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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 fbllows:

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
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 7
recommended special mspectmn in addition  to
refund of fee
No.. of schools whose claim for a further hike in
fee, over and above that permitted by order dated
11/02/2009, was found to be justified
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 14
inspection to be carried out by Director of '
Education )
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 19
found to be excessive
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 7
indications that either the schools had closed

down or had been derecognised by the
Directorate of Educatmn

Total 81

34

Nil
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B 2. Schools in respect of - which the Committee has

- recommended refund of fee.

C’ The Committee h.as- recommended refund of fee unjustly ].:Jiked

[:ﬂ ’ by 41 schools. Among them are 7 schools, where the Committee,

. besidés recommending the refund, has also recommended special

- inspection to be carried out by the Director of Education.

I\—/' In respect of 34 schools out of 41 schools, which in view of the

. Committee had uﬁjustly hiked the fee, the Committee has found t_hat '
P the hike effected by them | in pursuance of the order dated

. 11/02/2009 issued by_ the Director cﬁ" Education was either wholly or

B partially unjustified as, either: |

@

(b)

the schools had hiked the fee taking ﬁﬁdue advanfage of
the aforesaid order as they had no .requiremeﬁt for
additional funds since they were found nét to have
implemented thé recomfnendations of the VI Pay
Commission, for which purpose the schoois were
permitted to hike the fee, or -
the schools ];1ad sufficient funds at their disposal out of
whicﬁ the additional burden ‘imposed by ‘ the
_implementatiqn of VI Pay Commission could. have been
absorbed, or the additional revenue genera;ced on accounf

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

was required to fully absorb the impact of implementation

of VI.-Pay Commissien-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
Commlttee which was upheld by the Hon’ble Supreme

Court in the case of Modern School vs. Union of India &

ors. (2004) 5 SCC 583.

)

)
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The detailed reasoning and calculations are given in the

recommendatlons 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 Hon’ble Delhi High

Court in Delhi Abhibhavak Mahasangh vs. Directorate of Education &

ors. in WP(C) 7777 of 2009.

recommended refund is as follows: -

The list of these 34 schools where the Committee has’

S. Ref. Name & Address of the School
No. No. Page No.
1 A-45 Jeevan Public School, Pratap Vihar Part-II, Kirari 10-14
| Extension
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
S5 | A-105 | Sant Kirpal Model School, Najafgarh 33-42
6 |A-109 Chowgule Public School, Faiz Read, 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, Safdarjung Enclave 88-104
10 | B-221 | Vivekanand International School, 1. P. Extension 105-116
11 | B-292 | Rajdhani Public School, Narela 117-122 |
12 | B-312 | Pusa Public Sr. Sec., School, Vikas Puri 123-132




Oxford Modern Public School, Mandoli Road,

13 | B-334 Shahdara - 133-137
14 | B-352 | Takshila Public School, Jyoti Colony Extn. 138-143
.1~ | Ram Chandra Sanatan Dharam Modern Public |
15 | B-413 Sr. Sec. School, Sadh Nagar Part-1, Palam Colony 1447150
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. S:':lini Secondary Public School, Saini Vihar, 162-167

. Nangloi
19 [ B-465 | Broadways Public School, Janki Puri 168-172
20 | B-467 | Shanti Ideal Convent Public School, Jai Vihar-III 173-178
21 | B-478 | Shri Nijatam Prem Vidyalaya, Anand Parbat - 179-184
22 | B-482 | Bal Sthali Public School, Kirari, Nangloi 185-189
03 | B-483 5 K. Memorial Public School, Karan Vihar Phase- | . 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 Lal 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
Raja Public School, Chandan Vihar, Nangloi
29 | B-599 224-228
Shiv Vani Model Sr. Sec. School, Mahavir - ‘
30 | B-621 Enclave, Palam Road 229-247
31 | B-634 | Saint Raman School, Mayur Vihar Phase-III 248-253
32 | B-635 |- Florence Public School, Mayur Vihar Phase-I 254-259
33 | c-201 Swami Hariharanand Pq.blic School, Yamuna 060-267
Bazar
34 .| C-432 268-273

Sunshine Public School, Laxmi Nagar

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 inspiré 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

réquired records for examination by the Committee but the fee
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schedules and staff stateménts 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 6t Pay Commission report. As such the

Committee has ndt 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 herewith. The list of the

aforesaid 7 schools is given below: -

S. Ref. Name & Address of the School - Page No.
No. No.
1 A-195 M R Vivekanand Model School, Mukhram Park, 074-986
: Tilak Nagar
9 B-129 Bhawan's Sawan Public School, Bhatti Mines 087-306
) Roads : i
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:

In respect of 14 schools, the Committee has not ‘been able to
take a categorical' view -as, in the case of some schools, compiete
records wére 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 discussed in the case of each




individual "school. In some cases, the records produced appeared to
have been fabricated. Since, the Committee does not have any power _

to éompel the schodls 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. Ref. Name & Address of the School Page No.
No. | No.
1 A-96 Aristotle Public Sr. Sec. School, Qutubgarh 348-352
5 ' A- Shakti Ma!ndir Premwati Public School, 353.357
121 | Daryaganj -
B- |} Adarsh Lakhpat Model Sec. School, .
3 307 | Khajoori Khas 358-361
4 35;‘1 D. H. M. Public School, Dichau Kalan, Najafgarh | 362-365
5 B- | P. D. Model Sec. School, Paschimi Friends 366-370
396 | Enclave, Sect-6, Sultanpuri Road -
6 B- Rajshree International Public School, Karawal 371-376
: 399 | Nagar
7 42‘1 Gyan Public School, Bijwasan 377-380
8 | avs |B.S. M. Public School, Anandpur Dham, Karala | 381-385
C- Spring Fields Convent School, Ranaji Enclave,
9 282 | Najafgarh ' 386-391
10 4(1—5 J. M. Model Public School, Bhajanpura - 392-393
C- | Bharat Bharti Public School, Shakarpur
11 424 ‘| Extension ’ 394—397
12 4%_6 Mayo International School, Patparganj 398-399
13 4%'8 Om Gyan Bharti Public School, Pandav Nagar | 400-401
C- Monalisa Public School, Pratap Nagar, Mayur -
4 | 429 | vihar1 1 402-405




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 toleranée 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 implenientation of Sixth Pay

‘Commission report. Following is the list of the aforesaid 19 schools:

S. Ref, Name & Address of ‘the School Page No.
No. No.
1. A-84 J1ya Memorial Public School, Chander V1har, 406-410
Nilothi .
2 A-97 Vidya Bharti School, Sector-15, Rohini 411-426
3 A-98 Convent of St. Garjiya School, Uttam Nagar 427-431
4 B-19 | Darbari Lal DAV Model School, Shalimar Bagh | 432-440
S B-160 | Greenfields Public School, Dilshad Garden - 441-453
6 B-196 | Dayanarnd Public School, Model Town-III 454-463
7 B-217 | Ravindra Memorial Public School, Shaktl 464-470
Nagar
8 B-261 | New Delhi Public School, Vikas Puri 471-482
9 B-382 | Jai Bharti Public School, Badarpur 483-486
10 B-4o3 |Sant Shri Nandlal Saraswati Vidya Mandir, 487-491 '
.| Palam Colony
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 goell\zi Public School, Raj' Park Sultanpuri 502-506
14 ) Panchsheel Golden Public School, Ram Nagar
B-518 Extension, Shahdara S07-511
15 B-657 | St. Giri Public School, Sarita Vihar 512-521
16 C-257 J. N. International School, Village Aali, 520-507
Badarpur
17 C-088 St.'Mudgal Public School, Bhagwati Vihar, 508-532
“| Uttam Nagar .
18 C-423 Premlabai Chavan Mook Badhir V1dyalaya 533-535
Karkadi More
19 C-425 | Keshav Vidya Mandir, West Vinod Nagar 536-539




6. 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 of the
aforesaid order was justified as none of these schools (except 1) had
filed their annual returné prescribed under Rule 180 of _the Delhi
School Education Rules, 1973 nor d1d 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. Ref. Name & Address of the School

N Page No.

lO. No. _ J
1 | B-600 | Geeta Ashram Vidya Mandir, Delhi Cantt. 540-543
2 C-404 | Guru Gobind Singh Public School, Tilak Nagar 544-545
3 ) D.V.B. (NDPL-DESU) Co-Ed. Middle School, }

C-406 Tripolia Colony, R.P Bagh 546-547

4 | C-430 |Adarsh Bharti Public School, Krishna Nagar 548-549
S | C-431 | Bal Vikas Modern School, Azad Nagar 550-551
6 C-433 | West Delhi Public School, Paschim Vihar 552-553
7 C-434 g:lr;\rrgnt of St. Marks School, Mahavir Enclave, 554-555
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. Disposal of Review applications

The Committee had 'received applications -for revie:v&Kf of its
recommendations, inter alia, from N.K. Bégrodia Public Scﬁool, :
Dwarka and Faith Academy, Patel Nagar. Their review petitions were
disposed off vide note dated 06/05/2014, copies of which are enclosed

at pages 556 to 559

. Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd)

% Chairperson
\/ : 7
/ ) '
. o~
CA J.S. Kochar Dr. R, .’Shaljma
mber ember
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Jeevan Public School Pratap Vlhar,Part II, Kirari Ext. New Delh1—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 ho_t respond to the questionnaire within the

“specified time. However, the returnis filed by the schoolunder Rule 180 of

the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

Y]

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
implementéd the recommendations of the 6t 'Pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category ‘A’.

/ USTICE TRUE Cu v Page 1of 5
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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 16.07.2012 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 Comm1ttee provided final opportunity to the
school to produce its financials for verification on 03.08.2012.

5. On 03.08.2012, Shfi Jugbir Singh, Manager of the school appeared
before the Committee. He submitted reply to the questionnaire and
ptoduced the record. As per the reply, 'tﬁe school had implemented the
recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. March 2010 and had

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

11.02.20009.

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: -

(). 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%.

/\ gmUE C(./
JUSTICE
ANILD

EV SINGH : '
S&t%ry o

Page 2 of 5

COMMITTEE
-+ Fevigw of School Fee



. 000012 A5

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

(ii). The school claimed to have implemented the recomméndation; of
the 6% Pay Commission but D.A. and H.R.A had not been paid as
per the pfescribed norms of 6ﬂ1.Pa$r 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 éxamination 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 repreéentatives of the school
contended that the school had hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 by

Rs.100/- per month for classes I to VII and by Rs.200/- pe'r'm'onth for

classes ‘VIII and X. It was contended that the report-of 6t Pay

Commission was prospectively implemented from March 2009. However,
on veriﬁcaﬁ_on of salary records, it was observed by thé Committee that
after the purported implementation of the report of 6t .Pay 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

purported implementation of the report of 6th.Pay Commission. In its

PIITTID ¢
ﬂ;—TD ITRUE COPY
£ ANILT

DEV SINGH . .
Sew% Page_3of5

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

reply. to the questionnaire regarding devélobfheﬁg - feé, the échool ha_Ls

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:

Tuition

Class 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 350 450 100 495 45

II 375 475 100 523 48

I 400 500 ~ 1100 550 S50

v 425 525 100 578 53

\% ’ 450 550 100 605 55

VI 475 - | 575 100 633 58

VII 500 600 100 660 60

VIII 530 750 200 825 75

IX 600 - 800 200 880 80

X 650 850 200 - 1935 895

10. From the above, it is. manifest that the school has increased the: -
fee during the years 2009-10, in terms of the orde}_ of the Director of

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

within 10%.

USTIoE ?EUE COopy Page 4 of 5
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Jeevan Public School,Pratap Vihar,Part II, Kirari Ext. New Delhi-86- -

11. The salary to the staff has been paid in cash and a substantial
number of teachers have been shown [)f leave“W1thout pay, after the
purported implementation of the recommendgtions of the 6%, Pay
Commission, therefore the claim of the school to have implemeﬁted the

recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission cannot be believed.

12. As per record filed before us, the school has not chérged

- development fee from the students.

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director'ef |
Education dated 11.02.2009 for' enhanc‘ing the tuition fee, without
implementing the recominendatioﬁs of 6th ng 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.

o S0 Sd/- |
Sd/- Sd/- >0/~
K - 4
J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh {Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member Chairperson Member
Dated:- 12.05.2014

/\ fﬁ&g%@@ @OPY Page 5 of_S
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T.N. Public School, Krishan Vihar, Delhi - 110 041

' 1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from thé éch(_)bls With

regard to -the basic questions, whether or hot the séhools ‘had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked fér the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued fo the
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the requést 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. Hdwever, the returns filed by the school under Rule
180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the
Committee on being requisitio'ned 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 énd had not
implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category ‘A’.

_ TRUE COopy
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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 tc; produce entire accounting, fee and salary records for the years
2008—09 to 2010-11 and to furnish réply 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.

S.  On 03.09.2012, Shri Ashok Kumar, Manager and Shri Ramesh
Kumar, Accountant appeared before the Committee and produced the

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

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

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

(). 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
classes. During 2010-11, the hike in fee had been v_vithin 10% for

some of the classes, but for the others, fe_:e had been reduced.

- B

. _ . Page 2 of 7
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T.N. Public School, Krishan Vihar, Delhi - 110 041

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

8. On 25.04.2014, Shri Ramesh Kumar, Accountant of the school
appeared before the Committee and filed a letter seeking adjournment.

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

‘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,

(i). the school implemented the report of the 6% Pay Commission w.e.f.

01.04.2010,

(ii).  the school hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 in accordanée with the

order of the Director of Educa_tion dated 11.02.2009,

///imeE
ANIL DEV SINGH

- COMMITTEE
e of School Feg

Page3 of 7
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T.N. Public School, Krishan Vihar, Delhi — 110 041

(ili). 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 query by the Committee, the
repx_‘esentative of the school had stated that th¢ recommendations of the
6% Pay Commission had been implemented partially by paying revised
basic salary only. It is noticed from the record that the salary to the staff
except Athe Vicé-Principal. and. one of the teachers are being paid i\n cash
in spite of the school having a bank account. The Committee also
observed t_hat the salary 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

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 tuifibn fee during the years 2009-10 and 2010-11:

ﬂsnotz -
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
- Review of Schoof Fee
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T.N. Public School, Krishan Vihar, Delhi - 110 041

Class

Tuition

Tuition

Tuition

Medium of | Tuition | Tuition
instructions | Fee Fee Fee Fee Fee
during |during |increased during | increased
2008- -12009- |in 2010- [in
09 10 2009-10 |11 2010-11
I Hindi 285 385 100 350 -35
English 365 465 100 425 -40
I Hindi 285 385 100 375 -10
English 365 465 100 450 -15
11 Hindi 1295 395 100 400 05
English 415 515 {100 475 -40
IV | Hindi 295 395 100 1425 30
English 415 515 100 500 -15
\' Hindi 305 405 100 425 20
English 415 515 100 - 525 10
VI Hindi 340 440 1100 425 -15 -
' English  |460 560 100  |525  [-35. .
VII | Hindi 340 . 440 100 1450 ‘10
English 460 | 560 100 550 -10 .
VII | 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 1ncreased 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 was
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T.N. Public School, Krishan Vihar, Delhi - 110 041

within the tolerance limit of 10% except class X, in respé_cf—o_f 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 6th Pay Commission fully as
per the prescribed norms. In case, the school had implemented the

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

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

the report of the 6t Pay Commission, the school has been resorting to -

the stratagem of paying the salary 'in.cash.

14. As per record filed before us, 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 6th Pay

Commission, we are of the view that the increase in fee in excess of
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T.N. Public School, Krishan Vihar, Delhi - 110 041

the tolerance limit of 10%, was unjﬁstified. 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.

Sd/ﬂ ; &jdim ' -. :L vzh j

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

Dated:- 02.06.2014
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‘Goodwill Public School, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi - 110 056

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 Comm1ssmn and 1f
S0, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation
thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to _the‘
Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the 'request that the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days (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 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’.
: ?@@E COPV Page1of6
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Goodwill Public School, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi - 110 056

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.

5. On 24.08.2012, Shri Jaikishan Dhar, dealing assistant of the

school attended the Office of the Committee. He submitted reply 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 -

and had hiked the fee from April, 2010 in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 1 1.02.20009.

The record, in the first insfance, was examined by Shri A.K. Bhalla,
Audit Officer of the Comm1ttee 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 recordsiof the school and ultimately produced the record. After

examining the complete records, the aforesaid Audit Officer observed to

the effect that: -

ﬂsnoE o) TRUECu.
[ ANIL DEV SIN
COMMITTEE . Page 2 of 6
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Goodw1ll Public School, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi - 110 056

(i).  The school claimed to have implemented the re'commendations of
the 6% Pay Commission w.e.f. January, 2010, but D.A., T.A. and

H.R. A., had not been paid as per the prescribed norms of 6th 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 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, Mrs. Neelam Malhotra, HM, Shri S.K. Sharma,

. Part Time Accountant and Shri J.K. Dhar, Accounts Assistant of the

‘school appeared before the Committee and provided the records. Tﬁe
representatives of the school filed a written submission dated
30 04.2014, concedlng that the report of the 6t Pay Commission has not
been implemented. They contended that the school did not hike the fee
as per the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, but on

€xamination of the records, the Committee noticed that for classes pre-

Page 3 ofé
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Goodw1ll Public School, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi - -110 056

primary to class V, the fee was llliked to the maximum perI.nissible- extel;lt
as per the aforesaid order. For clasees VI to VIII, the hike Wae 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 clesses

pre-primary, classes I and II. The school filed reply to the quest1onna1re

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 submlss1ons of the representatlves of the school. |
The following chart, which is culled'out from the record would show the

cxact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years 2009-10 and 2010-1 1:

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
Pre nursery 400 450 S50 550 100
Pre primary - | 400 500 100 550 50
I 450 550 100 600 50
I 475 575 100 625 S50
11 475 - 575 100 660 85
v 500 600 100 700 100
\Y 500 600 100 725 125
VI 530 630 100 725 95
VII 530 630 100 750 120
VIII 575 675 100 770 95
Page 4 of 6
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Goodwill Public School, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi — 110 056

10. From the above, it is manifest that the school hés increased the
fee for classes Pre-Primary to V during the years 2009-10, in terms of the
order of the Director.of Education dated 11.02.20009. 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.

12. As per record produced before us, the school has not charged

.

]

P

SR}

!
.

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 for
classes Pre-Primary to V during the  years 2009-10, without
i_mpleni_enting the recommendations of 6t Pay Commission, we are

of the view that the increase in fee in excess of the tolerance.limit
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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 tﬁe extent, it is
relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10 ought also to be'refunded alo_ng
with interest @9% per annum from the date'of its collection to the
date of its refund. | |

Recommended accordingly.

- Sd/- sdf-  Sdf-

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

Dated:- 12.05.2014
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" Adarsh Public School,Shyam Enc_lave;Dinpur,Naiafgarh,New Delhi-54

1. With a view to elicit the relevént 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 purpbse of implementation
thereof, a queétionnaire 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 Educaﬁon Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being rqqui“sitior;ed frorﬁ 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 but had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category ‘A’.
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~ Adarsh Public School,Shyam Enclave,Dinpur,Najafgarh,New Delhi-54

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 oﬁ 24.08.2012
and to produce entire accounting, fee and salary recogds for the years
2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questipnnaire.
The Manager of the school attended the office bf the Committee on
24108-.20 12 and requested to extend the date for the verification of thé '
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. -

-B. 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 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. April 2012 and had

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

11.02.20009.

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: -

‘ ~Ju;loc\f , -
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Adarsh Public School,Shyam Enclave,Dinpur,Najafgarh,New Delhi-54

(i). The schocl had increased tuition. fee in 2009-10, by Rs.100/- for
different classes. During 2010-11, the hike _Was by Rs.'Sd/ . to
Rs.85/-. ' ’ - -

(ii). The school had claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. April 2012, but did not produce

salary register for April 2012 for verification. .

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 examlnatlon of the same by the

_ Comrmttee and for affordmg an opportunity of hearmg to the school.

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

the Committee and provided the records.” The representative of the
school filed a letter dated 30.04.2014, contending that the school had
not charged clevelopment fee from the students. He also filed a
compal;ative 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. 100 / - in 2009- |
10 for all classes in terms of the order dated 11.2.1009 of the Director of |

Education. During 2010-11 the hike had been within the range of 10%.

The school had not implemented report of the 6t Pay Comm1ss1on

—— : iy Page3 of 5
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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
|1 250 350 100 380 30
I 270 370 100 400 30
I : 1290 390 100 -~ 430 40
v 310 410 ‘| 100 450 40
\Y ' 330 430 100 ‘ 470 40
VII . 1370 470 100 - | 510 40
VIII -1 390 490 100 540 50
X 450 550 100 610 60
X S00 600 - 100 600 60

000033 a-104

Adarsh Public School,Shyam Enclave,Dinpur,Najafgarh,New Delhi-54 .

. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Comnﬁttee and submissions of the rebresehfative of Jtﬂe'séhool.
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: -

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 6th

Pay Commission.

12}. The school has not charged development fee from the students.
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Adarsh Public School,Shyam Enclave,Dinpur,Naiafgarh,NeW Delhi-54 -

RECOMMENDATION

Re. Fee Hike

Since the school has utilised the order of the Directér of
Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition feé, ﬁithout
implementing the recommendations of 6tt Pay Commission, we are
of the view that the increase in fee in excess of the tolér_ance limit -
of 10%, was unjustified. Therefore, the commiti:ee recommends that
the fee hlke effected by the school in the year 2009-10 in excess of

10% ought to be refunded along with mterest @9% per annum from
the date of its collection to the date of its refund.
'Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- Sd/- %@/m

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

Dated:- 13.05.2014
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Sant Kirpal Model School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

The school had not rephed to the questlonnalre 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 D.elhi School Education Rules 1973
were received from the office ;)f Dy. Director of Edﬁcation, Distt. South
West-B of the Directorate of Education. On prima facie examination of
the records, it appeared that the school had hikeci the fee as per order
dated 11/02/2009 issued by the 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 ité letter dated 07/08/2012 required the -
school to produce on 24/08/2012, its fee and salar.y records and
.detail of arrear fee received from the students.. The school Wé.s al;so
required to submit its reply to the questionnaire dated 27 /02/2012
issued by the Committee. On the scheduled Adét'e, Ms. Gulshan
Bhardwaj, a PGT of the school, appearéd and produced thé required

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

- further claimed that the monthly salary for the pre implementation

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

nnplementahon of VI Pay Commission report. It was also stated that
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.Sant Kirpal Model School, Naiafg_ arh, New Delhi-1 10043

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.é.f. April 2009 in terms of the order dated 11/ 02 / 2009

issued by the Director of Education. It enclosed détails 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 Monthly Increase in | Percentage
Tuition Fee in'| Tuition Fee in 2009-10 hike
2008-09 (Rs.) |.2009-10 (Rs.) |(Rs.)
I 425 525 100 - 23.53%
11 450 550 100 L 22.22%
III 475 575 100 21.05%
v 510 710 200 39.22%
\Y% 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 alia, observed as

follows:
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. Sant Kirpal Model School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

% _
N (a) On verification of fee records of the school, the tuition fee -
S charged was found to be in agreement with the fee schedules
S |
- of the school. The hike in fee in 2009-10 was as per the order
h dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education.
5 o .

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 a hike of 98.95% to 247.36% for different
) | |
. classes.

R '

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

O

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

/

-

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

o o In order- to provide an opportl;lnity of being heard by the
O ‘ 'Committee, the school was issued a notice dated 02/04/2014, to
) appear before the Committee on 25 /04/2014. A queéﬁonnaire to elicit
(j | information speéiﬁcally about 'receipt of development fee, its utilisation
O o and maintenance Qf development fund and depreciation reserve fund,
Q ' was also issued to the school. Vide thé aforesaid notice, the school
fj‘) | : was required to furnish completé break up of fee revenue, expenditure
A . on_salary, statement--of-account of the trust/ spciety running the
(> school, details of accrued liabilities of gratuity/leave encashment, if
C) - applicable and copy of circular iSSueci to the parents .for fee hike for
O hnplementation of VI Pay Commission report. The school was also
0 ‘

O

o _
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 Sant Kirpal Model School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

required to produce its complete financial records for examination by

the Committee.

On the scheduled date, Ms. Gulshan and Sh. S.J. Pandey,
Administrative Director of the school appeared énd filed a letter dated
25/04/ 2014 requesting for a fresh date on grounds of illness of the
Chairman of the school. Accordingly, a fresh notic¢ dated 02/05/2014
was issued to be school for hearing on 13 /05/2014. On this date, Sh.
Gopi Ram Bhardwaj, Chairman, Ms. Gulshan Bhardwaj, PGT and Sh.

Vasudev Sharma, Accountant of the school, appeared and filed Written

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

Committee. They contended as follows:

(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 sch_ool is charging 'Véry
low fée. .

(b) In 2009—10, the school hiked the tuifion fee in terms of th_e
order of Director of Education but in all other years fromr
2006-07 to 2010-11, the hike in fee was within 10% or
marglnally more,

(c) The tuition fee so charged was never sufficient even to meet
the salaiy as per the V Pay Commission. The school
implemented the VI Pay Commission only partially under

compulsmn from the Education Department. The hike in
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Sant Kirpal Model School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-1 10043

tuition fee of Rs. 100 per month and Rs. 200 per month was
not sufficient to meet the increased liability arising even on - -
partial implementation of VI Pay Comrﬁission report.

(d) There was a big mismatch in the ameunt of aggregate tuition

fee and aggregate salary and the shortfall was part1a11y met

by taking aid from the parent society, as follows

Particulars F.Y. 2008- | F.Y. 20009-]F..y. 2010-
09 10 11 ’

Expenditure on 29,04,761 33,53,984 59,90,551
salary _'

Tuition Fee| 16,21,065] 22,56,590 37,40,510
_revenue ' '
Shortfall 12,83,696 10,97,394 | - 22,50,041
Aid from society 10,26,000 9,50,000 8,70,000

(e) The school had accrued Hebilities for gratuity amoﬁnting to

Rs. 5,87,493 a_nd leave encashment amountmg to Rs.
2, 08 430, as on 31 / 03 / 2010, which ought to be considered
by the Committee while examining the justification of fee

hike.

Discussion & Determination:

Tuitioh Fee:

The Comm1ttee has examined the returns filed by the school
under Rule 180 of Delhi School Educatlon Rules, 1973 the reply to
the questionnaire, the observatlons of the audit officer and the

submissions made by the school during the course of hearing. The
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Sant Kirpal Model School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-1 10043

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 all the staff members. vThe V

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 1mplementat10n of VI Pay

Commission report. The VI Pay Commission report was purportedly

implemented w.e.f. December 2009 but the Committee found_that the 4

_salary to all the staff members for the month of January 2010

amountlng to Rs. 3,86, 238 was paid in cash. Simllarly, the entiré

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

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 transfer.
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-Sant Kirpal Model School, Néjafgarh, New Délhi—1_10043 )

The Committee is of the view that the schbol, in fact, did nof .
ir_nplement_ 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 éash
and to offset the cash shortfall 1n the books; corresponding amourits :
were shown as aid from- thé society, which was also shown as having

been received in cash in all the three years as mentioned above.

In view of the finding of the Comrﬁittee that the schOdl; did not
in fact implement the VI Pay Commission repor£, no consideration can ~
be given to the contention of tf;e school that it had accrued liabilities
of gratuity and leave encashment which ought to be considered by the
Committee. In the absence of implementétion of VI Pay Commis_sion
report, the schdél was not 1n requirement of any additional funds and
it ought to have festricted its fee hike in 2009-10 also upto 10%, as it
cﬁd inl other years. However, the school took é{dvéntage of the
permission granted by the Director of Education to hike'tﬁe .fée by Rs.
100 per 'month and Rs. 200 per month for different classes, which was
much in excess of 10%. The Committee 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
é.s it exceeds 10%; aloﬁg with interest @ 9% per annum from the date |
of collection‘to the date of refund. Since the fee unjustiﬁably hiked in -
2009-10 is also part of thé 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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Sant Kirpal Model School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

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 questionnaire regarding development fee, the
school stated that ‘the development fee was introduced in 20'08-09-"

The school furmshed details of collectlon of development fee and its

: utlhsat1on from 2008 09 to 2010-11. It further mentioned that the

- development fee was treated as a revenue rece1pt 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 bev on account of the fact that the
school had spent all the development fee on purchase of fixed assets

and for meeting the deficit in payment of , salary.

The following details were furmshed by the school regardmg _

collection and utilisation of development fee ,.

Pa‘r.ticu'lars

- | F.Y. 2008- | F.Y. 2009- [ F.Y. 2010-
.1 09 . 110 11 .
Development fee received _1,08,025| 3,32,615 5,32,150
- | Utilised for purchase of fixed 13,120 1,41,670| 3,54,141
| assets - : '
Utilised for meeting salary 94,905 1,90,945 1,78,009
deficit(balancing figure) : :
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-Sant Kirpal Model School, Naiafgarh, New Delhi-110043

The Committee is of the ﬁew that the school was not fulfilling
any of the_pre conditions laid down by the Doggal Committee which "
were affirmed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern °
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 fece1pt
Second, development fee is to be utilised for purchase of furniture,

fixtures or equipments but the school admittedly:utilise(_i the same for
'meet'ing the shortfall in. salary. Third, the schooi .can charge
development fee only -if it maintains "Separate develbpment fund-
.account and depreciation reserve fund account The ech‘ool_

adm1tted1y does not maintain such accounts.

In view of the foregoing, the Committee is of the view that tﬁe |
development fee charged by the school for the years 2009-10 and
20.10-»11, in pursuance of order dated 11/02'/20094 issued by the
Director of Education, ought to be refunded along with: inferest @ 9%

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

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 V_III and -
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Sant Kirpal Model School, Najafgarh, New Delhi-110043

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.

- 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 collection to

the date of refund.

. The school ought to refund the developmenf fee of Rs.

3,32,615 charged in 2009-'1'0 and Rs. 5,32,150 charged
in 2010-11 along with interest @ 9% per annum from the

date of collAe-ction td the date of refund.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd-  sdi-  Sdi-

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

Chairperson Member

Dated: 29/05/2014
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Chowgule Public School, Fa1z Road, Karol Bagh, New Delhl-
110005

Initially, the school had not replied to‘the questiormaire sent by

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

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

that might have been filed by the- school under Rule“180 of Dellﬁ ‘
School Education Rules 1973 were also not rece1ved from the ofﬁce of
D1rector of Education. In order to proceed w1th the matter, the“
Committee issued a letter dated 07 /08/2012 to the school requlnng
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, -19~7?;, the fee
receipts and registers, salary payment registers and detail of arrear fee
received. All these records were requisitioned for th-emyears 2008-09 to
2010-11. ~ The school was | also | required to file reply to the .

questionnaire dated 27/02/2012 issued by the Committee.

On the date fixed ie. 24/08/2012, Mr. Prabhakar,

" Administative Officer and Mr. Manosh Sirkar Accountant of the

school attended the office of the Comm1ttee and produced the required
records. Reply to quest10nna1re dated 27/02/2012 was also filed. As
per the reply submitted by the school, the school had prospectively
implemented the VI Pay Commlssmn report with effect from

01/04/2009 and had also hiked the fee in terms of order dated A

11 /02/20009 issued by the Director of Education. It was further stated -

that the arrear salary was not paid as per the policies and decision of
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Chowgule Public School, Faiz Road, Karol Bagh, New Delhi- )
110005 |

_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 inay_bm register for the
months of July 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 of VI 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:-

(@) That the school hiked the fee in the year 2009-10 iﬁ
pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director
of Education, Delhi. The hike was to the tune of Rs. 1050 per
quarter for all the classes across the board.

(b) In 2010-11, also the school h'iked' the fee by 15% over £he fee
for the yeai 2009—10.'Howex}er, ‘the school had not hiked aﬁy
fee in the year 2008-00. |

(c) Although the school claims to have implemented the
recommendations of the VI Pay Commiésion report but on
exarﬁination of salary register, it is apparent that house rent
allowance and transport allowance were not being paid in

terms of the recommendations of the VI Péy Commission.
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Chowgule Public School, Faiz Road, Karol Bagh New Delhi-
110005 )

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

lacs to Rs. 6.57 lacs on implementation of VI Pay

Commission report.

In order to provide an opportunlty of being heard by the

~ Committee, the school was 1ssued 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 informatiqn 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 revénue, expenditure on salary,
statement of account of the trust/society running the school, details
of accrued _liabilities of gratuity/leave encashment, if applicébl-e and
copy of circular issued to the parents for fee hiice for implementation
of VI Pay CommiSSion report. The Scﬁool was also required to i)roduce

its complete financial records for examination by the 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 detéiis
as asked for by the Committee. Théy also filed reply to the
questionnaire regarding development fee, contending that the school

was not charging any development fee from the students.
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Chowgule Public School, Faiz Road, Karol Bagh New Delhi-.
110005

During the course of hearing, the representatives of ‘rhe school
reiterated that the scheol 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
Aonly partially with effect ffom 01/04/2009. However, they etated 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

' salanes paid.

The Committee, at the time of hearing, peru.sed the balance |
sheet of the echool as on 3.1 /03/2009 and Was of the prima facie view
that the school had substanﬁal fund of its oﬁn to be able to absorb
the impact of partial implementation of VI Pay Commission,
prospectively from April 2009 atleast for the yeaf 2009-i0 and
apparently there was no need for the school to hike the fee. However, .
the representatives of the school submitted that though the future
liabilities of the school for gratuity would be met by Life Insurance

Coi‘poration 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 balanpé 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

Commlttee also observed from the balance sheet of the school that the
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Chowgule Public School, Faiz Road, Karol Bagh, New Delhi-
110005 N

school had diverted funds to its parent sociefy. In order to arrive at

the appropriate conclu.sions regarding the justiﬁability.of the fee hike,
the Coﬁmittee required the school to ﬁie évid_ence regarding liabilify of
’g1-'atuity for past service and the calculations of the accrued liability of
leave encas_hmeht 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 Commifctee has examined thé annual returhs filed by the

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

the questionnaire, the observations of the audit officer and the

information and documents furnished by the school during the course

of hearing.

’fhe Committee is of the view that though the school did noE
fully implement the VI Pay Commissibn report, it substantially
impiement'ed the same. A'Further, on examination of the books of
accounts and salary fecords of the school, the Committee is satisfied-
that whéteve.r hike in salary was effected, the school is showing in its
accounts and the same has actually been paid by it as the same is

paid through banking channels and proper de_duétions of TDS have

‘been made. Therefore, the Coi'nmittee has to examine the Jjustifiability
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Chowgule Public School, Faiz Road; Karol Bagh, New Delhi-
110005 ’ ' ~

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.
76,77,826 in'20049-10. Thus the s;:hool had to incur an additional
expenditure of Rs. 26,86,749 towards salary 6n 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 of Education, as it is evincible from
its Income & 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 31-03-2009 -
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 v
Security Received 2,389,735
Sundry current liabilities 37,602 2,427,337
Net Current Assets + Investments - 7,609,585
P T
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Chowgule Pubhc School, Faiz Road, Karol Bagh, New Delhi-
110005

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 W1th
the school eught not to be considered as available for impler‘nem‘:ati(_)n
of VI Pay Commission reﬁort. The school ought to have <eufﬁcient_
funds in reserve for meeting any future contiﬁgencies and for meeting
its accrued liabilities for gratuity and leave encashment as these are
statutory liabilities. As per the audited Income & Expen'diture-Aecount
for the year 2009-10, the total expenditure on salary for the whole
year was Rs. 76,77 ,826. ‘ Besed 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 sehool has
filed copy of evaluation done by Life Insurance Corporation of India as
on 01/06/2010, which certifies the liability of gratuity for past service
of the employees at Rs. 35,94,705. The school has ﬁled an employee

wise calculatlon showing that its accrued liability for leave

encashment as on Ist 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 liability 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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Chowgule Public. School, Faiz Road, Karol Bagh New Delhi-
110005 :

Thus, in view of fhe Committee, 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 expendijture

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 bﬁdge 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 requlred to implement
the VI Pay Comm1ss1on report, to the extent it d1d The excess
revenue generated on account of fee hike amounts to Rs. 8,67,615,
which the school eught to refund along with interest @ 9% per annum
_from the date of collection to the date of refund. The Committee

notes that f.he school was not charging any development fee.

Recommendations:

{

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 |
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Chowgule - Public School, Faiz Road, Karol Bagh, New Delhi-

- 110005 , ’

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

date of collection to fhe date of refund.
Recommended accordingly.

Sdi-  Sd-  Sd-

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

* Dated: 14/07/2014
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Bal Bhawan Public Sr. Sec. School, Laxmi Nagar, Delhi-1 10092

In reply to the questionnaire datg:d 27/02/ 2012 issued by the |
Committee, the ,school,A vide letter dated v02 /03/2012 stafed that it
had implementéd the VI Pay Commissi'on Report w.e.f. 01/04/2009.
Iﬁ support of this claim, the school enclosed pay bills for the months |

| of March 2009 and April 2009, to shdw that the gross monthly saléry
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 pursuanc_é of |
order dated 11/02/2009 issued By the —Director of Education, the
school stated that £he fee had been h1ked1n accofdance with the said
order w.e.f. A}Sril 2009. It eﬁclosed the fee structur(_as 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’.

A perusal of the fee structures for the aforesaid two years shows

that the school hiked the fee in.2009j10, to the foilOwing extent.

Class | Monthly tuition Fee Monthly tuition Fee Increase in |
in 2008-09 (Rs.) in 2009-10 (Rs.) ° | 2009-10 (Rs.)

I to 1000 1200 200
VIII ' : R
X & 1050 1350 300 -
X .
XI & 1200 1500 300
XII '
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Bal Bhawan Public Sr. Sec. School, Laxmi Nagar, Delhi-110092

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.

Prehmmary calculatlons of funds available with the school, the
additional funds generated by way of fee hike and the add1t10nal
burden on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission report
were made by the Chartered ‘Accouﬁtants (CAs) detailed with. the
Committee. On a scrutiny of the same, the Committeg observed that
the aggregate'inéreased fee in 2009-10 as taken by the CAs was Rs.

| 54,31,200, whic;]:i did not accord with the ﬁguréé as ava_ilable in the
audited financials of the school. As pér the audited fmanéials, the .
scﬁool augmented its fee income by Rs. 1,80,18,945 in 2009-10 as
comparéd to 2008-09. As there was a huge Variatipn in the
~calculations méde by CAs and the audited financials of the school, the
calculations made by the CAs were discarded. The Committee directed
one of its audit officer to make reﬁsed calculations on the basis of the
audited financials-of the school. Accordingly, she prepared a revised

calculation shee't which is as folloWs:

msmE
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.Bal Bhawan Public Sr. Sec. School, Laxmi Nagar, Delhi-110092

Current‘ Aséets-F In-\}eétmenfs

Cashin hand
203,894.26
HDFC Bank
’ 78,948.33
PNB :
1,076,474.00
Loans & Advances .
Advance Function Booking .
179,776.00
Investment

FDR with Bank - .
- 2,339,051.00 |  3,878,143.59

Less | Current Liabilities

PF Payable .

53,816.00
Indocount Finance Ltd. .

32,062.00
United Scientific Company

41,664.00
Income Tax TDS

1,612.00

Govt. Grant for plants :

13,798.00 142,952.00
Net Current Assets+ : E
Investments 3,735,191.59 |

" | Add Increase in fee during

2009-10
Fee for 2009-10 as per Income &
Expenditure Account 35,717,195.00

Less: Fee for 2008-09 as per . ‘ -
Income & Expenditure Account 17,698,250.00 | 18,018,945.00
: 2,17,54,136.59

Less Increase in salary during
2009-10

Salary for 2009-10 as per Income .
& Expenditure Account 1 27,973,311.00
Less: Salary for 2008-09 as per '

Income & Expenditure Account 13,249,266.00 14,724,045.00
Excess funds generated by 7,030,091.59 |

hiking fee
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- Bal Bhawan Public Sr. Sec. School, Laxmi Nagar, Delhi-110092

Inv ordef to provide an opportunity of being heard to the school,

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

. school to ap’pearl before the Committee on 20 /01/2014. The aforesaid
calculation sheet was also sent to thé school for its comments. A

questionnaire seeking information regarding collection and utilisation

of dévelopmenf fee and méintenance of develoﬁment fund and

depreciation reserve fund was also issued to the school.

On the scheduled date, Sh. Déepash Gupta, Mahager of the
school appeared with Sh. Shashank J ain, Chartered Accoﬁntant. They
filed written submission dated 20 /01/2014 and they were also heard
by the Committee. In the written submissions filed by the schooi and

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

contended that:

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

| of PTA on 23/04/2009.

(b) The teachers working in the school gave personal declaration
that they would not claim arrears~ of salary consequent to
implementation of he VI Pay Commission report.

(c) The preliminary caiculations made by fhe Committee were
not correct for the following reasons: |

()  FDR with bank amounting to Rs. 23,39,051
includes FDR for Rs. 16.00 iacs x;vhich ought not to

have .been considered - as available for .
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Bal Bhawan Public Sr. Sec. School, Laxmi Nagar, Delhi-11-0092

)

(iv)

implementatiop of VI Pay Commission report as the
same was held as pef “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. |

The scho.ol needs to keep certain amount of funds
to meet its working capital requirements and
therefore, the entire amount should not have beeﬁ

considered as available for implementation of VI Pay

- Commission report.

The school has about 23 staff members who have
completed more than five years sérvice a1;1d thus are
entitled for gratuity. The Committee had made no - |
provision _for decrued liability of gratuity in the
preliminary calculations. Similarly no prévision has

been made for accrued liability of leave

-encashment. The school was in the process of -

getting actuarial valuation for these liabilities and.
the Committee should allow the school time upto
28/02/2014, by which the process would be

completed.

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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Bal Bhawan Public Sr. Sec. School, Laxmi Nagar, Delhi-110092

to 2030 in 2009-10. The staff strength also
increased by 17 teachers in 2069-10 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.

Acceding to the request of the school, the Committee gave
liberty to the school to"ﬁle actuarial valuation of gratuity with in
15 days. The school filed the same nnder cover of its letter dated
03/02/2014. -The valuation of gratuity liability as on

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

Discussion & Determination:

Tuition Fee:

The Cemniittee has perused the returns of the school filed
under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973, the reply
submitted by the school Ato‘ the two questionnaires issued by the
Committee, the calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer of the
Com'mittee and the written and oral submissions made by- the

representatives of-the school during-r the course of hearing.

The Committee finds that the school has not faulted the
calculatlons made by the Committee, except in respect of the

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 issﬁes wﬂl 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 Commissibn report as the school needs

to keep reserves for accrued liability of gratuity and for working

capital.

Thé contention of the school that the difference in fee revenue
and salary expenditure between 2008-09 and 2009-10 was not only
on account of fee hike and implementation of VI Pay Commission
report but was also on account of increase in number of students and
number of teachers, is self balancing. While it is true that the fee hike
resulted in an additional revenue, which was much less than the total
differential in fee in the fwo years, as was also observed by the
Committee while perusing the calculation sheet prepared by the CAs,
the schobl did not make a simila; concession while furnish_ing the
figures for hike in salary on account of impleméntation of VI Pay
Commission report. As.per the information furnished by the school,
the expenditure on salary rose from Rs. 10,02,151 in March 2009 to
Rs. 24,00,412 in April 2009. This sho"Ws-that the hike in salary
claimed by | the school on account of implementation of VI Pay |
Commission rep_oft was Rs. 13,98;261 per month which in percentage

terms translates to a hike of 140%. This is absurd. | Obviously the
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entire. hike was not on account of implementation of VI Pay
Commission report but was also on account of increase 1n étaff
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 additional expenditure on salary on the basis of the 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 Committe,e by -
taking the actual fee and actual salary as per the audited financials of
the school, éddresses both the issues i.é. increase in fee revenue due

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

_sélary expenditure due to implementation of VI Pay Commission

report and increase in staff strength.

However, the Committee agrees with the contention of the
school that the entire funds available with it ought not be considered -
as available for implementation of VI Pay Commission report and the

school ought to reta.ln funds in reserve to meet its accrued liabilities of

~ gratuity and for keeping reserve for future contingencies. These will be

duly factored in while making the final determinations. -The
Committee also accepts the contention of the school that FDRs for Rs.
16.00 1acs, held jointly with the Director of Education, ought not be

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 | 37,35,192
the calculation sheet

Less FDRs held jointly with Director of 16,00,000 21,35,192
Education

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 hab111ty for gratuity as on
31/03/2010 34,19.316
Surplus funds : , - 20,10,776

J

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 of the school after 1mp1ementat10n of
VI Pay Commission report was about:Rs. 24 00 lacs. The Commlttee
has taken a v1eW ‘;hat the school ought to retain funds equivalent to
four months’ salaly for future contingencies. Based un this, the
requlrement of school for future contingencies works out to Rs.94.00
lacs (Rs. 93,24,437, to be exgct). In view of this, the surplus
generated by the school to the tune of Rs. 20,'10,‘776 was iﬁadequate
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 Fee:

In reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee, the

school contended that till 2008- 09, it was not charging any

development fee but it started charg1ng the same from 2009-10
onwards. The development fee charged in 2009-10 was Rs, 36,07,290
while that charged in 2010-11 was Rs, 45,22,180. The school stated
that out of the development fee charged in 2009-10, a sum of Rs.
35,79,472 was utilised for purchase, upgradation and replacement of
fhrniture, fixtures and equipments. Sir'nilarly in 2010-11, the school
utilised a sum of Rs. 33,61,099 for these purposes. It was further
stated that development fee was treated as a capital receipt. With
regard to maintenance of depreciation reserve fund, the school
contended that no depreciation had been charged on assets created
from development fee and hence no depreciation reserve fund was

kept in earmarked bank account, or FDRs or investments. Similarly in

respect of unutilised development fund, it was stated that no separate

" bank account was maintained.

The contentions of the school have been examined by the

Committee with reference to its audited ﬁnanmals The Comm1ttee

finds that the contentions of the school are contrary to the position

that emerges from its audited financials. As per the reply to the

quest10nna_1re, the following position would emerge:
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Particulars ‘ C - | F.XY. 2009- F.Y. '2010-
) - 10 11 '
Opening balance of unutilised 0 27,818

development fund . .

Development fee received during the 36,07,290 | 45,22,180

year ‘

Less development fee utilised during the - 35,79,472 33,61,099
ear '

Closing balance of  unutilised | 27,818 | 11,88,899

development fund 3 ]

OO0 000DT00C

) However, the audited financials of the school show a completely
O' different picture. The total addition of furniture, fixtures and
O 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

9} mentioned by the school in its reply to the questionnaire. The
O unutilised development fund being carried forward to next year is Rs.
M : 27,8 18 ThisA indicates ‘that out of the total utilisation of Rs.
) 35,79,472, a sum of Rs. 24,72,541 was spent on revenue expensee.
o 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

O Qo

the school in its reply to the questionnaire. The unutilised

J

development fund bemg carried forward to next year is Rs 11,88,899.
This md1cates that out of the total ut1hsat10n of Rs.33,61,099, a sum
of Rs..12,32,468 was spent on revenue expenses. With regard to
depreciation on assets created ou;c 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 deprec1at19n was indeed

D chargeci on these assets and debited to Income & Ex.pe_nditure;f

Q Account. The only difference is that the same was credited té

<)

depreciation reserve account and shown on the liability side.

The overall picture that emerges with regard to development fee

is as follows:

(i) The school was not maintaining an earmarked
- development fund account. ‘The unutilised development

fund was used for general purposes.

D000 O 00

(i) The development fund was only partially utilised for

) purchase or upgraddtion of furniture and fixture and
2 equipments. A major chunk was spent on revenue
t‘\ expenses. |
) (iii) The school was not maintaining any earmarked:
C\‘ .depreciation reserve fund. Depreciatiqn- reserve had oﬁly ,
O beén created in its books of accounts.
0 ~ | |

4 The Committee is of the view that the school was not charging
S} development fee in accordapce with the pre conditions laid down by
{;\% - the Duggal Committee which were affirmed by the Hon’ble ‘Supreme
C:) Court in the case of Modern School vs. Un1on of India (2004) 5 SCC
{m\' 583 In fact the schools can charge the development fee only if it is

maintaining a deprec1at10n reserve fund account, which adm1tted1y

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

- : 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 eame ought to .be.
(3 refunded along with interest @ 9% per annum. HoWever to the extent
O ‘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 |
T
- Rs 73,13,661. The excess amount of development fee ought to be
O refunded along with interest @ 9% per annum.

R -
) Recommendations:
(‘3 The Committee, therefore, is ef the view that the school
% oughi: to refund a sum of Rs. 8,15,809 out of the -development fee
E} charged in the year 20 10-1‘1, aleng with interest @ 9% per annum
-/ | from the date of collection to the date of refund.

Recommended. accordingly.

o . Sdi-  &dl-  sdl-

, . \ . . .
F] CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
" Member Chairperson Member

e Dated: 29/05/2014

TRugR Copy

" DU[ST’CE

| M =V SINGH

» L «OIWVHTEE 3%'@/
\(3 _ /mwofSchool Fee | "
-\ | — 13

W

9



| | . B110 530065

Gyan Bharti School, Saket, New Delhi-110017
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The school submitted to the Dy. Director of Educaﬁoﬁ, Distt.

Iy

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

9

Education Rules, 1973 for the years 2006-07 to 2010-1 1, copies of fee

3O

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

0

implementation of VI Pay Commission report and after its:

() implementation (including arrears), the details of fee hike effected by
® ' it for the purpose of implementation of VI Pay Commission report and
O) copy of circular issued to the parents, requiring them to pay the
,1:*, increased fee. These were transmitted to »the ‘Committee by the Dy.
M . Director of Education for its perusal.
1y - . : Lo '
Y Subsequently, the Committee issued a questionnaire dated
g“\/ .
b 27/02/2012, requiring specific and pointed answers to the queries
. . : _
L raised by the Committee. In reply thereto, the school, vide its letter
\J dated 01/03/2012 submitted that:
o |
o (a) It had implemented the VI Pay Commission report and the
O |
S increased salary of the staff was being paid w.e.f.
M ) 01/01/2006. Along with the reply, a statement was enclosed
— o which showed that the school had paid the arrears arising
' ' - out of fetrospective épplicatioh of VI Pay Commission report
{‘) and such arrears amounted to Rs. 1,84,40,424. " The
C ) _ | statement also showed that the monthly sélary paid to the
) staff rose from Rs. 17,78,034 before implementation of VI
“['—\P . . & ’. ,
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Pay Commission report to Rs. 23,73,567 after its

implementation.

(b) It had increased the fee w.e.f. 01/09/2008 1n terms of order
dated 11/ 02'/ 2009 issued by the Difector of Education and |
furnished details of pre increase and post increase tuition fee
for different classes. From the details submitt;ed,, it is
apparent that the tuition fee was hiked by Rs. 400 per month
for all the classes. (Actually the scho‘bl hiked the monthly fee
w.e.f. 01/04/2009 and recovered the differential fee for the .
period 01709_/2008 to 31/03/2009 by way of arrears).

(c) The school recovered lump sum arrears of Rs. 3,500 per
‘student for the period 01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008 and Rs.
2,800 as arrears of differential fee for the period dl /09/2008
to 31/03/2009. The éggregate of arrears recovered for the

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

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) and as .per this

calculation sheet, the school had funds amounting to Rs. 57,06,149 at

the threshold as on 31 /03/2008 and after accounting for the

increased fee and increased salary consequent to implementation of VI
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J Pe.y Commission report, the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs.’
O - 6,69,153. On reviewing the preliminary calculations of the CAs, the
O | Committee observed that the CAs had taken into account a liability of

D Rs. 86,75,521 for which no details were available in the balance sheet
O of the school. Accerdingly, the Committee revised the preliminary
. : : calcﬁlation sheet pfepared_ by the. CAs to exclude this liability and
C} _ | after such exclusion, the resultant surplus amount that was available

with the school, after meeting all its liabilities on implementation of VI

ff} ‘ Pay Commission report, worked out to Rs. 80,06,368. | |

2 The school was issued a notice dated 26/12/2013 for providing
| Y\/\ it an opportunity of hearing by the Committee on 23/ 0.1 /2014. A copy
G of the pfeliminary calculation sheet prepared by the Committee was
;: ] also supplied to the school along with the notice..Vide this notice, the
O school was alee required to furnish a statement of account of the
O 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 Vschool regarding
C collection aild utilisation of development fee and maintenance of
[T) development fund and depreciation reserve fund was also issued. The
S> matter was partly heard on 20/03/2014 when Sh. >R.C. Shekhar,
:?;; Director of the school appeared along with Sh. H.L. Sekhri, Chertered
:_\ Accountant and Sh. Dheeraj Sachdeva, Accounts Incharge. During
@ -
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()
— the course of hearing, the school filed . written ‘submissions dated
C\ 20/01/2014 and also further information, as required by the
% Committee. The school disputed the figure of funds available as on
O , 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 & ExpenditureA Accounts.
D : . The school providéd the details of other liabilities, which are as
‘L follows:
9
. Particulars Amount
SR " Unpaid salary 7,063
Advance fees 186,610
- ' Advance Registration fee 16,600
> ‘ ‘Bonus payable 341,522
e TDS payable - 6,209
m‘ House Tax payable: 3,215,000
-~ PTA charges payable 3,450 -
™ Unpaid security 258,200
~ Unpaid bonus 28,914
O A . Scholarship/stipend fund 231,030
' , Security from contractor 196,200
Q ‘ Telephone expenses payable 7,806
» Gratuity payable 4,156,917
g : Security deposit-Lyallpur Emporium 20,000
—~ 8,675,521
O -
— 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 &

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

information fl;rnished, the following position emerges:

Particulars

Normal fee

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

Arrear fee for the peirod 01/09/2008
to 31/03/2009

" Total

Particulars

Normal Salary- and contribution to PF

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

I

COMMITTEE

o Reviaw of School Fee,,

F.Y.2010-11

F.Y. 2008- ~F.Y. 2009- Additional fee as per
09 - 10 order dated
11/02/2009
31,301,501 39,416,741 8,115,240
3,373,268 2,623,450 5,996,718
4,690,000 - 4,690,000
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
25,609,533 32,956,841 7,347,308
4,161,599 - 4,161,599
- 8,838,939 3,996,543 12,835,482
29,771,132 41,795,780 3,996,543 24,344,389
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Gyan Bharti School, Saket, New Delhi-110017

The Committee observed that the school had not providedr the
employee wise detail of gratuity payable, the ledger éccount of ‘_che
Trust. The Committee also noticed that thé school was running a KG
school (pr.e‘ 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 folloi_ving:

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

31/03/2008 and 31/03/2010 -

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

01/04/2006 to 31/03/2011.

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

11.

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

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

~ for Apayment 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
payableL The' school contended that the ectual amount of gratuity
payable as on 31/03'/2008 was Rs. 92,47,988 gnd Rs. 1,43,73,932 as
oﬁ 31/03/2010 while the amount provided4in the balance sheets of

the school was Rs. 41,56,917 and Rs. 59,20,749 as en these two
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.Gyan Bharti School, Saket, New Delhi-110017

dates. The explanation for this difference, as given by the schooi, 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
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
was havmg balance of development fund amounting to Rs.

1,50,47,850 as on 31/03/2008 as per its audited balance .sheet
against which the cash and bank balance avéilablé with the school
was Rs. 1,61,65,136. It was conteuded that in view of this, the cash
and bank balauce 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

contended that if these facts are factored in the calculations, the
result would be that the school had no funds available for

implementation of VI Pay Commission report..

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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Depértment of Education was for class I to XII and therefore, the

financials of the two schools should not be clubbed.

The school also filed copies of ledgér 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 license 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 enqulred about the wide var1at10n in Incomes from the

aforesaid sources in the years 2007-08 to 2009-10 in comparison to

that for the year 2006-07.

The representatlves of the school

subm1tted 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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. Gyan Bharti School, Saket, New Delhi-11001%7

as substantial incomes 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 thesé sources for the years 2006-07 to
2010-11 as also the Income & Expenditure accounts of the Trust for |
these yeafs. The schoél. 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 I to XII is a recognized school, the KG school

which runs pre primary classés is an unrecognized school. However, it
was admitted by the representatives Vof the school duﬂpg the course of
hearing that tﬁe KG school is the entry level school. Students are
adfnitted 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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o - the KG school that it was flush ﬁth funds and was not only parﬂy
O | funding the main school but had als;o transferred substantial funds to
O the Gyan Bharti Trust which runs the school.

N

~— Two preliminary issues arise in this case which need to be

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

72w of Schogf Fee

\’ the funds available with the KG school ought to be, considered as
(; ‘ available with the main school. The second question that requires to
h ' be considered is whether the funds cﬁllected by the schooi in respect
< of rent and license fee of book shop, uniform shop, premises let out to
Ak ‘bank located in the school campus and income earned from cricket

) [> coaching which were transferred by the schbol to its Parent Trust or

' @ collectéd directly by the Parent Trust, ought to be considered as
T available with the school. | |
—~ o So far as the first question is concerned, the Committee is of the
f‘ ~ considered view that since the KG school is tﬁe' entry level school
;\ ' where the students- are admitted in the first instance and they
(,:/ autOmétically, graduate to the main schbol after completiﬁg the pre
L; primary classes. and both the schools are located in the same campus, |
f% - “both of them ought to be considered as one ‘school and the funds
f’j available with both the schools should be considered as available. _ |
?:) This view of 1_:he Committee is based upon circular No.’ 15072—1587_1
C, ‘ | : B (Act Branch) datéd 23/03/1999 of the Directorate of Education, Govt.
@ ' sRUE COPY
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of Delhi, 1n pursuance of directions of the Hon’ble High Court of De]‘.hiA
in CWP No. 3723/97. The. said circular has a statutory flavour as it
is issued under sub section (1) of Section 3 of the Delhi School

Education Act, 1973, read with Rule 43 of the Delhi School Education ‘

Rules, 1973. It reads as follows:

“In pursuance of the directions of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi

in CWP No. 3723/97, to curb the commercialisation, to check the
malpractices and to streamline the education at pre-primary level, I,
S.C. Poddar, Director of Education in exercise of the powers so
conferred upon me under sub-section (I ) of section 3 of the Delhi
Education Act, 1973, read with rule 43 of Delhi School Education Rules,
1973 order with immediate effect that: '

1. Al preprimary schools being run by the registered
societies/trusts in Delhi as branches of recognised schools by.
the appropriate _authority in or outside the school premises
shall be deemed as one institution for all purposes.

2. All such preprimary schools running as branches of
recognised schools shall comply with the directions of the
Hon’ble High Court in CWP No. 3723/ 97, provisions of Delhi
Schools Education Act, 1973 and the Rules made thereunder
and the directions/instructions issued by the Directorate of
Education from time to time. ‘

3. 'No student shall be admitted in pre—primary.classes by what
So ever name it may be called unless he has attained the age
of 4 years as on 30t September of the academic year in which

admission is sought.”
.(emphgsis supplied by us)
 So far as the second issue is concerﬁed, the question is wheth_er
the rental income in respect of baﬁk premises, book shop, uniform

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 ,
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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:

“175. 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
miscellaneous receipts, and also, in the case of aided schools, the
aid received from the Administrator.”

(emphasis supplied by us)

So far {'as ‘iﬁcome. 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. recogmtlon of schools as laid down in clause (1v) of the

said Rule is that the school is not run for profit to any individual,

.. group or assomatmn of mdlwduals or any other persons. Further,

clause (ix) of thé said Rule provides that the school buildings or otherv
structures or the grounds are not used during the day or night for
commercial ‘or residential purposes (except for the purpose of
residence 6f‘ any employee of the school) or for communal, poliﬁéal of

non- educatmnal act1v1ty 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 °

derived from this commercial.acﬁvity, cannot be for the‘beneﬂt of the

- Trust which 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.

In view of the foregoing discussion, the Committee is of the view

that the income earned -by the school from the Cricket Acaderny,

. belongs to the school and its transfer to the account- of the Trust is

ﬂlegal and contrary to the law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme
Court in the cases of Modern School vs. Umon of India (2004) 5 SCC 583
and Action Committee. Unaided- Pyt Schools and Ors. v.- Director of
Education and Ors. 2009 (11) SCALE 77. The school must retrieve such
funds from the Parent Trust énd for the purpose of determination of -

funds available with the school for irnplementation of VI Pay Commission

| report, the Committee will factor the same as available to the school. -

Having thus addressed these preliminary issues, the Committee

will consider the following sums as available to the school for

. implementation of VI Pay Commission report:

(a) Funds available with the main school _

(b) Funds available with the KG school
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(c) Income from letting out portions of school premlses to bank
and for 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 avallable W1th 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 consolida_ted' basis. The
consolidated balance sheet.would eliminate the inter school accounts

appearing in the balance sheets of both the schools.

However before undertaking this exerc1se the subm1ss1ons of .

‘the school need to be cons1dered and factored in.

Firstly, the school contended that in the preliminary calculation

‘sheet, the committee had not given any consideration for “other

- liabilities” 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 detail of “other -

liabilities” which have been mentioned above. On-eonsideration of the

~same, the Committee is of the view that since the Committee will

consider. for the deduction for accrued liability for gratuity on actual

- basis, rather than what has been provided in the balance sheet, the

. figure  of Rs. 41,56,917 representing gratui_ty. 'payable, has to be
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O
(;} - ..+ - excluded from the consideration at this stage. With tegard to house
r\\ o © o tax payable arnounting to Rs. 32;15,000, inclu_ded in the “other
(:\ _ | - liabilities”, the Committee is of the view that the same appears to be a
\'/;)' o » precautionary provision and does not reptesent a real liability as the
| same amount is being carried forward from 2005-06 ( or may be
r: N - » earher) to 2010 11 (or may be later). With the except10n of these two
N :j amounts the- Commlttee would consider the remaining: amount of Rs.
(\/ .7 13,083,604 as the hablhty of the school, while working out the funds
M) ava11ab1e |
C‘ Secondly; - the - school contended that since the school was a
‘D_ hav1ng a balance in development fund amountlng to Rs. 1,50, 47 850,
\i\“ Cel e . wh11e the cash and bank balance avaﬂable W1th 1t was Rs 1 61 65 136 -
/ o as on that date, the amount of cash-and bank balance, equivalent to -
f | the balance in the development fund account, ought not tne considered
o » as available for the 'purpose of implementation of VI Pa'y» Commission
~ report. The Committee does not agree with this contention of the
(W school for the reason. that the FDRs held by the school forming part of
r\ cash and bank balances, were not earmarked till 2011, as conceded
\i) by the school during the course of heanng on 24/ 04/ 2014. Further,
: e , " the development funds Were-‘being spent on renovation of the school
f: ' building, which is not ‘a permitted purpose for utilizing ‘.developmen't“' |
1) , ' + 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 auditcci'

balance sheets of the two schools as on 31/03/ 20_08 are worked out

as under:
Statement showing Availability of Funds as on 31-03-2008
Particulars Sr.Sc;School KG School | Total
Current Assets
Cash & Bank Balance 4,788,702 643,202 5,431,904_
- Fixed Deposits with Bank 10,578,512 2,157,100 .12,735,6 12
Accrued Interest on FDR 797,922 - 797,922
Sundry Debtors 541,280 21,157 562,437
Amount transferred to Trust (after
eliminating inter school liability of main ’
school and KG school) -| 25,191,332 | 25,191,332
Loans & Advances 585,414 62,567 | - 647,981
| Total 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 Liabilities (B) 4,213,764 2,429,275 6,643,0'39
Net Current Assets (Funds avaﬂable)
(C= A-B) 13,078,066 | 25,646,083 |. 38,724,149

the threshold as on 31/03/2008.

A sum of Rs.

Thus the school had available to it a sum of Rs. 3,87,24,149 at
1,29,78,957

. representing rent of uniform Shop, book shop, bank premises etc. and

income from coaching a'cademy,. was diverted by the school to the
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account of the Trust. Thus for the purpose of present calculations,
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 Conﬁnittee has taken a view that the entire:
funds available with the school ought not to be considered as available _
for i.mplemen“cationof VI Pay Corﬁmission Report and the school ought
to retain funds in reserve equivalent to four months salary for-future
contingencies and an amount equivalent to its accrued 1iability for
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-
on this, four months salary works oﬁt to Rs. 1,09,85,614. The
accrued liability of the school for g?atuity was Rs. 1,43,73,932 and
that for leave encashment, was Rs. 49,80,819 as on 31/03/2010.

The total requirement of the school for keeping funds in reserve was,

. thus, Rs. 3,03,40,365 ( 1,09,85,614+1,43',73,932-1749,80,81‘9)

‘Resultantly, the funds which could have be’eh utilised for

implementation of VI Pay Commission report, as available with the
school as on 31/03/2008, were Rs. 2,13,62,741 (5,17,03,106 -

3,03,40,365).

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 ] 4,161,599 4,161,599
Arrear of Salary for the period 1.9.08 to

] 31.3.09 _ 12,835,482 12,835,482
Annual Incerase in - Salary in 2009-10 7,347,308 877,237 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 resbrting to the fee hike

pursuant to order dated 11/02/ 2009, issued by the Director - of

Education, the school generated an additional

Rs.1,89,36,789, as per details below:

revenue of .

Particulars . Main School KG School Total
Fee Arrear recovered for the period from ‘ :

1.1.06 to 31.8.08 5,996,718 5,996,718
Fee Arrear recovered for the period from

1.9.08 to 31.3.09 4,690,000 4,690,000
Annual Increase in Tuition fee in 2009-10 8,115,240 134,831 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 cduld 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 arréar fee for the period 01/09/2008
to 31/03/‘2009, which amounted fo Rs. 46,90,000 nor was there any '
necessity to hike any fee for the year 2009-10, which yielded an
additional revenué of Rs. 82,50,071. Even the arrears for the period
01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008 were recoveréd, in excess of the
requirements of the school, to the tune.of Rs. 21,37,833. The total
amounf. recovered in excess of the requirement of the school for
meetihg 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- interesf @'9% pér anﬁum

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 | 20,47,6Q00 Nil

2008-09 | 21,19,696 21,19,696

2009-10 | 81,59,337 6,959,435

2010-11 | 67,70,000 Nil

Total 2,11,00,463 | 27,79,131
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During the course of heaﬁng on 24/04/2014, the
representatives of the school admitted that the development fee
collecfed- from 2006-07 to 2010-11, which aggregated Rs. 2,11,00,463
had only been partially utilised to the extent.of Rs. 27 ,79,131. In fa.ct
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

utilisation was only 8.08% of the amount collected. Further, the

- utilisation of development fee in the years 2008-09 and 2009-10 was

~also on renovation of school building and not for

purchase/ upgradaﬁon of furniture and'ﬁxture and equipments. It
was contended that the unutilised development fee was held in fixed
deposits but it was conceded that such FDRs were not earmarked for
development fund but were freely usable fo_f other purposes also. The
earmarking of FDRs .for development fund was done ohly in the year
2011. With regard to maintenance of depreciation reserve fund; it was
contended. that the accumulated depreciatidn is appearing 1n the

schedule of fixed assets attached to the balance sheet.

The Committee has considered the financials of the séhool, reply
to the questionnaire regarding development_ fee 'an.d- the submissions
made during the course of hearing. The éommittee is of the Avievs.r that
the school is collecting 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 ofv Rs. 2,11,00,463 as development fee, out of which, it
spent just a sum of Rs. 27,79,131, and that too for renovation of
buﬂamg, 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 ﬁpéradation of
furniture and fixture and equipments, as was recommended by the
Duggal Committee. The recommendations of the Duggal Committee
were afﬁrﬁ1ed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case _of‘ Modern
School vs. Union of India ( 2‘004) 5 SCC 583. Further, the school was
net keeping the ﬁnuti]ised development fund in an earmarked account
nor was maintaining any depreciation reserve fund. Contrary to the
submissions of the school that the unutilised development fﬁnd v&.ras :
kept in FDRs which were belatedly earmarked in 2011, perusal of the
balance sheet of the school as on 31/03/2011 shows that the school |
had unutilised development fund to the tune of Rs. 2,93,17,752
against which it had total 'ba,nk balances ( including FDRs)
amounting to Rs. 93,46,504'on1y' and there was no indication that

even such bank balances were earmarked against development fund.

‘Further, the Committee observed that the school was not maintaining

depreciation reserve fund and it was only alluding to the provision for
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Gyan Bharti School, Saket, New Delhi-110017

depreciation on fixed assets, which were shown at its written down

value.’

In view of ‘the foregoing discussion, the Committeé is of the view ’
that the school Was..not jﬁstiﬁed at all, in charging the dé-velopment
fee.: However, since the Committee is rﬁandated to examine the issue
of fee charged by the school in pursuance of order dated 1 1/02 /2009,
issued by the Director of Education, the Committee is res't:dcting its
recomnﬁéndations to the development fee chargéd in the yea'rs 2009~
10 and 2010-11. The Committee is of the view that the dévelopfnent _
fee charged by the school amounﬁng to-Rs. »81,5‘9,33'_711'1_ 2909_71_0 and
Rs. 67,70,000in 2010-11, ought to be réfunded'Aalbhg with interest @ -

9% per annum from the date of collection to the dafe of refund. In so

far as the development fee charged for the femaihing yéars mentioned

above, it will be for fhe Director of Education to take a view. A

Recommendations:

In view of the above determinations,. the Committee

recommends as follows:

(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 réfund :
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(1) " Rs. 21,37,833 out of the lump sum arrear fee
charged for the period . 01 01/ 2006 fo :
31/08/2008, |

(ii) Rs. 46,90,000 representing arrear fee chargeri
for the period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009,

(iii) Rs. 82,50,0‘7.1 out of the regular fee charged in
2009-10; which represents the fee ‘hiked for the.
period 01/04/2009 to 31/03/201Q in terrns of"
order dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of
Education.

(b) The scheol ought to refurrd 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 collectron to the date of refund

sd- sd-  sd-

Ny ]

CA J.S. Kochar Justlce An11 Dev S1ngh (Retd.) Dr. R K. Sharma
Member Chairperson’ Member

Dated: 30/07/2014
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Ambience Public School, Safdarjung Enclave, New Delhi-110029

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

Committee, the school, vide its letter dated 05 /03/2012 su‘t-)mi'ftiedA

that:

O 00000

) )

J

D00 00 000

-(a)'-It--had*imp‘lem‘ehted"th‘e"‘VI“Pa'Sr"Comrmssmn report and the

increased salary_ of the staff was Being paid w.e.f.
01/07/2009. The monthly salary bill prior to implementation
amountéd 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 of order

dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education and
furﬁished detailsv.of pre increase and poét increase tuition fee
for different classes. (From the details submitted, it is
apparent that the tuition fee was hiked by Rs. 200 per month

for classes I to VIII, and by Rs. 300 per month for classes IX

. to XII.)

(c) It admitted to have recovered atrears 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.

Based on the information furnished by the school, it was placed

in Category ‘B’.
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Amb1ence Pubhc School, Safdarjung Enclave, New Delhi-1 10029

A’Preliminary calculation sheet was drawn up by the Chartered

Accountfant detailed with the Committee (CAs) and as per thlS‘

calculation sheet, the school had funds amountlng to Rs 1 01 13 891
‘at the threshold as on 31 /03/2009 and after accountmg for the °
mcreased fee and increased salary consequent to 1mp1ementat10n of VI.
Pay Commission report, the schodl was still left with funds amounting
to Rs. 79,30,176 and to this extent, the fee hiked by the school
apheered to be unjustified. The Committee examined the preliminaly
calculation sheet prepared by the CAs 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 a liability of Rs. 1,25 »86,585 for which no detalls

were available in the balance sheet. Accordingly, the Commlttee

d1rected one of its audit officer to prepare a fresh calculation sheet
As per this calculation sheet, the Committee was prima fac1e of the
view that the h1ke 1n fee was wholly unJustlﬁed as the school had

sufficient funds of its own to absorb the incremental salary on

account of implementation of VI Pay Commission report..

The school was issued a notice dated 23 / 12/ 2013 for providing
1t an opportunity of hearing by the Committee on 24 /01/ 2014. A copy
of the preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the audit officer of

the Comm1ttee was also supplied to the school along with the notice.
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-On the scheduled date, Sh. N.K. Mahajan and Ms. Mamta Goel,
Chartered Accountants appeared with Sh. Vasudev Sharma
Accountant and Ms Jaya Hari Accounts Assistant of the school. The
school filed written submissions dated 24/01/2014 with supporting
details. The school also filed its own calculation sheet in justification
of the fee hike. As per the calculation sheet filed by the school, the
points of divergence between the calculation sheet prepared by the

audit officer of the Committee and that prepared by the school are as

follows:

(a) The schoo'l excluded the fixed deposifs amounting to Rs.
1,18,37,963+' interest accrued thereon amounting to Rs.
1,16,247 from the calculation of funds available W1th it on |
the ground that it represented 10% out of the saving from
iuition 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 lability of Rs. 1,25,86,585 and
provided its detail. These liabilities incl:luded loan from
'Canara Bank amounting to Rs. 48,70,000 and loan from
Orieni;al Bank of Commerce amounting to Rs 73,53,856. It
was contended that the proceeds of these loans to the tune of
Rs. 1,26,00,000 were used for giving advance to Master Nihal

Singh Society for purchase of land. It was contended that

e,
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New Delhi-110029

since ﬂ-‘liS' advance had been"iﬁclude_d in the funds é.vailable;
the corresponding liability against that oﬁght to be deducted
and only the net amount should be included in the funds
available. _

(c} A sum of Rs. 43,02,868 Iwas paid by the school as arrears of

salary for the period 01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009, of which

(d) The incremental salary on account of _ irnplementation of VI
Pay Commission report taken in the preliminary calculation
sheet at Rs. 35,65,198 was not correct as it did not take into
account the increase 1n exbenditure ﬁnder the head Securify .

"~ Guard expenses and honorarium. The difference on this
account was Rs. 2,66,289,

(¢) The incremental tuition fee in 2009-10 was taken in excess
in- the preliminary calculation sheet to the tune of Rs.
78,84,000 as the base figure of tuition fee for 2008-09 .was

- erroneously taken at Rs. 8 ;76,142 instead of Rs, 87 ,60,142.

() The prehmmary calculation sheet does not factor in the

mcremental liability on account of gratu1ty and leave

encashment which amounts to Rs. 26,97,445.
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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 very submissions were also made orally during

the course of hearing.
Discussion:

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 as also that prepared by the school and the

oral and written submissions made before it bjr the representatives of

the school.

In order to appreciate the contentions of the school better, it will
be useful to first reproduce herebelow the prehmmary calculation

sheet prepared by the audit officer of the Commlttee
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] WAL LA TS oy
Current Assets
Cash in hand 27,735
Bank Balance 178
TDS on FDR : . 9,639 .
Advance against Purchase of Lan 12,600,000
Seema Creations 4,450
Fixed Deposits 11,837,963
Accrued Interest on FDR 116,247 24,596,212
Less:- | Current Liabilities -
Caution Money 623,825
Parents & alumini association 91,643
Fee & Charges received in advance 142,225
Audit fee payable . 16,854
Liabrary Membership Security 7,000
Bonus Payable 130,749
| Expenses Payable 202,576
Bank O/d with OBC 735,864 1,950,736
Net Current Assets 22,645,476
Less:- | Arrear of Salary as per 6th CPC w.e.f..01.01.06 to 31.03.2009 -
' Annual increase in salary (FY 09-10) ’ 3,565,198 . 3,565,198
Excess / (Short) Fund Before Fee Hike 19,080,278
Fee Hiked and Recovered due to 6th CPC from 01.01.06 to
Add:- | 31.03.2009 . 3,519,720
’ Annual increase in Tuition fee (FY 09-10) 12,356,003 15,875,723
Excess / (Short) Fund After Fee Hike 34,956,001
Working notes:
1:Fee Charged under various heads as per | & E Account 2008-09 2009-10
Tuition Fee 876,142 10,918,707
Development Fee (Treated as revenue receipt) 890,595 1,621,107
Activity Charges 1,909,990 2,803,568
Computer Activity Receipt 1,312,850 2,012,225
Lab Receipts 200,770 205,795
Examination fee 198,250 183,198
Total . 5,388,597 17,744,600
Increase in fee in 2009-10 12,356,003
Salary paid under various heads as per | & E Account 2008-09 2009-10
Salary, Wages & Allowances : 10,584,930 14,258,514
Contribution to PF 525,289 484,690
Bonus to Staff 178,500 177,625
Computer Education Expenses 143,299 50,400
Administration charges on PF 89,191 107,106
EDLI 40,177 48,249
Total ! 11,561,386 15,126,584
Increase in Salary in 2009-10 3,565,198
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The various contentions made by the school are discussed as

follows:
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(a) In so far as the contention of tﬁe 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 sa@gs as per Rule
177 of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 is not very 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 acc;)unt of -
irnplementation 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 liabilities. Such reserves are not
to be held in perpetuity. The very pﬁrpose of keeping funds
in reserve is that they should be available when the need
arises on account of any unforeseen liability befalling on the
school. Thirdly, no calculations have been provided by the
school as to how rﬁuch reserve fund is available in terms of
the aforesaid rule. The Committee, however, is mindful c;f the
fact thét the schools do require to keep adequate reserves to

meet unforeseen liabilities and for this purpose it has taken
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a view that funds equivalent to four months’ salary ought to
be kept in reserve. The post implementation monthly salary
bill of the school is Rs. 12,58,800 as submitted by the school
itself in its reply to the questionnaire issued by the
Committee. The Committee accepts ;chis figure and based on

this, it will duly factor in the requirement of reserve which

000095

amounts to Rs. 50,35,200. However, the contention of the

school to altogether exclude the FDRs + interest accrued

tﬁereon from the re_ckoﬁing of funds available cannot be

accepted.

(b) The Committee accepts the contention of the school that

since it has included the amount of advance given for
purchase of land amounting to Rs. '1,26,00;000 in the fuﬁds
avaﬂable, the corresponding liabilities of loans taken for
giving this advance ought to be deducted. These alongwith
other éundry liabilities aggregating Rs. 1,25,86,585 would

be duly factored in while making the final calculations.

(c) The contention of the school that it paid arrears of Rs.

43,02,868 for the period 01/01/2006 to 31/03/2009, which’
have not been accountéd for in the preliminary calculations
need to be given a deeper consideration. During the course

of hearing, a sheet styled as Annexire-C was filed giving
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details of these paymenté. ‘It was further clarified that' ﬂﬁs
amount represented the arrears pertaining to the period
Septembér 2008 ‘to June 2009 and not 61/01/2006 to
31/03/2009. It was fL;.rther\ shown that out of the total sum
of Rs. 43,02,868, a sum of Rs. 42,18,168 was paid by means
of cheques in August 2011. A small amount of Rs. 84,700 -
was shown as‘paid in July 2012, Howevef, in its feply dated
05/03/2012 to the questionnairé issued by the Committee, |
the school stated that “Salary to staff increased from
01/07/2009.” 1t further stated that “Arfears of salary to

staff have been paid from April 2009 consequent to

- implementation of VI Pay Commission- Rs. 42,18,168.” Thus,
- as per reply to the questionnaire, the arrears pertained to the

_period starting from April 2009 and ending with June 2009

as the regular salary was increased w.ef. July 2009.‘
Moreover, it was not mentioned in the reply »t(‘) thfe
questioﬁnaire that such arrears were paid only in July 2011
and August 2012. Therefore, it was presuméd while
preparing the. preliminary calculation sheet that the arrears
had been paid in tﬁe 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-
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SNe O

10. Howevef, now the school has come up with a new

.

contention in' its written submissions that such arrears

()

é_; pertained to the period 01.01.2006 to 31.03.2009. But, in
é the detailed sheet which has been filed showing liability of
M arrears, the same has been shown for the period Ist
; September 2008 to 30t June 2009. Hence, the school has'
(_} been inconsistent in its stand regarding the payment of
‘D - arrears and the period to Which they pertained. However, the
@, Committee is inclined to accept that t_he arrears pertained to
0) | the period Ist September 2008 to 30t June 2009 as the
. _ school has given the detailed break up of its calculations
D » separately for the perioid September to December 2008 and
F\) B | January to June 2009.

The moot point to be considered is whether the arrears

O of salary amounting to Rs. 43,02,868 for the period
O September 2008 to June 2009 were l€ft out of consideration
O o while preparing the preliminary calculation sheet. The
3 _
C/‘ Committee examined the financials of the school for the
O years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 and finding that the
"~ financials for 2011-12 and 2012-13 were not on its records,
()
o having not been called for, the Committee vide its email
' :
(i
» dated 22/05/2014 required the school to file the same along -
O ' s
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with its bank statements, as the payment of arrears was
| made during these financial years, as claimed by the sehool.
On examination of the financials of the scnool for the years
2011-12 .and 2012-13 along with the bank statements, the
Committee is satisfied that .the paﬁent .of aneafs
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 .
2011-12 and 2012-13. The audit officer of the Committee
nJade a reasonable assumption that sinee the bulk of the |
arrear fee was collected in 2008-09 and as per the order
dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of Education, the arrear

salary for the period September 08 to March 09 had to be

' paid latest by 30/04/2009, the figure of salary as appearing

~ in the Income & Expenditure account for the year 2009-10

mcluded the arrear salary. However as stated supra, the

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
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- expenses and honorarium has to be rejected outrightly aé
these expenses have nofching to do with the implementation
of VI Pay Commission report. The very fact that s'ecurityl
guard expenses have been booked separately showé fhat

security services have been outsourced.

(e) The conten_tion regarding excess’ aCcouhting 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 1;ectiﬁed. - 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 factoriné in off the/?

increased liability of gratuity and léave encashmen’é'
amounting to Rs. 26,97,445 is accepted by the Committee
as the school has furnjshed thelnecessary 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 2,26,45,476
er preliminary calculation sheet
Less
(a) Liability of loans taken for payment | -
of advance given for land 1,25,86,585
(b) Reserve for accrued liability of
gratuity and leave encashment 26,97,445 |
(c) Reserve for future contingencies 50,35,200 | 2,03,19,230
Funds available for unplementatlon of VI 23,26,246
Pay Commission Report '
Add
(a) Arrear fee recovered 35,19,720
(b) Incremental fee for F.Y. 2009-10 44,72,003 79,91,723
(A) Total funds available for 1,03,17,969
’ implementation of VI Pay
Commission report
(B)Additional liability on account of
implementation of VI Pay
Commission report: :
(a) Arrear salary 43,02,868
(b) Incremental Salary for F.Y. 2009-
- 10 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
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revenue of Rs. 24,49,903, which in view of the Committee ought tobe

.refu_nded along with Ainterest @ 9% per annum from the date of
collection to the date of refund. Another feature that has been noticed
by the Committee is that the school recovered the bulk of arrear fee in
March 2009 while it pa1d the arrear salary only in the month of
August 2011. In the prem1ses the Commlttee is of the view that the
school unjustly held on to the funds raised by way of arrear fee from
the students for about 2 & % yeafs. Ih case tlie.liability for arrear
salary was to be discharged in August ~2011, there was no earthly
reason for recovering the fee in March 2009. The Committee is
therefore of the view that the students ought to be compensated with
interest @ 9% per annum for a period of 30 monthe onthe amount of
arrear fee collected from them. The actual period 'of interest would

depend upon the date of collection of fee from the individual students.

- Development Fee:

In reply to the que"sti_onnaire regarding develoome:tt fee, the |
school stated that it vvas charging development fee in all the five years
for which information was sought Further, such development fee was‘
treated as a revenue receipt and no- deprec1at10n reserve fund was
mamta;ned in respect of depreciation on assets acquired out of
development fee. It further stated that sinee 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-

Y
AN

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 collection of Rs. 68.60 lacs on account

of development fee from 2006-07 t0-2010—1 1, 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 m.ain_taining 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 éxpenses. It has also stated that the
development fee v§ras treaté_d as a revenue receipt and no deioreci_ation
reserve fund was maihtained_ in 4-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
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Hon’ble Supremé Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of
India (2004) 5 SCC 583. The Committee is therefore of the view that
the development fee dhaféed by the schoollwas not in compliance with
the law and therefore, the same was unjustified. However, since fhe
Committee has mandated to examine the fee chaliged by the school in
pursuance of order dated 11/02 /2009 issued by the Direqtor of
Education, the Committee is re_:stricting its recomméndatioﬁs to the

development fee charged in 2009-10 and 20 10-11.

In so far as the development fee for the year 2009-10 is
concerned, the same has already been considered for the purpose of

determlmng the justifiability 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 developmént fee charged_ for the year |

2010-11 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 collection to the date of refund.

Recommendations:

In view of the above discussion énd 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 feé for
the year 2010-1 1, amounting to Rs. 18,37,372, along

with interest @ 9% per 'arinilm from the date of

collection to the date of refund.

(c) The school ought to pay'ihterest to the students on
the arrear fee charged from the date of its collection

t0o 16/08/2011, @ 9% per annum,

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/-  Sdf- - Sd/-

A
CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Smgh (Retd ) Dr. RK.Sharma
Member _ Chalrperson Member

Dated: 03/06/2014

-
JUSTICE

" ANIL DEV Sl
CCMI\/HTTEE

7 Review of School Feg ;

TRUE Ccopy
SEM/

aretary

17



)

¢

B-221 000105
: Yivekanand International School, I.P. }ixtensi;n, Patparganj,
9 " Delhi-110092
O |
~ The school had submitted copies of its annual returné and fee
5 statements to the Dy. Director of Education, District .East, under cc;vér
(“\ of its letter dated 25/01/2012. It was mentioned in the letter that the
® school had not collected any arrear of tuition fee from the students for
gx paymeht of arrear salary on account of implementation of VI Pay
() Commission report as the pgrent‘s of the students We;‘e not in a
) position to pay the arrear fee. For this reason, the school did not pay
{"j ) any arrear of salary to the staff. However, it Was mentioned that the
O school had implemented the VI Pay Cqmmission report prospéctively
(\) w.e.f. December 2009 and .in support, it filed copies of sa_lary- _ '

ORGRVIRS.

-
{
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L
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statements for the month of November 2009 showing total monthly
.salary expenditure to be Rs. 4,81,519 and for the month of December
2009 showing monthly expenditure of salary to be Rs. 5,29,427. Thus

the mohthly incremental salary on account of purporfed

implementation of the VI Pay Commission report was shown to be -

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, 'vi.de its letter dated 28/02/ 2012 reiterated the aforesaid
information with regard to salary bﬁt with regard to hike in fee, it

stated that it had not increased the tuition fee of the students as
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Vivekanand International School, I.P. Extension, Patparganj,

Delhi-110092

envisaged in the order dated 11/02 /2009 issued by the Director of -
Education. On the basis of the information furnished by the school, as
the school claimed not to have hiked any fee in terms of the aforesaid

order dated 11/02/2009, the school was initially placed in category
‘C.

In order to verify the contention of the school that it had not
hiked any fee in terms of the aforesaid order, the Commlttee vide its
letter dated 23/03 / 2012 requlred 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 of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education,

-the schoel did hike tuition fee, which although was less than the

maximum hike permitted by the said order, was nevertheless more

than 10% as compared to the fee of the previous year.
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Vivekanand International School, I.P. Extension, Patpargani,

Delhi-110092

On 19/04/2012, the representative of the school appeared with
the relevant records and filed a letter dated 18 / 04 /2012, signed by
the Principal of the school. Vide this letter, the school admitted that it
had ﬁiked the fee in 2009—10 which was more than 10% as compared
to the fee for 2068-09. This was done for the reason tﬁat the fee
structure of the school till 2008-09 was very low and restrictiﬁg the
increase toA 10% would have been econofnicall_y unviable. It «wals also
mentioned that earlier thé school was. running at Vishwas 'Na_gar,
Shahdra on a private land and the fee structure was véry low ‘on
account’ of its location- and the facilities provided by the ~school. .
Subsequently, the schdol was shiffe_d to its present site i.e. LP.
Extension which was allotted by DDA, the school requﬁed more funds
to maintain its large infrastructure. It also mentioned that neithér the
Delhi School Education Act, 1973 nor any circular issued by the

Director of Education restricts the hike which the school can make to

the extent of 10% only.

The records produced by the school were examined by the audit

officer of the Committee on 19/04 / 2012. She observed as follows:

(@) On examination of fee statements of the school for the years
.2008-09 . and 2009-10, it appéared that the school had

increased the fee in 2009-10 in terms of order dated
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11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education. However,
on examination of the fee receipts produced by the school, it
was discovered that the .school actually charged lesser
“amount of fee from the students. The students who migrated
from the earlier premises of 1}he school at Vishwas Nagar
eontinued to pay lesser fee. On the other hand, the
students who were admitted at the new ;laremises at.
Patparganj paid fees at higher rates.

(b) The school had only nominally implemented the VI Pay
Commission report w.e.f. December ."2009, in as much as the
school was paying only the basic pay and the grade pay as
per the recommendations of the VI Pay Commiseion. No ‘,DA
or HRA was being paid by the school. The incremental
expenditﬁre on salary was just Rs. 47,908 per month. - On
the other hand, the total increase in monthly fee o.nAaccount

of fee 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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Vivekanand International School, I.P. Extension, Patparganj, .
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utilisation of devélopment fee was also issued to the school. It was
mentioned in the notice that at the time of hearing, the books of

accounts, fee records, salary records and bank statements should be

kept handy.

On the scheduled date, Sh. Ashu Gﬁpta, 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 _.relisted'.
on 22/04/2014, when the representative of the school was asked to
produce the 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:

(a) 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.
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Vivekanand International School I.P. Extension, Patpa g nj,

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, althqugh- more than 10% as
compared to t_he fee of the previous year, was less than the
maximum hike permitted by the order dated 11 /02/2009
issued by the Director of Education

(d) The hike in eggregate tuition fee from Rs. 48.23 lacs in 2008-

| 09 to Rs. 71.83 lacs in 2009-10 was on account of increased
enrollment in 2009-10 whieh rose from 793 to 920.
(e) The school - charges development fee from new students only

and the same is treated as a revenue recelpt

Discussion:

At the outset, it has to be stated that the school 'did not in
actual fact implemerrtr&e—'VI—Pay—Cbmrmssi—Trepﬁft.—Tl'F meager
increase in monthly salary from December 2009 onwards, which was
just 9.95% over the salary for the pre implementation period, gives a
lie to the contention 'of the school that it implemented the VI Pay
Commission report W.e.f. December 2009. In fact, the salary hike in a
- year on account of the increased Dearness allowance which is

announced twice every year, besides the routine -annual increment

' .- TRy o
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Vivekanand International School, 1.P. Extension, Patparganij,

Delhi-110092

results in a hike of more than 10%. To say that the hike of 9.95% in
salary is on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission report is -

a very fanciful submission.

There.fore,; 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 taking a view that in the absence of implemeritation

of VI Pay Commission report, a fee hike to the extent of 10% would be

- Jjustified so as to cover the impact of inflation. Any hike in eéxcess of

that would not be justified as the schools are not supposed to proﬁteer
from the operations of the school. The contenﬁon 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 L.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 méde 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 deﬁc1ts That means that the school was managing

at its new prem1ses 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.
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V1vekanand International School, I.P. Extension, Patparganj,
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However, in the case of Modern School vs. Union of India ( 2004) 5
SCC 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 ére compelling reasons for the
hike to. be in excess of 10%, e.g. a néw Pay Commiss_ion is to be

enforced which entails substantial hike in expenditure on salaries, the

‘hike in excess of 10% would not be justified. The Cbmmittee is in

accord with the view of the Directorate of Education that the schools
can hike the fee ordinarily upto 10% giyen the cuArrentA inflationary
trends. Any hike in excess of this ﬁmit would not be justified.
However, where the schools operate on very low fee base, the
Committee has been taking a view that if the hike is no.t 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 th1s particular school needs to be exammed Although the
audit ofﬁcer has mentioned that the tuition fee was increased by more

than 10% in 2009-10, she has not set out the comparative fee chargéd

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 annuai 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
mbﬁthly fee unde‘r the head ‘other charges’. The amount charged as
other chérges was Rs. 500 per month in 2008-09 and Rs. 550 per
month in 2009-10, besides mition fee which wvaried 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 follows:
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Class Monthly Monthly Increase in | Percentage
tuition fee in | tuition fee in | 2009-10 increase
2008-09 (Rs.) | 2009- 10 (Rs.) | (Rs.)

Pre 1060 1310 250 23.58%

primary

toV :

VI to VIII | 1250 1500 250 - 20.00%

IX& X 1750 2100 350 20.00%

XI & XII | 2150 2600 450 20.93%

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 Vie\;V
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Vivekanand International School, 1.P. Extensioh, Patparganj,
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that the extent of hike in fee effected by the school cannot be justified
on any paranlleter and to the extept 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 hik‘e. is part ef the fee for the
subsequent years also, the fee for moee years, to the extent they are
relatable to tﬁe amount of fee that the Committee has recommended
to be refunded, ought also be r'e_funded‘along with interest @ 9% per

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

However, it Would be in order to é.dd a caveat here. Since the
school claims to have charged fee at lesser rates from the sfudents
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 anei this claim has also been verified by
the audit officer of the Commit’_tee, the amount of refund would
accordingly be different for these two categoriés 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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B Development Fee:
0 |
a In reply to the questionnaire regarding 4development fee, the
S school stated that it was 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 regardin;‘
O the specific assets ac_quiréd out of development fee. During the course |
& of hearing, the .representative of the school conceded that the
5 devélopment fee was treated as a revenue receipt.
: The Committee is of the view that the school was not fulfilling
t? any of the pre conditions for charéing development fee as laid down by
:\ the Duggal Committee which were subsequently affirmed by the
(; Hon’ble Supreme Court 1n the case of Modern School Vs. Union of
= " India (2004) 5 SCC 583. The Committee is thereforeA of the view that
fhe development fee charged by the school was not in compliaﬁce with
: the law and therefore, the same was uﬁjustiﬁed. However, since the
\/:‘ .Committee has mandated to examine the fee charged b.y the school in
;i pursuance of order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of
;\ Education, the Committee is restricting its fecommendations to the
F’) development fee' charged in 2009-10 and 2010-1 1. As per ﬁhe
N information furnished by the school, the school collected a sum of Rs. _

A
v

43,900 as development fee in 2009-10 and Rs. 1,20,900 in 2010-11.
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V1vekanand International School, I.P. Extension, Patparg nj,

Delhi-110092

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 discussidn 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 exteht the hike exceeds

" 10% over the fee of 2008- 09 along with mterest @ 9%

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

The amount of refund is to be calculated with

. reference to the aetual 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 collection to the date of refund

Sd/-  Sdi-  Sd-

CA JS Kochar Justwe Anil Dev Singh (Retd) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member - Chairperson ‘Member

. Dated: 14/07/2014
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Rajdhani Public School, Narela, Delhi — 40

000117

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 lWas 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 th¢ questionnaire within the.
specified time. However, the returns filed by thé school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Committee
on being requisitioned fror1;1 the _concerned Deputy Director of Education .

along with a copy of the fee schedule.

- 3. On eXaminaﬁ_on 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 and had
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

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

JUSTIGE
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
¢ Review of School Fee

TRUE copy

Page 1 of6



OO0 0-aQ

-

O O 0

O O O

O D

O a0

B-292

Rajdhani Public School, Narela, Delhi-40 (J()(118§

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 fo 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

5. Sh. Abbas Ali, Manager of the school attended the Qfﬁce 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 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. July, 2010 and had

.not 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.

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

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

().  The school had increased tuition fe€ in 2009-10, by Rs.50/- to
Rs.iO"O/— per month for different classes. During 2010-11, the
school had hiked fee by Rs.80/- to Rs.150/- per month for

different classes in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated 11.02.20009.
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v (ii). The school has claimed to have implemented the i‘ecommendations )
O of the 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. July, 2010.

- (iif). The salary.to the staff had been paid in cash, in spite of the school
9 .

having two bank accounts.

O _

o (iv). No TDS deduction was made from the salary.

{ S

~ . (v). = The salary had not been paid for one full month to almost all the

1
. .
O members of the staff during the year 2010-11.
J/ .

O | \

N 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
D) years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
Y Committee and for affprding an opportunity of hearing to the school.

O

O 8. On 02.06.2014, Shri Abbas Ali, Manager, Shri Mange Ram,
O Member (MC) and Shri Ram Niwas Jain, Accountant of the school
e | .

-/ appeared before the Committee. They initially contended that the school
) : :

had implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission w.e.{f.

o July, 2010, but when confronted with the observations of the Audit
G Officer of the Committee, they conceded that the recommendations of the
O 6th Pay Commission, in fact, had not been implemented. They stated
O that the school, during 2009-10 had hiked the fee within the tolerance
D ) , ' Page 3 of 6
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O limit of 10%, but during 2010-11, the hike was in terms of the order of
O ‘ the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.
O

°. We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
O X |

of the Committee and submissions of the representative of the school.
o The following chart, which is culled out from the record would show the
O 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
D) . , 12009-10 . . 12010-11 |in 2010-11
- Pre-school | 250 250 Nil 1350 100
0 Pre-primary | 295 350 55 450 100
o Iand II 420 470 50 | 550 80
- ‘ ItoV 450 | 500 50 : 580 30
O VI to VIII 550 600 50 680 80
_ IX 750 850 100 950 100
L X 850 1950 100 1100 150
(2 |
) 10. . From the above, it is manifest that the school has 1ncreased the
o fee during the years 2009-10 for classes IX and X in terms of the order of

the D1rector of Educat1on dated 11.02.2009. - During 2010 11 fee has

been hiked by more than 10% for the same classes.
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Rajdhani Pubiic School, Narela, Delhi — 40 N UUG 1 2 1

11. As regards the question of implementation of the recommendations

. of the 6t Pay Commission is concerned, the school has admittedly not

implemented the same.

12. As per the record produced before us, the school had not charged

development fee from the students.

 Discussion and Recommendations

Regarding Tuition Fee: -

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee for
classes IX and X without implementing the recommendations of 6tb

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 for classes IX and X

_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
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years and the fee of the subsequent yeafs 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.

Sdi- o

. Y i ' . :
J.S. Kochar - Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member -~ Chairperson Member

Dated:—.23.07.20 14
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Pusa Public Sr_.-Sec. School, Vikas Puri, New Delhi-1 10018

In reply to the questionnaire dated 27/02 / 2012_ issued by the
Committee, the school vide email dated 02/08/2012 submitted that
the school had 1mp1emented the VI Pay Commlssmn report
prospectlvely 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 very smaJl number of students and with
the moderate fee structure and weak financial pos1t10n of the school, it

was not economically viable to pay arrears of salary.

With regard .to hike in fee in pursuance of order dated
11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Education, the school gave a
very ambivalent reply to the effect that the school nexter increased the
fee in the middle of ‘any academic session, after submission of

statement fee under section 17 (3) of Delhi School Education Act,
1973.

Based on the reply to the questionnaire, the school was placed

. in category B’.

On reviewing the financial statements and other documents
received through.the Dy. Director of thevDistrict and the reply to the
questionnaire issued by the Committee, the Committee felt that the
information furnished by the school was not adequate and specific for

examining the justifiability of hike in fee. In fact, it was not clear from
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Pusa Public Sr. Sec. School,_Vikas Puri, New Delhi-110018

the reply submittgd by the school whether it had hiked the fee at all jn
bursuance 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 ahd in this questionnaire, specific queries were
raised with regard to the collection and utilisation of development fee
also, besides the queries relating to the im?plementation of VI Pay

Commission report and the fee hiked by the school for that purposé.

The school submitted its reply to the revised questionnaire
under cover of its letter dated 24/05/2013. With regard to the
implementation of VI Pay Commission reporf and collection of arrear.
fee and payment of. arrear salary, the school reiterated the
submissions made by it in feply to the original questionnaire.
However, in evidence of implementation of VI Pay Commission report
w.e.f. 01/07/2010, the school filed .cbpies of the salary sheets for the
month of June 2010 and July 2010 showiﬁg aggregate salary of Rs.
2,17,920 and Rs. 2,39,998 respectively. Effecfiveiy, the school stated

that as a result of nnplementatmn of VI Pay Commission, its monthly

.salary b111 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 2.009-10,' 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 follows:
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SO0 RO O

‘Class Monthly Monthly Increase in | Percentage
Tuition fee | tuition Fee | 2009-10 increase
in 2008-09 | in 2009-10 (| (Rs.)

(Rs.) Rs.) :
Pre 850 1050 200 23.53%
school
| Pre 880 1050 - 170 19.32%
primary
ltoV

VI & VIII 990 1150 160 16.16%

IX & X 1200 1500 300 25.00%

XI & XII 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 feé '

records, salary 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

obéerved as follows:
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Pusa Public Sr. Sec. School, Vikas Puri, New Delhi-110018

@)

(i)

(iv)

The contention of the school that it implemented the. VI
Pajf Commission report w.ef 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
er HRA and TA were not being paid.

Even after purportedly iinplementing the VI Pay -
Commission report, the school was not paying the entire
salary through banking channels and the school. never
deducted any TDS or provident fund. Consequently it did
not file any returns. |
Though the s_chool had hiked the tuition fee in accordance
with the order dated 11/02/2009 of the Difector of
Education, the school was actually collecting lesser fee
than the fée mentioned in the schedules from a good
number of students.

Np 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.

The school was issuéd a notice dated 13/05/2014 for providing
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it an opportunity of being heard by the Committee on 04/06/2014.
- On this date, Dr. Keswani, General Secretary of the Society appeared

with Sh. R.G. Luthra, Chartered Accountant. They filed written
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B-312

submissions dated 04/06/2014, justifying the fee hike. They were

heard by the Committee. Besides reiterating their written

‘submissions, they:

@

(1)

(i)

(iv)

(v)

conceded 'tha_t 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.

contended that a substantial part of the salary was paid
directly by the Society, after implemenfatioh of VI Pay
Commission Report.

conceded that even after implementation of VI. Pay
Commission report, no TDS was deducted from the salary
of the sfaif.

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.
The aggregafe revenue from fee and thé aggregate

expenditure on salary 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 1 13,41,844 | 28,15,532
Excess of salary over | 4,29,539 4,47,279 |17,60,812
tuition fee ' :
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(vl 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 studénts vis a vis

those paying 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 | No. of full fee | No. of students
students paying students | enjoying concessions

2008-09 88 29 39

2009-10 94 26 68

2010-11 107 26 71

(vii)

Dis_cussion & Determination regarding tuitio_n 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 of hearing, 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 of Education, w.e.f. 01/04/2009, as the school
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Pusa Public Sr. Sec. School, Vikas Puri, New Delhi-110018

only nominally implemented the VI Pay Commission report and that
too w.ef. 01/07/2010 and the Committee has serious reservations
with the contention of the school that the salary 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 questionnaire, the school stated that its salary

bill for June 2010 (prior to implementation) was Rs. 2,17,920 which
nominally rose to Rs. 2,39,998 for July 2010 i.e. a mere increase of
Rs. 22,078 per inonth, the Committee feels that thié is not a fit case
§vhere it should recommend a refund of fee, for the reason that the
school had very low stﬁdent strength during the years 2008-09 to
2010-11 and out of that too, the number of full fee paying §tudents |

was miniscule. In 2009-10, it was just 26. Thus the full effect of fee

* hike in 2009-10 was borne by only these 26 students. As noticed

supra, the audit officer of the Committee has conﬁrméd that the
school was not charging full fee as per the fee schedule from a large
number of students. The Committeei 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 called for qua the tuition fee.

Development Fee:
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Pusa Public Sr. Sec. School, Vikas Puri, New Delhi-110018

~ In reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee, the

school furnished the fdllowing information of collection and utilisation

of development fee:

Year Development fee | Development fee | Manner of
collected (Rs.) utilised (Rs.) utilisation
2006-07 | 17,100 4,170 Purchase of
furniture & 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
A & equipments
Total 195,000 32,491

It was 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 financials of

O QO

the school. In so far as the school admits that it was neither -

maintaining any development fund account nor any depreciation

O reserve fund account, the Committee is of the view that the school was
O not complying with the pre conditions laid down by the Duggal
O | Committee for charging development fee which were upheld by the
© Hon’ble Supreme Court in th;a case of Modern School vs. Union of
S) India (2004) 5 SCC 583. Further, the Committee is of the view-that
~ the school hardly had any development plans in view of the nominal
(3 amount utilised by it for permitted purposes. Charging of
; development fee would be. justiﬂgd only where the school has definite
; | development plans. The Committee is therefore of the view that the
- school ought to refund the development fee charged 1n 2009-10 and
3 2010-11 along with interest @ 9% per annum from the date of
KT) collection' to the date of refund. The Committee is restricting its
ﬁ recommendations for the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 as the mandate
S of the Committee is only to examine the fee charged in pursuance of
/;, order dated 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of Educaﬁon. With
/:\ regard to the earlier years, it is for the Director of Education to take 2.
; view in the matter. The Committee has consciously made no allowarice

;—\ for keeping any funds in reserve for future conﬁngencies or gratuity

™y l ' liability (Leave encashment liability is not even claimed by the school).

f: This is for.the reason that the Committee is not convinced of thé claim
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-Pusa Public Sr. Sec. Scho_ol, Vikas Puri, New Delhi-110018

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.
, i -. & , '
Sd/f Sdf- 7 w0
_ - %;‘\D { . | # et : .
L P .. . oty : ’ ¥ . ‘
CA J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member Chairperson Member
Dated: 01/08/2014 _
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Oxford Modern Public, Mandoli Road,Shahdara,Delhi - 32 ‘ 609133

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information fr~cv>m 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 fhe pﬁrpose of implementation
there_df, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Managers of ali 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 échool under Rule 180 of
the Delhi'.School Educaﬁon 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 Con"lmittee-, it
prima facig, appeared that the school had increased the fee in terms of
thé 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 19.09.2013, requlred 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 quesﬁonnaire.

5. On 09.10.2013, Sh. Kuldeep Tyagi, 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 6tk Pa'y 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 1 1.02.2009.

6. The'record, in the first instance, was examined Aby Shri N.S.Batra,
Audit Officer of the Cémmittéé. .He observed to the effect that: -
(i). the school has claimed to have implemented the recommendations
of the 6th Pa3-f C'ommissjbn partially.
(ii). HRA and DA has nét been paid as per the prescribed ratfes.
(iii). T.D.S. has never b¢en deducted from the salary of the staff.
(iv) The school hiked tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11 by Rs.100/-

p.m., for all classes.
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Oxford Modern Public, Mandoli Road,Shahdara,Delhi ~ 32 00135

m 7. By notice dated 1_6:07.’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 fo_r affording an oppe_rtunity, of hearing to the school.
S
8. On 01.08.2014. Sh. Kuldeep Tyagi, Manager of the school
- aiopeared before the Committee and provided the fecords. It has been
,;) contended. by the school representatives that:-
:) ' (i) The school has not implemerlted the recqmmehdations of the 6t
r: " _Pay Commission, in-spite of hike in fee,
f/ . ().  The school hiked tuition fee by Rs.100/- p.m. in 2009—10, in
M terms of the order of the D1rector of Education dated ll 02. 2009
: Dur1ng 2010-11, hike in fee was by Rs.100 /- p.m. for all classes.
\ (i) The school charged development fee 1nadvertently in 2008-09 only.
It was not collected further in any year.
'\n P
r\/ 9. - We have gone through the record, and observations of the Audit
’i Officer of the Committee. The following chart, which is culled out from
Zj _ the record would show the exact extent of hike in tu1t1on fee during the

- years 2009-10 and 2010-11: -
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0xfofd Modern Pﬁin;:, Mandoli Road,Shahdara,Delhi — 32 0@@136

" | Class Tuition | Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition ﬁiﬁon
: Fee Fee increased | Fee Fee
during during in 2009-10 | during increased
2008-09 | 2009-10 2010-11 |in2010-11
ItoVv 1 300 400 100 500 100
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 1 1.02.2009. During 2010-11 also there was

hike in fee by Rs.100/-.

11. Admittedly, the school has not implemented the recommendations

of the 6t Pay Commission.

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 énh_ancing the tuition fee in 2009-
10, without implementing the recommendations of Gth' Pay
Commission, we are of the view that the increase in feé, 1n excess of |

the i:ol_erance limit of 10%; was unjustified. Therefore, the
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Commlttee recommends that the fee hlke 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 eft-'eet in..the subsequent
years and the fee of the subsequent years to the exteﬁt, it is
relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10 ought also tq 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,ithe school has not charged development fee during the years
2009-10 and thereafter, in pursuance of the order of the Direetor of
Education dated 11.02.2009; therefore no recommendations are

made regarding refund of the same.
Recommended accordingly. ' I |
Sd/l- Sﬁf o 8df

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 (00138

1.  With a view to elicit the relevant informa;cion from the schools with
regard to the basic questipns, whether . or not the schools had ‘
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
so, whether or not the fee was hikeci for the purpose of impleméntation
thereof, a qﬁéstionnaire 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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Taksila Public School, Jyoti Colony Extn., Delhi - 94 QGO 1 3@

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 atterided 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 Corﬁmittee and .produced the record. The réplsf
to the questionnaire was filed on 16.12.2013. As per the reply, the
schbol had not implemented the recommendations of tﬁe 6th -Pay
Commission and had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. “’1"he school i'lad 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: -

/\: ' " .Page 2 0f 6
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Taksﬂa Public School, Jyoti Colony Extn., Delhi - 94 {J{(}0140.

().  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 Eduéation, dated 11.02.2009. Dliring 2010-11, the
hike was by 10%,

(ii). The school had not implemented the recommendations of the oth

Pay Commission.

(iif). The school had not deducted TDS from the salary of the staff.

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 examinatioh 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 6t Pay Commission had not been implemented.
It was also stated that the school charged development fee which was
treated as revenue receipt in ;che aécounts and neither any development

fund nor any depreciation reserve fund was maintained.

Page 3 of 6
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Taksila Public School, Jyoti Colony Extn., Delhi — 94 ]
| V ° ' . ’ ’ ®. 0001&1
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 [Tuition | Tuition Fee
Fee Fee Fee Fee increased
during during |increased | during in 2010-11
2008-09 |2009-10 |in - 12010-11

. : 2009-10

[toII 850 | 1050 200 1150 100

IIltoV 950 1150 200 1250 100

VIto VIII | 1150 1450 300 1600 150

IXand X | 1300 1600 300 1760 160

Xl and XII | 1580 1980 400 2180 200

10. From the above, it is_ manifest that the school has inéreased the
fee durin-g the years 2009-10 in terms of the order of the Director of
Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010—1 1, the hike was by 10%.

11. The school admittedly has not implemented the recommendations

of the 6th 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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Taksila Public School, Jyoti Colony Extn., Delhi - 94 (00142

implementing the recommendations of 6t* Pay Commission, we are

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

of 10'%, was unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends
that the fee hike effected by the school in the year 2009-10 in '
excess of 10% ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per
annum frgm the date of its collection to the dai:,e of its refund.' '
Further, since the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also pért of fhe 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.16,01,104-00 )

2010-11 Rs.18,00,645-00
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Taksila Public School, Jyoti Colony Extn., Delhi —

Thé_ scHool has admitted that development fee had béen treated as
revenue receipt and no separate depreciation reserve fund and
development fund had been maintained.

In the circumstances, the Cémmittee is of the view that the
school was not complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed
by the Duggal Committee, which were é.fﬁfr’ned by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India&
Ors. Therefore, the Development Fee charged by the school to the
tune of Rs.34,01,749.00 during the years 2009-10 to 2010-11 in
pursuance of the order of the l. Director of Education dated

11.02.2009 was not in accordénce with law. This being so, the \

: séhool ought to refund the afo_resaid‘de'velopment fee .along with

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

of its refund.
Recommended accordingly.

!

Sd/- Sd/-  Sd/-

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

Member Chairperson Member

Dated:- 14.07.2014
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N - | Ram Chandra Sanatan Dharam Modern Public Sr. Sec.. School ,DDD 144
L Sadh Nagar Parf-l, Palam Colony, New Delhi — 45
D, ' '
C ‘ '
) 1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
) _ :
g\ 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 implemeﬁtation
(:) thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
O Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
() information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure
O 30 at page 470 of the First Interim Repoft). :
o |
O 2. The school did not respond to the questionnaire Within the
Q specified time. However, the returns ﬁlea by the school under Rule 180 of
O - the Dethi School Education Rulés, 11973 were received by the Committee
® .

on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education

along with a copy of the fee schedule.

o) | - .
- 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 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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Ram Chandra Sanatan Dharam Modern Public Sr. Sec. School ,

Sadh Nagar Part-1, Palam Colony, New Delhi - 45 UOO]@S

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 salary records for the years

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

5. Sh. Rakesh Kumar, TGT and Shri Manoj Kumar, PET of the school
attended the Qfﬁce of the Committee on 30.07.2013; ahd produced the
record along with the reply to fhe questionnﬁire. As per the reply, the
school had implemented the- recommendations of the 6t 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.

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

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

().  The school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10, by Rs.200/- per
month for classes VI to X and by Rs.300/- per month for classes XI

and XII. During 2010-11, the school had hiked fee by Rs.150/-

",
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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%.

~ (). The school has stated to have implemented the recommendations

of the 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. March, 2011, but had not paid DA

as per prescribed norms.

(iii). The school had collected development fee by Rs.1000/- from the

" 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 accountirig, 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
by them that though, the school increased the fee in terms of the order of

the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, w.e.f. September, 2008, the

~ recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission had been implemented only

Page 3 of 7

/ : FRUR COpy
~ JUSTICE ,

I ANIL DEV SINGH

) COMMITTEE

G &poretan
1 Revizw of School Fee, Y



oo | o B-413

5 Ram Chandra Sanatan Dharam Modern Public Sr. Sec. School ,
Q Sadh Nagar Part-1, Palam Colony, New Delhi — 45 8001&7 '
@
w.e.f. March, 2011. It was also stated that the school charged_
o - |
o development fee from the newly admitted students only and the same .
A had been treated as revenue receipts and neither, development fund nor,
® depreciation reserve fund had been separately maintained.
9 |
O 9.  We have gone through the record, observations of the Audit Officer
» of the Committee and submissions of the representative of the school.
D The following chart, which is culled out from the record would show the
O 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
O ' 2009-10 2010-11 |in 2010-11
O VI 850 1050 200 1200 150
' - | VII & VIII | 900 1100 200 1250 150
" IX&X 1000 1200 200 1350 150
- : X1 & XI1 1200 1400 200 1600 200
9, |
—~ 11. From the above, it is manifest that the school has increased the
(j\ fee during the years 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of
a Education dated 11.02.2009. During 2010-11, fee has been hiked by
O " more than 10%. |
O e . - .
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12. Asregards the question of implementation of the recommendations

a

of the 6t Pay Commission is concerned, the school has claimed to have

(£ ,

b implemented the same w.e.f. March, 2011, but DA had not been paid as
O per the recomr_nendatiéns of the Commisis'ion. Thereforé, the claim of the
O) school to have implementéd the recommendations of the 6"11‘ Pay
O Commission cannot be accepted by ‘the Committee. . i

o

D Discussion and Recommendations

O Regarding Tuition Fee: -

»

o

Since the school has utilised the order of the Director of

A
R

Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuition fee, Withéut
implementing the recommendatio.ns of 6th Pay C'ommissidn, 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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Sadh Nagar Part-1, Palam Colony, New Delhi — 45 QDGlé‘?

Further, the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the
subsequent years, tilere would 5e a ripple effect in the subsequent
years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, .~it is:
relatable to thé 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 manners: -

Year : Amount
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.

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
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the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India& Ors. Therefore, the
Development Fee charged by the school to the tune of
Rs.2,65,(_)00.00, during the years 2009-10 to ’2010-11 iﬁ pursuance
of the order Qf 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 6f its

refund.

| Recommended accordingly.

Sd/-

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

A <j A B : - ‘ : .. v
. J.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
O Member Chairperson —
O Dated:- 23.07.2014
O
O o
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B-415

Deep Parmarth Secondary School, Palam, Ne“r Delhi - 77 680151

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with
regard to the basic ~questions, whether or not - the schools had

1mp1emented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commlssmn and if

80, whether or not the fee was hlked for the purpose-of 1mplementat10n

thereof, a quest10nna1re prepared by the Committee WaS'issued to the
Managers of all schools on 27 02. 2012 W1th the request that the .

1nformat10n be furnlshed 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 requ1s1t10ned from the concerned Deputy Director of Education -

along with a A copy of the fee schedule.

3. On exam1nat10n of the‘ aforesaid returns by the Commlttee, it
prima facie, appeared that the school had 1ncreased the tee 1n terms of
the order of the. D1rector of Educat10n dated 11- 02 2009 as ‘well. as
implemented the: recommendatlons of the ‘smth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’. = .
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Deep Parmarth Secondary School, Palam, New Delhi - 77 000152

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 furmsh reply to the aforesaid questlonnmre

5.

On 25.07.2013; Ms. Meena Sehrawat, Manager of the school

attended the Office of the Corrimittee. "~ She 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.

July, 2010 and had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02. 2009, w.e.f. April, 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. 80/ to

Rs 140/- per month for different classes During 2010-11- also the

hike had been by Rs.50/- to Rs.80/-.
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Deep Parmarth Secondary. School, Palam, New Delhi — 77

000153

(ii). The school has claimed to haﬁvé implemented the recommendations
of the 6t Pay Commission, but DA and HRA was not paid asiper
the prescribed norms.

(ii). The salary to some of the staff had been paid throﬁgh bank
transfer while for others, through bearer cheques. |

(iv). TDS from the salary of the staff members had been deducted

during 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 affbrding an opportunity of hearing to the school.

8.  On 03.06.2014, no one appeared on behalf of the school before the
Committee. However, a request for an 'adj'ournment of hearing was

received in the Committee. At the request of the school, the matter was

_ adjourned to 09-07-2014.

9. On 09.07.2014, Ms. Meena, Manager and Shri Brijesh Gupta,

Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee. It was

contended by them that the school hiked the fee in 2009-10 by 20%, but
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Deep Parmarth Secondary School, Palam, New Delhi - 77 60015&,

partially implemented. theAre;:om'mendations of the' oth 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 nbt allow it to
implement the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission from April,
The répresentatives

2009 on account of low enrolment of the students,

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 Tuition Tult1on Fee | Tuition 'Tultlon '
Fee during | Fee increased Fee -Fee
2008-09 during = |in 2009-10 | during increased

2009-10 2010-11 |in 2010- 11

I 410 490 . 80 540 50

I 430 510 80 560 50

I 440 520 80 570 450

v 520 620 100 680 60

\Y% 330 1 630 100 690 60

VI 660 790 130 860 170

VII 680 810 130 890 80

VIII 700 840 140 920 80.

IX 720 860 140 940 80

X 740 880 140 960 180
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‘Deep Parmarth Secondary School, Palam, New Delhi - 77

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 recommerndations of the 6t Pay Commission had been

partially implemented, w.e.f. July, 2010. -

13.. ‘As per record, the school has not charged development fee.

Discussion and Recommendations

Re. Fee Hike

Thou’gh, the school has not utilised the order of the Director
of Education dated 11.02.2009, for enhancing the tuition fee 1n
2009-10 up to the maximum extent as perﬁitfed vide thelaforesaid
order, yet, the hike in fee was more tha,‘n_’the tolerénce limit of 10%.
The contention of the school that it had implemented the
recommendations of the 6. Pay Commission partially, w.e.f July
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

2

unjustified. In such circumstances, the Committee recommends

) that the fee hike effected by the school in the year 2009-10 in
E excess of 10% ought to be refunded along with intefest @9% pell"
- annum from the date of its collection to the date of its refund.

i;\ | Furfher, the fee hiked in 2009-1'0;is aléo part of the fee for the
; - subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
i, : <

- years and  the fee of the subéeguent years to the extent, it is
) relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10 ought also to Be refunded along
O , with interest @9%. per annum from the date of its collection to the
) date of its refund.

Recommended accordingly.

»

. Sdfi- i S@g/m

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

» Dated:-25.07.2014
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£ . - H.S. Public School, Jwala Puri Road, Nangloi, Delhi-41 000157 _
() 1. With a view to elicit thé rele.\.zant 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 ﬁurpose of implementation
‘ thereof, a questionnaire prepared xby the Committee was issued to the
f:1 Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
;—; iriformation be furnished to the Committee within Seven days (Aﬁnemre '
(5) 30 at page 470 of the First Interim Report).

0 |

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
o 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
O 4 |

% 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
N :

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

y view of the matter the school was placed in category B’.
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.. H.S. Public School, Jwala Puri Road, Nangloi, Delhi~41 {}{}{} 158

4. With a view to verify the refurns, 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 questionna;f;é‘.‘ .

"~ 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 dire;:ted to produce its record on

03.07.2013.

5. On 03.07.2013, Mrs. Raj Rahi, HM 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 implemente(;l the.
recommeﬁdatiohs of the 6t 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, ig the first instance, was examined by Shri A.D.

Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He obéerved to the effect tHé.t: )

(). 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 classés VI

to VIII. The school did not hike fee in 2010-11.

. - Page 2 of 5
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R o H.S. Public School, Jwala Puri Road, Nangloi, Delhi—41 BO015§
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" (i) The salary to the staff had been paid on pre-revised scale, thereby
O the school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6t
O

' Pay Commission.
~ - (iii). The salary is paid in cash in spite of the school having a bank
;U») .

i account.
B 7. By notice dated 02.05.2014 the ‘s’chool. was asked to appear on
O 13.05.2014 along with entire accounting, fee and salary records for the
. years 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination of the same by the
O Committee and for affording an opportunity of hearing to the school.
O |
- 8. On 13.05.2014, Shri Sachin Sharma, C.A., of the school appeared
" before thie 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

ﬁ -
» Education dated 11.02.2009, the recommendations of - the 6th Pay
@ | | o |

o 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
7 of the Committee and submissions of the representative of the school.
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H.S. Public School, Jwala Puri Road, Nangloi, Dethi-41 {}{(]{}1 6

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 to'V 1 550 700 150 700 . Nil
VI to VIII | 600 800 200 800 Nil
16. 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 recommendaﬁons of the 6t

Pay Commission.

12. As be'r the record ﬁléd before us, the school has not charged

development fee from the students.

Re. Fee Hike

" Discussion and Recommendations

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

,lr"' =
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—
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W
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‘Education dated 11. 02 2009" for enhancmg the tu1t1on fee, w1thout
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H S. Pubhc School Jwala Puri Road, Nangloi, Delh1—4,‘l {]00181

1mplement1ng the recommendatlons of 6t Pay Commlss1on, ‘'we are -
of the view that the 1ncrease in fee in excess of the tolerance limit
. of 10%, was un_]ustrfied Therefore, the Commrttee recommends that
the fee hike effected by the school in the year 2009-10 in excess of

10% ought to be refunded along wrth mterest @9% per annum from

" the date of 1ts collectron to the date of its refund

~

Rec.ommended accordmgly., '

sd- . Sd- . Sd-

J .S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Srngh (Retd ) Dr. R.K. Sharma
"Member ' Charrperson o Member

Dated:- 29.05.2014
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C.R. Saini Sec. Public School Sa1n1 Vihar, Nangloi, Delhi — 41
| 3 . 30182
1. - With a view to elicit the relevant information from the Sehools with
regard to the basic Questions, Whether or 'hot the schools .had
implemented the recommendatlons of the S1xth' Pay Commlssmn énd if
S0, Whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of 1mp1ementat1on
thereof, a questlonnaire 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 I_i'lterim Report).

2. The school did not 'respond to ‘the questionnaire within the
specified time. Howeve’r,~ the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
'thle Delhi- School Edl.icatiotl Rules, 1973 were received by the 'Committee
on 'being requisitioned from the concei*ned DeputyDirector of Education

along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. On examination of the aforesaid retu'rn's'"by the Committee, it

. - prima facie, appeared that the school had increased the fee in-term.s of
| the order of the Director of Educaitiony dated 11f02—20'09 as well as
implemented the recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

_ view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.
JUoT!CE
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C.R. Saini Sec. Public School, Saini Vihar, Nangloi, Delhi — 41 __
R .+ 000183
4. - With a vi‘ev&; to verify the returns, the Ofﬁcé'_o.'f the Committee vide
its noticé dated 13.06.2013 required the school to appear on 28.06.2013
and to produce - entire aééounting, fee an.d salary records for the years.
2008—09 té 2010-11 and to fufnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.
Sh. K.K. Saini, Manager and Sh. Méhipal Singh, Accountant of the
: school atténded the Office of the Committee.on 28.06.2013, but did~ not
| produce any record. At the requesf 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.X. Saini, Manager réquested for another
~ date to produce the record. He Wés directed to 'produce the record on
. 19.07.2013.. No one attended the office of the Comrﬁittce on 19.07.2013.

The Principal 6f the sc‘hool vide its letter dated 22.07.2613, expresséd its

inabiiity,to produce the record of the échooi and requested to extend the |

date for the veriﬁcaﬁon_ of record. The school was providea final

opportunity to produce the reéord 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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C.R. Saini Sec. Public School,‘Saini Vihar, Nangloi, Delhi - 41
| 000164
réply, the school had p‘artiallf implemented the recommendations of the B
6th Pay :Commission w.e.f. July 2009 arid had hiked the fee in terms of

tfle 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 éiasses. During 2010-11, the, school had hiked fee
within the range of 10%.

(ii). The school | had paid only ‘basic pay in terms of_ the-
recommendatioﬁs of thé 6th Péy Commission. It, therefore, claimed
to have partially impleméﬁted the recommendations of the 6th Pay
Commission w.e.f. July 2009. |

(iii). In s-pite‘of the school having a baﬁk 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

: 30.0&_5.2014 along with entire acéounting, fée and salary records.for the

| o - -Page3of6
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_ C.R. Saini Sec. Public School, Saini Vihar, Nangloi, Delhi - 41
| 000165 .
years 2008-09 to .20’10—'11 for the examination of the éame‘ 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
Kﬁmar, T.G.T. of the schooi appearedA befére the Committee. It was fairly
conceded by them that the~ recommendations of the 6th 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 pai‘ents,
large number of _stud§nts, 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 developmenf: fee.

10. We have gone through the recofd, observations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and Submiséions of the representative of the school.
The following chart, which is culled out from the record would ShbWA the

exact extent of hike in tuition fee during the years 2009-10 and 2010-11:
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C.R. Saini Sec. Public School, Saini Vihar, Nangloi, Delhi - 41
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Class Tuition .| Tuition Tuition Fee | Tuition | Tuition
Fee during | Fee - increased | Fee Fee
2008-09 during in 2009-10 | during [increased

. _ -2009-10 1 2010-11 |in 2010-11

I 540 1740 200 800 60

I _ 550 750 200 . 810 60

(I 560 760 200 820 60

v | 570 770 200 - 830 60

\Y% . | 580 780 200 840 60

VI 590 790 200 1850 60

Vil 600 800 200 880 80

VIII 600  |800 200 880 80

IX 750 , 950 200 1040 90

X 750 950 1200 1040 190

"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 6th Pay Commissio_ri.

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

. development fee from the students.

//Q,....N
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C.R. Saini Sec. Public School Saini V1har, Nanglon Delhi = 41

. 000167

Discussion and Recommendations i

. Re. Fee Hike

Since the sehool has utilised the order of the i)ire_ctor of
Education dated 11.02.2009 for enhancing the tuirion fee, Wrthout
implementing the recommendations of 6th l;ay Commission, we are -
of the view that the increase in fee in excess of the tolerance 11m1t
of 10%, was unjustlﬁed Therefore, the Committee recommends that
the fee hlke effecteqd by the school in the year 2009-10 in excess of
10% ought‘to be refunded along with interest @9% per annum'-from_
the date of its collection to the date of its refund. | |

Recommended accordingly.

Sd- _ Sd- . Sd-

» 4

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

Member ~ Chairperson Member

Dated:- 03.06.2014 = | - | o
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B-465

Broadways Public School, Janki Puri, New Delhi-7 1._ : 8801

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

regard to the basic questions, whether or not the schools had
implémented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission.and if
so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the purpose of implementation

tl%ereof, a questionnéu're_ prepared by the Committee was issued to the

'Man'agers' of all schools on 27.02.2012 With‘ the request that‘the

information be furnishéd to the Committee within Seven days: (Anriexure'
30 at page 470 -of the First Intefim Report). |

2. vThe schooi did not resporid to the quéstionnaire within the
specified timé. However, the 'retu_rns filed by the sc'hool under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, - 1973 were received by the Coﬁmittee
on being requisitioned from the cvoncerned Deput§'f Directqr of Eduéation

along with a copy of the fee séhedﬁlg:.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns By the Committee, it
prima facie, appeared that the schooi had increased the fee in terms of
the order of the Difector of Eduéation dated 11—(?2-2009 as Weﬂ as .
implemented th‘e recommendations of the sixth pay commission. In this

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’.
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Broadways Pubhc School, Jank1 Pur1, New De1h1—7 1 G{}Qi@?

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 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

5. On 03.07.2013, Mrs. Raj Bhatia, Manager lof the-school appeared
before the» Committee She submltted reply to the questionnaire and"
produced the record As per the reply, the school had not 1mp1emented :
the recommendatlons of the 6th Pay Commlss1on and had not h1ked the - :—
fee in terms of the order of the D1rector of Educat1on 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.e'ffect that: -

(i).  The school had increased tuition fee in 2009- 10 by. 19 7% to 25%
per month for different classes. Durmg 2010-11 the h1ke had been |
hetween 8.7% to 9.5%.

(ii). The salary to.the staff had been paid on pre-revised scale, thereby
the schoolvhad not implemented the recommendations lof the oth
Pay Commission. S ’
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Broadways Public School, Janlki Puri, New Delhi-71 (10170

7.. By notice dated 15.05.2014 the school was asked fo, 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_thye,

" Committee and for affording ah‘oppoftﬁnity of héari'rig to the school.

8. On 04.06.2014, Shri C.M. Bhatia, Chairman of the society and
Mrs. Rajl 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 limnit of 10%, but not in terms of the order

of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The ;ecommen_datiéns of
the 6th Pay Commiséion had not been,implementedf It was also stated

that the school did not charge development fee.

9. We have gone through the record, obser_vations of the Audit Officer
of the Committee and submissions of the represeﬁtativ'e of the school.
The following chart, which is culled out from the repord 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 during | Fee- increased | Fee Fee
2008-09 during in 2009-10 | during increased
. 2009-10 ' 2010-11 |in 2010-11
I 1330 400 70 435 35
I - 1360 - | 450 90 490 40
ITI 380 475 95 520 45
v - 400 500 100 545 |45
\% 425 525 100 - 575 |50 .
v | 430 525 95 575 50
VII 480 575 195 625 50
v 500 600 | 100 655 55

B-465

- Broadways Public School, Janki Puri, New Delhi—71 BOO 171

10.‘ From the above, it is mamfest 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 VIII. 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 6th

Pay Commission.

{

12. As per the record filed before us, the schéol has not charged

de\?elopmen.t fee from the students.
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B-465
- Broadways Public S'c‘hool, Janki Purl; New Delhi~71 QD 01 72

— B .. Discussion and Recommendations

il S lRe; Fee Hike
| The school has utilized the order of the Director of Educatlon
_4.dated 11.02. 2009 for enhancmg the tuition fee of classes IV V and
o . VII to’ the full extent In ‘respect of the rema1n1ng classes, it has
. . B enhanced the fee beyond the tolerance 11m1t of 10%. \Since the.
: s
e o school has not 1mplemented the recommendat1ons of 6t: Pay

T Comm1ss1on, we are of the v1ew that the increase in fee of all classes'

in excess of the tolerance limit of - 10% was un_]ustrfied Therefore,

. o the Commlttee recommends that the fee hike effected by the school .
B _ : ~in the year 2009-10 in excess of 10% ought to be r‘efunded along '
L; S - _with 1nterest @9% per annum from the date of its collection to the )
B . date of its refund

- : Recommended accordingly. e
T " | | .A B . M '. ‘ A | | M .
l— : .' & H . 4 . . ' H o
o Sd-osd-  sd-
o - J.S. Kochar - Justrce Anll Dev Singh (Retd ) Dr. RK. Sharma - "~
B ' Member . 4 Chairperson - : Member

» Dated:- 23.07.2014-
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B- 467
Shanti Ideal Convent Publlc School Ja1 V1har-III New De1h1-43

0{30173

1. With a view to elicit the relevant 1nformat10n from the schools with

regard to the. basic quest1ons, whether or not the schools had
implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay Commission and if
~so, whether or not tne fee was hiked for the plirpose of implementation
thereof, a'queetionnaire prepared by the Committee was issued to the
Ménagers of ‘all. schools on 27 .02.2012 with "the request that t‘he
information be furnished to the Cornmittee within Seven days '(AnneXure :

30 at page 470 of the First Interim Report).

2. The school did no’; ‘respond to the questionnaire within the
: epeciﬁed time. However, the returns ﬁleei by the school under Ruie 180 of
. the Delhi School Education Rules, 197 3 were received by the Committee
-on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director of Educatlon

along with a copy of the fee schedule.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the ‘Cor.nmittee, 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
imp_lemented the recommendations '_of the sixth pay commission..In. this -

view of the matter the school was placed in category ‘B’
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Shanti Ideal Co'nvent Public School,‘Jai Vihar-III, New Delhi-43 ]
| . ' 0001{4

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

- its notice dated 01.077.2_013 required the school to appear on 15.07.2013

and to produce entire accounting, fee and éalary records for the years
2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questiorinaire.

On 04.07.2013, the Office of the Committee r.eceived an email from the k

‘Principal of the school expressing their inability to produce the record of

the 4schoo'1 on 15.07.2013. At.its request, the sc_hqolwasdirected 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 repiy to the quéstionnaire and .
produced the record. As per the-réply, the school had implemented fhe
recc_)mméndations of .-the 6th 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.é.'qBatra,

Audit Officer of the Comrriittee. He observed to the effect 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
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B-467

Shanti Ideal Convent Public School, Jai Vihar-III, New Delhi-43
| .- 0po17%
of Educaﬁ_on dated 11.02.20009. Duﬁﬁg 2010-11 the hike had been

' bj 9% to 25% for different classes.

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

Commission w.e.f. April, 2011

- (idd). The. salary to the staff had been paid in cash without deducting
TDS even after the '.purported implementation of the

recommendations of the 6th Péy Comrnission
(iv). The school did not have a TAN.

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 sain_e by the

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

8. On 04.06.2014, Shri Ravi Sharma, Manager, Shri R.S. Panwar,
Office Assistant and Shri S.P. Siﬁgh, Accountant, of the school appeared

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

Shant1 Ideal Convent Pubhc School Jai V1har—III New De1h1-43

000176

2011-12, however, d'espite such implementation; no TDS was deducted
from the salary 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

of Education dated 11.02.'2009, but did-not charge development fee.

~ . 9. We have gone through the record, observatlons of the Audit Ofﬁcer
— of the Commlttee and subm1ss1ons of the representatlve of the school.
l ~ 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—1 1:

- Class . |[Tuition |Tuition |Tuition Fee Tuition Tuition

S ' Fee Fee increased Fee Fee
during during |in during increased

' ‘ [ 2008-09 [2009-10 [2009-10 -~ [2010-11 |in 2010-11

_ - - | Nursery Nil 450 Nil .| 550 100

" to UKG -

- ItoV 455 - | 5580 -1 95 ) 600 50

B VItoVIII [520 = |720 200 - - 1900 180

» o IX 645 845 200~ 925 80

N P | 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

o o - Education dated -11.02.2009. During 2010—11, the hike was even more
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Shant1 Ideal Convent Pubhc School Jai Vihar-III, New Delh1—43

T oo

than 10% for classes Nursery to UKG and VI to VIII but for rema1n1ng
-classes the h1ke was W1th1n 10% |
: : /
11 The school has clalmed to have 1ranemented the recommendatlons'
o : '_ ; of the 6th Pay Commlssmn but the salary to the staff had been pa1d 1n'
T _‘ - . cash ‘without deductlng TDS. So much so, the school d1d not have a
- | : . TAN_. Therefore, its claim to have 1mp1emented the recommendatlons of'
4< . ' o the 6th Pay'_Commissio'n cannot be: accep_ted by the _Cornrnittee_.v“ |
12 As_'per. record‘( »'pro‘duc‘ed-'befor_e us, the school did-_n‘ot charge |
develol:;ment fee. | | |

. . 5 .
\ . N

. Discussion and Recommendations

| Re Fee Hike o
. The- school has utlllsed the order of the Director of Educatlon

» dated 11 02, 2009 for enhancmg the tuition fee, in 2009- 10 w1thout
“J.Irnplernentrng the recommendatrons of the 6fh' Pay-Commission;
S ‘Therefore, vve are .olf the -'-vie-w' ‘“that thev increase‘in fee 1n excess of
— SR the tolerance limit of 10% was unjustlfied In the cucumstances,

- o ~~~the Commlttee recommends that the fee hike effected by the school -

in the year 2009 10 in excess of 10% ought to be refunded along
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Shanti Ideal Convent Public School, Jai Vihar-III, Néw Delhi-43

000178

. 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 sﬁbsequent

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10 ought aléo to be refunded along

with interest @9% pér 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:- 14.07.2014
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Shri Nuatam Prem Vidyalaya, Anand Parbat, New Delh1—05

. 000119

S ' , :
1. - With a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools with

fegard to the basic questions, “whether or not . the school\s_ had
implernented the. recemmendations of the Sixth Pay Corn'fnission and. if
‘ S0, Whether'or not the fee was hiked for the nurpoee of implementation
‘ thereof, a ,Questionnaire prepared by the Committee was iesned to- the
‘Managers of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the request that the
in;"ormation be furnished t6 the Committee Wi’ehin Seven days (Annexure

30 at page 470 of the First Interim Report).

2. The school did not respond to the. questlonna1re within the
» spec1ﬁed time. However, the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of
the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received by the Commlttee
on be1ng requ1s1t1oned from the concerned Deputy Director of Educatlon

along W1th a copy of the fee schedule

3. - On exeminatien of fhe aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
’prir‘na facie, appeared that the school had incfeased the fee in terms of
the orde_r of the Director of Education dated 11.—02—2-0'09 as well as
implernented the recommendations of the .sixth pay commissien; In this

-view of the matter the school was placed in category B, _
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Shri Nijatam Prem Vidyalaya, Anand Parbat, New Delhi—05¢“}€mj 80

4. ’ V\lith a view to verify the returns, the dfﬁce of the Commi;:tee vide
its notice dat.eci 01.07.2013 reAquireAd the school to appear on 15.07.2013
and to produce entire a'ccoﬁnting, fee and salaryl records for ‘the ‘years
2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish reply to the aforesaid questionnaire. .
) On 15.67.2013 the Manager of the school, vide its letter of even dafe

_ 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.

: 5 On 12.08..2'013, Sh. Anil Kumar Dhingra, Manager. of the school
attended fhe lofﬁce of the Committee. He submitted reply to the
qugs'tionnaire and prdduced the record. As \per the reply, the s.chc'>ol‘ had |
.not-implemcnted the recommendations of the-6% Pay Commis:sion and -
had not hiked the fc;,e in terms of the order of the Di.rector 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, N

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

().  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
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Shri Nijatam Prem Vidyalaya, Anand Pa':bat,_ New Delhi-05 _
| 030181
Rs.100/-, 1n terms of the order. of the Director of Educatlon dated
11.02.2000.
(ii). The schooi héd not implemented the 'recommendationé of tlhe oth

Pay Commission.

7. By notice dated 15:.05.2014, thelScthl was ésked 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 affbrding an opportunity of héafing to the school.

.8. | (.)n 03.06.2014, Shri Anil Dhingra, Manager and Sh.Vasu Dev
. Sharma P/ T A_ccountanf, of the school apf)eared before the Committee.
It was conceded by them that the school hlked the fee in 2009 10 by
13 98% and in 2010 11 by 22.