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" apparent that the school had hiked the fee w.e.f.

000&52 | B-150

Neo anvent Sr. Secondary Schpol, Paschilp Vihar, New Delhi-

110063 /

The school submitted a representation dated 02/02 /2012 in the
office of the Committee vide which it stated that the fee hike allowed to
the school (vide order dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of Education)

was 1nadequate for full implementation of VI Pay Commiission Report.

After giving its justification for seeking a further hike in fee, the school

stated that the shortfall in resources of full implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report could be bridged by increasing the fee by sum of

" Rs. 710 per month for the year 2010-11.

Vide letter dated 27/01/2012, the school had given to the Dy.
Director of Edﬁcation, Distt. West-B, various working sheets along
with its financials for five years. It was stated that the school had
increased the tuition fee of the studente by Rs. 300 ioer month and
development fee by Rs. 40 per month for all the classes. A sum of Rs.
éOOO per student was recovered as arrear fee. The recovery of arrear
fee was spread over the years 2008-09 and 2009-10. Accordingly,

the school was placed in Category ‘B’.

Preliminary examination of the financials of the school was
carried out by the Chartered Accountants detailed with this
Committee. On examination of the documents submitted by the

school alongW1th its represtantatlon dated 27 / 01/2012, it became
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Therefore, the audited balance sheet of the school as on 31/03/2008

was taken as the basis for calculation of the funds available with the

school for the purpose of implementation of the VI Pay Commission

Report. As per the preliminary calculations made by the CAs detailed

.with the Committee, the funds available with the school as on

31/03/ éOQS were in 'the negative zone ‘to the tune of Rs'.12,47,26.9.
For this reason, the Committee revised the preliminary calculations
made by the CAs, taking the view that prima facie, the school did.not
have any funds available with -it at the threshold, for implementation
of VI Pay Commission Report. The school was issued a notice dated
20/ 62 /2013 for providing it an opportunity of hearing by the
Committee on 19/03 /.2013 to enable the school to jugtify its claim for
hike in fee over and above what had been permitted by the order of
the Director of Education dated 11/02/2009. The hearing was

adjourned and a fresh notice of hearing was issued on 25 /04/2013

for hearing bn 22/05/ 201.3. The hearing was again adjourned on

account of certain exigencies and ultimately the hearing took place on

22/07/2013. On this date, Sh. Jugraj Singh, Manager of the school
appeared with Prof. Sewa Singh, Member of the Managing Committee
ar‘ld‘ Sh. Manmohan Singh, Chartered Accountant. The school was
provided with a copy of the preliminary calculation sheet, vide which it

was projected that as against the arrears of VI Pay Commission which

have been paid by the school amounting to Rs. 4'6,14,1'28, the school

‘recovered the arrear fee amounting to Rs. 41,96,000 at the rate of Rs.

340 per month. ' However, as, against the incremeéntal salary of Rs.

TRUE COPY

2 JUSTICE :
W ANIL DEV SINGH
Secratary COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee ;




. 000454

59,15,588 for the period 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009, the revenue
generated by way of incremental fee | in terms of order dated
11/02/20009, amountﬁég to Rs. 89,46,080. The school sought some
time to respond to the preliminary calculation sheet. Accordingly, the
matter was directed to bé relisted on 29/07/2013. On this fiate, the
aforesaid representatives of the school again appeared an.d filed .

detailed written submissions dated 29/ 07/2013, disputing certain

calculations of fee and salaries, as projected in the preliminary

calculation sheet. The representatives also made some oral

1

submissions. Besides, the representatives of the school sought leave

of the Committee to file detailed calculations of the liabilities of the °

school in respect of leave encashment. Liberty was granted to the

school to file such details, which the school did on 05 /08/2013. The
gist of the written submissions and the oral submissions is as

follows:--

Submissions:-

It was contended by the school that the pljeliminary' calculation

sheet prepared by the CAs detailed with the Committee was erroneous \

in so far as, they recorded certain figures which were not correct. The

school filed its own calculation sheet which it claimed represented the

correct position. It was submitted.that

(a) Negative net current assets amounting to Rs. 12,47,269 as

on 31/03/2008, ought to have been taken into consideration

as the school needed funds to make up the initial shortfall.
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also been erroneously taken.
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(E) While calculating the recovery of arrear fee for the period

| 01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008 and 01/09/2008 to

J 31/ 03 /2009, and the incremental fee for the year 2009-10,

the fee in respect of student of EWS. category was also

included by the CAs which was erroneous as no fee was

. recoverable from them.

() The number of students has also been incorrectly taken as

some of them had left the school before implementation of VI

Pay Commission Report.

(d) The calculation of arrear fee was also incorrect as the same

was calculated with reference to thé full amount of arrears,
when in actual fact, only two third of the arrear were
recoverable from the students admitted in 2007-08 and only

one third was recoverable from the students who were

admitted in 2008-09.

(¢) The preliminary calculation sheet does not take into account

the arrears of salary which have still to be paid.

() The incremental salary for the period 01/ 09/2008 to

31/03/2009 has been erroneously taken in the preliminary .

‘calculation sheet. Apparently the incremental amount has

been taken for two month instead of seven months.

(g) The incremental salary for the financial year 2009-10 has

~
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(h) The accrued liability of gratu1ty should also be taken into
consideration while calculating the requirements of funds of
the school.

(i) The school also needs to have reasonable funds equivalent to
four nqonths salary as recommended by the Committee in the
cases of others schools. ’

G) As per‘ the calculation sheet submitted by' the school, the
school was in deficit to the tune of Rs. 1,41,52,7 53 and with
the paying studeht"strength of 1208 in the year 2009-10, the
school needed/to further sum of Rs. 11,716 per student to

‘meet the shortfall

Discussion:

The Committee has examined the returns of the school filed
under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973, the
information provided by the school of its own volition and in response
to the questionnaire 1ssued by the Commlttee, the written as well as
oral submissions made by the representatives of the school and the
documents filed by it during the course of hearing. Various ‘

contentions raised hy the school are discussed below:

Re.: Negative Net Current Assets + investments as on

31/03/2008.

The net currents assets + investments in case of any entity

ought to be positive as they provide the working capital for.the day %z?
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today functioning of that enﬁty. Negative net current assets can arise

only in the following situations:

() The school is incurring cash losses; or
(i) ~ The school is diverting its working capital into fixed

assets; or

(ii)  The school is diverting funds to its parent Society or other

sister organizations.

If the negative current assets arise on account of cash losses in
the prior years, the same cannot be made good by increasing the fee
in pursuance of the order dateci 11/02/2009 issued by the Director of
Education, which permitted fee to be hiked beyond the norrﬁal 10%
for the specific purpose of implementation of VI Pa;lr Commission
Report. Hence, such cash lossés in the prior years cannot justify the
demand of the school for being allowed to raise the fee even beyond
that permitted by the aforesaid order dated 11 /02/2009. However, in
this particular case, on perusal of the balance sheets of the school for
the years 2006-07 and 2007-08; the Committee finds that the schoo]

did not have‘any cash losses.

If the net current assets have turned into negative because the

school diverted its working capital to fixed assets, the school would

itself have to blame for its predicament as the school is not permitted

to take capital expenditure into consideration while fixing its fee

structure. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern School

le !

Vs. Union of India & Ors. (2004) 5 SCC 583, while interp
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1’7"7 of the' Delhi School Education Rules 1973 has held that capital
expenditure cannot form part of the fee structure of the school. The
‘corollary of this is that any capital.ex'penditure to be incurred by the
school has to come either from the coffers of the Society running th_e
school or from tﬁe revenue generated by the school from non fee
sources, e.g._. voluntary’ ‘donations (not li‘nked to admission of
students). However, for the purpose of purchase or upgradation of
furniture, fixtures and equipments, the schools have been permitted
to charge development fee subjec;c to fulfillment of certain pre

conditions. On perusal of the balénce sheet of the school as on

31/03/2008, it is apparent that the gross bl.oc'k of fixed assets of the

school was Rs. 1,41,72,257 which included an investment of Rs _
12,00,000 in land and Rs. 81,57,778 in building. As against these,

the school had a capital fund of Rs. 58,75,737 only and that too was

offset partially by a negative balance in the’ general resérve to the

extent of Rs. 25,10,119. The contribution of the parent Soéiety to the

school was just Rs. 10,76,930. It thus becomes appérent that the

school had Been diverting its revenues generated frorr; fee to creéting
fixed assets and that was the reason fdr,.the net cufrent assets turning
negative. Allowing the school to raise the fee for recoupi;lg this
investment, would amount to allowing the school to raise fee for
financing its f1xéd assets agaiﬁst the avowed purpose of
implementation of VI Pay Commission Report. Hence the contention

of the school cannot be accepted.
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The third reason for the net current assets turning into negative
‘could be diversion of working cai)ital funds to the parent Society or
other sister or‘ganization.‘ The school has stated that it has never
diverted any flinds of the scliool for such purposes aind such diversion

is also not discernible from the financials of the school.

The Committee is therefore of the view that the school diverted
its working capital for creating fixed assets and is now seeking to
redeem  its financial tightness by hiking fee in the guise of
implementation of VI Pay Commission Report which it cannot be
pérmitted. Hence the Commii:tee will consider that the school did not
have any funds with it at th.e threshold, for the purpose of

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report.

Re.: Reserves for gratuity and leave encashinent

The school has submitted that iis requirement of funds to be
kept in reserve for meeting its liabilities of Gratuity, ieave encashment .
and for future contingencies has not been factored in while making
the preliminary calculations and'tlie same ought to have been done.
Along with its written submissions dated 29/07/2013, the school filed
details of its liabilities on account of gratuity as on 31 /03 /2010 which
amounted to Rs. 50,14,073 and 31/03/2008 ‘which amounted to Rs. *'
27,95,543. Similarly, it furnished details of its liability for leave"
encashment which amounted to Rs. 28,89,701 as on 31 /03/2010 arid
Rs. 16,.15,20"8 as on 31/03/ 2008. Hence the total liabilities as on

31/03/2008 on account of gratuity and leave encashment wer .
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44,10,746. These liabilities would only exacerbate the negative fund

" position as on 31 /03/2008. These liabilities cannot be taken into

consideration as it shows that the school had been creating fixed
aséets while neglecting its current liabilities. Had these liabilities
been taken care of, which the schoql shquld have done first before
fnaking any investment in fixed assets, this position would not have
arisen. The schiool was expected to meet its current expenditure and
liabilities out of its fees and invest in fixed assets only out of its

savings, if any.

The total liabilities on these accounts rose to Rs. 79,03,774
Hence only the incremental liability of gratuity and leave encashment
amounting to Rs. 34,93,028 is required to be considered while .

determining the justification for fee hike consequent to the order

dated 11/02/2009 of the Director of Education.

Re.: Reserve for future contingencies.

The Committee, in principle, is in agreement with the contention

of the school that a sum equivalent to four months’ salary ought to be

allowed to be kept in reserve. However, the question of reserve would

only arise if the school had .funds in the first place. As discussed

above, the school did not have any available funds as on 31/03 /2008,

having used them for creation of fixed assets. The Committee cannot

recommend any fee hike over and above that allowed to it, for creating

a buffer for future contingencies, particularly when the school chose

E N 1)
COPY JUSTICE

9 | ANIL DEV SiNgK\

R g (A COMMITTEE
..aecremf‘y For Review of School Feg /

<




000461

However, if in the final determination, a case for refund of fee

emerges, the Committee will keep in view the requirement of the

school for maintenance of reserve for future contingencies.

Re.: Consideration of arrears salary yet to be paid for the

s

purpose of requirement of funds.

The Committee is in agreement with the contention of the school
that 'for the purpose of assessing the .requirement of funds for
implementation of VI Pay Commission Report, the entire liability for
arrears salary has to be taken into account. The fact that part of the
arreérs remained unpaid on account of alleged shortage of funds
generated by way of fee hike, is a matter to be considered separately.
If indeed, in the final analysis, it is found that th;e school needed to
hike the fee further in order to discharge its full li;atbility of arrears, the
s.chool would be entitled to a further fee hike. Hence, in the final
détermination, the Committee will consider the full liability of arrears

salary. During the course of hearing, the school gave details of its

total liability of arrears salary as follows:

Arrears for the period

01/01/2006 to 31/08/20‘08 Rs. 36,81,252

Arrears for the period

01/09/2008 to 81/03/2009 Rs. 30,86,877

Total : Rs. 67,68,129

Out of the above liability of Rs. 67,68,129, a sum of Rs.

12‘,68,129 is claimed to be remaining unpaid till date. The CAs had
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taken the correspondlng figure " as Rs. 46,14,128 and Rs. 8,45,084,
thus aggregating Rs. 54,59,212. The Committee will consider the total

liability towards arrears salary amounting to Rs. 67,68,129 in the

. final determination.

Re.:_Discrepancy in the incremental salary for the period

01/04/2009 to 31/03/2010

d

The school has contended that the increased salary on account '

of 1mplementat10n of VI Pay Commission for the period 01/04/2009 to

| 31/03/2010 was Rs. 62,44,132, while the CAs had taken the same to

-be Rs.50,70,504. It was contended that the CAs had extrapolated the

monthly difference 'in salary for the pre implementation period and
the post 1mplementat10n period and had not taken 1nto account the
annual 1nc;rement and increase in DA. The Committee is of the view
that for working out the incremental salary for a full financial year,
the b‘est evidence is the duly audited Income & Expenditﬁre-accounf

for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10 since that would reflect the actual

payment and would factor in all the increments and increase in

instalments of DA. The Committee has examined the financials of the

. school and finds that the amount worked out by the school is correct.

Henée, in the final determination, the Committee will take the figure

as Rs. 62,44,132.

Re.: Discrepancies' in arrear fee, number .of students to be

taken into account etc.

’
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The school has dispgted certain ﬁgﬁres taken by the CAs in the
preliminary calculation sheet relating to arrear fee and incremental fee
as a result of fee hﬂ;e effected by the school. The figures as taken by
the CAs and those furnished by the school are juxtaposed in the

following table for the facility of comparison and discussion.

Particulars ' Figures taken | Figures furnished
by the CAs (Rs.) | by the school (Rs.)

Arrear fee from 41,96,000 | - 32,65,000

01/01/2006 to .

31/08/2008 -

Arrear fee from 33,60,560 29,55,960

01/09/2008 ’ to

31/03/2009 . \

Incremental fee for the - 55,85,520 49,28,640

financial year 2009-10 :

The school has contended that the differences aré on account of

the following reasons: .

(i) The students belonging to EWS category and ;che
\afternoon school students dd not\ pay ainy fee and
therefore neither the incremental fee nor the arrear fee‘.
was recoverable from them.

(ii)' Certain number of students left the scﬁool Withc;ut paying

the arrear.

(iiij  Full amount of arrear were not payable by the students

admitted in 2007-08 and 2008-09 aé per the order dated

11/02/2009 of the Director of Education.
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It was contended that in the preliminary calculation sheet,

adjustments on these accounts have not been made. The school has

furnished detailed calculationé for the full fee paying students.

The Committee has perused the working sheets of the CAs

attached with it and observes that the contention of the school is

correct. However, no fault can be fouhd with the CAs as this

information was not available at the time of making preliminary

calculations and was furnished by the school only during the course

of hearing. The Committee therefore, accepts the figures given by the
school and they shall be duly factored in while making the final

determination.

Determinations:

1. Tuition ‘fee
The funds available with the school as on 31/03/2008 are
determined to be NIL as p.er the above discussion.
The total incremental fee recovered by the school for the

purpose of implementation of VI Pay Commission was Rs.

1,11,49,600 as per the details below:

Arrear fee from 01/01/2006 to 31/08/2008 Rs. 32,65,000
Arrear fee from 01/09/2008 to 31/03/2009 | Rs. 29,55,960
Incremental fee from 01/04/2009 to |Rs. 49,28,640

31/03/2010 .
Total Rs. 1,11,49,600
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As against this, the arrear and incremental salary on
account of implementation of VI Pay Commission was Rs.

'1,65,05,289 as per the following details.

67,68,129

Arrear  salary from 01/01/2006 to | Rs.
31/03/2009 .
Incremental salary during 2009-10 Rs. 62,44,132

"Additional liability on account of gratuity for | Rs. 34,93,028
the year 2008-09 and 2009-10
Total . : Rs. 1,65,05,289

_ Thus the school recovered a sum of Rs. 53,55,689 short of its

requirements. The school has requested the Committee to allow it to
hike the fég:, over and above the hike permitted by the order dated
11/02/2009 issued by'the Director of Education. Subject' to the
determination regarding development fee, the school would be entitled
to hike the fee, as requested by it. However, the amount which can be
recovered by way of a fL{rther fee hike would be determined in the

final recommendations.

Development Fee

In response to the questionnaire issued by ‘the Committee
regarding development fee, the school furnished details of

development fee collected by it from 2006-07 to 2010-1 1, head wise

utilisation of development fee for these yeérs. With regard to
treatment of development fee in the accounts, the school stated that it

was treated as a revenue receipt. Further with regard to keeping aside |

the unutilised development fee and depreciation reserve fund on
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- assets acquired out of development fee, the school stated that no such

practice ;;vas being followed.

During the course of hearing, it was submitted on behalf of the
school that the school treaté development fee as a revenue re;ceipt and
at the same time the expenditure out of development fee is also
treated as a revenue expenditure despite the same béing capital
expendifure. Sincei by treating the cost of assets acquired out of
development fee as a revenue expenditure, the same was fully written
off in the year of i;)urchase and therefore there was no question of
charging any depreciation or maintaining any funds apart

representing depreciation reserve fund.

The practice followed ‘by the school is'against all canons of
accepted accounting principles. By writing of the cost of aséeté
acquired in the year of their purchase, effectively the e;'ltire cost is
written off by way of depreciation in the first year itself. It cannot be
said that the school has not charged any depreciation but in eff-ect, :
has charged 100% depreciation in the first year itself. By treating the
development fee as a revenue receipt, no development fund is created

in the accounts.

The practice of charging development fee was introduced as a

1

sequel to the recommendation of the Duggal Committee which was
formed in order to examine the justifiability of fee hike consequent to

implementation of the V Pay Commission Report.

E : .
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At page 68 of the Duggal Committee report, it is observed as

follows:

“6.26 The Committee observes that next to transferring a
part of its revenue income, to various funds/reserves
even prior to determining surplus/deficit, charging
of depreciation provided the most convenient
and widely used tool for the schools to covertly
understate the surplus. Of the 142 schools
studied, over a 100 schools have resorted to
'charging depreciation as ‘an item of
expenditure, without simultaneously setting up
any, Depreciation Reserve Fund for replacing
the depreciated assets at the appropriate time.
It tentamounts to creating ‘Secret Reserves’ by
the schools- a purely commercial practice. The
Committee, however, takes note of the fact that in
some of these cases the reserves had been utilized to
create other Assets.

6.27 In the context of charging of depreciation, the
following observation of the Hon’ble Supreme Court
in the case of Safdurjung Enclave Education Society
vs. MCD as reported in (1992) 03 Supreme Court’
cases 390 in Civil Appeal no. 228/90 is very
pertinent. i

“ Depreciation is not an expenditure, but is
only a deduction @ certain percentage of the
capital assets for arriving profit and gains of
the business”. ‘

6.28 Instances also came to the notice of the Committee
where assets not owned by the schools too had been
depreciated and an equivalent amount transferred to
the parent society. In an extreme case, a school paid
a license fee for use of building to the Society and
also contributed to the Society towards the building
Sfund ‘and charged depreciation which in turn was
remitted to the society.”

With this contextual back ground, the Duggal Committee made

recommendations in paragraphs 7.21 and 7.22 which read as follows:
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“7.21 Provided a school is maintaining a depreciation
reserve fund equivalent to depreciation charged in
the revenue accounts, schools could also levy, in addition
to the above four categories, a Development fee annually,
as a capital receipt not exceeding 10% of the total annual
tuition fee for supplementing the resources for purchase,
upgradation and replacement of furnitures, fixtures and
equipment. At present these are widely neglected items,
notwithstanding the fact that a large number of schools
were levying charges under the head ‘Development Fund’.

7.22 Being capital receipts, these should form a part of the
Capital Account of the school. The collection in this
head along with any income generated from the
investment made out of this fund should however, be
kept in.a separate Development Fund Account with
the balance in the fund carried forward from year to
year.

7.23 In suggesting rationalization of the fee structure with the
above components, the committee has been guided by the
twin objectives of .ensuring that while on the one hand the
schools do not get starved .of funds for meeting their
legitimate needs, on the other, that there is no undue or -
avoidable burden on the parents as a result of schools
indulging in any commercialization. ‘

7.24 Simultaneously, it is also to be ensured that the schools, do
not discharge any of the functions, which rightly fall in the
domain of the Society out of the fee and other charges. -
collected from the students; or where the parents are made
to bear, even in part, the financial burden for the creation of
the facilities including building, on a land which had been
given to the Society at concessional rate for carrying out a

“philanthropic” activity. One only wonders what then is
the contribution of the society that professes to run the
school.

As a follow up to the recommendations of the Duggal

Committee, the Director of Education issued an order dated

15/12/1999 giving certain directions to the schools. Direction no. 7 is -

extracted below for facility of reference:.

“7.  Development fee, not exceedmg 10% of the total annual
tuition fee may be charged for supplementing the resources

for purchase, upgradation and replacement of ﬁxmzture
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fixtures and equipment. Development fee, if required to be
charged, shall be treated as capital receipt and shall be
collected only if the school is maintaining a depreciation
reserve fund equivalent to depreciation charged in the
revenue accounts and the collection under this head along
with any income generated from the investment made out
of this fund, will be kept in a separately maintained
development fund account. “

The recommendations of the Duggal Committee and the
aforesaid direction no. 7 of the order dated 15/12/1999 issued by the
Director of Eduéaﬁon were considered by the .Hoﬁ“’ble Supreme Cpurt
in the case of Modern School vs. Union of India and ors. reported
as (2004) 5 SCC 583. One of the points that arose for determination
by the Hon’ble Supreme Court was: |

“Whether managements of Recognized unaided schools are

entitled to set-up a Development Fund Account under the
brovisions of the Delhi School Education Act, 19737

'The Hon’ble Supreme Court while upholding the recommendations of

the Duggal Committee and the aforesaid direction of the Director of

Education observed as follows:

“24. The third point which arises for determination is whether
the managements of Recognized unaided schools are entitled to
set up a Development Fund Account?

25. In_our view, on account of increased cost due to
inflation, the _management is entitled to create
Development. Fund Account. For _creating _ such
development fund, the management is required to collect
development fees. In the present case, pursuant to the
recommendation of Duggal Committee, development fees
could be levied at the rate not exceeding 10% to 15% of total
annual tuition fee. Direction no.7 further states that
development fees not exceeding 10% to 15% of total annual
tuition fee shall be charged for supplementing the resources for
_purchase, upgradation and replacement of furniture, fixtures
and equipments. It further states that development fees shall be

. huk
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treated as Capital Receipt and shall be collected only if the
school maintains a depreciation reserve Sund. In our view, .
direction no.7 is appropriate. If one goes through the report
of Duggal Committee, one finds absence of non-creation
of specified earmarked fund. On going through the re ort
of Duggal Committee, one finds further that depreciation
has been charged without creating a corresponding fund.
Therefore, direction no.7 seeks to introduce a proper accounting

v practice to be followed by 'non-business organizations/ not-for-
profit organization. With this correct practice being introduced,

- development fees for supplementing the resources for burchase,
upgradation and replacements of furniture and fixtures and
equipments is justified. Taking into account the cost of inflation
between 15t December, 1999 and 3]st December, 2003 we are
of the view that the management of recognized unaided schools
should be permitted to charge development fee not exceeding
15% of the total annual tuition fee.” :

As would be evident from the recommendations of the Duggal

Committee and the aforesaid observations of the Hon’ble Supreme

Court, it is amply clear that the development fee can be charged

provided the following pre conditions are fulfilled:

(1) Development fee is tl-'eated as a capital receipt;

(ii) Dex.lel'oémént fee is to be utilised foi‘ purchase or
upg‘radation of furniture & fixture and equipmeﬁts qnly.

(iii) Separate fund ‘accounts are maintained N for
developmen‘t fee and depreciation reserve. Even the
income gene;gted from investments made out of these

funds are to be credited to such fund accbunts.

The Committee is therefore of the view that since the pre

conditions laid down by the Duggal Committee as affirmed by the

Hon’ble Supreme Court, were not fulfilled, * the .charge for

development fee was not justified. As per the details furnishe |k
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the séhool, the school recovered a sum of Rs.. 19,16,400 as
development fee in 2009-10 and Rs. 20,92;020 in 2010-11. These

amounts are liable ‘to be refunded, having not been charged in

accordance with the law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court.

Recommendations:

. The ambunt of development' fee deter{ninéd by the
Committee to have been charged‘unjustifi'ably for the year 2009-:
10 and 2010-11 ag’gregatés Rs. 40,08,420; As against this, the
Comrlnitte;a has determined the deﬁciency aris’ing in tuition fee
<;onsequent to implementation of VI Pay Commission'z.a.mounts to
Rs. 53,55,689. Thus, the Committee is of the view that the

school may recover a onetime lump sum amount in three

instalments in the current year, at such rates as it may work
‘ (

out equitably for students of differént classes, so as to yield an
additional revenue of Rs. 13,47,269. An amount of Rs.
12,68,129 should be kept in an escrow account out of this

additional révenue which should be utilised only for payment of

the balance arrears salary payable to the staff.

‘Recommended accordingly.

Sd/-  sd/-  Sd/-

CA J.S. Kochar Dr. RK. Sharma Justice Anil Dev Singh. (Retd.)
Member Member Chairperson
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Ramakrishna Public School .,Chanakya Palace,

Pankha Road. Delhi — 59

" The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the
Committee on 27/02/2012. -I'-I'oweVer, the returns of the school under

Rﬁle 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received from

the Office of Deputy Dbi'rec_tor, District West-B’ of the Directorate of

"Education. On preliminary examination of the records, it appeared that

the school had hiked the fee in terms of the order, of the Direetor of

Education dated 11.02.2009 and had not implemented the

recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was placed

in Category.‘A’

In order to verify the returns of the school it was directed vide
notice dated 03 08- 2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

subm1t reply to the quest10nna1re on 21-08-2012. The ofﬁce\ of the

committee received a letter dated 21-08-2012 under the signatures of the
Manager of the school requesting ‘for another date to produce the

records. Acceding to the request, the school was directed, to produce-the

requisite record on 03-09-2012.
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On the schedule date Sh. V1dya Sagar, Manager of the school

" attended Ofﬁce of the Committee. Reply to the quest1onna1re was also

filed. Accordmg to the reply, the school had 1mp1emented the report of 6th

Pay Commission w.e.f. 01-04- 2009 and had hiked the fee w.e.f. Apr1l

2009.

The records produced by the school in the ﬁrst instance were

examined by Sh. N.S. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed

that the school had clalmed to have 1mp1emented the recommendations

of the 6t Pay Comm1ss1on in Apr1l 2009, but as per salary record, the

school had not paid D.A. and T.A. w.e.f. 2010-11. He also noted that :
the school had hiked the fee by 15.1 % to 23.2 % in '2009-10 and by

10.7% to 25.1% in 2010-11.

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vide

- notice dated 22.07.2013 the school was directed to appear on

. 13.08.2013 along with its fee and accounting records.

. On schedule date, Sh. Vidya Sagar, Manager and Mrs. Poonam

Bhargava Adm1n1strator from the 'school appeared before the Comm1ttee

They presented reply to the quest10nna1re regardmg development fee.

'According to the reply, the school had not charged development fee from

the students. It was stated by them that the school had 1mplemented the
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répbrt of 6th Pay Commission w.e.f April,2009 but fee was not increased
in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.
They admitted that the school was not maintaining any books of

accounts by M/s. MK Goswami & Cbmpany, Chartered Accountant.

'On the face of it, the audit report appears to be fabricated.

The Committee has examined_ the observations_ of the Audit Officer .

of the Committee- and the submission of the representatives of the school:

duririg the course of hearing. It is the stand of the school that they are

" not maintaining books of accounts. If this is so, it is wholly inexplicable

how they have been able to file audited balance sheet required by the

Chartered Accountant. The school has obviously taken liberties with the

truth.

In the circumstances, therefo;e the Comniittee recommends
that the Director of Education should order special inspection of the

School, under Section 24(2) of Delhi School Education Act 1973.

‘Sdf-  edl sdl

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

Dated---14-10-2013 .
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in Category ‘A’

! , A-111"
- 000475

Mata Chandro Devi Model School, Najafgarh, New Delhi - 43 .

" The school did not reply to the questionné.ire issued by the

Committee on 27/02/ 2012. However, the returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of the De1h1 School Educatlon Rules, 1973 were received.

from the Office of the Deputy Director, District South West-‘B’ of the

Directorate of Education. On preliminary examination of the records, it

appeared that the school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the

3

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had not implemented the

recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission. Acco‘rdingly, it wa$ placed

In order to verify the returﬁs of the school, it was direcfed, vide

notice dated 07-08-2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

' sul?mit reply to the questionnaire on 24-08-2012. Shri A.S. Yadav,

Manager of the school submitted a lefter, dated 23-08-2012, requesting

for extension of date for the verification pf the records due to her

-daughter béing admitted in hosbital. Acceding to the request the s¢hool

was directed to produce its records on 03-09-2012.
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On the schedule date, Shri Attar Singh Yadav, Manager of the
school attended thé, Office of the Committee. * He submitted reply to the

questionnaire. - ‘According to the reply,. the school had neither

implemented the report of the 6% Pay Commission nor hiked the fee, in

terms 6f the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.20009.

The records, produced by the school in the first 1nstance were

examined by Shri-A.D. Bhateja Aud1t Officer of the Commlttee He

observed that: -

(i) - - the school did not produce fee receipt books and fee registers,

(i)  the Manager of the school stated that fee cards were issued to the

students and entry of fee being made on those fee cards,
(i) the Manager had produced a register, wherein total collection of fee

for a partic‘ular‘month had been worked out, showing the amount

collected on account of fee.

On the ‘basis of the records filed by the school, he opined as

follows:

(@)  the school had not hiked the fee during 2009-10 and 2010-1 1, but

'had hiked the annual charges‘by Rs.350/- (87.50%) in 2009-10,

(b) the school had not collected any arrear of fee from the students,
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(c) the school had not irnplemented the recommendations of the 6t

Pay Commission, and

(d) ‘the salary to the. staff had been paid on pre- rev1sed scale and that

too, not as per the rules.

In order to provide an opportunity of hearmg to the school vide

notice dated 23 07. 2013 the school was directed to appear on
17.08.2013, along with its fee and accounting records. The hearing was

-

preponed to 14—08—2013.with due intimation to the school.

On schedule ‘ date, Shri ' A.S. .Yadav,_ Manaé;r of the school
appeared before the Committee for hearihg. He filed the reply. to the )
quesﬁonhaire regarding development fee. " According to the reply, the
school'had rlot charged 'development fee..The schooi Manager confirmed
that no fee receipts were issued to the students and entries.of fee were
made on the fee ¢ards which remain v;rith the parents. He claimed that
the school was maintaining a register and total collectlon of fee in a
particular rrronth was being recorded in that register but the fee register
and other financials were not preduced by him for examination.

On examination ‘Qf the trunc'ated'.record, the observations of the

Audit Officer of the Committee and the submission made by the school
TRUE COPY
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Manager before the Committee, durin;g the course of hearirig, the

Committee is of the view that the school has concealed the records with a

view to prevent the Committee from detecting the real state of affairs.

Therefoi’e, the Committee is of the view .that the Director of
Education should order special inspection of the School, under

Section 24(2) of Delhi School Education Act 1973, with special

reference to fee hike.

Recommended accordingly.

Sdi-  Sd-  Sd/-

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

Dated---14-10-2013
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000479

Usha Bal Sewa Sadan Public School, Brahmpuri, Delhi - 110 053

The school did not reply to

the questionnaire issued by the

' Committee on 27/02/ 2012. However, the returns of the school under

-~

‘Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education: Rules, 1973 were received from

the Office of the Deputy Director, .District East of the Directorate of

Education. On preliminary examination of the records, it 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 6t Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was placed

in Category ‘A’.

In order to verify the returns of the school, it was directed, vide

‘notice dated 09-08-2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaife on 29-08-2012.

On the schedule date, Shri- Raj Kumar Gupta, Manager of the

questionnaire. According to the

~ school attended the Office of the Committee. He submitted reply to the

repiy, the school had neither

implemented the report’of the 6t Pay Commission nor hiked- the fee, in

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

The records, produced by the

examined by Shri A.D. Bhateja, Audi
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(1) the school had not ‘impllemc?nted‘ the recommendations of the 6t
Pay Commission but had hiked the fee'in '2009-10 by .more than
10%, |
(i) the school did not produce éompleté record fqr verification,
(iii). the Manager of the school stated that the record had been
_destroyed in August, 2011 i'n'ﬂood; therefore, the school was not in 4

a position to present the record for verification..

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vide

notice dated 23.07.2013, the school was directed to appear on

17.08.2013 along with its ‘fee anci accountihg records. The hearirig was
pfeponed to 14-08-2013 With due int‘ima.tion to tﬁe school.

Qn the scheduled date, Shri Raj Kumar Gupta, Manager of the
schooi appeared before the'Conilmitte.e.for hearing. He ﬁléd,the rpply tc;
the questionnaife regarding development fee. 'Acéo_rding to the reply, the
s.chool had not ;charged development‘fee. The' Managér of the school

fairly conceded that: -

‘(a) - all the records, which the school had filed with the Directorate

of Educatior; were taildr-macie,
(b) -the feé actually charged had no relation to-what had l:;een
mentioned in the fee schedule;
(c) even the teachefs mentioned in the staff statement ;io' not

actually work in the school,
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‘(d) the _'teache.rs in the school are enrolled only to get an
- expériepce certificate, and |
(e) _sdme .untx;ained'.teach'ers actually had been working in the -
school, instead of the well qualified téachers mentioned in the
staff statement.
The Manager of,‘the school did not produce any record before the

- \ - -
Committee for examination.

’

On examination of the 6bservations of the Audit Officer .of the

. Cbmmittee and the submission made by the school Manager before the

Committee, during the course of hearing, the Committee is of the view

that the correctness of the returns filed before the Deputy Director of

Education are nbt Worthy éf credence. However, the fee hike in excess of
10% as per the own shox;viné of the school n‘eeds to be refunde‘d..

' ;I‘he Committee is ‘also of the view that the Director .of
Education shouid or’der "special .inspect‘ion of the. School, under
Section 24(2) of Delhi School Education Aci; 1973, with special_ .

reference to fee hike.'

- Recommended accordingly.

sd- Sd- - Sd-

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

Dated---14-10-2013
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Rana Model School, New Sanoth Colony, Ghoga Mor, ﬁe_lhi -110 040 -

The school did ﬁot reply to the questionnaire.issued by the
Committee on 27/02/ 20 12. Hovizéver, the returns of the school undef
Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received from '
the Office of‘De'puty Directpr, District North West-A of ‘the Directérate of
Edugatiqn. On preliminary examiﬁation of tﬂe records, it appeared that
the school héd. hiked the fee in terms of the or;ier of the'Directo'r of

Education dated 11.02.2009 and had not implemented the

recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was placed

in Category ‘A’.

\

In order to verify the returns of the school, it was directed, vide
1 .

notice dated 09-08-2012 to produce its fee and salary: records and also to

~submit reply to the questionnaire on 29-08-2012. No one on behalf of the

school attended the Office of the Committee on thé scheduled'date. The

school, vide notice dated 30.08.2012, was provided another opportunity

to pfogluce the records on 14.09.2012.

v

On the 'schedule date, Sh. Prathvi Singh, TGT and Ms. Rozy,
T.G.T. of the school attended the Office of the Committee. Reply to the

questionnaire was also ﬁled: According to the répiy, the school had
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neither 1mp1emented the recommendat1ons of 6t Pay Commission nor

.had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the D1rector of Education dated

1 1.02:2009. The representatlves of the school did not submit fee rece1pts
books fee register and salary register. They were directed to produce the
relevant record on 18.09_.2012._ |

On 18.09.2012, Sh. Prathvi Singh, T.G.T and‘ Ms. Rozy, T.G.’f. of
the school produceoi the requisite records. The records, produced by the
school in the first instahce were examined by Sh. A.D. Bhateja, Audit

Qfﬁcer'of the Committee. He had observed that: -

(1) the school had not implemented the reconimendations of.th;e oth
Pay Commission, |

(ﬁ) salary to the staff had been paid according to the pre-revised scale,

(iii) the salary payfnent register of the. school’ had been freshly
prepared,

(iv) .the ﬁgures of fee for the period 2008-09 and 2009-10 as reflected
in fee register did not match with the figures recorded in Income
and Expenditure register,

(v)  the salary reoords also reflected similar discrepancies, as that of

fee,

JUSTICE
TRUE COPY -

swg%

COMMITTEE

ANILDEV SINGH

For Review of School Fee /




o e

! S 000484

(vij the school representatlve failed to produce fee rece1pts and fee .

collection reglsters for 2008-09,2009-10 and 2010- 11 taking an

excuse of not retai'ning the records of the period in question.

In order to prov1de an opportunlty of hearing to the school, vide
notice dated 29.07.2013, the school was directed to appear on

14.08.2013 along with.its fee and accounting records. No one appeared

before the Committee on *14.08.2013. The school vide notice dated

26.08.2013 was provided another opportunity to attend the hearing on

12 9.2013.

On. the schedule date Sh. P.S. Rana, Manager and Ms. Jyoti,

Teacher of the 'school api:)eared before the committee for hearing. They

- filed reloly to the questionnaire regarding development fee. According to -

the reply, the school had not charged developrnent fee. The school again '

failed to produce fee receipts for the verification on the ground that old

fee receipt books had been destroyed by the school.

The Committee has examined the inchoate records, observations of
the audit’ officer and the submissions made before the Committee, on

behalf of the school.
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In view of the repeated failure of the school to produce its fee

receipt and the adverse observations of the Audit Officer, no reliance can

" be placed on the fee schedule filed by the school or its submissions of not

having hiked the fee in terms of the order dated 11.02.2009 of the

Director of Education.

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

Education should order a épecial inspection under section 24(2) of

the Delhi School Education Act, 1973, in order to ascertain the true

. state of affairs of the school.

Recommended accordingly.

8d/- Sd/-

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar

Chairperson * Member

Dated---28-10-2013
'TRUE COpPYy
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P
Indian Modern School, Chhattarpur Enqlavé, New Delhi - 74

\
The school did not reply to the quéstionnaire issued by the -
Cémmittee on 27/02/2012. However, the returns of the school under

rule 180 of the Delhi Schéol Education R.ules, 1973 were received from

the Office of Deputy Director, District South of the Directorate of

Education. On prima facie examination of the returns, it appeared that

the.sc'hool had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated ~ 11.02.2009 and “had. also implemented the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category ‘B’.

In order  to. verify the returns the school, vide letter

dated.13.07.2012 was directed to produce its fee and salary records and "’

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on 23.07.2012.

Shri Sudesh Sharma, of the school attended the office without any

authority letter from the manager of the school and requested for another

t

date to produce the records. He was directed to attend the office on

31.07.2012 with all the financial récords of the school.
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' On the scheduled date, Shri Sudesh Sharma, of the school again
® ' attended the Office of the Committee and produced the records of the

school. ‘Reply to the questionnairé was also filed. As per the reply the

 school had implemented the recommendation of the 6th Pay Commission

! w.e.f. 01-07-2010 and had not hiked the fee.

The recordé 1n the first _inst;ance were examined by Sh. A.K. Vijh,
~Audit Off.icer of the Committee. His observaéions were that:.—
(i) the school had increased tuition fee ,in 2010-11 for classes [ to V
by 12.77% and by 12.50% for class VI to VIII,
(ii) the school cléime%:l to have implemented the 6th Pay: Commission
[n?k Report w.e.f. 01-07-2010, but the same could not be vefifiled in
ébsence of salary register for tlje year 2008-09 to 2010-11,
( ‘ (iii) - the school did not produg:e'fee. receipt books for the year 2008-69
7 to 20_10-/11;' therefore, the record.of fee collection could not .be
- verified and | , | .
® (iv) . the schéol also di.d not produce balance sheet, income and
® . expenditure statements, ledger o‘r cash book, therefore,‘the sta-tus

of the-ﬁnancials of the school could not bé verified.

In order to provide an opportunity to present its case, notice of

hearing dated 04/06/2013, was served to the school with the diréétions

to appear before the Committee on 27.06.2013.
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On the appointed date of hearing, Shri Gobind Sharma, Admin. -

- Officer and Shri Neeraj Gupta, Accountant of the school appeared before

r

the Committee. The representatives did not produce fee recofd, salary

. record and books of accounts. It was stated that due to dispute with the

family of previous society, the records have not been handed over to the
present management by the outgoing members of the society.

s

The committee has examined the obéervations of the a'udit
officer, s1‘1bmissions of the school reﬁresentatives an'd. record
available to the committee angl is of the view that in absence -of
financials of the school in oriéin’al, the clairg of the school thét it
has implemeﬁt‘ed the 6th‘ Pay Commission and had not hiked fgee; is
hard to believe. Therefore., the ﬁirector of Education should ord.er'a
special inspection of the School? .under Sgction 24(2) of Delhi Scho;)l
Education Act 1973, to qscertain'thé' true state of affairs.

Recommended accordingly.

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

" Dated : 10.10.2013
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Mata Balwant Kaur Public‘School, Old Mahavir Nagar, Delhi - 18

The school .did' not reply to the questionnaire iseued by the
Committee on 27/02/20 12.- However, the returns of the school under
Rule 180 of the belhi échool Education Rule, 1973 , were received from

-the Office of Deputy D1rector Dlstrlct West-‘A’ of the D1rectorate of

| Education. On examination of the returns, it prima facie appeared that
the school had neither hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director
of Eddcation “dated 11.02.2009; nor had implemehted the
>recomrvnendations of the 6t Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school
was placed in Category ;C’.

- In order to verify the returns the school vide | letter
dated.21.09.2012 was directed to produce its fee and salary records and
also to submit reply to the questionnaire on 08. 10 2012.

Mrs. Sarabjeet Kaur, T.G.T. of the school attended the.o'fﬁce, but
did not produce the complete record. She reque'sted for another date to

' produce the records She was directed to attend the office on 15.10. 2012
with the ﬁnanmals of the school.

On the schedule date, Mrs. Sarabjeet Kaur, T.G.T. ‘of “the school
attended the ofﬂce and oroduced the records of the school. Reply to the
questionnaire was also filed. According to the repty, the school had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay ‘Commission and not
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hiked the fee in termis of the order of the Director of Education dated

11 ..02.2009.

The ‘records produced were examined in the first instance by Sh.

AKX’ Bhalla Aud1t Ofﬁcer of the Committee. His observations were that:-

o

(1)

(1ii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

. (vii)

* the school had 1ncreased tu1t10n fee in 2009-10 by 14. 52% to

21.09%.

the school did not produce fee receipts, therefore fee structure °

- could not be verified.

fee collection register of the school had been prepared afresh and

details were fudged to make them tally with the figures appea‘ring}

in Income and Expenditure statement,

salary payment register of the school had been prepared afresh.

~

.the school had not implemented recommendations of _Gﬂl.Pay

Commission.

salary td the staff had been paid in cash'and on consolidated
rnonthly ba51s , |

the school had not mamtamed cash book and- ledger '

In order to provide'an‘ opportunity to present its case, notice of

hearing dated 23 /09/ 2013 was served on the school with the directions

to appear before the Comm1ttee on 04 10.2013.

On the appomted date Ms. Sarabjlt Kaur, T.G.T. and Mrs.

Balblnder Kaur, Ass1stant Teacher of the school appeared before the ‘

Committee. Thej filed reply to the questionnaire regarding Development
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Fee. According to the reply the school had not charged Development Fee

" from the students. They were confronted with the observations of the

Audit Officer of the committee. 'i‘hey stated that they had nothing against
to say on the observations of the;Audit Officer.

The Cornmittee has examined the observations of the.Audit Officer,
records'of the school and th'e suhmission of the school representatives.

We are not inclined to rely on the record produced by the school.
Fee . structure was produced bilt the school did not produce the fee
receipts - in support of thereof. Therefore it could not be confirmed .
whether the fee was being collected according to the fee structure. Fee -
collection and salary reg1sters were freshly prepared They appeared to |
have been made up for being in sync W1th income and expend1ture
account. School was not even maintaining cash book:and ledger.

Admittedly, whatever fee has been collected from the students

: had not been properly recorded in the books of accounts. The

records produceti before the. Committee do ' not inspire ,'the
confidence and cannot be relied upon.

In the circumstances, the Director of Education should order a
'epecial inspection of the Sehool, iinder Section 24(2) of Delhi School
Education Act 1973, to ascertain the true state of affairs. | |

Recommended acoordingly.

S ad)

JusticeAnil Dev Singh(Retd.) J.S. Kochar * ° Dr. R.K. Sharma
Chairperson . Member Member
Dated:28-10-2013
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Gangotri Public School, Gautam Vihar, Delhi - 110 053

The schd01 did ndt reply to the questionhaire issued- by the
Committee on 27/ Oé/ 2012. However, the returns of the school under
Rule 180 of the De1h1 School Edhcatmn Rules 1973 were received from
the Office of Deputy Director, District North- East of the Directorate of
Educatmn On prlma facie examlnatlon of the returns it appeared that

the school had neither hiked the fee, in-terms of the order of the Director

of Education dated 11.02.2009 nor. had ii'nplemented .the

.recommendafions of the 6% Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category ‘C’.

In order to verify the returns of the school, vide letter dated

19.06.2012, it was directed to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 24.07.2012.

On 24.07.2012, Mr. V. Singh, HM of the schbel appeared and

" produced the records of the school. Reply to the aforesald quest1onna_1re
 was also_ filed. According to the reply, the school had ne1ther

' implemented the recommiendations of the 6t Pay Comrmssmn nor had

increased the fee.
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The‘records, produced were exaimined in the first instance by Shri

‘A.K. Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observations were that:-

(i) the school h_‘ad neither hiked the fee rn accordance with the order
of the Director of Education dated. 11.02.2009 nor had
implemented the recofnmendations_ of the 6t Pay Commission,

(i) ' the school raised the fee in 2009-10 by 23.21%,

(i) there was further hike in fee by 5.80% in 2010-11; and

(v)  Shri Amit Gaur, C.A., had audited the accounts of the school. )

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, notice
of hearing dated 23.09.2013 was served on the school with the directions

to appear be,fcre the Committee on 07.10.2013.

On the scheduled date Sh. Sandeep Jain; Part time Accountant of
the school appeared before us. He submitted reply to the questlonnalre of
the Committee regardlng development fund Accord1ng to the reply, the
school was not charging development fee. It was stated by hirn that—

(a)  the school had not. implemented the recommendations of the 6t

Pay Commission.

(b)” . the fee nad been hiked by Rs..65/ - raising 1t from I'Qs.280/-. to

345/-per month in 2009-10.
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(c). the audit report had been signed by Sh. Amit Gaur, C.A., on behalf

of M/s. Seema Sharma Associates.

 On examination of the financials of the school, the observations of

,the‘ Audit Officer of the Committee and submissions made on behalf of

the school. It has been noticed that Shri Amit Gaur, C.A., had
purportedly signed the audit report, but name of ‘the school is not
mentioned in the list of schools submitted by Shri Amit Gaur, C.A., on

06.07.2012 to the Committee with regard to the schools whose accounts

were audited by him.
- In the circumstances, no credence can be placed on the

financials of the school as they do not inSpire confidence.

Therefore, the Director of Education should order a special

inspection of the School, under Section 24(2) of Delhi School

Education Act 1973, to ascertain the true state of affairs.

Recommended accordingly.

S¢/-  Sdi- Sd-

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

Dated: 28-10-2013
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Shri Saraswati Vidya Niketan, Publ,ic Schéol, Shahdara, Delhi - 94.
The school did not rgply to the quest'idnpaire,issued by the
Committee on 27/02/2012. ‘ﬂbwe,ver, the returns of the schbol u\.n'der '
Rule 180 of the Delhi ‘S;:hool Educétion Rules, 1973 were received
from tﬁe Office of Deputy Di'rector, Distﬁct East of the Directorate of
Educatiorl. On examination of the returns, it prima facie appeared
. that the school had neither hiked the fee; in terms of t1:1e order of the
Director of Education dated '11.02.2009 nor had implemented the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission. Acéordingly, the 'school

was placed in Category C’.

I;n order to verify tﬂe returns of .the' school, vide _lette'r dated
19.06,.20 12, it was directed to produce its fee and‘ sglary .records and
- also to .submit' reply to the questionnaire on 24:07.2\012. No' one
g}ﬁpeared on behalf of-the school on 24.07:2012. A fresh notice dated
06.08:20 12 was issued to the school to appear on 22.08.2012 for the

verification of records. o

On the scheduled date, Shri Md. Masood Alam, Pr_incipél of the

school appeared and produced the records of the school. Reply to the

questionnaire was also filed. According to the reply, the school had

.. neither implemer'lted.the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commis.sion

TRUE copy 1
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nor had increaged the fee in tellms of the order of the Director of -

Eciucation dated 11.02.2009. |
The records, produced were exarﬁined by Shri NS Batra, Audit

Officer of the Committég. H%s oBservg:d as follows: - ' '

(i) the school had not hikfed the fee in 2009-10, -but it was
increased in 2010-11 but within the tolerance limit of 10%,

(i) - .Al,{dit of th’e accounts of th’e school was cénducted by" M/s.
Osmani & Company, whereas Form-10 B h_ad.been signed by .
Shri Amit Gaur, C.A., and :

" (iii) the scho,c}l haé not implemented the recommgndationé of the 6th,
Péy Commission.’ |
In brdef to provide an opportunity <;f hearing to the schoél,

notice gf hearing dated 18.07.2013 was issued to the school with the

directions to appear before thep Committee on 01.08.2013. No one

appeared on behalf of the school on 01.98.2013. A fresh notice dated

01.08.2013, of hearing was issued to the school with the directions to

appear on 26.08.2013.

On the appointed daté., _Shri Md. Maéood Alam, HM of the .school
‘ -appeared before the committee. He contehded that due to change in
_ thé_r.rlanage;nent'of thf; society, the record up-tp 2009-10 was: not
'availa.lble with }c.he school. The scﬁool produ(;éd cash.book and ledger

. for the year 2010-11. The cash book for the entire year 2010-11

TRUE cCOpy - 2 |
% \ / JsTIcE
Secretary ' AN (l)_OEI\)A%AV SINGH

ITTEE -

For Review_of Schoo! Fee




000497

consists of only one page. The balance sheet for the year 2010-11 had

been signed by some other Charfered..Accountants while the.audit

report had been given by Shri Amit Gaur, C.A.

On examination of the observations of the Audit Officer of
the: Committee, 'the submiésion mede by the school
representatlve and the 1;ecord produced by the Manager of the
school the Committee is of the view that it is dlfficult to place

. reliance on the financials of the school. Therefore, ' the‘
Committee recommends ‘that the Direct~:or' of Education shouid
order 'z.i epecial inspection of .the School, under Section 24(2;) of

Delhi School Education Act 1973, to ascertain the true state of

affairs. S -
Justice Anil Dev Smgh (Retd ) J.S. Kochar Dr. R.K. Sharma
Chairperson’ . Member ~ Member

Dated: 25-10-2013
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Nav Jiwan Adarsh. Public School,

Jai Prakash Nagar Ghonda, Delhi - 53

The school did not reply to the queetionnaire issued by the
Committee on 27/02/ 2012 However the returns of t\he school under
Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules 1973 were rece1ved from -
the Office of Deputy Director, District North-East of the Directorate. of
Education. On prima facie examination of trle returns, it appeared that
the school had neither hiked the fee, in terms of the order of the Director
of Education dated 11.02.2009 nor had implemented ' the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school
was placed 1n Category ‘C’.

In'order t'o..veri_fy the returne of the school, vide letter dated
05.07 2012, it was directed to produce its fee and salary records and also
to submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire-on 16.07.2012. ﬁo one
appeared on 16.07.2012, | |

By letter dated 06.08.2012, the school was again d1rected to

appear before the Committee to produce the record on 22.08.2012.

On 22.08.2012, Sh. Ban\wari Lal, HM of the school app_eared and

' produced the records of the school Reply to the aforesaid quest1onna1re

‘was also filed. Accordmg to the reply, the school had neither
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implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission nor had
increased the fee. | |
. The recorels, produced: were examined in the first instance by Shri
A K. Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observations were that:-
(i) the school had neither hiked the fee in accordance with the order
of ‘the Director of Educatien dated 11.02.2009 nor had
1mplemented the 'recommendatlons of the 6th Pay Commissmn

ii) the school raised the fee in 2009-10 in the range of 16. 67% to 20%

for different classés,

-(iii)  there was no fee hike in 2010-11,.

(iv) the school was getting aid from the society in'cash, and

(v) Shri S.C. Sharma, C.A., had audited the accounts of the school.

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, notice

. of hearing dated 23 09.2013 was served on the school with the d1rect1ons

to appear before the Committee on 08.10.2013.

On the scheduled date, Sh. Banwari Lal, H. M and Ms. Geeta
Sharma, Assistant Teacher from "the 'school appeared before the
Committee for hearing. | They filed the reply to the questionnaire
regarding development fee. According tci the reply, the schqo_l had not
chargeci development fee. It was stated by them that -

(@) the fee hike had ‘been hy Rs.50 per month in 2009-10 but there

had been no fee hike in 2010-11,

JUSTICE
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(b) . the school had no bank account,
(©) the audit report signed by Sh. S.C. Sharma, C.A., had been'
obtained in back date, and

(d)  the school had been regularly getting aid from the society in cash.

The Committee has examined the record, observations of the audit
officer and the submissiohs made before the committee on behalf of the .

school. The’ Commlttee has noticed that the school had hiked the fee

marginally in excess of 10% 1n the year 2009- 10 and had not’ ‘

implemented_ the rec.ommendathns of the 6*1? Pay Comm1s31on. It
appears that audit report has been back dated. .

In the circumstances, the Committee is of the view that the
ﬁnanciels of t;lte 's.chool do not inspire eonﬁdehce._' Therefore, the'
Ditector of Etlucation should order a speciatl inspection of the
School, under Section 24(2) of Delhi School Educatlon Act 1973, to

]

ascertam the true state of affalrs o .

1

Recommended accordingly.

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

Dated: 28-10-2013

JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee ;

Secretary




o\

.. 000501

C-250

Jeewan Jyoti Sr. Sec. .Schoo.l, Ch. Hukum Singh Marg,
. Gali No.3, Sadatpur Extn. Delhi .

|
i
i

The school did not reply to the ‘questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27/02/2012. [However, the returns of the school under

‘rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received

from the Office of Dy. Director, District North-East of the Directorate

" of Education. On prima facie examination of the returns, it appeared

that the school had neither hiked the fee in terms of the order of the

Directorate of Education! order | dated.11.02.2009. nor had

implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission.

‘ Accordingly,' the school was placed in Category ‘C’.

In order to verify Ithe returns, the school, vide letter

‘ dated.14.08.2012, was directed to produce its fee and salary records

and also to submit reply to the questionnaire on 30.08.2012.

On the scheduled date! Sh. Bhopal Singh, executive member of

the school, appeared and produced the records of the school. Reply.to

the questionnaire was also 'filed. As per the reply, the school had

implémented the recommendation of ﬁhe 6t Pay Commission w.e.f.

.April 2010 and had aléo incr‘eased the fee from April 2010 but it had

not che}rged arrear fee from the students.
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The records produced in the first instance were exammed by-

Shri A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observations

were that the school had implemented the recommendation of th_e“ 6-th
Pay Commission w.e.f. April 2010. Arrears had alscﬁbe.en paid to thé _.
staff w.e.f. January 2006, but no ar%éars fee was recovered from(the
students. The school had also hiked the fee ﬁthin 9.3 % to 20.8 % in
2009-10 and within 10.3% to 33.3% in 2010-11. The audit OfﬁCCI: als'(')l
observed that the school had also increased annual charges c.luring

the same period.
Notice of hearing dated 24/05/2013 was served to the school .
with the directions to appear before the Committee on 04.06.2013 to .

present its case. . - . i

On the appointed date of hearing, nobody appeared before the
committee. The delivery of the notice of hearing to the school was
confirmed from the India Post track system which showed that thé

notice had been delivered on 27.05.2013. e '

In view of the absence of the school despite service of notice on

it, the Committee considers it appropriate' to take decision in the

matter on the basis of observations of the Audit Officer and records

“available with it. * : ' 5 :_,
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On examination of the fee schedule and fee records, the

Committee observed that the school had hiked the fee in the fol}o\';ving

o 08 ®

manner:
Class - | Tuition Tuition Fee Tuition fee | Fee -
fee in fee in Increase in 2010-11 | Increase
2008-09 2009-10 in 2009- (Monthly) in
(Monthly) | (Monthly) | 10 - ' 2010-11
(Monthly). (Monthly)
I 425 465 . 40 ' 600 135
II-111 430 - 470 . 40 . 600 . . 130
V-V 470 515 45 650 © 135
VI-VII 520 - 570 o S50 750 180
VIII 550 600 50 - 800 QOQ.
IX 720, 790 70 ) 1000 210
X 850- 930 80 .1100 170
X1 1200 1400 200 1600/1700 200/300
XII . 1200 1.450 T 250 1600/1700 | 150/250

In view of above, the school had, hiked the fee in 2010-11 in

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. The
school had claimed to have implemented the recommendation:of thc;

. ' ahd
On examination of .:éafé{ffj;

et

. ' ) Pl
records, for April 2009 and 2010, it had been noticed that the schgol -

6. Pay Commission from April 2010.

had been paying same pa).r scale in April 2009 ' and 2010,m
contradiction to its claim of implementation of 6th.Pay Commiséigh
w.é.f. April 2010. The school representat_iveé avoic.led examinatidﬁ (lif
their financials by the céarnmitteei b-y avoidpd hearing before'?'t'he_
committee, to hide ‘'some facts. Further; it has been noticed thatSh

Amit Gaur C.A. had purportedly signed the audit report, but nameof

S
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the school did not-have its mention in the list of 'schoolé', submitted by

Sh. Amit Gaur, C.A., on 06.07.2012 to the committee.

In yiew of the fdregoing' facts, th‘e-Committeé is of.th;a view

. that the coz.'.rectness of financials of the school is hard to b'elieve.'
Thé.refore, ‘the -Director of Education should o.r(‘ie_'r a .special
inspectjon of the School, i1_nder Sectiog 24(2) of Delh-i‘.School

'Education.Act 1973, to-ascertain .the true state of affairs.

Recommended accdrding}y.

J:S\Kochar

Member

Dated: 10.10.2013
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Saifi Public School, Okhla, Jamia Nagar, Delhi — 110 025

. The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the
Committee on 27/02/ 2012. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received

“from the Office of Deputy Director, District South of the Directorate of

Education. On examination of the returns, it prima facie appeared
that the school had neither hiked the fée, in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and nor had implemented the

recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school o

was placed in Category ‘C’. ‘

In order to verify. the.returns of the school, vide letter dated

16.07.2018, it was directed to produce its fee and salary records and
also to submit reply .to the questionnaire ori 31.08.2012. The date for

verification of record was re-scheduled for 09-08-2012, as informed.

vide letter dated 23-07-2012. No one appeared on behalf of the school

on 09.08.2012.

Vide letter dated 14.08.2012, the school wés directed again to

appear before the Committee to produce the required documents on

30.08.20 12. On the next date, Shri Ahmed, M. Khan of the school

appeared before the Office of the Committee and submitted a letter

1
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dated 30.08.2012, under the signature of thé Principal of the scﬁool,
. requesting for the extension of time for sﬁbmissidn of records on the
ground‘ thét staff had been on leave on account of month of Ramz_an
and E1d At the requést of the Principal, the school was directed to

appear on 06.09.2012 before the Committee for verification of record.

)

On the aforesaid date, Shri Md. Umar, ’Manager of the school
appeared' and produced the records of the school. Reply to the:
aforesaid questibnnaire was also filed. According to the reply, the

school had neither implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay

. . . N
Commission nor had increased the fee.

The records, p;oduced were examinea in the first instance by
Shri AK. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that
the school .did not submit the details _regar,ding the fee strﬁcture,
number of students on the rolls 'of the'school and salary that was
being t\o the staff in the retﬁms filed in the Office of the Directorate of .
Education, uhder Rule 180 of the Delﬁi School Education Rules,
1973. I£ was noted .by the Audit Ofﬁéei‘ that the school had submitted
financials of “Saifi Trust for Education and Research”, instead of Salﬁ .
Public Scﬁool. On query, by ﬁm Audit Officer, the Manager had stated
‘that the society looks after the 'da}'r-to—day activities and ﬁnan;:ial
matters of the.school. The Audit Officer also noticed thaAlt the school
did not maintain fee recéipts.' Or;ly.'total_ amount of fee, collected

" class-wise had been produced by the school. For this reason, fee
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deﬁosited by a student during an academic year cogld not be verified.
It was further observed that the schoél had hiked the fee in.different
classeé by 7795%, to 11.84% in 2009-10 anc'l by 9.41% to 18% in
2010-11. Activity charges had also been hiked for the same period by -
12.50% to 45.95% in 2009-10 and by Rs.SO/-, in 2010-11 for different
classes. The Audit Officer also noted that a consolidated Income and
Expenditure Statement of Saiﬁ Public School, an LT.I. and the society
had been prepared. In the. circﬁmstances, therefore, Income and
Exﬁenditui‘éi of .the school could not be verified. The Audit 6fﬁcer
noticed that the school had been collecting "fee in cash and the

salaries were also being disbursed in cash and the school had been

paying salary on pre-revised scale but D.A., was paid @35%.
In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, -
notice of hearing dated 23.05.2013 was served to the school with the

directions to appear before the Committee on 06.06.2013.

On the next date of hearing, no one appeared on behalf of the

~school before the Committee. The Audit O_fﬁcer of the Committee was

‘directed to confirm the delivery of the notice of hearing to the school.

He confirmed from the India Post Tracking System that the notice of

hearing dated 23-05-2013, booked on 24-05-2013 from Civil Lines,

" Delhi - 110 054 Post Office vide booking number ED888095020IN had

been delivered .on 28.05.2013." It seems to.us that the school
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* deliberately did not cause the presence of its. Manager or any\other
person so as to prevent the C.omr.n'ittee' to unravel the truth.

" On examination of the available financial returns of the school,
and the observations of the Audit Officer of the Comrnittee, we are of

the view that the school did not maintain its financial records

properly.

In view of the foregomg, the Committee is of | the view that
the available financxals of the school do not inspire. confidence
and not worthy of credence. Therefore, the Director of Education
'should order a specral mspectron of the Scho.ol under Section
24(2) of Delhi School Education Act 1973, to ascertam the true

~ state of affairs.

Recommended accordingly.

)

/ o :
Do
-S. Kochar Dr. R.K,Sharma
Member ..  Member

J e

" Dated: 25-10-2013 | AT
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.Nav Jiwan Adarsh Public School, Yamuna Vih_ar, Delhi ~ 110 053

. The school did not -;eply to the questionnaire issued ioy the
Cdmmitteg on 27/02/2012. However, the returns of tlr;e school under
Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 wc?r;e~ 'rfaceive.d
from the Office of. Deputy Dirtctor, District North-East of the i
Direét@raté of Education. .O.n prima facie exafnination of the re’turns, _
it appeared that the scl"loolkhac;‘naithi-:r hiked the fée, 'ir.l teﬁs of the

order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and nor had

'im'ple‘mented the recommendations of the 6th Pay. Commission.

Accordingly, the'school was placed in Category ‘C’. |

In order to verify the returns of the school, vide letter dated

.

‘ 16.07.2013, it was directed to produce -its’ fée.and salary records and
also to submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 31.08.2012. ‘

.' The date for verification of record was re-scheduled.for 09-08-2012,

with intimaﬁoﬁ to the schooi vide letter dated 23-07-2012. No one
ap‘peared on 09.08.2012: |

tter dated’ 14.0é.2012, ‘the 'éé,hdbl"‘\iv"as again directed to
aﬁpear before the Committee _to"produce ti’lé record on 30.08.2012. .
Again.no one appeared on 30.08.2012. However., onv 31._08.2'012, Mrs.

Prem Lata, Head Mistress of the school appeared before the Office of

the Committee and submitted a letter requesting for another date for
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submission of record. Accedmg to the request the school was:

" directed to appear on 14.09.2012 for verification of record.
On 1'4.0'9..20 12, Mrs. Prem Lata, HM of .the.-school aproeared and
prodl_.lced th‘e' records of the. school. .Replyb. to the aforesaid .
- L . _questiormaire was alse filed. Ace(;rding to the reply, the school had -
neither implemented the reeemmendations of the 6th Pay Commission
nor had in’creased the fee. |
) o The reeords, 'proeluced were examined in the first ,ir‘lstanee by
Shri A.K. Vijh, Auelit Officer of the Committee. His ebs'ervations were
. - . that: - . |
; " — (i)' vthe schdol had neither hrked the . fee in aceordance vvtth'the '
| order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 nor had
1mplemented the recommendatlons of- the 6th Pay Commlssmn |
4 1i) | .the school raised the fee in 2009-10 in the range of 2. 55% to’
15.25% for d1fferent classes
K | ©. [(iii) there was no fee hike in 2010-11,

(iv)  the 'school paid salary in cash and did not maintain bank

account and
L o - (v)  Shri'Amit Gaur, C.'A., had auditeel the accounts of the school.
— | | In orde'r-to provide an opportﬁnity of hearing to the sehool,
- : netice of'h.earing dated 24.05.2013 was served on the school with the
| directions to .appear hefore.the Committee 61_'1 06.06.2013. On
06.06.2013, no one appeared on behalf of the school.. The Audit
Officer Qf the Committee was directee’i to conﬁrrrt the 'delivery of.‘the

‘notice of hearing to the school. It was confirmed from the India Post
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Track System that the notice of hearmg dated 23-05- 2013 booked on
24-05- 2013 from Civil L1nes Delh1 - 110 054 Post Ofﬁce vide bookmg

number ED8880948011N had been dehvered to the school on

'27.05.2013. Thus,' it is clear that the school willfully absented itself.

The Committee therefore decided to take record 'it$ findings on the
basis of records available with the Committee.
On examination of the financials returns of the school and the

observations af the Audit Officer of the Committee, it was noticed that

~ the school had hiked the fee in the range of more than 10% in the year
2009-10, but had not implemented the recommendations of the “6th

Pay Commission. Further, it has been noticed that Shri Amit Gaur,

C.A., had purportedly signed fhe-audit report, but name of the school

. is not mentioned in the list of schools submitted ‘by Shri Amit Gaur,

‘C.A,, on 06.07.2012 to the:Committee with regard to the schools

whose accounts were audited by him.

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

financijals of the school do not inspire confidence. Therefore, the

Director of Education should order a spgcial inspection of the
Sc}.xo)ol,lunder Section 24(2) of Delhi School Education Act 1973,
to ascertain the true state of affairs...

Recommehdéd accordingly.

Member . iy ber
Dated: 14-10-2013 ) a;(»u
o . ‘D o w3 .
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‘Mahalfana Pratap Model Public School, Hal"sh. Viﬂar, Delhi - 93
The school di(i no;c reply to the questionna.ire issued. by the
Commiﬁee on 27/02/ 20_12. However, the returns of the .schc;ol filed

under rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received

" from the Office of Deputy Director, District North East of the Directorate

of Education. On prima facie examination of -the returns, it appeared
that the school had neither hiked the fee in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 nor had implemented the -

'recommendatibns of the 6t Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was plaéed in Category ‘C’.

In order to verify the returns, the school, vide letter dated
Lot ' {
13.07.2012 was directed to produce its fee and salary records and also to

* submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 23.07.2012. "

The school, vide letter dated 20.07.2012 requested for some more

time to submit its records. The school was directed to present its records

on 08.08.2012 for verification.

\
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"On the schedule date, Shri Sukhbir Singh, Manager of the school
appeared. and produ.ced the records of the school.‘ Reply to the
questionnaire was also ﬁled.' Accofding to reply, the school had
i'mplefnehted thé recommendations of the 6t Péy Comrnissién w.e.f.
July, 2010 and had not hiked the fee.

| The records pr‘oduced'were examined, in the first instance, by Sh.
A.D. Bhateja, Audit Ofﬁcér of the Committee. His observatidns were

that: -

(i) the school had collected fee, more than the fee structure submitted
to the District Office,

(i)  the school had not maintained student-wise record of fee.

. (i) " the school had hiked the fee by Rs.50/- per month for all classes

during the year 2009-10 and 2010-11; which was within the range |
of 10%, -
(iv)  the school had colléct_ed fee in cash and salaries had also been

disbursed in cash,

. (v) the school claimed to have implemented 6th Pay Commission w.e.f.

July, 2010, but HRA, DA and TA were not being paid to the staff.
(vij the school has collected examination fee, but this was not
mentioned in the fee receipt book or fee register or fee structure

submitted by the school to the District' Office and
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(vii) the school had not" collected ‘arrears of tuition fee from the

students and the same had also not been paid to the staff.

In order to provide an opportunity to present its case, notice of

‘ hearing dated 24/05/2013, was served to the school with the directions

t'o appear before the Committee on 07.06.2013.

On the appointed. date of hearing, Shri Sukhbir Singh, Member,
Management Committee of the school appeared before us but without

books of accounts for the years 2009-10 and 2010-11. He, however,‘

submitted reply to the questionnaire of the Committee regarding

i

" development fund. According to the repfy, the school was not charging

development fund. The representative of the school was apprised of the
observations of the Audit Officer recorded on 08.08.2012.. He confirmed

that the observations of the Audit Officer were correct. In answer to the

quéstion by one of us about the mode of payment of salary, the

representative of the school stated that the same was paid in cash and
no TDS was being deducted even after the purported implementation of
Gth Pay Commission. | The representative qf the school concedgd tflat
neither the full,salafy as reﬂgcted in the salary registers ahd accounts of
the school‘vv% paid nor the tuition fee as mentioned in fee schedule and

fee register was charged.
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The Commlttee has exammed the 1ncomp1ete records subrmtted by

the 'school.  As per the records the school charged the fee in the
followmg manner: - o )
. Class Tuition fee in | Tuition fee in | Increase in tuition
' '| 2008-09 2009-10 fee in 2009-10
[&II . 1500 - 550 50
(Il toV ’ 550 600 50
VI & VII 600 650 S0
VIII ‘ | 700:. .1 750 50

”

Osten31bly, the school has not hiked fee in terms of the order

of the D1rector of Educatlon dated 11.02. 2009 and the hike has.

- been within the permissible llm;t of 10%.

. were not produced by it.

But, no credence can be

placed on the figures furnished by the school as books of accounts

In the circumstanc'es, the Director of

Educatlon should order a special mspectlon of the School, under

Section 24(2) of Delhi School Educatlon Act 1973 to ascertam the

true state of affairs.’

. Recommended accordingly.

DR. R‘K. Sharma
Member ' :

Dated : 14-10-2013
TRUE COPY. -
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Akhil Bal Vidyalaya, Friends Enclave, Nangloi, New Delhi ~ 86

The school did not reply to the questionnairé.issued by the
Committee on 27/02/2012. However, the returns of the school undé;‘
Rule 180 of the Delh\i School Education Rules, 1973 were received
from the Office of Deputy Director, District West-‘B’ of the ‘Directorate,

\
of-Education. On prima facie examination of the returns, it appeared

that the school had not hiked the fee, in termé of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had also not

implemented the recommendations of the 6th .Pay Commission.

Accordingly, the school was placed in Category ‘C’.

In order to verify the returns of theé school, it was directed vide

notice dated 13.07.2012, to produce its fee and salary records and ‘

also to file reply to the questionnaire on 23..07.2_012.

v

On 23.07.2012, at the request of Shlji Akhilesh Kaushik,

Manager of the school, made in reiteration of the letter of the school of .

even date, prepared by him, he was directed to present the records of

the school on 31.07.2012 for verification. No one ap’peared for the

school on 31.07.2012. The date for verification of records was fixed

for 13.08.2012 at the request received from the school.
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) On 13.08.2012, Shri-Akhilesh Kaushik, Manager of the schdol; '
appeared and broduced the records for veriﬁcation.' Reply to the

questionnaire was also filed. Acéording to the reply, the school

implemented the recommendations of the 6%, Pay commission w.e.f.

January, 2006, but did not increase the fee in terms of the ordejr

dated 11.02.2009 of the Director of Education .
The records, produced by the school in the first jhstance were

examined by Shri A.K. Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. He

_observed that the record related to implementation of 6t Pay
3 : . .

Commission could not be verified because the school did not produce
< "( ) the sala;"y details of the staff. Prima facié, the details of salary as w§11
as arrears furnished by the school é.ppeaféd to be unreliable, as ’ghe
salary and other payments to the staff were being paid in cash. The °
scﬁqol also failed to submit fee registers. The Managelr of the school
stated that such registers are not being ma_lintained by tl"le school.. On‘
verification of fee étructure and fee receipts, the Audit Officer noticed
that the school had not hiked the fee during 2008-09, 2009—i0 and,
2010-11. He also recorded that the fee, as shown in fee receipts, do

|'l
not match with the fee structure, as submitted by the school. -He

“
g

opined that the school was receiving lesser fee than that mentionedin
. . . N

the fee structure. The Audit Officer directed the Manager of the sch_qc’ii
to produce the details of arrears of salary paid to the staff. He was

also directed to file revised reply to the questionnaire by him.
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On 22 08.2012, Sh11 Akhilesh Kaushik, Manager of the school
appeared before the Aud1t Officer and submitted the requlred
documents. In rev1sed reply to the questionnaire, the school stgte;i
that it had implc;mé,nted the recomméndétions of the 6th Pay
Coﬁmission and had also paid incfeased salary to the staff" w.e.I_”:.
April, 2011, but the school failed to produce details of arrears of
salary to substantiate its claim. On.perusal of the‘record, it ‘wa:s.

v

found that.the s.chool was not. charging fee as per the fee structuré
and was not mafintaining fee collection register, therefore, the Manager '
was direlcted. by the Al._ldit. 6fﬁcer to again appear and ﬁle the. fee
strué:fure on the basis of f;ae receipts for fee hike, on 05—09—2012.

Oljl the néxt date i.e. 03.09.2012, no one appearea for the
school. :

In or.der to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vide
nofcic¢ dateci 24.05.20 13, the school was directed to appear before the
Committee o-n 07.06.2013, aloﬁg with its fee and accounting records. -

Again On 07.06..2013, the school failed to appear befo;e- the ’
Committee, though the no‘pice of hearing had been delivered tpthé‘
school on QS.OS.QO 13, as confirmed from India Post Tracking Syste.‘m';,,

In view of the absence of the school', th¢ Committee considers i.t
appropriate to take a view in the maftef on the basis of récords
available with it.

‘ The Committee’has examined the record and the observations of

the Audit Officer of the Commitfee.
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.From the fee structures on record, it appears that the school
had not hiked the fee during 2009-10 end 2010-11. But they are not
worthy of credence as fee registers.were not produced. As per the . '
earlie'r reply to the questionnaire,. the .scho'oi claimed to have
implemerqted the recommendations of the 6th Pay éornmission w.e.f.
January, 2006“ even before the issuance of the order of the Director.of
the Education dated 1i.(52.2009. .In the revised reply on detecting of

lie in the earlier reply, the date has been shifted’ to April, 2011. In

support of its stand, the school failed to produce any record in original
’ i N

for verification, neither before the Audit Officer nor before the

Committee.

)
In these circumstances, the Committee is of the view that:

the D1rector of Educatlon should order a spec1a1 1nspect10n of the

School, under Section 24(2) of De1h1 School Educatmn Act 1973, l
'to ascertaln the true state of affa1rs particularly with regard to

fee hike in 2009- 10 and 2010-11.

Recommended accordingly. : o N

{ Co. . ' :
J.S. Kochar Dr. R'K. Sharma . TN

Member . Member

For Review of School F ee ,

m’!\/ . : )ow ~— !
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New Bal Bharti Public School, M2K Road, Rohini, Delhi — 110 085

The school had not eubmitted its reply to the questionnaire
issued by the Committee on 27/02/2012. However, the returns of the
school.under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973
were rece1ved from the Ofﬁce of Deputy D1rector Dlstrlct North. West-

B’ of the Dlrectorate of Educatlon On prima facie examination of the
returns, it appeared that thesc.hool had not hiked the fee, .i'ri terms of
the order of .the Director of Education dated 11:02.2009 ancl h.ad also
not »irnplemented the recommendation of the .6'“‘. Pay Commission.
Accordingly, the school was placed in -Category ‘C.

In order to verify the returns of the school it was directed vide
notlce dated 13.07.2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also
to submit reply to the questionnaire on 23.07.2012.

- On 23-07-2012, Shri Sanjeev Dahiya, the Manager of the school
appeared before the Office.of the Cornrnittee and produce re'co1;ds fof
yei’iﬁcaﬁon. Reply to ﬁqe qnestionnaire was also submit'ted.. According ’
to the repiy, the school .has implemented the }"ecommendations of tlr_le
o‘h Pay commission w.e..I. April, 2010, but had not paid salary avrrearsA |
to the staff. | .

The records, produced by the school Were examined by Sh'.. AK.

Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed @hat opening and

closing bank balances for the year 2009 & 2010 as r\eﬂected in
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balance sheet do not tally with bank ledger‘ accounts, for those y'ears:
To verify the fact the school was directed to appear on 31-07-2012°
and . to -pr.o‘duce bank pass hooks, fee' receipt books and school fee
registers for veriﬁcation On 3i-07 2012, Shri Sanjeeu Dahiya, the
Manager of the school appeared before the Audit Ofﬁcer of the
- Committee and produced the required records On going through the
record the Audit Ofﬁcer .observed that durmg 2009-10, the school did
.not.. hike fee for.classes I to IX; but, there was a hike of Rs.100/ -,.
raising the fee from Rs.700/- to Rs.800/- per month (14.2,8%)_ for -
class-X. He furtherl observed that during. 2010-11, the school hiked
the fee Within the range of 16% for classes-I to V; but, for ctass-X, fee
was ralsed from Rs 800/ to Rs. 1000/ The school had claimed to
have 1mp1emented the report of the recommendat1ons of the 6th Pay
Commlsslon w.e.f. April, 2010. | |

The records of .the school were produced before the Cornrnittee
on 03—10—2Q12. The Committee perused.the returns of the‘school
under Rule 180 DSER, 1973, and the observations of the Audit
Officer. It'was observed by the Committee that the aggregate of fee did
' ’not' match with the number of students. _The Committee directed Mrs.
Sunita Naujt'iya'l, Audit Officer to 're—examine the records of the school.

Mrs. -Sunita Nautiyal, -Audit Officer egamined the records of the =
school and reported that there was huge difference in the actual
' . amount of fee received and receivable on the basis of number of

students enrolled".in the school. The school was directed to explain

the difference in fee on the basis of number of students enrolled and
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the actua] fee rece1pts on the ba31s of Income and Expenditure
Statements.’ . ’

On 30-10-2012, Shrt Sanjeev Dahtya, the Manager of the school
.appeared before the Audit Officer and subrnitted that the details of
e.nro_llments.of the students as shown in the records as on 30th of.
April, each year, showed the new admissions in the year and not the
. total‘ strength of the school on that‘ particular date. The Audit Officer
again examined the records on the’ basis of class-wise strength in -
2008—09, 2009-10 and 2010-11." She reported that the amount
.received on account of tuition fee and annual charges as per the
ledger was less than the amount rece1vab1e in 2008-09 and 2009 10;
but in 2010-11, annual charges actualiy.recewed were' found more
than the prOJected amount. The school had rece1ved more adm1ssmn
fee in 2008-09 and 2009-10, than the projected amount, which had
been calculated on the basis of number- of new admissions in the
school. Shr1 A.K. Bhalla and Mrs Sunita Naut1ya1 both the Audit
Ofﬁcers of the Commlttee had also -observed that the books of
accounts had been prepared by the, school after preparat1on of final

accounts.’

In 'orde'r to provide an opportunity of hearing to .the‘ school, vide
notlce dated 23 07.2013, 1t was asked to appear before the Committee
~on 24, 08 2013, along w1th its fee and accounting records . On

24.08.2013, no one appeared before the Commlttee for hearing desplte

service. In view of the absence of the school desplte semce of notice
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on it, the Committee decided to record its recommendations on the
basis oi’ observationé of the Audir Qfﬁce;r and records availaible with it.
The Committe'e. has examined the returns filed by the school uni:ler
Rlile 180 of,DSER, 1973 'arld the observations of the Audit Officers of
the Committee. It is apparent from the recorci that the School hiked
the fee by’ utilizing tl'ie order of -the Director Education dated
11022009 on the ostensible ground of havirig implemented .the
report of the 6“’.Péy Cor'nmission. It is also evident frqm the record
that the school has failed to not mainiain the ﬁnanqie.llls of the school
properly. In this .corltext , the absence of the school become's
31gn1ﬁcant It appears that the school author1t1es were trying'to hide .
the actual facts and dehberately dld not appear in order to avoid bemg
questioned by the committee for the fear of truth being unraveled.
Therefore the Committee recommends that the D1rect'or of
Education should order a specral .1nspect10n of the School, under
Section 24(2) of Delhi School Educatlon Act 1973 to ascertain

‘the true state of affairs particularly with regard to fee hike in

2009-10 and 2010-11.

ooy

LS

& .
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd ) J.S. ochar Dr. R.K. Sharma
Chairperson , MembBer . Member

Dated \ \ )y )%)3
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Delhi English Academy, Bharthal Village, New Delhi - 45

The school had not submitted its reply to the questfonnafre
issued by 'the bommittec; on 27/02/2012. However; the returns of the -
school uhder RL;IC 180l of the ‘Delhli School Educat.ion Ruies, 1973
were reéeived from the Office of Deputy Director, District South West-
‘B’ of the Directorate of Education. On pfima facie examination of the
refuirné, it appe'arec'i that ;che' school lﬁad not hiked fhe fee, in terms 'of

the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had also
not implemented the .‘recommendation of the 6t Pay Commission.
Accordingly, the school was placed in Category ‘é’. ‘

In order to \{erify tﬁe retﬁ{ns of the school, it was directed vide
notice dated 13.07.2@12 to brbduce its fee and salary records and also
to submit reply to the qu:estionhaire on 23.07.2012. No one appeéu;ed

| "on the s;:heauled date. The school vide letter dated 31.07.2012 was
again dife;:ted to\do the same, on 16.08.2012. | |

On '16.Q8.2012, Shri M.K. Pareek from'the' school appeared
befo;‘e the Office of the Committeé, but did not produce any record.
Ir.-Io_wever, .reply to' the questionna.ire ‘'was sub;'nitfed. The

representative of the school also submitted a letter requesting for

anothér date to produce the financials of the school for verification. In
view of the réquest the.school was directed to producé the records on

22.08.2012.

On 22.08.2012," Shri Rajesh Sharma, HM of the school

éppeared ‘before the Committee and produced the financial 6f the
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_school. Accordmg to the reply of the questlonnalre the school had
implemented the recommendatlons of the 6th Pay commission w.e.f.
Apr11 2010, but had not hiked the fee, in terms of the ordér of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009. |

The records, produced .by the sehool were examined by Sh. N.K.
" Batra, Audit Officer ol the Comr.r.littee.‘ He observed that the school
had shown annual charge @ Rs.1500/- per annum during 2008-09
~ and 2009 10 but only Rs.500/- -had been charged, as per the recelpt
books for the perlod 2008 09 and 2009 10. Further, during 2010-11,
though, development charge @ Rs.500 /- per annum had been charged
from the student, but. the same hatd not been reflected in the fee
structure.” Further, admiséien ’fee has been shown in the fee structure
dtlrtng_-2010-ll' es Rs.200/- but in actual practice it' was bet_ng
cbaréed @ Rs.350/—. to Rs.400/- per'ann.um. |

The school has claimed to have imblemented the report of 6th
. Pay Commission w.e.f. April, 2010. As regards the fee s-t.ructure, (itbad' -
surprisingly, reducebl -the fee by Rs.50/- for all classes during 2010—_
11, as per the fee structure submitted etlong with its returns under
| Rule 180 of The Delhi School Education Rules- 1973 Wthh is to.be
believed with a plnch of salt.

In order to provide an opportumty of hearmg to the school | vide

-notlce dated 27 05.2013, it was directed to appear before the

Committee on 17.06.2013,‘a10ng with its fee and éccounting records.
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- On '17.06.2013, no one appeared before the Committee for
hearing. The school was ‘provided another’ opportunity to appear
before the Committee for hearing on 15.07:20‘13. ' ‘

On 15.07.2013; Shri Mahender Kumar Pareek, Caretaker of the
school appeared before thg Com‘mittée vﬁthouf any authority letter.
"He cate;gorically stat:ed that he did not know anything about the
accounts.- He also did not produce any rec;)rd for verification of the
-C-lommitteé. - | |

The Committee has examined the returns submitted by the
school under Rule 180 of DSER, 1973 and obser'vati_ons of the Aud@t

Officer of the Committee. As per recordé, the school has hiked the fee

" in 2009-10 in the following manners:-

Class Tuition Fee in | Tuition Fee in Incrgase in Tuition
2008-09 2009-10 . fee 2009-10
1TtoV . 600 . | 650 50 '
VI to VIII ' 650 : 700 ’ 50

From‘the returns, ;)vhicl;l' could pot be verified as .the fee and
accounti'ng records .\3vere not produ.ced,.osten.sibly show that fee was
increased within tblere;ble li@it of 10%.

The school has also claimed that it has implemented the report

‘ of 6th Pay Commission buf the school failed fob produce 'any record in
original before the Committee for i1‘:s examinaﬁon at the. time of
hearing. _Thereforé, the Cdmmi_ttee isnotin a boéition to arrive at-any

definite ﬁndihg§.' The casual a'pproach of the school is evident from

the fact that it deputed caretakér of the school to appear before the

AN
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Commlttee who was ignorant about school accounts and also did not

produce any financials of the school. The school by deputing a person'

who was completely blank has in fact prevenfed the committee from a

'ascertaining the actual facts. The committee does not appreciaie the

strategy employed by the school

Therefore, the. Committee . recommends that Director of

'Educatlon should order a special 1nspect10n of the School under

Section 24(2) of Delhi School Educatlon Act 1973, to ascertain

the true state of affairs of the ﬁnancials of the school.

J/D//N/

‘ Justice An11 Dev. Singh (Retd )

" Chalrperson

Dated y\)}o) 9_,51;)3
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C-290

Muni International School, Mohan Garden,

Uttam Nagar, New Delhi - 110 059

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Comfnittee on 27/02/ 2012. However, the returns of the school filed

" under rulé 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received

from t_he Office of Deputy Director, District West ;B’ of the Directorate of
Education. On prima facie examination of the feturns, it appeared that
the school had ridt hike;d th; fee, in terms of the 'order of the Directorate
of Educaﬁon dated 11.02.2009 a.nd had also n;)t implemented the
recommendations of the 6t Pay'Commission. Accordingly, thé school

was placed in Category ‘C’.

In order- to verify the returns, the school, vide letter dated
13.07.2012 'Wa.s directed to produce its fee and salary records and also to
submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 26.07.2012. No one
appeared on the scheduled date. Thé Office of the Committee received a
letter on 26.07.2012, from .t‘he manager of the scho.01,~requesting'for
another daté for the ve’ri.ﬁlcation of records. | Thé school at its own request
was directed to attend the Office of the Committee on' 1,6-08—20 12, to

present the records for verification.
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On the schédule datc;, Shri Ashok Kumar lThakur, Manager of 'the
SCl‘-lO(.,)l atten;ied the office and produced the records of the schoo‘l. Reply
to the questionnaire was also filed. According to the reply, the school had

implemented the recommendation of the 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. July,

2009 but did not hike the fee.

The records produced were examined in the first instance by Shri

N.S. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observations were that: -

..(i) - the school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11

within the tolerable limit of 10%,

(ii) the schooi ~also claimed to have implemented" the 6th “Pay
Commission Rebort'w.e.f. July, 2009, however, ﬁilancials of the
yeér 2008-09 to 2010-11 have revealed: that there was huge gap

between the total collection on account. of fee and salary paid to

the staff,

. (ili)  the school representatives had stated that the deficiency was made

up by grants from society to the tune of Rs.2 l‘acé in 2008-09,

Rs.8.5 lacs during 2009-10 and Rs,28.5 lacs during 2010-11 and

(iv)  the aid from the society had been received in cash.
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In order to provide an opportunity‘ to present its case,. notice of
- hearing dated 27/05/2013, was served to the school, with the direction
to appear before the Committee on 19.06.2013 with the records.

On the appointed <\iate of heai‘iﬁg, ShI\‘i Dhananjay-Kumar Tiwari,
Music Teacher of the school appeared before the Committee. | The
representative of the school submitted a letter under j:he signature of the
- manager of the scl;lool stating that the school had not increased the fee
. and the case had already been settled en 26-07-2012 With: the teachers. .
No original ‘ﬁnan-ci'al_- records- were produced for the pemeal of the

Committee.

The Committee has examined the_ record available with the
] Committee and observations of the Audit Officer. The financial lfetums
: submitted by the school under Rule 180 ef the Delhi School Educatioq
Rules, 1973, reveal that the fee schedules, for all the five years i.e. from
2006—07‘. to éO 1_Q-11 were written in pencil. The school’s claim to have
. implemented the recommendatic.;ns of the 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. July

2009 and not hlked the fee is to be seen in the light of the fact that the

fee schedule filed by the school is wr1tten in pencil and ever increasing

aid alleged to have been recelved from society year after year. It appears
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that ‘the school d1d not produce the original records to hide the actual

state of affalrs of the school

In £hé circumstances, the Cernmittee. is of the x_}iew that 1n
absence of financials | of fhe scheol its claim that it had
lmplemented the recommendatlons of the 6th Pay Commission
w1thout a fee hike and the society kept on mfusmg ‘money to bndge.
the gap between collection of fee and the salary bill of the staff is
difficult to swallow. Therefore, the D1rector of Education should
order a’ spe01al 1nspect1on of the School under Sectlon 24(2) of
‘Delhi School Educatmn Act 1973, to ascertain the true state of
affairs. o | |

Recommended accordingly. . . -

| I‘(Q\\/W " B
Dr@—l{(ma.

: Member
, | g et
Dated : 14-10-2013 A
(el
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New Bal Vikas Public School, Tikri Kalan Village, Delhi - 41

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

' Committee on 27/02/2012. However, the returns of the school under

rule 180 of the Delhi School Educatio'n. Rules, 1973 were received from
the Office of Depﬁty Director, District North Wéét ‘A’ of the Directorate of
Eduéation. On primarfacie examination of the returns, it'appeared that
the school had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Directorat.e
of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had also not implemented the
recommendations of the _6ﬂ'1 Péy Commission. Accdrdingly, the schéol

was placed in Category ‘C’.

In order to verify the returns, the 'school,. vide letter dated
13.07 .2012 was directed to prOduce its fee and éalary ,records and also to
submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 26.07. 2012 ‘No one
appeared on the scheduled date. The Ofﬁce of the Commlttee received a

letter from the manager of the school fequesting for another date for the

. verification of records. The school on its own request, was directed to

appear on 16.08.2012, to present the records for verification.
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On the scheduled date, Shfi ‘M.P.S. Chauhan, Manager of the

school attended the office and produced the records of the school. Reply

to the questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply school had

~ implemented the recommendation of the 6t Pay Commission w.e.f. July,

2009 but no arrears were paid o the staff and no fee hike was effected.

The records produced by the school were examined in the first

instance by Shri A.K. Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. He

observed that: -

(i) the figures éppearing in the fee register do not match with the cash
book and ledger for the respecti.v'e y;:ars, :

C (i)  the rates' of annual charges and admission fee, appearing in the
.school fee register also did not match with the rates as shown in
fee étructure of the reépective yearé, |

(iii) the school did not produce i‘eéeiﬁts of annual chargles,*eiaminatioh,
_fee and admission fee collected‘ from the.students with the result,
the account of such fee‘ could not be verified, '

(iv) the school fee registers were incomplete and not found to ‘be
genuine and reliable for verifying th;e fee structure,

(v) the schpol had béen maintaining two sets of books of fee receiﬁts

and fee collection, régardless of charging fee at different rates, and
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(vi)  the fee register showed annual charges and examination fee at
inflated rates and their. entries did not tally with the entries in the
cash book and ledger, relating to the year 2009-10 and 2010-11.
In order to provide an opportunity to present its case, notice of

hearing dated 27/05/2013, was served on the school with the directions

to appear before the Committee on 21.09.2013.

On the appointed .dat,e of hearing, Shri M.P.S. Chauhan, Manager
of the school appeared before the Committee. The representative ‘of the

school submitted reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee.

According to the reply, the school did nét charge any development fee.

The attention of the Manager of the school was drawn to the aforesaid

obsewéﬁons of the Audit Officer dated 16-08-2012, which he confirmed

to be correct.

Th¢ Committee has examined the records of the .school. - On
examination of books of accounts, it was found that the salary paid to
the s.taff did not match with the salary bills filed along with the reply to -
the duestionnaire submitted on 16.08.2012. C;)n\trary to the claim of the

‘ scl'_1001, of having irﬁplementéd the recommendations of the 6% Pay

Commission w.e.f. July, 2009, it is observed from the copies of salary
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accounts that ;the salary was actually reduced from July, 2009 as -

compared to salary from April, 2009 to June, 2009.

. In the circumstances, the Committee feelé that the financial;s
of fhe school and its _claim of having implemented Fhe
récommehdations of the 6th fay Commission without increasing the
‘fee are not reliable. Therefo;e, Co'mmittge i§ of the' view tlié.t the
Director of Educatiop éhoulgl order a Specia’l inspection of the
~ School, under Section 24(2) of Delili Schpél Education Act 1973, to
ascertain tﬁe true state of affairs.

Recqmmggdéd aéc'ordinglly..

[

'Dr. R.@

' Member
Dated:-23.10.2018 . - 4 g
| o -
TRUECOPY = = "aapel?

Secre\(% :




o 0 &

- B 000536  c.s04

Divya Public Schooi, Budh thar, Delhi - 110 084\

The school 'did not reply. to the questiénnaire issued by -the

Committee on 27/02/2012. "However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Délhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received

from the Office of Deputy Director, District North West-B’ of the

Directorate of Education. On ‘- examination of the returns, it

prima-facie appeared that the school had not hiked the fee in terms of

the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had also

" not .implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission.

Accordingly, the school was placed in Category ‘C’.

In order to verify the returns of the school, it was directed vide

notice dated 19.07.2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to ‘the questionnaire on 06.08.2012. No one appeared
on the scheduled date. The school vide letter dated 14.08.2012 was

again directed to produce its fee and salary records and also to submit

reply to tﬁé questionnaire on 31.08.2012.

On the schedule date, Shri Vijay Kumar Sharma, appeared

before the Office of the Committee. It was then that reply to the

questionnaire was also filed. According to the reply, the school had,. '

neither implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay commission,
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nor had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 11.02.20009. .

The récdrds, produced by the school were in the first iﬁstance
exaﬁ;ined by Sh. N.S. Batra, Audit Oﬂicer of the Committee. He
observed that the school did not prodﬁce the fee receipt bodks for the
period 2009-10 and 2010-11,'therefore, the fee charged from the

s'tudenté could not be verified with the fee structure.

The Au.dit Officer also récorded that the school did not produce
tﬁe Sa.lary Paymént Registers.fof the years 2008-09, 2009-10 ;nd
2010-11, but the expenditure on salary‘ during the year 2010-11
shoyveci that thé school héd not impiementc;d the réport of 6th Pay

Commission.

In order to provide an opportlinity of hearing to the school, vide

notice dated 27.05.2013, it was directed to appear before the
. Committee on 26.06.2013, along with its fee and accounting records.

On 26.06.2013, 'no one appeared before the Committee for hearing.

The notice of hearing had ~beer'l delivered to the school on 31.05.2013

as confirmed from India Post'Trackin'g System.

~ In view of the absence of the school despite service of notice on

it, the Committee considered it appropriate to record its
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recommendatmns in the matter on the basis of observatlons of the

Audit Officer and records available with it.

The Committee has examined the record and the obsérvations of
the Audit Officer of the Committee. As per record the fee structure for

"2008-09 and 2009-10 was as below: -

Class Tuition Fee in | Tuition Fee in | Increase in Tuition
. 2008-09 | 2009-10 fee-2009-10
I © | 230 230 - | NIL
II " 240 240 . NIL.
I1I . 250 1250 . . NIL
v -1 260 260 . NIL
) v ' 270 ° 270 NIL
VI to VIII 350 350 NIL

‘, Since the school d1d not: produce the Fee Receipt books for the

\ ,b% , relevant perlod it is not pos31ble to ver1fy the actual fee charged by
3 the school from the students.
Therefore the Committee is of the view that the D1rector of
,Education ought to direct spec1a1 1nspect10n of the school under- '
®

Section 24(2) of the Delhi School Education Act,'1.973 to
ascertaih the true state of affairs. .

Recommended accordingly.

- ) ) . ’ ' . P '7. ‘ .
’ Din”
J.S. Kochar ' | Dr. R.l{
Member - . Member -
1 Dated \\/\ o)) ‘ j m-rf\)-ft
' ) ' ) % m«w : usn
. CE s AN
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Nav Durga Adarsh Vidyalaya, Budh Vihar, Delhi - 110 086 ‘

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27/,:02/ 2012. However, the returns of the school under

"Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973, were received from

the Office of Deputy Director, District West-B of the Directorate of

Education. On prima facie examination of the returns, it appeared that
the school had neither hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director

of. Education dated '11.02.2009, nor had implemented the

" recommendations of the 6th Pay CommisSioﬁ. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category ‘C’. N

.Inl order to verify the returns the school vide letter dt.04.07.2012
was directed to produce its fee aﬁd salary records ‘and also to su‘pmit
reply to the questionnaire on 1'2.07.20'12..

Sh. A.S. Rané, Chairman of the school attended the office, but did

'not produce complete record. He requested for another date to produce

. the records. He was directed to attend the office on 06.08.2012 with fhe |

‘

financials of the school.

On the schedule date, Sh. A.S. Rana, Chairman of the school
attended.thq office and produced the records of the schooi. Re‘ply to the
questionnaire was also filed. According‘r to the reply, the school had

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

01.03.2010 without effecting a fee hike.
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The records produced were examined in the first instance by Sh.

:

AK. Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observations Were'that:—
(i) the school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10 by Rs.100 /- per
month for classes VI to VIII W1th1n the tolerable limit of 10% and .
there was no increase for classesIto V, |
(ii) the school had not Increased tuition fee in 2010-11,
(iii) the sohool, though claimed 'to have implemented the
- recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission, the salary to the staff
hacI not been paid according to the reeommendations of the 6t Pay
' Commission and
(iv) tI1e” school did not have any bank account and all transactions
| were made irI cash. | |
In order to provilde an opportunity to preSeot its case, notice of .
’ hearmg dated 27/05/2013, was served on the school W1th the directions
to appear before the Commlttee on 26. 06 2013
On the appointed date, Shri Ajeet Singh, Chairman and Shfi T.P.
S1ngh Manager of the school appeared before the- Committee. It was
| stated by them that the school d1d not charge any development fee and
also did not have any bank account till 2012. The representatives of the
school conceded that: -
(i). the recorﬁmendations of ’the 6th ’Pay Commission h‘ad only been

‘shown to have been implemented on records,
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(i) even the fee as shown on the records, had not been collected from

the students, : S B

(iiij the fee so collected had been shown on the higher(s'idé, only to

match the accounrs.

The Committee has éxamined the observations of the Audlt Ofﬁcer‘
records of the school and the subm1ss1on of the school representatwes
It is evident from the submission " cf the school that ﬁnanc1a1§ of the
echool. have been r)repared jusr for'showiné the implemer—ltation of the
recommendatlons of the 612h Pay Commlssmn on papers. This is even
evident from the fact that the school did not deduct PF or TDS even after
purported 1mplementat1on of the 6th Pay Commission. .Admittedlyz
whatever fee has beerr collected from the studente had n_or been properiy

recorded in the books of accounts. The balance of the school for various

' years shows orily ‘cash in hand. The ‘records produced before the

Committee'do not inspire the confidence and cannot be relied upon.

- In the circumstances, the Director of Education should '6rc_1er a

special irlspecticn of the School, under Section 24(2) of Delhi School

Education Act 1973, to ascerfain the true state of affairs.

Recommended acccrdirrgly. 3

. DR, Rm
Member '
Dated : 14-10-2013

3 oqrn .
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Nav Chetna Public School, Najafgarh, Delhi — 110 043

The school did not reply to the; questioﬁnaire issued by the
Committee on 27/02/2012. . However, the returné of the school un&er
Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received froﬁ
the Office of Deputy Director, District South West—‘B’ of the Directorate of

Education. On preliminary examination of the r'ecords_, prima-facie, it

appeared that the school had neither hiked the fee in terms of the order

of the Director of Education dated 1 1.02.2009, nor had implemented the
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commiission. - Accordingly, it was placed

in Category ‘C’.

In order to verify the returns of the school, it was directed, vide

notice dated 19-07-2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 06-08-2012.

On 06.08.2012 the office of the committee received a letter from
the Manager of the school requesting for some more ti.i'ne to present the

record. The school at its own request was directed to produce the records

on 14.08.2012. -
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On 14.08.2012, Sh. Praveen Kumar Arora, Manager of the school

. attended the Ofﬁce of the Comm1ttee but could not produce complete

financials and requested to extend the date for verification. The ‘Manager

was directed to produce complete record on 23.08.2012. - .

v

On the schedule date Sh. Praveen Kumar Arora, Manager of the

school presented the records of the school. Reply to the questionnaire

" was 'also filed. According to the reply, the school neither had

implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission nor had

h_iked' the fee in terms of the order of thé Director of Education dated

11.02.2009. -

The records produced by the school in the ﬁrs’r instance were
examined by Sh. A.K. V1Jh Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed
to the effect that: - |
(i) " the school had not furnished Auditor’s report for the -year 2008-09,

2009-10 and 2010-11, |
(ir) the Manager of the scldool had reported that the scldool made

payment towards Auditor’s fee @ Rs.8000/- per annum "durin'g

2008-09 to 2010-11, but its transaction was not reﬂected in the -

income and expenditure éccount,

(i)  the school drd ndt hike fee iny 2009-10 but during 20 10-11 the .hik‘e

had been between 22.6% to 25.5%,
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(iv) ~ the school did not have any bank account, and

(v) the school had been receiving aid from the socie_fy regularly in the

form of cash.

In order to provide' an ‘opportunity of hearing to the school, vide

notice dated 23.07.2013, the school was directed to appear on

1 24.08.2013 along with its fee and accountihg records.

On 24.08.2013, Sh. Pankaj Arora, representative of the school
without authority letter appeared before the committee. He filed the reply

to the questionnaire regarding development fee. According to the reply,

Athe school had not charged development fee. He requested for- an

- adjournment on the ground that the Manager of the school had met with

an accident. On the request of the school the matter was adjourned to

12.09.2013.

'On 12.09.2013 Sh. Parveen Kumar, Manager and Ms. Suman
Arora, Member of the society appeared before the Committee for hearing.
They admitted that the balance sheet of the school does not reflect the

actual state of affai_rs"of the school.

The Committee has examined the record, observations of the audit

officer and the submissions made before the committee, on behalf of the
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‘ school. As per the record; the school had hiked the fee in the following .

manner. -

Clgs's Tuition Tuition Increase in | Tuition Increase in
Feein |Feein. fee during Fee in fee during
2008-09 |2009-10 |2009-10 - [2010-11 20'10-11 -

I-1T 250 250 NIL 350 100

III-1v 1270 270 NIL 370 100

V 290 290 NIL 390 100

VI-VIII 300 300 NIL 400 100

As the Manager of the school, during the course of hearing

before the Committee admitted that thé financials of the school do

not reflect the actual state of affairs of the school, the Committee is

of the view that the financials of the school are not worthy of any

credence. Therefore, the Committee recommends that the Director

of Education should order a special inspection of the School, under

Section 24(2) of Delhi School Education Act 1973, to ascertain the

true'sta_te of affairs.

Recommended aécordingly.

Sd-

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar

Chairperson

Dated---28-10-2013
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Green Gold Public School, Gopal Nagar, Najafgarh, New Delhi - 43

The school did no.t reply to the‘questionrllaire issued by the
Committee 6n 27/ 02 /2012. However, the returns of the écﬁobl filed
under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Edl%cation Rﬁles, 1973 were
received from the Office of Deputy Director, District South West-‘B’ of
the Direc;coraté of Education. On examingﬁon of the refums,
it p@mé—facie appeared that the school had neither hikéd the fee in

tgrms of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 nor

had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

Accordingly, the school was placed in Category ‘C’.

In order to verify the returns of the school, vide letter dated

19.07.2012, it was directed to produce ité fee and éalary records and

also to submit reply i:o the aforesaid questionnaire on 07.08.2012.

On thé schedule date, Shri Mukesh Kumar, TGT of the school

. appeared and produced the records of the school. It was then that the

reply to the questionnaire was also filed. According to .the reply, the
school had neither implementéd the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission nor had increased the fee in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02,20009. .
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The records produced were examined in the first instance by
Shri A.K. Vijh, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observations were
that in 2009-10 the school had hiked the fee within the tolerable limit

of 10%. In 2010-11, there was 40% hike in annual charges.

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing-to the school,
notice of hearing dated 23.07.2013 was served upon the school with

the di_rectiens to appear before the Committee on 24.08.2013.

- On the appointed date, Shri Sﬁrender Kumar Managef and Shri
Mukesh Kurﬁar, TGT of the school appeered before the committee.
They filed reply to the questionnaire regarding de\;elopment fee.
According to the reply, the school had nc;t charged development fee
from the students. It was submitted by the aforesaid representatives

~ of the school that the school had neither hiked the fee, in ternis of the

N

~order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, nor had

implei'riented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

The Committee has examined the records, the observations of
" the Audit Officer of the Commiittee and the submission made by the

school. - On examination of balance sheet of the school as on

31.03.2010, the Committee finde that the same does not show any

bank balance. On query, the Manager of the school stated that the '
school was maintaining an account with 'Punjab National Bank for

more than five yeaire. It appears that the balance sheet of the school
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has not been actually audited and is a mere ‘compilation report’. The

so called balance sheet as on 31-03-2010 shows a balance of

'Rs.6,696 /- v;rith Oriental Bank of Commerce, but the Manager of the

school stated that the school did not have any account with the said

bank. The school did not produce bank péss'book or statement of

bank accounts for the perusal of the Committee.

;n the cir‘cumétances, it is difficult to rely upon the re,co.rd_
produced by the school. Therefore, the Committee is of the view
that the Director' of Edut;ation should order a special inspection
of the School, ;1nder 'Section.24(2) of Deihi School Education‘ Act
'1973, to ascertain the true state of affairs. .

|

Recommended accordingly.

ad/-  Sd/-  Sd-

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

Dated: 14- 10-20_ 13
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Anand Public School, Pandav Nagar, Delhi -~ 110 091

The schoel did not reply to the questionnaire issued by Evtl'.ie.
-Committee on 27/02/2012. However, the returns of the school under
Rule 180 ef the Delhi School Education Rule.s' 1973 were re.ceived. )
from the Office of Deputy Dlrector District Central of the Dlrectorate
of Educatlon On prima fame examination of the returns, 1t appeared
that the school had ne1ther hiked. the fee, in terms of the order of the
Director of Eﬁueation dated 11..02.200'9, nor had implemented the
recommendations of the 6th Pay Co'r'nrnission. Accordin;gly, the schoo.l‘
was placed_ in.Categqry C. |

In order\ to verify the _retﬁr;ls of fhe school, vide letter dated
19.07.2013 of the Committee, it was directed to produce its fee aﬁd
safary records and also to submit reply to the questionnaire on

07.08.2012

On the 'schedu‘led~ déte, Ms. Uma Mehrotra, Mane;ger of _thie.l
school appeared and produced the records of the school. Reply to the
questionnaire was alse ﬁled. According to' the reply, the sehqol had
neither implemented the yecommendations of the 6th Pey Cerpmfssiqn

nor had increased the fee..
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’i‘he records, prod;_lced in the first instance were examined by
Shri A.K. Bhalla, Audilt Officer of the Committee. He observed that th[e
Manager of the school has not prpdﬁCed the complete recorci. OI‘ll the
basis of the avaiiable recdrd, he observed that the school had hikéd
the fee within the tolerable limit of 10% in 2009—iO and 2010-11. A'Sh'e
x;&/as again asked to produce the coﬁlplete record and to attend fhe
Office _of the Committee on 30.0‘8.20 12 for-verification. Pursuant
’ theret'o.,' Mrs. Uma Mehrotra, Manager of the school filed the record
but did not produce bank statements, ;')ass books fo;~ verification. 'On
exémination'of the rp_cordé, it was observed j:)y the Audit Ofﬁc;elj of thé
Committee on the basis of the record produced by the school that:-
(i) final accounts had been prepared and.signed on 21..08.2012 b&l
"M/s. N.K. Mahajan, C.A,, :
. (1) the school had rece.ived huge amounts in casﬁ from the sqcie'ty
during 2008-09 to 2010-11 and
/
(iii). the school had not implément'ed the récommehdations of théa
6th1.3ay_Commission' and'had also not hiked fee in terms of t}ée :

orde; of the Director of Education dated 1_1.02.2009.

8
L
!

w
P

In order to provide an oi)portunity of hearing to the sc_hooli
" notice of hearing dateci '23.97.2013 was ser;/ed' to the school with the
directions to dppear before the Committee on 24.08.2013.

On the appointed date, Sh. .S.;N,Mehrotra, Chairman and Mrs.
Uma Mehrotra, Manager of the school appeared before the Committee.

They contended that the school had neither hiked the fee, in terms of

! -
A
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“audited on 21.08.2012.They also conﬁrmed that the schoot _had '

" submitted returns under rule 180 of the Delhi School Education’ Ru_le;

TRUE COPY 3
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the order of the D1rector of Educatmn dated 11.02.2009, nor had
implemented the recommendatlon of the 6t Pay Commlssmn. They
also filed reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee. :
Accprding to the reply, the school had not charged development fee
from the students. The representatwes of the school conﬁrmed that
the balance sheets for the years 2008- 09, 2009 10 and 2010-11 got
received aid t’rom the society, year after year in cash in-spite‘ of it

having a bank account.

- On exammatlon of the financials of the school, the observatlons

. of the Audit Ofﬁcer of the Committee and the submlssmn made by the

school it appears that the school had prepared its financials as late

as 21.08.2012. It did not produce a bank statement & pass book for

' verification.” It also appears from the record that the school had not

T
[

1973, to the department. - : T

. Therefore, we are of the opinion that the Director: o‘f

- Education should order a special inspection of the School, under

Section 24(2) of Delhi School Education Act 1973, to ascertai,ln

the true state of affairs.

Recommended accordingly.

Sdi-  Sd-  sd-,

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar " Di. R.K. Shanna
Chairperson . Member Member o
Dated: 10-10-2013 - o !

SecreM
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Abhinav Bal Vidyalaya, Navin Shahdara, Delhi - 110 032

The school did not reply to the questlonnalre issued by the

Committee on 27/ 02/2012 However the returns of the school under

-Rule 180 of thé Delhi School Edueatlon Rules, 1973, were received from

the Office of Depﬁty Director, District North East of the Directorate of

‘Education. On examination of the returns, it prima facie appeared that

the school had neither hiked rhe fee in terms of the order of the Director

of Education dated 11.02.2009, 'nor had .implemented the

recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category ‘C’.

In order to verify the returns the school, vide letter dt.19.07.2012

‘was directed to produce its fee and salary records and also to submit

reply to the questionnaire on 14.08.20,12.‘

-

' Sh. D.P. Verma, Manager of 'the school attended the office and

produced the records of. the school Reply to the aforesaid questionnaire

was also filed. Accordmg to the reply, the school had not implemented

the recommendatlons of the 6t Pay Commission and had also not hiked
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the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education Dated
11.02.2000.

The records pfoduced were examined in the first inétanc_:é by Sh.,
AK Vijh, Aud{t Officer of the Committee. His observations were that:-
(i) the school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11 by

Rs.20 /- per month within the tolerable limit of 10%.

. (i)  the cash in hand as on 31.03.2010 and 31.03.2011 did not tally |

with the balance sheets.
(iii) » “the salary details as recorded in salary register and ledger for the

period Auigust 2009 to February 2010 did not match with each .

* other.

In order. to pro‘vide an opportunity to present its case, r;ofice of
hearing dated 29/07/20 13, was served on the school with the direction

to appear before the Committee on 30.08.2013.

On the appointed date, Shri D.P. Verma, Manager of the school
appeared before the Committee. It was stated by him that the school did

not charge any development fee. The representative of the school when

confronted with the observations of the audit officer regéfding mismatch

between books of accounts and the audited financials, he fairly conceded

TRUE COPY JUSTIC
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that there had béen some mistake in the salary sheet which was rectified
subsequently.

-

The Committee has examined the observations of the Audit Officer, .

records of the school and the submissions of the s_éhool representative.

It appears from the record and from the submissions made on Behalf of

. the school that the financials of the school were prepared in haste just to

\ .

present them before the committee, resulting in mismatch between the

TRUE COPY

audited accounts and -books of accounts of the school. The records
produced before the Committee do not inspire confidence and cannot be

relied upbn.

In the circumstances, the Director of Education should order a’
speéial iﬁspection ‘of the School, under Section 24(2) of Delhi School
Education Act 1973, to ascertain the true state of affairs.

Recommended accordingfy.

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

Dafged:— 24.10.2013
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LUMBINI MARIGOLD PUBLIC SCHOOL, SHAHDARA, DELHI - 32

TRUE copy

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

- with regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school

‘had irﬁpleménted' 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).

- 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 scheduile.. ’

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

prima facie appeared that the school had neither hiked the fee
in terms o'f the order of thé. Director of Education dated '
11.02.2009 nor implgrriented the recommendations of the 6t
pay commission. Ir-1 this view of the matter the school was
placed in category ‘C’.

Page 1l of 6
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4. With a view to verifjr the returns, the office of the Committee .

vide its notice dated 19.07.2012 required the school to appear
on 7.08.2012 and to produce ,entirg accounting, fee and salary

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

-to the aforesaid questionnaire. Pursuant to the notice Mr. R.

Kumar, Manager 6f the Sch&ol attended .the -ofﬁce of the
Committee and presen;ced the record, which was checked by
one of the Audit Officers of the Com.mittee, who found the
record to be i-ncomplete. He required the Manaéer-of the s;:hqol

to appear and produce the complete record on 14.08.2012.

. Therc.eupon, oﬁ 14.08.2012, Mr. R. Kumar, Manager of the

school along ‘with Mr. Khazan Singh; Clerk appeared in the
office of the Committee, and filed reply to the aforesaid
questionnaire and also presented the record. The: reply to

questionnaire reads-as under:

Query g | =~ Reply

.

Whether the school has implemented the | NA
recommendations of the 6t Pay
Commission. ‘

If the answer to question no.l is-in the | NA
affirmative, please provide the following | 1. less fee
information (separate - sheets may be 2.Society
used):- ' " | financial

' position not
‘sound.

3. so VI pay
commission

TRUE copPy
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given
4 . less
student also

i, With effect from Wh1ch date is the NA
mcreased salary to staff being pa1d9

ii. Furnish the details of salary payment
to staff, pre and post implementation, | NA
of the 6t Pay Commission.

ili. Furnish the details of payment of

© arrears of salary to staff consequent to | NA
implementation -of the 6% Pay| ’
Commission.

3. | Whether the school has increased the fee of
the 'students consequent to implementation | NA
of the 6th Pay Commission in terms of the
Order No.:- F.DE./15(56)/ACT/2009/778
Dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of
Education. -

4. | If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative,
please provide the following information

(separate sheets may be used): NA
i. With effect from which date was the fee
increased? i NA

ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from

the students class wise, indicating the
" number of students in each class, pre NA
and post such increase.

iii. Furnish the details of arrear fee
charged from the students consequent | NA
to implementation of ‘the 6th Pay,
Commission. '

It is manifest ftpr_nﬁhe aforesaid reply that the school has
Cl_aimed to have neither implemented the recommendations of
the éh Pay Commiseion nor hiked the fee in terms of the order
of the Director of Education dated 11.02.20009.

6. On 14..08 2012, the record ptesented, in the first. instance,

was examined by the Audit officer of the committee. From the. '

. ;Page3of6
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observations of the Audit ’Ofﬁcer, recorded in the file, in the

- presence of the Manager of the school and clerk accompanying

him, it is clear that the record prc;duced by them was .
incomplete. Before the Audit ofﬁcer the Manager stated that'
the fee receipt books: from 2008-09 to '2010-11 .had. been
damaged due to flooding of the basémgnt. Thereforé, due to.
their non;production, the Audit Officer was not able to check
as to whether or not the schéol was gctually chgrging the séme
fee as reﬂ'ec.t_:ed in fee structures. ‘The Audit Officer however, -

observed that as per the fee structure for the years 2007-08

-and 2008-09 the fee had been hiked to the extent of Rs. 20 /- to

30/- per month, which was within the fange of 4% to 8%.
Similarly by comparing the fee structure of 2008-09 with fee
stru\c:;cure of. 2009-10,. he observe:d'that the fee'lr‘las been hiked
to the extent of Rs. 30/~ only, which is about 6%-'}% of the fee

charged in the year 2008-20009. According to him there was no

fee hike during the period of 2010-11. He arrived at this

conclusion by comparing the fee étyuctures for the year 2009-
10 and 2l010-1'1. ‘The au(iit officer ﬂoted that the school was
operating a bank account but the salary was being paid in
cash. The Audit. Officer also observed that tﬁere was gap
bgtween the iﬁcome of the ‘school from tuition fee and salary

payable to the staff and for running the school, it was receiving

aid from the society.

7~ JUSTIGE Page 4 of 6
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7. 'As noted by the Audit Officer, the school is securing aid from

the society as per the following details

2008-09 e . - 4,70,000
2009-10 . 573,304
2010 6,15,993

. By noﬁée dated 20.09.2013; the school was asked to appear 6n

27.09.2013 along with entire accounting, fee and salary
i‘eco;'ds for the years 2008-09 to 2010-1.1 and for z‘accarding
hearing to it. As per the India Post Track Result, notice sent by
speed post to the schooliwés served on Fhe on 21.09.,’.20'13. On
the scheduled date i.e., 27.09.2013, no one appeared on the

behalf of the school.. The absence of thée school on the aforesaid

“date of hearing despite service was an indication of the fact

that the school did not wish to avail the oppoftﬁnity of being
heard in the .rrllatter.' Accordingly we closed.'th.e hearing and
reserved the recommendations. Presently we proceed to deal
with the matter. |

RE. FEE HIKE

. We have gone through the available record and the observation

of the Audit Officer. There is no doubt that the school has ndt
in:lplemented the recommendations of 6th Pay Commission and
has not. given higher salary to ‘the staff in accordance

therewith. Since the school has not ‘implémented the

recommendations of 6t Pay Commission, the order of the

Director of Education’ dated 11.02.2009 could not be utilised

: Page5of6
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for the purposes of increasing the fee. It is claimed by the
school that fee hiked during the years 2008-2009 and 2009-

2010 was within the tolerance limit of 10% and durirlg the year

.2010—2‘011 ‘there was no fee hike at all. The claim is based

upon the fee structures of the school, but fee structure alone is

“not enough {0 show .that the fee was not hiked beyond the

_tolerance limit of 10%. The school did not produce the fee

receipts on the ground that they were destroyed because of
flooding of the basement in \'}vhich'fee receipts were kept. The .
schooli also _lfailed.. to produce -the fee registers. -In the ’
circhm‘stance, therefore, we are not con.vir.lced, that the fee was

raised within the tolerance limit of 10%. The school has not

filed reply to the questionnaire relating to the .development fee.

" The school has also faﬂed to appear’ before us with the original

record desp1te service. It appears to us that the school wanted

"to conceal the or1g1nal record from our gaze In the

A cucumstances therefore we are unable to place rehance on the

record produced by the school Therefore we are of the view
that the Director of Educatmn should drrect a spec1a1
inspection of the school under section 24(2) of the
Education Act 1973.

Recommended accordingly.

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) ‘ Dr,aRfI{S’h_;:I-n?a
Chairperson : Member
Date: 11/11/2013 J’ .
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RED ROSE PUBLIC SCHOOL, MANDOLI EXT., NEW DELHI-"

110093

: 1. With a.view to elicit the relevant infofmation froﬁ tﬁe schools )
with régai‘d to the basic questions, whether, or nofl' 1;he school
had implemeﬁted the recommendations of the Sixth .Pay
Commission and if s0, whether or’not the fee Was. hiked for the
purpose of implemeritation 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 ﬁthin Seven days (Annexure 30 af page 470

of the First Interim Report),

2. Tile school difl not respond to the qﬁestionnairé within the
specified time. However, the rej:urns filed by the school 'under
rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 w;afé
rec.eive‘d by the Cc;mmittee on being requisiﬁqned from the |,
concerned Deputy Director of Eduication along.with a copy of

the fee schedule.

2
A I's

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it.
prirria facie appeared that the school did not implement the

recommendations of the sixth pay commission and also did not

increase the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

TRUE COPpPY
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- Education dated 11-02—2009. .In this view Qf the matter the

4.

-

7

school was placed in category ‘C’.
With' a view to verify the returns the office of the comm1ttee '
vide its notice dated 19 07.2012 requ1red the school to appear
;)n 07.08.2012 and to produce entire accounting, fee ‘and
salary records for the years 2008-.09 to 20 ld—ll and to furnish
replyAto the aforesaid questiofmaire. On 07.08.2012 no ‘one
appeared in the office of the committee despite notice. Again on
14 08 2012 notlce was 1ssued to the school directing it to

appear and submit the records mentloned in the earlier notice

dated 19.07.2012 on 31.08.2012. Pursuant thereto Mr. Kapil

-~ Upadhayay, part time accountant 'appeared in the Office of the

Committee and presented reply ‘to the aforesaid questionnaire,

which reads as under:-

S.No.

Query" Reply

1.

Whether the school has’ implemented the | No
recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

If the answer to question no.l1 is in the
affirmative, please provide ‘the following
information (separate sheets may be used):-
i. With effect from which date is the increased | N/A
salary to staff being paid?

ii. Furnish the details of. salary payment to [N /A
_staff, pre and post 1mp1ementat10n of the 6th
Pay Commission. .

iii. Furnish the details of payment of arrears of | N/A
salary to staff consequent to implementation
of the 6t Pay Commission.
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. 3. | Whether the school has increased the fee of the | No

students consequent to implementation of the 6th
Pay Commission in terms of -the Order No.
F.DE./15(56)/ACT/2009/778 Dated 11.2.2009
of the Director of Education. )

- 4, |If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative,

please provide the following information

(separate sheets may be used): ‘

"i. With effect from which date was:the fee | N.A.
increased? . ' :

ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from the |’
students class wise, indicating the number of |
students in each class, pre and post such | N.A.
increase. '

iii. Furnish the details of arrear fee charged
from the  students consequent ° to|.
implementation of the 6th Pay Commission. N.A.

1

5. As manifest reply to the questionnaire, the school claimed to

have not implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay
‘Commission and also did not hike the fee in terms of ‘the order

of .the Directqr qf Education dated 1 1.02.2009.

6. The part-time Accountant of .the school also produced the
record which was examined by one of the Audit Officers of the"

Committee. He observed to the effect that:-

i. For the years 2008-09 to 2010-11 the school did not
produce fee receipt books and fee registers and only

produced computerised printoﬁt of fee received from the

students of each class. As per the part time accountant,
the fee record was maintained on computer but the same
is out of order and all data has been deleted. Therefore,

the actual collection of fee could not be verified.

Page 3 of 5
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According to the represefltati;re, the school has not
collected any arrears frpfn the students and no arfear.s
i'lave been paid to the staff.
'The salary register for the year 2008-09 to 2010-11 was

checked and it was found that the salary was paid as per

" pre-revised scales and not as per Government Rules as

DP & TA was not being paid. However, DA was being

‘paid @ 61%.

The numbélj of emp}oyees differs as compared to the
statement submitted to concerned. District Office of the
Eciucatio‘n Department for all the aforeséid three years.
The. fee is being collected in cash and salarj is being paid
in cash.

As per the fee structure the school has hiked the fee

 within the permissible limit in 2009-10 and 2010-11 but

the amount actually‘ collected could not be verified for

want of fee receipt books and fee registers.

- 7. By a notice dated 20.09.2013 the school was asked to appear - '

before the Committee on 26.09.2013 along with ‘entire

accounting fee and salafy'records'for the years 2008-09 to

2010-11 for the examination of the same by the Committee and

for hearing the school. As per the India Post Track Result, .

notice sent by speed post to the school was served on

21.09.2013. On the scheduled dated 26.09.2013 no one

appeared on the behalf of the school. The absence of the school
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on the  aforesaid. date of heanng desplte semce was an

md1cat19n of the fact that the school did not wish to avail the

opportuni"Cy of being heard in the matter. Accordingly we closed . '

- the hearing and reserved the fecommendations.-Presently we
proceed to deal.wi.th the matter.

. We have gone through the available record and the-

‘ observa’uons of the Audit Officer. The school did not appear

before us along 'Wlth the entire accounting, fee and salary
records for the 2008-09 to- 2010-11. By this stratagem the
school avoided the scmtinﬁr of the reco_rdé of the school by the

Committee. It can safely be assumed that the school concealed

the record of the school gaze of the ‘cemmittee. E‘)ven'b"efore the

office of the Committee complete record was not produced by

the school as is clear frorri the éforesaid observations of the

Audit Officer.

. In the circumstances therefore,‘ we are .of the view that the

Director of Edueafion should order a special inspection of

the school under Section 24(2) of the Delhi Education Act,

1973 to ascertain the true state of affairs of the school.

Recommended accordingly.

w{‘/

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) K. Sharma

Chairperson . ' Member
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Montreal Public School, Saboli, Delhi- 110 035

1. With a view to elicit the relevant info;fnation from each uhaided
school, a questionnaire prepared ‘by the Coﬁmittee was issued to the
Managérs of all schools on 27.02.2012 with the ’re:quest that the
information be furnished to the’ Commi;ctee within Seven days
(Annexure 30 at page 470 of the First Interim Report) -

2. - The school did not respond to the questionnaire. Hovyever, the
returns filed by the ‘school under Rule 180 of the Delhi 'Sf:hool
Eduéation Rules,. 1973 were received by the Committee on beipg ‘
requisitioned from the concerned Deputy Director 6f Educgtidh along

with a copy of the fee schedule. -

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
prima-facie appeared that the school did not implement' the

recommendations of the sixth - pay commission and also did not

increase the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated 11-02-2009. In this view of the matter the school was placed in

category ‘C’.

-
4. With a view to verify 'the returns; the office of the committee vide
its notice dated July 19, 2012 required the schdol to produce its fee
and salary records and books of accounts and to furnish reply to the

aforesaid questionnaire. -
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. 5. .Pursuant to the aforesaid notice, Sh. Anil Kumar, Manager of '
the school attended the office of the committee. He also presented the

\‘ follow1ng reply to the questlonnalre -

S No. ' . Query Reply

1. | Whether the school has ifnplemented the | No
recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

2. | If the answer to question no.l is in the-affirmative, | N.A..
~ | please provide- the following information (separate
sheets may be used):-
i. With effect from which date is the increased
salary to staff being paid?
ii. Furnish the details of salary payment to staff, pre
and post implementation, of the 6th Pay
 Commission. ‘
iii. Furnish the details of payment’ of arrears of
salary to staff consequent to unplementatlon of
the 6% Pay Commission,

7 ' " 3. | Whether the school has increased the fee of the| No
- students consequent to implementation of the 6th Pay

Commission in terms of the Order No.
F.DE./15(56)/ACT/2009/778 Dated 11.2.2009 of the
Director of Education.

4. | If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative, please | N.A.
provide the following information (separate sheets
- ' may be used):
: i. With effect from ‘which date was the fee
.increased?
ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from the
- students class wise, indicating the number of
students in each class, pre. and post such.
. increase. :
~ | iii. Furnish the details of arrear fee charged from the
students consequent to 1mplementat10n of the 6th.
Pay Commission.

6.. As is apparent from the reply to the questionnaire, the school

. ¢

admitted not to have implemented the recommendations of the 6t Pay

Commission and also claimed that it did not hike the tuition fee.
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The record produced by the school, in the first instance, was

examined by one of the Audit Officers of the Committee, who observed

to effect as under:-

(a)

(b) -

- (9

(@)

(e)

(®

(g)
8.

The éompliter p1.'irit01;lts. of Fee Receipt Books for the years
2008-09, 2009-10, 2010-11 produced by‘ the School and -
checked with the Fee Structures avail‘able on i'ec.ofd are fou\nd
to be correct.

The school did not maintain Fee Registers; irist'eac}‘ it
maintained a “day'book.”.

The school did not hike the tuition fee during the years 2009-10

and 2010-11 but the annual charges during 2010-11 were

inc;‘eased by Rs. 500/-, i.e. 100% above the annual charges for

the years 2009-10. : - -

Cash book and ledger account for the year 2010-11° was

checked. The . opening/closing balance was verified from

cashbook and found to be correct.

The school collects the fee in cash and also disburses the salary

" in cash although the school operates a bank account.

Sa;Iary Régister for the .r'nonth of March 2011 was checkeci and it
was féund that the salary was being paid at pre-revised scale .
but not as per rules, since DP, DA a,nd. HRA was not Being paid.
Audit of the school was c.onducted by Sh. Amit éaur, CA.

By ndtic¢ dated 20.09.2013 the school was asked fo appear on -

26.09.2013 at 11:00 a.m. along with entire accounting, fee and salary

records for the ye:ars\ 2008-09 to 201’0-11 for the examination of the
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same by the Committee. A questionnaire with a view to eliciting

‘information from the School regarding Development Fee was ‘also

issued.
9. Pursuant to the aforesaid notice Sh. Aml Kumar, Manager of the
school appeared and presented reply to the questionnaire eliciting
informatioh regarding development fee was also issﬁed to the school.
According to the reply to the questlonnalre the school was not

chargmg development fee. He submitted that during the years 2008-

.09 to 20 10-11 the school did pot increase the fee. He admitted that

the school did i’lot implement the recon‘imendatione of the sixth p.ay .
commission due to pauc1ty of funds.

10. . We have exammed the avallable records, 'the observat1ons of the
Audit Officer and the aforesaid submissions advanced on behalf of the
school. We are not satisfied with the record 1;roduced by the School.
Duﬁng t1"1e hearing it was aot denied by Mr. Anil K'umar,'Manager of
the School that the Schooi was not maintaining Fee Regieter. :Though
thev School is maintaining a bank account, salary to the staff is being
paid in cash. It also needs to be noted that the auditor of the school
Mr. Amit Gaur, C.A., had initially given a compilation reiaort. It

appeafs ﬂ'iat.subsequently Audit Report in form 10B of the Income-

' Tax Rules signed by Mr. Amit Gaur was obtained by the school. This

seems to have been done after the meeting of the committee with the

Deputy Directors of the District held on 19.01.2012. It seems that

" after the meeting the schools were advised to obtain 'in future Audit

Reports in a format similar to form 10B of the Income-Tax Rules. The
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format used by the Auditor for the Audit Report is the same as the one
that was given to the Deputy D1rectors by the comm1ttee on

19.0.2012. .ThlS form was downloaded from the webs1te

vvww taxmann.com for their future guidan’ce ’i‘herefore’, the "Audit

Report must have been recorded after the meeting dated 19.01.2012

by utilizing form 10B for the Audit Report purportedly singed on

| 27. 07.2011. In the cncumstances therefore no reliance can be placed

upon it. Accordingly we are the view that the Director of
Education should d1rect a spemal audit of the school under
ectlon 24(2) of the De1h1 Educatlon Act 1973 to ascerta1n the '
true state of affairs of the school

' Recommended aceordingly.

o A . ™ ) W / s
Justice Anil Dev’Singh (Retd.) Dr. Rm '

Chairperson : . : ~ Member

Dated: 11/11/2013
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BHARATMATA SARAS“lATI BAL MANDIR, BAWANA ROAD, DELHI

1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from the, schools
w1th regard to the basic questions whether or not the school
had 1mplemented the . recommendations ‘of the Sixth Pay

" Commission and if so, whether or not the fee Was hiked for tlie
purpose of implementation thereof, a.qu'estion.naire prepared’
by the Commlttee was issued to the Managers of all schools on
27.02.,2012 vmth the request that the mformation be furnished
to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure 30 at page 470.

) | of the First Interim Report). |
* 2. The school did not respond to the questmnnaire within the
spemﬁed time. However the returns ﬁled by the school under
rule 180 of the De1h1 School Education Rules 1973 were
.received by the Committee on being requisitioned from the
concerned Deputy Director “of Educatlon along with a copy of
the fee se]:iedule.

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

- prima facie appeared that the school had neither hiked the fee
in ‘t.erms of the order-of the Director of Education dated

. _ 11.02.2009 nor implemented recommendations of the 6th‘pay
commission. In this vieiiv of the matter the school was placed in
category ‘C’. |

4. With a view to verify the returns the ofﬁce' of the comm1ttee

vide its notice dated 14. 08. 2012 required the school to appear

' Page1of5
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on 31.08.2012 and to produce entire Qgcg?nlgxg, fee and
salary records for the years 2008-09 to 2010—-11 and to furnish

reply to the aforesaid questionnaire. Pursuant to the notice Mr.

Ravinder Kumar, Chairman of the School appeéred in the office -'

of the Committee for  verification \of the school record. He

presented’ reply to the questionnaire. The reply to the

questionnaire reads as under:-

S.No. | : Query Reply

1. | Whether the school has implemented the Yes
recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission.

5. |If the answer to question no.l is in'the
affirmative, please provide the following'
information (separate sheets may be used):- .
i. With effect from which date is the increased | 01.04.2009
salary to staff being paid? , .

ii. Furnish the details of salary payment to Enclosed
staff, pre and post implementation, of the )
6th Pay Commission. !

iii. Furnish the details of payment of arrears of| 1.1.2006
salary to staff consequent to implementation | - to
of the 6th Pay Commission. ' 31.3.2009

3. | Whether the school has increased the fee of the _
: students consequent to implementation of the No -
6th Pay Commission in terms of the Order No. '
F.DE./15(56)/ACT/2009/778 Dated 11.2.2009
of the Director of Education. .

4. |If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative,

please provide the following information

(separate sheets may be used):

i With effect from which date was the fee
increased? I

ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from the
students class wise, indicating the number
of students in each class, pre and post such
increase. :

iii. Purnish the details of arrear fee charged
from the students consequent.. to

N/A

implementatidn of the 6th Pay Commission.

e : Page2of5
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. Itis manifest from the aforesaid replythat the school claimed

to have implemented the fecomméndations of the 6t Pay

' Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2009 and paid arrears of increased

salary from 01.01.2006 to 31.03.2009. It also claimed in the

' repiy that the school did nbt hike the fee in terms of the Order

of the Director of Educatioﬁ dated 11.02.20009.

. The records produced by Shri _R'avinder Kumar were examined

-. by one of the Audit.Ofﬁcers__of the Committee. From the

observations of the Audit Officer noted in the file, it appears
that the school did not file the complete record. He has

observed that the school was not maintaining accounts of

. school separately from those of Raja Ram Hari Krishan

‘Dharmarth Trust (Régd.), under whose management the school

was running. The sch601 failed to present cash book and

ledgers of the school.

. In the meanwhile, letter dated 31.05.2013 was sent by the

:Education, District - North-West (A),Delhi whereby it ‘was

~

Secretary to the Committee to the Deputy Director of ‘

requested to clarify whether the schdol ID Nos. 11309196 and

1310428 were allotted to one school viz., Bharat Mata

Saraswaﬁ Ba1~ Mandir Senior Secondary School, Bawana Road,

Narela, Delhi by Directorate of Education. The letter further
required the Deputy Director to send a copy of the official order
in this regard, in case, the answer to the question was in the

affirmative. The letter also requqsted the Deputy Director to

transmit the Annual Returns of fche School having ID no.
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1310428 wunder Rule .180 of Delhi School Education Rules,

1973 for 'y_ears 2'006-07 to 2010-11 to the office of the

Committee in the event ;chere were t.wo schools of the same’
name. 'Since,' there W’as no reply to the.aforesaid lette'r, a’
reminder §vas sent on 22.07.2013. éubsequ'ently, it transpired
that earlier the School Waé assigned ID no. 1309196, which

was replaced by ID no. 1310428. .

8. With a. view to providing oral hearingl to. the ‘schogl, the
Committee by its notice dated 24.07.2613‘required the school
t6 appear on 27.08.2013. However, the date -27..08.2013 was
éanceﬂed' and a fresh “notice of hearing was issﬁed on

- 50.09.9013 for 27.09.2013 by Speed Post.

9. As per the India Post Track Reéﬁlt, notice sent by speed post to
the school w'as sérvcc.i'on 24.09.2013. On the scheduled date,

" i.e. 26.09.2013 no one aﬁpeared on the behalf of the school.
Th;e absence’ of the school on the aforesaid date of hearing
despite service V;Ias an indication of ‘the' fact that the school did -
not wish to avail the opportupity of being heard .in the matter.
Accordingly we closed the ‘hearing and reserved the
recomm‘endations. 'Presently we proceed to deal with the
matter. |

~10.° We .have gone through the available record 'and the -
qbservation of the Audit Officer. We are not satijsﬁed with the

record of the School. No credence can be placed on it for the

following reasons:
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V(a) The school.did not produce ite books of-accounts i.e. Cash
books :;md Ledgers which could haye ~throvyr1 some light as
to how the school was able to implement the 6th Pay
'ICOmmission and even paying arrears_ of "salary' since
01.01.2066, without hiking the fee and recovering the
arrears. .'
 (b) The school-did not appear before us nor produced the entire
accountmg, fee and salary records for the years 2008-09 to
2010-11. By this stratagern the school av01ded the scrutmy
of the records of the school by the Comm1ttee
' 11.. It can safely be assrlmed that the school wanted to .
conceal tl"lle. record of the school from the Comrhittee. |
12. In the c.irc,urn‘stances therefore, we are of the view,that
" the Director of Education should order a special inspection
‘of 1:.he school under Sectron 2'4(2) of trre Delhi Education
| Act, 1973 to ascertain the true state | of -affairs of the
- school. | "

Recommended accordingly.

e S .
Anil DEv Sifgh (Retd) \ DY, ReK Sharma

Justice .-Sharma
Chairperson , ~ Member
‘ S JsTicE.
_ 4 ANIL DEV SINGH
Dated: 11.11.2013 7W‘/ : COMMITTEE
: ~ \ForReview of School Fee
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C-328

RAJENDER LAKRA MODEL SCHOOL, BAKHTAWARPUR, DELHI-

110036

1. With a view to .elicit the reievant information from the ;s,choolé
with regard to the basic questions, whether or not the échool
had imp.lemve'ﬁte‘d the recommendations of the Sixth Pa‘y
Commission and if so, whether or not the fée was hikc;,d for the
pui*p-ose of implementation thereof;, a questionnaire prepared .
by the Committee was issued to the Ménageré of all schools on
2"7.02.‘2012 with the request that .tl;e ipformation be furnished
to the. Cém‘fnittee 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 6n being requisitioned from the_

concerned Deputy Director of Education é.long with a copy of '

the fee schedule. .

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

+ prima facie appeared that the school did not implement the

Is

recommendations of the sixth pay commission and élso, did not

increase the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

T?§€153(3()pq{ ' Page 1 f 6
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Education dated 11-02—200‘9. In this view of the matter the

Y

school was placed in category ‘C’.

4. With a view to vérify the returns, the office of the commit"cee' ‘
Vi(ie its notice dated 19-07-2012 }equired the school to appear
on; 07.08:2012 and «tol : produce' entir-e accounting, fee and
sal;lry records for the years 2‘0'08-09. to 20 10—11‘ and to furnish

N

reply to the aforesaid questionnaire.

- 5. On 07.08.2012, Mr. Yashbir Singh Principal of the School

appeared in the office of the committee and presented reply to

the aforesaid questionnaire, which reads as under:-

S.No. | - Query . Reply

3

1. | Whether the school has implemented the |No
recommendations of the 6% Pay Commission. :

2. |If the answer  to -question no.l is in the|No
" | affirmative, please provide the following
information (separate sheets may be u1sed):- .
i. With effect from which date is the increased
salary to staff being paid?

11 Furnish the details of salary payment to
. staff, pre and post 1mplementat10n of the 6th
: Pay Commission.

iii. Furnish the details of payment of arrears of
- salary to staff consequent to implementation
of the 6th Pay Commission.

3. Whether the school has increased the fee of the | No
© |.students consequent to.implementation of the 6%
Pay Commission in terms of the Order ' No.

F.DE./15(56)/ACT/2009/778 Dated 11.2.2009
of the Director of Education.

P:age 20f6
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4, |If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative,
please provide the following information | No
(separate sheets may be used):

_i. With effect from which date was the fee
increased? ) .

ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from the
students class wise, indicating the number of
students.in each class, pre and post such
increase. '

iii. Furnish the details of arrear fee charged
from the students consequent to
implementation of the 6t Pay. Commission.

TRUE COPY

5. As is apparent from the reply to the questionnaire, the school
claimed to have not impieménted the recommendations of the
6th Pay Commission and also did not hike the fee in terms of

/

the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.20009.

6. The principal.pf the school dici not present the entire record.

The trunciated record produced by the principal in the first .

'~insta1'1ce was examined by one of the Audit Officer of the

Coﬁmittee. On perusal of ‘1"ecord he observed to the ;effect

that:- |
i. The lschool has-not‘produéed the fee rece;ipt books, fee
register for the year 2008-09 & 2009-10.

ii. In respect of the year 2010-11, only one receipt book was
produced by the school ‘

iii. ’Ifhé fee collectéd from the students for the month of

Februafy 2011 was as per fee structure available on

record.

Page 3 of 6
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The school has hiked the annual charges by Rs. 200/-
i.e. by 22.85% in 2009-10.
In 2009-10 there was no hike in %cuition fee.
During the year 2010-11 the school hiked the fee in the
range of Rs. 25/- to Rs. 50/- i.. within the limits of
10%. '
The school charges Rs. 500/- as admission fee as per the
fee stﬁ:icture iaut it was not reﬂe‘cted in the receipt book.
As per the;' Principal,'tht;, school also collects examination
fee 6f Rs. 35/- for classes I to V and Rs. 50/- fo;‘classes
VI to VIII half yearly. This charge was also not reﬂected' .

in the fee structure.

‘The school collects fee in cash and salary is also been

paid in cash even though the school opefates a bank

account.
The school has not produced. cash book, ledger etc. of

any year, therefore, accounts could not be verified.

Salary receipt for the. month of February 2011 shows

that the salary is not being paid as per government rules.

. It was informed that one Mr." Mahendra Sihgh, a part
" time accountant takes away the record and generates the
. balance sheet etc and gets the same signed by Mr.

, Ramesh Sardana, C.A'. whose C.A. membership number

and address could not be found.
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7. By notice dated 20.09.2013 the school was aéked to appear on

26.09.2013 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. As per the India Post Track
'Result, Notice sent by speed post to the school was served on

21.09.201.3., On the scheduled dated 26.09.2013 no one

| appeared on the behalf of the school. The a_.bsehce of the school

on' the aforesaid date of hearing 'despite service was an
indicétion of the fact that the sch(301 did not wish to avail the

opportunity of I:Seing heard in the matter. Accordingly we closed

the hearing and reserved the recommendations. Presently we

proceed to deal with the matter.

. We have examined the available record and the observation of

" the Audit Officer. We are not satisfied with the record produced

. by the school. Thé school failed to produce the fee receipt book

aﬁd fge registers for th¢ academic sessions 2008-09 and 2009-
IQ even for the year. 2010—2"1011 oniy one receipt book waé
produc;ed. The school also did not present cash book, ledger,
etc.' for gﬁy of the aforesaid before the office of the Committee.' .
;I‘here;foré the éccounts could poE be \'reriﬁec.l.' Thg fee in cash

and salary is also paid in cash. This practise is being followed

even though the school operates a bank account.
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® " © -9, In the c1rcu*nstances therefore, we are of the view that the

'Drrector of Educatmn should order a special 1nspect1on of

d K the school under Section 24(2) of the De1h1 Education Act,
® 1973 to ‘ascertain the true state of affairs of the school.

Recommended accordingly.

o

VA % ! -
) ) Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd ) ~ Dr. R.K.-Sharma
. Chairperson Member
| y e ' . 2 - '\9 N ‘ x
i . Dated:11/11/2013' ) : ;; :

JUSTICE ‘
{ ANIL DEV SINGH
~ COMMITTEE
For Review qf School Fee,
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'HIRA PRATAP RAI PUBLIC SCHOOL, SIRSAPUR, DELHI

With a view to elicit.the relevant information from the schools .
vv1th 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 SQ.at page 470

The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the

: speciﬁed timeé. However, the returns ﬁled by the schoo'l under
" rule 180 of the Delhi School Educatmn Rules, 1973 were

‘received by the Comm1ttee on bemg requlsltloned from the

concerned Deputy Director of Educatlon along with a copy of

the fee schedule.

" On exam1nat10n of the aforesald returns by the Committee, it

4 prima facie appeared that the school had neither hiked the fee

in terms of the order of the Director of Educ_ation dated

11.02.2009 nor implemehted recommendations of the 6th pay

Pa"ge 10f9
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- commission. In'this view of the m;eltter the school was placed in
category ‘C’.

9. | With a view-to verify the returns, th'e.ofﬁce of the committee
vide its ﬁoticé dated 19.07.2012 required the schdo} to appear
on 07.08.é012 and to produc'e entire accounting, fee and
salg;iy records for the years 2008-09 to 20 10-1i and to furnish
reply to the aforesaid questionna‘ire. Pursua'nt to the notice Mr.

‘R.S. I.Qana, Hony. President of the School appearec':l. in the office
of the Committee but he was not carrying the complete record.
Therefore, the office of the Committee fixed 14.08.2012 for
verification of the fecqrd with the request to him to produce
. .the gomplete record on l1’4.08.20 12. On the sqheduled date the
Hony. President of the ‘School appeéred in the office of the
Committee and.presented reiply to the questionnairé and also
produced ;ecorAd‘ but again the same was incomplete‘. The rebly

* to the questionnaire reads as under:-

S.No. Query : Reply

1. | Whether the school has implemented the “YES
recommendations of the 6t Pay Commission. -

2. |If the answer to question no.l is in the affirmative,
please provide the following information (separate
sheets may be used):-
1. With .effect from which date is the increased | April 2008
salary to staff being paid? '

. Pre 6th Pay

ii. Furnish the details of salary payment to staff, pre | Commission:-
: : o &~ | PRT-4500
and post implementation, of the 6% Pay | ;15500
Commission. , ‘ - | VPR-6500

:Page 2 of 9
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iii. Furnish the details of payment of arrears of | Post 6t Pay

salary to staff consequent to implementation of Sﬁ?ﬁ?&g”
the 6t Pay Commission. TGT-—17 140

VPR-20,280

Six teacher paid
One Lac each
and other six
98,377.15 as -
arrear.

3. | Whether the school has increased the fee of the
students consequent to implementation of the 6th Pay | No
Commission in terms of the Order No.
F.DE./15(56)/ACT/2009/778 Dated 11.2.2009 of the
Director of Education. .

4. |If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative, please
provide the followmg information (separate sheets
may be used):

i. With effect from Wthh date- was the - fee
increased?

ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from the
students class wise, indicating- the number of
students in each class pre and post such
increase. '

iii. Furnish the details of arrear fee charged from the
students consequent to implementation of the 6th

Pay Commission.

5. It is manifest from the aforesaid reply that the school has

© claimed to have implemeﬁted the recommendations of the 6th
Pay Commission w.e.f. April 2008. The School has also claimed
that it did not hike the fee consequent to the recommendatiqn .

of the 6th Pay Commission in terms of the order of the Director

of Education dated 11.02.2009. |

6.  The record produced, in the first instance was examined on the

said date by one of the Audit Officers of the Committee. On

TRUE COPY
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. scrutiny of the record the Audit Officer observed to the

following effect:-

1.

1ii.

iv.

TRUE COPY
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The school has clajméd lump‘. sum payment of the
arrears to the' staff in caéh. However, it has not been
supported by any worl%sheet. The President of the school
expiained that the school has paid increased salary w.e.f.
01.04.2008 onwarclls, ‘after the issuance of Government.
of India notification dated 29.08.2008 .‘requiring
implémentéition of the fecommendations of the 6th Pay.
Cémmi-ssion. | ‘ . |

The salary from April/08 to August/08 was not released

till Government. of India notification dated 29.08.2008

" was issued

The school has paid heavy amounts of salary arrears to
staff in cash.

The school has been making cash transaction for

- disbursal of salary to staff.

The school has not brought cash and ledger record for

the years 2008-09 and 20 10-1 1.
Cash book for 2009-10 is only upto 09.03. 20 10.

- Final accounts for the year endmg 31. 03 2010 have been

checked with cash book and ledger of the corresponding

year. . The figures of opening balance of cash in hand

. appearing in cash book does not match with closing

JUSTICE p 40f9
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balance of cash in hand appearing in the balance sheet
for the year eﬁding} 31.03.2009. |

The figures relating fo school fee, salary, printing, library
books, staff welfare etc.. do. not match w1th the ﬁgure;

\ . .
appearing in income and expenditure statement for the

", year ending 31.03.2010.

The details of final acéb'unts for the yeér ending
31.03.2009 .and 31.03.2011 cannot be examined as the
'échool has failed to produce the qash books and ledgers
of the corresponding years. =~ °

It is revealed from the final accounts of the entire éeriod
pertéining to 1;h.ée year 2609—10 and cash book; and
ledgers <;f the same period that the school was receiving
heavy amounts ir; cash by way of aid from Hira Yoga
Kén’dra Society. |

The final accounfs for the qntire period are showing huge
excess of expe’nses over incorﬁe.. |

The details of the school fee realised and salary paid and

aid received from the society as apioearing in the final

accounts is as follows:-

Sl. Item 2008-9 2009-10 .2010-1 1
No. i

1. |Fee 11,82,310/- | 8,54,820/- |7,26,840/-

2 Salary |26,15,974/- | 32,25,740/- | 34,65,195/-

13 Aid 12,00,000/- | 23,03,780/- | 31,00,000/-

JUSTICE ~ '
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xiii. The fee hike by the school is less than 10% in 2009-10

and 2010-11. .

xiv. The casﬁ book and. ledgers éppe'ar to have been lﬁadé
after the ﬁnal account; had been prepared and are not
relia:ble as ;che ﬁgure':s'_mismatch.

xv. The final account appears to be tailored made according

to the requirements.

*The any. President of the School agreed with the aforesaid

observations of the Audit Officer and in token of having
accepted the same appended his signatures below the aforesaid
observations.

With a view to provide oral, hearin'g to the school, the

- Committee by its notice dated 24.07.2013 required the school

to appear oﬁ 27.08.2‘013. waever, on'l26.08.2013 the school

was informed that the hearing scheduled for 27.08.2013 shall

stand cancelled.

\

By a subseqﬁent notice dated 20.09.2013.the matter was fixed
for 'heari_rvlgi on 27.09.2013. On the scheduled date the

representatives of the School, Mrs. Om Hari Principal/ Mahager

and Mr. Rai Singh, President of the school appearéd before us.

For Review of School Fee
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STAND OF THE REPRESENTATIVES OF THE SCHOOL:-

It was admitted that the school had partially implemented the

recommendations of 6t Pay Commission. During. the .year

2009-10 and 2010-11 fee was raised within the tolerance limit

of 10%. The school has not been chérging developnient fee.

School has collected the fee in cash and the salary is being

disbursed also in cash.

RE. FEE HIKE

We have examined the available record, the observations of the

" Audit Officer and the submissions of the representatives of the

: ‘scho'oll. We are not inqlfned to accept the claim of the school

that it .haé partially implemented thg recommendation of the
6th Pay Commission. It is difficult to believe that 6 teachers
were paid Rupees One Lac each énd the remaininfg 6 were paid
Rs. 98,37,715/- as _arrears as claimed in reply to the
questionnaire. Such huge payments és claimed by' the school
have been paid in cash. One would have expected payments by

way of clﬁeques és payménts were above Rs. 20,000/-. After the

\

implementation of the recommendations of the 6t Pay

Commission some of the teachers were drawing more than Rs.

30,000/- per month. There is nothing on record to show that

'TDS was deducted from the pajments made to such teachers.

It is also ﬁot,understandable as to how the school has paid
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increased salary w.e.f. 01.04.08, on the basis of the Central
Civil Services (Revised P;ay) Rules, 2008 issued on 29.08:2008
as notification requiring the implementation of the
recommendation of ‘the 6% Pay Commission in respec;c of th'e

staff of the unaided school was issued by Director of Education

on 11.02.2009.

In the circumstances, therefore, we are not impressed with the

claim of the school that it had even partially implemehted the

1

. recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

The school failed to produce cash books and ledgers for the
period 2008-09 and 2010-11 and cashbooks for the year 2009-
10. As pointed out by .the Audit Officer, the figures of opening

balance of cash in hand appearing in cash'book did not tally

~with the closing balance of cash in hand appearing. in the .

balance sl‘léet. for the year ending 31.03.2009. Similarly the
monetary figures relating to tuition fee, salary, printing and

stationary, library books, etc. did not match with the figures

appearing in Income and Expenditure statement for the year

~ ending 31.03.2010. All the discrepancies pointed out-by the

Audit Officer in the observations have been endorsed by the

President of the school. The claim of the school that it hiked

the fee during the year 2009-10 and 2010-11 within the

fPage 80of9

JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE -
For Review of School Fee :

Secrjt\’:(y -




Jh—&‘-——l -

000590 -

tolerance limit of 10% cannot be believed as no credence can
. be placed on the financial records p'roduced by the school.

13. In the circumstance, tfherefore, Director of Education ‘
Shoulq order a ‘spt.acial inspe'ctién' of the school under
section 24(%) of the i)elhi School Education Act, 1973. )
Recommended accordipgly. | |

14, 'As per the record the school is not charging the;
development fee. This asi)ect may also be examined during

the course of inspection.
- {

;." ‘ e

Justice An11 Dev Smgh (Retd ) o D.r.,.fR:K'. Sharma
Chalrperson . L Member .

Dated: 11/11/2013 L 7 .
| o JUSTICE -\
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Gandhi Memorial lPublic School, Braﬁn_xpuri, Delhi- 110053

'Thé school did not. .repb; to the questionnaire issued by the
Committee on 27 /02/2012. However, the returns of the school filed
under Rule 180 of thé Delhi School Education ‘Rules, 1973 were received
from the Office of Deputy Director, District Ngrth-Eas;c of the Directorate
of Education. On .prima facie exaiminaﬁon .of the 'returﬁs', it appeared
that the school had not hiked the fee, in terms of the order of the
Direétor of Education dated 11.02.20Q9 and had. also not implemented’
the recomme'ndati(.)ns of the 6"‘h Pay Commission. Acco;dingly, the .

school was placed in Category ‘C’.

In order to verify the returns of the school, it was directed vide
notice dated 05.09.2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

~

submit replyto the questionnaire on 17.09.2012.

On 17 09 2012, Shri Nathu Singh,Manager from the school
appeared before the Ofﬁce of the Commlttee and produced the ﬁnanc1al

Aof the school. According to the reply to the aforesaid questionnaire, the '

school had not implemented -the recommendations of the 6% Pay
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commissioh and had also not hiked the fee, in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

The records, produced by the school were examined in the first

instance by Sh. A.X. Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed

that: --

(if) .

(i)

the school did not produce cash books, ledger and fee collection

register for verification on the ground that the entire record had-

-been damaged in rains.

the salary registers for the periods 2008-09 to 2010-11 appeared to

haf/é been prépared afresh.

the salary details appeared to be fudged as the amount of salary

. mentioned in salary payment sheets do not taily with the amount

of salary shown in the salary payment register.

the school had increased the fee in 2009-10 By AIO% to 10.13% '

p.m.

In order to provide an opportﬁnity of hearing to the school, vide

notice dated 25.07.2013, it was directed to appear before the Committee

on 29.08.2013, along with its fee and accounting records.
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On the schedule ‘date, Shri Nathu Singh, Manager of the school

.appeared‘and presented reply to the questionnaire of the Committee

regarding Development Fee before the' Committee. According to th'e reply
the sc:hool had not charged' development fee. He admitted that the
statement filed earlier with the Education Department’ under rule 180 of
DSER-1973 were different from those presented before the cOmmittee for'

verification. He stated that the record had been destroyed in rains.

The Cornmittee has examined the records, observations of -the

Aud1t Ofﬁcer of the Commlttee and submlssmn advanced on behalf of the

school. As per records the school has hiked the fee in 2009-10 in the

following manners:-

Class Tuition Fee in | Tuition Fee in | Increase in Tuition
2008-09 2009-10 - fee 2009-10

ItoV 395 435 ‘ 40

VI to VIII 470 517 147

‘The returns ﬁled by school could not be veriﬁed as the fee and

accounting records were not produced. The unver1ﬁed returns show that

fee was inoreased Within tolerance limit-of 10%..
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In the circumstances, thg Committee recommends 'that
cDirect':or of E&uéation should order a special. inspection of the
Schpol, under Section 24(2) of Delhi School _Educationﬁ Act 1973, to

ascertain the true state of affairs relating to the financials of the '

school. - ‘ - , :
Sd/- Sdi-  Sdl-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar Dr. R.K. Sharma
' Cl}airperson ‘ Member ' Member

Dailted:- 23.10.2013
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St. S.M. Karamjot Model School, Rashid Market, Delhi — 110 051

The school did not reply to the qtleeﬁonnaire issued by the
Committee on 27 /02/ 2‘(512. Howeyer, the returns of the sehool under
Rule 180 of the Deihi. School Education Rules, 1973-Were' received from
the Ofﬁee of Deputy Director, District East of thie Directorate of '

Education. On examination of the returns, it prima facie appeared that

the school had neither hiked the fee, in terms of the order of the D1rector

of Education dated 11.02.2009 and nor had implemented the
reco'rnrnendations of the 6t Pay Cor'nmission. Accordingly, the school
was placed in Category ‘C. |

In order to verify the returns of the scheol, vide letter dated
05.09.2012, it was directed to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 1'8.09.2012. No one

attended the ofﬁce of the Comm1ttee on behalf of . the school on

18.09. 2012 The school vide notice dated 21.09.2012 was agaln d1rected

-to produce its financials on 08.10.2012 for verification.

On 08.1.0.2012, Mrs. Gurmeet Kaur Khanna, Librarian and Sh.

' Deepak Kumar, Part-time Accountant of the school attended the office of

_the committee. They did not produce any record of the school hence the

school was directed to produce its record on 12. 10.2012..

~ JUSTICE '
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On 12.10.2012 Mrs. Gurmf;et Kaur Khanna, Librarian of the
school appeared and produced tﬁe re;cords of tl;le school. Reply to the
;fore§aid quesfionnéirc yvés also filed. According to the reply, the s.chool
ha’ci neither implemented the recommendations of the 6% Pay
Co‘mmissic')n nor.had increased the fee. | ' |

The recorcis, préduce;i Wéré 'éXamined in the first ins‘gancé by Shri
A K. léhalia, Audit Qfﬁcer of the Committee. His o‘t;servations'were that:-
(i) the school had not implerpe'nted the recommendations of the éth

Pay. Commission,

(ii) ‘ the salary to staff had been paia according to the 5th i’ay

Commission, | | -

(iii) -the s;:hool had not hiked the fee 1n .terms of tl'.le ordgr of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 in 2009-10.

(ivy  the fee had been increased in 2010-11 by 19.03% to 20.91%, and

(v) the school produced manually maintained cash book during the

4

course of examination of the records.

In order to. provide an opportunity of hearing to the échool, ﬁotice
of .hearing dated 25.07.2013 Wz;.s served on the school with the direction
fp appear before the Committc;,e on 29.08.2013.

'On tl;le scheduled date Mrs. Gurrheet Kaﬁr Khanna, Librarian and

Sh. Deepak Kumar, Part-time Accountant of the school appeared before

us. They stated that: - -
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(@)  the school did not maintain any books of accounts,

~(b) the school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6th

Pay Commission, ©= o

(¢ .the salary to tﬂe staff is being paid acco1:ding to the 5th Pay’
Comi’n'ission, arid’

(d)  the school had hiked the fee in excess of 10% in.2009-10 and
2010-11.

The committee has examined the available ﬁn.ancié_ls of the school,

" the observations of the Audit Officer 6f the Committee gnd submissions

made on behalf of the school. Admittedly the school has not maintained
any books of account | therefore, the réc_ords prodﬁced before thé
Committee do not inspire any conﬁ'dence and cannot be .reli.ed.upbn. |

‘I‘n the circumstances, t,he Comm"ittee is of the view the

Director of Education should order a special inspection of the

School, under Section 24(2) of Delhi School Education Act 1973, to

ascertain the true state of affairs.

Recommended Vaccordin‘gly.

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

.Dated: 25-10-2013
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Mount Everest Public School, Harde;trpuri, Delhi — 110 093 .

The school did not reply to the quesﬁonnéire issued _By the
Committee on 27 /'02 / 2612. 'Howeve.r,. .the returns of the sc.hool‘. filed
under Rule 180 of the De;lhi School Eduqation Rules, i'973 were feceived
from the Ofﬁ.cé of Deputy Di‘rector, District'Noi.‘m—Eas‘t of. the Directorate
of Education. On examination of the returns, it prima-facie appeared
that the school had neither 'hiked the fee in terms of the order of the
Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, nor had implemented the
recommendations of the 6t.h Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category C’.

In order to verify the.réturns of fche' S(.)hOOI, vide' letter dated
10.09.2012, it was directed to produce its fee and saléry records and also
to submit reply to the d_uestionnaire on 24.09.2012. 6n the schedﬁle
'date, Shri Kapil Upadyaya, Accountant of the school app(?ared beforeA the
Office of the Comrﬁiﬁtee and ﬁro,duced the records of the school. It was
then that reply to. the que.stio'n,naire was.'al_so filed. According to the
reply, the school had neitﬁer implerﬁented fhe recommendations of the

“6th Pay Commission nor had increased the fee.

-T.RUE Copy A

Seclly

JUSTICE ‘

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee .




000599

The records, produced in the first instance were examined by Shri

AX: Vijh, Audit Officer of the Committee. His ebservatibns were that: - -

(i)

(ii

(i)

(iv)

the school had'notpaid salary to the teachers for the rrlonths" of
April, May and June during 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11,

the ealary‘to the staff had been pard 1n celsh,

the school hgd net hiked’ the fee in 2009-10,

the school rrad hiked the fee by Rs.50/- for classes'I toV durirrg
2010-11, raising it from Rs.350/- to Rs.400/-,

the school had not implemented recommendations of ‘the 6thPay

Commission, and-

the audit of the financials of the school had been ducted by Sh.

S.C. Sharma, C.A., whereas the name of the school does not

s appear in the iist of the schools dated 16.07 .2012, submitted by

Sh. SC Sharma, C.A., to the Office of the Committee, with regard

“to the school whose audit was conducted by him.

In order to prov1de an opportumty of hearing to the school, not1ce

of hear1ng dated 25.07.2013 was served on the school w1th the d1rect1on

to appear before the Committee on 29.08.2013.

On the aforesaid appointed date of hearing, Shri Ram Pal Sharma,

Manager of the school appeared before the Committee. He presented
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reply to the questionnaire of the:Co-mmittee regarding Development Fee.

As per the reply, the 'sohool did not charge the development fee. It was

submitted by Mr. Sharma that-

- (a)

(d)

(e)

‘of the Committee and the submission of the representatives of the school

the school had neither hiked the fee in tern'rs of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, nor had implernented the

recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission,

" there was no hike in fee during 2009-10 but the hike was about

10% dunng 2010-11,

the fee registers had been prepared freshly,

'the financial of the school had been audited by Sh. S.C. Sharma,

C.A., and

1t is the stand of the school that the books of accounts have been

'freshly prepared and the audit has been conducted by Shr1 S. C

Sharma C.A. The name of the school under dlscussmn does not

appear in the list of schools submitted by Sh. S.C. Sharma C.A.,

to the Committee which had been audited by, him.

The Committee has examined the observations of the Audit Officer’

during the course of h