

the record of the school. Therefore, in the absence of the reliable

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.
r

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.

J.S. Kochar

Member

i •
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated:- 14.07.2014

JUSTICE
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B-399

Raj Shree International Public School, Karawal Nagar, Delhi 94

000371

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 in question did not respond to the questionnaire within

the specified time. 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 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'.

of School Fee.
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B-399

Raj Shree International Public School. Karawal Nagar. Delhi 94

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

its notice dated 10.07.2013 required the school to appear on 29.07.2013

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

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

The Office of the Committee received a letter dated 29.07.2013 from the

school, requesting for some more time to produce the record. The school

was directed to produce the record on 03.09.2013.
1

5. On 03.09.2013, Sh. Sudhish Kumar, LDC of the school attended

the Office ofthe Committee and requested for some more time to produce

the record before the Committee. At the request of the school

representative, the school was directed to produce the record on

17.09.2013. On' 17.09.2013, Ms. Neera Sharma, Assistant Teacher of

the school attended the Office of the Committee and requested to extend

the date for verification of the record. The school was provided final

opportunity to produce the record on 01.10.2013. But, on 01.10.2013,

the Manager of the school vide. its letter of even date again made a

request for extending the date for verification of the record. The school

was provided fourth opportunity to. produce the record on 24.10.12013. .

No one again attended the Office of the Committee on 24.10.2013.

However, on 28.10.2013, the school representative attended the Office of

Page 2 of 6
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B-399

Raj Shree International Public School, Karawal Nagar, Delhi 94

• . ^ 000373

the Committee but did not produce any record. The school was given

last opportunity to produce its record on 13.11.2013.,

6. On 13.11.2013, Sh. Sudhish Kumar, LDC of the school attended

the Office of the Committee and produced sorne record. The reply to the

questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply, the school neither had

implemented the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission nor hiked

the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009. The school also did not charge development fee.

7. The record, in the first instance, was examined by Mrs. Sunita

Nautiyal, A.A.O. of the Committee. She observed to the effect that: -

(i). The school has increased tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11 by

Rs.150/- per month for all classes, which was less than 10%.

(ii). The school had not irnplemented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Commission.

(iii). The school did not deduct T.D.S. from the salary of the staff.

(iv). The school did not produce cash book and ledger, therefore the

record of the school could not be verified properly.

JUSTICE \ mUECOPY
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B-399

Raj Shree International Public School, Karawal Nagar, Delhi 94

8. By notice dated 13.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

02.05.2014 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.

9. On 02.06.2014, Shri Sudhish Kumar, LDC / authorised

representative of the school appeared before the Committee. He

contended that the cash book and ledger has been stolen. He filed copies

of two letters dated 11.10.2008 and 20.04.2009 addressed to the SHO,

Karawal Nagar, Delhi, informing theft of some furniture and equipment

of the school. On examination of the Police report, it was noticed by the

Committee that there was no mention of any theft of books of accounts

in the aforesaid letters. The school did not produce its books of accounts

for 2009-10 and 2010-11, which in any case, could have not been stolen

on 20.04.2009, the date on which the report of theft was filed with the

Police station. The school representative could not produce copy of FIR

recorded by the police authorities.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative of the school.

... 11EE
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B-399

Raj Shree International Public School. Karawal Nagar. Delhi 94

000375

Discussion and Recommendations

Regarding Tuition Fee; -

The school failed to produce its complete record, not only before

the Audit Officer of the Committee for verification, but also before the
y

Committee during the course of hearing. The contention of the school

that the record had been stolen is hard to believe as the school filed the

complaints to the concerned Police Station on 11.10.2008 and

20.04.2009, but the record of the financial years 2009-10 and 2010-11

could not have been stolen in 2008 and 2009. The school representative

produced before the Committee copies of letters dated 11.10.2008 and

20.04.2009 addressed to the SHO, Karawal Nagar Police Station

intimating theft in the school, but could not produce copy of FIR

registered by the police authorities.

Therefore, in the absence of the record, we are unable to arrive

at any finding with regard to the issue of fee hike. In the

circumstances, 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.

Page 5 of 6
^ • TRUE COPY

' / JUSTICE \

ir • / anil D^-:v singh\ "•IS^ f >r-pcp ,,
? Fee/



•. s>

2^99

Raj Shree International Public School. Karawal Nagar. Delhi 94

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.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 14.07.2014
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B-421

Gvan Public School. Biiwasan. New Delhi - 61 § QOOv

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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B-421
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Gvan Public School. Biiwasan. New Delhi - 61 ^000378

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

its notice dated 10.07.2013 required the school to appear on 25.07.2013

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.

5. On 25.07.2013, Ms. Deepti, Consultant/Authorized representative

of the school attended the Office of the Committee and produced some

record along with the reply to the questionnaire. As per the reply, the

school had, neither implemented the recommendations of the Pay

Commission, nor hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009.

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 had not increased tuition fee in 2009-10. During

2010-11, the school had hiked fee by Rs.60/- for all classes which

was with the tolerance limit of 10%.

(ii). The school did not produce fee receipt or fee register, therefore, the

actual hike in fee could not be verified.
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B-421

Gyan Public School, Biiwasan. New Delhi - 61 000379

(iii). The salary to the staff was paid on consolidated basis. However,

school did not produce salary registers therefore; the .actual

payment of.salary could not be verified.

, (iv). The school did not produce cash book and ledger and stated that

the same had not been maintained.

7. By notice dated 15.05.2014 the school was asked to appear .on

03.05.2014 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 03.06.2014, Shri Satish Kumar, Principal and Shri C.B.

Mishra, Office Assistant of the school appeared before the Committee.

They produced fee receipt, which on examination appeared to be freshly

prepared. On questioning, they conceded that the same had been freshly

prepared and the amount of fee shown to have been recovered was not

actually paid by the students. They also stated that the inflated fee had

been shown to cover-up the. expenses of the school.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative of the school.
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B-421

Gyan Public School, Biiwasan, New Delhi - 61

Discussion and Recommendations j

Regardincf Tuition Fee; -

The school failed to produce the complete record of the

school, not only before the Audit Officer of the Committee at the

time of verification of record, but also before the Committee during
J

the course of hearing. The Committee is of the view that in the

absence of the complete record, it is not possible to arrive at any

finding with regard to the issue of fee hike. 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 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.

I ' • " ^ •
Recommended accordingly.

, r ' f"' -

J.S. Kochar

Member

Dated:- 23.07.2014

JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
.•"or Review of School Fee>

* ^

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member

P\

Seer©
MVX
tsry Page 4 of4



B-494

B.S.M. Public School. Anand Pur Dham. Karala. Delhi - 81- 000381

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 categoiy "B'.
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B-494

B.S.M. Public School, Anand Pur Dham, Karala, Delhi - 81 000382

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

its notices dated 01.07.2013 required the school to appear on

12.07.2013 to produce entire accounting, fee ^d salary records for the,

years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid
I

questionnaire. No one attended the Office of the Committee on the

scheduled date. However, on 01-08-2013, one representative of the

school submitted a letter from the Principal of the school requesting

another date for the verification of the record. At the .request of the

school, final opportunity to produce the record on 08-08-2013 was

provided to the school.

5. On 08.08.2013, Ms. Deepti Jain, Member (MC) of the school

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

the questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply, the school had

partially implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission

w.e.f. 01.04.2010 and had not hiked, the fee, in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The school had also not

charged 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: -
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B-494

B.S.M. Public School, Anand Pur Dham. Karala. Delhi - 81

I - '

(i). The school has hiked the fee in 2009-10 by Rs.25/- to Rs.lOO/- for

different classes. During 2010-11, the hike in fee was by Rs.30/-

to Rs.70/- for different classes.

(ii). The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6th Pay Commission partially w.e.f. 01-04-2010, as only

basic and grade pay had been paid to the staff.

(iii). Salary to the staff had been paid in cash without deducting T.D.S.

_ (iv). The school claimed to have deducted Provident Fund, but could

_ not produce documentary evidences in support of its claim.

7. By notice dated 19.06.2014, the school was asked to appear on

14.07.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

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

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

' 8. On 14.07.2014, Ms. Deepti, Scout / Guide teacher of the school

appeared before the Committee, but did not produce any record. She

fried a copy of First information report No.430/2014 dated 29-05-2014,

_ lodged with the SHO, Crime Branch of Delhi Police intimating loss of

school record on 19.04.2014. On perusal of salary statements filed by

_ the school at the time of verification of record conducted by the Audit

Page 3 of 5
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B-494

B.S.M. Public School, Anand Pur Dham. Karala, Delhi - 8L.

Officer of the Committee, it was noticed by the Committee that the school

had implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission only

on paper as none of the staff members was paid salary for the entire

month.. . , •

' . r.

9. We have gone through the available record, submission of the

school representative and observations of the Audit Officer of the

Committee. , .

Discussion and Recommendations

Re; l^iition Fee

The assertibns of the school representative before the

Committee, during the course of hearing that the school is not in a

position to provide original record of the school as the same has

been lost and the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Comniission. have

also been implemented on paper, are sufficient reasons for not

relying upon the available record of the school. 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 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.

. ' Page 4 of 5
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B-494

B.S.M. Public School, Anand Pur Dham. Karala, Delhi - 81 000385

In case after inspection it is found by the Director oif

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.

r

• t)

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 25.07.2014
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C-282

Spring Fields Convent School, Ranaii Enclave, Naiafgarh, Delhi-43

. . 000386

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

regard to the basic questions,' whether or not the school 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 exarnination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it

prima facie appeared that the school had neither hiked the fee in terms

of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 nor

implemented recommendations of the 6^ pay commission. In this view of

the matter the school was placed in category 'C.
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C-282

Spring Fields Convent School, Ranaji Enclave, Najafgarh. Delhi-43

.,•000387

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

its. notice dated 13.07.2012 required the^sehool-to appear on 24.07.2012

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.

On the scheduled date, no* one appeared. The Committee vide final

notice dated 06.08.2012 directed the school to attend the Office of the

Committee with complete record on 23.08.2012.

5. On 23.08.2012, the Manager of the school attended the Office of

the Committee and requested for one more opportunity to produce the

record. However, he filed reply to the questionnaire. As per the reply,

the school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay

Commission but had hiked the fee in 2009-10 by 10% to 15%. The

school was directed to produce the record for verification on 03.09.2012.

No one attended the Office of the Committee on the scheduled date.

5. The record, received from the concerned Deputy Director of

Education, of the Directorate of Education, in the first instance, was

examined by Mrs., Sunita Nautiyal, A.A.O. of the Committee. She

observed to the effect that: -
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C-282

Spring Fields Convent School, Ranaji Enclave, Najafgarh, Delhi-43

(i). The school had increased the tuition ,fee in 2009-10, within the

range of 9.52% to 10% for different classes. During 2010-11, the

hike was by 21.74% to 91.67% for different classes.

(ii). The record of development fee was not available in the file.

6. By notice dated 12.12.2013, the school was asked to appear on

23.01.2014 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. The

hearing was adjourned to 28.013.2014 with due intimation to the school.

7. On 28.03.2014, Shri Randhir Singh Malik, Manager with Shri

Rakesh Aggarwal, Accountant of the school appeared before the

Committee. The representatives of the school conceded that the

recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission had not been implemented.

Since the record of the schobl had not been verified earlier as the school

never responded to the earlier notices, the Audit Officer of the Committee

was asked to verify the record of the school.
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C-282

Spring Fields Convent School. Ranaii Enclave. Naiafgarh. Delhi-43

8. On 15.04.2014, Shri Randhir Singh Malik, Manager with Shri

Rakesh Aggarwal, Accountant of the school attended the Office of the

Committee and produced the record. The record produced by the school

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 years from 2008-

09 to 2010-11. On examination of the fee receipt books, it was

noticed that the fee structure filed by school under rule 180 of

DSER Act, 1973 to the Directorate of Education did not match with

the fee receipt books. The Manager of the school also filed revised

fee structure based on fee receipt books.

(ii). According to the revised fee structure the school had hiked the fee

in 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of Education

•dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the fee hike had been within

the permissible limit of 10%. On comparing the fee structure filed

by the school before the Department as a part of Returns under

rule 180 of DSER-1973, in 2011, it was noticed, that the fee

structure was on higher side than that filed now.

(iii). The school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6^^.

Pay Commission.
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Spring Fields Convent School. Ranaii Enclave. Naiafgarh. Delhi-43

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

10. By notice dated 02.05.2014, the school was asked to appear on

12.05.2014, 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 another opportunity of hearing to the

school.

11. On 12.05.2014, no one on behalf of the school appeared before the

Committee.

1

12. We have gone through the record and observations of the Audit

Officer of the Committee. The school has filed two different fee

structures. The fee structure filed by the school on 01.11.2011 before

the Deputy Director ofEducation (Act branch) as a part of Returns under

Rule 180 of DSER, 1973 is on the higher side than that of the revised fee

structure filed by the school on 15.05.2014 before the Audit Officer of the

Committee. Therefore, fee record ofthe school cannot be relied upon.
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Spring Fields Convent School, Ranaji Enclave, Najafgarh, Delhi-43

, .. 000391

14. As claimed by the school, it has not implemented the

recommendations of the 6*^ Pay Commission and as per the record filed

before us, has also not charged development fee from the students.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since two different fee structures have been filed by the

school no reliance can be placed on the record filed by it. No one

appeared before the Committee at the time of hearing to explain the

conflicting fee structure filed by the school. In the circumstances,

therefore, the Committee is of the view that 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.

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

Dated:-30.05.2014
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C-415

J.M. Model Public School, Bhajanpura, Delhi - 53

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

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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. 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 Deputy Director of

Education along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 28.09.2012 requested

the Director of Education to made available the financials of the school to

the Committee.

4. In response to the aforesaid letter of the Committee, the Office of

the Committee received a copy of a letter dated 11.10.2012 from the

Page 1 of 2

COPY/ JUSTICE A' - v-i 1
/ ANILDEVSlNGi-n ,a /

COMMITTEE
rcT Review of School Fee /



52

C-415

J.M. Model Public School, Bhaianpura, Delhi - 53 . 000393

Deputy Director of Education, District North-East of Directorate of

Education, addressed to the Assistant Director of Education (Act

branch), Directorate of Education, Old Sectt., Delhi stating that in spite

of issuing memorandum dated 26.05.2012 and show cause notice dated

13.06.2012, the school authorities had not furnished requisite

documents as desired by the Committee.

5. The Committee has not received any communication or any record

of the school from the Department of Education, till date. It has also not

received any record from the school.

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

Director of Education should order special inspection of the school

particularly to ascertain the facts regarding fee hike in pursuance of

the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

Recommended accordingly.

J ' • •

•v% ^
J.S. Kochar Justice Anil DevSingh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member

Dated:-15.05.2014
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C-424

Bharat Bharti Public School. Shakarpur Extn. Delhi-92

!

1. WitJi 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 in question did not re'spond to the questionnaire Within

the specified time. 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 Deputy Director of

Education along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 24.09.2013 again

requested the Deputy Director of Education, District East, to made

available the financials of the school to the Cortimittee. No response was

received from^ the concerned Deputy Director ofEducation.
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C-424

Bharat Bharti Public School. Shakarpur Extn. Delhi-92 000395

4. The Office of the Committee vide ,letter dated 28.09.2012 and

subsequent reminder dated 01.11.2013 made a request to the Director of

Education to make available the record of the school but to no avail.

5. The Manager of the school, vide notice of the Committee dated

21.01.2014 was directed to produce the record for verification on

13.02.2014. No one attended the Office of the Committee on the

scheduled date. The Office of the Committee received a letter dated

24.02.2014 from the Principal of the school requesting for some more

time to produce the record for verification. According to' the quest, the

school was directed to produce its record on 19.03.2014. Again, no one

attended the Office of the Committee on 19.03.2014. However, on

07.04.2014, the Office of the Committee received a letter from the

Manager of the school requesting for 15 days'further time to present the

record of the school. The school vide Committee's notice dated

11.04.2014 was provided final opportunity to produce its record on

23.04.2014.. .

6. On 23.04.2014, Shri A.S. Vats, representative of the school

attended the Office of the Committee and requested for more time to
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C-424

Bharat Bharti Public School, Shakarpur Extn. Delhi-92

produce the record for verification. The school, was provided last

opportunity to produce the record on 08.05.2014.

7. On 08.05.2014, Shri Kishan Singh, Caretaker of the school

attended the Office of the Committee and produced record and reply to

the questionnaire. As per the reply, the school had neither implemented

the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission nor hiked the fee in

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

8. The record submitted by the school, in the first instance, was

examined by Mrs. Sunita Nautiyal, A.A.O. of the Committee. She

observed to the effect that: - ^ .

(i). The school was not in the practice of filing annual returns to the

Department, under rule 180 of DSER, 1973;

(ii). The school had increased tuition fee by 7% in the years.2009-10

and 2010-11.

(iii). The school did not maintain, proper books of accounts. The

fmancials produced by the school were found unaudited and had
I

only been signed by the Principal of the school.

(iv). The school did not have any bank account and all transaction are

made in cash.
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C-424

Bharat Bharti Public School, Shakarpiir Extn. Delhi-92 00039T

9. The Committee has perused the observations of the Audit Officer

as well as the submissions and related documents filed by the school.

The Committee notes that the school has not been filing the annual

returns under rule 180 of DSER, 1973 and does not even get its

accounts audited.

Recommendations: -

In view of above, the Committee is of the view that in the

absence of the proper record, we are unable to arrive at any finding

with regard to the issue of fee hike. 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 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.

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Member Chairperson
Dated: - 29.05.2014
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C-426

Mayo International School, Patpargani, Delhi- 92 00039t

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

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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. The returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of the

Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were also not received by the

Comrnittee on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of

Education along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 24.09.2013 requested

the Deputy Director of Education, District East, Anand Vihar, Delhi to

made available the financials of the school to the Committee. No

response was received from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.
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C-426

Mayo International School. Patpargani. Delhi - 92 000399

4. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 28.09.2012 and

subsequent reminder dated 01.11.2013 made a request to the Director of,

Education to made available the record of the school. The Committee

received no response from the Office of the Director of Education.

5. The Manager of the school vide notice dated 21.01.2014 and

subsequent reminder on 21.04.2014 was directed to produce the record

for verification. No one on behalf of the school attended the Office of the

Committee and also did not submit any record.

6. In view of non-availability of the record and also non-

compliances of the notices of the Committee, the Committee is of

the view that the Director of Education should conduct special

inspection of the school particularly to ascertain the facts regarding

fee hike, if any, in pursuance of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009.

Recommended accordingly.

. 0)Li

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member
Dated:-15.05.2014
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C-428

Om Gyan Bharti Public School, Pandav Nagar, Delhi - 92 00040{j
/

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

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

implemented the recornmendations 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. The returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of the

Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were also not received by the

Committee on beirig requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of

Education along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 24.09.2013 requested

the Deputy Director of Education, District East, Anand Vihar, Delhi to

made available the flnancials of the school to the Committee. No

response was received from the concerned Deputy Director .of Education.
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C-428

000401Om Gyan Bharti Public School. Pandav Nagar, Delhi - 92

4. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 28.09.2012 and

subsequent reminder dated 01.11.2013 made a request to the Director of

Education to made. available the record of the school: The Committee

received no response from the Office of the Director of Education.

5. The Manager of the school vide notice dated 21.01.2014 and

subsequent reminder dated 21.04.2014' was directed to produce the

record for verification. Both the notices came back with the remarks of

the post office that the door was found locked.

6. In view of non-availability of the record and non-compliance of

the notices of the Committee by the school, the Committee is

unable to make any recommendation with regard to the aspect of

hike in fee if any, by the school. In the circumstances it is for the

Director of Education to conduct special inspection of the school to

ascertain actual state of affairs.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Dated:-15.05.2014
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C-429

Monalisa Public School, Pratap Nagar, Mayur Vihar-I, Delhi-92

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

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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 did not implement the

recommendations of the sixth pay commission and also did not increase

the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11-02-

2009. In this view of the matter the school was placed in categoiy 'C.
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C-429

Monalisa Public School, Pratap Nagar. Mavur Vihar-I, Delhi-92

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

its notice dated 21.01.2014 required the school to appear on 19.02.2014

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 19.02.2014. However,

the Office of the Committee received a letter from the .Manager of the

school enclosing copies'of audited balance sheet along with ITR, fee

register and teacher salary computation record of the school. The

Committee vide notice dated 06.03.2014 directed the school to produce

original record on 20.03.2014 for verification. On 20.03.2014, Mrs. Saroj

Sharma, Principal and Mrs. Neelam Tomar, Assistant Teacher of the

school attended the Office ofthe Committee. The representatives did not

bring complete record and requested for another date to produce the

same. At the request of the school representatives the school was

directed to produce the original record on 25.03.2014. On 25.03.2014,

Mrs. Saroj. Sharma, Principal of the school appeared in the Office of the

Committee at 03.40 P.M. Being late, she was advised to attend the Office

on 27.03.2014 at 01.30 P.M. On 27.03.2014, Mrs. Saroj Sharma,

Principal of the school attended the Office of the Committee and did not

produce original record for verification. The school was provided final

opportunity to produce its original record on 28.04.2014. No one
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C-429

Monalisa Public School. Pratap Nagar. Mavur Vihar-I. Delhi-92

. . 000404

attended the Office of the Committee on 28.04.2014. The school, in spite

of providing five opportunities, could not produce original record for

verification by the Audit Officer of the Committee.

5. By notice dated 02.05.2014, the school was asked to appear on

13.05.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salaiy records for the

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

Committee and for affording an opportunity ofhearing to the school.

6. On 13.05.2014, Shri J.B. Sharma, Manager with Shri Gaurav

Tandon, Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee for

hearing. The school filed reply to the questionnaire. As per the reply,

the school did not implement the recommendations of the 6th.Pay

Commission and had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and. had not charged

development fee. The school did not produce any record related to salary

and fee schedule before the Committee for verification. It was conceded

by the school representatives that the school was ,not filing its returns

under rule 180 of DSER, 1973 to the Directorate of Education. It was

also stated by the school representatives that the school did not maintain

any bank account; . -
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C-429

Monalisa Public School, Pratap Nagar, Mavur Vihar-I, Delhi-92

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

We were not able to verify the record of the school as it failed

to produce it before us on 13.05.2014 during the course of hearing.

Further, the school, in spite of providing five opportunities earlier

also could not produce original record before the Audit Officer of the

Committee for verification. In the absence of the original record,

we are unable to arrive at any finding with regard to the issue of fee

hike. Therefore, the Committee is of the view that 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 thie 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.

1/ • e
S'-

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

' Dated : -29.05.2014
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. 000406 A-84

Jiya Memorial Public School,Chander Vihar,Nilothi New Delhi-41

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

. regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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 ofthe 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 hiked the fee in terms of the

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category 'A'.
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Jiya Memorial Public School,Chander Vihar,Nilothi New Delhi-41

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

its notice dated 03.08.2012 required the school to appear on 17.08.2012

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.

On the scheduled date, Shri Omvir Shokeen, Manager of the school

attended the office of the Committee with incomplete record. He was

directed to produce complete record on 27.08.2012.

5. ' On 27.08.2012, Shri Jugbir Singh, Manager of the school appeared

before the Committee. He submitted reply to the questionnaire and

produced the record. As per the reply, the school had implemented the

recommendations of the 6^11 Pay Commission w.e.f. April2011 and had

not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009.

6. ' The record, in the first instance, was examined by Shri A.K.Vijh,

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

(i). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, in the range of

8.06% to 16.66% for different classes. During 2010-11, the hike

was by 9.20% to 9.43%.

ropY
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Jiya Memorial Public School, Chander Vihar, Nilothi, New Delhi-41

(ii). The school claimed to have implemented the recommendations of

the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. April 2011, but on examination of

the salary record, it was noticed that the salary to the staff had not

been paid as per the prescribed norms of 6th.Pay Commission.

7. By notice dated 02.04.2014 the school was asked to appear on

29.04.2014 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 29.04.2014, Shri Omvir Shokeen, Manager, Shri Arun Kumar

Jha and Shri S.K.Sharma, P/T Accountant of the school appeared before

the Committee and provided the records. They fairly conceded that the

report of 6th.Pay Commission had not been implemented. The

representatives of the school contended that the school had hiked the

tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11 within the tolerance limit of 10%. On

examination of fee record, it was noticed that fee hike for classes VI to

VIII, in 2009-10 was by 20%. The representatives of the school contended

that it was on account of the fact that the fee for these classes was

reduced by Rs.40/- per month in 2008-09. In its reply to the
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questionnaire regarding development fee, the school has contended that

the development fee had not been charged from the students.

9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Aiidit Officer

of the Committee and submissions of the representatives 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

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11,

I toV 360 395 35 . 435 40

VI, to VIII 400 480 80 530 50

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school has not increased

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

Education dated 11.02.2009. However,fee hike for classes VI to VIII in

2009-10, has been in excess of tolerance limit of 10%, but the school is

working on low fee base. During 2010-11, the fee hike had been about

10%. ,

11. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Commission.
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12. As per the record filed before us. the school has not charged

development fee from the students.

recommendation

Re. Fee Hike

Though, the school, for classes VI to Vlil has hiked the fee in
2009-10, slightly in excess of 10%, it was not much in absolute
terms. The school is also working on low fee base. Therefore, the
Committee feels that no intervention is required qua the aspect of
fee.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S, Kochar

Member
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated:- 12.05.2014
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The school had not submitted reply to the questionnaire dated

27/02/2012 issued by the Committee which was followed by a

reminder dated 27/03/2012., However, copies of the annual returns

filed by the school were received from the office of the Dy. Director of

Education, Distt. North West-B. On prima facie examination of these

returns, it appeared that while the school had hiked the fee in

pursuance of order dated'11/02/2009 issued by the Du-ector of

Education, it had not implemented the VI Pay Commission report.

Accordingly the school was placed in category. 'A'.

In order to .verify the returns filed by the school, .the Committee

issued a notice dated 03/08/2012, requiring the school to produce on
i

21/08/2012 its fee and salary records for the years 2008-09 to 2010-

^1• The school was also directed to submit reply to the questionnaire

issued by the Committee as aforementioned.

On the scheduled date, Sh. Jitender Kumar, Manager

(Accounts) ofthe school appeared and produced the necessary records

for verification. He also filed reply to the questionnaire which was

duly signed by the Principal of the school. As per the reply, the school

claimed to have implemented the VI Pay Coramission report w.e.f.

April 2009 but conceded that it had not paid the arrears of salary on

account of retrospective application of VI Pay Commission report.

Although,, in the reply,, the school stated that the details of salary

payment of staff, before and after implementation of VI Pay

2
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Commission report were enclosed, no such details were actually

furnished. With regard to hike in fee, the school admitted that it had

hiked the fee in terms of the aforesaid order dated 11/02/2009 w.e.f.

April 2009 but claimed that it had not recovered any arrear fee as

envisaged therein. Again in respect of pre and post hike fee, the

school stated that the details were enclosed but no such details were

found to have been enclosed.

The records produced by the school were verified by Sh. A.K.
r

Bhalla, audit officer of the Committee and he observed as follows:

(a) Though the school was paying salary to the staff on the basis

of Vl Pay Commission report from April 2009, the salary

structure was not fully compliant with the recommendations

of the said report, in as much as transport allowance was not

being paid to the staff.

(b) The salaiy to the staff was being paid through ECS.

(c) Discrepancies were observed between fee registers, fee

receipts vis a vis fee schedules filed by the school. However,

the representative of the school explained that the initially

the fee was received in lump sum and at higher rates but the

same were adjusted against the fee for subsequent months.

In support, the school produced copies of the minutes of the

PTA meetings.

COMIvilTTEE
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(d) The school was charging monthly tuition fee under various

heads' like tuition fee, science fee, computer fee and

miscellaneous charges. While, the hike in tuition fee for

different classes was the maximum hike permitted vide order

dated 11/02/2009, when viewed in aggregate for various

heads, the hike was more than" that permitted vide the
V

aforesaid order. He prepared the following chart, showing the

tuition fee effected by the school:

Class Monthly fee
in 2008-09

(Rs.)

Monthly fee
in 2009-10

(Rs.)

Increase in

fee 2009-10

(Rs.)

I to IV 978 1285 .307

V 1028 . 1325 297

VI to VIII . 1028 1325 297'

IXSsX 1028 1400 372 .

XI 86 • XII

(Commerce 85
Arts)

1125 1495 370

XI 86 XII

(Commerce with
computer)

1225 1595 . 370

XI 86 XII

(Science
without

computer)

1225 1595 370

XI 86 XII

(Science with
computer

1325 1695 370

The Committee received a representation from 54 teachers of

the school, making various allegations against the school

administration. The allegations were mainly related to administrative

matters. However, some allegations also touched upon the issues
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which are being examined by the Committee. These were non

implementation of VI Pay Commission in totality, non payment of

arrears arising on implementation of VI Pay Commission report, non

accounting of some collections from the students in the books of

school.

The Committee sought the response of the school only on the

issues which pertained to the questions of fee collected from the

students and salaries paid to the staff in accordance with the

recommendations of the VI Pay Commission.

The school in its response admitted that it had not paid the

arrears of salary and at the same time it had not collected any arrears

of fee from the students for such purpose. As regards non

implementation of VI Pay Commission report in totality also, the

school admitted that it was not pa3dng any transport allowance and

!

the DA was also being paid at a rate lower than what was payable. As

regards non accounting of the collection from the students in the

name of annual function in November December 2012 as alleged by

the teachers, the school denied the allegation and in its support it

filed copy of its audited balance sheet for 2012-13 to show that the

collection was duly reflected in its accounts.

Before proceeding further, it would be apposite to consider the

observations of the audit officer df the Committee and the allegations

made by the teachers of the school.

4

JUSTICE

ifv'iLDEV SINGH \ o V
. CCMMITTEE

•/i'jvie?; of School Fee/'



A-97

"T"000a5
Vidva Bharti School. Sector-15. Rohini. Delhi-110089

The Committee finds that the only adverse observation made by

the audit officer is that the school hiked the fee which was more than

the hike permitted by the order dated .11/02/2009 issued by the

Director of Education. The Committee is of the view that the HohTdIc

Delhi High Court in its judgment dated 12/08/2011 in W P (C) 7777

of 2009 by which this Committee was constituted, has held that the

hike in fee permitted by the order dated 11/02/2009 can only be

considered as interim and in appropriate cases, the schools may make

out a case for a higher hike in fee. In view of this, the Committee

considers that the issue of fee hike actually effected by the school has

to be considered in relation to its requirement of funds for

implementation of VI Pay Commission report and therefore, although

the school did not act in compliance with the order dated 11/02/2009

issued by the Director of Education, this fact need not detain this

Committee from making the relevant calculations in view of the fact

that the school substantially implemented the VI Pay Commission

report, albeit prospectively, and pays the salary through the

unimpeachable mode of transfer by ECS.

The grievances of the teachers of the school in so far as they

concern non implementation of VI Pay Commission report in totality,

non payment of arrears of salaiy, are admitted by the school and will

be duly factored in while, making the relevant calculations. However,

the allegation regarding non accounting of certain collections from the
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students is not found to be true as the school has demonstrated with

reference to its audited accounts that the funds ,which were collected

from ,the students for annual function have been accounted for in its

books.

In order to provide an opportunity of being heard to the school,

the Committee issued a notice dated 11/02/2014, requiring the

school to appear before the Committee on 27/03/2014. A

questionnaire seeking information regarding collection and utilisation

of development fee and maintenance of development fund and

depreciation reserve fund was also issued to the school. On this date,

a request letter was received from the school seeking adjournment of

hearing. Accordingly the matter was directed to be relisted on

21/04/2014, which was adjourned to 23/04/2014. On this date, Sh.

Jitender Kumar, Accounts Manager of the School appeared and filed

written submissions dated 19/04/2014 along with reply to the

questionnaire regarding development fee, which wiU be considered

when we discuss the issue of development fee. The information

sought by the Committee was furnished by the school. The school

made the following submissions: .

(a) The school did not collect any arrear fee for the period

01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009 and hence did not make

payment of arrears of salary for the aforesaid period,

consequent to implementation of VI Pay Commission report.
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(b) The VI Pay Commission report was substantially

implemented w.e.f. 01/04/2009 which resulted in the

expenditure on salary going upto Rs. 208.84 lacs in 2009-10

from 146.36 lacs in 2008-09.

(c) As a result of hike in fee effected by the school w.e.f.

01/04/2009,' its total fee revenue went up from Rs.222.99

lacs in 2008-09 (including Rs. 20.02. lacs as development fee)

to Rs. 289.44 lacs in 2009-10 (including Rs. 27.61 lacs as

development fee ).

(d) The school had an accrued liability of Rs. 40.85 lacs towards

gratuity and leave encashment as on 31/03/2008 and Rs.

71.02 lacs as on 31/03/2010. No provision had been made

in the balance sheet of the school for these liabilities.

Discussion 85 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 the school to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee, the observations of the audit officer of the Committee and

the written and oral submissions made by the representatives of the

school during the course of hearing.

COPY

JUSTICE "\-
DEV s/wgi-A 7

COMMITTEE j fe-GTetary
• of School Fee



A-97

Vidva Bharti School. Sector-15, Rohini, Delhi-110089

. The Committee finds that the school had been incurring capital

expenditure on purchase of vehicles over the past few years. The

detail of such acquisitions from 2006-07 to 2010-11 are as follows:

Asset acquired 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 Total

School bus 17,97,978 9,05,000 27,02,978
Car Skoda 11,99,985 11,99,985
Car 14,14,178 14,14,178
Total 53,17,141

The Committee also observes that initially such vehicles were

acquired by raising loans from banks but the loans were repaid, along

with interest, out of the fee revenues of the school. By 31/03/2011,

the school had repaid aU its loans for purchase of these vehicles. That

shows that the school utilised funds amounting to Rs. 53.17 lacs for

purchase of vehicles out of its fee collected from the students, besides

paying interest on these loans. Pehisal of the audited financials of the

school shows that the school paid the following sums as interest on

vehicle loans in different years: ^

Year Amount

2005-06 30,223
2006-07 27,725
2007-08 1,31,421
2008-09 1,91,591
2009-10 1,33,411
2010-11 3,990
Total 5,18,361

The issue of recovery of capital expenditure incurred by the

school as part of the fee structure was considered by the HonTDle

Supreme Court in Modern School vs. Union of India 85 Ors. (2004)

8
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5 see 583. While examining as to what expenses/expenditure could

be recovered from the students by way of fee, the Hon'ble Apex Court

held:

"Section 18(3) is to he read with Rule 175. Reading the two

together, it is clear that each item of income shall be accounted

for separately under the common head, namely, Recognised

Unaided School Fund. Further, Rule 175 indicates accrual of

income unlike Rule 177 which deals with utilisation of income.

Rule 177 does not cover all the items of income mentioned in Rule

175. Rule 177 only deals with one item of income for the school,

namely, fees. Rule 177(1) shows that salaries, allowances and

benefits to the employees shall constitute deduction from the

income in the first instance.

That after such deduction, surplus if any, shall be appropriated

towards pension, gratuity, reserves and other items of

appropriations enumerated in Rule 177(2) and after such

appropriation the balance (savings) shall be utilised to meet

capital expenditure of the same school or to set up another school

under the same m,anagement. Therefore, Rule 177 deals with

application of income and not with accrual of income. Therefore,

Rule 177 shows that salaries and allowances shall come outfrom

the fees whereas capital expenditure will be a charge on the

savings. Therefore, capital expenditure cannot constitute a
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component of the financial fee structure as is submitted on

behalf of the schools.

In view of the aforesaid judgment of HonTale Supreme Court, the

capital expenditure has to come out of savings calculated in the

manner prescribed by Rule 177 of Delhi School Education Rules,

1973. However, in the instant case, the school did not incur the

capital expenditure out of its savings. On the contrary it raised loans

for purchasing vehicles which were subsequently repaid along with

interest out of the revenues generated by it by way of fee from the

students. In other words, the capital expenditure incurred by the
V

school for purchasing these vehicles was included in the fee structure

bf the school. The Committee is of the view that this was not

permissible. While making the relevant calculations, the Committee

will duly factor this aspect.

Determinations;

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee makes the

following determinations:

(a) The school had a sum of Rs. 40,61,207, available with it as on

31/03/2009. While working out this amount, the Committee

has taken into account the funds which were generated from

the fee of the students but diverted by the school for buying

vehicles. The said sum has been arrived at as follows:
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statement showine Fund avaaabilitv of as on 31-03-200Q

Amount

(Rs.)

Punds utilised for purchase of vehicles

Cost of vehicles 5,317,141

Interest paid on vehicle loans ' 518.361 5,835,502

Current Assets

Cash in hand 26,739

Bank Balance • 550,741

Advance to Staff 467,590

Prepaid Expense 92,903

Advance for expenses 25,000

DDA 600,000

Canara Bank Electricity A/c 955

TDS on FDR 20,574

•

Fixed Deposits 913.729 2,698,231

Total 8,533,733

Les

s:- Current Liabilities

Sundry Creditors 221,388

Security Deposits (Refundable) 1,346,050

Expenses Payable 1,571,924

Fee 86 other charges received in Advance 329,600

Other Charges received in advance 706,525
Cheques issued but not presented for
payment 234,832

TDS Payable 1,579

FBT Payable 60.628 4,472,526
Net Current Assets + Funds utilised for
purchase of vehicles 4,061,207
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(b) The school had an accrued liability of Rs. 71.00 lacs

(approximately) towards payment of gratuity and leave

encashment as on 31/03/2010.

(c) Since the funds available with the school were hot sufficient to

cover its accrued liabilities for gratuity and leave encashment,

the Committee is of the view that the school did not have any

funds of its own which could have been utilised for

implementation of VI Pay Commission report. No credit has

- been allowed to the school at this stage for keeping funds in

reserve for future contingencies as the school has been found

not to be having any surplus funds after accounting for its

requirement for funds to be kept in reserve for meetings its

liability for gratuity and leave encashment. However, in case,

the Committee determines that the development fee charged by

the school was not in accordance with law, the Committee will

give due consideration to the requirement of the school for

keeping funds in reserve for future contingencies.

(d) The additional expenditure incurred by the school on payment

of salaiy to the staff in 2009-10 on account of implementation of

VI Pay Commission report was Rs. 62,47,402 (Rs. 62.47 lacs),

as contended by the school and which is also borne out from

the audited fm^cials of the school.

(e) The total fee revenue of the school in 2008-09 was Rs. 202.97

lacs (excluding development fee) which rose to Rs. 251.83 lacs

12 •
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in 2009-10 on account of tuition fee hike effected in pursuance

of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education.

Thus the additional revenue that accrued to the school on

account of tuition fee hike in 2009-10 was Rs. 58.86 lacs.

(f) Thus the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs.3.61 lacs in

tuition fee account after implementation of VI Pay

Commission report, to the extent it did. This despite the

school not being allowed any allowance for funds to be kept

in reserve for future contingencies on account of paucity.

Development Fee;

In reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee seeking

information about collection of development fee, its utilisation and

maintenance of development fund and depreication .reserve fund

accounts, the school submitted that it had been charging development

fee in all the five years for which the information was sought by the

Committee. It provided details of coUection of development fee as

follows:

Year Amount

Coliected fRs.)
Amount

utilised |Rs.)
Purpose for which
utilised

2006-07 11,76,840 Nil
2007-08 15,90,000 13,03,000 Construction of

auditorium
2008-09 20,02,500 , 48,000 Construction of

auditorium
2009-10 27,60,660 Nil
2010-11 27,61,560 2,74,000 Over head proiector.
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It further stated that the developnient fee was treated as a

revenue receipt in the accounts. With regard to keeping unutilized

development fund in separate account, it stated that the unutilised

development fund was used to meet salary payments.

It is apparent from the submissions of the school that the

school was not charging development fee for the purpose it was

meant. It was treating development fee as an additional source of

revenue in addition to the tuition fee. Neither development fund

account was maintained nor any depreciation reserve fund account

was maintained. Even in the years in which it was shown to have

been partly utilised for capital expenditure, the utilisation was for

construction of auditorium which is not a permissible mode of

utilisation. The HonT^le Supreme Court in the case of Modem School

vs. Uriion of India (2004) 5 SCC 583., while affirming the

recommendations of the Duggal Committee held that the schools

could charge development fee subject to its treating the same as a

capital receipt and maintenance of separate development fund and

depreciation reserve fund. Further the utilisation was restricted to

purchase or upgradatio'n of furniture and fixture and equipments and

not for construction of school buildings or auditoriums.

Thus, the Committee is of the view that the school was not

charging development fee in accordance with the law as laid down by

the Honl)le Supreme Court and was not fulfilling any of the pre
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conditions prescribed for its charge. The Committee is therefore of the

view that the school ought to refund the development fee charged in

2009-10 and 2010-11. No recommendation is being made for the

development fee charged in the earlier years since the mandate of this

Committee is to examine the issue of fee charged by the schools in

pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of

Education only. The development fee charged by the school in these

two years amounts to Rs. 55,22,220. In normal circumstances, the

Committee would have recommended its refund along with interest @

9% per annum. However, as noticed supra, the school was in deficit

to the extent of Rs. 3.61 lacs in tuition fee account on partial

implementation of VI Pay Commission report. Further, no allowance

was allowed to the school for keeping any funds reserve for future

contingencies. The average monthly expenditure of the school on

payment of salaries in the year 2009-10 was Rs. 17.40 lacs . The

Committee has /taken a view in the case of other schools that the

schools ought to retain funds equivalent to four months' salary for

meeting any future contingencies. Therefore, the requirement of the

school to keep funds in reserve amounts to Rs. 69.61 lacs.

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee refrains from

recommending the refund of development fee amounting to Rs.

55,22,220 which was charged in the years 2009-10 and 2010-11.
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Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing discussion and determinations, 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.

Recommended accordingly.

CA J.S. Kochar

Member

Dated: 14/07/2014

Justice Anil Dev Sin^ (Retd.
Chairperson
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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 school 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 ofthe 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 hiked the fee in terms of the

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6th pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category-'A'.
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4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 03.08.2012 required the school to appear on 21.08.2012

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 21.08.2012. The school

vide its letter dated 21.08.2012 requested for some more time to produce

its records. The Committee provided final opportunity to the school to

produce its fmancials for verification on 27.08.2012.

5. On 27.08.2012, Shri Jatin Tewari, Manager of the school attended

the Office of the Committee. He submitted reply to the questionnaire

and produced the record. As per the reply, the school had implemented

the recommendations of the 6th p^y Commission w.e.f January, 2010

and had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009.

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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, in range of 12.5%

to 15.7% for different classes. During 2010-11, the hike was from

17.6% to 22.2%.
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(ii). The school claimed to have implemented the recommendations of

the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. January, 2010, but D.A. and H.R.A

had not been paid as per the prescribed norms of 6*^ Pay

Commission.

7. By notice dated 02.04.2014 the school was asked to appear on

30.04.2014 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 ofhearing to the school.

8. On 30.04.2014, Shri Jatin Tewari, Manager and Shri S.K. Sharma,

Part Time Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee and

provided the records. The representatives of the school contended that

the school had hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11 by more

than the tolerance limit of 10%. It was conceded that the report of 6th

Pay Commission has not been implemented. It was further contended

that even after the hike in fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11, the total fee was

not much, as the hike was on a very low base. The school filed reply to

the questionnaire regarding development fee. As per the reply, the

school has not charged the development fee from the students.
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9. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer

of the Committee and submissions of the representatives of the school.

The following chart, which is culled out from the record would show the

_exacl_extent^ofiiike-in-tuition-fee-during-the years 2009-10 and 2010-11:

Class Tuition

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased
in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I to III 375 425 50 500 75
IVto V 400 450 50 550 100
VI to VIII 475 550 75 650 100

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school has not increased

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

Education dated 11.02.2009. However, the hike in fee for classes VI to

VIII in 2009-10 was marginally in excess to the tolerable limit of 10%.

During 2010-11, the fee hike had been more than 10%. The school was

working on a very low fee base.

11. The school has not implemented the report of the 6th pay

Commission as admitted during the course of hearing before the

Committee.
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12. As. per the record filed before us, the school has not charged

development fee from the students.
f

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Though, the school, for classes VI to VIII has hiked the fee in

2009-10, slightly in excess of 10%, it was not much in absolute

terms. The school is also working on low fee base. Therefore, the

Committee feels that no intervention is required qua the aspect of

fee.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated:- 12.05.2014
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The Committee had issued a letter dated 19/01/2012 to the
/

school requiring it to file with it copies of annual returns filed under

Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 for the year 2006-07

to 2010-11, the details of salary for the period prior to implementation

of VI Pay Commission report as well as for the period after

implementation of the said report, detail of arrears paid to the staff as

a consequence of implementation of VI Pay Commission report, the

details of fee hiked for the purpose of implementation of such report

and copy of circular issued to the students or their parents regarding

the fee hike. The school furnished the required information in the

office of the Dy. Director of Education,Distt. North West-A, under

cover of its letter dated 25/01/2012, for onward submission to the

Committee. The same were received in the office of the Committee.

Subsequently the Committee standardized the information required

from the schools and for eliciting such information, it issued a

questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 to all the schools (including this

school ). The school submitted is reply to the questionnaire under

cover of its letter dated 02/03/2012. In its reply, the school stated as

follows:

(a) It had implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f.

01/01/2006. The salaiy was hiked w.e.f. 01/09/2008. The

monthly salary bill for the month of August 2008 was Rs.

fMPS COPY
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I 48,94,054 which rose to Rs. 74,43,j000 in the month of

I September on implementation of the VI Pay Commission

1~ report. Arrears of salaiy amounting to Rs. 3,25,52,799 had

I. been paid in three installments in the years 2008-09, 2009-

10 and 2010-11.

' (b) It had increased the fee w.e.f. 01/09/2008 in terms of order

dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education and

^ , also recovered the arrear fee as envisaged in the aforesaid

I,, order.

Based on the information furnished by the school, it was placed
1 ~ . • •

in Category "B'.

r

— . A Preliminary calculation sheet was drawn up by the Chartered

Accountant detailed with the Committee (CAs). The same were

- perused by the Committee and the Committee observed that the CAs

had made the calculations by extrapolating monthly differences in pre

-, and post implementation salaries and pre and post hike fees. The

Committee felt that the information that emanated from the financials

f of the school was more explicit and in such circumstances, the

calculations ought to be made by culling but the figures from the

audited financials of the school particularly as they inspired

I, confidence. The Committee therefore directed one of its audit officers
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to prepare a fresh calculation sheet by taking the actual figures from

the audited financials instead ofextrapolations resorted to by the CAs.

Accordingly a fresh preliminary calculation sheet was prepared

by one of the audit officers of the Committee and as per this sheet, it

appeared that the school had hiked more fee than was required to

offset the additional financial burden on account of implementation of

VI Pay Commission report. The gist of the preliminary calculation

sheetprepared bythe audit officer ofthe Committee is as follows:

Funds available as on 31/03/2008 22,514,901.81

Arrear fee recoveredby the school 24,706,500.00

r, • • ' •
Less amount ofarrear salary paid 32.562.799.00 (7,855,299.00)

Incremental Fee for the year 2009-10 16,910,400.00

Less incremental salary for 2009-10 22.002.788.00 (5,092,388.00)
p Net Excess 9,566,214.81

The above calculation, obviously does not take into account, the

reserve that the school may require for future contingencies.

<r The school was issued a notice dated 26/12/2013 for providing

^ it an opportunily ofhearing by the Committee on 21/01/2014. A copy

of the preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer of

' the Committee was also supplied to the school along with the notice.,A
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questionnaire for eliciting information about the receipt and utilisation

of development fee and the manner of its treatment in the accounts

and maintenance of earmarked development fund and depreciation

reserve fund accounts was also issued to the school.

On the scheduled date, Sh. Sanjay Gupta, Administrative

Officer of the school appeared with Sh. Baldev Raj, Senior Assistant

and Sh. Lalit Kumar, Chartered Accountant. The school filed written

submissions dated 20/01/2014 with supporting details. The school

also filed reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee. The

school did not agree with the preliminary calculations prepared by the

audit officer of the Committee. It filed its own calculation sheet, vide

which it claimed that the school was in fact in deficit to the tune ofRs.

1,62,25,855 after implementation of VI Pay Commission report,

instead of a surplus of Rs. 95,66,214 determined in the preliminary

calculation sheet. However, the representatives of the school did not

produce the books of accounts and salary records of the school in

support of their submissions and calculations. At the instance of the

school, the Committee directed the. matter to be relisted on

20/02/2014. The school, was asked to provide the detailed figures of

arrears offee and salary and incremental fee and salary consequent to

implementation of VI Pay Commission report. The detailed figures

. ^ / JUSTICE
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were furnished by the school on 20/02/2014 and the school also

produced its books of accounts to support those figures.

The Committee examined the statements filed by the school

with reference to the audited financials of the school and its books of

accounts. With the assistance of the representatives of the school, the

following figures which are relevant to the issue to be determined by

the Committee, were culled out;

S.No. Particulars Amount

(Rs.)

1. Funds available with the school as on
31/03/2008

2,25,14,902

2. , Arrears of salary consequent to implementation
of VI Pay Commission report

4,06,41,635

3. Incremental salary in 2009-10 consequent to
implementation of VI Pay Commission report

2,81,47,737

4. Arrears of fee recovered as per order dated
11/02/2009 of the Director of Education

2,25,33,460

5. Incremental fee of 2009-10 2,25,17,767

The representatives of the school agreed .with these figures

culled out by the Committee and endorsed on the order sheet as

foUows;

"We. agree to these figures".

It needs to be stated here that the arrear fee as well as the

incremental fee as worked out above include development fee also as

the Committee has observed that the school was treating development
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fee as a revenue receipt and also "utilizing the same mainly to meet the

revenue expenditure. Thus the development fee charged by the school

upto 2009-10 has already been factored in the above figures.

After agreeing to these figures, the representatives of the school

submitted that the school does not have any liability towards gratuity

and leave encashment as it makes an yearly contribution to a pool

account maintained by DAV College Trust and Management Society

and these liabilities are settled by the Trust. They, however,

contended that the entire funds available with the school ought not be

considered as available for implementation of VI Pay Commission

report as the school has to maintain sum reserve for future

contingencies. It was contended that the average monthly salary bill

during 2009-10 was Rs. 70.00 lacs.

Discussion gs Determination:

The Committee has considered the annual returns of the school,

the information furnished by the school in response to the notices

issued by the Committee, the reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee, the preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the audit

officer of the Committee. However, in view of the fact that the

Committee has culled out the relevant figures from the audited

financials of the school and the other information provided by the
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school during the course ofhearing and the school has also agreed to

such figures, there is hardly any need to discuss the merits or

demerits of the calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer of the

Committee or that prepared by the school.

The Committee agrees with the contention of the school that the

entire funds available with it ought not to be considered as available

for implementation of VI Pay Commission report. The Committee has

taken a view in the case of other schools that funds equivalent to four

months' sal^ ought to be set apart for future contingencies. The

average monthly salary bill of the school in 2009-10 amounted to Rs.

70.00 lacs, as contended by the school. In view of this, the Committee

is of the view that the school ought to maintain a reserve of around

Rs. 2.80 crores for any future contingencies.

The funds available with the school at the threshold were Rs.

2,25,14,902. In view of the requirement of the school for maintenance

, of reserve for future contingencies amounting to Rs. 2.80 crores, the

i'" Committee is of the view that the school did not have any funds

available with it which could have been utilised for implementation of
!

' VI Pay Commission report. Hence a fee hike was imminent. Whether

the extent of hike effected by the school was justified or not is the

L- question to be determined by the Committee. It needs to be stated

'^ here that the school has not made any claim for hiking the fee over
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and above the fee hike effected by it in terms of order dated

11/02/2009 ofthe Director of Education, to recoup any shortfall that

may arise.

For determining the justifiability of fee hike, the following

calculations would be apposite:

Particulars Amount (Rs.)

Arrear fee recovered 2,25,33,460

Add Incremental fee of 2009-10 2.25.17.767 4,50,51,227

Arrear salary paid 4,06,41,635

Incremental salary of 2009-10 2.81.47.737 6,87,89,372

Shortfall 2,37,38,145

As noted supra, the Committee has already factored in the

development fee charged by the school upto 2009-10 while working

out the above shortfall. Further the school charged a sum of Rs.

1,47,28,780 as development fee for 2010-11 which has also been

treated as a revenue receipt and utilised mainly for meeting revenue

expenses. Taking this into account, the shortfall on account of

implementation of VI Pay Commission report gets reduced to Rs.

90,09,365. However, as noted above, the school has not made any

claim for allowing it any further hike in fee over and above the hike

effected by the school in terms of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by

the Director of Education.
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Recommendations;

In view of the above discussion and determinations, the

Committee is of the view that the fee hike effected by the school

for implementation of Vlth Pay Commission report was justified

and no intervention is required in the matter of tuition fee hiked

or development fee charged by the school in terms of order dated

11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education.

Recommended accordingly.

CA J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: 04/06/2014
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Green Fields Public School. Dilshad Garden. Delhi-110095

•In response to the Public Notice issued by the Committee, inviting

various stakeholders to make representations with regard to the issue of

fee hike effected by the schools in pursuance oforder dated 11/02/2009

issued by the Director of Education, the Committee received a copy ofa

complaint/representation from one Sh. D.N. Pandey, a trained graduate

teacher of this school. The original complaint was addressed to the

Director of Education. The complaint was mainly with regard to the

alleged misconduct/mismanagement of the Principal and Vice Principal

of the school. The complainant also raised various other administrative

issues with which the Committee had no concern. However, Sh. Pandey

deseed to be granted an audience bythe Committee. Accordingly he was

heard by the Committee on 29/02/2012. His main grievance was

against his suspension from the services of the school. As the matter did

not fall in the purview of the Committee, no further action was taken in

the complaint. However, he filed another complaint with the Director of

Education , marking a copy to the Committee in which it was inter alia

alleged that the school was collecting funds under certain heads which

were not being accounted for in the accounts of the school. Copies of

both the complaints were forwarded to the school for its comments. In

response, the school stated that Sh. Pandey was placed under

suspension oh 05/12/2011 and thereafter he was removed from the

service on 08/01/2012. According to the school, he had filed the

complaints with a view to delaying the disciplinary proceeding which

were pending against him. The school also controverted the allegations

/a. justice
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of Mr. Pandey that it was collecting any fee or funds without issuing

receipts. In light of the denial of the school, an opportunity was again

afforded to Sh. Pandey to substantiate his allegations with any material

that he might possess. In response, he merely reiterated his grievances

against his suspension and subsequent removal from service, besides

leveling certain allegations against the Principal and Management of the

school. He also filed copies of some registers with entries carrying the

dates of the year 2001. The entries do not lead to an inference that the

school was charging any fee or funds outside its books. The Coramittee

is ofthe view that the complaints made by Sh. Pandey are not backed up

by any evidence and therefore no credence can be given to them.

Now coming to the question which the Committee has to

determine. The Committee vide its letter dated 19/01/2012 required the

school to file vnth it copies of its annual returns under Rule 180 of Delhi

School Education Rules, 1973 for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11, fee

schedules for the aforesaid years, details of salary paid-to the st^f before

implementation of VI Pay Commission and after its implementation,

details of arrears paid to the staff, statement indicating the fee hike

effected by the school consequent to order dated 11/02/2009 issued by

the Director of Education, details of arrear fee charged by the school and

copy of the circular issued to the students regarding fee hike pursuant to

the aforesaid order of the Director of Education.
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The school filed the details sought by tiie Committee under cover of

its letter dated 25/0/2012. As per the details filed by the school, the

following position was discernible:

(1) The school had implemented the VI Pay Commission report

w.e.f. April 2009. The salary paid for the month of March 2009
I

was Rs. 40,64,224 which rose to Rs. 59,06,579 for the month of

AprH 2009 on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission

report.

(2) The school had paid arrears amounting to Rs. 3,79,96,846 for

the period 01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009 on account of

retrospective application of VI PayCommission report. '

(3) The school hiked the monthly tuition fee w.e.f. 01/04/2009 for

different classes as follows:

Class Monthly tuition
fee for F.Y.
2008-09 (Rs.)

Monthly tuition
Fee for F.Y.

2009-10 (Rs.)

Hike in Monthly
tuition fee . , w.e.f.

01/04/2009 |Rs.)
Pre-primary 1170 1470 300
ItoV 1335 1635 300
VI to VIII 1380 1680 300
IXSsX 1470 1770 300
XI & XII ( Arts &
Commerce)

1485 1785 300

XI & XII (Arts 85
Commerce with
Domestic Science)

1540 1940 400

XI & XII (Science) 1540 1940 400
XI 85 XII (Science with
Domestic Science)

1590 1990 400

XI 85 XII ( Science
with Computer
Science)

1560 1960 400

(4) The school recovered arrear fee from the students of different

classes as follows:
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Class Arrear of tuition
fee for the period
01/09/2008 to
31/03/2009 (Rs.)

Arrear of

development fee
for the period
01/09/2008 to
31/03/2009 IRs.l

Lump sum arrears
for the period
01/01/2006 to
31/08/2008 (Rs.)

Total

(Rs.)

Pre-primarv 2100 420 3000 5520
ItoV 2100 455 3000 5555
VI to VIII 2100 420 3000 5520
IX&X 2100 455 3000 5555
XI & XII (
Arts 85

Commerce)

2100 385 3000 5485

XI & XII

(Science)
2800 560 3500 6860

Based on the information furnished by the school, it was placed

in Category 'B'.

A Preliminary calculation sheet was drawn up by the Chartered

Accountant detailed with the Committee (CAs). However, the same

was not found to be correct by the Committee as the CAs had

determined that the school had negative funds at the threshold as on

31/03/2008 and had made the calculations taking the same into

account. The Committee is of the view that no credit can be given to

the school if it had negative net current assets (funds) at the

threshold. At best, the Committee can take that the school did not

possess ^y funds in the beginning which could have been utilised for

miplementation ofVI Pay Commission report.

The school was issued a notice dated 26/12/2013 for providing

It an opportunity of hearing by the Committee on 23/01/2014 to

enable it to justify the hike in fee effected by it. A questionnaire

seeking specific information regarding the charge and utilisation of
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development fee and maintenance of development fund and

depreciation reserve fund was also issued. However, the hearing was

rescheduled for 07/03/2014 and again to 20/03/2014 on account of

certain exigencies. On this date, Sh. Alok Mittal, Chartered

Accountant and Sh. George Joseph, Accountant of the school

appeared and filed written submissions dated 04/03/2014. Reply to

questionnaire regarding development fee was also filed. However, the

reply filed by the school did not give the relevant information. The

authorized representative of the school sought liberty to file revised

reply ,which was granted by the Committee. Accordingly, the school

filed a revised reply dated 25/03/2014.

In the written submissions dated 04/03/2014, filed by the

school,

(i) The accrued liabilities of the school on account of gratuity

and leave encashment were Rs. 5,17,20,406 as on

31/03/2008, which rose to Rs. 6,99,78,521 as on

31/03/2010.

(ii) The aggregate revenue of tuition fee in the year 2008-09

was Rs. 7,29,11,500 which rose to Rs. 9,06,09,410 in

2009-10 on account of fee hike in that year.

(iii). The total arrear fee due/recovered for the period

01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008 was Rs. 1,18,06,455 whUe
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that for the period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 was Rs.

1,11,11,030.

(iv) The regular salary of staff + PF contribution was Rs.

4,91,06,880 in 2008-09 which rose to Rs. 8,24,42,264 on

account of implementation of VI Pay Commission report,

annual increments and DA hikes.

(v) The total arrear salary for the period 01/01/2006 to

31/08/2008 was Rs. 2,74,96,100 while that for the period

01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 was Rs. 1,05,00,746.

The submissions of the school were examined with reference to

.the audited financials of the school and it appeared that the total

arrears of salary, as shown by the school were actually not paid.

Accordingly, the school was asked to furnish the details of payment of

arrear salary duly supported with copies of bank statements showing

the relevant debits. The school furnished' the year wise detail of

pajonent of arrear salary, along with copies of the relevant iDank

statements. On perusal of these details, it becomes apparent that

while the school provided the liability for payment of total arrears

amounting to Rs. 3,79,96,846 in its balance sheet as on 31/03/2009,

the entire amount had not been paid. A total sum of Rs. 3,47,43,002

out of the total Uabilily as aforementioned was paid upto 31/03/2014.

As on 31/03/2014, the school still had to pay a sum of Rs. 32,53,844
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towards arrear salary. The school submitted that these liabilities were

outstanding as the staff members had either left the school or had

expired and nobody had turned up to claim the amount due.

Discussion 8s Determination regarding tuition fee ;

The Committee has perused the returns filed by the school

under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973, the reply

submitted by the school to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee, the audited financials of the school and the information

and documents furnished during the course of hearing. On

examination of the audited balance sheet, the Committee is of the

view that the school did not have any funds of its own at the threshold

which could have been utilised for implementation of VI Pay

Commission report. The net current assets + investments were in the

negative zone. The CAs detailed with the Committee also arrived at

the same conclusion. Although the Committee has taken a view that

the schools ought to retain sufficient funds in reserve to meet their

accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment and also for the

purpose of meeting any unforeseen contingencies, no such allowance

c^ be made in the case of this school as the school did not possess

any funds which could have been kept in reserve. Therefore, the only

calculations that are required to be made are in respect of the arrear

fee collected by the school, arrear Scdaiy paid by the school, the

JUSTICE'

AMILDEV SINGH \ / .ax
. COMMITTEE I Seof^Y
-or Review of School Fee/ y



B-16'6

Green Fields Public School. Dilshad Garden. Delhi-110095

incremental revenue accruing to the school on account of fee hike

effected in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the

Director of Education and the incremental salary paid to the staff on

account of implementation ofVI Pay Commission report. The relevant

calculations are as follows:

Particulars Amount (Rs.)
A Arrear fee for the period 01/01/2006 to

31/08/2008 collected by the school
1,18,06,455

— * ^*"1

2,29,17,485
Arrear fee for the period 01/09/2008 to
31/03/2009 collected by the school

1.11.11.030

B (i) Arrear salary due for the period
01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008

2,74,96,100

3,47j43,002

(ii) Arrear salary due for the period
01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009

1.05.00.746

Total (i) + (ii) 3,79,96,846
Less arrear salary not paid upto 31/03/2014

32,53.844
C Shortfall of arrear fee vis a vis arrear

salary (A-B)
(-11,18,25,517

Particulars Amount (Rs.)
A

B

Tuition Fee revenue for the year 2009-10 9,06,09,4i0
Tuition Fee revenue for 2008-09

7,29.11.500
C Incremental fee in 2009-10 (A-B) 1,76,97,910

D Salary for the year 2009-10
8,24,42,264

E Salary for the year 2008-09
4.91.06.880

F Incremental salary in 2009-10 ( D-E) 3,33,35,456
G Shortfall in tuition fee hike vis a vis salary

hike (C-F)
(-11,56,37,546

Thus there was a total shortfall of Rs. 2,74,63,063 in the

revenues of the school on account of the extent of hike in tuition fee

vis a vis hike in salaiy on account of implementation of VI Pay

Commission report. It needs to be mentioned here that the school has

not made any claim for being allowed a further fee hike over and
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above what was permitted by the Director of Education vide order

dated 11/02/2009. The Committee is therefore of the view that in

so far as the hike in tuition fee is concerned, no intervention is
\

required.

Development Fee;

In response to the questionnaire regarding development fee

issued by the Committee, the school filed its reply dated 04/03/2014,

which was supplemented by another reply dated 25/03/2014. A

conjoint reading of the two replies, throws up the following position

with regard to various aspects of development fee:

(i) The school was charging development fee in all the five

years i.e. 2006-07 to 2010-11, for which the information

was sought. The year wise collection and its utilisation, as

submitted by the school was as follows:

Year Development Developmen Manner of utilisation
fee charged t fee utilised
(Rs.) (Rs.)

2006-07 73,96,285 73,96,285 Furniture, 5,89,532
Fixture

Equipments 1,34,550

Repair & 4,08,560
Maintenance

Computer 62,63,643
running &
maintenance

%age utilisation 90.21%

for revenue

expenses
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2007-08 73,76,155 73,76,155 Furniture, 7,92,142
Fixture

Equipments 3,05,935

Repair & 4,31,709
Maintenance

Computer 58,46,369
running 85
maintenance

%age utilisation 85.11%

for revenue

expenses

2008-09 1,04,23,570 1,04,23,570 Furniture, 2,88,879
Fixture

Equipments 1,61,350

Repair & 7,57,825
Maintenance

Computer 92,15,516
running &
maintenance

%age utilisation 95.68%

for revenue

expenses

2009-10 1,38,84,465 1,25,42,187 Furniture, • 3,74,707
Fixture

Equipments 15,99,117

Repair 8s
Maintenance 1,91,193

Computer 1,03,77,170
running &
maintenance

%age utilisation 84.26%

for revenue

expenses

2010-11 1,51,41,795 1,07,43,051 Furniture, 2,24,677
Fixture

Equipments 18,000

JUSTICE
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1

Repair
Maintenance

& 2,55,069

Computer
running
.maintenance

&

1,02,45,305

%age utaisation
for revenue

expenses

97.74%

(ii) The school was treating development fee as a revenue

receipt. -•

(iii) Only provision for depreciation was made in the revenue

account. No earmarked depreciation reserve fund was

maintained.

(iv) No earmarked development fund was maintained as no

surplus remained out of development fee.

Discussion & Determination reefarding development fee;

The Committee has considered the information furnished by the

school and has also examined the fmancials of the school. At the

outset, the features that strike are that the school was treating

development fee as any other revenue source and the development fee

was, predominantly utilised for meeting its revenue expenses only.

Only a miniscule amount was utilised for purchase of furniture and

fixture and equipments.
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The schools were allowed to charge a certain percentage of

tuition fee as development fee for the specific purpose of purchase or

upgradation of its furniture and fixture or equipments. Further, for

charging development fee, maintenance of earmarked development

fund and depreciation reserve fund was prescribed as a pre condition

by the Duggal Committee. The recommendations of Duggal Committee

on this issue were affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case

of Modem School vs. Union of India (2004) 5SCC 583. It is apparent

from the above narrative that the school was not complying any of the

pre conditions prescribed by the Duggal Committee for charging the

development fee. Hence, in view of the Committee, the charge of

development fee by the school was unjustified. Since the Committee

has been mandated to examine the issue of fee charged by the schools

in pursuance of-order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of

Education, the Committee is restricting its recommendations to the

development fee charged by the school in 2009-10 and 20.10-11. In

normal course, the Committee would have recommended refund of

development fee of Rs. 1,38,84,465 charged in 2009-10 and Rs.

1,51,41,795 charged in 2010-11 along with interest @9% per annum.

However, in view of the determination- by the Committee .that the

school was in deficit to the tune of Rs. 2,74,63,063 in tuition fee

account on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission report,

and that too without factoring in any provision for accrued HabiUties

JUSTICE \- ,, true
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of gratuity, leave encashment and reserve for future contingeticies, the

Committee refrains from doing so.

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.

Oij

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

CA J.S. Kochar

Member

Dated: 14/07/2014
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In reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the

Committee, the school, vide letter dated 28/03/2012 stated that it

had implemented the VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f. Februaiy2009.

In support of this, the school attached photocopies of the salaiy bill

for the month ofJanuary 2009, which aggregated to Rs. 5,39,082 and

the salary bill for February 2009 which aggregated to Rs. 8,38,611. It

also stated that the arrears of salary for the period 01/01/2006 to

31/08/2008 amounting to Rs. 37,93,667, had also been paid in

November 2009. However, no information was furnished with regard

to arrears from September 2008 to January 2009.

With regard to question relating to fee hike in pursuance of

order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education, the

school stated that the fee had been hiked in accordance with the said

order w.e.f. September 2008. It further stated that the school had

received arrear fee also from the students and this amounted to Rs.

34,44,865. Accordingly, the school was placed in Category B'.

In order to verify the returns filed by the schoolunder Rule 180

of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 and the relevant figures of

hike in salaries and fee for the purpose of implementation of VI Pay

Commission report, the Committee issued a notice dated 24/07/2013

requiring the school to produce its fee records, salary records, bank

books of accounts and copies of its provident fund and

TDS returns in the office of the Committee on 23/08/2013. As the

/
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-school was found to be charging.development fee also, a questionnaire

eUciting information regarding collection and utiHsation of

development fee, its accounting treatment and the maintenance of

development fund and depreciation reserve fund was issued along
with the aforesaid notice. On the scheduled date, Ms. Madhu

Sharma, a TGT of the school appeared and produced the relevant

records. The records were examined hy Sh. N.S. Batra, audit officer of

the Committee. After examining the records, he observed as follows:

(a) The school hiked the tuition fee to the maximum extent

permitted by the order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the

Director of Educa;tion in the year 2009-10. The tuition fee

charged in 2009-10 vis a vis that charged in 2008-09 and

2010-11 vis a vis that charged in 2009-10 was as follows:
/

(lS)ass

(c) ,

VIII

IX-X

Tuition
Fee

charged
in 2008-
09 (Rs.)
695

815

1095

Tuition
Fee

charged
in 2009-

10 (Rs.)
895

.1015

1395

Increase in
Tuition

Fee in

2009-10
(Rs.
200

200

300

% age
Increase

28.78%

24.54%

27.39%

Tuition

fee

charged
in 2010-

11 (Rs.)
985

1120

1535

Increase in'

Tuition

Fee in

2010-11

(Rs.)
90

105

140

% age
increase

10.00%

10.30%

10.00%

(b) The school also recovered arrears from the students @Rs.

1400 for classes I to VIII and Rs. 2100 from students of class

IX 85 Xfor the seven months period i.e. September 2008 to

March 2009.

(c )The school is charging development @15% of tuition fee.

The school also increased annual charges by Rs. 500 per
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annum in 2009-10 and again Rs. 500 per annum in 2010-

11.

(d)No adverse features were noticed in the maintenance of

the accounts.

(e)The school had implemented the VI Pay Commission

report w.e.f. February 2009. Monthly outgo on salary for

Januaiy 2009 was Rs. 5,39,082 while that for February 2009

it was Rs. 8,38,611 on account of implementation ofVI Pay

Commission report.

(f)Proper deductions for provident fund and TDS were made

from the salaries and appropriate returns were filed with the

authorities.

In order to provide an opportunity of being heard to the school,

the Committee issued a notice dated 25/11/2013, requiring the

school to appear before the Committee on 10/12/2013. On the

scheduled date, Sh. Ashok Bhutani, Manager and Ms. R. Sandheer,

Principal of the school appeared with Ms. Gayatri, Accounts

Assistant. They were partly heard by the Committee on that date. In

order to respond to the queries raised by the Committee, they sought

further time. At their request the matterwas directed to be relisted on

22/01/2014 on which date the hearing was concluded. During the

course of the two hearings, the representatives of the school

contended that:

JUSTICE ^ copy
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(a) The school implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f.

February 2009. The monthly expenditure on salaiywent up

from 5,51,122 to Rs. 8,56,829 on account of increased

salaries.

(b) Arrears of salary amounting to Rs. 37,93,667 were paid for

the period 01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008. However, no arrears

were paid for the period 01/09/2008 to 31/01/2009.

(c) The school recovered the arrear fee for the period to

01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009 and the regular hike in fee m

terms of order dated 11/02/2009 was effected from April

2009.

(d) The school had an accrued liability for gratuity payable to

the staff, which amounted to Rs. 53,69,794 as on

31/03/2010. Similarly, the accrued liability on account of

leave encashment as on that date was Rs. 13,88,536. In

support, detailed calculations as certified by M/s. Bhawani

Sharma Ss Co., Chartered Accountants were filed.

(e) The development fee was treated as a revenue receipt and no

development fund or depreciation reserve fund were

maintained by the school. Further, the development fee for

the year 2008-09 was originally charged @10% oftuition fee

but the arrears of development fee for the period

01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 were recovered® 15% oftuition

fee.

4 (jQi

JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

'"or Review ofSchool Fee.

$m-etaiy



B-196

Davanand Public School. Model Town-IIT, Dp.lTii-i innno 000458

Discussion Sa DeterminaHnn!

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 the school to the two questionnaires issued by the

Committee, the observations of the audit officer of the Committee and

the submissions made by the school during the course ofhearing.

The Committee is satisfied that the school did implement the VI

Pay Commission report w.e.f. 01/02/2009 and did pay the arrears for

the period 01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008, as claimed by the school.

However, the school itself conceded that it did not pay the arrears for

the period 01/09/2008 to 31/01/2009 i.e. for four months. It appears

that the staff of the school feels satisfied by the substantial

compliance of the requirement of implementation of VI Pay

Commission report. Therefore, the issue to be examined by the

Committee is whether the school had funds of its own so as to be

enable to implement the VI Pay Commission report or it needed to

hike the fee. Since the fee was hiked with effect from 01/09/2008,

the funds available vidth the school have to be determined with

reference to the balance sheet of the school as on 31/03/2008.

Perusal of the same shows that the school had a sum of Rs. 67,90,308

available with it in the shape of net current assets as on that date.

The working of the same is as under: - '

5
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t I Particulars / ' Amount (Rs.) Amouh^RiijB

1

Less:-

Current As.qfits

Cash in hand

Bank Balance

Advance to staff
Fee Receivable

Paramount International
Fixed deposits with accrued interest
IDS on FD interest

20,274

332,333
40,100

40,350

4,935

6,964,447
67,600 7,470,039

_ Current Liabilities
1 StudentsSecurity

Pupil Welfare Fund
IDS Payable
Interest Payable
Liabilities payable
Audit Fee Payable

631,150
34,571

4,935

340

3,117

5,618 679,731
Net Current Assets !

6,790.308

The question is whether the funds available with the school as

on 31/03/2008 could have been utilised by it for implementation of VI

Pay Commission report. The Committee notes that the school had

accrued UabiHties towards gratuity - Rs. 53,69,794 and leave

encashment- Rs. 13,88,536 as on 31/03/2010.- These liabiHties

aggregate to Rs. 67,58,330. Thus the entire funds available with the

school were required to be kept in reserve for meeting these liabilities.

The Committee has also taken a view that the school ought to keep
funds m reserve for future contingencies, equivalent to four months

salaries. However, since the funds available with the school were

merely sufficient to cover its accrued Hability of gratuity and leave

encashment, the school did not have any funds to be kept in reserve
for future contingencies. In view of this position, it was imperative for
the school to hike the fee for implementing the VI Pay Commission
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report. Whether the extent of hike was justified or not is the next

question to be determined by the Committee. The Committee notes

that the monthly salary of the school prior to implementation of VI Pay

Commission report was Rs. 5,39,082 and after its implementation it

rose to Rs. 8,38,611. Thus the school had to incur an addition

expense of Rs. 2,99,529 per month towards salaiy. This was stated

by the school itself in its reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee. Again the audit officer of the Committee in his

observations dated 23/08/2013 confirmed the same, figures. Ms.

Madhu Sharma, the representative of the school who got the records

verified by the audit officer, endorsed the noting ofthe audit officer by

recording on the order sheet as follows:

"I agree with the above observations which are as per record

provided by the school."

In view ofthe foregoing, the contention of the school during the

course ofhearing on 10/12/2013 that the monthly salary bm went up

from Rs. 5,51,122 to Rs. 8,56,829 on implementation of VI Pay

Commission report is not accepted. However, the other contention

that the school paid arrear salaiy amounting to Rs. 37,93,667 for the

period 01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008 is accepted. Based on these

figures, the additional liabiHties that befell on the school on

implementation of VI Pay Commission report amounted to Rs.

79,87,073, as follows:

7 tUUE cop--
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3,793,667Arrear of Salaiy as per 6th CPC

Incerased Salary as per 6th CPC from
01.02.09 to 31.03.2009 599,058
Incerased Salary as per 6th CPC for 2009-
10 3,594,348 7,987,073

As against this, the additional revenue generated by the school

by recovering arrear fee and increased fee in 2009-10, amounted to

Rs. 57,27,655 ( Rs. 34,44,865 towards arrears and Rs. 22,82,790

towards increased fee). The details, as authenticated by the Manager,

were provided by the school itself in the hearing held on 22/01/2014.

These also more or less match with ihe calculations made by the

Committee by taking the amount of fee hike and the number of

students.

In view of the foregoing facts, the Committee is of the view that

the school was actually in deficit to the tune of Rs. 22,59,418

(79,87,073-57,27,655) on implementation of VI Pay Commission

report. Therefore, the Committe-e is of the view that in so far as the

hike in tuition fee in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 is

concerned, no intervention is called for.
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Development Fee;

0004.62

The school did not furnish any- reply to the questionnaire

regarding development fee. However during the course of hearing, the

school filed the following details of collection of development fee:

Particulars F.Y.

2008-09

F.Y. 2009-

10

F.Y. 20lo

ll

Development Fee for the year 7,68,520 15,14,885 16,54,046
Arrears of development fee for
the period 01 /09/2008 to
31/03/2009

29,476 3,08,324 4,480

At the outset, it may be noticed that during the course of

hearing, the school conceded that the arrears of development fee for

the period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 were recovered @ 15% of

tuition fee while the development fee originally charged by the school

was @ 10% of tuition fee. This is clearly illegal as it-amounts to

increasing the fee in the middle of the year, which cannot be done

without specific approval from the Director of Education as provided

in the section 17(3) of the Delhi School Education Act, 1973.

However, keeping in view the overall picture and also the fact that the

total arrears of development fee collected by the school have already

been taken into account while determining the deficiency suffered by

the school , on implementation of VI Pay Commission report, no

separate recommendation is being made for this.

With regard to the development fee charged in 2009-10 and

2010-11 in pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of

Education, the Committee notes that the school was not fulfilling any of
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the pre conditions laid down by the Duggal Committee which were

affirmed by the HonTDle Supreme Court in the case of Modem School vs.

Union of India (2004) 5 SCC 583. The school was treating the

development fee as a revenue receipt and no development fund or

depreciation reserve fund were separately maintained as conceded by the

representatives of the school during the hearing on 10/12/2013.

Normally we would have recommended the refund of development fee

charged in 2009-10 amounting to Rs. 15,14,885 and Rs. 16,54,046 in

2010-11. However, keeping in view that the school was in deficit to the

tune of Rs. 22,59,418 and did not have any funds available with it for

maintaining reserve for future contingencies, which itself would have

been around Rs. 32.00 lacs, based on monthly salary biU ofRs. 8.38 lacs,

the Cormmttee refrains from recormnending refund of any part of

development fee. .

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the

view that no intervention is called for either in the matter of tuition

fee or in the matter of development fee.

Recommended accordingly.

CA J.S. Kochar

Member

Dated; 12/05/2014
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In reply to the.questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the

Committee, the school vide its letter dated 29/02/2012 submitted

that the school had implemented the VI Pay Cominission report w.e.f.

01/04/2009. Along with the reply, the school also furnished details

of monthly salary of the staff before implementation of VI Pay

Commission report as well as after its implementation. As per the

details submitted, the monthly salaiy bill had risen from Rs. 3,03,951

to Rs. 5,16,980 on implementation of VI Pay Commission. With regard

to hike in fee however, the school submitted that it had not hiked the

fee in terms of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of

Education. With regard to arrears, it was submitted that neither the

arrear fee was collected from the students nor the arrear salary was

paid to be staff. In effect, the school stated that it had prospectively

implemented the VI Pay Commission report w.e.f. 01/04/2009,

without effecting the fee hike as envisaged in the aforesaid order dated

11/02/2009. Accordingly the school was initially placed in category

'C. The categorization was changed to B' in view of the subsequent

discovery that the school had in fact hiked the fee.

In order to verify the contention of the school that it had not

hiked the fee as per order dated 11/02/2009, the Committee, vide its

letter dated 16/04/2012 required the school to produce its fee records

and books of accounts for the year 2008-09 to 2010-11 on

27/04/2012. On the date fixed for verification, Sh. Anil Malhotra,

COMMITTEE
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Accounts Manager of the school appeared and produced the required

records which were verified by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, audit officer ofthe

Committee. After examining the records produced by the school and

the annual returns filed by the school under Rule 180 ofDelhi School

Education Rules, 1973, she observed that contrary to the claim ofthe

school that it had not hiked the fee in terms of order dated

11/02/2009, the school had in fact hiked the fee for the year 2009-10

and such hike ranged between 21.6% and 25.3% for different classes.

On perusal of the fee schedules for the years 2008-09 and

2009-10, the Committee observed that the school had hiked the

tuition fee as follows:

Class Monthly
Tuition fee in
2008-09 (Rs.)

Monthly
tuition Fee in

2009-10 ( Rs.J

Increase in

2009-10

(Rs.)

Percentage
increase

I to V 740 900 160 21.6%
VI 790 990 200 25.3%
VII &

VIII
815 1000 185 22.7%

Preliminary calculations were made by the Chartered

Accountants detailed with the Committee (CAs). On reviewing the

same, the Committee observed, that the CAs had calculated the

additional revenue on account of fee hike by resorting to certain

calculations. They worked out that the incremental fee revenue ofthe

school for the year 2009-10 was Rs. 13,48,680. Since the school had

not recovered any arrear fee,, the Committee was of the view that the
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figures of fee as appeared in the audited Income dm Expenditure

Accounts of the school for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10 could be

taken as the basis for calculating the incremental fee revenue in the

year 2009-10 and there was no need to resort to such calculations.

The incremental fee revenue in the year 2009-10, as discernible from

the audited financials of the school was Rs. 29,72,977. The

calculations made by the CAs were therefore discarded and the

Committee directed one of its audited officer to prepare a fresh

calculation sheet based on the figures as appearing in the audited

financials of the school. The fresh calculations made by the audit

officer showed that the school had available with it funds amounting

to Rs. 6,01,316 as on 31/03/2009. The incremental fee revenue

accruing to the school in 2009-10 amounted to Rs. 29,72,977 while

the additional expenditure on account of salary as a result of

implementation of VI Pay Commission report was Rs. 24,29,065. After

taking into account the funds available with the school at the

threshold, she calculated that apparently the school had generated a

surplus of Rs. 11,45,228 by hiking the fee in terms of order dated

11/02/2009 issued by the Director ofEducation.

Accordingly the school was issued a notice dated 22/01/2014

for providing it an opportunity of being heard on 06/02/2014. Along

with the notice, a copy of the preliminary calculation sheet prepared

by the audit officer of the Committee was also furnished to the school

/ANILOafllNG^
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for its comments. No one appeared from the school on this date.

However, the Committee received a letter dated 29./01/2014 from the

school seeking adjourrmient of hearing on account of pre occupation

of the counsel of the school on that date. A fresh notice of hearing

dated 05/02/2014 was issued fixing the next dated of hearing as

05/03/2014. On this date, Sh. Rajiv Malhotra, Manager of the

school appeared with Sh. Ramesh Goyal, Chartered Accountant. They

filed written submissions dated 06/03/2014, justifying the fee hike.

The school did not controvert the preliminaiy calculation sheet issued
'

by the Committee, per se but contended that the school had a large

liability of around Rs. 55.93 lacs on account of accrued gratuity as on

31/03/2010 which the Committee ought to consider while making its

recommendations. They further contended that the school ought to

be allowed to retain adequate reserve for meeting any future

contingency. It was also contended that the school did not charge any

development fee from the students.

Discussion 6b Determination;

The Committee has perused the returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1.973, the reply

submitted by the school to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee, the. details provided by the school during the course of

hearing, the calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer of the
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Committee and the written and oral submissions made by the

representatives ofthe school during the course ofhearing.

Before proceeding further, it would be appropriate to reproduce

here below the preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the audit

officer of the Committee:

Less:-

Less:-

Statement showing Fund avanability of as on 31-03-2009

Particulars

Current Assets + InvestmentR

Cash in hand

FDR with Banks

Canara Bank 16577

Canara Bank 22565

Canara Bank 22567

Canara Bank Reserve Fund
Current Liabilities

Sundry Creditors

Salary Payable

Provident Fund Payable

Electricity 8g WaterExpenses Payable

Telephone Expenses Payable

Rattan Lai Goyal

Ramesh Goyal & Associates

Professional Charges

Rent Payable

Security Refundable

Net Current Assets
Incerased Salaryin 2009-10 (as per
calculation given below)
Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike

JUSTICE
/ anil DEV SIIMGH

COMMITTEE
•••• of School Fee y

Amount

(Rs.)

23,403

1,075,374

107,480

5,635

104,697

62,668

170,101

260,627

46,689

13,640

872

5,500

16,545

25,600

10,000

228,368

S COPY

Amount

(Rs-)

1,379,258

777,942

601,316

2,429,065
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(1,827,749)

Add:- Increased fee from 1-4-09 to 31-3-10 '

2,972,977

Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike
1,145,228

Working notes:

Increase in Salary in 2009-10 as per Income &
Expenditure Account

Salary for 2009-10 5,942,781

Less: Salary for 2008-09 i,
3,513,716

Incremental salary for 2009-10 2,429,065

Increase in fee in 2009-10
2008-09 2009-10

Tuition fee dm other receipts
4,237,393 6,891,345

Fund received
877,545' 1,196,570

Total
5,114,938 8,087,915

Increase in fee in 2009-10 2,972,977

It is apparent from the above calculation sheet that the same

does not factor in the requirement of the school for keeping adequate

funds in reserve for meeting future contingencies. The Committee has

taken a view in the case of other schools that the school ought to

retain funds equivalent to four months' salary for meeting any

unforeseen future contingency. The annual expenditure on salary of

the school for the year 2009-10 was Rs. 59,42,781, as is apparent

from the preliminary calculation sheet. Based on this, the

requirement of school, for keeping funds in reserve works out to Rs.

-1-9,80,927. -As against this, the surplus worked out by the audit

6
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officer in the preliminary calculations, with which the Committee

agrees, is Rs. 11,45,228, without taking into account the requirement

of funds to be kept in reserve. The Committee is therefore of the view

that even without accounting for the requirement of the school for

keeping funds in reserve meeting its liability for gratuity, the school

did not have sufficient funds for implementation of VI Pay-

Commission report and the fee hike resorted to by it did not result in

generation of any surplus by the school. The Committee is therefore

of the view that the .school was justified in hiking its fee in 2009-10,

to the extent it hiked. It needs to be noted here that the school had

not made any claim for hiking the fee over and above the fee hike

resorted to by it as per order dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of

Education.

Recommendations:

The Committee, therefore, is of the view that no

intervention is required in the matter of fee hike effected by the

school.

Recommended accordingly.

CA J.S. Kochar

Member

Dated; 05/06/2014

JUSTICE
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The school had not initially replied to the questionnaire dated

27/02/2012 issued by the Committee. However, the annual returns

of the school filed under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules,

1973, were received from the office of the Dy. Director of Education,

Distt. West-B, New Delhi. On perusal of these returns, it appeared

that the school had hiked the fee in terms of order dated 11/02/2009

issued by the Director of Education and also had implemented the VI

Pay Commission report, atleast w.e.f. September 2008. Accordingly

the school was placed in category 'B'.

Preliminary calculations were made by the Chartered

Accountants detailed with the Committee (CAs). As per these

calculations, it prima facie appeared that the school had hiked more

fee than was required to offset the additional burden imposed by the

VI Pay Commission recommendations. Accordingly the school was

issued a notice dated 20/02/2013 for providing it an opportunity of

being heard on 19/03/2013 and again for 20/05/2013. On this date,

Sh. J.K. Gulati, Office In charge of the school appeared with Sh.

Umesh Sharma, accountant. During the course of hearing, it

transpired that the school had not yet submitted its reply to the

questionnaire issued by the Committee. The representatives of the
1

school were provided with a copy of the questionnaire with directions

to submit its reply within one week.

JUSTICE
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The school submitted its reply which was received in the office

of the Committee on 22/05/2013. Vide its reply, the school stated

that it had implemented the VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f.

01/04/2009. It stated that the monthly salary bill for the month of

March 2009 was Rs. 5,48,502, which rose to Rs. 6,76,739 in the

month April 2009 consequent to implementation of VI Pay

Commission report. The school also claimed to have paid airrears of

salary amounting to Rs. 18,86,178 for the period September 2008 to

March 2009.

With regard to question relating to fee hike in pursuance of

order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education, the

school stated that the fee had been hiked in accordance with the said

order w.e.f. September 2008. It enclosed the fee structures for the

years 2008-09 and 2009-10 showing the hike in fee w.e.f.

01/04/2009.

Aperusal ofthe fee structures for the aforesaid two years shows

that the school hiked the fee in 2009-10, to the following extent.

Class Monthly tuition
Fee in 2008-09

(Rs.)

Monthly tuition
Fee in 2009-10

(Rs.)

Increase in

2009-10 (Rs.)

ItoV 875 1075 200

VI to VIII 975 1175 200

IXtoX 1100 1400 300

XI 85 XII

(Commerce)
1250 1550 300

XI 86 XII

(Science)
1300 1600 300

JUSTICE

ANIL DEV SINGH
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The school also claimed to have recovered arrear fee amounting

to Rs. 5,96,500 and enclosed copies of its ledger accounts for 2008-09

and 2009-10 in support of its claim.

The response of the school to the questions relating to-

development fee will be discussed when we discuss the issue of

development fee.

The school was again asked to file details of the salary payment

and payment of arrears along with its bank statements as there

appeared to be certain discrepancies in the reply given by the school

to the questionnaire issued by the Committee vis a vis the audited

financials of the school. The school filed the details on 17/07/2013.

On perusal of these details, the Committee observed that as against

the claim of the school of having made payment of salary arrears
I

amounting to Rs. 18,86,178, the school furnished details of only the

following payments on this account:

Arrears for the month of January 2009 paid in March 2009 2,58,558
Arrears for the month of February 2009 paid in March
2009

2,92,681

Arrears for the month of March 2009 paid in September
2010

2,76,046

Arrears for the month of September 2008 paid in April
2013

1,13,019

Total 9,40,304

The school in its written submissions dated 20/01/2014 revised

its stand. It now stated that Rs. 18,86,178 was the total liability of

mUE COPV
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arrears out of which only Rs. 9,40,304 had been paid by April 2013

while the remaining amount of Rs. 9,45,874 was still outstanding. It is

noteworthy that in giving the detail of arrear fee, the school mentioned

only the amount actually recovered on account of arrear fee. The

amount which was still due to be recovered was not mentioned.

Based on the fresh information provided by the school, the

Committee prepared a fresh calculation sheet. A copy of the same was

provided to the school on 25/11/2013 for its comments and rebuttal

if any. The revised preliminary calculations were as follows:

Statement sHbwiriq^und'availabilitvfofasron 31-03-2008^
-*.a -it:

• * f
S Si •3'^ s

7': Amount Amount
. Particulars.'' V,'; (Rs) (Rs)

Current Assets + Investments

Cash in hand 49,389

UTI Bank (OA2486) 58,695

OBC (1474) 6,753

Fixed Deposits with accrued interest 1,820,999

MIS Redox Technoicgies 43,000

TDS 8,929

TDS Recoverable 2,000

Total Liquid Assets 1,989,765
Less Cun-ent Liabilities

Expenses Payable 555,508

555,508

Net Current Assets + Investments 1,434,257

Less Arrear of Salary as per 6th CPC w.e.f. 01.09.2008 to 31.03.2009 1,488,806

Increased Salary Payable as per 6th CPC from 01.04.09to 31.03.2010 . 2,932,602 4,421,408

Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike (2,987,151)

Add Fee Hiked and Recoveredfor implementation of6th CPC
-

From 1-9-08 to31-3-09 (As per Questionnaire Attached) 1,568,700

From 1-4-09 to 31-3-10 2,738,400 4,307,100

Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike 1,319,949

JUSTICE
AfMILDEVSIMGH^

COMMITTEE
."or Review of School Fee7



B-261

New Delhi Public School. Vikas Puri. New DftlTii-nnniR-

Inadvertently, in the revised preliminary calculations, salary for

March 2009 amounting to Rs. 5,48,502, was included in the arrear

payment. Consequently, the incremental salaiy for 2009-10 would be

Rs. 23,84,100 and the payment of arrear salary would be, Rs.

9,40,304. However, the school in its written submissions has taken

note of this discrepancy and is therefore, not prejudiced in any way by

the mistake of the Committee. The matter was posted for hearing on

13/12/2013 on which date the school sought some more time for

making its submissions. Accordingly the matter was directed to be

reHsted on 22/01/2014. On this date, Sh. Y.N. Singh and Sh.

Umesh Sharma appeared and filed written submissions, justifying the

fee hike. In the written submissions, the school contended as follows:

Submissions;

(a) The school disputed only the following figures as taken by

the Committee in its preliminary calculation sheet:

Particulars Amount as per
Preliminary
Calculation Sheet

Amount as per
calculation sheet
of the school

Arrear of salary
from 01/09/2008
to 31/03/2009

14,88,806 18,86,178

Incremental Salary,
for F.Y. 2009-10

29,32,602 22,71,081

Arrear fee
recovered

15,68,700 5,96,500

Incremental fee 27,38,400 17,56,175

JUSTICE
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COMMITTEE
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(b) The Committee has not factored in the additional liability on

account of gratuity/leave encashment amounting to Rs.

9,28,516.

(c) The school admitted that out of the total liabiUly for arrears

of salaiy amounting to Rs. 18,86,178, till 30/04/2013, only

a sum of Rs. 9,40,304 had been paid and the balance

amount ofRs. 9,45,874 was still payable.

(d) The school was able to collect only Rs. 5,96,500 as arrear fee

as against the total amount recoverable which was Rs.

15,68,700. This was on account of the refusal of the parents

to make payment of arrear fee and the school could only

requestbut not force the parents to pay.

(e) The increase in tuition fee was Rs. 17,56,175 as is evident

from the audited accounts of the school.

(f) The school needs a reserve equivalent to four months' salaiy

for future contingencies which works out to Rs. 27,85,884

besides it is required to maintain reasonable reserve of 10%

as per Rule 177 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973.

Discussion 6b 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 the school to the questionnaire issued by the

6
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Committee,'the details provided by the school during the course of

hearing, the preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the CAs and

the revised calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer of the

Committee and the written and oral submissions made by the

representatives ofthe school during the course ofhearing.

The Committee acknowledges that in the preliminary calculation

sheet prepared by one of its audit officers, a mistake was committee in

working out the surplus with the school after implementation of VI

Pay Commission report. The mistake was inclusion of salary for

March 2009 in the figure ofarrear payment of salary, which resulted

in double difference. Both .the arrear payment and the incremental

salary in 2009-10 got overstated to the tune of Rs. 5,48,502. This

resulted in the fmal figure of surplus funds to be understated by Rs.

10,97,004. Thus the fmal figure of surplus fund with the school after

implementation of VI Pay Commission report was Rs. 24,16,953 and

not Rs. 13,19,949 originally taken. However, as noticed above, the

school has taken notice of this mistake in its written submissions and

therefore the school was not prejudiced in any manner. The

Committee will proceed on the basis that the surplus available with

the school after implementation of VI Pay Commission report was Rs.

24,16,953. However, the Committee agrees with the submission of

the school that due allowance should be made for reserve for future

contingencies and accrued liabilities of gratuity and leave

JUSTICE t.Oi
anil DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE / ^3/
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encashment. The Committee accepts the contention of the school that

it had accrued liability of Rs. 5,95,181 on account of gratuity and Rs.

2,59,019 on account of leave encashment as on 31/03/2008. These

Habilities have necessarily to be taken into account while working out

the funds available for implementation of VI Pay Commission report.

The Committee has determined that the school had a sum of Rs.

1,434,257 available with it as on 31/03/2008. This has not been

disputed by the school also. After accounting for the liabilities towards

gratuity and leave encashment amounting to Rs. 8,55,200, the

threshold funds available with the school were Rs. 5,79,057. As

against this, the requirement of school for reserve for future

contingencies was Rs. 27,85,884. Therefore, in view of the

Committee, the school did not have any funds available with it which

could have been used for implementation of VI Pay Commission

report. In view of this finding, the school needed to hike the fee for

implementation of VI Pay Commission report. Whether the extent of

fee hike effected by the school was just^ied or not is the only question

that remains to be determined.

As noticed above, the school appeared to be taking a

contradictoiy stand about the amounts of arrear fee and hiked fee

actually due vis a vis that actually received. The school wants to have

different standards for calculating the fee hike and salary hike. While

it wants the actual amount of fee recovered to be taken into

JUSTICE
AWIL DEV/ SINGH
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calculations, when it comes to salary, it wants the total amount due,

that should be taken into consideration and not just the amount

actually paid. This is clearly impermissible. The school cannot have

the cake and eat it too. The Committee is of the view that in view of

the uncertainty about recovery of arrear fee from the parents, the

actual amount recovered ought to be taken into consideration. With

the same logic, the actual amount of arrear salaiy that has been paid

ought to be taken into consideration. The relevant calculations are as

follows:

Particulars Amount

(Rs.)
(i) Arrear fee for the period

01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009
recovered (as per the contention of
the school)

(ii) Incremental fee of F.Y. 2009-10
recovered (as per the contention of
the school)

5,96,500

17.56,175 23,52,675

(i) Arrear Salaiy for the. period
01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009, paid,
(as per the contention of the school)

(ii) Incremental salary of F.Y. 2009-10
paid (as per the contention of the
school)

9,40,304 ,

22.71.081 32,11,385

As would be apparent from the above figures, the school was

actually in deficit to the tune of Rs. 8,58,710 after implementation of

VI Pay Commission report. The school may still recoup, partially or

fully this deficiency by recovering the balance amount of arrear fee, at

the time of passing out or early leaving of students. In view of this

JUSTICE

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

;'orReview ofSchool Fee7

UJE CU.;

sry



rio

—000480
New Delhi Public School, Vikas Puri, New Delhi-110018

determination, the Committee is of the view that in so far as the

tuition fee is concerned, no intervention is required.

Development Fee;

In reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee, the

school contended that it was charging development fee in aU the five

years i.e. 2006-07 to 2010-11, for which information was sought by

the Committee. In the years 2009-10 and '2010-11, it recovered

development fee amounting to Rs. 12,79,725 and Rs. 15,31,475

respectively. TUI 2007-08, the development fee was treated as a capital

receipt but from 2008-09 to 2010-11, it was treated as a revenue

receipt. However, the school was not maintaining any earmarked

development fund or depreciation reserve fund either by way of the

separate bank account or by investing in specified FDRs or

investments. The school claimed that till 2008-09, the development

fee was fully utilised by purchasing fixed asset but in 2009-10 and

2010-11, it was utilised only to the extent of 7,17,320 and Rs.

4,37,197 respectively.

The Committee has considered this reply and also gone through

its audited financials. The school itself admits that it had' been

treating development fee as a revenue receipt since 2008-09 and this

position is also corroborated by its audited financials. Further, the

school concedes that neither earmarked development fund account

was maintained nor depreciation reserve fund was maintained. The

10 teoe copy
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essential pre conditions for charging development fee as laid by the

Duggal Committee are (a) treatment as capital receipt, (b)

maintenance of earmarked development fund and depreciation reserve

fund accounts and (c) utilisation for purchase or upgradation of

furniture and fixtures or equipments. The school is not entitled to

charge any development fee if these pre conditions are not fulfilled.

These recommendations of Duggal Committee were affirmed by the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in the' case of Modem School vs. Union of

India (2004) 5 SCC 583. In view of this, so far as the development fee

charged in 2009-10 and 2010-11, with which the Committee is

concerned, we are of the view that the same was not charged in

accordance with law. We would have recommended its refund along

with interest @ 9% per annum. However, in view of the fact that the

school was in deficit to the tune of Rs. 8,58,710 in tuition fee account

after implementation of VI Pay Commission report and as against its

requirement of Rs. 27,85,884 for reserve for future contingencies, the

school had funds only to the tune of Rs. 5,79,057, and further there

was an incremental liability on account of gratuity ^d leave

encashment between 31/03/2008 and 31/03/2010 which amounted

to Rs. 9,28,515, which had not been factored in while making

calculations for justification of hike in tuition fee, the Committee is of

the view that due regard for these ought to be given before the

Committee recommends refund of development fee. . "Whether any

JUSTICE
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amount ought to be refunded would be determined as a result of the

following calculations:

i
Particulars Amount

•n

(Rs.)
^— Development fee charged in 2009-10 12,79,725

Development fee charged in 2010-11 15.31.475 28,11,200

1 Less:

(i) Deficit in tuition fee 8,58,710
- (ii) Deficit in funds for future

contingencies 22,06,827
(iii) ' Incremental liability of gratuity and 1

leave encashment. 9.28,516 39,94,053

1.

In view of the foregoing determinations, the Committee refrains

from recommending any part of development fee charged by the school

in 2009-10 and 2010-11.

Recommendations:

The Committee, therefore, is of the view that no

intervention is required either on account of tuition fee or on

account of development fee.

Recommended accordingly.

CA J.S. Kochar

Member

Dated: 29/05/2014

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

regard to the basic questionis, 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 Coinmittee

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'.

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE
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4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notices dated 15.07.2013 required the school to produce entire

accounting, fee and salary records for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and

to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 08.08.2013. On

08.08.2013 Shri Nand Lai Gauba, Manager and Mrs. Neelam, Admn.

Incharge attended the office of the committee, but could not produce

complete record. They requested for another date to produce the

complete record. At their request the school was directed to produce

complete record on 06.09.2013.

5. On 06.09.2013, Shri Nand Lai Gauba,.Manager and Mrs. Neelam,

Admn. Incharge of the school attended the office of the Committee. They

submitted reply to the questionnaire and produced the record. As per

the reply, the school had neither implemented the recommendations of

the 6th Pay Commission nor hiked the fee in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The school had also not

charged 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: -

JUSTICE Nv: ^^COPV
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(i). The school had increased tuition fee in .2009-10, by Rs.20/- to

Rs.40/- per month for all classes. During 2010-11 the hike had

been by Rs. 20/- to Rs.50/- for different classes.

(ii). The school had not implemented the recommendations of the 5^

Pay-Commission

7. By,notice dated 19.06.2014 the school was asked to appear on

10.07.2014 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 10.07.2014, Sh. Nand Lai Gauba, Manager, Sh. Vasudev

Sharma, Accountant and Sh. Mahesh Gauba of the school appeared

before the Committee. It was contended by them that the school hiked

the fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11, within the range of 10% and the

recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission had not been implemented.

Further, the school never collected development fee from the students.

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

ofthe Committee and submissions ofthe representative ofthe school.

Page 3 of 4
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The school has hiked the fee within the tolerance limit of 10% in 2009-10

and 2010-11 and has not charged development fee from the students.
J -

The school has also not implemented the recommendations of 6^^ Pay

Commission.

Discussion and Recommendations

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 and the

hike was within the tolerance limit of 10%, the Committee feels

that no intervention is required qua the aspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Dated;- 25.07.2014
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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 (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 Comrnittee

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-423

Sant Shri Nand Lai Saraswati Vidva Mandir. Palam Colony,

New Delhi-110045

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

its notices dated 10.07.2013 and 26.07.2013 required the school to

appear on 03.09.2013 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 03.09.2013, Ms. Indu Tripathi, H.M. and Mrs. Ranjana,

Teacher of the school appeared before the Committee. They submitted

reply to the questionnaire and produced the record. As per the reply, the

school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay

Commission and had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The school had also not charged

development fee from the students.

i

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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.l20/- per

month for classes I to V and by Rs.llO/- for class VI to VIII.

During 2010-11, the school had not hiked the fee for any class.
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Sant Shri Nand Lai Saraswati Vidya Mandir, Palam Colony, .

New Delhi-110045

(ii). The benefit of recommendations of 6^.Pay Commission had not

been extended to the staff.

(iii) The salaiy to the staff had been paid in cash in-spite of the school

having a bank account.

(iv) The school had never deducted Income Tax and P.F. from the

salary of the staff.

7. By notice dated 02.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

29.05.2014 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 29.05.2014, Ms. Indu Tripathi, H.M. and Mrs. Ranjana,

Teacher of the school appeared before the Committee. ' It was fairly

conceded by them that the school did hike the fee in 2009-10, but that

should be viewed in conjunction with the fact that the school did not

hike the fee in 2010-11. The recommendations of the 6^ Pay

Commission were not implemented. It was also stated that the school

did not charge development fee.
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Sant Shri Nand Lai Saraswati Vidva Mandir. Palam Colony,

New Delhi-110045

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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 during Fee increased Fee Fee

2008-09 during in 2009-10 during increased

2009-10 2010-11 in 2010-11

I toll 280 400 120 400 NIL

III to V 330 450 120 450 NIL

V to VllI 390 500 110 500 NIL

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

fee during the years 2009-10, though, marginally in excess of the

prescribed limit of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009, but during 2010-11, there was no hike in fee. The school is

working on low fee base.

11. The school has not implemented the recommendations of the 6^

Pay Commission.
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Sant Shri Nand Lai Saraswati Vidya Mandir, Palam Colon^,OQ'

New Delhi-110045

12. As per the record filed before us, the school has not charged

development fee from the students.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

The school, though, has utilised the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009 for increasing the fee in 2009-10, but

during 2010-11, there was no hike. The school is also working on

low fee base. Therefore, the Committee feels that no intervention is

required qua the aspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 03.06.2014

JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH
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Member
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B-425

Solanki Public School. Nasirpur Dabri Road, Durga Park,

New Delhi - 110045

\

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 categoiy 'B'.
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Solanki Public School. Nasirpur Dabri Road, Durga Park,

New Delhi - 110045

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

its notices dated 10.07.2013 and 25.07.2013 required the school to

appear on 03.09.2013 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 03.09.2013, Mrs. Indra Devi, Manager and Sh. S.K.Sharma,

P/T Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee. They

submitted reply to the questionnaire and produced the record. As per the

reply, the school had implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay

Commission w.e.f. April 2009 and had hiked the fee w.e.f. April 2009, in

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The

school did not charge the 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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.lOO/- per

month for all classes in terms of the order of the Director of
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Solanki Public School. Nasirpur Dabri Road. Durga Park.

New Delhi-110045

Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, the school had not

hiked the fee for any class.

(ii). The school had partially implemented the recommendations of

6^.Pay Commission as D.A. and T.A. had not been paid as per the

prescribed norms.

(iii) The salaiy to the staff had been paid in cash in-spite of the school

having a bank account.

(iv) The school had never deducted T.D.S. and P.F. from the salary of

the staff.

7. By notice dated 02.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

29.05.2014 along with the 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 29.05.2014, Mrs! Indra Devi, Manager and Sh. S.K.Sharma,

P/T Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee. It was

conceded by them that the school hiked the fee in 2009-10, in terms of

the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02^2009. But, in respect

of the year 2010-11, it was asserted that there was no hike in fee. It was
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Solanki Public School. Nasirpur Dabri Road. Durga Park.

New Delhi - 110045 . 000495

also stated that the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission had

been partially implemented and the school did not charge development

fee. It was admitted that in-spite of the school having a bank account,

the salary to the staff was paid in cash without deducting T.D.S.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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
Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
1 toV 380 480 100 480 NIL

VI to VIII 460 560 100 560 NIL

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

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

Education dated 11.02.2009, but during 2010-11, there was no hike in

fee. The school is working on low fee base.
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Solanki Public School. Nasirpur Dabri Road. Durga Park.

New Delhi - 110045

11. The school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6^ Pay Commission partially without deducting T.D.S. Salaiy to

the staff is being paid in cash, in-spite of the school having a bank

account, In such circumstances the claim of the school to have

implemented the recommendations of the 6^.Pay Commission, even

partially is not acceptable by the Committee.

12. As per the record filed before us, the school has not charged

development fee from the students. -

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

The school, though, has utilised the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009 for increasing the fee in 2009-10, but

during 2010-11, there was no hike in fee. The school is also working

on low fee base. Therefore, the Committee feels that no intervention

is required qua the aspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Member Chairperson
Dated:- 03.06.2014

•JUSTICE
anil dev/ SINGH

CO»ITTEE
Review of Scliool Fee>

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member
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B-458

Bal Vikas Public School, Paschim Vihar, Delhi-63

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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Bal Vikas Public School. Paschim Vihar. Delhi-63

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

its notice dated 03.06.2013 required the school to appear on 04.07.2013

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.

5. On 04.07.2013, Shri Pradeep Goyal, Manager of the school

appeared before the Committee. He submitted reply to the questionnaire

and produced the record. As per the reply, the school neither

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission nor hiked

the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009.

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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.50/- per

month for classes I to IV, by Rs.lOO/- for class V, by Rs.200/- for

classes IX and X. There was, however, no hike in fee for classes VI

to VIII. During 2010-11, the school hiked the fee for classes I, II, IV

and VI by Rs.50/- but there was no hike for other classes.

(ii). The benefit of recommendations of 6^11. Pay Commission had been

given from April 2009.
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Bal Vikas Public School, Paschim Vihar, Delhi-63

7. By notice dated 02.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

29.05.2014 along with entire accounting, fee ^d salaiy 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 29.05.2014, Shri Pradeep Goyal, Manager and Shri S.

Bhardwaj, Accountant, of the school appeared before the Committee. It

was stated by them that the school did not hike the fee in 2009-10 in ,

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and the.

recommendations of the 6^^ Pay Commission had .not been implemented

due to financial constraints. It was also stated that the school did not

charge development fee!

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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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Bal Vikas Public School. Paschim Vihar. Delhi-63

Class Tuition

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11

I toll 700 750 50 800 50

III 750 800 50 800 NIL

IV 750 800 50 850 , 50

V 750 850 100. 850 NIL

VI 850 850 NIL 900 50

VII-VIII 900 900 NIL 900 NIL

IX-X 1000 1200 200 1200 NIL

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school did not increase the

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

Education dated 11.02.2009, except for classes IX and X but during

2010-11, there was no hike in fee for these two classes. For the

remaining classes in 2010-11, either there was no hike or the hike was

within the tolerance limit of 10%.

11. As regards the question of implementation of the recommendations

of the 6th Pay Commission is concerned, the school did not implement

the same. This position is conceded by the representatives of the school.

12. As per the record filed before us, the school has not charged

development fee from the students.
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Bal Vikas Public School. Paschim Vihar. DalTti-fia

000501

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

The school though has hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10, for

classes IX and X in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated 11.02.2009, but there was no hike in fee in 2010-11 for these

classes. Therefore, the Committee feels that no intervention is

required qua the aspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly.

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

Dated:- 03.06.2014
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B-484

G.N. Public School, Rai Park, Sultanpuri Road, Delhi - 86

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'.

COMMITTEE
^ V "or Review of School Fee

JUSTICE \ Page 1of5
ANIL DEV SINGH \
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G.N. Public School. Raj Park, Sultanpuri Road, Delhi -

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

its notices dated 01.07.2013 required the school to appear on

10.07.2013 and to produce entire accounting, fee and salaiy records for

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

questionnaire.

5. On 10.07.2013, Mrs. Indu, Manager and Sh. Vasudev Sharma, P/T

Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee. They

submitted reply to the questionnaire and produced the record. As per the

reply, the school had implemented the recommendations of the 5^ Pay

Commission w.e.f.' March, 2011, had hiked the fee w.e.f. April 2010, in

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, and

the school did not charge the 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 had not increased tuition fee in 2009-10. During

2010-11, the hike had been by 22.22% to 33.33%.

(ii). The school had claimed to have implemented the recommendations

of 6th.Pay Commission w.e.f March, 2011.

Reviav of School Feey
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B-484

G.N. Public School, Raj Park, Sultanpuri Road, Delhi - 86

(iii)'. The salaiy to the staff had been paid in cash in-spite of the school

having a bank account.

(iv). The school had never deducted T.D.S. and P.P. from .the salary of

the staff.

(v). The school, had not paid full salary for twelve months in a year

and during number of months, the salaiy had been paid for a

number of days only.

7. By notice dated 15.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

03.06.2014 along with the 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 03.06.2014, Mrs. Indu, Manager, Ms. Cham, Teacher and Shri

Vasudev Sharma, P/T Accountant of the school appeared before the

Cornmittee. It was contended by them that the hike in fee by 25% to

33.33% in 2010-11, should not be viewed in isolation as the school did

not hike any fee in the years 2008-09 and 2009-10. It was conceded that

the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission had not been

implemented as the students come from slum areas and cannot afford to
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G.N. Public School. Rai Park, Sultanpuri Road, Delhi - 86
U'

pay high fees. It was also asserted that the school did not charge

development fee.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative 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

Fee during
2008-09

Tuition

Fee

during
2009-10

Tuition Fee

increased

in 2009-10

Tuition

Fee

during
2010-11

Tuition

Fee

increased

in 2010-11
I toV 400 400 Nil 500 100

VI to VIII 450 450 Nil 600 150

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school did not increase the

fee during the year 2009-10, but during 2010-11, there was hike in fee

by more th^ 10%. The school is working on low fee base.

11. The school has admittedly not implemented the recommendations

of the Pay Commission.
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G.N. Public School, Raf Park, Sultanpuri Road, Delhi - 86

. 000506

12. As per the record filed before us, the school has not charged

development fee from the students.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

The school has not hiked the fee in 2009-10 and has also not

implemented the recommendations of the 6*^ Pay Commission.

During 2010-11, there was hike in fee by more than 10%, but

keeping in view the fact that there was no hike in 2009-10 and the

school is working on low fee base, the Committee feels that no

intervention is required qua the aspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly.
/

J

J.S. Kochar

Member

Dated:- 23.07.2014

JUSTICE

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

"or Review of School fee/
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Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Chairperson Member
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B-518

Panchsheel Golden Public School. Ram Nagar Ext.. 000507

Mandoli Road. Shahdara. Delhi-110032

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 ofthe matter the school,was placed in categoiy 'B'.
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B-518

Panchsheel Golden Public School, Ram Nagar Ext., >• 000508

Mandoli Road. Shahdara. Delhi-110032

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

_ its notices dated 20.08.2013 required the school to appear on

27.09.2013 and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for
i

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

-̂ questionn^re.

5. On 27.09:2013, Sh.Satish Kumar, Principal of the school attended

I the office of the Committee. He did not bring complete record and

requested for another date to produce complete record. At his request

the school was directed to produce the record on 14.10.2013. No one

' attended office of the Committee on the scheduled date. The school was

provided further opportunities to produce its record on 28.10.2013 and

^ 20.11.2013.

6. On 20.11.2013, Sh.Satish Kumar, H.M. of the school attended the

_ office of the Committee. He submitted reply to the questionnaire and

^ produced the record. As per the reply, the school had neither

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission,, nor hiked

^ ; the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated
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1 Panchsheel Golden Public School, Ram Nagar Ext.. ^000509
1 ' I

Mandoli Road. Shahdara. Delhi-110032

r

^ 11.02.2009. The school did not charge development fee from the

_ students.

— The record, in the first instance, was examined by Mrs. Sunita

Nautial, AAO of the Committee, She observed to the effect that; -

^ (i). The school had not increased tuition fee in 2009-10. During 2010-

11, the hike had been by Rs.50/- p.m.

I (ii). The school had been charging low fee, ranging from Rs.200/- to

^ . Rs.350/- p.m. during 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11.

(iii). • The school had not implemented the recommendations of 6^.Pay

' Commission.

(iv)- The salaiy to the staff had been paid in cash in-spite of the school

having a bank account.

(v). The school had never deducted T.D.S. and P.F. from the salary of

2 the staff.

^ 8. By notice dated 26.06.2014 the school was asked to appear on

23.07.2014 along with the entire accounting, fee and salaiy records for

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

Committee and for affording an opportunity ofhearing to the school.
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Panchsheel Golden Public School. Ram Nagar Ext..' 000510

Mandoli Road. Shahdara. Delhi-110032

9. On 23.07.2014, Sh. Satish Kumar, HM of the school appeared

before the Committee. It was contended by him that the school had

neither implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission,

nor hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009. In 2010-11 the hike in fee was by Rs.50/- p.m. only. The

school did not charge development fee from the students. The school was

working on low fee base.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative of the school.

Discussion and Recommendations

The school did not increase the fee during the year 2009-10.

During 2010-11, there was hike in fee by Rs.50/- p.m. only. The school

is working on low fee base. The school has admittedly not implemented

the recommendations of the 6th pay Commission. As per the record filed

before us, the school has not charged development fee from the students.

JUSTICE
AMiL DEV SINGH

COMMIHEE
orRoviev/of School Feey

il; C

Secf^t^
Page 4 of 5



u

B-518

Panchsheel Golden Public School, Ram Nagar Ext..
:7^0005U

Mandoli Road. Shahdara. Delhi-110032

Re. Fee Hike

The Committee feels that no intervention is required qua the

aspect of fee for the following reasons:-

(i) The school dW not hike the fee during the year 2009-10;

(ii) The hike in the fee during the years 2010-11 was only 10%,

and

(iii) It is working on a low fee base.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:-01.08.2014
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The school submitted copies of its annual returns filed under Rule

180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 for the years 2006-07 to 2010-

11, fee schedules for the aforesaid years, details of salary paid to the staff

before implementation of VI Pay Commission and after its implementation,

details of arrears paid to the staff, statement indicating the fee hike effected

by the school consequent to order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director

of Education, and copy of the circular issued to the students regarding fee

hike pursuant to the aforesaid order of the Director of Education, to the Dy.

Director of Education, Distt. South, under cover of its letter dated

08/02/2012. These documents were forwarded to the Committee. As the

school claimed to have implemented the VI Pay Commission report as well as

hiked the fee in terms of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of

Education, it was placed in catego:ty B'.

In order to verify the claims of the school, the Committee issued a

notice dated 19/09/2013 requiring the school to produce on 10/10/2013 in
Its office, Its fee records, salaiy records, books of accounts, the provident

fund returns and the TDS return for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11. As the

school had not submitted reply to the questionnaire issued by the
Committee, the school was also directed to furnish the same. Aletter dated

08/10/2013 was received from the school requesting for three weeks time
for producing the records. Acceding to- the request of the school, the school

was advised to produce the requisite records on 29/10/2013. However, on

28/10/2013, another letter was received from the school requesting for
three weeks more time. Alast opportunity was given to the school to
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produce the records on 20/11/2013. Surprisingly the Committee received

another letter dated 19/11/2013 from the school requesting for four weeks

more time as the concerned official of the school, who was suffering from

dengue, was not attending the school. Finding that the school was avoiding

the scrutiny of its records ^or one reason or the other, the Committee gave a

notice of hearing dated 12/12/2013 for providing an opportunity to the

school to justify the fee hike effected by it. On 20/01/2014, the date fixed

for hearing, Sh. Mohammed Suleman, Member of the Managing Committee,

Sh. S.K. Sharma, Accountant and Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Accountant of the

school appeared and produced the relevant records. They also filed reply to

the questionnaire issued by the Committee with regard to tuition fee as well

as development fee. As per the reply, the school stated as follows:

(a) It had implemented the recommendations of VI Pay Commission

report w.e.f. April 2009. The expenditure on salary for the month

of March 2009 was Rs. 6,19,763 which rose to Rs. 9,37,314 in

April 2009 on implementation of VI Pay Commission report.

(b) The school had paid arrears amounting to Rs. 22,24,586 on

account of retrospective appUcation ofVI Pay Commission report.

(c) The school had hiked the fee w.e.f. April 2009 in terms of order

dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education.

(d) The school had recovered arrear fee amounting to Rs. 21,41,951

as per the aforesaid order.
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^ (e) The school is charging development fee from the year 2008-09

onwards. It recovered a sum of Rs. 10,52,840 as development in

2008-09, Rs. 12,32,320 in 2009-10 and Rs. 15,66,505 in 2010-11.

(f) The school had utilised development fee to the extent of20,22,079

in 2008-09, Rs. 15,03,177 in 2009-10 and Rs. 4,05,754 in 2010-

11. The utilisation in 2008-09 to the extent of Rs. 12,40,000 was

foi" purchase of a school bus and Rs. 12,65,000 for the same

~ • purpose was incurred in 2009-10.

I (g) The school was treating the development fee as a revenue receipt

in its accounts.

(h) The school was not maintaining any depreciation reserve fund for

depreciation on assets acquired out of development fee nor the

_ school was keeping the unutilised development fund in a separate

bank account as the entire unutilised development fee was spent

m payment of salaries.

I

The audit officer of the Committee was directed to scrutinize the

records produced by the school with reference to the annual returns filed by

^ the school and the reply submitted by the school to the questionnaire issued

^ by the Committee. After examining the records, she made the ,following

observations:

p (a) The school had hiked the tuition fee by Rs. 200 per month for

— classes pre primary to X and Rs. 300 per month for class XI in

p 2009-10 in terms of the order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the
Director of Education. The fee charged in 2009-10 vis a vis that

i

\~
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charged in 2008-09 from students of different classes was as

follows:

Class Monthly Monthly Hike in Monthly
tuition fee for tuition Fee for tuition fee w.e.f.
F.Y. 2008-09 F.Y. 2009-10 01/04/2009 (Rs.)

—
(Rs.) (Rs.)

Pre- 785 985 200
primary

/, to V

VI to VIII 845 1045 200

1 IX&X 990 1190 200
XI 1100 1400 300

I !

r

r

(b) The school holds heavy cash balances as cash deposited in the

bank generally at the end of the financial year.

(c) The school paid the arrears of salary in two installments in.May

2010 and August 2010. The entire amount of Rs. 8,89,834 paid

as arrear salary in May 2010 was by way of bearer cheques.

However, the second installment paid in August 2010 amounting

to Rs. 13,34,752 was generally by way of account payee cheques

except in a few stray cases.

The audit officer of the Committee was directed to prepare a

preliminaiy calculation sheet based on the information furnished by the

school and the result of the examination conducted by her. She prepared

the following, calculation sheet which showed that after accounting for the

available funds as on 31/03/2009, additional funds generated by way of fee

hike and recoveiy of arrear fee, the impact of implementation of VI Pay

Commission report, the school was left with a surplus of Rs. 24,68,957 and

to that extent the fee hike appeared to be unjustified;-
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1 statement showing Funds available for implementation of VI Pay Commission, report

Particulars Amount (Rs.) Amount (Rs.)

Current Assets + Investments

Cash in hand 354,202
1 Bank Balance (PSsS Bank) 759,087

FDRs with accrued interest 2,239,957

TDS Recoverable 17,475 3,370,721
?

Less: Current Liabilities
1 •

Salary Payable 609,262

TDS Payable 4,000

r PF Payable 18,380
-

Administrative Charges 834

n ' N.K. Mahajan & Co. 8,500

Electricity Charges 6,131

r
w

Telephone Charges 1,425 648,532
Net Current Assets + Investments (Funds available) as on

1 ~ 31/03/2009 2,722,189

Total Liabilities after Vlth. Pay

1 Arrear of Salary as per VI th Pay Commission (w.e.f. 01.09.2008
Less: to 31.03.2009 paid by cheque) 1,334,752

, ^ Increased Salary for 2009-10 3,273,196 4,607,948

-

Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee. Hike (1,885,759)

1 Add: Total Recovery after VI th Pay
'' ' Recovery of Arrear fee 2,141,951

Annual increase in Tuition Fee (FY09-10) 2,212,765 4,354,716

Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike 2,468,957
1

Working notes:

1

Increase in Tuiion Fee in 2009-10 2008-09 2009-10

Tuition Fee received as per Income StExp. A/c 7,027,440 ^ 9,240,205

r
Incease in Tuition fee in 2009-10 2,212,765

Salary as per Income fis Exp. A/c in 2009-10 2008-09 2009-10

r-. Establishment as per Income & Exp. A/c except Staff Welfare 7,279,698 10,552,894

1" Increase in 2009-10 3,273,196

•J-t
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A copy of the preliminary calculation "sheet was furnished to the

school by the Committee vide its letter dated 20/02/2014 and the

school was asked to furnish its comments. As the aforesaid

calculation sheet did not factor in the accrued liabilities of gratuity

and leave encashment for want of information, the school was also
f-

directed to furnish the details of the same.

On 28/03/2014, which was the next date of hearing, the

aforesaid representatives of the school appeared and filed written

submissions of that date. The school disputed the preliminaiy

calculations made by the audit officer of the Committee and filed its

own calculation sheet showing that instead of a surplus of Rs.

24,68,957, the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs. 51,71,357 after

implementation of VI Pay Commission report. The school submitted

that

(a) The preliminary calculations did not allow any deductions

out of the funds available as on 31/03/2009 for the following

current liabilities:

1) Amount payable to Indersons Motors Rs.8,08,892

2) Advance fee Rs. 9,24,113
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(b) The preliminary calculations did not factor the arrears of

salary paid to the staff in 1st installment which amounted to

Rs. 8,89,834.

(c) The preliminaiy calculations did not factor in the

requirement of the school for keeping funds in reserve

amounting to Rs. 39,09,855 towards accrued liabiUty of

gratuity (Rs. 7,01,297), accrued liability of leave encashment

(Rs. 7,29,506) and reserve equivalent to four months' salary

(Rs. 24,79,052).

(d) The preliminary calculation did not factor in the incremental

liability of gratuity and leave encashment amounting to Rs.

11,07,620 for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10.

Discussion:

The Committee has perused the returns filed by the school

under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973, the reply

submitted by the school to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee, the audited financials of the school, the observations of

the audit officer, the preUminary calculation sheet and the response of

the school on the same and the information and documents furnished

during the course of hearing. The Committee is of the view that the

submissions of the school regarding keeping funds aside to meet its

accrued liability of gratuity, leave encashment and reserve for future

JUSTICE ^
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contingencies need to be dealt with first. The prelirainaiy calculations

did not factor in the liabilities for gratuity and leave encashment for

want of information from the school. However, subsequently the

school has furnished employee wise detail of its liability for gratuity

amounting toRs. 15,69,695 and for leave encashment amounting to

Rs. 9,68,727 as oh 31/03/2010. These aggregate to Rs. 25,38,423 as

against the surplus calculated in the preliminary calculation sheet

which amounts to Rs. 24,68,957. The Committee has taken a

consistent view that the entire funds available with the school ought

not to be considered as available for implementation of VI Pay

Commission report. The schools must keep in reserve funds for

meeting its accrued liabilities of gratuity, leave encashment and

reserve for future contingencies. If the liabilities of gratuity and leave

encashment are considered, the entire surplus of Rs. 24,68,957

determined in the preliminary calculation sheet gets wiped out. In

this view of the matter, the Committee is of the view that the school

was justified in hiking the tuition fee to the extent it did and no

intervention is required qua the tuition fee. ..

Development Fee;

As per the reply of the questionnaire regarding development fee,

which has been extracted supra, the school was not fulfilling any of

the pre conditions prescribed by the Duggal Committee regarding
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charging development fee. Admittedly, the school was treating the

development fee as a revenue receipt and not maintaining any

separate accounts for unutilised development fee and depreciation
1

_ reserve in respect of assets created out of development fee. Further,
I

. the utilisation of development fee in 2008-09 and 2009-10 was also

_ not for the prescribed purposes of purchase and upgradation of

_ furniture, fixture and upgradation but was mainly for purchase of

_ school buses. In 2010-11, the utilisation of about Rs. 11.61 lacs out of

_ a total collection of Rs. 15.65 lacs was for incurring revenue
>

expenses.
I

^, The recommendations of Duggal Committee on this issue were

,~ affirmed by the HonTDle Supreme Court in the case of Modem School

vs. Union of India ( 2004) 5 SCC 583.

I

Hence, in view of the Committee, the charge of development fee

^ by the school was unjustified. Since the Committee has been
i^3J^dated to examine the issue of fee charged by the schools in

pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of

Education, the Committee is restricting its recommendations to the
I

development fee charged by the .school in 2009-10 and 2010-11. In
r

^ normal course, the Committee would have recommended refund of
I ;

^ development fee of Rs. 12,32,320 charged in 2009-10 and Rs.

_ 15,66,505 charged in 2010-11 ( total Rs. 27,98,825), along with

JUSTICE -Opy
ANIL DEV SINGH >.

COMMITTEE I
"rRovisw of School Fee/ ^^^tary



-tf,

B-657

St. Giri Public School. Sarita Vihar. New Delhi-110076 Q00521

interest @ 9% per annum. However, as noticed supra while dealing

with the issue of tuition fee, the school was in deficit to the tune of

Rs.69,466 (25,38,423-24,68,957) on implementation of VI Pay

Commission report and while calculating this deficit, the Committee

had not taken into account the reserve for future contingencies. The

total expenditure on salaries in 2009-10 was Rs. 10,552,894. Based

on this, the requirement of reserve equivalent to four months salary

works out to Rs. 35,17,531. Since the requirement of reserve for

futxire contingencies is more than the development fee which in view

of the Committee was not charged in accordance vwth law, the

Committee refrains from recommending any refund out of

development fee.

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.

4

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

Dated: 14/07/2014
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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 school 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
r

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 neither hiked the fee in terms

of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 nor

implemented recommendations of the 6^ pay commission. In this view of

the matter the school was placed in categoiy 'C.
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4. With a view to verify the returns, the Office of the Committee vide

its notice dated 23.07.2012 required the school to appear on 09.08.2012

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.

On the scheduled date, no one appeared. The Committee vide notice

dated 14.08.2012 directed the school to, attend the Office of the

Committee with complete record on 30.08.2012. Again, no one appeared

on 30.08.2012 to produce the record.

5. The record, received from the concerned Deputy Director of

Education of the Directorate of Education, in the first instance, was

examined by Mrs. Sunita Nautiyal, A.A.O. of the Committee. She
observed to the effect that: -

(i). The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10 aiid 2010-11,
within the range of 10%.

(ii). The record of development fee was not available in the file.

6. By notice dated 12.12.2013, the school was asked to appear on
23.01.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
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Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school. The

hearing was adjourned to 28.03.2014 with due intimation to the school.

7. On 28.03.2014, Shri Sushil Kumar Jha, Admission Incharge with

Ms. Mohini Khowal, Computer Operator of the school appeared before

the Committee. Since the record of the school had never been verified

earlier as the school did not respond to the previous notices, the Audit

Officer of the Committee was asked to verify the record of the school.

8. On 21.04.2014, Shri Anil Kumar, Manager, Mrs. Meenu, TGT and

Shri S.K. Sharma, Part Time Accountant attended the Office of the

Committee and produced the record. They also filed reply to the

questionnaire. As per the reply, the school claimed that it had-

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission w.e.f.

July, 2011 without the fee hike in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009. The school also claimed that it did not

collect the development fee from the students.

9. The record produced by the school was examined by Shri A.D.

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

JUSTICE \ SiiUE CO Page 3of6
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(i). The recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission had been

implemented w.e.f. July, 2011, but the arrears of salary had not

been paid to the staff.

(ii). The salaiy to the staff had been paid in cash in spite of the school

having a bank account.

(iii). The school never deducted PF and TDS from the salary of the staff.

(iv). The school had hiked the tuition fee during 2009-10 and 2010-11

by Rs.50/- for all classes, which was within the tolerance limit of

10%.

10. By notice dated 02.05.2014, the school was asked to appear on

15.05.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
1

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

Committee and for affording another opportunity of hearing to the

school.

11. On 15.05.2014, Ms. Meenu Dhaliwal, Teacher of the school
i

appeared before the Committee. The representative .of the school stated

that the school had implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay

Commission w.e.f. July, 2011. It was admitted that salaiy to the staff

was paid in cash without deducting the TDS. It was further contended

Page 4 of 6
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that the school hiked the fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11 nominally and did

not charge development fee.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representatives of the school.

The school has hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 within the permissible

limit of 10%. During 2010-11 also, the hike was very nominally by a

sum of Rs.50/-.

13. It appears to us that this was done to conceal the actual salary

paid to the staff. Otherwise, there was no reason why the same was not

paid through account payee cheques. It was a mechanism adopted to

prevent discovery of fact that staff was not being paid according to the

recommendations of the 6th. Pay Commission read with the Order of the

Director of Education dated February 11, 2009. There is another

indicator which demolishes the claim of the school that it had

implemented the recommendations of the 6th. Pay Commission. It is

admitted by the school that it was not deducting TDS from the salary of

the staff. In case, the recommendations of the 6th. Pay Commission had

been implemented; the school would have surely deducted the TDS, in

case of Principal arid TGTs. Therefore, in the circumstances the claim of

Page 5 of 6
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the school, to have implemented the recommendations of the 6^^ Pay

Commission cannot be relied upon.

14. As per the record filed before us, the school has not charged

development fee from the students.

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,

therefore, the Committee feels,that no intervention is required qua

the aspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

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

Dated:-30.05.2014
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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 school 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 neither hiked the fee in terms

of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 nor

implemented recommendations of the 6^ pay commission. In this view of

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

its notice dated 13.07.2012 required the school to appear on 25.07.2012
I

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.

On the scheduled date, no one appeared. The Committee vide fmal

notice dated 06.08.2012 directed the school to attend the Office of the

Committee with complete record on 23.08.2012. Again, no one appeared

on 23.08.2012 to produce the record.

5. The record, received from the concerned Deputy Director of

Education of the Directorate of Education, in the first instance, was

examined by Mrs. Sunita Nautiyal, A.A.O. of the Committee. She

observed to the effect that: -

(ij. The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11,

within the range of 10%.

(ii). The record of development fee was not available in the file.

6. By notice dated 12.12.2013, the school was asked to appear on

23.01.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the

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

hearing was adjourned to 28.03.2014 with due intimation to the school.

7. On 28.03.2014, Shri Pradeep Kumar, authorized representative of

the school appeared before the Committee since the record of the school

had never been verified earlier as the school did not respond to the

previous notices, the Audit Officer of the Committee was asked to verify

the same.

8. On 07.04.2014, Shri Pradeep Klimar Jain, Part Time Accountant

attended the Office of the Committee and produced the record. He also

filed reply to the questionnaire. As per the reply, the school had

implemented the recommendations of the 6^ Pay Commission w.e.f.

April, 2011 and had hiked the fee w.e.f. April, 2009 but had not collected

the development fee from the students.

9. The record produced by the school was examined by Shri A.D.

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

(i). The recommendations of the Pay Commission had been

implemented w.e.f. April, 2011, but the D.A. and T.A. had not been
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000531

paid to the staff as per the prescribed norms. Arrears of salary

had also not been paid to the staff.

(ii). The salary to the staff had been paid in cash, in spite of the school

having a bank account.

(iii). The school never deducted PF and TDS from the salaiy ofthe staff.

(iv). The school had hiked the tuition fee during 2009-10 and 2010-11

within the range of 10% for all classes.

10. By notice dated 02.05.2014, the school was asked to appear on

12.05.2014 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 another opportunity of hearing to the

school.

.11. On 12.05.2014, Shri Arvind Mudgal, Manager with Shri Pradeep

Kumar, LDC of the school appeared before the Committee. The

representatives of the school had fairly conceded that the school had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6*^ Pay Commission and its

implementation had been shown only in papers. It was further contended

that the school hiked the fee in 2009-10 within 10% and did not charge

development fee.
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St. Mudgal Public School. Bhagwati Vihar. Uttam Nagar. Delhi - 59

. 000532

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representatives of the school.

The school has hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11 within the

permissible limit of 10%. The school admittedly has not implemented

the recommendations of the 6*^ Pay Commission and has also not

charged development fee from the students.

I

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 and the

hike was within the tolerance limit of 10%, the Committee feels

that no intervention is required qua the aspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

% " " %
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated:- 30.05.2014

JUSTICE
anil dev SINGH
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C-423

Premalabai Chavan Mook Badhir Vidyalaya, QQQ53'

Kakkadi More, Delhi - 92

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 in question did not respond to the questionnaire within

the specified time. 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 Deputy Director of

Education along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 24.09.2013 again

requested the Deputy Director of Education, District East, to made

available the financials of the school to the Committee. No response was

received from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.

copy Page 1 of 3
JUSTICE

ANIL DEV SINGH , ...
COlvWilTTEE ) i^k-ary

or Review or School Fee/



C-423

Premalabai Chavan Mook Badhir Vidyalaya,

Kakkadi More, Delhi - 92

4. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 28.09.2012 and

subsequent reminder dated 01.11.2013 requested the Director of

Education to make available the record of the school but to no avail.

5. The Manager of the school vide notice of the Committee dated

21.01.2014 was directed to produce the record for verification on

13.02.2014.

6. On 13.02.2014, Shri I.S. Saxena, Manager of the Society and Shri

N.S. Negi, LDC of the school attended the Office of the Committee arid

requested for some more time to produce the record for verification. The

school was directed to produce the record on 24.02.2014.

7. On 24.02.2014, Shri I.S. Saxena, Manager of the Society and Shri

B.C. Gupta, General Secretary, All India Deaf^ and Dumb Society

attended the Office of the Committee for the verification of record.

8. The record submitted by the school, 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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Kakkadi More. Delhi - 92

(i). The school had been receiving grant-in-aid from Social Welfare

Department of GNCT of Delhi
7 -

(ii). The school had been providing free-education and did not charge

any tuition fee from the students.

(iii). The salary to the staff was paid through PAO-17, Govt. of Delhi, in

accordance with the recommendations of the Pay Commission.

The Committee has perused the observations of the Audit

Officer of the Committee as well as the copies of letters evidencing

payment of grant-in-aid to the school by Department of Women and

Child Development, Govt. of Delhi. The Committee is of the view

that since the school is Govt. Aided School, it falls outside the

purview of the Committee.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson ^

Dated: - 29.05.2014

JUSTICE
AMIL DEV SINGH

TEE

'•or Review of School Fee7
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Member
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C-425

Keshav Vidva Mandir. West Vinod Nagar. Delhi - 110 092

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 neither hiked the fee in terms

of the order of the. Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 nor

implemented recommendations of the 6^ pay commission. In this view of

the matter the school was placed in category 'C.
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C-425

Keshav Vidya Mandir, West Vinod Nagar, Delhi - 110 092

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

its notices dated 21.01.2014 and 06.03.2014 required the school to

appear on 14.02.2014 and 11.03.2014, respectively 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 11.03.2014, Shri Rajeev Kumar Ranjan, authorized

representative of the school appeared before the Committee. He produced

the record but did not submit reply to the questionnaire. However, the

reply to the questionnaire was filed on 13.03.2014. As per the reply, the

school had, neither implemented the recommendations of the Pay

Commission, nor hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009. The school also did not charge

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 had increased tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11

within the permissible limit of 10%.

COMMITTEE
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C-425

Keshav Vidya Mandir, West Vinod Nagar, Delhi - 110 092

(ii). The school had not implemented the recommendations of Pay

Commission.

(iii). The salary to the staff had been paid in cash as the school did not

have any bank account.

(iv). The school had never deducted T.D.S. and P.F. from the salary of

the staff.

7. By notice dated 15.05.2014 the school was asked to appear on

03.06.2014 along with the 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 03.06.2014, Shri Rajeev Kumar Ranjan, authorized

representative of the school appeared. before the Committee. It was

contended by him that the school had not implemented the

recommendations of 6^ Pay Commission and had also not hiked the fee

in terms of the order of the Director of Education, dated 11.02.2009. The

hike in fee was within the range of 10% during 2009-10 and. 2010-11. It

was further contended that the school did not charge the development

fee from the students.

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

of the Committee and submissions of the representative of the school.
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000539Keshav Vidva Mandir, West Vinod Nagar, Delhi - 110 092

10. The school did not hike the fee during the year 2009-10, in terms

of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. During

2010-11 also the hike in fee was by 10%.

11. The school had not implemented the recommendations of the 5^

Pay Commission.

12. As per the record filed before us, the school had not charged

development fee from the students.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

The school has not utilised the order of the Director of

iBducation dated 11.02.2009 for increasing the fee in 2009-10.

Therefore, the Committee feels that no intervention is required qua

the aspect of fee.

Recommended accordingly. ,

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 23.07.2014

JUSTICE

ANiLDEVSiNGH
COMMITTEE

"•jr Review of School Feey

Dr. R.K. Sharina

Member
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B-600

Geeta Ashram Vidva Mandir, Delhi Cantt.. New Delhi - 10

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

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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 b}^ 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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Geeta Ashram Vidva Mandir. Delhi Cantt.. New Delhi - 10

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 03.10.2013

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. In response to the aforesaid notice ofthe Committee, the Chairman

of the Society, running the school, vide its letter dated 03.10.2013

informed that the school had been derecognized by the Directorate of

Education and it was functioning temporarily till the end' of session

2013-14, on the basis of an interim stay order granted by the HonlDle

High Court of Delhi on an application filed by the parents and teachers of

the school in said Court.

6. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 15.10.2013 requested

the school to inform the status of the interim order granted by the

Hon'ble High Court of Delhi. The school authority vide its letter dated

12.11.2013 informed that the stay order was vacated by the Hon'ble High

Court by its order dated 25.09.2013.

7. By notice dated 19.06.2014 the school was asked to appear on

11.07.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salaiy records for the

m. Page 2 of 4
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Geeta Ashram Vidva Mandir. Delhi Cantt.. New Delhi - 10

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 11.07.2014, no one appeared before the Committee for hearing

in spite of the notice of having been delivered in the school on

20.06.2014 as confirmed through India Post Tracking System.

9. On 14.07,2014, the Office of the Committee received a letter dated

10.07.2014 from the Chairman of the Society running the school,

reiterating the contents of its earlier letters, dated 03.10.2013 and

12.11.2013.

Determinations and recommendations

10. The school failed to produce its original record not only before the

Audit Officer of the Committee for verification but also before the

Committee. Opportunity of hearing provided to the school was not

availed. Since the school did not produce the original record and stand of

the school in its. aforesaid letters could not be verified in absence of the

record. .

JUSTICE
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Geeta Ashram Vidva Mandir. Delhi Cantt.. New Delhi - 10

11. In view of above, the Committee is unable to make any

recommendation and it is for the Director of Education to take

appropriate action particularly to ascertain the facts regarding fee

hike in pursuance of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated;-30.07.2014

JUSTICE
; ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
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C-404

Guru Gobind Singh Public School.Tilak Nagar. New Delhi

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

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

implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if

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

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. 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 Deputy Director of

Education along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 19.07.2012 requested

_ the Deputy Director of Education, District South-West 'A' to made

available the fmancials of the school to the Committee.

4. The Dy. Director of Education Distt. West-A vide its letter dated

23.01.20.12, informed the Committee that the recognition of the school

' Page 1 of 2

, TRUE COPY
/ JUSTICE \
/ anildevsingh\

2 COMMITTEE Secretary
I . ''TRevjetf of School Fee >



Cms

C-404

Guru Gobind Singh Public School.Tilak Nagar. New Delhi 000545

in question had been withdrawn by the Director of Education w.e.f.

01.04.2010, vide its order dated 22.09.2009. A copy of the aforesaid

order had also been provided for ready reference.

6. In view of above no further action is required to be taken by

the Committee.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:-15.05.2014

JUSTICE

ANIL DEV SINGH
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C-406

D.V.B. (NDPL-D.E.S.Ul Tripolia Colonv.R.P.Bagh. Delhi , |}00546

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

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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. 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 Deputy Director of

Education along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. The Dy. Director of Education Distt. North West-A, vide letter dated

08.08.2012 informed the Committee that the school was at the verge of

closing and the financial record of the school was maintained by Delhi

Transco Limited, as the company bore all financial expenditure related to

the school.
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D.V.B. (NDPL-D.E.S.Ul Tripolia Colonv.R.P.Bagh. Delhi

4. In view of non-availability of the record, the Committee is

unable to make any recommendation and it is for the Director of
I

Education to take appropriate action to enquire whether the school

had hiked the fee, in pursuance of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.2009.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:-15.05.2014
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C-430

Adarsh Bharti Public School. Krishna Nagar, Delhi - 57

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

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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. 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 Deputy Director of

Education along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 24.09.2013 requested

the Deputy Director of Education, District East, Anand Vihar, Delhi to

made available the financials of the school to the Committee. No

response was received from the concerned Deputy Director of Education.
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Adarsh Bharti Public School. Krishna Naffar. DeThi - sv

4. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 28.09.2012 and

subsequent reminder dated 01.11.2013 made a request to the Director of

Education to make available the record of the school. The Committee

received no response from the Office of the Director of Education.

5. The Manager of the school vide notice dated 21.01.2014 and

subsequent reminder on 21.04.2014 was directed to produce the record

for verification. Both the notices came back with the remarks ofthe post

office that the school had been closed and no school exists on the given

address.

6. In view of non-availability of the record and also non-

compliances of the notices of the Committee, the Committee is

unable to make any recommendation with regard to the fee hike, if

any, by the school. In the circumstances it is for the Director of

Education to take appropriate action to enquire whether the school

had hiked the fee, in pursuance of its order dated 11.02.2009.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)'̂
Chairperson

Dated:-15.05.2014

JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH
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C-431

Bal Vikas Modern School. Azad Nagar, Delhi - 51

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

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

implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if

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

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. 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 Deputy Director of

Education along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 24.09.2013 requested

the Deputy Director of Education, District East, Anand Vihar, Delhi to

made available the flnancials of the school to the Committee. No

response was received from the concerned Deputy Director ofEducation.
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C-431

Bal Vikas Modern School, Azad Nagar, Delhi - 51 000551

4. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 28.09.2012 and

subsequent reminder dated 01.11.2013 made a request to the Director of

Education to made available the record of the school. The Committee

received no response from the Office of the Director of Education.

5. The Manager of the school vide notice dated 21.01.2014 was

directed to produce the record for verification on 20.02.2014. The office

of the Committee received a letter dated 24.01.2014, under the signature

of Sh.S.L.Luthra, Ex-Manager of the school, stating that the school had

been closed for the last two years. •

6. In view of above, the Committee is unable to make any

recommendation and it is for the Director of Education to take

appropriate action particularly to ascertain the facts regarding fee

hike in pursuance of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:-15.05.2014

Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member
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C-433

West Delhi Public School, Paschim Vihar, New Delhi - 63 000552

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

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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. 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 Deputy Director of

Education along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 17.12.2013 and

subsequent reminder dated 15.01.2014 requested the Deputy Director of

Education, District West-B' to made available the financials of the school

to the Committee.
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C-433

West Delhi Public School, Paschim Vihar, New Delhi - 63

4. In response to the aforesaid letters of the Committee, the

Education Officer, Zone-17, District West-B' has informed that the

recognition of the school had been withdrawn with immediate effect vide

order dated 11.12.2013 issued by the Addl. Director of Education (Act

Branch). A copy of the aforesaid order had also been enclosed for

reference.

5. In view of above facts and in absence of the record for the

relevant period, the Committee is unable to make any

recommendation and it is for the Director of Education to ascertain

the issue of fee hike, if any, in pursuance of the order dated

11.02.2009 of the Director of Education.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:-15.05.2014

JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH
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Member
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C-434

Convent of St.Marks School,Mahavir Enclave,Palam,New Delhi

. 000554

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

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school 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. 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 Deputy Director of

Education along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. The Office of the Committee vide letter dated 17.12.2013 and

subsequent reminder dated 15.01.2014 requested the Deputy Director of

Education, District South-West 'B' to made available the financials of the

school to the Committee.
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Convent of St.Marks School,Mahavir Enclave.Palam.New Delhi

000555

4. The Manager of the school vide notice of the Committee dated

24.01.2014 was directed to produce the record for verification on

21.02.2014. No one on behalf of the school attended the Office of the

Committee or produced any record.

5. The Dy. Director of Education Distt. South West-B, vide letter
I

dated 07.02.2014 informed the Committee that the school in question

had applied for its closure directly to the act branch of the deptt. and no

record of the school was available with them.

6. In view of non-availability of the record and the school had

applied for its closure, the Committee is of the view that it is for the

Director of Education to ascertain the facts regarding fee hike in

pursuance of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009.

Recommended accordingly.

-F %

J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Member Chairperson
Dated:-15.05.2014
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W.K. Bagrodia Public School, Se<;tor-4. Dwarka. Hew DBthi-l innTB P0055g

seekinrrevrvT'or ftf ^ 05/02/2014 from^the school

apparent from ®recommendations and such mistake wassuited its —n^lns^rLtrHi^h

"To

-A The Registrar General
Delhi High Court
New Delhi.

Or '̂f w!:u Mahasangh &Qrs. vs Govt. nf NP.T pf pelhi 8r.urs. ( wnt Petitaon Np. 7777 nf QnriQ]

Sir,

before'tL'Hon W° ••^=°»n°«=ndations were filedbelore the HonWe High Court as part of the IV Interim Report.
1. Rukmani Deyi PubUc School, Rtam Pura, Delhi-110034

9 ^ /v, f®"" Public School, Dwarka, New Delhi -1100783. Faith Academy, John L. Dorsey Road, Prasad Nagar, New Delhi.

our1.Of

onTe fele tt --e—ndation suffers from an error apparent
wpii fu n record. In like matters, which may arise in future as
rectify su permission of the Hon'ble High Court totify such errors in its recommendations, if any.

with Bench dealingmatter as, the Committee seeks urgent directions for grant of

o
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o

N.K. Bagrodia Public School, Sector-4. Dwarka. New Delhi-110075 000557

permission to rectify our recommendations, which may suffer from errors
apparent on the face of the record."

HonWe High Court vide its order dated 19/03/2014 permitted tlie
Committee to review the case of Rukmani Devi Public School only. The
aforesaid order of the Hon'ble High Court is reproduced below:

W.P.(C)7777/200Q 85 CM No. 3168/201.'^

" In view of the letter dated 12/02/2014 received from the
CoiMittee, we permit the Committee to review the case of Rukmani Devi
Public School, Pitam Pura, Delhi -110034 only.

The writ petition shall be renotified on 09/05/2014."

have »'r recommendations of the Committeehave already been fUed before the Hon'ble High Court, we cannot proceed to
eview our recommendations without directions of the Court. In any event, we

not find any error mour recommendations, which is apparent on the face of
cord. Accordingly, the application for review filed by the school is consigned

CA J.S. Kochar
Member

Dated: 06/05/2014

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Chairperson Member
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Faith Academy. Prasart New 000558

r %-rj
-

f=..i the aree applications, the Committee was of the prima
a ^I'tX S'the r'' School, there appeared to be
app^lt frl Committee's recommendations and such mistake was
Sotted!tr "'T Committee had already
InteS^ repfrt th?r °"ts fourthmterm report, the Committee sought directions from the HonWe High Court
vide Its letter dated 12/02/2014, which is reproduced here beloT

"To

The Registrar General
Delhi High Court
New Delhi.

Abhibhavak Mahasangh &Or.s. vs. Gnvt. of NCT nf Dplhi 85
Ors. (Writ Petition No. 7777 nf^QQQI

Sir,

h,f three matters, our recommendations were filedbefore the HonWe High Court as part of the IV Interim Report.
1. R'^ani Devi PubUc School, Pitam Pura, Delhi-110034

agrodia Public School, Dwarka, New Delhi -110078
. Faith Academy, John L. Dorsey Road, Prasad Nagar, New Delhi.

our schools have Sled applications before us for review ofour recommendations.

llnni" Rukmani Devi Public School, Htam Pura. Delhi-
on f recommendation suffers from an error apparent
well ftfc : -ell, the Committee needs the permission of the HonWe High Court to
rectify such errors in its recommendations, if any.

with ,Jf before the HonT^le Division Bench dealing
e matter as the Committee seeks urgent directions for grant of
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Faith Academy. Prasad Nagar. New DetTii nnncr-.
OuObov

permission to rectify our recommendations, which may suffer from errors
apparent on the face of the record."

The HonlDle High Court vide its order dated 19/03/2014 permitted the
Committee to review the case of Rukmani Devi Public School only The
aforesaid order of the HonWe High Court is reproduced below:

W.P.fa7777/2009 & CM No. 3168/9.01

In view of the letter dated 12/02/2014 received from the
Committee, we permit the Committee to review the case of Rukmani Devi
PubHc School, Pitam Pura, Delhi -110034 only.

The writ petition shall be renotified on 09/05/2014."

In this view of the matter, since the recommendations of the Committee
have already been filed before the HonWe High Court, we cannot proceed to
review our recommendations without directions of the Court. In any event, we
do not find any error in our recommendations, which is apparent on the face of
record. Accordingly, the application for review filed by the school is consigned
to records.

CA^ vJ^S. Kochar
Member

i/-
Justice Ani?Dev Singh (Retd.) ""DrTR '̂lt' sharma' "
Chairperson Member

Dated: 06/05/2014
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