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Detqrr4inqti-ons

1. This Interim Report deals with 173 schools, out of w}:ricr'q 42

schools are in Category 'A', 36 schools are in Category "8", 94 schools

are in Category "C" and 1 school is in Category 'D'. The sgmmary of

recommendations of the Committee in respect of these schools is as

follows:

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

73

No. Of schools where besides, finding the fee hike
to be unjustified either partially or fully, the
Committee also found their 

^ 
records to be

unreliable, and hence the Committee has
recommended special inspection in addition to
refund of fee

8

No. of schools whose claim for a further hike in
fee, over and above that permitted by order dated
lll02/2009, was found to be justified

1

No. of schools where the Committee found the
records of.the school to be unreliable and hence
has recommended. special inspection to be
carried out by birector of Education

36

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

55

Total L73,
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The committee has recommended refund of fee unjustly hiked

by 3L schools. Among them are 8 schools, where the Committee,

beside's recommending the. refund, has also recommended special

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

i. In respect of 73 schools out of 81 schools, which in

view of the Committee had unjustly hiked the fee,

the Committee has found that the hike effected by

them in pursuance of the order dated LIIO2/2OO9

' 
issued by the Director of Education was either

wholly or partially unjustifred as, either:

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

of the aforesaid order as they had no requirement for

additional funds since they were found not to have

implemented the recommendations of the VI Pay

Commission, for. which purpose the schools were

permitted to hike the fee, or

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

which the additionat .burden imirosed by the

implementation of VI Pay commission could have been

absorbed, or the additional revenue generated on
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account of fee hike effected by the schools'was more

than what was required'to fully absorb the impact of

implementation of VI Pay Commission report, or

(c) the development fee being charged by the schools was

. not in accordance with the criteria laid down by the

Duggal Committee which was upheld by the Hon,ble

Supreme Court in tJle case of Modern Schobl vs. Union

of India & ors. (2004) 5 SCC 583.

The detailed reasoning and calculations are given in the

recommendations made in respect of each individual school which

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

Committee hds recommended that the.unjustified or unauthorised fee

charged by the schools be refunded by them alongurith interest @ g%

per annum as mandated by tlle decision of the Hon'ble Delhi High

court in Delhi Abhibhavak Mahasangh vs. Directorate of Education &

ors. in WP(C) 7777 of 2009.

The list of. these 73 schools where the Committee has

recommended refund is as follows: -
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s.N.
Category

& No.

Name & Address of School
Pdge No.

L A-42 Nav Jyoti Public School, Sultanpuri 11-13

2 A-44 Deep Modern Public School, Nangloi 14-L7
3 A-48 B. R. TyagiSr. Sec. School, Budh Vihar, Ph-ll 78-2L

4 A-52 Yuva Shakti Modelschool, Budh Vihar 22-2s

5 A-54 Rose Convent school, Pooth Kalan 26-28
6 A-68 S.D. Public Sec. School, Bhajanpura 29-32
7 A-72 Triveni Bal Upvan, West Sagarpur 33-36
8 A-82 S.D.M. Modelschbol, Ranjit Vihar 37-39
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9 A-85 Vivekanand Model School, Nangloi 40-43

10 A-87 Oxford Convent, Uttam Nagar 44-46

11 A-88 Sehgal Care Convent School, Sainik Enclave, Hastsal 47-49

t2 A-90 .M.D.H. International School, Janakpuri 50-54

13 A-91 Jai Bharti Public School, Uttam Nagar 55-57

L4 A-93 Arya Vidya Mandir, Keshav Puram 58-61

15 A-95 Swami Ramtirath Public School, Vijay Vihar, Rithala 62-65

L6 A-99 Saptarshi Public School, Chhattarpur 66-70

L7 A-120 Guru Nanak Public School, Rajouri Garden 7L-90

18 A-132 Jai Deep Public Sec. School, Najafgarh 91-93

19
A-134

Lav Kush Sec. Public School, Mayur Vihar Phase-lll 94-97

20 A-136 Pooja Public School, Brahampuri 98-100

21 A-138 Shri Ram Bal Bhartischool, Mandoli 101-105.

22 A.L42
Jugmandar Dass Arya Vedic Secondary School, Khari

Baoli
105-109

23 A-L44 St. Vyas School, Shalimar Bagh tto-tt4
24 A-145 Arya Model School, Arya Samaj Road, Adarsh Nagar 115-119

25 A-1s0 Nutan Vidya Mandir, Gandhi Nagar t20-L23

26 A-151 Bal Niketan Public School, Laxmi Nagar t24-L27
27 A-152 C.P.M. Public School, Sultanpuri 128-131

28 A-155
Baba Banda Singh Bahadur MemgrialSec. School,

Mehrauli
132-L36

29 A-158 New Divya Jyoti Public School, Shahdara L37-t40
30 A-160 Sanwal Dass MemorialSchool, Kotla L4L-L43

31 A-163 Kataria Internaiional School, Vikas Nagar, Hastsal 144-].46

32 A-164 Mirambika Free Progress School, SriAurobindo Marg L47- L50

33 B-10 Universal Public School, Preet Vihar t5L-L62

34 B-37 Rukmani Devi Public School, Pitampura 163-184

35 B-40 Kulachi Hansraj Model School, Ashok Vihar L85-199

36 B-64 New Era Public School, Maya Puri 200-2t4

37 B-118 Manav Sthali School, New Rajinder Nagar 2L5-237

38 B-LzL Laxmi Public School, Karkardooma 232-242

39 B-L47 N. K. Bagrodia Public School, Dwarka 243-257

40 B-159 Faith Academy, Prasad Naga.r 258-276

.4L B-zLL Vidva Niketan Public School, Nanakpura 277-282

42 g-240 Shaheed Bishan Singh Memorialsr. Sec. School, Man

Sarover Garden
283-285

43 B-247 St. Sophia's Sr. Sec. School, Paschim Vihar 286-288

44 B-276 Abhinav Modern School, Dilshad Garden 289-297

45 B-280 Sonia Public School, Durgapuri Extn. 292-294

46 B-298 ' Muni Maya Ram Jain, Pitampura 29s-298

47 g-322 Ostel Public School, Bhajanpura 299-301
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3. In respect of the remaining 8 schools, the Committee found that

th.e schools had increased. the fee in pursuance of the order dated

LL/O2/2OO9 of tl.e Director of Education but had not implemented

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

schools did"not inspire any confidence for a variet5r of reasons, which

have been discussed in the 
.recommendations 

in respect of each

school separately. As such the Committee has not only recommended

the refund of the fee.hiked alone with iriterest @ 97o per annum but

has also recommen-ded special inspection of the schqols to be carried

48 B-343 Motherls Convent School, Mandawali Fazalpur 302-304

49 B-349 Bal Mandir Public School, Kailash Nagar 305-310

50 B-353 Bhandari Modern Public School, Brahampuri 311-313

5L B-363 Arwachin Bharti Bhawan Sr. Sec. School, Shahdara 3L4-3t7

52 B-366 G.C. Public School, New Ashok Nagar 318-321

53 B-610 Nehru Academy, Vashishtha Park 322-325

54 B-620 Perfect Foundation School, Palam Colony 326-330

55 B-682 Bal Vaishali Public School, Harkesh Nagar 331-333

55 c-L34 Titiksha Modern Public School, West Karawal Nagar 334-337

57 c-203 Akash Model School, Nithari Extension, Nangloi 338-341

58 c-226 Bhagat Vihar Public School, Karawa! Nagar 342-345

59 c-249 New Convent Model Sec. School, tirkhmirpur 346-348

50 c-280 Gyan Deep Vidya Mandir Public School, Najafgarh 349-353

61 c-283 Sant Nirankari Public School, Paschim Vihar 354-3s9

62 c-287 Education Point Convent School, Vikas Nagar 360-363

63 c-310 S. Jassa Singh Ramgarhia Public School, Chand Nagar 364-367

64 c-312 Adarsh Jain Dharmic Shiksha Sadan, Najafgarh 368-371

55 c-313 Gyanodaya Sr. Sec. Public School, Najafgarh 372-375

66 c-337 Rockvale Public School, Naraina 376-379

67 c-338 New Gian Public School, West Sagarpur 380-383

68 c-343 Arya Vidya Mandir Middle School, Pratap Nagar 384-387

59 c-344 Saroj Montessory School, Vivek Vihar 388-391

70 c-377 Happy Public School, Shahdara 392-396

7L c-385 R.S. Secondary Public School, Nihal Vihar 397-400

72 c-403 Guru Harkishan Public School, Fateh Nagar 40t-404

73 c-409 Spring Bales Sr. Sec. Public School, New Gobindpura 405-409
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individual schbols have been made 3 part of this report and are

annexed herewith. The list of the aforesaid 8 schools is given below: -

4 Schools where the Committee has recommended fulther

hlke of fee to.be recovered from the students

One school was able to make out a case where the Committee

found that despite the hike in fee effected by the school in terms of

order dated IL/O2/2O09 issued by the Director of Education, the

school was still in deficit and consequently was not able to fully pay

the arrears salary to staff on account of implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report. The Committee has in the case of this school

recommended that it may be permitted to raise the fee over and above

the fee hike allowed to it by the aforesaid order dated II|O2|2OO9

and to the extent of unpaid arrears'of salary, the amount raised by

way of eidditional fee, may be kept in an escrow account to be utilised

only for ttre purpose of payment of the balance of arrears salary. The

particulars of this school are as follows: I
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s.N.
Category
& No.

Name & Address of School Page No..

L A-83 Kasturi Model School, Nangloi 41.0- 41-3

2 A-153 Sangwan ModelSec. School, Rohini 4L4-477

3 B-470 G.B.M. Public School, Shivani Enclave, Kaakrola 4L8-425

4 c-198 St. Lawrence Convent, Geeta ColonY 426-433

5 c-306 New Rural Delhi Public School, Karala 434-438

6 c-364 Manav Mangal Public School, M. B. Road, Pul Pehladpur 439-443

7 c-368 Vaishali Public School, Sunder Park, Shastri Nagar 444-447

8 c-374 Indira Memorial Public School, Mandawali Fazalpur 448-45L
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The detailed reasons are given in the recommendations of the

committee relating to this school, which have been mad.e a part of this

report.

q. Schools in respect of which tie Committee has not been

able to take a view:

" In respect of 36 schools, the Committee has not been able to

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

records were not produced by them for examination by the Committee

and in the case of others, the record.s produced did not inspire any

confidence for reasons which i.e discussed in the case 'of each.

individual school. In some cases, even the records appeared to have

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

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

recommended special inspection to be carried out bv the Director of

Education. The recommendations of the Committee in respect of these

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

herewith. The list of these 36 schools is as given below: -
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s.No. Category &
No.

Name & Address of School
Page
No.

1 B-150 Neo Convent Sr. Sec. School,
Paschim Vihar

452-47r

s.N.
Category
& No.

Name & Address of School Page No.

t A-59 Rama Krishha Public School, Pankha Road 472-474

2 A-111 Mata Chandro Devi Modelschool, Ndjafgarh 475-478

3 A-13s Usha BalSewa Sadan Public School, Brahmpuri 479-481

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee,



?
f,

I

o

e
o

,'

|'

o

o

,a'

o

o

a
e

6. Schools in respect of which the Committee found no reason

to interferq

In respect of 55 schools, the committee has not recommended

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

4 A-140 Rana ModelSchool, Ghoga Mor 482-485

5 8-676 Indian Modern School, Chhattarpdr Enclave 486-488
5 c-89 Mata Balwant Kaur Public School, Old Mahavir Nagar 489-49r
7 c-186 Gangotri Public School, Gautam Vihar 492-494

8 c-191 Shri Saraswati Vidya Niketan Public School, Shahdara 495-497

9 c-225
Nav Jeewan Adarsh Public School, Jai Prakash Nagar,
Ghonda

498-500

10 c-250 Jeewan Jyoti Sr. Sec. School, Sadatpur Extn. 50l-s04
TI c-258 Saifi Public School. Jamia Naear 505-508

L2 c-26L Nav Jeewan Adarsh Public School, Yamuna vihar 509-511

13 c-263 Maharana Pratap Model Public School, Harsh Vihar 512-515

t4 c-266 Akhil Bal Vidyalaya, Nangloi 516-519
15 c-267 New Bal Bharti Public School, Rohini 520-523
16 c-27L Delhi English Academy, Bharthal Village 524-527 .

L7 c-290 Muni lnternational School, Uttam Nagar 528-531

18 c-29L New Bal Vikas Public School, Tikri Kalan Village 532-535
19 c-304 Divya Public School, Budh Vihar 535-538
20 c-305 Nav Durga Adarsh Vidyalaya, Budh Vihar 539-541

21. c-3L4 Nav Chetna Public School, Najafgarh 542-545

22 c-315 Green Gold Public School, Najafgarh 546-548

23 c-316 Anand Public School, Pandav Nagar 549-551
24' c-319 Abhinav Bal Vidyalaya, Naveen Shahdara 552-554
25 c-320 Lumbini Marigold Public School, Shahdara s55-560

26 c-32L Red Rose Public School, Mandoli Ext. s61-565

27 c-322 Montreal Public School, Saboli 566-570
28 c-327 Bharatmata Saraswati Bal Mandir, Bawana Road 57L-575
29 c-328 Rajender Lakra Model School, Bakhtawarpur 576-581

30 c-330 Hira Pratap Rai Public School, Sirsapur 582-590

31 c-348 Gandhi Memorial Public School, Brahmpuri 59L-594
32 c-357 St. S. M. Karamjot ModelSchool, Rashid Market 595-597
33 c-361 Mount Everest Public School, Hardevpuri 598-601

34 c-367 Gautam Public School, Kondli 602-604

35 c-388 Rajindra Public School, Nihal Vihar, Nangloi 60s-608

35 c-408 Bal Bharti ModelSchool, Rani Bagh 609-611
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the fee in pursuance of the order dated LI/O2/2O09 issued by the

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

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

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

add.itional burden on account of implementation of Sixth Pay

Commission report. Following is the list of the aforesaid 55 schools:
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s.No.
Category
& No.

Name & Address of School Page No.

t A-47 Jagat Convent Sr. Sec. School, Paschim Vihar 5L2-6L6

2 A-59 Nav Jeewan Adarsh Public School, Mustafabad 6L7-6L9

3 A-133 Roop Krishna Public School, Shahbad Dairy 620-622
.4 A-139 Bal Convent Public School, Old Seemapuri 623-625

5 B-21 Prabhu Dayal Public School, Shalimar Bagh 626-647

6 B-47 Bal Bharti Public School, Pitampura 642-659

7 B-191 Little Fairy Public School, Kingsway Camp 660-663

8 B-198 Little Fairy Public School, Ashok Vihar 664-669
9 B-209 Guru Nanak Public School, Delhi Cantt. 670-674
10 B-223 Shanti Devi Public School, Narela 675-676
7L B-234 Montfort School, Ashok Vihar 677-696

t2 B-383 Delhi Jain Public School, Palam 697-702

13 B-513 Pioneer Convent School, Bakkarwala 703-704
L4 B-675 Nutan Bal Vidyalaya, West Sagarpur 705-707
15 c-204 Brahma Shakti Public School, Rohini 708-7tO

16 c-2L7 Samrat Public School, Shanti Nagar 7LL-7T3

t7 c-254 Anu Public School, Raghubarpura 7t4-7t6
18 c-259 Ramnath ModelSchool, Sonia Vihar 7L7-7t9
L9 c-262 Eminent Public School, Babarpur 720-722
20 c-269 Bal Deep Public School, Rohini 723-726

2L c-270 C.M. ModelSchool, Budh vihar, Phase-ll 727-729

22 c-286 Bharati ModelSchool, Uttam Nagar 730-732
23 c-289 Lawrence Public School, Janakpuri 733-735

24 c-298 Continental Public School, Naraina Vihar 736-738

25 c-300 New India Public School, Naneloi 739-74t
26 c-302 R. R. Gita Bal Bharti Public School, Sultanpuri 742-748
27 c-303 Dashmesh Public School, Naraina Village 749-75L
28 c-317 Shishu Bharti Public School, Mustafabad 752-754
29 c-318 Brahampuri Sr. Sec. School, Brahampuri 755-757
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30 c-323 M.. P. ModelSchool, Karawal Nagar 758-760
31 c-329 Public Model School, Jahangir Puri 76L-766
32 c-331 Jai Hind Public School, Pooth Khurd 767-773

33 c-333 Mother Mirra School, Tri Nagar 774-779

34 c-334 NL Public School, Jail Road, Harsh Vihar 780:785
'35 c-335 Modern Public School, Rishabh Vihar 786-792

36 c-336 Rajendra Lakra Moderh PatanjalSchool, Ladpur 793-795

37 c-340 Heera School, LNJP Hospital 796-798

38 c-341 Vikas Valley Public School, Vikas Nagar, Hastsal 799-804

39 c-342 Saraswati Public Senior Secondary. School, Mandoli 80s-812

40 c-345 Akshay Pratishthan, Vasant Kunj 813-815
4t c-346 Central Public School, Shakarpur 816-818

42 c-354 Mary Convent School, Radheypuri Extn. 819-821

43
c-359

Sh. NihalSingh Public Middle School, Kamruddin
Nagar

822-824

44 c-360 Little Star Public School, Budh Vihar 825-827
45 c-362 New Horizon School, Nizammudin 828-830

46 c-365. Adarsh Vidya Mandir Public School, East of Kailash 83L-833

47 c-370 Holy School, Vidya Vihar, Uttam Nagar 834-836

48 c-371 Sibal Public School, Gandhi Nagar 837-839

49 c-372 Manisha Public School, Laxmi Nagar 840-842

50 c-375 Indal Memoiial public School, Kondli 843-845

51 c-387 Naithani International School, Jal Vihar 846-848

52 c-393 Anelo Indian Public School, Dhakka Johar 849-851

53 c-396. Green Land Public School, Ragarh Colony 852-854
54 c-416 Dinkar National Model School, Old Kondli 855-856

55 D-103 Dashmesh Public School, Vivek Vihar 857-858

Justice Anil Dev Si#gh
Chairperson
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A-42

IIav rlyoti Publig School, Hari Encllrvq. Sultanpuri. Delhi - 41

The schooi had not submitted its reply to the questionnaire

issued by the Committe e on 27 I 02 12012. However,' the returns of the

schooi urider Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, lg73
r'

. 
were reeeived from the Office of Deputy Director; District North West-

ts' of.the Directorate of Education. On preliminary examination of the

records, it appeared that the school had hiked the fee in teims of the

order dated 7I.O2.2OO9, of the Director of Education, but had not

implemented the report of 6th Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was

placed in Category A'.

In orderto verify the returns of the school, it was directed vide

notice d.ated 05.09.20 12 toprod.uce its fee and salary records and also

. to submit reply to the questionnaire on 19.09.2012: (

On Ig-09-20I2, Ms. Ni.ha, Manager, along with Shri S.K.

Taneja, C.A., from the school appeared before .the Office of the

'Committee. Reply to the questionnaire *qs also submitted.

According .f th. reply, the school had neither; implemented the

recommendatiohs of the 6th Paycommission nor hiked the fee in terms

of the order dated 11.02.2009 of the Director of Education.

The records, produced by the dchool were examined by Sh. A.K.

nao.

c

?

;

Vij, AuditlOfficer of the Committee. 'He observed that the school

I

hiked thel fee by Rs.100/- per month for all classes in terms of the
I

order datbd I\.02.2OO9 of the Director of Education but the school
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The salary to the staff was being paid in cash in-spite-of the school,

'(
having an account with Bank of Baroda, Sultanpuri branch. The

school did not produce tfie records of receipt and . payments for
.(
vefification

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

notice dated L}.O7.2OI3, it was directed 'to appear before.'the

Committee on 01.08.2013, along with its fee and accounting records,

On. the scheduled date, Shri Vinod Kathuria, Chairman,. Ms.

Nisha, Manager and Shri V.V. Aggarwal, C.A., appeared before the

Committee for hearing. The school filed reply to the questionnaire of

the Committee regarding'development fee. According to the reply, tlre

schooi had not charged. development fee from the students. The

representatives of the school pointed. out that the 6th Pay Commission

had not been implemented but the fee was hiked in 2009-10, in terms

of the order dated II.O2.2OO9 of the Director of Education.

The Committee has perused the record, observations of the

.audit officers and has considered the submissions made on behalf of

the school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee'in the

following manner: -

TRUE COFry
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Class Ttrition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2OO9-10

Increase in Tuition
fee'2009-10

I 350 450 100
il 370 470 100
ilI 390 490 100
IV 4r0 510 100
V 430 530 100
VI 450 s50 100
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I 000013
VII 470 570 100

VIII 490 590 100

It is evident from the above record, that the school had hiked

the fee, in terms of the order dated LLO2.2OO9 of the Director of

Education, but the report of the 6tt' Pay Commission had not been

implemented. Without implementing the recommendations of the 6ttt

' pay Commission, the School was.not entitled to utilize the aforesaid

order of the Director of Education for raising the fee.

.Since, the school did not implement the report of 6th Pay

Commission, but, increased the fee in terms of order of the

Director of Education, dated LL.O2.2OO9 the Committee is of the

view that the hike in fee in 2OO9-1O, which was made in excess of

the tolerance 'limit of looh, vras unjustified. Therefore, the
/

r Committee recommends that the hike in the fee effected by the

school in 2OO9-1O in excess of 10% ought to be refunded along

with inte rest @9"/o Per annum.

Since the fee hiked in 2009-10 is also part of the fee for the

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

yu"t! and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is

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

a

\') )
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along with interest @9% per annutn.
,, :1,

ol/ ii
.\1 | l - ,vvt |i'

l ' 
'tiDr. R.K. Sharma,,

Member. ., ,1,, ,,,

sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd') J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member
Dated: 04- 10-2013
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Degp Modern Pubtic school. Frem Nagar-III. Nangloi. Delhi - gS

The schobl had not submitted its repiy to the questionnaire

issu.ed by the Committee on 27 lo2l2or2. However, the returns'of the

school uirder Rule 180 of the Delhi school Education Rules, rg1g,

were received from the office of Deputy Director, District West-,B, of

the Directorate of Edu'cation. on preliminary examination of the

records, it appbared that the school had hiked the fee in .terms of the

order dated rr.o2.2oo9, of the Directoi of Education, but had not

implemented the report bf 6th Pay commission. Accordingly, it was

placed in Category A'.

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

notice dated 16.07.2012,. to produce its fee and salary record.s and

al'so to submit reply to the questionnaire on 2s.o7.2or2. No one

appeared for the school on 2s-oz-2or2. Fresh notice dated

06.08.2012 was issued to the school calling upon it to attend the

office of the cominittee on 23.08.2012 for verification of records.

On 23-OB -20L2, Shri Deep Chand, Chairman and Shri S.K.

sharma, P'art-time accountant attended the office of the.committee

for verification of records. . Reply to the questionnaire was also

o

lf'

st'
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submitted. 
.According 

to. the reply; th; school 
. 
had neither

implemented the reiommendations oi the 6th Pqy commission, nor, '

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

rr.02.2009.

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

Bhateja, Aud.it Officer of the Committee. He observed that:

(i) the school had hiked the fee in. the year 2009-10 by

' Rs.100/.- permonth for all classes in terms of the order of

the Director of Education dated 1,L.O2..2OO9;

(ii) the school had not implemented .the report of 6th Pay

Conimission; and

(iii) the salary to the staff had been paid according to pre-

. revised scales, but HRA and DA was not being paid as per

. rules.

- In or.der to,provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vide

notice dated. 7g.O7.2OL3, it'was directed to appear before the

Committee on 01.08.2013, along with its fee and accou.nting records.

On the scheduled date, Shri Deep Chand, Chairman and Shri S.K.

Sharma, Part-time accountant, attended the hearing before the

Committee. 
. 

The school filed reply to the questionnaire regarding

development fee. According to the reply, the school had not charged

development fee from the students. The representatives of the school

pointed out. that the rebommendations of the 6tir Pay Commission had

F,
o

o.

o
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not been implemented but,..the fee was.hiked by Rs.1OO/- for all

classes in 2OO9.1O.in terms of the order of the Director of Ed.ucation

dated II.02.2O09.

\!

' The Cpmmittee. has perused
I

audit officers and has considered the

of the schooi. As per the record, the

following manner: -

the record, observations of. the

submissions advanced on behalf

school had hiked the fee in the

Class Tuition Fee in'
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009- 10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10

I 320 420 i00
II 335 435 100
ilI 360 460 100v 380 .480 100
V 400 500 100
VI 415 515 100
VII 48O sBo 100
VIII 480 580 100

It is evident frdm the above that the school tiad hiked the fee. in

terms of the order of the Directdr of Education dated LI.O2.2OO9, but

the.report of the 6th Pay Commission had not been implemented. The

school was not entitled to utilize the'aforesaid ord.er of the Director of

Education without implementing the recommendations of the 6ti' Pay

Commission.

TRUS ECIPY
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Since the school did not implement the report of 6th'"",

Commission, but, increased the fee in terms of order of the

Director of Education dated 1 t.On.ZOO9, the Committee is of the

view that the hike in fee in 2OO9-1O, which was in excess of the

tolerance limit of 1O%, was unjustified. The Com-mittee therefore

recommends that the hike in the fee effected by the school in the

year 2OO9-10 in excess of 10% ought to be refunded along with

interest @9o/o per annum.

Since the fee hikid in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

subs'equent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9% per annum.

I

f

a

sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar

MemberChairperson

Dated * o) -lo-zol3 '
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The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27/O2/2OL2. However, the returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Fiules, 1973. were

received. from the Office of Deputy Director, District North 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 thi

order of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2009 and had not

implemented the recommend.ations of tl.e 6th Pay commission'

Accord.ingly, it was placed in Category'A''

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

16.07.20L2, ltwas directed to produce its fee and salary record's and'

also to submii reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 25.07.2OI2'

on the schedule date, shri B. Lakshmanan, Vice-Principal of

the school appeared before the office of the committee and produced

the records of the school. It was then that tJ:e reply to the

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

implemented the recommendations of the 6tt' Pay commission w'e'f'

O1.O4.2O11 and had not increased tl.e fee in terms of the ordel of the

Director of Education dated LL'02'2OO9'

The records produced were examined in the first instance by

Shri N.S. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observations

were that: -

TRUB COSTT
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(i) the fee had been incrbased in 2oo9-10 from LL%o to L7o/o artd.

during 2OIO-11 the hike had been from 2Oo/o to 25o/o, 
.

(ii) the school did not produce salaqr paJrment register, therefore,

the claim of the school to have implemented tJ:e

recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission could. not be

' verified.

The school was directed to submit annual.returns under Rule"

180 of DSER, L973 for t}.e year 2OL1-12 and details of salary paid

before and after implementation of the recommendation's of the 6u' Pay

Commission. The school submitted the requisite information which

were examined by Mrs. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the

Committee. She observed. t]:at it was not clear from the records that

on what basis examination and miscellaneous fees had beiln charged

by the school.

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the 
""hool,

notice of hearing dated 22.07.2013 was served upon the school with

the directions to appear before the Committee on 13.08.2013.

On the, appointed date, Shri B. Lakshmanan, Vice-Principal of

the school appeared before the office of the committee for hearing

and,pioduced the records of the school. He also filed reply to the

questionnaire regarding development fee. According to the reply, the

school had not charged development fee fiom the students. It was'
)

submitted by him that the school had implemented the

recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. April, 2OIt.
'However, 

he failed to provide a copy of annual returns under Rule 180

0
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of DSER, 1973. for the year 2OL.L-L2 to substantiate its claim of

implementation of the recommendations of the 6u' Pay Commission.

The school was directed further to submit a reply of the revised

questionnaire on I2.O9.2OI3.

on 12.09 .2OIg, no one appeared on behalf of the school for

hearing. The school was provided another opportunity to d'ppear on

13.b9.2O13 before the Committee for hearing.

on 13.09 .2ot3,.Shri Vipin Kumar,.Accountant of the school 
.

appeared before the committee. He filed reply to revised

questionnaire along with annexures. It was stated by the school

representative that the 6ur Pay Comr{rission has been implemented

w.e.f. April, 2O1,t. On being asked the reasons of pa5rment of salary in

cash even after the implementation of the 6trr Pay Commission,'Shri

Vipin Kumar, admitted that in fact, recommendations of the 6u' Pay

Commission has not been implemented by the school but on paper it

has shown to have imPlemented.

. The Committee has examined ttre records, observations of the

Audit Officers and the submission made on behalf of the school.

' As per the record, the school had hiked the fe6 in the following

manner:

Class Tuition
Fee in
2008-09

T\rition Fee
in 2009-10

Increase in
Tuition fee
2009-10

T\rition
fee in
2010-1 1

Increase of
tuition fee
in 2010-11

I 245 29s 50 355 60
II 260 310 50 375 OD

m 320 370 50 445 75

IV 330 380 50 460 80

V 340 390 50 470 80

VI 350 430 80 520 90

, JUSTICE \
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It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2009-10 in excess of the tolerance limit of 10% for classes I to MII but

not much in absolute terms but for other classes, the hike had been

in excess of the tolerance limit of 10%. The school admittedly had

not implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

. Since there was a fee hike, though not in terms of the order

of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 during the year

2OO9-1O for classes IIK to XII, in excess of the tolerance limit oi

t0o/o, the school ought to refund the fee in excess of LOo/o. As the

fee hiked'in 2OO9-fO.is also part of the fee for the subsequent

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

the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is relatable. to the

fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along with

interest @9o/o per annum.

Recomme nded accordingly.

A.{ /\)Ll/ - sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

I

Dated: 28-LO-2OL3
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Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

VII 365 445 80' "535 90.
vu 380 460 80 b5b 95
IX 570 670 100 800 130
X 620 .720 100 865 145
XI 695 795 100 955 160
KI 770 870 100 1095 225
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The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 271O2/2OI2. However, the returns of the school under

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

the Office of Deputy Director, District North 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 Director of

Education dated ll.O2.2OO9 and had not 'implemented the

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

in Category'A'.

In order to verify the returns of the school, it was directed, vid.e

nbtice dated I6-O7-2OL2 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 25-07-2012.

on the schedule date, sh. Amit Pathak, TGT and sh. Bhagwant

Bist, Accountant of the school attended the Office of the Committee.

Reply to the questionnaire was also filed. According to the reply, the

school had. implemented the report of 6th Pay Commission w.e.f.

September,2Ol l and had not hiked the fee.

The records, produced by the school in the first instance were

examined by Sh. A.D.Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He

observed that the school had partially implemented the
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recommendations of the.6u' Pay Commission w.e.f. September 2011, but

had hiked the fee w.e.f. 2OO9-10, in terms of the order of the Director of

Education, dated ILO2.2OO}.

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

notice dated 22.O7.2OL3, the school was directed -to appear on

13.08.2013 along with its fee and accounting records.

On 13.08.2OI3, Sh. Amit Pathak, TGT, and Sh. Bhagwant, Office

Assistant and Ms. Ankita, Assistant Accountant from the 'school

appeared before the Committee for hearing. It was admitted by them

that the school hbd not implemented the report of 6ft Pay Commission

but the fee had been increased by IOo/o in 2009-10. .They filed the reply

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

the school had charged. development fee w.e.f. 2OOg-10 and the same had

been utilized for building repairs and other expenses.

The Committee has perused the record, observations of the audit

officer and the submissions made before the committee, on behalf of the

school. As per the record, the school had hiked the iee in the following

manner:

Class Tuition Fee
including activity
and computer fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee
including activity
and computer fee
in 2OO9-1O

Increase in fee
during 2009-10

I-il 490 640 150

m-v 550 700 150
VI-VIII 605, 790 185
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It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in'

2OO9-LO, in terms of order of the Director of Education, dated

LI.O2.2OO9, for all classes. The hike in fee for classes I and II had been

in excess, whereas for classes III to VIII the hike had been marginally less

than the maximum permissible limit of .the said order, but in excess of

tolerance limit of LOo/o for all classes. The school had not implemented

the recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission.

. The school had charged development fee in the following manner,

aS evident from the letter dated 13-08-2013, submitted by the school:-

?t Year
2009-10
2010-11
Total

The school had also stated in the said letter that development fee

had been treated as revenue receipt and no separate depreciation reserve

fund had been maintained.

Since, the schoot did not implement the recommendations of

the 6th Pay Commission, but increased the fee in terms of order of

.the Director of Education dated LL.O2,2nOg, in ' excess of the

tolerance limit of LOo/o, the hiie was unjustified and the fee in

excess thereof needs to be refunded. The Committee therefore

the hike in the fee affected by the'school inrecommends that

TRUE COPY
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Development fee collected
Rs.5, 12,350.00
Rs.5,55,045.00
Rs.10. 67.395.0O

' JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTIE
For Review of School Fee



000025

2OO9-1O in excess of 10% ought to be refunded along with interest

@9Vo Per annum.

F'urtherr'the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o Per annum.

With regard to development fee, the Committbe is of the view

that,the school was not complying with any of the pre-conditions

prescribed by the Duggal Committee, which were affirmed by the

Hontble Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of

India & Ors. Therefore, the Development Fee charged by the school

to the tune of Rs. LO,67,gg5.OO, during the years 2OO9-1O and

2O1O-11 was not in accordance with law. In this view of the matter'

the development Fee ought to be refunded along with interest @ 9o/o

per annum

Recommended accordinglY.

vb

sd/- sd/- oj/.-f{ ll-
-r vt

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated--- l4-L0-20I3

TRUE COPry

J.S. Kochar
Member

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

/ JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

For Review ofSchool Fee,.M



19

* 000026
A-54

Rose Qonygnt School. Pooth Kalan. Delhi - 11O O41

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 lO2l2OL2. However, lihe returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, Ig73 were received from

the Office of Deputy'Director, District North West-A 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 LI.O2.2OO9 and had lot implemented the

recommendations of the 6tr' Pay Commission. -Accordingly, it was placed

in Category'A'.

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

notice dated 16-07-2012 toproduce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on O3-O8-2012.

. On the scheduled date, Shri Pradeep Kumar Solanki, Manager of

the school attended the Office of the Committee. Reply to the aforesaid.

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

neither implemented the report of 6th Pay commission nor had hiked the

fee in terms of the order of the. Director of Education dated Lt.O2;2OO9.

The.records, produeed by the school were examined in the first

instance by Sh. A.K. Vijh, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed

that the school.had not implemented the recommendations of the 6| Pay
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Commission but had hiked the fee in pOO}-IO, in terms of the,order of

the Director of Education dated LI.O2.2OO9.

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

notice dated 22.07.2013, the school was d.irected to.appear on 13-08-

2Ol3 along with its fee and accounting records.

On the scheduled date, Shri Pradeep Kurnar Solanki, Manager of

the school appeared before the Committee for hearing. It was contdnded

by the school representative that the school had neither implem'ented the

recommendations of the 6fr Pay Commission nor hiked the fee, in terms

of the ordei of the Director of Education dated.IL.O2.2OO9.

When confronted with the fee structure of the school, the Manager

conceded that the fee had been hiked to the maximum permissible limit,

in terms of the ord.er of the Director of Education dated, LL.O2.2OO9. The

school representative also filed .reply to the questionnaire regarding

development fee. According to the reply, the school did not charge the

development fee from the students.

'The Committee has perused the record, observations of the audit

officers and has considered the submissions made on behalf of the

school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the following

manner: -

Class T\rition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee .in
2009-10

Increase in T\.rition
fee 2009-10

I_V 450 550 100
il - VIII 525 725 200
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It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2009-10, in terins of the order of the Director of Education, dated

IL.O2.2OO9. The school had not implemented the report of the 6tr' Pay

Commission and had not charged development fee from the students.

Since, the school did not implement the report of 6tn Pay

Commission, but increased the fee, in terms of order of the Director

of Education, dated LL.O2.2OO9; it ought to refund the fee in excess

of the tolerance limit of l0o/o. The Committee, therefore,

recommends that the hike in the fee effected by the school in

2OO9-1O in excess of 1O% needs to be refunded along with interest

@9o/oper annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subse.luent

. years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extentr it is

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OOi-IO ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum.

A It_\fl/-\, \"r t

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairper_son

Dated:- 24.LO.2OL3
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S.D. Public Secoqdafy.S-chool. EhaianpurF.,Dglhi - 110 O53

The school did not reply the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27lO2l2OI2. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education'Rules, L973 were received from

the Office of Deputy Director, District North-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 ord.er of the Director of

Education dated IL.O2.2OO} and had not implemented the

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

in Category A'.

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

notice dated L6-07-2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 27-O7-2OL2. No one on behalf of

the school attended the Office of the Committee on the schedule date.

The school was directed again to produce its record. on t6-O8-2Ot2.
!

Again no one attended the Office of the Committee on the aforesaid date. .

On 17-08 -2OL2, the Office of the Committee received a letter from the

Manager of the school, requesting for some more time to produce the

record. The school was directed to produce the record on 03-09 -2OL2.

i
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On the. aforesaid 'appointed date, representative of

attended. the Office of the Committee without any record.

opportunity was given to the school to produce the record

20L2.

000c30
the school

Again 'an

on 07-09-

T

on the schedule date, sh. K.M. Jha, Manager of the school

attended. Office of the Committee. Reply to the aforesaid questionnaire

was also submitted. According to the reply, the school had neither

implemented the report of 6th Pay Commission, nor hiked the fee.

I

The records, produced by the school were examined in the first

instance by Sh. A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He

observed.'that the school had not implemented the recommendations of

the 6tr' Pay Commission but,had hiked the fee by 15% to 24.45o/o fot

different classes, during 2009- 10.

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

,toiice dated 22.07.2013, the school was directed to appear on 13-08-

2OL3 along with its fee and accounting records.

on 13.08 .2Oi^3, no one appeared before the committee, though the

notice of hearing had been delivered to the school on 24.07.2013, as

confirmed from Ind.ia Post Tracking System.
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In view of.the absence of the school despite service of notice on it,

the Committee considered it appropriate to record its'r'ecommendations

in the matter.
!

I

The Committee has'examined the rbcord, observations of the audit

officers. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the following

'manner:

Class T\rition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in T\rition
fee 2009-10

I 520 600 80
II 560 650 90
n 575 660 85
IV 600 690 90
V 640 735 , 95
VI 750 860 110
VII 770 885 115
VIII 780 895 115
x 975 1200 225
x LI25 1400 275 '

j

It is evident from above that the school had not hiked the fee in

2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

IL.O2.2OO9 but there is no'doubt that the fee was hiked beyond the

tolerance limit of LO%o in spite 9f the fact that it did not implement the

recommendations of the 6trr Pay Commisbion.

Since, the schoot did nbt implement the recommendations of

the 6th Pay Commission, but, incr""""d the fee, it needs to refund .

the fee charged.by it in excess of the tolerance limit of tOo/o. The
/

TRUE COPV
/.. JUST|0E \
/ AN|L DEV slNcH
\ " CoMMITEE
\ f rr Heview of &hool Fee,,

S*M



f00032. 
.. 1

Committee therefore recommends.that the hike in the fee effected

by the school in 2OO9-1O tn excgss'of LOo/o ought to be refunded
:

along with interest @9o/o per annum.

F'rrrther, the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/oper annum.

3v sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
C!airperson

Dated---25- 10-2013
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The school did not reply .to the questionnaire issued b1 the

Committee on 27 lO2l2OL2. However, the returns of the school under.

Rule 18O of the Delhi School Education Rules, IgTg were received from

the Office of 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 Director of

Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 and had not implemented lh.
recommend.ations of the 6tr' Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was placed

in Category A'.

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

notice dated L6-O7-2OL2 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 27-07-20t2.

'On the scheduled date, Ms. Alpna, H.M. of the school attended. the

Office of the Committee and submitted a letter dated 27.07.2012'

requesting for the extension of date for submissio.n of record. On her

request, the school was directed to produce the ,."orJ on 03.08 .2012.
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on the schedule date Ms. Rajni sharma, 
.Teacher 

and Ms. '

Shradha, Teacher of the school attended the office of the committee.

Reply to the aforesaid questionnaire was also submitted. According to the

reply, the school had neither, implemented the report of 6th Pay

Commission nor, had hiked the fee in terms cif the order of the Director

of Education dated lt.O2.2OOg

The records, produced by the school were examined by Sh. A.K.

Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that the school had

not implemented the recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission, but

had hiked the fee in 2OO}-1O, 'in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated IL.O2.2OO9.

In order to provid.e 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 the scheduled date, Mrs. Alpana, H.M. and Mrs. Kamlesh,

Assistant Teacher of the school appeared. before the Committee. for

hearing. It was contended by the school representatives that the report

of 6e Pay Commission had not been.implemented and the fee had also

not been hiked in terms of the ord.er of the Director of Educatibn dated

II.O2.2OO9, during 2OOg-10. The school representatives had also filed
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t"ltt to the questionnaire, regarding development fee. According to the

reply, the school did not charge the development fee from the students.

The Committee has perused the.record, observations of the audit

officers and has considered the. submissions made on behalf of the

school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the'following

manner:

Class T\rition Fee in
2008-09

T\rition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tl-rition
fee.2009-10

I 350 400 50
II 400 450 50
ilI 450 500 50
ry 500 550 50
V 550 600 50
VI 600 700 100
VII 650 800 150
VIII 700 900 200

It is'evid.ent from the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2009-10,' in terms of the brder of the Director of Education, dated

LI.O2.2OO9, for class-VIII and the hike for other classes had been more

than the tolerance limit of 10%, though, not in terms of the order of the

Director of Education, dated LL.O2.2OO9. The school had also not

implemented the report of the 6m Pay Commission.
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Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson' Member
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Since, the school did not implement the report of 6th Pay

Commission, but increased the fge during the year 2OO9-1O' tl"

Committee is of the view that the hike in the fee'in excess of the

tolerance limit of LOo/o, was unjustified and ought to be refunded.

The Committee therefore recommends that the hike in the fee

effected by the school in 2OO9-1O in excess of 10% ought to be

refunded along with interest @9Yo per annum.

Furtherr the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum.
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S.D.M. Model Scbpql, Fa+iit Yihal. Itlew Delhi - 1!9 O41

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 lO2l2OL2. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, Lg73 were received

from the Office of Deputy Director, District North 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 Director of Education d.ated. LL.O2.2OO9 and had not implemented.

the recommendations of the 6u' Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was

placed. in Category A'.

In order to veri$r the returns of the school, it was directed vide

notice dated 01-08-2012 to produce its fee and salary records and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on 17-O8-2OL2.

On the sched.uled date, Shri S.D. Mehta, Secretary of the school

attended the Office of the Committee. .Reply to the aforesaid

questionnaire was also submitted. According to the reply, the school

had not implemented the report of 6ft Pay Commission but had hiked

the fee by LOo/o.

. The records, produced by the school were examined by Sh. A.K.

Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that the school

did not implement the recommendations of the 6ti' Pay Commission

but hiked the fee in 2OO9-10, in terms of the order of the Director of

lor Review of School Fee,
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Education dated LI.O2.2OO9. During the year 2010-11, the school had

again hiked the fee by 10%.

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

notice dated 22.07.2OL3, the school was directed to 
"pp"r-J 

on 13-08-

2OI3 along with its fee and accounting records.

On tJ'e scheduled date, Shri S.D. Mehta, Secretary and Sh.

Rakesh Kumar Accountant of the school appeared before the.

Committee for hearing. They presented reply to the questionnaire,

regarding development fee. According to the reply, the school did not

charge the development fee from the students. It was admitted by the

school representatives that the report of 6ft Pay Commission was not

implemented but the fee was hiked by LOo/o w.e.f. 2009-10. On being

confronted with the record, they admitted that the fe€ had been hiked

bv 2oo! in 2oo9-1o.

. The Committee has perused the record, observations of the

audit officers and has considered the submissions made on behalf of

the school. As per tJee record., the school had hiked the fee in the

following manner:

Class T\rition Fee in
2008-o9

T\:ition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in T\rition
fee 2009-10

I 515 675 160
I 540 690 150
n 570 720 150
IV 585 735 150
V 625 775 150
VI 660 810 150
VII 690 840 150
VIII 750 900 150
Ix 850 1000 150
X 990 1 150 160
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It is evident from the above that the school.had hiked the fee in

2OO9-LO, in excess of the tolerance limit of LO%. It is clear from the

admission of the representatives of the school and from the record

that the school had not implemented the report of the 6th Pay

Commission.

Since, the school did not.implement the report of 6tr Pay

Commission, but increased the fee during the year 2OO9-1O, the

Committee is of the view that the hike in'fee in excess of the

tolerance limit of l0o/o yas unjustified. The Commlttee therefore

recommends that the hike in the fee effected by the school in

2OO9-1O in excess of l;}o/o ought to be refunded along with

interest @9o/o per annum.

. F-urther, the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for

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

subsequent years" and the fee bf the subsequent years to the

exteint, it is relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be

refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.
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Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:-25-10-2013

TRUE COPar
-/

\v
SecrddY

sd/- sd/-
J.S. Kochar
Member

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

o
(}

I

I
o

or,r-#Eiltrl-'")
COMMITTEE

For Review of &hool fee;



t
e

.l

o

o

fr 000041

A-85

Vivekaqand Model School. Man4ir,Mare . Na+gloi Delhi - 11O O41

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

Committee on 27 lO2l2OI2. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of tt e Oettri School Education Rules, Lg.igwere received from

the Office of Deputy Director, 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 Director of

Ed.ucation dated It.O2.2OO} and' had not implemented the

recommendatioirs of the 6th Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was placed

in Category A'.

In order'to veri$r the returns of the school, it was directed vide

notice dated 03-08-20 12 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire. on I7-O8-2OI2. No one appeared on

the schedule date. The school, vid.e notice dated 30-08-2012 was directed

again to. produce the record on 13-09-2OL2.
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On the, schedule date Sh. Amit Gupta,

attend.ed office of the committee. Reply to the

cotlr

,g

.,t -Manager of the school

questionnaire was alsoo
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submitted. According to the reply, the school had neitlr"t ,-;":g?"OrO 
t

the recommend.ations of the 6m Pay Commission, nor had hiked the fee.

The records, produced by the school were in the first instance

examined by Sh. A.K. Vijh, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed

that the school had not implemented the recommenda.tions of the 6tt' Pay

commission but had hiked the fee by Rs.80/- to Rs.105/- per month.
o,
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. In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to

notice dated 22.07.2019, the school y"" directed

1q.08.2O13 along with its fee and accounting records.

the

to

school, vide

appear on
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On 13.08.2Ot3, Dr. V.K. Garg, Chairman, Sh. A'shish Bansal, Vice-

Chairman and Sh. Vineet Gppta, Manager of the school appeared before

the Committee for hearing. It was admitted by them that the school had

not implemented the report of 6ft Pay Commission. They asserted that

the school had not hikEd the fee, in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated II.O2.2OO9 and during 2OO9-1O, had increased the fee,

only by Rs.loo/- p.m. ,It was also submitted that the school was not

able to implement the recommendations of the 6tr' Pay Commission, due

to lack of resources and had applied to the Directorate of Education to

close down the school. They also filed reply to the questionnaire
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' The Committee has examined the record; observations of the audit

-' officer and the submissions made on behalf of the school. As per the
e

record, the school had hiked the fee in the following manner: -

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in T\rition
fee 2OO9-10

I-il 445 500 55
ru-IV 480 550 70
V-VI 495 575 80
uI-uI 525 600 75
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regarding development fee. According to the reply, the school had not

charged development fee from the students.

It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2OO9-1O in excess of the tolerance limit of IO%o without implementing the

recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission.

Since, the school did not implement the recommendations'qf

the 6tt Pay commission, but, increased the fee in excess of the

tolerance limit of !Oo/o, by utilizing the order of the Director of

Education, dated tL.o2.2oo9, which it was not entitled to invoke,

the school needs to refund the hike in fee in excess of LO%. The

Committee there recodmends that the hike in the fee effected

For Review ofSchool Fee,
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by the school in 2oo9-1o in excess of 10% ought to be refunded

along with interest @9o/oper annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hikeC in 2oo9-1o ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum.
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Chairperson
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Oxford Convent, Seqak Bark. Utta,m Naqqr. N-ew Delhi - i 10 O59

The school did not reply to the qu6stionnaire . issued by the

Committee on 27/O2/2OI2. However, the returns of the school under

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

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

Education. On preliminary examination of the records, it app.eared that

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

Education dated IL.O2.2OOI and had not implemented the

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

in Category'A'.

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

notice dated 01-08-20 t2 toproduce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionn"ir" or, |7-O8-2OL2.

On the schedule date Sh. Varinder, Manager of the school.attended

office of the committee. Reply to the questionnaire was submitted. He

also produced the record. According to the reply, the school had. not

implembnted the report of 6th Pay Commission, but had hiked the fee.

The records, produced by the school were examined by Sh. A.K.

Vljh, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that the school had

not implemented'the recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission but
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had hiked the fee by rg.gr o/o to 2g.Tg %o, during the year 2oog-10, in

terms of the ord.er of the Director of Education, dated LL.o2.2oog.

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-og-

2OI3 along with its fee and accounting records.

on 13.08.2013, sh. varinder, Manager of the school appeared

before the Committee for hearing. It was admitted by him that the school

had not implemented the report of 6th pay Commission, but had hiked

the fee during the year 2oog-10 by Rs.1oo/- p.m. He submitted that the

hike in fee was not to implement the report of 6tt' Pay Commission, but to

offset' the increase in other expenditures. He filed the reply to the

questionnaire regarding development fee. According to the reply, the

.school had not charged development fee from the students.

The Committee has examined the record., observations of the audit

officer and the submissions made before the committee, on behalf of the

school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the following

manner: -

Class T\rition Fee' in
2008-09

Ttrition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10

I 225 325 100
il 250 350 100
m 275 375 100
IV 300 400 100

V 325 425 100

VI 350 450 100
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WI 375 475 100

VIII 400 500 100

It is evident from the above that the school had hike the fee in the

year. 2OO9-LO, iir terms of order of the Director of Education, dated

LLO2.2OO9. The school had,not implemented the report of the 6tr' Pay

Commission and had also not charged development fee.

Since, the school did not implement the report of 6th Pay

Commission, but increased the fee, in terms of order of the Director

of Education, dated LL.O.2.2OO9, the increase in fee in excess of the

tolerance limit of 1Oolo, was unjustified. The Committee therefore

recommends that the hike in the fee effected by the school in 2OO9-

1O in excess of 1:OVo ought to be refunded along with interest @9o/o

per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the,fee for the

subsequent years, there would be a ripple effec,t in the subsequent

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

rdlatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum.a,

'.
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sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated---2s-10-2013
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Selqel Cqre Convent Scbgol. Sainik EnglaYe.

Hastsal. New Delhi - 11O O59

,'

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

Committee on 2710212012. However, the'returns of the school under

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

the Office of Deputy Director, 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 Director of

Education dated 11..O2.2OO9 and had not implemented the

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

in Category'A'.

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

notice dated 03-08-2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on |7-O8-2OI2'

On the schedule date Ms. Nalini, representative of the school

attended office of the committee. Reply to the questionnaire was also

submitte6.. According to the reply, the school had, neither implemented

the report of 6tl'Pay Commission, nor hiked the fee.

The recbrds, produced by the school were examined by Sh' A'K'

Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that the school had

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee,
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not implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission but

had hiked the fee by 20 o/o to 4Q o/o, for different classes, during 2OO9-10.

order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vid.e

notice dated 22.07.2013, the school was directed to appear on 13-Og-

2OI3 along with its fee and accounting records.

On 13.08.2013, Ms. Nalini, representative, of the school appeared

before the Committee for hearing. She filed the reply to the questionnaire
I

regarding development fee. According to the reply, the school had not

charged development fee from the students. Ms. Nalini contended that

the school had neither implemented the report of Ou' Pay Commission,

nor hiked the fee in terms of order of the Director of Education dated

Lr.o2.2oog. on being confronted with the fee schedule for 2oo9-10,

which showed hike of 4oo/o, for some of the classes, she conceded the

correctness of the same, but contend.ea inu.t, since the school operated

on a low fee base, the hike in absolute terms was not substantial.
' The Committee has examined the record, observations of the audit

officer and the submissions made before the committee, on behalf of the

school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the following

manner: -

Class T\rition Fee in
2008-09

T\rition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in T\rition
fee 2009-10

I-il 200 250 50
m-IV 225 275 50
V 250 300 50
VI-VIII 250 350 100
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It is evident from above that the school, had hiked the fee in

2OO9-1O, marginally in.excess of permissible limit of lOo/o for classes I to

V, but for classes vI-vIII the hike had been by Rs.1o0/-p.m., in terms of

order of the Director of Education, dated LL.O2.20O9. The school had not

implerirerited the report of the 6fr Pay Commission and had also not

charged development fee.

. Since, the school did not implement the report of 6th Pay

commission, but, increased the fee, in terms of order of the Director

of Education, dated LL.O2.2OO9, for classes VI to VIIIr.in excess of

the tolerance limit of 1o%o, the hike in fee was unjustified. The

Committee therefore recommends that the hike in the fee effected

by the school in 2OO9-1O in excess of LOo/o for classes VI "to VIII

ought to be refunded along with interest @9o/o per.annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought.also to be refunded alqng

with interest @9o/oper annum.

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

Dated---2s- 1O-2O 13
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M.D.H. International School. Janakpuri. New Delhi - 110 O58

Thi: school had not replied to the questionnaire sent by the

Committee by "*"i1 or, 27.02.2012. However, the retums of the

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

were received from the Office'of the Deputy Director, District West-B

of the Directorate of Education. on prima facie examination of the

records, it appeared,that the school had hiked the fee in terms of the

order dated IL.O2.2OO9 of the Director of Education but had not

implemented the report of 6th Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was

placed in Category A'.

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

notice dated 01:08.2012, to produce its fee, salary and accounting

records and also to submit reply to the questionnaire on rT.09.2or2.

In response to the notice, Mrs. Omana Thomas, Accountant of

the school appeared and produced the required records. Reply to

questionnaire rvas also filed as per which, tlie school admitted having

hiked the fee in terms of order dated rL.02.2009 of the. Director of

Education without implementing the 6th Pay commission report.

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

Bhateja, Audit officer of the committee. He observed that the school
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had hiked the tuition fee by Rs.20O p.m. in 2OO9-10 which-was an

inbrease of 2Oo/o to 23.25oh. Further, besides increasing the monthly

tuition fee,'the school had also recovered the arrears of fee as per the

order at. f L.O2.2OO} of the Director of Education. However, neither

the arrears of 6ttt Pay Commission were paid to the staff nor the

recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission were implemented even

prospectively. He further observed that the school collected a total of

?\ Rs.13, L5,932 as arrear fee in

(Rs.9,77, 17 1 +Rs.3, 38,7 61.

school was not maintaining any separate

and no earmarked FDRs or investments

TRUE COPY ')

two instalments

Depreciation Reserve Fund

were kept. The school also

o

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

notice dated 27.O5.2O13, the school was directed to appear before the

Committee on 19.06.2013, along with its fee and accounting records.

As the school was also found to be charging development fee, a

questionnaire for eliciting information specifically regarding

development fee was issued to it.

On the scheduled date, Mrs. Omana Thomas, Accountant of the

School appeared before the Committee. The school filed reply to the

questionnaire regarding. development fee. In its reply, the school

stated that it was charging aevelopment fee in addition to tuition fee.

The development fee charged from the students was treated as a

Revenue receipt in its accounts. It was further mentioned that the
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filed details of utilisation of the development fee. On examination by

the Committee, it was observed by the Committee that a bulk of the
r'

development fee had been utilized for purchase of buses and repairs of

building. On examination of details, the Committee finds that the

school had recovered a sum of Rs.3,41 ,275 as development fee in

2QOg-10 and Rs.4,38,200 in 2010-11.

With regard to implementation of the 6th Pay Commission

report, the representative of the school contended that the same had

only partially been impl6mented and that too with effect from Jr{,

2012. On query by the Committee, the representative of the school

confirmed that the school had recovered the arrears of tuition fee @

Rs.3,900 per stuaent in two different installments and. had also

increased monttrly f99 in terrhs of order dated II.O2.2OO9 of the "

Director of Education. It was also confirmed that arrears due to the

staff on account of 6e Pay Commission had not been paid.

' The Committee has examined the returns of the school, its reply

to the two questionnaires, the observations of the Audit Officer and

the submissions made by the. representative of the school, during the

course of hearing

The Committee finds that, besides recovering the arrear fee of

Rs.13, L5,g32, the school had hiked the tuition fee w.e.f. 01.09.2008

in the following manner: -
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Class Tuition fee
in 2OO8-O9
(Monthly)

T\rition fee in
2009-10
lMonthtvl

Fee hiked
in 2O09-
10

o/ol,ge of
fee hike

I-V 933 1,150 217 23.260/o

VI-
VIIII

l,OOO I,2OO 200 20.OOo/o

'The Comrnittee is of the view that as the school has not

implemented the 6tn Pay commission report even after more than

four years, despite hiking.the fee and even recovering the arrears,

the school took undue advantage of the order dt. 11.02.2009 to

unjustly enrich itself. As the school h.{ no intention to

implement the 6tr Pay Corirmission, it had no requirement for any

additional funds.necessitating a fee hike and recovery of arrears.

At best the school could have hiked the fee by LOo/o w.e.f.

oL.o4.2oo9 to offset the inflation. The committee is, therefore of

the view, that in so far as the arrears of Rs. 13115,982 and the

fee hike for the period O1.q9.2OO8 to 31.O3.2OO9 are concerned,

the .same ought to be refunded alongwith interest @ 9% p.a. out

of th'e fee hike w.e.f OL.O4.2OO9, the school may retain the hike

to the tune of Lo%o which the committee finds as Justifiable while

the hike over and above 1o% ought to be rdfunded alongwith

interest @ 9o/o p.a.

with regard to development fee, the committee is of the view

that the school was not following any of the pre-conditions laid
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downbytheDuggalCommittee,whichwereaffirmedbythe

Hon,ble Supreme Court in the case of Mod'ern SchoolVs' Union of '

India & ors. As such the school ought to refund the Development

Fee of Rs.3,41r275 r'ecovered in 2OO9-1O and Rs'4'38'2OO

recovered in 2o1o-11., along with interest @g% per annum. '

Recommende d accordinglY.
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I^ CAJI\S. Kochar

Melnber

Dated z A9lO9l2Ot3

Dr. ItJ(i$harma
Member -
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Jai Bharti Public School. Uttam Nasar. Iqew Delhi - 11O O59

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 /O2/2OI2. 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 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 Ll.O2.2OO} and had not implemented the

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

in Category A'.
\

In order to veri$r the returns of the school, it was directed vide

notice dated O3-OB-20 12 toproduce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire'on 2I-O8-2OL2.

On the schedule date Sh. Anil Goe1,'*"rr"*"r of the school

attended office of the committee. Reply to the aforesaid questionnaire

was also submitted. According to the rgply, the school had neither

implemented the report of 6th Pay Commission, nor had hiked the fee.
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The records, produced by the school were examined by Sh. A.K.

Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that the school had

'not implemented the recommendations of the 6r' Pay Commission, but

had hiked the fee by Rs.100/-p.ffi., during 2OO9-10, in excess of the

permissible limit of LOo/o.

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

notice dated 22.07.2013, the school was directed to appear on 13-08-

2OI3 along with its fee and accounting records

On 13.08.2013, Sh. Anil Goel, Manager of the school appeared

before the Committee for hearing. It was admitted by him that the

recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission were not implemented by

the school because it did not have enough funds but the fee was hiked

during the year 2OO9-10'by Rs.1OO/-'p.m. He also Iiled the reply to the

questionnaire regarding development fee. According to the reply, the

school had not charged development fee from the students.

The gommittee has examined the record, observations of the audit

officer and the submissior," ,rr.O" before the Committee on behalf .of 
the

school. As per the record, the school fr'aa nited the fee in the following

manner: -

TRUE COPY
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Class T\rition Fee in
2008-09

T\.rition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10

ItoV 570 670 100
VI to VIII 650 750 100

It is evident from'the above that the school had hike the fee in

2OO9-10 in excess of the tolerance limit of LO%o, though, not in terms of

order of the Director of Education, dated tL.02.2009. The school has not

implemented tJle report of the 6ft Pay Commission and has also not

charged development fee.

' Since, the school'did not implement the report of 66 Pay

Commission, but increased the fee during the year 2OO9-1O, though,

not in terms of order of the Director of Education dated, LL.O2,2OO9,

the increase in feb in excess of the tolerance limit of 1O%o, wa3

unjustified. The Committee therefore recommends that the hike'in
0-

the f,qe pffected by the school in 2O09-1O in excess of 1O% ought to

^Ybe refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2009-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

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

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

with interest @9o/o Per anlrum.

A/.1 /. f I I r
vut

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson
Dated---2s-1O-2O13
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A{va YidJ+,Maq4ir.'Kqsbayp,urFF. Delbi - 110 O35

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

Committee on 27 /O2l2CiL2. However, the returns of the schqol under

Rule 18O of the Delhi School Education Rules, L973 were received.from

the Office of Deputy Director, District North 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 Director of

Education dated IL.O2.2OO9 and had not implemented the

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

in Category'A'.

In order.to,veri$r the returns of the srchool, it was directed vide

notice dated 03-08-20 t2 toproduce its fee and salary records and. also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 2|-O8-2OI2.

On the schedule date Mrs. Saroj Yadav, H.M. of the school

attended Office of the Committee and it was then that reply to the

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

neither implemented the recommendations of the 6tr' Pay Commission

nor had hiked the fee.
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. 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 not implemented the recommendations of the 6u' Pay

Commission but had hiked the fee by Rs.lOO/-Per month in terms of the

order of the Director of Education, dated lL.02.2OOg.

to the school, videIn order to provide an opportunif o.f hearing

notice dated Zb.OZ.ZO13, the school was directed to

2OIg aloirg witJl its fee and accounting records.

appear on 13-08-

On 13.08.2O.I3, Sh. M.S. Rana, Manager, Mrs. Saroj yadav, Vice-

Principal and Mrs. Shobha Yadav, UDC of the school appeared before the

Committee. They presented the reply to the questionnaire regarding

deveiopment fee. According to the reply, the school had charged

development fee from the students. It was admitted by them that the

school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6th pay

commission, but had hiked the fee during the year 2oo9-10 by Rs.1oo/-

p.m. They also pointed out that the - school could not impleinent the

recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission due to lack of resources

and it had applied. to the Directorate of Education to grant permission to

close the school.
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The Committee has examined the record, observations of the audit 

.,

officer hnd the submissions mad.e on behalf of the school. As per the

record, the school had hiked the fee in the following manner: -

It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2OO9-LO, in terms of. order of the Director of Education dated

LL.O2.2OO9, but had not implemented the recommendations of the 6u"

Pay Comrrrl""iorr.

The school

manner:-

' Year .l

2008-09
2009- 10
2010-11

Since, the school did not implement the recommendations of

the 6tn 'Pay Commission but increased the fee in excess of the

tolerance limit of LOVo, by utilizing the order of the Director of

Education dated LL.O2.2OO9, which it was not entitled to invoke,

'the school needs to refund the hike in fee in excess of 1O7o. The

Committee therefore recommends that the hike in the fee effected

by the school in 2OO9-1O in excess of lOo/o ought to be refunded

along with iuterest @9o/o per annum.

had also charged. development fee in the following

' Devblopment fee charqed
Rs.85,920.00
Rs.96,960.00
Rs.93,840.00

(t
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Class Tuition Fee in
2OOS-09

Tuition. Fee in
2009-LO

Increase in T\.rition
fee 2009-10

Pre -School to V 440 540 100
VI to VIII 460 560 100
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Since the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee,for the

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

y:1"" and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum.

Regardinq Development Fee: -

It is clear from the record that the school charged

Development Fee. It, however, did not create any Development

Fund nor the'Depreciation Reserve Fund. Thus, the school failed to

comply with the any-of the pre-conditions prescribed by the Duggal

Committee, by charging Development Fee which were affirmed 5y

the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union

of India & Ors. Therefore, the development fee to the tune of

Rs.1'9O,8OO.OO collected by the school during the yeais 2OO9-1O

and 2O1O-11 in pursuance of the order of the Director of Education

dated LL.O2.2OO9 was not in accordance with law and ought to be

refunded along with interest @9Vo per annum

Recommended accordingly.

6t

sd/- sd/- sd/-
o Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar

Chairperson Member

Dated---14-LO-2OL3
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Sw44i Ramtlratb Public Scbqol. Vijav Vibaq. Rithala. Pelhi - 85

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issugd by the

Committde on 27 lo2l2ot2. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, Ig73 were regeived from

the Office of Deputy Director, District North 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 Director of

Education dated Il.O2.2OO9 and had not implemented the

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

in Category A'.

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

notice dated 03-03-2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 2i-O8-2OI2.

On the schedule date, Sh. S.K. Kochar, Member M.C., attended.

Office of the Committee. Reply to the questionnaire was also submitted.

According to the reply, the school had not implemented the report of 6ttt

Pay Commission and had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the

Director of Education date d, Lt.O2.2OOg
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The records, prod.uced by the school in the first instance weie

examined by Sh. A.K. VUh, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed

that the school had not implemented the recommend.ations of the 6u' Pay

Commission but had hiked the fee w.e.f. 2OO9-10,, by 22.46% to 27%o for

different classes and it had also charged development fee w.e.f. 2008-09

to 2010-11.

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

notice dated 22.O7.2OI3, the school was directed to appear on

13.08.2013 along with its fee and accounting records

On schedule date, Sh. S.K. Kochar, Vice President, Sh. S.D. Jassal,

Manager and Sh. Ashok Paul, treasurer from the school appeared before

the Committee. They also filed reply to the questionnaire regarding

development fee. According to the reply, the school had charged

development fee from the students but did not maintain any earmarked

depreciation reserve fund.. It was admitted by the aforesaid.

representatives that the school had hiked.the fee in terms of the order of

the Director of Education dated II.O2.2OO9, but had not implemented

the report of 6ft Pay Commission due to shortage of funds.
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The Committee has,examined

officer and the submissions made

record, the school had hiked the fee

the record, observations

on behalf of the school.

in the following manner:

of the audit

As per the

o Class T\rition Fee in
2008-09

T\-rition Fee in
2009-10

Increase - in fee
during 2009-10

I 260 360 100
II-ilI 275 375 100

IV-V 310 410 100

VI-VIII 340 440 100

It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2OO9-10, in terms of order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009

but failed to implement the recommendations of the 6u' Pay Commission.

The school had also charged development fee in the following

manner, as evident from the letter dated 13-08-2013, submitted by the

school. without. creating Development Reserve Fund and Depreciation

Reserve Fund.

Year Development fee collected

Rs. 1,50,750.00
Rs. 2,1 1,200.00
Rs. 2,97,600.00

Since, the school did not implement the recommendations of

the 6th Pay Commission, but, increased the fee, in terms of order of

the Director of Education, dated L}.O2.2OO9, in excess of the

tolerance limit oi LOo/o, the unjustified gain ought to be refunded.

The committee therefore recommends that the hike in the fee

bar

2008-09
2009-10
2010-11
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effected by the school'in 2oo9-1o in excess of 10% ought to'be"

refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum.

with regard to development fee, the'committee is of the view

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

prescribed by the Duggal Committee, which urere aflirmed by the

Hon'ble supreme court in the case of lvlodern School vs. union of

India & ors. Therefore, the charge of development fee to the tune, of

Rs.5,o8r8oo.oo collected by the school during the years 2oo9-1o

and 2O1O-11 in pursuance of the order of the Director of Education

dated LL.O2.2OO9, ought to be refunded along with interest @ 9o/o

Per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

, JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

For Review ofschool Fee

o



a

o

, 000066
a-99

Saptqrqhi Public Schogl. Cbh+ttarpur., NeFr Delhi - 1lO O68

The scho.ol did not reply to the questionnaire issued by' the

committee on 27.o2.20L2. However, the returns of the school filed

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

the office of the Deputy Director of Education, District South. on

preliminary examination of the returns, it appeared that the school had

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

LL.02.2009 but had not implemented the recommendations of the 6ttr

Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was placed in Category 'A'.

In order to veri$r the returns of tt " ""f.ool, 
it was directed vid.e

notice dated 03.08.2012, to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on 2I.O8.2OL2.

on the schedule date, shri R.c. Yadav, HM of school appeared and

produced the requisite records. Reply to questionnaire was also filed.

According to the reply, the school had neither hiked the fee in terms of

the order of the Director of Education dated II.O2.2OO9 nor had

implemented the recommendations of 6fr Pay Commission.

$
o

o
o

o
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. The records produced by the school, in the first instance, were

'examined by Shri A.K.Vijh, Audit Officer of the Committee. His

observations were that::

(i) the school in-2009-10, had hiked the fee by 07.05o/o to L4.86o/o for'

different 
"1""""",

(ii) the school did not hike the fee in 2O1O-11,

(iiil the school did not implement recommendations of the 6tt'Pay

Commission, and

(iv) the school did not produce audit report for the year 2008-09 to

2010-1 1.

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

notice dated 2g.O7.2O13, the 
"chooi 

was directed to appear before the

Committee on 30.08.2013 along with its fee and accounting records.

On the appointed dd.te of hearing, Shri R.C. Yadav, H,M. and

Mrs.Shilpi Yadav, Teacher of the school appeared before the Committee.

During the course of hearing, reply to the questionnaire regarding

development fee was submitted. According to the reply the school had

charged development fee w.e.f. 2OO7-O8 to 2010-11. It had been treated

reserye fund was not

o

a
o

o
c

o

as revenue receipt and a separate depreciation

being maintained by the school.
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It was contended by the representatives of. the school that the

school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission and had hiked fee by more than 10% for only some'of the

classes during 2OO}-1O. The school failed to produce audit report for the

period 2008-09 to 2010-11 before the Committee.

The Committee has examined the record, observations of the audit

officers and has considered the submissions made on behalf of the

school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the follo;wing

manner: -

Class T\rition Fee in
2008-09

Ttrition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in T\rition
fee 2OO9-10

Nurserv/KG 450 500 50
I-V s50 650 100

VI-VIII 650 800 150

It is evident from the above record'that the school had hiked the

fee for classes I to VIII in 2OO9-10, though not in terms of the order of the

Director of Education, dated. II.O2.2OO9, but in bxcess of the tolerance

limit of 1O%. We also find that the school had not implemented the

iecommendations'of the 6th Pay Commission. The school had also

charged. d.evelopment fee from the students without creating an

earmarked Development Fund and Depreciation Reserve Fund.

TRUE EOPY
rt/
\v

Secretbry
JUSTICE \

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review ofschool Feeo



,lD,

o'

c

q 000069

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

fee hiked by the school w.e.f. April 2OOg was not justified as' the

school had not implenented the recommendations of the VI Pay

Commission. Therefore, the fees increased, in excess of 1O7o, w.e.f.

O1.O4.2OO9 ought to be refunded along with interest @ 9%o per

annum.

Fufther, the fee hiked in 2O99-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

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

'relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum.

Reg. Dbvelopment Feb

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

o

o

[e

I

o

a

Year

2007-o8

2008-09

2009-10

2010-11

Development Fee cha{qed

26,200.OO

32,400.00

32,400.00

45,4OO.00.o

J

a
o

Thus, the school had

students without creation

Depreciation Reserye Fund.
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school was not complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed

by the Duggal Committee, which conditions were aflirmed by the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern School"Vs. Union of

India & Ors. The development fee charged by the school to the tune

of Rs. 77,8OO.OO during 2OO9-1O and 2O1O-11, in pursuance of the

order of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO2, was not in

accbrdance with law and ought to be refunded along with interest @

9Vo pet annum.

Recommended accordingly.

o

o

+#

a
-

sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated-25.10.2013
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' The school had not replied to the questionnaire dated

27lO2l2OL2 issued by the committee which was followed by a

reminder dated 27 /03/2OL2. However, the returns filed by the school

under Rule 180 of Delhi School Ed.ucation Rules, LgTg were received

by the committee through Dy. Director, Distt. west-A of the

Diredtorate of Education. On prima facie examination of these returns,

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

dated LIlO2l2OOg issued by the Director of Educat.ion,,it had not

implemented. the recommendations of the VI Pay Commission report'

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

Vide letter dated O8/O8/2OL2, the school was required to

produce its fee, salary and accounting records on 271081201'2 for

verification. The school was also advised to file its reply to the

aforesaid questionnaire dated ,27 /02/2OL2.

On the scheduled date, Sh. G.S. Anand, Manager and Ms.

Arvinder Kaur, Principal of the school attended tl.e offrce of the

Committee and produced the required records. Reply to the

questionnaire was also filed. The records of the school were examined

with particular reference to the reply to questionnaire, submitted by

the school, by Sh. A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee,
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In its reply to the questionnaire, the school admitted that it had

increased the fee as per order dated II/O2/2OO9 issued by the

Director of Education w.e.f. April 2OO9. and also filed a comparative

chart showing the fee charged by the school from 2OO7-08 to 2OLI-I2.

It also gave the detail of recovery of arrear fee for the period .Ist

September 2008 to 31st March 2OO9, aggregating Rs. 18,42,825. It

was further stated that out of the arrear fee so collected, a sum of Rs.

1,55,625 was refunded to the students, due to protests by the parents

and. thus the net collection of arrear fee was Rs. 16,87 r2OO. It was

further'mentioned that the school had not recovered any arrears for

the period 01 /OL/2OO6 to 31/O8/2OO8. However, with regard to

implementation of VI Pay Commission report,'the school admitted that

it had implemented. the g4me only w.e.f. OI/O4/2OI1' without

pa5rment of any back arrears.

The Audit Officer, on examination of the records produced by

the school, observed that even after implementation of VI Pay

Commission report, DA and TA were not being paid by the school in

t6rms of a settlement arrived at between the school Management and

staff. With regard to fee hike effected by the school, he observed that

the scho.ol had hiked the tuition'fee by Rs. 200 per month and

development fee by Rs. 50 ler month w.e.f. OL/O4/2009, in terms of

order dated lI l02 12009 issued by the Director of Education.

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

Committee issued nbtice dated 26l03l2OI3 for hearing on

o*,r.#8il'ri*or'
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.O9lO4l2OI3. 
A questionnaire regarding development fee was also

issued to the school. On this date, Sh. H.S. Behar, Chairman and

Ms. Anvinder Kaur, Vice Principal of the school appeared and were

p.rtY heard by the Committee. During the course of hearing, it came

out that although the school was charging development fee at the rate 
^

of Rs. 150 per month from the students, neither any earmarked'

accounts were being maintained for parking. unutilised development

fund nor for investing the depreciation reserve fund. The school had

contributed to its parent Society Shri Guru Singh Sabha, a sum of Rs.

88,3O,OOO for new school building and a sum of Rs. 1O,0O,0OO for

cost of land. A further amount of Rs. 27,44,087 }:ad been advanced

as a loan to the aforesaid organization. As the school had not

produced its books of accounts and bank statements, the mater was .

directed to be relisted on 22/O4/2OL3.

An 22 / 04 / 2)L3,.the school

'whereof is as follows:

Submissions:

written submissions. the

(a) The VI Pay Commission recommendations were implemented

from 0IlO4l2O11 as per MOU approved by the Hon'Ute Delhi

High Court. in WP (C) 4972/2OLO vide order dated

08/1Ll2ot1 (copy of the order was enclosed ).

(b) The .school had increased the tuition fee by Rs. 200 per

month from 0IlO4'12009, as the same.was allowed by

o
I
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Education Department for implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report..

(c).The 'school had coliected development fee from 2008-09 to

2Ol1-12 at varying rates between Rs. 100 per month and

Rs. 175 per month in different years. The development fee

charged in 2009-10 and 2010-11 was @ Rs. 150 per month

and Rs. 175 per month respectively.

(d) The school had accumulated development fund of Rs.

t,!U,II,657 as on 3ll03l20II. Separate development fund

acc.ount would be opened shortly.

(e) Depreciation is charged 
.to 

the cost of fixed assets and

. accordingly the fixed assets app?d at written down value in

the balance sheet. Accordingly no depreciation reserve fund

is created

(0 In 2010-11, the school collected Rs. 27,44,087 as

development fund out of which. Rs. 12,37,828 was spent on

development and repairing of school building as approved by

the Management Committee.

(g) The school had contributed R.s. 88,50,000 to Sh. Guru Singh

Sabha in various stages of construction period towards cost

of new building which is being used by the school. The

school had given loan to the Gurudwara in 20II-I2, part of

which had been'paid back. The outstanding balance of the

. loan was Rs. 2O,74,O87, efforts for recovery of which were

4/
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The Committee was of the prima facie view that in view of the

admission of tJ:e school of having hiked the fee w.e.f. OllO4l2O09 and

recovery of hiked ' fee arrears for the period OL l09 l2OO8 to

3IlO3l2O09 and the admission that it had implemented the VI Pay'

Commission Report, and that too partially, w.e.f. OL/04/2011, the fee l

hiked by the school for the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 (on account of

ripple effect) was not justified. However, the representatives of the

school insisted that despite such hike w.e.f. OI/0412009, the school

did not have sufficient funds for even partial implementation of VI Pay

Commission report w.e.f. OI/04/2OII. Accordingly, the Committee

decided to 'have a working of funds availability with the school

cumulatively for.the years 2008-09, 2OO9-10 and 2OLO-11, during

which the fee hike was effective. Accordingly, the office of the

Committee was d.irected to prepare the required calculation sheet. As

per the calculation sheet prepared by the office of the Committee, the

school had a total sum of Rs. 5,36,13,618 available with it as on

3IlOgl2OII. The incremental revenue on account of fee hike for the

periods OI/O9/2008 to 3L/O312009,01 /O4/2OO9 to3LlO3/ 201O and

OII04/2010 to 3Il03l.2O11, amounted to Rs. 1,14,34,2OO. Deducting

tlris sum from the total funds available ason 3Ilo3l2oll, the office

of the Committee worked out that the funds available with the school

before effecting the fee hike w.e.f. 0110912008 were Rs. 4,21,79r4L8.

As against this, the differeritial salary in the financial year 2OLL-I2,

i.e. after the VI Pay Commission Report was partially implemented;

was just Rs. 5L,L3,979. Therefore, vide notice dated 18l06l2013, a
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fresh hearing was fixed for 12lO71Z,OtS. A copy of the calculatibn

sheet prepared by the office of the Committe" -." sent to the school

for its response and comments. The date of hearing was postponed to

. 2510712013 ,on which date, Sh. H.S. Behar, Chairman, Sh. S.S.

Minhas, Principal, Ms. Anvinder Kaur, Vice principal and Sh. Rajinder

Mittal, Chartered Accountant appeared on behalf of the school and

filed reply dated 25107 l2ol3 in response to the preliminary

calculation sheet. Along with the reply, the school enclosed a iopy of a

letter dated 23/07/2013 written.by its Chartered Accountant to the

,Chairman 
of the school. This letter was adopted by the school as its

reply to the preliminary calculation sheet of the Committee. It was

submitted as follows:-

(a) In the preliminary calculation sheet, .the amount shown to

have been transferred to the Gurudwara was Rs. 1,88,50,000

while the correct amount was Rs. 98,50,000 ( 10,00,000 +

88,50,000 ). It was contended that slnce the s.chool's

contribution towards cost of land and building could not be

retrieved, the same ought not be considered as part of funds

available.

(b) TDS of Rs. L4,35,232 deducted on interest on fixed deposits,

should not be considered as part of funds av?ilable as the

same already stands deposited with the Income Tax

Department.
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(c) out of the total amount of fixed deposit receipt of Rs.

3,21,53,524, a sum of Rs. 2,65,36,811 were held for the

following purposes:

(1) School develoPment fund

(2) Gratuity fund

(3) Leave encashment fund

(4) Reserve fund

(5) Caution MoireY

(6) Student Welfare fund

(7) Scholarship fund

Total

Rs. 1,78, LL,657

Rs. 33,L3,927

Rs. 33,11,788

Rs. 1,65,000

Rs. 13,76,882

Rs. 3,05,407

Rs. 2.52.150

Rs. 2.65.36.811
.eL-

?tt

Accordingly, it was contended that the FDRs to the extent of

Rs. 56,I6,7.L3 only (3,21,53,524 - 2,65,36,811 ) should be

considered as part of funds available.

(d) Loan of Rs. L8,L6,7Q3 given to the pre.primary wing of the

school, ought not to be considered as part of funds available.

(e) In the preliminary calculation sheet, the contribution

received from pupil fund amounting to Rs. 2I,54,864 llrad

not been taken into consideration. The same ought to have

been ded.ucted while calculating the funds available with the

school as this amount was to be replenished to the pupil

fund.
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(f) Staff and oth'er.advances amounting to Rs. 74,000 ought not

have been considered. ". 
funds available as they were

recovered in the next Year.

(g) Cash in hand amounting to Rs. 14,426 had been taken twice

in the calculation sheet.

, (h)The bank balance of Rs. 75,4I,4IO was required for the

working capital for the school and ought not be considered

as available for implementation of"VI Pay Commission report.

As the school had not filed details of fixed assets acquired out of

development fee, the detailed employee wise calculations of liability for

gratuity and leave encashment and the balance sheet of the pre

primary school, the school sought time for doing the needful. The

hearing was adjourned to 3O/O812O13 to enable the school to fi1e the

respective d.etails. On this date, the autho rized,representatives of the

school sought short adjournment on account of illness. The hearing

was accordingly adjourned to 06/09/2013.

On 06l09l2OL3, Sh. H.S. Behar, Chairman, Sh. H.S..

Sabharwal, Senior vice Chairman, Sh. G.S. Anand, Manager, Sh. S.S.

Minhas, Principal, appeared along with Sh. R. Mittal, .Chartered

Accountant and filed written submissions dated 30IOS/2OL3. Aiong

wittr ttre written submissions, ttre school also filed. the balance sheets

of the pre primary school and pupil fund. various submissions made

by the school on this date are as follows: '
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(a) Since the school does not have earmarked account for

development fund, it. is not possible to give details of fixed '

assets acquired out of development fund and depreciation

reserve created thereon. However, the school gave details of

all the fixed assets acquired from 2005-06 to 2OIL-L2.

(b) Employee wise detail of gratuity and leave encashment are

not prepared. Provisions for these liabilities are based on

one month's consolidated salary by applying a formula.

Howeyer, the caiculation is not supported. by any actuarial

valuation

(c) The pupil fund was raised in accordance with Rule 171 of

Delhi School Education Rules, l,g1g and its utilisation was

also in accordance with the relevants provisions Pupil fund

is managed by the School Management Board and is being

solely used for the 
t 
benefits of the students, 

'.their 
co

curricular activities, functions and celebrations like

independence tlay,.republic day, sports day etc.

Discussion:

The Committee has perused the financials of the school, the

observations of the audit officer, the preliminary calculation sheet and

has considered various oral and written submissions made bv the

school' during the course of hearing. Various contentious issues

raised by the school are discussed'in the following paragraphs:
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Re.: Justihability of fee hike w.e.f. 01IO4/2OO9 when VI Pay

.commisslon was implemented (partiauvl w.e.f. 01 'o4r2o1'1.

The staff members of the school had filed a writ petition bearing

no. wP(c | 4972/2OLO against the school which culminated in an out

of court settlement contained in a memorandum of understanding

(MOU) which has been made a part of order dated 08/ 1 I l2OI1 of the

Hon'ble High Court. As per the'MOU, the regular staff of ttre school

would be entitled to the pay scale as per reco.mmendations of the VI

Pay Commission w.e.f. OI /04 / .2OLI. The pay scales as ' on

3I/O3l2OIl would be fixed on the basis of pay scale as on

OIlOI12006 after giving all increments due to the employees. It was

further agreed that all allowances would be paid as per the

recommendations of the VI Pay Commission except DA which shall be

restricted to 9o/o out of 5L%. It has been recorded by the Honble High

Court that the agreement between the school and staff is lawful and

both the parties are bound by the same. In view of order of the

Hon'ble High Court, the fact that the VI Pay Commission has been

partially implemented, would not stand in the way of the school hiking

the fee 'for meeting l,r additional obligations arising out of the

compromise arrived at by it with its staff.

However,,the moot question that remains is whether the school

was justified in raising tJ'e fee as per order dated II/O2/2O09 w.e.f.

OL/O4/2OO9 and further recovering the arrear fee for the period

0L10912008 to 3IlO3l2OO9. The Committee thought it appropriate
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to'make back calculations of available funds with the school .ft", '

excluding the component of fee hike effected in 2OOg-10, in the face of

the contention of the school that the,fee hike effected in 2010-11 and

2OLL-L2 were only to 'the extent of IO%o and the school utilised the

additional resources generated by it by effecting fee hike in 2O09-IO,

as the school did not have sufficient resources for implementing the VI '

.Pay 
Commission report. If the Committee found the contention of the

school to be correct, no interfereice would be recommended.

However, if in the final analysis, the contention of the school was

found to be not correct, the Committee would recommend the fee hike

effected in 2009-10 with ripple effect in 2010-11.

Re:Dlscrepancies in the preliminarv calculation sheet \

' (af Funds transferred to Gurudwara

The Committee has examined the contentibn of the school that the

correct.amount was Rs. 98,5O,OOO and not Rs. 1,88,50,000 as

reflected in the preliminary calculation sheet. An inaclvertant

mistake.was committed by the office of the Committee by taking a

figure of Rs. 1O,OO,O00 as Rs. 1,OO,OO,OOO. While making ttre final

determinations, the Committee will accordingly deduct a sum of

Rs. 9O,OO,OOO from the figure worked out in the preliminary

calculations.
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(b) TDs: The Committee does not agree with the contention of the

school that since TDS of Rs. 14,35 ,232 isalready deposited with

Income Tdx Department, the same should not be taken into

account while working out of the funds available. The

Committee is of the view that since the income of the school is

not taxable under the extant laws, the school would in due

course get the refund of TDS deducted from its income.

(c) Exclusions out of fixed deposits:

The various exclusions sought by the school from the amount of

fixed deposits held by it are discussed below:

(i) The Committee does not agree with the contention that a

sum of Rs. 1,78,11,657 should be treatcjd as held against 
.

development fund for the reason that the development fund

and depreciation reserve fund were not being maintained and

utilised in accordance with the recommendations of the

Duggal Committee which were Fubsequently affirmed by the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern School vs

Union of India (200415 SCC 583. Detailed reasoning will be

given in the section of the recommendation regarding

developm6nt fee.

(ii) So far as gratuity funf, ( 33, tSi,gZZ ) and leave

encashment fund (33,11,788), caution money (13',76,882] ,

student welfare fund (3,05,4071, scholarship fund (2,52,150)

are concerned, the Committee observes' that in the
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preliminary calculation sheet , these sums had already been

d.educted from the total current assets + investments

amounting to Rs. 4,g3,23,773, which included FDRs of Rs'

3,2L,53,524. The committee is at a loss to understand as

to what is the grievance.of the scliool. The contention of the

school has to be rejected outrightly.

(iii) The school claims a sum of Rs. 1,65,000 as'reserve

against future contingencies. The committee has

consistently taken a view that the school ought to retain a

sum equivalent to four months salary for future

contingencies. As per the detail of salary submitted by the

school for July 2OIl i.e. after implementation of vI Pay

commission Report, the total salary bill of the school was Rs.

I7,8L,4O2. Accoidingly, the Committee is of the view that

. the school ought to maintain a sum of Rs. 71,25,6O8 as

reserve for future contingencies. This will be duly factored in

the final determinations.

(iv) As regards exclusion of loan of Rs. I8,L6,7O3 given to

the pre primary school under the same management, is

concerned, the Committee has examined the balance sheet of

the pre primary schobl as on 3L/o3/2O11 and observes that

the pre primary school, in turn has made contribution of Rs.

51,5O,OOO towards new school building and Rs. 40,00,000

towards land to the parent organisation. Thus the loan of
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Rs. 18,16,703 grven by the school to the pre primary school

has ultimately gone into the c.offers of the parent

organization which has utilsed the same for buying land and

/or constructing building. The schools are not permitted to

divert their funds generated out of fee receipts to their

organizations in view of the judgments of the Hon'ble

Supreme Court in the cases of Modern School vs. Union of

India (supra) and Action Committee Unaided Rrt. Schools &

Ors vs. Director of Education & Ors 2009 [11) SCALE 77. In

view of this, the contention of the school is rejected.

(v) So far as exclusion of Rs.. 2!,54,864, which the school

claims was a contribution from the pupil fund of the school
:

and had to be. refunded to that fund, is concerned, the

Committe" t "" examined the contentions of the school with 
.

reference to Rule 77L ofDelhi School Ba.t""tion Rules Lg73.

In the written submissions dated 3O/O8/2O13 filed by the

school, it was stated that tJ:e pupil fund is managed by the

School Management Board and is being utilised for co

curricular activities, functions and celebrations like

independence day, r6public day, sports day etc. Rule LTL

provides that the administration and expenditure of the pupil

fund shall vest in the head of the school who shall be

assisted and advised by a Committee to be called "Pupil's

Fund Advisory Committee". Such Conimittee shall consist of
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the head of the school, afleast two teachers to be nominated

by the head of the school and two students of classes in the'

secondary and sr. secondary stage, to be nominated by the

' head of the school. The Rules do not provide for any role of

. 
School Management Board in the administration of pupil

'fund. Further the co curricular activities of the students are

not to be funded from the pupil fund as the same has to be

met out of fee as specifically provided in Rule 177. The.

purpose of maintaining a.pupil fund is to assist the needy

students by way of fee remissions, concessions etc. The

financials of the pupil fund produced by the school hardly

indicate fulfillment of any such purposes. Further the school

has accumulated a surplus in the pupils fund amounting to

Rs. 22,48,L74 as on 31/03 l2OlL, out of which a sum of Rs.

2I,54,864 has been transferred to the general account of the

school. This indicates that the school is treating the pupil

fund like any other fee and therefore, in view of the

Committee, the school is not entitled to claim the deduction

of Rs. 2I,54,864 as a liability owing to its pupil's fund. The

contention of the school deserves to be rejected and is hereby

rejected.

(vi) As .regards exclusion of Rs, 74,OOO representing

outstanding advances to staff and others is concerned, the
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contention of the school

stated that the same was recovered in the subsequent years.

, 
(vii) As regards double counting of cash in hand

amounting to Rs. L+r426 is concerned, the Committee

accepts the contention as there is indeed a mistake in the

preliminary calculation sheet in so far as cash in hand has

been included in bank balance also, besides being separately

shown'as cash in hand. Tire Committee witl duly take this

into account while making the final determinations.

(viii) So far as the issue of exclusion of Rs. 75,41 ,4L0,

being balances in the bank accounts is concerned, the same

. is premised on the fact that the school needs adequate funds

for day to day functioning. In view of the Committee

onsidering the requirement of ..".rrr. for contingencies,

equivalent to four months' salary, amounting to Rs.

7I,25,608, the grievance as made out by the school does not

survive.

Determinations:

Tuition Fee

The committee is of the view that the school had a total amount

of Rs. 2,60,g9,g84 as funds available with it, which could have been

utilised for payment of increased salaries on account of

000086

is rejected as the school itself has

tgc
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calculations are as follows:

Commission Report. The .relevant

. As against this, the impact of VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f.

OI'1O412O11, coupled with the normal increment of the staff during

2O1O-11 and 2OLI-I2 was Rs. 5!rLgrg79, which is an undisputed

figure. Hence, the Committep is of the view that the school already

had adequate resources for meeting the additional liabilities that befell

on it on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission Report and

that too only partially. Therefore, the school was not justified in

hiking the tuition fee w.e.f. OI/04/2009 and recovering any arrear fee

for the period OL|O?l2O08 to 3110312009.' The arrear fee recovered

b.V the school, amounting to Rs. 16,87,200 ought to be refunded

along with interest @ 9o/o per annum. Further, the school.ought to

refund the increased tuition fee of Rs. 200 per month charged from

the students w.e.f. Ot/04/2009 to 3l/03/2O11, after retaining a hike

to the extent of IOo/o Per annum

Development Fee:

Particulars AmountlRs.l
ffrnas available as determined in the
preliminary calculation sheet

4.,21,79,418

Less (a) Discrepancy in the figure of
funds transferred to Gurudwara Singh
Sabha
, (b) Reserve for future'contingencies

(c) Cash in hand (taken twice)

90,00r000
7L,25,608

14,426 1;61,40,034

Funds available as finallv determined 2.60.39.384

ds
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The committee issued a supplementaqr questionnaire to the

school specifically with regard to the developm.ttt, f... The school vide

its reply dated 14/06/2013 stated that it was charging development

fee and garre figures of development fee collected by the school from

2006-07 to 2010-11. The amount of development fee collected in

2009-10 was Rs. 30,06,930 and in 2oLo-IL, it was Rs.27,44,643. It

also gave figures of utilisation of development fee in the years 2006-07

to 2010-1L. The collections and utilisations of deveiopment fee
t

yearwise, as submitted by the school, are as follows:

Year Development
fee collected

Development
fee utilised

Unutilised
amount

2006-o7 t6,L7,680 N.il 16,r7,680

2007-o8 L6,79,44O 12,59,269 4,20,r71

2008-09 20,54,r4O 56,230 19,97,gLO

2009-10 30,06,930 7,53,406 22,53,524

2010-11 27,44,643 11,80,970 L5,63,673

Total 1,11,O2r833 3.2,49r875 78r521958

Although the school in its reply to the questionnaire stated that

copies of account of.expenditure incurred out of development fee were

enclosed, no such enclosures were found. The school merely filed a

copy of its trial balance from which the expenditure of development fee

cannot be ascertained. Further, when pointed queries were raised

during the course of hearing to furnish details of fixed assets acquired
J

out of development fee, the school vide its written submissions dated
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3O|O8/2O13 gave details.of all fixed assets acquired Uy.the school

without any segregation as to whether they were out of development

fund. or out.of general fund. Perusal of these details shows that during

2OO7-O8, the total fixed.assets acquired by the school were of the

value of 8,04,534. In 2008-09, the cost of total fixed assets acquired

was Rs. 18,75,324 out of which Rs. 16,61,927 was for acquisition of a

car and a bus. In 2009-10, the cost of total fixed assets acquired was

Rs. 2,89,747 andin2010-11, it was Rs. 5,42,975'

Hence the school gave different figure at different points of time.

It is also . afparent from the above that the school was collecting

development fee without any particular plans of.development. A large'

portion of development fee remained unutilised. The contention of the

school that the unutilised amount was kept in FDRs.is not borne out

of from the balance sheet. of the school which do not show any

earmarked funds. In fact the school admitted during the course of

heiring that no earmarked fund account was maintained for

development fee. and one would be opened shortly. Since no

aCCounting for assets acquired out of development fee is separately
f\l

done, no.depreciation on iilch assets is separately calculated and no

depreciation reserye fund is being maintained by the school.

Thus the Committee is of the view that the school was not

following the pre conditions laid down by the Duggal Committee for

charging d.evelopment fee which were affirmed by the Hon'ble

Supreme Court in the case of Modern School vs. Union of India & Ors.
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(supra). Therefore, the Committee is of the view that the development

fee charged by the school in 2009-10 and 2010-11 pursuant to order

dated lIlO2/2OOg was not justified and the same ought to be

refunded along with interest @ 9o/o per annum.

Recommendations:

In view of the above determinations, the Committee is of

the view that the school ought to refund the following sums along

with interest @9o/o Per annum.

g0

sd l-'
Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

Dated: 09 /IL /2OI3
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CA J.S. Kochar

Member

sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Arrears of tuitlon

to 31/03l2oo9

fee for the period, Otl09|2OOS Rs.16,87,2OO

Increased tultion fee w.e.f. OL|O{|?OO9 to 3LlOgl2O11 'after

retaining an annual increase o,t tOV..

Development fee recovered in 2OO9-10 Rs.3O,O6,93O

Development fee recovered in 2010-11 Rs.27 1441643
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Jai Dqep Public Sec. School, ItlFiafE+rh. ltlgw Dglhi - !1O O43

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

Committe e on 27 l02 I 2OI2. However, the returns of the school under

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

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

Directorate of Education. O.n 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 II.O2.2OO9 and had not implemented

'the recommendations of the 6fr Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was

placed in Category'A'.

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

notice dated 08-08-2012 to produce its fee and salary'record.s and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on 28-O8-2OL2.

On the scheduled date, Shri Rakesh Takkar, Manager of the

school attended the Office of the , Committee. Reply. 
.to. 

the

questionnaire was also submitted. According to the reply, the school

had neither implemented the report of 6th Pay Commission,'nor hiked

the fee in terms of the brder of the Director of Education dated

Lr.o2.2009.

The records produced by

examined by Sh. N.S. Batra,

observed that the school had
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of tlle 6u' Pay Commission but had hiked the fee in 2009-1O by

Rs.40/- to Rs.200 l- for different classes in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9.

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

notice dated 23.07.2013 the school was directed to appear on

L7.Q8.2OI3 along with its fee and accounting records. The hearing

was pre-poned to L4.O8.2013 with due information to the school.

On the scheduled date, Shri Rakesh Takker, Manager & Shri

Sanjay Sharma, Chairman of the. school appeared before 'the

Committee for hearing. It was admitted by the school representatives

that the report of 6u' Pay Commission had not been implemented. It

was stated that the fee had also not been hiked in terms of the order

of the Director of Education dated LI.O2.2OO9. When confronted with

tlre observations of the Audit Officer dated 28.O8.2OL2, tlre school

representatives conceded that the fee had been hiked in terms of the

order of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9, for classes VI to

X, w.e.f. O1-04-2009 and for classes I to V, w.e.f. O1-04-2010. They

also filgd reply. to the 'questionnaire regarding development fee.

According to the reply, the school did not charge the development fee

from the students.

. The Committee lrerused the record, observations of the audit

officers and has considered the submissions made on behalf.of the

school; As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the following

manner: -,

3
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It is obvious that the school had hiked the fee in terms of the

order of the Director of Education,.dated LL.O2.2OO9 foq classes VI to

X, w.e.f. April, 2OO9 and for classes I to V, w.e.f. April, 2OLO without

implementing the recommendations of the 6u' Pay Commission.

slnce, the school did not implement the recommendations

oi 6.o Pay Commission, it was not entltled to increase the fee in

terms of order of the Director of Education datgd 11.O2.2OO9.

Therefore, the fee hike in excess of the tolerance limit of 1O% for

' classes vI to x w.e.f. April, 2OOg and for classes I to v, w.e.f.

April, zoLo, being unJustified, ought to be refunded along with

interest @g% per annum.

' Since the fee hiked in.2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded

along with interest @9% Per annum.

4z

s"fiE"ndef 
accordinEq 

d /- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson
Dated: 10.10.2013

TRUE COPT

J.S. Kochar
Member

3

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

on,,r#3il"1*o;
COMMITTEE

Class Tuition
Fee in
2008-09

Tuition
Fee in
2009-10

Increase in
Tuition fee
2009-10

Tuition
fee in
20'10-11

Increase in
'Tuition fee in
2010-11

I 360 400 40 500 100

IItoV 380 450 70 550 100

VI 460 600 140 650 50

VII 480 600 L20 650 50
VIII 520 600 80 650 50
IX 700 900 200 900 Nil
X 800 1000 200 1000 Nil

*y For Review of ShoolFee,
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The 'school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 lo2l20l2. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, Ig73 were ,"""irr"d from

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

Education. 'On preliminary examination of the returns, it appeared that

the school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated lt.o2.2oo9. but had not implemented the

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

in Category A'.

In order to veri$r the returns of the school, it was directed, vid.e

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

submit reply to the questionnaire on 29-08-2012. The Chairman of the

school vide letter dated.'29.O8.2}12 requested for some more time to

present accounts of the school foi verification. The school vide, notice of

the Committee dated 30.08.2012 was provided another opportunity to

produce records on 14.O9.2OI2.

' on the scheduled date, sh. Pramod Bhardwaj, Head clerk of the

school attended the Office 
.of 

the Committee and produced the record of

the school. Reply to the aforesaid questionnaire was also filed. According

or-
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to the reply, the school did not implement the recommendations of 6tr

Pay Commission but had hiked the fee w.e.f. April, 2OOg in terms of the

order of the Director of Education date a fi.OZ.ZOOS.

The records, produced by the school in the first'instance were

examined by Sh. A.K. Vijh, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed

that-

(i) the school had not implemented the recommendations of

.t

according to the pre-

(iii) the school had hiked the fee in 2009-10 by

Rs.170/-per month

Rs.100/- to

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, it was

directed vide notice dated 29.07.2013, to appear on L4.08.2OI3 along

with its fee and accounting records. However, no one appeared on behalf

of the school before the Committee on 14.08.2013. The school was

provided another opportunity to attend. the hearing on I2.O9.2OL3.

On 12.09 .2OI3, Sh. Pramod Bhardwaj, Clerk and Sh. Rajiv Verma,

Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee for hearing.

They filed reply to the. questionnaire regarding ,development fee.

According to the reply, the school had not charged development fee. It

TRUE EOPY

the 6ft Pay Commission.

(ii) salary to the staff was being paid

' revised scale.
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was admitted by them that the school had

recommendations of the 6ttt Pay Commission

increased by approximately 2Oo/o in 2009-10.

0000 96

not implemented the

but the fee had been

o

The Committee has examined the record, observations of the audit

officer and the submissions mad.e before the Committee on behalf of the

school. As per the record, the. school had hiked the fee in the following

manner: -

Class T\rition. Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in fee
during 2009-10

I 470 570 100

il 500 600 100

u 520 620 100

IV 550 660 110

V 550 680 130

VI 610 740 130

VII 640 770 130

VIII 650 780 130

x 770 930 160

X 840 1010 L70

It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2OO}-1O, though not in terms of order of the Director of Education, dated

I;.O2.2OO9, but in excess of tolerance limit of lO%o. From the record and

the admission of the aforesaid persons who appears on behalf of the

q'

o

a
a

school it clear that the school did not implement the...9.9.9m.3endations of
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the 6th Pay Commission. We may also note that from the record it

appears that the school did not charge development fee.

Since, the school did not implement the recommendations of

the 6th Pay Commission, but increased the fee, in. terms of order of

the Director of Education dated 1L.O2.2OO9, yet in excess of the

tolerance limit of lOVo, the hike was unjustified and the same in

excess of LOo/o needs to be refirnded. The Committee therefore

recommends that the hike in the fee effected by the school in

2OO9-.1O in excess of'10% ought to be refunded along with interest

@9Vo Per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part oi tnu fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum.

Recommended iccordingly.

o

trf

o

I

o
sd/- sd l-sd/-

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

Dated---11.11 .2013
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Fogia hr,blic. School. Brahamouri. Delhi - 110 O93

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

Committee on 27 /O2/2OL2'. However, the returhs of the school filed

under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, t973 were

received from the Office of Deputy Director, District North East of the

Directorate of Education. On preliminary examination of tJre records,

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

the Director of Ed.ucation dated LL.O2.2OO9 and had not implemented

the recommendations of the 6th 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 questionnaire on 29-O8-2OL2.

.on the scheduled date, shri Mangal sain, Manager of the school

attended the Office of the Committee. Reply to the aforesaid

questionnaire was also submitted. According to the reply, the school,

the school had. not implemented the report of 6tt' Pay Commission and

had hiked the fee by 10%.
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The records, produced by the school were examined in the.first

instance by sh. A.D. Bhateja, Audit officer of the committee. He

observed as under:.-

. (il the school had not implbmented.the recommendations of the 6e

Pay commission but had hiked the fee in 2009-10 by Rs.gO/-

for all classes,

(ii) during tJre year 2010-11, tJre school had agd.in hiked the fee by

10olo, and

(iiil the school had not collected arrears of fee from.the students.

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

notice dated 23.07.2QL3, the school was directed to appear on 12-08-

2or3 arong with its fee and accounting records. The hearing was

. pre-ponded to 14.08.2013, with due information to the school. on the

scheduled date, Shri Managal Sain, Manager of the school appeared .

before the, committee for hearing. It was contended by the school

representative that the report of 6u' Pay Commission had not been

implemented and the fee was hiked by Loo/o w.e.f. 2009-10 but not in

terms oi the ord.er of the Director of Education dated Lr.o2.2oog. The

school representative also filed reply to the questionnaire, regarding

development fee. According to the reply, the school did not charge the

d.evelopmenl fee from the students.

The Committee has examined the record., observations of the

audit officers and the submibsions made on behalf of the school. As

per the record, the schooJ had hiked the fee in the following manner: -

qq
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Class T\rition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-LO

Increase in Tuition
fee 2OO9-LO

I to III 390 470 80
IVtoV 400 480 80
VI to VIII 420 500 80

)

It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the'fee,

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

LL.O2.2OO9,.but nevertheless the hike was beyond the tolerance limit

of 10%. From the record, it also apparent that the school had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6tt' Pay Commission and

had not charged development fee from the students.

Since, the school did not lmplement the recommendations

of the 6tn Pay Commission it ought to refund the fee in excess of

the tolerance limit of tO%. The Committee therefore

recommends that the hike in the fee effectqd by the school in

2OO9-1O in excess of l.:OVo ought to be refunded along with

interest @9%o per annum..

Further, the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o is also part of the fee for

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

subsequent years and the fee of the subsequent years to the

extent, it is relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be

refunded along with interest @9"/" per annum.

sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 23.LO.2O13
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sd/- sd/-
J.S. Kochar
Member

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member
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Shri Ram Bal Bharti School. Mandoli. Delhi - 11.O Q93

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

Committee on 27 /O2|2OL2. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, Ig73 were received from

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

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

the sihool had hiked the fee in terms of the ord.er of the Director of

Education dated IL.O2.2OO} and had not implemented the

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

in Category A'.

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

notice dated 09-08-20 L2 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 29-08-20t2.

On the schedule date, Sh. Dheeraj Ahuja, Manager of the school

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

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

the school haid neither implemented the recommendations of 6u, Pay

Commission nor had hiked the fee.

o

o

o
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The

examined

that-

(i)

(ii).

(iii)

(iv)

.. 000102
records, produced by the school in the first instance were

by Sh. A.D. Vijh, Audit Officer oi ttt" Committee. He observed

the school had not implemented the recommendations of

tJe 6fr Pay Commission.

the school had hiked the fee in 2009-1.O by 19.5o/o to 2O.L7o/o.

the school had collected development fee from the students.

. The school had been receiving aid from the society, regularly.

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to

notice dated 29.07.2OI3, the school was directed

14.O8.2O13 along with its fee and accounting records.

the

to

school, vide

appear on

a
I

o

. Sh. Dhee{ Ahuj4, Manager of the school appeared before the

Committee for hearing. He could not produce any record and requested

to adjourn the hearing. The matter was adjourned to 12.09.2019.

On 12.09.2013 Sh. Dheeraj Ahuja, Manager of the school attended.

the hearing. He filed reply to the questionnaire regarding development

fee. According to the reply, the schoo.l had charged development fee and.

the same had been treated as revenue receipt. The school had not

created separate development fund and depreciation reserve fund. It was

also' admitted by him that the schoor had not implemented the

o
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recommendations of the 6th
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Pay Commission but the fee had been

\0?

increased by Rs.100/- per month in 2009-10 in terms of the order of the

Director of Education date d, IL.O2.2OO}.

The Committee has perused. the record., obsei"vations of the audit

officer and the submissions made before the Committee, on behalf of the

school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the following

manner: -

Class T\rition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in fee
during 2009-10

I-ry 380 480 100
V 400 480 80
VI-VIII 400 500 100

It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2009-10, in terms of order of the Director of Education, dated

tl.O2.2OO9. The school had not implemented the recommendations of

the 6ft Pay Commission.

Reqarding Tuition Fee: - \

Since, the school did not implement the recornmendations of

the 6th Pay Commission, but increased the fee in terms of order of

the Director of Education dated LL.O2.XOO|, in excess of the

tolerance timit of LOo/o, the hike was unjustified and the fee in

o

o

o ANIL'o'8#trl*oi
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excess thereof needs to be refunded. The Committee therefore

recommends that the hike in the fee effected by the school in

2oo9:1o in excess of 1o% ought to be refunded along with interest

@9o/o per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o is also part of the fee for tie
subsequent years, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent

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

relatablg to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annuin.

Regafdinq Development Fee: -

The school had charged development fee in the following manner.

Development fee collected
Rs.31,600.00
Rs.30,700.00
Rs.34,500.00
Rs.37,600.00
Rs.39,O0O.0O

The development fee had been treated as revenue receipt and no

separate depreciation reserve fund had been maintained.

f{,

Year
2006-07
2007-o8
2008-09
2009-10
2010-1 1

. Thus, the Committee

complying with any of the

TRUE COPY
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Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in

the case of Modern.School Vs. Union of India & Ors. Therefore, the

Development Fee charged by the school to the tune of Rs.76,6OO.OO

{uring the years 2OO9-1O to 2O1O-11 in pursuance of the order of

the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 was not in accordance

with law. In this view of the matter, the Development Fee for

Rs.76'6OO.OO ought to be refunded along with. interest @ 9o/o pet

annum.

Recommended accordingly.

\-
sd/- sd/- sd/-

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated---28- 10-2013
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Jugmanlar Dass Afyq Yedic Secqn4ary Sgbool.

Naya Bans. Kbari Bqoli. Delbi - 1.1O Og6

Th" school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 271O2/20I2. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, Lg73 were received from

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

Education. On preliminary examination of the record.s, it appeared that

the school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated Ll.O2.2OOT and had "o., implemented the

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

in Category A'.

In order to veri$r the returns of the school, it was directed, vide

notice dated 09-08-20 t2 toproduce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 29-O8-2OL2. 
,

On the schedule date, Mrs. Neeta Rohtagi, T.G.T. and Mrs. Vaneeta

Grover, T.G.T. of the school attend.ed the Office of the Committee. They

did not bring record for verification and requested for another date for

the verification of recordS. The school was directed to produce records on

14.09.2012.
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on the scheduled date sh. ved prakash and Mrs. Neeta Rohtagi,

Teachers from the school attended the office of the committee and

produced the requisite record. Reply to the questionnaire was also filed.'

According to the reply, the school had not implemented the

recommendations of 6*' Pay Commission and had not hiked the fee in

terms of the order of the Director of Education date d, L,l.o2.2oog.

t.

The records, produced by the school in the first instance were

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

"observed that: -

(i) the school did not implement the recommendations of the 6tr' pay

Commission,

(ii) the salary to the staff had been paid on consolidated monthly

basis,

(iii) the school had hiked the fee in 2009-10, in terms of the order of

the Director of Education, dated LL.O2.2OO9, and

(iv) no fee hike effected from 2010-11.

\s('t

c

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to

notice dated 29.07.2OL3, the school was directed

school, vide

appear on.

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

for the school on the scheduled date. The school.was provided one more

opportunity to appear before the committee on I2.o9.2013 for hearing.

the

to
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on 12.09 .2013, sh. ved Prakash and Mrs. Neeta Rohtagi, Teachers

.J '

from the school appeared before the Committee. They filed the reply to

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

school had not charged development fee. The aforesaid persons in their

oral submission admitted that the school did not implement the report of

6a. Pay Commission but the fee had been increased by 25o/o in 2OO9-10.

They also stated that there had been no fee hike in 2010-11.

The Committee has examined the record, observations of the audit

officer and the submissions made before the committee, on .behalf of the

school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the following

manner:'-

Class Tuition
2008-09

F:" in Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in fee
during 2009-10

VI-VIII 380 475 95
x-x 400 500 100

It is evident from the above that

2OO}-IO, in terms of order of the.

II.O2.2OO9, for all classes. However,

2Q10-1 1.
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We may also note that the school has not implemented the

recommendations of the Ou' iay Commission but increased the fee'in

2OO9-10 beyond the tolerance limit of 10%.

Since, the school did.not implement the recommendations of

the 6th Pay Commission, but increased the fee in terms of order of

the Director of Education dated tt.O2.2OO9, in excess of the

tolerance limit of LOo/o, the hike was unjustified and the fee in

excess thereof needs to be refunded. The Committee therefore

recommends that the hike in the fee effected by the school in

2OO9-10 in excess of 10% ought to be refunded along with interest

@9o/o per annum.

However, since the school did not hike any fee in 2O1O-11, the

Committee is not recommending refund of any part of fee of

2010-11.

'Rg"o--ended accordingly

sd/- sd l- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar

. Chairperson Member

Dated---28- 1O-2O 13
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St, VLas Sqhg.ol. Sbaliqar Bqeh. Dglhi - 1l.O O88

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

Committee on 27 lO2l2OI2. 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 North West-A' 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 ILO2.20O9 and had not implementbd "the

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

in Category A'.

In order to veri$r 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 questionnaire on 29-08-2012.

On the schedule date, Sh. Arvind Kumar, Manager of the school

attended the Office of the Committee but not prod.uce any record. He

requested for some moine time to produce the records. The Manager was

directed to submit the sarne on 03.09 .2012.

o
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On 03.09 .2012 Sh. Arvind Kumar, Manager of the school produced

record.s of the school. Reply to the questionnaire was also filed. According

to the reply, the school had neither implemented the recommendations of

6tr'Pay Commission nor had hiked the fee.

The records, produced by the school in the first instance were

examined by Sh. A.D.Bhateja, Audit Officer of 'the iommittee. He

observed that-

(il the school had not implemented the recommendatiorrs of the 6ti'

Pay Commission.

(i1) the salary to the staff had been paid, according to pre-revised scale

in cash.

(iii) the school had hiked the fee in 2009-10 by Rs. 200/- per month,

in terms of the order of the Director of Education, dated

r L .o2 .2009 .

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to

notice dated 2g.O7.2Ot3, the school was directed

29.07.2013 along with its fee and accounting records.

the

to

school, vide

appear on

No one on behalf of the school appeared on the scheduled date.

The school was provided one more opportunity vide notice dated

26.08.2013 to appear before the committee for hearing on I2.09.2OL3.
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On 12.09 .2013,, Sh. Arvind Kumar, Manager, Sh. Sanjay Aggrawal,

C.A. and Sh. Ramesh Chandra, Accountant from the school appeared
t

before the Committee for hearing. They 'filed the .reply to the

questionnaire regarding development fee. According to the leply, the

school had charged development fee and the same had been treated as

revenue receipt. The school had not created separate development fund

and depreciation reserve fund.. The development fee, so collected had

been utilized for the purchase of buses and repair of school building.

It was admitted by them that the school had not implemented the

recommendations of. the 6u Pay Corirmission but the fee had been

increased by Rs.20Ol- per month in 2OO9-10 in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

The Committee has examined. the record, observations of the audit

officer and the subinissions made before the committee, on behalf of the

school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the following

manner:

Class Ttrition Fee in
2008-09 '

T\rition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in fee
durine 2009-10

I-V 650 850 200
VI-VIII 690 890 200
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It is evident frOm the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2009-10, in 
. 
terms of order of the Director of Education, dated

lI.o2.2OO9, for all classes. However, the school had not implemented the

recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission.

Rggardins Tuition Fee: -

since, the school did not implement the recommendations of

the 6th pay Commission, but increased the fee in terms of order of
I

. the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9, in' excess of the
r\\r/

tolerance timit of !Oo/o, the hike was unjustified and the fee in

excess thereof needs to be refunded. The Committee therefore

recommends that the hike_ in the fee effected by the school in

2OO9-1O in excess of 1O% ought to be refunded along with interest

@9o/o per.annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o Per annum.
o
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Rggafding D,evelgpme,nt Fee; -

The school had charged development fee in the following manner.

Year Develop+ent fee collgctgd
Rs.1,28,880.00
Rs.1,44,105.00
Rs.1, 56,450.00

:

The development fee had been treated as revenue receipt and no

separate depreciation reserve fund had been maintained.

Thus, the Com-,aau. is of the view that the school was.not

complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed by the Duggal

Committee, which were affirmed by the 
,Hon'ble 

Supreme Court in

the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India& Ois. Therefore, the

Development Fee charged by the school to the tune of

Rs.3,OO,5O5.OO, during the years 2OO9-1O to 2O1O-11 in pursuance

of the order of the Director of Education dated 11;O2.2OO9 was not

in accordance with law, ought to be refunded along with interest

@g% per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

2008-09
2009-10
2010.11

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated---28-10-2013

TRUE COPT
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4,rya Mgdgl Sqbgol. Arya Samai Rgad,, Ad3{sh ,I{aeqr. pethi - l lO OS3

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

Committee'on 27lO2l2OI2. However, the returns of the school'under

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

the Office of Deputy Director, District North West-A' of the Directorate of

Ed.ucation. 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 rr.02.2009 but had not implemented the

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

in Category A'.

In order to verify the r6turns of the school, it was directed, vide

notice dated 09-08-20 t2 to produce its fee and salary'records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 3I-O8-2O1.2.

. On the scheduled date, Shri O.P. Chug,

attended Office of the Committee. Reply to the

submitted. According to the reply, the school

report of the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. Jrily, 2OL2

coPr

,"*9

Manager of the school

questionnaire was also

had implemented the

but haa hiked the fee
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Director of Education datedin 2009-10 in term of the order of

LI.02.2009.

Yqar

2008-09
2009-10

, 2010-11

the

\\b

The records, .produced by the school were examined in the first

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

that the.school had implemented the report of the 6ft Pay Commission

w.e.f. July, 2012 and had also hiked the fee in 2OO}-LO by 22.9Oo/o to

23.92o/o for different classes. The school also increased the fee in

2010-11 by 11.73o/o. The school also charged development fee from the

students in the following manner: -

Amount

Rs.500-OO per student per year
Rs.1,000-00 per student per year
Rs.1,O0O-00 per student per year

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

notice dated 23.07.20L3, the school was directed to appear on

17.O8.2O13, along with its fee and accounting records. The hearing was

preponed to 14-08-2OL3, with due intimation to the school.

On scheduled date, Shri Parkhash Vir.Batra, Manager and Shri

Kumud Bhutani, Cashier of the school appeared before the Committee

for hearing. They filed reply to the questionnaire regarding development

fee. According to the reply, the school had charged development fee from

2006-07 to 2010-11'amounting to Rs.20,38,900.00. The school had
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treated development fee ": revenu.e receipt. The school had not

maintained any depreciation reserye fund for the reasons that they had

not charged depreciation on the fixed assets. With regard to tuition fee,

the school conceded that it hiked the fee by Rs.200/- per month per

student w.e.f. September, 2008 i.e. the maximum permitted vide order

dated LL.O2.2OO9.

The arrears of tuition fee had also been recovered.for the pgriod

01.O1 .2006 to 31.03.2009. The total recovery on account of arrears was

Rs.20,33,959.00 spread over two years i.e. 2OO8-09 and 2OO9-10. With

regard to implementation of the 6th p"V Commission report, it was

contended by the school representatives that the report of 6il' Pay

Commission had been implemented only from July, 2OI2.

The Committee had perused the record, observations of the Audit

Officer and the submissions made before the Committee, on behalf of the

school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the following

manner: -

Class T\rition Fee
in 2008-09

T\rition Fee
in 2009-10

Increase in fee
during 2009-10

ItoV 620 820 200

VI to VIII 660 860 200
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It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2OO)-LO, in pursuance of the order of the Director of Education, dated

ILO2.2OOI. Further, the school conced.ed during the course of hearing

that it had also recovered arrears of fee amounting to Rs.

Rs.20,33,959.00. The school claimed to have implemented th'e report of

the 6trr Pay Commission w.e.f. July, 2012.

Rqqardigg Tuition Fee: -

Since, the school has itself admitted that it implemented the

report of 6th Pay Commission only w.e.f. July, 2Ot2 but, increased

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

lL.o2.2oo9 b.e.f. 2oo8-o9, the hike of fee w.e.f. April, zoog to June,

2OL2, in excess 1O7o was unjustified, 'ought to be refunded. The

Committee therefore recommends that the hike in the fee affected

by the school from April, 2OO9 to June, 2OL2, in excess of 10%

ought to be refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.

o
The school has also collected arrears of fee for the period from

. 01.01.2006 to 31.O3.2OO9 amounting to Rs.2Or33r959.0O. The

' school out to refund the arrear of fee amounting to Rs.2O,33,959.OO

collected from the students, with interest of @9o/o per annum.
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Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated---28- 10-2013
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With regard to' development fee, the Committee is of the view

. that the school was not complying with any of the pre-conditions

, prescribed by the Duggal Committee, which were affirmed ly tne

Hontble Suprede Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of

India & Ors. However, since the Committee is examinlng the issue

of fee in pursuance of the order dated LL.O2.2OO9, the Committee

recommends that th" development fee charged in 2OO9-10

amounting to Rs.6r45r2OOl- and in 2O1O-11' amounting to

Rs.Sr33,OOOl- ought to be refunded with interest @9o/o per annum.

J.S. Kochar
Member

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member
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The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 lo2l2ot2. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, lg7g were received frpm

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

Education.' On preliminary examination of the record.s, it appeared that

the school had hiked the fee in terms of the oider of the Diiector of

Education dated I'LO2.2OO} and had not implemented the

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

in Category A'.

In order to veri$r the returns of the school, it was directed, vide

notice dated 05-09-20t2 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on Lg-Og-2012.

On the schedule date, Shri A.N. Rai, .Vice-Principal of the school

attended the Office of the Committee. Reply to the questionnaire was

alsb submitted. According to the reply, the school'had not implemented

the report of the 6t}, Pay Commission and had hiked the fee w.e.f. April,

2009.
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The records, produced by thg 

. 
school in the first instance were

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

observed that:

(i) the salary to the staff had been paid at pre-revised scale and on

consolidate basis to the guest teachers,

(ii) the school hiked the fee *.".f. April, 2OOg in the range of 19.47o/o to

2I.98% for different classes,'

(iii) the school did not prod.uce receipt and payment statements for the

years from 2008-09 to 2010-11 , 
,

(iv) according to the ..pr.."rrtatives of the school, such records were

not maintained by the school, and 
.

(v) the school had charged the development fee during 2008-09.

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

notice dated 23.07.2OI3, the school was directed to appear on

L7.O8.2O13 along with its fee and accounting records. The hearing was

preponed to 
.14-08-2013 

with due intimation to the school.

On scheduled date, Shri A.N. .Rai, Vice-Principal, Shri Virender

Singh, school representative and Shri M. Dev Nath, Accountant appeared

before the Committee for hearing. They filed the reply to the

questionnaire regarding development fee. According to the

representatives of the school,

\?\

o

o
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(a) the schoot had charged development fee only in 2008-09, 
00AL22

(b) the school had not implemented the report of 6ft Pay Commission,

(c) as regards the fee, the school had hiked the same in 2009-10, by
/

2Oo/o, and

(d) the Direciorate of Education, vide order dated 25-03-2013 had

permitted closure of the school.

The Committee had gone through the record, observations of the

Audit Officer and has considered the submissions made by the

. representatives of the school. As per the record, the school had hiked

the fee in the following manner: -

Class T\rition Fee
in 2OO8-09

T\rition Fee
in 2009-10

Increase in fee
during 2009-10

VI to VIII 960 1110 150

x-x 1 130 1350 220

.It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2009-10 in excess of permissible limit of IOo/o, though not to the

maximum extent as provided by the order of tJ:e Director of Education,

dated 11.02.2009. It is also clear from the record that the school did not

implement the recommendations of the 6tr' Pay Commission. The school

has also charged an arnount of Rs.1,14,000/- as development fee in

2008-09. The balance sheet for the year 2OIO-11 was not signed by the

T,RUE
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Auditors of the school and the fee actually charged did not match with

the fee schedule.

since, the school did not implement the recommendations of

the 6tu Pay Commission the fee in excess of the tolerance limit of

1O7o ought to be refunded. The Committee therefore recommends

that the.hike in the fee effected by the school in 2oo9-10 ln excess

of LOo/o ought to be refunded along with interest @g% per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable_ to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought'also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum.

Regarding Pevelopment Fee: -

. Thp Committee is of the view that since the school charged

development fee only in 2OO8-O9, which could not have been in

pursuance of the order of the Director of Education dated

LL.O2.2OO9, no recommendation is required to be made regarding

the same as the mandate of the Committee is to examine the fee

charged in pursuance of the aforesaid order.

Recommended accordingr".

o

a
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o

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member
Dated--- 14- 10-2013
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Bal Ntket3n, Public Schgo!., Laxni N,ae?r. Pelhi - 110 O92

The school d1d not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27lO2l2OI2. 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 II.O2.2OO9 and had not implemented the

recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission. Acbordingly, it was placed

in Category A'.

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

notice dated ZO-OS-ZO12 toproduce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 15-10-2012.

On the schedule date, Mrs. Shail Bala, Assistant Teacher and Shri

Vikas Sharma, from the school attended the Office of the Committee.

They requested for some more time to produce the records for their

verification by the Committee. Acceding to the request, the school was

directed to produce the records on 26-LO-2OI2.

$
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On 26-IO-2OL2, Shri Vikas Sharma, from the school attended the

rer time to produce the

records due to the reasons that the school was unable to trace the

records and. C.A., of the school had been out of station. The school, at

its request, was provided final opportunity to produce its records on

19.11 .20t2.

, On the schedule date, Shri Vikas Sharma and Smt. Kiran Sharma,

representatives of the school attended the Office of the Committee. They

submitted reply to the questionnaire. According to the reply, the school

had neither, implemented the report of the 6th Pay Commission nor,

hiked the fee in terms of the ord.er of the Director of Edubation dated

It.o2.2009 .

The records, produced by the school in the first,instance were

examined by Mrs. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee. She

had observed that the school had not implemented the.recommendations

of the 6u' Pay Commission but had hiked.the fee in 2OO9-1O by Rs.100/-

per month.

o
$,8

o

o

a
an opportunity of hearing to the school, vide

the school'was directed to.appear on 17-08-

2

In order to provide

notice dated 2g..O7.2olg,

TRUE COPY

3
o

i-,#flF:NG)
For Review ofSctroot fee,

,"r=M



0;

,o
. .. 000126

2otg along with its fee and accounting records. Th; hearing was

preponed to 14-08- 2OLg with due intimation to the school..

on schedule date, shri Vikas, Assistant Manager along with Ms.

Shail Bal of the school appeared before the Committee for hearing. They

filed the reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee. According

to .the reply, the school had not charged development fee. It was

contended by them that the school had not implemented the report of 6ft

Pay Commission and the fee was hiked. by Rs.SO/- per month in

2009-10. On being confronted with the fee schedule, the representatives

of the school conceded that the hike in fee for classes I to v was by

Rs.75/- per month; while, for classes VI to VIII, it was by Rs.1O0/- per

month.

The Committee has perused the record and the observations of the

Audit Officer and has considered the submissions made on behalf of the

school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the following

manner:

Class Tuition Fee
including computer
fee in 2OO8-O9

Tuition Fee
including computer
fee in 2OO9-LO

Increase in fee
during 2009-10

I-V 425 500 75
VI - VIII 500 600 100

TRUE

o
fttI

o

?

COPV

^/Secretiary

o

o,

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee,



o

o
w
.o

o

. 000 127

It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2009-10 in terms of order of the .Director of Educatign, dated

II.O2.2OOI, for classes VI to VIII but it failed to implement the

recommendations of the 6tr' Pay Commission.

Since, the school did not implement the report of 6th Pay

Com'nission, but, increased the fee, in terms of order of the Director

of Education, dated LL.O2.2OO9, the fee in.excess of the tolerance

limit of Lo% for classes vI to VIII, ought to be refunded. The

Committee therefore recommends that the hike in.the fee effected

by the school in 2OO9-1O in excess of LOo/o for classes VI to VIII

ought to be refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.

Further, the fee hiked 7n 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9Vo per annum.

o

e

o

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member
Dated---I4-LO-2OL3
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The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 271O2/2OI2. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 18o of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received from

the Office of Deputy Director, District North 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 Director of

Education dated ll.O2.2OO9 "ttg had not implemented the

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

in Category A'.

. In order to veriSr 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 reply to the questionnaire on .19-09-2012.

On the schedule date, Shri Srikant Singh Yadav, Manager of the

school attended the Office of the Committee. Reply to .the questionndire'

was also submitted. According to the reply, the school had neither
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nor hiked the fee in

rr.o2.2009.

implemented.the report of the 6ft Pay Commission

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

s

O

o

' The records, produced by the school in the first instance were

examined by sh. A.K. vijh, Audit officer of the Committee. He observed

that the school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6*' Pay

commission but had hiked the fee in 2oog-10 by 15.75% to !7.50o/o for

different classes.

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

notice dated 23.O7.2OI3, the school was directed to appear on

L7.O8.2OI3 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 Srikant Singh Yad.av, Manager of the school

appeared before the Committee. It was admitted by him that the school

had not implemented the report of 6u' Pay Commission. In view of the

record, it was not denied that the school had hiked fee in 2OO9-10, by

Rs.1O0/- per month in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated LI.O2.2OO9 for all classes except classes I and II, for which the fee

hike was Rs.75/- per month. The Manger also filed the reply to'the
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questionnaire regardin- r^__-r3garding development fee. According to theschool had not charged development fee.

000130

reply,

The Committee has examined the record, observations of the AuditOfficer and the submissions made, on behalf of the school. As per therecord, the school had hiked the fee in the forowing manner: _

se

It is evident from the above that the schoor had hiked the fee in2OO}_IO in terms of order of the Director
11.02.2009, for cla 

"." r-'rrector of Education, dated

repo* of ,he ._ *;:.".j':::":: T: L::":::: 
no, implemen,ed,he

o " 
:"-^*uro-r(rrl' 

As regards development fee, it appearsfrom the record before the Committee that the

I charged from the students. 
e'q'L Lrre same has noq been

since, the school did not impiement the recommendations ofthe 6th pay commission, but, increased the fee, in teras of order ofthe Director of Education dated 7r,o2,200grthe fee charged inexcess of the torerance limit of loo/o for classes ,,r to vrrr, was
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unjustified and ought to be refunded. The Committee therefore

recommends that the hike in the fee effected by the school in ZOO1-

1O iu excess of lOo/o for classes III to VIII ought to be refirnded along

with interest @9o/o per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o is also part of the fee for the

subsequent years, there worild be a ripple effect in the subsequend

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum..

?

\s sd/- sd/' sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated--- I4-IO-2OL3
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BaF,a Pa,n4a Sineh Bah+4ur 4q,morifl! Sqq. Sq4ool.

MebF$ti. New.Delry
The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 /O2|2OL2. However, thej returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi School dducation Rules, LgTg were received from

the Office of Deputy Director, District South 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 rL.02.2009 and had not implemented the

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

in Category A'.

In order to veri$r the returns of the school, it was directed, vide

notice dated O5:O9-2O t2 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply tb. the questionnaire on Ig-Og-20I2.

On the schedule date, Sh. Inder Pal Singh, Chairman of the school

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

Reply to the aforesaid questionnaire was also filed. According to the

reply, the school had not implemented the recommendations of 6fr Pay

Commission but had hiked the fee.

The records, produced by the school in the first instance were

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

observed that-
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the school had not implemented the recommendations of

tha 6th Pay Commission,

the salary to the staff had been increased. by 2Oo/o w.e.f April

2009,

the school had hiked the fee in 2OO9-1O in excess of the

permissible limit set by the order of the Director of

Education, dated LI.O2.2OO9,

the school' had recovered fee arrears'from the students @

Rs.2600/- per student,

. (v) the school had charged Development Fee from the students

. and had treated Development Fee as revenue receipt and

had not maintained separate development fund and

depreciation reserve fund.

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

notice dated 29.O7.2OL3, the school was directed to appear on

30.08.2013 along with its fee and accounting records

On 30.08.2013, Sh. Inder Pal Singh, President, Sh. Inder Jeet

Singh, Member M.C., Sh. Pushpdeep Singh, Member M.C., and Sh.

Bhagat Singh, L.D.C. from the school appeared before the Committee for

hearing. They filed the reply to the questionnaire regarding development

fee. According t9 the reply, the school had charged development fee and

the .T*" had been treated as revenue receipt. The school had not

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

.#

T

li
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created separate development fund

sr-lbmitted that: -

..00013d
and depreciation reserye fund. They

behalf of the

the following

(a) the school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6u'

Pay Commission but the salaries to the staff had been increased bv

2Oo/o w.e.r April 2OOg,

(b) the school had recovered fee arrears w.e.f. 01.09.200g to

31.03.2009 from the students,

(c) the school had charged computer fee and s.u.p.w. fee from the

' students.

The Committee has perused the record, observations of the audit

officer and.the submissibns made before the committee, on

school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in

manner: -

It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in

2OOg-10, even in'excess of the permissible limits prbscribed by the ord.er

of the Director of Education date d, II.O2.2OOg. The school had not hiked

fee in 2oIO-11. The school did not implement the recommendations of

the 6ft Pay Commission.

o
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Conclusion 000135

Regardinq Tuition Fee

Since, the school did not. implemgnt the recdmmendations of

the 6th Pay commission, but increased the fee in terms of order of

the Director of Education dated LL.oz.2oog, in excess of the

tolerance limit of 1o7o, the hike was unjustified and the fee in

excess thereof needs to be refunded. The claim of the school to have

increased the salary by 2Oo/o did not entitle it to use the order of the

Director of Education. The Committee therefore recommends that

the hike in the fee effected by the school in 2oo9-1o in excess of

1O% ought to be refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum. The

school had recovered fee arrears w.e.f. o1.o9.2oo8 to g1.og.2oo9

from the students @ Rs.26ool-, that ought to be refunded as well

along with interest @9o/o per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o is also part of the fee for the

subsequent 5iears, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent

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

relatable to the fee hiked in ZbOg-lO ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum
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. Resqlding Development Fee

The school has charged development fee in

2006-o7

2007-o8

2008-09

2009-10

2010-11

rwo

Recommended accordingly.

sd l- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member
Dated-28-10-2013
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the following manner:-

Year Developmgnt.Feg cha{eed in Rs..

72,600.OQ

17,530.00

7 , 18,191.00

1 5, 90,997.OO

II,40,323.00

Thus, the Committee is of the view that the school has.

charged Development Fee but without complying with any of the

pre-conditions prescribed by the Duggal Committee. The

preconditions prescribed by Duggal Committee were affirmed by the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern, School Vs. Union of

India& Ors. Therefore, the Development Fee charged by the school

was not in accordance with law. Hence, the Development Fee

charged by the school to the tune of Rs. 27,3L,32O.OO from 2OO9-

10 to 2O1O-11, in pursuance of the order of the Director of

Education dated LL.O2.2OO9, ought to be refunded along with

ihterest @ 9Yo per annum.
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The school had not submitted its reply to the questionnaire sent

by the committe e on 2T I 02 I 2oL2. However, the returns bf the school

under Rule 180 of the Delhi school Education Rules, 1973 were

received from the office of Deputy Director, District East of the

Directorate of Educatiori. on preliminary examination of the record.s,

it'appeared that the school had hiked the fee in terms of the brder

dated rr.o2.2oo9 of the Director of Education, but had not

implemented the report of 6th Pay commission. Accordingly, it was

placed in Category A'.

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

notice dated 10.09.201,2, to produce its fee and salary records and

ars1tosubmitrep1ytothequestionnaireon24.og.2oL2.

on 24-09-2012, shri Gaurav sharma, from the school appeared

before the office. of the cbmmittee. Reply to the questionnaire was

also submitted.. According 
. to the reply, the school neither had

implemented the recommendations of the 6ti' pay commission, nor

hiked the fee in terms of the order dated rr.o2.2oo9 of the Director of

Education

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee,

TRUE COPT



{r{

. 00013S
'The records, produced by the school were examined by sh. N.K.

Bhatra, Audit officer of the committee. He observed that the school

representative did not bring the fee receipt.books from 2oOg-09 to

20ro-11, therefore status of fee charged during these years could not

be verified. However, according to the statement of fee, submitted by

the school under Ruie 1BO of DSER, rgr3, the school had increased

tuition fge by Rs.100/- for classes I to V and by Rs.150/- for classes

VI to VIII, during 2009-10. During 2o1o-11, the schooi has not

increased the fee. The .school representatives eigain attended the

Office of the Committe e on 26-Oig-ZOtZ and produced the fee receipt

books for verification. The Audit Officer of the Committee had noticed

that for the year 2009-10,.for classes.vl to VIII, the tuition fee had

been shown as Rs.65o /-; but, as per the receipt books, Rs.600/- per

month had been charged.from the students. The repres,entative of the

school stated that the amount had been erroneously shown as

Rs.650/- whereas it was Rs.6oo/-. The Audit officer has further

reported that the 6th Pay commission had not been implemented and

salary had been paid according to old rates.

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

notice dated 23.o7.2or3, it was directed to appear before the

iommittee on 24.o8-2org, along with its fee and.accounting records.

on 24.08.2or3, no one appeared before the committee for hearing.

The notice of hearing had been delivered to the school on 01.0g.2013
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as confirmed from India

therefore, 
. 

has no option

observations of the Audit

0001 39

System. The Comrnittee

decision on ,1. basis of

the records of the school

Post. Tracking

but to take

Officer and

available with the Committee.

The Committee has examined the returns

under . Rule lBO of DSER. IgTg and has also

observations of the Audit Officer.

The school had hiked the fee in the following manner: -

Class Tuition Fee
charged in
2008-09

Tuition Fee
cnarged ln
2009-10

Increase
Tuition
2009-10

in
fee

ItoV 400 500 100
VI to VIII 500 650 150

The school had increased tuitiori fee in terms of the order dated

LI.O2.2OO9. of the Director of Education during 2009-10 for classes I

to V, but for'classes VI to VIII the hike in fee had been in excess to the

permissible limit, 'in terms of the said order of the Director of

Education.. However, the schooi had not implemented the report of 6th

t.

Pav Commission.

Since the school did not implement. the report of 6tt' pay

Commission, but, increased the fee'taking undue advantage gf

the order of the Director of Education dated LL.OZ.}OO9,'the

committee is of the view that the hike in fee in 2oo9-1o, which

was made in excess of the tolerSnce limit of Lo%o, was unjustified
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and ought to be refunded. The Committee therefore recommends

that the hike in fee affected by the school in 2009-1O in excess of

1O7o ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per annum.

Since the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is aiso part of the fee for the

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

years and the 
.fee 

of the subsequent years to the extent, it is

relatable to the fee hiked in,2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded

along with interest @g% per annum.

Recommended accordinglY.

sd/- sd/- sd/.=
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated: 2O-O9-2OI3
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. Sanw.al PasG: MeTnofla,t Schog!' Kotla. {qw Delhi - l1.O OO3

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committe e on 27 /Q2l2OI2. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of'the Delhi School Education Rules, t973 were received

from the Office of Deputy Dir""to., District South of.the Directorate of

Education. On preliminary examing.tion of the records, it appeared

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

LL.O2.2OO9 of the Director of Education and had not i*pl"*"rrted the

recommend.ations of tJ:e 6tt Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was

placed in Category A'.

In order to veri$r the returns of the school, it was directed vide

notice dated 18.09.2012 to prod.uce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on OL.LO.2O1-2.

- On the scheduled date, Ms: Smita Sinha, H.M. and Sh. Gopal

Kohli, Assistant attended the Office of the Committee. Reply to the

questionnaire was also submitted. According to ttre reply, the school

had neither implemented the report of 6fr Pay Commission, nor hiked

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

tL.o2.2009,.

The records, produced by the school were examined by Sh. N.K.

Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that the school

had not implemented. the recommendations of the 6ti' Pay Commission

O
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but had hiked.the fee during 2009-10, in terms

Director of Education dated LL.Q2.2OO9.

000 Llz

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

notice dated. 23.07.2OL3, it was directed to appear, before the

Committee on24.08.2013, along with its fee and accounting records.

On the scheduled date, Shri Gopal Kohli of the school appeared

' before the Committee for hearing. They also presented reply to the

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

school did not charge the d.evelopment fee froin the students. It was

admitted by th: school representatives that the report of .6u' 
Pay

Commission had not been implemented, but the fee was increased

w.e.f. 2009-10, in terms of the order dated tt.O2.2OO9 of the Director

.t.Ir
\t, of Education.

The Committee'has perused the record, observations of .the

audit offrcers and has considered the submissions made on behalf of

. the school. As per the record, the school had hiked .the fee in the

following manner:

CIass Ttrition Fee in
2008-09

T\rition .Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10

Nursery
& K.G.

450 450 NIL

I-V 330 430 100
VI 350 430 80
VII-VIII 360 460 100

It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee, in

terms of the order of the Director of Ed.ucation, dated II.O2.2OO9 for

of the order of the

soPrv
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classes I to V and VII to VIII, except for class VI, where the hike had

been less than the ma><imum limit up-to which the fee could be hiked

in the said order, but in excess to the tolerance limit of 107o. From the

admission of the representatives of the school and from the record, it

is clear that tl.e school had not implemented the report of the 6tt' Pay-

Commission and had not charged development fee from the students.

Since, the school did not implement the recommendations

of the 6th Pay Commission, but increased the fee in terms of

'order of the Director of tducatlon, dated LL.O2.2OO9, the

Committee is of the view that the hike in'fee during the year

2OO9-1O, in excess of the tolerance limit of LOo/o, was unJustified

and ought to be refunded. The Committee therefore recommends

that the hike in the fee effected by the school in 2OO9-10 in

excess of LOo/o ought to be refunded along with interest @9Y" per

annum.

F-urther, the fee htked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for

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

subsequent years and the fee of the subsequent years to the

extent, it is relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be

refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.

\h',

sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Meinber'

Dated-25-10-2013

golrr
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Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member
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Kataria Internatio4al School. Vikas Nagar. Hastsal. Delhi -59

The school did not reply to tJle questionnaire issued by

Committee on 27.02.2012. On preliminary examination of the returns

of the school filed under rule 18O of the Delhi Education Rul.es, Ig73,

which were recqived from the Office of the Deputy Director of

Education, District West-B', records, it appeared that the school had

hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Ed.ucation dated

1L.02.2O09 and had not implemented the recommendations of the 6ft

Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was placed in Category A'.

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

notice dated 16.10.2012, to produce its fee and salary records and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on 25.LO.2OL2.

On tJle schedule date, Shri R.C. Kataria, Honorar5r Chairman of

the school appeared and produced the required records and it was

'then that reply to questionnaire was also filed. According to the reply,

the school had not hiked the fee and had also'not implemented the 6fr

Pay Commission.

The regord.s produced by the school in the first instance *ere

examined by Shri N.S. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. His

observations were that the school had hiked the fee in 2009-10 in

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated t1,..O2.20O9 but

had not implemented the report of 6ft Pay Commission.

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

notice dated 23.07.2OL3, the school was directed to appe€rr before the

Committee.on24.O8.2013, along with its fee and accounting records.

On the appointed date of heaiing, Shri R.C. Kataria, Honorar5r

Chairman and Sh. C.H. Nandwani, Treasurer appeared before the

Committee. They were heard. The records of the school were also

examined.

During the course of hearing, it was admitted by the school

representatives that the school had hiked the fee in 2009-10 in terms

of tlre order of ttre.Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 but had

not implemented the recommendations of .the 6n Pay Commission and

actually its implementation w.e.f-2OL1-12 had been shown on papers

only. It was also submitted that the school did not charge

development fee.

The Committee has examined the returns of the school, its reply

to the questionnaire,. the observations of the Audit Officer and the

submissions made by the school representatives during the course of

hearing.

According to the record, the school had increased hiked the fee

in 2009-10 in the following manner:-

I

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in T\rition
fee 2009-10

I-V 1700 2200 soo

VI - VIII 1900 2200 300
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It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee for

classes I - V in excess to the permissible limit of LOoh for classes VI -

VIII by utilizing the order of the Director of Education dated

LL.O2.2OO9 without implementing tl e recommendations of the 6tt' Pay

Commission. Since the recommendations of the 6fr Pay Commission

were not implemented by the school, it was not entifled to invoke the

order of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9.

. In view of the foregoing facts, the fee increased in excess of

lOVo, w.e.f. OL.O4.2OO9, ought to be refunded by the school along

with interest @9"/" per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2009-1O is also part of the fee for

thg subsequent years, there w6uld be a ripple effect in the

subsequent years and the fee of the subsequent years to the

extent, it is relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be

refunded along with interest @9o/o pbr annum.

Recommended accordingly.

ed/. sd:,1 - sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: 14.10.2013
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Sri Aurobindo Mare. Ngw Delhi -16

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27.O2.2OL2. On preliminary examination of the annual

returns of the school received. from the Office of Deputy Director of
:

Education, District South, it.appeared that the school had hiked the

fee in terms of the order of ttre Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9

and had not implemented the 6ft Pay Commission. Accordingly, the

school was placed in Category 'A'.

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

notice dated Os.L1.2012, to produce its fee and salar5r records'and

also to submit reply tb the questionnaire on 19.lI.2OI2.

On the schedule'date, Shri S.K. Chari, Manager of tJ'e school

appeared and produced the required records. Reply'to the aforesaid

.questionnaire was also filed. According to the reply,

The recommendations of 6m.Pay Commission are not applicable

to the school as tJ:e teachers are working on

voluntary/honorary basis.

Salary records are not maintained by the school.'
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(iii). The school had not hiked tJ:e fee as the report of 6fr.Pay

Commission was not applicable to th6 school.

Tire records produced by the school were 'examined in the first

instance by Shri A.K. Bhalla, Audit Officer of tl:e Committee. He

observed that: -

o

o

(i) the school had hiked the fee in.2009-10, in terms of the order of

the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009,

the school did not pay salary to the staff, and

the school had charged development fee; and

development . fee. had been transferred to income and

expenditure account for the years from 2OO8-09 to 2010-11'.

(ii)

(iii)

(rv)

\Fq

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

notice dated 23.07.2013, the school was directed to appear.before the

Committee on 0.4.08.2013, along with its fee anil accounting record.s,

On the appointed date of hparing, Shri S.A. Chari, Manager, Sh.

Satish Agrawal, Accounts Officer and Vikrant Abrol, Parent

Representative appea.red before the Committee. They were heard'. The

records of the school were also examined

During the course of hearing, it was contended by the aforesaid

persons representing the school that the teachers are working on

TRUE COPY

o

o

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee,

s..iM,v



o
o ' 0001'f 9

voluntary basis and no salary is being paid to them; hence, there is no

question of implementing the recommendations of the 6th pay

Commission. They admitted that tle school had hiked the fee by

Rs QOO/- per month and had also charged development fee.

However, it was contended that though the hike in the fee in

2009-10 coresponded to the maximum hike permitted vide order

dated IL.O2.2OO9, the hike had no relation to the implementation of

the 6e Pay Commission report as no salary was being paid to the

teachers at all. It was contended that the hike was to meet the. ever

increasing the administrative expenses. It was further contended that

although the nomenclahrre given was tuition fee, the same was a

misnomer as the school did not pay any salaries at all.

' The Committee agrees with the contention of the school that the

nomenclature "T\rition Fee" is inappropriate, in the facts and.

circumstances of the case. Tuition Fee is charged primarily to defray

the expenditure on salaries of the teachers. when teachers work on a

voluntarily basis, there would be no question of charging any hrition

fee. For the sarne reason, there would arise no occasion of effecting

any hike in tuition fee. It is trite that nomenclature given to a

particular receipt does not determine the. nature of receipt. The

character of receipt would not change because it is given a particular

name. Order dated IL.O2.2OQ9 was issued primarily to enable the

school to generate sufficient funds to defray the additional
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expenditure on salaries. Thus, any fee hiked by the school cannot be

considered to be in pursuance of order dated LI.O2.2OO9.

By th9. same reasoning, the Committee is of the view that the

school was not entitled to charge any development fee because

development fee is charged as a percegtage of tuition fees. However,

in reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee, the school

has stated that it charged the same amounting to Rs.2,O6,4O6l- in

2009-10 and Rs.2,32,683/- in 2010-11. Moreover, ttre same was not

used for purchase / upgradation of any furniture, fixture or

equipment.

In view of the findings that the school was not entitled to

charge any development fee, the Committee is.of the opinion that

the said fee amodnting to Rs.2rO6,4O6l- in 2OO9-1O and

Rs.2,32,683/- in 2O1O-11 ought to be refunded along with

interest of 9o/" per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

\ea
o

o
o
0

sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) Dr. R.K. Sharma

Chairperson Member

Dated: 28.10.2O 13
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Universal Public School. Preet Vihar. Delhi-11OO92

In reply to the questionnaire dated 2710212012 issued by the

Committee, the school vide its letter dated 29/02/2012 stated that.

the school had implemented the VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f. April

2009 and had also paid arrears to the staff arising on account of

retrospective application of the recommendations of the VI Pay

Commission. With regard to fee, the school stated that it had

increased the fee by Rs. 300 per month as it came under the category

3 of the categorizaLion as per order dated II/O2/2O09 issued by the

Directdr of Education. The fee was hiked w.e.f. September 2008 and

arrears for seven months upto March 2009 amounting to Rs. 2,1,OO

per student were charged. However, the school stated that the

information sought regarding arrear fee charged from the students (for

the period 01.01.2006 to 31.08.2008) was not applicable to it, leading

to the belief that the school had not charged any arrear fee. Based on

this reply, the school was placed in categor5i'B'.

Preliminary calculations were made by the cAs detailed with

this committee on the basis of the financials of the school and the
I

information provided by the school in response to the questionnaire

issued by the committee. since the school had hiked the fee w.e.f.

september 2008, the balance sheet of the school as on 3l/o3/2oog

was made the basis for calculating the funds available with the sphool

at the threshold. As per the calculations made by the CAs, the school

O

o
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had available to it,.net funds amounting to Rs. I,42,47,778 at the

threshold while the total impact of implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report was Rs. I,2I,68,136. So, prima facie, the school

could. have met its additional liabilities on account of implementation

of VI Pay Commission Report out of its own resources and there was

no need to hike the fee. However, the school generated an additional

sum of Rs. 81,40,800 by way of fee 'hike. The preliminary

calculations, when checked by the office of the Committee, were found

to be a little discrepant and the amount available with the school at

the threshold was revised to Rs. I,39,74,778.

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

Committee issued notice dated 26/L2/2OL2 for hearing on

28/O1/2013. On this date, Ms. Maya Gupta, Director/Manager of the

school appeared along with Sh. Rakesh Kumar, Accountant and Sh.

R.K. Aggarwal, PS to Director. They were provided with a copy of the

preliminary calculation sheet and were pdrtly heard by the

Committee. They sought time to respond to the preliminary

calculations. Accordingly the matter was directed to be relisted on

14l02l2or3. with regard to development fee, the school was directed

'to provide specific answers to the following queries:

(a) How development fee was utilised and accounted. for in the

accounts of the school?

(b) Whether the school was maintaining separate development

fund and depreciation reserve fund?
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On L4l02l20L3, the aforesaid representatives of the school

again appeared and filed written submissions dated

28/OI/2O13 stating, inter alia,

(a) The school increased tuition fee in the year 2009-10 @ Rs.

300 per month per student. Besides the monthly increase,

arrears of Rs. 2,LOO for the period OL|O9|2OOS to

3Il03l2009 and Rs.3,000.for the period OIlOIl2006 to

3L/08/2008, as mandated vide order dated LII02/2OO9

issued by tJle Director of Education were recovered

(b) A total recovery of arrears amounting to Rs. 27,28,560 for

the aforesaidtwo period had been made till 31/O3/2OII.

(c) After implementation of VI Pay Commission and payment

of arrears, the bank balance of the school which was (+)

47,35,570 as on 3llO3/2O09, turned into (-l 49,79,680

as on 3ll03l2OlI.

(d) As per Rule I77 (21 (e) ssrea.sottable reserae fund, not

being less than 7O% of such savings" should be kept

' aside.

(e) After noticing the financial situation of the school, the

issue was discussed in the parent teacher meeting

organized on20/03/2OLO and the PTA agreed to increase

the fee within the permissible limit. The decision of the

PTA was, approved by the Managing Committee on the

same date.
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On perusal of the written submissions, it came out that the

school had collected arrear fee from the students while in reply to the

questionnaire, the school had not mentioned recovery of any'such iee.

The representatives of the school feigned ignorance about the reply

dated 29/02/2012 which was signed by the Vice Principal of the

school. The preliminary. calculations made by the CAs attached with

the Committee were based on the premises that the school had not

collected any arrear fee. Accordingly tJre representatives of the school

were advised to file a correct reply to the questionnaire within one

week, so tl:at a revised calculation sheet could be prepared reflecting

the correct position.

The school vide its letter dated 22/02/2OI3 filed a

comprehensive reply to the questionnaire with detailed afrnexures

giving the required and relevant information. As per the revised. reply,

the school stated that the recommendations of ttre VI Pay Commission

Report were implemented w.e.f. OL|O4|2OO9 as a consequence of

which the total monthly salary of the school rose from Rs. 9,54,629 in

July 2008 to Rs. 13,53,296 in April 2OO9 and again to Rs.. L6,4L,893

in July 2OOg. '. It was also stated that the school had paid a total

amount of Rs. 39,70,000 by way of arrears during financial years

2009-L0 and 20 LO- 1 1. Arrear fee collected upto 3L /03 /2O1 I was Rs.

27,30,L00. The fee was hiked by Rs. 300 per month w.e.f.

OLIO4/2O1O (sic). The fee hike resulted in increase in fee revenue

\6sr"
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which was Rs. L5,78,075 per month in July 2008 to Rs. 19,34,461- per

month in July 2OO9.

Based on this reply, a frbsh calculation sheet was prepared by

the Committee and a copy of the same was provided to the school vide

notice dated o2lo3l2o13 fixing the hearing for o8lo3l2ol3. As per

the revised calculation sheet prepared on the 
-basis 

of clarifications

provided by the school vide its revised reply to the questionnaire, the

school had a sum of RS. 1,39,71,511 as available funds as on

3L/O3/2OLL. While calculating the available funds with the school,

the Committee had taken into cohsideration d. sum of Rs. 9I,46,82L

given by the school by way of loans and advances, which could be

recovered by the school for meeting its additional liabilities under VI

Pay Commission Report. The Committee also worked out the

incremental fee for the year 2OO9-10 at Rs. 42,76,632 and the

incremental salary at Rs. '82,47,168 for the corresponding period. Tire

arrear fee recovered by the school was taken at Rs. 27,30,100 while

the arrears salary paid by the school was taken at Rs. 39,70,000.

After taking into account the fee hike and salary hike, the Committee

found. ihat though the funds available with the school had depleted

but still it had a sum of Rs. 87,61,075 available with it after meeting

all its'liabilities under the'Vl Pay Commission.

On 08/03 l2OL3,'Ms. M. Gupta, Manager appeared with Sh'

Pawan , Kumar, Chartered 
. 
Accountant and Sh. 

, 
Rakesh Kumar,

Accountant appeared and filed written submissioni dated

o
o
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08/03/2013. The school expressed its agreement with the calculation

sheet prepared by the Co*rrritt"e except contended that the loans and

advances taken by the Committee amounting to Rs. 9I,46,82I

included a sum of Rs. 63,55,963 advanced to its parent Society i.e.

Universal Educational Society and another Rs. 9,s6,104 advanced to

Universal Nursery School which was also a unit of Universal

Educational society. It was contended that the amount was given to

the society for the purpose of making new building and as. such was

not available with the school for implementation of vl Pay Commision'

Report and therefore should not have been taken as part of funds

available with the school. with regard to the Nursery school, it was

contended that it was a separate school run under the aegis of the "

same society and the loan was given to assist it. on a query by the

Committee, it was stated that the Nursery school was unrecognized

and as sugh its revenues were not reflected in the balance sheets of

the main school. It was further stated that the entry level class of the

school was Nursery and students passing out the Nufsery school after

KG, are promoted to class I in the main school.

The Committee was of the view that. in.view of the facts and

circumstances that the students were initially admitted in the Nursery

school and after completing class KG in that school got promoted to

class .I in the secondary school, coupled with the. fact that the two

schools were adjacent to each other, they were in fact one school and

the funds available with the Nursery school also ought to be
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considered as funds available with the main school, despite the fact

that the Nursery school was unrecognized. Accordingly the school was

asked to furnish copies of the balance sheets of the Nursery school

from 2OO6-07 to 2O1O-11. The same were submitted by the school

under cdver of its letter dated I4iO3l2OIl.

In order to confront the school with the view of the Committee to

also'consider the funds available with the Nursery school as available

for the purpose of. implementation of VI Pay Commission Report, a

fresh notice of hearing dated O2/O9/2013 was issued for hearing on

20l09l2OI3. The school sought an adjournment on 2010912013 on

account of non availability of Manager. Accordingly, the hearing was

postponed to O7/LO/2O13 when the representatives of the school

appeared. and contended that the two schools are independent and

having separate staff and separate buildings and therefore should not

be clubbed together. The circumstance that the two school were

adjoining is a mer" 
"oin"idence. 

The contention of the school is

rejected for the reasons stated in the foregoing paragraphs,

A revised calculation sheet was prepared by the Committee to

work out'the funis.available with the school as on 3IlO3l2O08 by

combining the funds available with the secondary school as well as

the nursery school. The revised calculation sheet is as follows:
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Nursery
SchoolMain School

. 4,639,994

76,707

Total

Cash in hand

Cash at bank

Fixed deposits
Loans & advances(other than nursery
school)

Loans & advances(nursery school)

Less current liabilities

Sundry creditors 
.

Expenses payable

Caution money

Advance against children insurance

90,089 157,329 247,417

'8,210,717 9,441,799 16,652,515

936,104 (936,104) -

13,953,601 8,313,731 22,267,332

159,949 8,994

.276,267 16,861

406,245'

' 
20,365

650,709 5,290,693

- 76,707

168,943

' 293,128

406,245

20.366

r,'

,

a

I

v

862,826 . 25,855 888.681

Net funds available 13,090,775 8,287,976 21,378,651.

It is apparent from the above detail that the school had

available with it a sum of Rs.2,13,28,6s1 at the threshold i.e. as on

3Llo3l2oo8. rt is a different matter that the school had diverted

a sum of Rs. 63155,963 from the main school and Rs. ggrzLrTgg

from the Nursery school to its parent society, purportedly for the

purpose of construction of new building. As per the Income &

Expenditure accounts of the school, it is apparent that except for

some miniscule amounts, the bulk of the revenue of the school

car.ne from the fee collected from the students.. The schools are

not permitted to divert their funds generated out of fee receipts to

8
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their parent organizattons as per the .law laid down by the Hon'ble

Supreme Court in the cases of Modern School vs. Union of India

(supra) and Action Committee Unaided Rrt. Schools & Qrs vs. Director

of Education & Ors 2009 {11) SCALE 77. Moreover, as per Rule 177

of the Delhi School Education Rules, L973, the schools can incur

capital expenditure out of its savings from fee and the savings are to

be calculated after making payment of salaries and allowances to the

staff. Hence, the payment of increased salaries as per VI Pay

Commission Report has to be glven priority to investment in the

construction of new building. While it may be true that the school did

not have sufficient liquid resources to meet the additional liabilities on

account of implementation of VI Pay Commission Report, the situation

is entirely of its own making. This could certainly be redeemed by

asking the. parent Society to return the loan advanced to it as

provision of suitable accommodation (school building) is a condition

precedent for grant of recognition and thus it b""o-"" the

responsibility of the Society to provide suitable building to the school.

The building cannot be constructed by recovering excessive fee from

th.e students.

Determinations:

\

Tultion Fee

As determined above, the school had a sum of Rs. 2113,78,651

as funds available with it at the threshold. However, the Committee

has consistentlv taken a view that the entire funds available with the
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school should not be considered .as available for the purpose of

payment of increased salaries on account of implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report. The schools ought to retain with them a

reasonable reserve equivalent to four months' salary for any future

contingehcies. As pbr the statement filed by the school, the total

salary bill of the school for the month July 2009 was Rs. 16,41,893.

Based on this, the requirement of reserve comes to Rs. 65,57,572"
I

Thus.the Committee is of the,view that out of the total funds available

with the school, the school could .have utilised a sum of Rs.

' 1,48,1 LrOTg for payment of increased salaries and'arrears on account

of implementation of VI Pay Commission Report.

. As against this, the total financial impact of implementation,of

the vI Pay commission Report w.e.f. oI/04/2oa9, was Rs.

t,?r,L7,L68, as follows:

Payment of arrears Rs. 39,70,000

Incremental salary from 01/09 /2OO8

To 31/03 l2o|0
Total

Rs.82.47.168

Rs.1.22.17.168

These figures are not disputed by the school. Hence, the

Committee is of the view that the school already had adequate

resources for meeting the additionat tlaUitities that .befell on it on

account of implementation of VI Pay Commission Report. Therefore,

the school was not justified in hiking the tuition fee w.e.f. OI/04/2OO9

and recovering any arrear fee for the period 01/0112006 to

3l/03/2009. The arrear fee recovered by the school, amounting to
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Rs. 27,30,100 ought to be refunded along with interest @ 9o/o per

annum. Further, the school ought to refund the increased tuition fee

of Rs. 3OO per month charged from the students w.e-.f. OL l04l2009 to.

31,/03/2010. As per the preliminary calculations, this amount'works

out to Rs. 42,76,632. This also should be refunded along with interest

@9o/o Per annum

Development Fee:

Though the school did not rdspond to thd queries raised by thg

Committee regarding the manner of utilisation of development fee and

its treatment in accounts, the Committee on perusal of the balance

sheets of the school is satisfied that the sqhool was complying with

the pre conditions laid down by the Duggal Committee, in as much as,

the school was treating d.evelopment fee as a capital receipt, the

unutilised amount. was kept in earmarked FDRs and depreciation

. reserv'e fUnd account was also maintained. The Committee, is

therefore of the view that in so far as development fee is concerned, no

intervention is required.
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In view of the above determinations,

the view that the school ought to refund the

with interest @9% per annum.

000162

the Committee is of

following sums along

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

sd/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

Dated: 09/11-/2OL3

CA J.S. Kochar
Member

sd/- sd/-
\ r?'
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Arrears of tuition fee for the period' OL|O4|2OO6 to

stloslzooe

Rs.27,30,1OO.

Increased tuition fee w.e.f. OLl04l2OO9 to

sLloslzoLo

Rs.42,761632
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Rukmani Devi Public School. Pitampura. Delhi-11OO34

. The Committee had sought details and documents from the

school, vide its letter dated lglOLl2OI2, in order to examine the

justifiability of the fee hiked by the school in pursuance of order dated

II /02 /2009 issued by the Director of Education. The school, vide its

letter dated O3/O2|2OL2 submitted the required documents viz.

copies of its financials, fee structures, enrolment of students, staff

statements etc, details of salary paid to the staff immediatgly before

implementation of VI Pay Commission and after such implementation

and the extent of fee increased in consequence of order dated

LI/O.2/2O09 issued by the Director of Education. While submittino

the required documents, the school submitted that the fee hike

allowed to'it vide the aforesaid order dated L1/O2/2OO} was

inadequat3 as the school did not have sufficient funds with it and.the

fee hike allowed to it did not result in generation of adequate funds in

order to implement VI Pay .Commission Report. After the

implementation, the school was in deficit and therefore requested the

Committee to allow further tuition fee hike of Rs. lOO per month per

student w.e.f. OL l04l2009 and collection of a further lump sum of Rs.

2000 per student on a one time basis.

Subsequently, the Committee issued a questionnaire dated

27 l02l2OI2 in order to obtain specific and relevant information for

the issue to be determined by it. 'In reply thereto, the school
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submitted. that it had implemented the VI Pay Commission Report and

the increased salary was being paid to the staff w.e.f. OI/O4/2OO9.

The salary paid to the staff during 2OO8-09 i.e. before implementation

of VI Pay Commission was Rs. 2,70,53,865 and during 2009-10, i.e.

after its implementation, the same amounted to Rs. 4,OO.,47,973. On

account of retrospective application of VI Pay Commission F.eport, a

total sum of Rs. I,22,26,937'became due as arrears from 01/O I l2006

to 31/08 l2OO8 and Rs. 53,02,215 foithe period OL/OT/2008 to

3L/03/2009, thus aggregating Rs. 1,75,29,L52. Out of this sum, an

amount of Rs. I,28,21,451 had been paid to the staff on various

dates during 2OO9-1O and 2O1O-11 while the remaining amount of Rs.

47,O7,7O1 due to the employees who had left the school was still to be

paid. With regard to fee hike in. pursuance of order dated

LI/O2/2O09, the school claimed to have increased the tuition fee in

terms of the aforesaid order y...f. OIl04l2OOg and recovered arrears

of tuition fee and development fee for the period OL/O9/2OO8 to

3L/Og/2OOg, besides recovering lump sum arrears for the period

OLlOIl2006 to 3tlOBl2OO9. The total lump sum arrears recovered

were stated to be Rs. 54,66,185, besides a sum of Rs. L6,L7,98O

which w'ere yet to be recovered. A total sum of Rs. 52,99,290 was

stated to have been recovered as arrears of tuition .fee for the period

OL/O9/2008 to 3I/O3/2009 and arrears of development fee amounted

to Rs. 20,61,850 for the same period. On the basis of this reply, the

school was placed in Category'B'.
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000165
issued by the Committee

inviting varioqs stakeholders to make representations in order to

assist the Committee to arrive at proper conclusions, one R.D.P.S.

Parent Association Delhi, made a representation dated 27 10312012,

stating that there were huge abnormalities. and misappropriation in

the school funds under variops heads of accounts, from the year 2OO4

to 2011 and there was no .need to hike the fee as the school had

sufficient funds available with it. A complaint was made to the

Director of Education and the accounts of the school were examined

by Dy. Controller of Accounts, Department of Education, Delhi. After

receipt of his report, the Director of Education had passed an order

dated t3107 12010, directing the school to roll back the hiked fee.

However, the school had not obeyed the order. Consequently, the

Association filed a writ petition (WP No. 2059 of 20 11) in the Delhi

High Court. The issues raised by the parents association, so far as

tJrey are relevant to the'determination to be made by this Committee

are as follows:

.(a) The school is charging tuition fee at higher rates since 2OO4

and upto 2OLI, it ha.s.collected Rs.9.63 croreQ, in excess of

the establishment cost of the school.

(b)The school has collected Rs. .3.27 crores on account of

development fund from 2004 to 2011 but the balance sheet

along with relevant schedule of fixed assets does not show a

matching increase in the fixed assets.

TRUE CPPY
/ JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COM[,4[TEE
For Review of School Fee,

$e"M



\t :

000 1 66

(c) No FDRs are being maintained against depreciation reserve

fund.

(d) A sum of Rs. 1.90 crores has been charged to the revenues of

the school towards interest paid by the school to its. Parent

Society from 2OO4 to 2011.

. (e) Depreciation has been charged @ 60% on I.T. Lab, which has

. been debited to Profit & Loss account to reduce. the income.

(0 An amount of Rs. 4.38 crores has been withdrawn by the

Pardnt Society from the school.

A' request was. made for granting personal hearing to the

Association before a decision was taken by the Committee.

' Preliminary examination of the financials of the school was

carried out by the. Chartered Accountants detailed with this

Committee (CAs). As the school claimed to have increased the tuition

fee w.e.f. OL/O9/2OO8,'the balance sheet of the school as on

3L'lO3l2O08 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, the funds available with the school as on.3Il03l2O08 were

to the tune of Rs.45'r75r226. The school recovered arrear'fee

amounting to Rs..1,28,27,325 for the period 01/0112006 to

3L/O3/2OO}, the arrears of salary paid by the school consequent to

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report for the same period was

Rs. 1,281}L.4SL, the incremental fee recovered by the school during
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the financial year 2009-10 was Rs. 1,19'O5'2OO while the

incremental salary on account 
. 
of imple'mentation of VI Pay

Commission Report for the corresponding period was Rs.1,29,94'1O8.

After taking ihto account the increased fee, arrear fee, increased

salary and arrear salary, the school still had surplus funds to the tune

of Rs. 34,92,192 available with it. The school was issued a notice

dated 2510412013 for providing it an opportunity of hearing by the

Committee on20/O5/2OL3. On this date, Sh. K.C. Garg, Chairman,

Sh. Daya Ram Goel, Administrative Officer and Sh. S.P. Singh,

Chartered Accountant. They were provided with the preliminary

calculation sheet prepared by the CAs atlached with the Committee.

The representatives of the school sought some time for filing an

appropriate response. As the school was also charging development

naire regarding development fee wasfee, besides tuition fee, a question

issued to the school to elicit information about the recovery,

utilisation and fulfillment of pre conditions for charge of this fee as per

the Duggal Committee Report.

At the request of the school, the matter was directed to be

relisted on 27 /06/2OL3. On this date, the aforesaid representatives of

the school again appeared and filed written submissions dated

.27 /06/2013 and'also copy of balance sheet as on 3I/O'3/2O11, which

was not 6n record of the committee and detail of salary'for the month

of March 2OLO, which was relied upon by the school in support of its
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submissions- The representatives also made oral.submissions and

were heard by the Committee.

Submlssions bv the school:

Vide written submissionS dated 27 l06l2OI3, the school

submitted as follows: '

(a) The frxed deposit of Rs. 50.00 lacs + interest accrued thereon

amounting to Rs. 6,39,120 was towards depreciation reserve

fund and was meant for capital eixpenditure only i.e. for

. purchase, upgradation and replacement of furniture, fixture

& equiprpents and therefore the same was not avaiiable for

the purpose of implementation of VI Pay Commission Report.

(b) The FDRs of Rs. 2.O0 lacs + interest accrued thereon

amounting to Rs. 25,ggg was also not available for

implementation of VI Pay iommission Report as the sanie

was required to be kept in reserve as per CBSE guidelines.

(c) Security of Rs. 1,35,000.under the head loans & advances

.was against the electrical connection of the school and

therefore the same cannot be utilised for implementation of

" VI Pay Commission Report.

(d) After excluding the amounts.as per paras (a), (b) & (c) above,

the excess fund shown in the preliminary calculation sheet of

the Committee would actually turn into a deficit of Rs.

25,07,327_.

ndur
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(e) In view of the deficit, the school has not yet paid the balance

. arrears of salary amounting to Rs. 47,O7,7O1, on account of

retrospective implementation of VI Pay Commission Report,

to the employees who had left the school and were claiming

the same. vide letter dated og/Io/2013, the school liled with

the Committee, copy of an order dated 2310912013 passed

by the Hon'ble Delhi High 'Court in WP( Cl 2g7 /20L3 in a

writ petition filed by one Ms. Deepika Jain, h.n ex staff

member, vide which the Honble High Court had directed the

school to pay the arreb.rs in terms of VI Pay Commission

long with interest @ 60/o per- Report within three months along with interes

annum.

(f) The school was.yet to recover airear fee amounting to Rs.

1.6,L7,98O from the students.

(g) The school has a liability of Rs. 74,07,670 towards payment

of gratuity and leave encashment as on 3 L/OL/2OIO for

which no funds were availAble with the school. An dmployee

wise detail of such liabilities was filed by the school. These

liabilities are statutory liabilities and have to be considered

while making an assessment of funds available with the

school.

(h) Ttie. school requires ,"."*"" equivalent to four months'

salary which amounts to Rs. 1.32 crores for which no funds

are available with the school.
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(i) In nutshell, it was submitted that the school had overall'

. deficit to the tune of Rs. 57,90,735 for meeting the enhanced

financial liability on account of implementation of VI Pay

Commission Recommendations. Out of tJ:is shortfall, a sum

of Rs. 47,0I,827 was relatable to shortfall on account of

arrears payments of salary and Rs. 10,88,908 to shortfall on

account of incremental salary.

Submissions bv the Parents' Assoclation:

As a request was md.de by RDPS Parents Association for

personal hearing, the Committee, vide letter dated ISILO/2O13'

afforded an opportunity. of personal hearing to the Parent Association

on 23lLOl2O13, Sh. O.N. Pand.ey, Presid.ent of the Association

appeared along with Sh. Rajesh Bansal, General Secretary and Sh.

Ajay Jain, Member. At the outset, they were asked to apprised the

Committee of the iesult of the Writ Petition filed by the Association in

the Delhi High Court. They informed that the said petition had been

disposed off by the.Hon'ble High Court on 6lL2l2OI2 with the

observation that no useful purpose could be achieved in keeping the

Writ Petition pending till such a final order is passed by the

Committee. During the course of discussion with the Committee, the

representatives of the Association confined themselves to the following

two issues raised by them in the representation:
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sufficient funds with. it as on 3L/O3/2OO8'

have utilised first before resorting to a fee

w1

hike.

(b) The funds inducted in the school by the Parent.society for

setting up the infrastructure of the school had been

systematically withdrawn by it over a number of years and

not only that, the society had also iecovered interest on the

funds inducted by it which was in clear violation of the law

and the ordeis issued by the Dir'ectorate of Education'

Rebuttal bv the School:

so far as the first issue raised by the Parent Association is

concerned., the same is indisputable and is not disputed by the school

also. Howefer, it is subject to determination by the Committee as to

whether it had funds available with it for implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report.

with regard to the second issue raised by the Parent

Association, 'on examination of the audited balance sheets of 'the

school, the Committee felt that, prima faiie, there was substance in

the contention of the Association. In the interests of natural justice

and fair play, the school, vide letter dated 23llOl2O13 was asked to

frle a complete statement of account of Settr Pokhar Mal Educational

Society (the parent society of the school), as appearing it its books

from 0110412004. The school filed the statement on 2511012013.

when sh. K.c. Garg, Chairman of the society, sh. Daya Ram Goel,
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Administrative Officer and Sh. Navin Kumar, Accountant of the school

appeared before the Committee. During the course of hearing, it was

contended that the school had. taken a loan. from its Society for

purchase of fixed assets like cof,rputers which had been paid back

over a period of years. It was also contended that the school had paid'

interest to the Society as the Society ii.r turn had to pay interest on the

loans taken by it. It was contended that such rdpayment of loan or

interest cannot be deemed to be diversion of funds. It was further

contended that the issue had been examined by a Comniittee

constituted by the Director of Education. under the headship of Dy.

Controller of Accounts and in the report submitted on 18/05 IZOIZ ( a

copy of which was filed) it was concluded that the school did not have

any corpus fund or surplus fund available from which it could meet

its liabilities on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission

Report. After taking into consideration this report, the Director of

Education had passgd an order dated. O8/IO/2O12, holding that the

school was justified in hiking its fee. It was also contended that the

parent teacher Association of the school had also expressed its

satisfaction on the issue. r .

Discussion:

' The Committee has examined tl:e returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules Lgi3, the

information provided by the school of its own volition and in response

to the questionnaire issued by the Committee, the written as well as
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oral submissions made by the iepresentatives of the school and tJ.e

documents filed by it during the course of hearing. Firstly, the issue

' of diversion of funds by the school to its parent society, as alleged by

the Parents Association, needs to be addressed' as this issue hai not

been examined by the CAs attached with the Committee, while

preparing the preliminary calculation sheet.

' Re.: Alleged diversion of funds bv the school to its parent

societv.

From the balance sheets of the school from 2003 -04 fo 2010-

11, the following facts emerge so far'as they are relevant to the'

discussion on this issue.

It is obvious from the above figure that the.fu.d assets of the

school as on 3IlO3l2O04 were primarily.funded by the parent society

i.e. Seth Pokhar Mal Educational Society, as out of the total

investment in fixed assets amounting to Rs. 2,80,52,026, the society

had contributed a sum of Rs. 2,7g,45,g!2. These fixed assets

included school building of the value of Rs. L,92,74,622 and

\"r 3

{t
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Balance
sheet date

General
fund

Outstanding
loan of parent
societv

Fixed Assets (other
than acquired out of
development fund

3L /03 /2004 62.L23 2.79.45.9L2 2,80,52,026
3r/03/200s 19,93,623 2,56,OO,602 2,46,28,365
3r /os /2006 37.99.862 2,07,66,893 2,23,4L,r05
3L/03/2007 49.56.5r2 r.66.97.377 1.98.30.081
31 10312008 85,03,451 1.64,05,198 r,77,48,735
31/03 /2009 1.08.94.898 I.37.3L.3L7 r,69,43,40r
3r l03 /20ro 1,09,38,405 1,04,96,808 1.39.88.436
3Ll03/20rr r.99.92.430 Nil r.7t,54,r87
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auditorium of the value of Rs. 53,71,339, besides buses and car of the

value of Rs. g,82,83O. Thus a sum of Rs. 2,56,28,791 out of a total of

Rs. 2,80,52,026 represented these assets and same were funded by

the society. Instead of contributing these assets as its corpus,- the

society treated them as loan owing to it by the school, which also

carried interest. It is not material how the accounting enties were

mad.e in the books. Whether the societ5r gave funds to the school from

which these assets were acquired or the society contributed these

assets in specie and treated their cost as loan owing tq it, iS not

germane to the issue. The fact remains that it is the obligation of the

Society to provide these infrastructural assets to the school. It would

be useful to refei to section 4 of the Delhi School Education Act, L973

which provides that no school shall be recognized unless it has

suitable or. adequate accommodation and it has the prescribed

facilities for physical education, library service, laboratory work,

workshop practice or co curricular activities, besides hb.ving suitable

tbachers. When availability of adequate accommodation and other

infrastructural facilities is an essential pre condition for grant of

recognition to the school, it follows that the society seeking

recognition for its school has to provide for them. By treating the

funds contributed for creation of these facilities as a loan to the school

and by recovering it along with interest out of the revenues of the

school, the bulk of which come from the fee charged from' the

students, the societ5r has, in fact, recovered the cost of these assets

(including building and auditorium) from the fee charged from the
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students. This is more than apparent from the figures glven in the

.above 
table. It would be seen that the general reserve o.f the school,

which i.s the cumulative amount left over from the fee of the students

after meeting its expenses over a.number of years, has phenomenally.

gone up and simultaneously, the outstanding balance of loan of the

society has gone down. It shows that the school , while fixing the fee

over the years, had been taking into account, the loan to be repaid to

the society and such repayments formed part of the fee structure of

the school. As noted above, the loan was utilised for creating fixed

assets of the school, i.e. incurring of capital expenditure. Repayment

of such loan out of fee of the students amounts to recovering the ocst

of fixed assets from the students by way of fee.

This very issue was also considered by t-!e Duggal Committee

and it'would be profitable to cite the relevant part of its report. In

para7.24, the Committee observed

"7.24 Simultaneouslg, ft is also to be ensured that the schools, do
not discharge qnq of the functions, which rightly fall in the
domain of the Societg out of the fee and other charges collected

from the students; or where the parents are made, to bear, euen in
paft, the financial burden for the creation of facilities including
buitding, on a land which had been giuen to the Societg. at
concessional rates for cqrrying out a "philanthropic" actiuitg. One
onIA wonders what than is the contibution of the Societg that
professes to run the School."

' The report of the Duggal Committee was considered by the

Honble Supreme Court in the case of Modern School vs. Union of

India (2OO4l 5 SCC 583 in which the Supreme Court held that the
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capital expenditure incurred by the school cannot form part of the fee

structure. The Honble Court observed as follows:

' tc It was argued on behalf of tlie management that Rule 177

allows the schools to inqtr capital expenditure in respect of the

same sch.ool or to assist ang other school or to set up ana other

school und"er the same management and consequently, the

Director had no authoitg under clause 8 to restrain the school

from transferring the fund"s from the Recognised Unaided School
' -Fund 

to the societg or the trust or any other institution and,

therefore, clause 8 ias in conflict with Rule 177.

.Wedonotfind"meitintheabouearguments.Before
analgsing the rules herein, it mag be pointed out, that as of
todag, ute haue Generallg Accepted Accounting Pnnciples (GAAP).

As itated aboue, commercialisation of education has been a
problem area for the last seueral aears. One of the methods of
eradicating colmmercialisation of education in schools is lo insist
on euery school fottouing principies of accounting applicable to
not-for-profit . organisations/ non-business organisations. Under
the Generattg Accepted Accounting Pinciples, eppense is different

from expendihtre. AIl. operational expenses for the current
accounting aear like salary and alloutances pagable to

. emploaees, rent for the premises, paament of propertg taxes are

current re uenue exP ense s,

These expenses entail benefits during tlrc cttrrent
accounting period. Expenditure, on the other hand, is fo,' acquisitioi if an asset of an enduing nature uthich giues beneftts
spread ouer mana accounting periods, like purchase of plant and
machinery, building, etc. Therefore, there is a difference between
reuenue expenses and capital expendihtre. Lastlg, ute must keep
in mind. that accounting has a linkage uith laut. Accounting
operates uithin the legal frameutork. Therefore, banking,
insurance and etectricitg companies haue their own form of
balance sheets unlike balance sheets prescibed for companies
under the Comparuies Act, 1956. Therefore, u)e haue to look at the

.accounts of non-business organisations like schools, hospitals,
etc. in the light of the statute .in que.stion'

In the light of the aboue obseruations, u)e are required to

analyse Rules 172, 175, 176 and 177 of the L973 Rules. The

aboue ruIes indicate the manner in which accounts are required
to be maintained bg the schools. Under Section 18(3) of the said

' Act euery recognised. school shalt ttaue a fund titled "Recognised

unaid"ed" school Fund". It is important to bear in mind that in
euery non-business orgqnisation, a.ccounts are to be mqintained
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on tlle basis of uthat is knoutn as "Fund.-Based. Sgstem of
Accounting". Such sgstem bings about transparency. Section
1B(3) of tie Act shouts that schools lwue to maintain Fund-Based
SU'siei of Accounting. The said" Fund contemplated bg Section
[Ap1, 'sttall 

consist of income bg wag of fees, finq rent, interest,

etc.

Section 18(3) is to be read uitlt Rule 175. Reading the tuo
together, it is clear that each item of income shall be accourited

for separatelg und.er the common head, namelg, Recognised
Unaid.ed" Schoot Fund. Further, Rule 175 indicates accrual of
income unlike Rute 177 which deals witLt utilisation of income,

Rule 177 does not couer all the items of income mentioned in Rule
.175. Rule 177 onlg deals with one item of income for the school,
namelg, fees. Rule 177(1) shou;s that salaries, alloutances and
beneftts to the emplogees shall constitute deduction from the

income in the first instance

That after suclt deduction, surplus if aftU, shall be
appropriated toutards pension, gratuitg, reserues and other items
of appropriations enumerated in Rule 177(2) and afier such
appropriation the balance (sauings) shall be utilised to meet
capital expendihtre of the same school or to set up another school
under the same managemenL Therefore, Rule 177 deals with
applicotion of income and not u.tith accrual of income. Therefore,
Rule 177 shows that salaries and alloutances shall come outfrom
the fees ufiereas capital expeiditure utill be a charge on the
sauings. tea
component of the financlal fee stntcture as is submitted on
behatf of the schbols. It also shou.rs that salanes and
alloutances are reueru)e expenses inqtned during the carrent'
gear and, therefore, theg haue to come out of the fees for the
current gear whereas capital expenditure/ capital inuestments
haue to come from the sauings, if qng, calculated in the manner
indicated aboue.

' In view of the finding of the Committee that it was.the obligation

of the Society running the schoql to provide for the building and other

infrastructural assets, the school was not justified in returning the so

called loan to the Society and that too out of fee charged from the

students. For the sar}e reason, the school was not justified in paying

any interest on the so called loan.
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As per the statements filed by the school on 25/LO/2:,OL}

as also apparent from the above table, the school repaid a sum of Rs.

!,L5,4O,7L4 from -I/4/2OO4 to 31/03/2008 (2,79,45,912-

1,64,05,198). Further, the school, of its own accord, ad.mitted that it

paid interest of Rs. 89,34,358 during this period. As the Committee is

of the view that these pa5rments to the society were not justified, the

Committee will consider a sum of Rs. 2r0+r75ro72 as available to the

school as on 3I/O3'/2O08, in the final determination.

Further, the school repaid a sum of Rs. I,64,05,198. from

OIlO4|2OOS to 3I|O3/2OLL towards principal and Rs. 69,78,605

towards interest (as per the statement filed by 
.the school), the

Committee will consider the suln of Rs. 2,33,83,803 as additional

revenue available to it for the purpose of implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report, in the final determination.

So far as the contention of the school that the issue had been

examined by a committee constituted under the Chairmanship of the

Dy. Controller bf Accounts is concerned, the Committee has perused

the report of the said Committee and observes that the said

Committee after recording that the payments to Seth Pokhar Mal

Educational Society seem to be ln violation of DSEAR 1973 has merely

taken note of the submissions of 
'the 

school that the loan was taken

for creation of infrastnicture of the school. It has fallen short of

recording any'definite finding whether the funds paid by the school to

the society are in violation or psbAR tg73 or not. Further, the order
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dated o.8/Io/2o12 passed by the Director of Education, far .from

holding that the fee hiked by the school was justified, has held that in

view of the findings- of the Committee set up by the Directorate, the

school is temporarily atto*ea to continue with the increased fees

subject to the outcome of Justice Anil Dev Singh Comrnittee and the

schooi shall refund the excess amount paid by the siudents along.

with interest @ 9o/o per annum in case the findings of the Committee

are that the fee hike was not justified. The so called consent of the

Parent Teacher Association of the school, is of no consequence as the

Honble Delhi High Court has in its judgmi:nt dated 1210812011 in

wP (: | 7777 of 2OO9 has held that the consent of the parents is not

required by the school in the matter of fixation of fee. At any rate, it is

in the domain of this Committee to examine the justifiability of the

hike in fee effected by the school pursuant to order dated lIl02l2OO9

issued by the Director of Education.

Re.:Funds available with the school for implementation of

VI Pav Commission Report.

The school, vide para 4 of its written submissions dated

27lO6l2OL3, after disputing the various figures taken in

preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the CAs attached with

Committee, and requesting for various allowances to be made

the

the

for

accrued liability of gratuity, leave encashmdnt and requirement for

contingency reserve equivalent to four months salaries, made the

following prayer before the Committee:
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,,In uiew of the a..boue submissfons, it is requested that the'request

mad.e bg the school uide letter dated 03/02/2012 and as

mentioned at (g & h) aboue for further increase in tuition fee and

in the amoant toutard.s pagment of salary a.rTears mag plea,se be

consid"ere( on meit and the appropriate increase maA please

been allowed. to enable the school to meet its enhanced. financial

Iiabilities on accottnt of implementation of .VI Pay Commission

Recommend"ations."

Vide submissions dated 03/02/201.2, tlrre school had requested for a

fee hike of Rs. -100 per month per student w.e.f. 0110412009 and

collection of..a further lump sum of Rs. 2,OOO per student on a one

time basis. While making the aforesaid request, the school projected a

deficit of Rs. 3or83r847 towards payment of arrear salary and Rs.,

L8r7}rg82 as deficit during the year 2OOg-10 on account of pay'ment

of increased salary in pursuance of the VI Pay Commission Report.

The same request was repeated vide para 4 (g) of its written

submissions dated 27lO6l2OL3. However, vide para a(h) of these

written submissions, the school projected a further deficit of Rs.

L6r'L7r98O on account of non recovery of arrear fee from the students.

Hence, the school stated that the shortfall on account of arrear

payment of salary had gone up to Rs. 47,011827 and in view of this

the school revised its requirement of additional collection of arrear fee

from Rs. 2000 per student to Rs. 3000 per student, over and above

Rs. 3,500 which was permitted by the Directcir of Education vide order

c
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dated LI|O2\2OOT. To sum up, the school projected its deficit as

follows:

,o

(a) Deficit arising on account of short recovery

of arrear fee vis a vis arrear salary

(b) Deficit arising on account of payment
of increased salary in 2009-10
on account of implementation of

VI Pay Commission Report

Total Deficit

Rs. 47,OI,827

Rs. 18,70:382

B's.65.72.209

o,

^\
lr

.(c

Determinations:

. In view of the finding recorded by the Committee that the school

had surplus funds to t]le tune of Rs.2,04,75,072.as on 3I/O3/2OO8,

and the school had generated funds to the tune of Rs. 2,33,83'803 in the

years 2OOg-10 and 2010-11, which could have been used for payment of

arTears salary and incremental salary on account of implementation of M

Pay Commission Report but the school chose to divert the same to its parent

Society, the shortfall projected by the school does not really exist. In view of

this, the Committee is of the view that the request made by the school for

further enhancement of lump sum arrear fee and monthly fee w.e.f.

OL/04/2OO9 deserves to be rejected.

The issue that remains to considered is whether the Committee

should recommend refund of any part of the fee on account of the same

being unjustifiably recovered. The Committee is of the view that the

recommendations can be finalized on the basis of the aforesaid finding of the

Committee and the admitted position as far as the figures of fee hike and

salary hike are concerned. For this, the following figures need to be noted:

o

be

o
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Lump sum arrea, f"" ,""ouerable by the school

(Rs. 16,17,980 Yet to be recovered )

Incremental fee recovered by the school
l

In 2009-10

Rs. I,28,27,325

Arrears of salary Paid bY the school

Arrears of salary still to be Paid

Total salary arrears

Incremental salary paid during 2009-lb

Rs. 1,19,05,200

Rs. 1,28,27,325

Rs. 47.07.701

Rs. 1.75.35.026

' Rs. 1,29,94,108

. As notdd above, the school had a surplus amount of atleast Rs'

2,c|4,75,O72, whidn it diverted to its parent society upto 3l/03l2oog. This

amount itself would have been sufficient to pay the arrears of salary

amounting to Rs. L,75,35,O26, including the unpaid alTears. Thus the

school was not justified in recovering any arrear fee from the students' The

arreaf fee admittedly rebovered amounting to Rs. Lr28r271325 ought to

o with interest @' g17o Der annum. Further, the schoolbe refunded along with interest @ 9o/o per annum'

should refrain from recovering the amount of Rs. 16,1'7r98O which is

still to be recovered. After paypent of the salary arrears, the school

would have been left with a sum of Rs. 29,40,046.

The liability for incremental salary during 2Qo9-10 was admittedly

'Rs. L,2g,g4,IO8. The school transferred funds to the tune of Rs.

2,33,83,803 to- its parent society during the years 2oo9-10 and.2010-11.

This sum was generated by the school after paying the incremental salary

during the years 2OO9-10 and 20L0-11. The'incremental fee recovered by

ttie school in 2009-10 amounted to Rs. 1,19,05,200. As the sum transferred

by the school to its parent Society in these two years was in excess of the

incremental fee recovered bythe school in 2009-10, the Committee is of the
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view that the school could have very well met its liability for increased salary

in 2009-10 also, without hiking the fee in pursuance of order dated

III02/2009 issued by the Director of dducation. Hence the Committee ls

of the view that even the monthly fee hiked by the school in pursuance

of the aforesaid order was not justified and ought to be refunded along

with interest @ 9o/o pet annum. As per the figures given by the school

itself, the incremental fee recovered by the school in 2OO9-10 was Rs.

1,19,O5,2OO.

Development Fee

. In reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee,

specifically on the issue of development fee, the school stated that it

was charging development fee and furnished figures of development

fee charged and utilised fror-n 2006-07 to 2010-11. The school

submitted the following figures of development fee charged and'

utilised: )

Year' Collected Utilised

2006-07 32,89,365 20,63,5L1

2007-08 37,96,005 44,7O,624

2008-09 40,54,375 23,42,589

2009-10 79,O3,.455 69,O9,298

2010-1 1 54,79,775 92,59,842

Total 2,45,2L,975 2,5O,45,864

Further, it was stated that the development fee was treated as a

capital receipt in the accounts and separate depreciation reserve fund

'_,

\,5
e
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was maintained and kept apart in fixed deposit. A copy of a fixed

deposit receipt for Rs. 50.00 lacs issued by Punjab National Bank was

enclosed in evidence of the depreciation reserve"fund having been kept

apart.

The Committee has examined the balance sheets of the school

and has found that the contentions put forth by the school are

correct. As the development fde is being charged in accordance with

the pre conditions laid down in the Duggal committee Report, which'

were affirmed by the Honble Supreme Court in tli.e case of Modern

school vs. union of India (2oo4) 5 scc 583, the committee is of the
I

view that no intervention is called for in the matter of development fee.

Recommendations:

In view of the determinations made by the Committee, the school

ought to refund the following amounts along with interest @ 9Yo per

annum:

{af Arreai fee recovered

(b| Incremental fee recovered by

the school in 2009-1O

Rs. 1r28r271325

Rs. 1r19,O5,2OO

Further, the school should refrain from recovering the amount of

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

Dated: 09lIIl2OI3
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Kulachi Hans Rai Model School, Ashok Vihar. Delhi-11OO52

In reply to the questionnaire dated 27lO2l2OL2, the school

stated that it had implemented the VI Pay Commission'Report. The

increased salary was paid w.e.f. OI/O9/2O08 and the arrears w.e.f.

0110112006 to 3L1O812008 had also been paid. The school claimed

that a sum of Rs. 6,40,85,600 was paid as arrears for the aforesaid

period. As per the annexures enclosed with. the reply to the

questionnaire, the school claimed that the salary bill for the month of

'August 2OO8 was Rs. 72,O5,25L when the VI Pay Commission had

not been implemented but the same shot up to Rs. J-,O2,6O,198 for the

month of. 'February 
2OO9 on implementation of ' the VI Pay

Commission.

With regard to fee hike in pursuance of order dated

II/02/2O09, the school claimed to have increased the tuition fee @

Rs. 300 per month for classes pre school to X and Rs. 400 per month

for classes XI & XII, w.e.f. 0IlO9l2OO8. Development fee, which was

being charged @ LO %o of tuition fee for different classes in accordance

with the fee statement for 2008-09 submitted under section 17(3) of

Delhi School Education Act 1973 was enhanced to |5o/o of tuition fee

w.e.f. O7/O9/2OO8. 'The school also stated that it had recovered

arrears of Rs. 1,87,22,542 for the period OIlOtl2006 to 31 /08/2008.

On the basis of this reply, the school was placed in Category B'.
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Preliminary examination of the financials of the school was

carried out by the Chartered Accountants detailed with this

.Committee (CAs). As the school claimed to have increased the. tuition

fee w.e.f. 0IlO9l2OO8, the balance sheet.of the school as :"
}L/O3/2O08 was taken as the basis for calculation of the funds

available with the school for the purpose of implementation of the VI

Pay Commissioh Report. As per the preliminary calculations made by

the CAs, the funds available with the school as on 3I/O3/2O08 were

to the tune of Rs.7r81r36r833. The school reiovered arrear fee

amounting to Rs.Lr87r22r542, the arrears of salary for the period

01/OL/2OO6 to 3L/O8/2OO8, paid by the school 'consequent to

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f. 01/0 Ll2006 were

Rs.6,4O,85r6OO, the incremental fee recovered by the school for the.

period Ol/Og/2008 to 3I/O3/2010 was Rs.'4,25,75,800 while the

incremental salary on account of implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report for the corresponding period was Rs.6,O2r92r793.

After' taking into account the increased fee, arrear fee, increased

salary and arrear salary, the school still had surplus funds to the tune

of Rs. 1,50,56,782 available with it. The school was issued a notice

dated 2OlO2l2O13 for providing it an opportunity of hearing by the

Committee on 2Q/O3/2O13. On this date, Sh. A.K. Sharma, OSD of

the school appeared with Sh. Ramesh Bhalla, Sr. Accountsr Officer.

During the course of hearing, the representatives of the school

informed that the school does not have any iiability for payment of

gratuity and leave encashment to the staff as these liabilities.are
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taken care of by the Society running the school. The school makes

contribution to the Society for the purpose of creating a fund from

which the liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment are met. With

regard to development fee, it was contended that the School has used

up the development fund for meeting routine expenditure on salary

and other overheads which included repair and maintenance of

building. However, some part of development fund had been used for

purchase of computers, library books etc.

The representatives of the school were provided with a copy of

the preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the CAs attached with

the Committee. The representatives of the school sought some time

for filing an appropriate response. Further, with regard to

development fund, the school was required to specifically reply to the

following queries:

(a) How development fund had been treated by the school in its

accounts?

(b) How development feei . was recovered in the.years 2006-07 to
t

2010-1 1?

(c) For what purpose development fund had been utilised?

(d) Whether separate earmarked bank accounts or FDRs or

investments were maintained for devblopment fund and

depreciation reserve fund?

At the request of

relisted on 10/04 I 2OI3.
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the school again appeared and filed written submissions dated

ltl

L0l0+12013 alongwith a calculation sheet prepared by the school

showing that instead of a surplus of Rs. I,50,56,782 as per the

calculation sheet prepared by the CAs, the school actually had a

shortfall of Rs. 4,36,29,960. The .submissions with regard to

development fund will be discussed while we discuss the issue of

development fund.

Submissions:

As noted above, the school, vide written dubmissions dated

IO/0412013, filed its own calculation sheet with regard to availability

of funds vis a vis the idditional liability that befell on it on accounf of

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report. As per the calculation

sheet filed by the school:

(a) The school had funds to the tune of Rs. 4,98,88,793 available

with it as on 3L/O3/2O08'and not Rs. 7,81,36,833 as worked

out by the . CAs attached with the Committee. The school

contended that the difference of Rs. 2,82,48,040 was on account

of exclusion of a sum of Rs. 2,82,48,040 which the school owed

to its parent Society.

(b) The increase in expenditure on salary for the period

OI/09/2008. to 3I/03/2010 was Rs. 9,07,40,095 as against a

sum of Rs. 6,02,92,7c)3 taken by the CAs.

(c) The incremenfal tuition fee for the financial year 2OO9-10 was

Rs. 2,70,57,600 as against Rs. 2,70,54,000 taken by the CAs.
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It was thus contended that if the correct figures as brought out

by the school were taken into account, tl:ere would be net shortfall of

Rs. 4,36,?9,960 and not a surplus of Rs. 1,50,56,782 as projected by

the CAs.

. During the course of hearing, the figures as projected by the

school were examined with reference to the audit'ed financials of the

school and it was observed bv the Committee that there were certain

discrepancies which needed to be reconciled. Moreover the balance

sheets of 2O1O-11 and 2OLL-12 were not on record. These were

relevant as the arrears of VI Pay Commission had been partly paid in

these years. Accordingly, the representatives were asked to reconcile

the differences and also to file the balance sheets for the two years as

aforesaid. The matter was directed to be relisted on 06/05 120L3.

On 06/05 /2LLs,the school filed its revised calculation sheet, in

which it worked out the shortfall as Rs. 3,2L,24,241 as against Rs.

4,36,29,960. The balance sheets for the years 2010-11 and 2OIL-L2

were filed.

Discussion:

The various contentious issues raised by the school are

discussed in the following paragraphs:

Re.: Coirsideration of loan taken bv the school from its

Societv as a liabiliti.
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on perusat of the balance sheets of the ..n""t0r?:lllo- r,
onwards, it is observed that the school was having accounts

with DAV College Managing Committee (the parent Society of

the school) under three different heads viz. 'Unsecured loan',

'Reserve fund with DAV CMC' and 1{mount recoverable from

DAV CMC'. While on the one hand, there were recoverablgfrom

the DAV College Management Committee in the shape of

reserves and other sums, some amounts were owed by the

school to the DAV CMC which were shown as a liability under

the head 'IJnsecured Loans'. The Committee has reviewed the

working sheet of the CAs attached with it and observes that

while the amount shown as reserye with DAV College Managing

Committee at Ss. 3,64,35,741 has been included in the figure of

funds available, the Loan owed by the school amounting to Rs.

2,82,48,040 has not been deducted from the same. The

Committee is of the view that this Loan ought to have been

netted against the reserve with DAV CMC and only the net

"amount 
should have been included as funds available with the

school as on 3L/Og/2008. The upshot of this discussion is that

since the reserves have been included at the gross amount, the

outstanding Loan ought to be deducted from the frgure of funds

available and ttre contention of the school on this'score is

correct.^ The Committee will, therefore, exclude the amount of

Rs. 2,82,48,040 from the figure of funds available with the

school as on 3L10312008 in the final determination.
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Re.: Increase in expendituri: on salary for the period

O1 o ^QO8 to 31 '^3 
^O1O

. The increase in expenditure on salary for the period

OL/OT/2OOA to 3L/O3/2O10 has to be split'up for two periods i.e.

otloel2o08 to 3Ilo3l2o09 and oIlo4l2009 to 3rl03l20r0r. The

Committee has reviewed the working sheet of the CAs attaihed with it

and observes that they have worked out the figure of Rs. 6,02,92,793

as follows:

\*\

oL / 09 / 2oo8 to 3L / 03 / 2oo9

0I I 04 I 2009 to 3I I 03 I 2010

Total

Rs. 2,I3,84,629

Rs.3.89.08.164

Rs 6.O2.92.793

These figures have bben . worked out by extrapolating the

difference in monthly si.lary for pre implementation "ttl post

implementation period. The Committee is of the view that when the

audited accounts are available which inspire confidence, wherever

possible, the calculations should be based on the figures as appearing

therein.

So far as incremental salary for the financial year 2OO9-10 is

concerned, the figures for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10, as per the

audited Income & Expenditure Account are as follows:-
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Thus the total expenditure of the school on salary increased by

Rs. 3,43,96,489 in 2009-10 when the VI Pay Commission wad in force

as compared to 2008-09 wh'en it *"..not in force except for the

months of February and March 2OOg. The school started paying

salary as per VI Pay Commission w.e.f. February 2OOg. .As per the

salary statement for the month of January 2009 and February 2009,

which have been filed by the. school during the course of hearing, the

total salary bill for February 2OO9 rose to Rs. 1,02,60,198 from Rs.

70,64,653 in January 2OO9. Thus the monthly impact of hike in

salaries on account of VI Pay Commission was Rs. 31,95,54'5 and for

)
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Dearness allowance L,6L,76,r99 2,O8,62,43r

Dearness pay 64,39,036 29,OLO

House rent allowance 1,90,L4,887. 2,28,O5,227

CCA 5,66,9O2 3,285

Medical allowance 99,355 822

Transport allowance 5,?2,L24 98,2r,256

Washing allowance 29,436 0

Other allowances '18000 18000

School's contribution to provident

fund

97,44,254 1,2o,44,385

Contribution to gratuity pool fund 38,82,582 48,34,547

EDLI contribution 4,t5,643 5,10,990

Total LL,S9,97'LLI: 15,O3,93,6OO
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two months i.e. February and March 2OO9, it would be Rs. 63,91,090.

The figure for the year 2008.-09 has to be moderated by this amount of

' Rs. 63,91,090. Therefore, ttt" total salary expenditure for 2OO8-09

would have been 'J-O,76,O6,O2L if VI Pay Commission was not

implemented. Hence, the impact of implementation of VI Pay

Commission on salary expe.rditure for 2OO9-10 was Rs. 4,O7,87,57g

and therefore the Committee is of the view that the {igor" taken by the

CAs was incorrect. The school had taken this. figure in its calculation

sheet as Rs. 6,00,29,643. The calculation given by the school in

support of this figure is unintelligible and is not supported by its

financials. Hence, the Committee will take the figure of Rs.

4,07,87,579 as the impact of VI Pay Commission for the period

0t10412009 to 3110312010 while making the final determination.

As regards the arrear salary.for the period OI/O9/2OOB to

3110312009, the school has projected a figure of Rs. 3,07,10,452 as

against Rs. 2,13,84,629 taken by the CAs. The school has culled out

the figure of Rs. 2,63,55,098 from its financials and added thereto a

sum of Rs. 43,55,354, being the rise in DA and transport allowance

and also the DA installmentg of 4% w.e.f. OI/O7 /2OOB and 60/o w.e.f.

oL/oll2oo9. The addition of Rs. 43,55,354 was,not justified in view

of the fact that while working out the differential figure, the salaries

for the months of January 2OOg and Febru ary 2OO9 were considered.

' The salaries for these months had already taken into consideration,
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the increased DA. The Committee therefore, will factor in the figure of

Rs. 2,63,55,098 while making the final determination.

Re.: Incremental tuition fee for the financial vear 2OO9-1O

The school has taken the figure of Rs. '2,70,57,600 as against

Rs. 2,70,54,000 taken by the CAs. As the difference between the two

figures is very nominal, the Committee accepts the figure of Rs.

217015716OO given by the school and the same will be factored in

while making the final determination.

Re.: Resenre for contingencies

Although, the school has not made any contention that it be

allowed to keep any funds in reserve for future contingencies, the

lken a consistent view that the school ought to keepCommittee has taken a consistent view that the scl

a reserve equivalent to four months salary for meeting any future

contingencies and the entire funds available with it shoulil not be

treated as available for meeting its additional liabilities arising on

account of implementation of VI Pay Commission Report. As noticed

earlier, the expenditure on salary for the month of February 2OO9 was

Rs. 1,02,60,198 after implementation of VI Pay Commission'Report.

Based on this, the requirement of the school towards reserve for

future contingencies works out to Rs. 4rLOr4Or792. This.witl be duly

factored in while making the final determinations.

Determinations:
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As per the above discussion, the funds availabld with the

school as on 31.03.2008, were Rs.4r98,88r793 i.e. Rs. 7,81,36,833 as

determined bi the CAs minus outstanding loan to. DAV CMC Rs.

2,82,48,040. Out of .these funds, the school was required to keep a

sum of Rs. 4r1O,4Or792 in reserve for contingencies. Thus the funds

available for the purpose of implementation of VI Pay Commission

Report were Rs. 88,48,OO1 at the threshold. The school recovered a

sum of Rs. 1,87,27 ,542 towards arrear fee for the period O1/0 L /2006

to 3I/O8/2OO8, Rs. L,55,21,800 towards incremental fee for ttre

period OIlO9l2O08 to 3IlO3l2O09 and a sum of Rs. 2,70,57,600

towards incremental fee for the financial year 2009-10. Thus, a total

sum of Rs. 6,13106;942 was recovered by the school by way of

arrears and monthly fee hike in pursuance of order dated IIl02l2OO9

issued by the Director of Education-. These figures have been
1_

confirmed by the school in the calculation sheet and the written

submissions dated I010412013 filed lt ft. Thus the total funds that

became available with the school upto 3I/03/2O1O, consequent to the

fee hike effected by it in terms of order dated rrl02l2o09 of the

Director of Education, were Rs.7rO1r5 4rg4g.

The total impact of implementation of VI Pay commission Repo

by the school upto 31/03/2OIO is as follows:

Arrears of salary for the period

0I I 0I I 2006 to 31/08/2008

Increase in salary from

Rs. 6,40,85,600

rt
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oI / 09 / 2008 to 3I / 03 I 2olo

Total
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Rs. 4.07.87.579

Rs. 10.48,73.179

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

view that the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs. 3147,191236 after

accounting for the fee hike and the increased salaries on account of

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report.

Development Fee

Vide written submissions dated LO /04/2OL3, the school

contended that durihg the years 2006-07 to 2009-10, the school

collected a. sum of Rs. 3,49,55,123 on account of development fund.

That the development fund was treated.as a capital receipt and after

utilizing tJre receipt for specific purposes, the unutilised amount was

kept as a reserve fund. That, however, the balance development fund

that remained with'the school was utilised for implementation of VI

Pay Commission Report, in order that the fee hike was minimal. The

school also filed a chart showing the receipt and. utilisation of

development fund during the years 2006-07 to 2010-11. As per this

chart, the school gave vague figures of utilisation of development fund,

which were categorized .under 
two heads as' "Exp,enditure as per.

balange sheet on addition, alteration and renouation" and "Capital

expenditure for purchase of infrastructl)re". It was shown that during

these five years, the school had collected a sum of Rs. 7,74,60,g65

towards development fund out of which the school had spent a sum of

Rs. '2,24,66,352 on addition, alteration and renovation and Rs.
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2,36,85-,323 as. expenditure for purchase of infrast*.Jr?,%"?l- a

balance of Rs. 3,13,08,690 as on 3L/O3/2OLI. With regard'to

maintenance of earmarked bank account or investments for unutilised

d.evelopment fund, the school submitted that no such earmarked

accounts were maintained.

Discussion:

.The school has given very vague replies with regard to the

manner of utilisation of development fund. The figures of capital

expenditure for purchase of infrastructure are discernible from the

balance sheet as addition to fixed assets during these years. These

amount to Rs. 2,36,85,323 in five years as against the collection of Rs.

7,74,60,365 towards development fun{. .However, the additions to

fixed assets also include additions to land and building which are not

permissible in view of the judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in

the case of Modern School Vs. Union of India & Ors. ('2OO4) 5 SCC

583. Further, the school is admittedly not maintaining any

earmarked accounts for unutilised development fund or depreciation

reserye fund. There is no explanation as to how the figures under the

head "Expendifure as per balance sheet on addition, alteration and

.renouation" havebeen arrived at. These amount to Rs. 2,24,66,352 in

five years. However, perusal of Income & Expenditure Accounts of the

school show that. these expenses have been booked as maintenance

expenses and charged off against the revenue of ttre school. The

school is tryrng to take double benefit by showing the same
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tuition fee as well as against the d.eveiopment

the view that neither the'The Committee is therefore of

development fee was being utilised for the purpose for which it was

meant i.e. purchase and upgradation of furniture & fixtures and

equiprirents nor was the school fulfilling the pre conditions laid down

by the Duggal Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon'ble

Supreme Court in ttre case of Modern School (Supra). Therefore, the

school ought..to refund the development fee charged by it in 2009-10

and 2O1O-11 along with interest @ 9%o per annum. The school has

itself given the figures of collection towards development fee in 2009-

10 and 2O1b-11 as follows:-\o(
2009-10
2010-11
Total !

Rs.2,20,06,663
Rq. 2.52.44.135
Rs. 4.72.50.798

However, since the Committee has determined that the school

was having a shortfall of Rs. 3,47,18,236 after implementation of VI

Pay .Commission Report, the Committee is of the view that the same

ought to be set off against the amount refundable on account of

development fee.

Rbcommendations:

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

ought to refund a net amount of Rs. Lr25rg2r562 on accouni of
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development fee collected by it in the years zOOg'LO and 2O1O-11

along with interest @9% per annum.

Recommended accordingly.
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New Era Public School. Mava Puri. New Delhi-l10O64

. The school, vide its letters dated OLl02l2O!2 and 09/02l2OI2

addressed to ttre Education Officer, Zone -ir4 of the Directorate of

Education submitted copies of its financials, fee structures, enrolment

of students,. staff statements etc. These were forwarded to the

committee. Further, in reply to the questionnaire dated 27.l02l2OL2,

the school stated that it had imptemented the vI Pay commission

Report and the arrears w.e.f. 0I/0I/2006 had also been paid. The

school claimed that it had paid total arrears of salary amounting to

Rs. 1,58,55,016 in five instalments and also mentioned that the

monthly expenditure on salary pre implementation was Rs. 27,Og,gOO

which rose to Rs. 34,07,482 after implementation. with regard to fee

hike in pursuance of order dated LL/O2/2OO9, the school had

increased the fee and also recovered the arrears as envisaged in the

said order. class wise eniolment of the students was given and the

pre and post increased fee was also mentioned. The fee hike was @ Rs. 
.

400 per month for classes III to X and @ Rs. 500 per month for the

rest of the classes. The arrear fee recovered from the students was

stated to,be Rs. 1,05,68,285. On the basis of this reply, the school

was Blaced in Category'B'.

Preliminary

carried out by

Committee (CAs).

examination of ttre financials of the school was\
the Chartered Accountants detailed with this

As the school claimed to have increased the tuition
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fee w.e.f. 01109/2008, the balance sheet of the school as on

3L/O;3/2O08 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, the funds available with the school ason 31/03/2008 were

to the tune of Rs. 2r9o 1061802, The school recovered arrear fee

amounting to Rs. 1,05168,285, the arrears of salary paid by the

school consequent to implementation of VI Pay commission Report

w.e.f. 0I IOI12006 was Rs.1,58,55,016, the incremental fee

recovered by tl.e school for the period OL/O9/2O08 to 3I/O3/2O|O

was Rs. 2r35,54,3OO while the incremental salary on account of

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report for the corresponding

period was Rs.1r32,54ro58. After taking into account the increased

fee, arrear fee, increased salary and arrear salary, the funds available

with the school swelled to Rs.3r4O,2Or313. The school was, served

with a notice dated 2O/O2/2O13 for providing it an opportunity of

hearing by the Committee on 22lO3l2OL3. On this date, Sh. Sanjay

Sood, chartered Accountant and authorized representative of the

schooi appeared with Sh. D.S. Chauhhn, Accountant and Sh. Rajiv

Khatri Accounts Assistant. They were provided with the preliminary

calculation sheet prepared by the CAs attached.with the Committee.

The representatives of the school sought some time'for filing an

appropriate response. As the school was also charging development

fee, besides tuition fee, the school was required to specifically reply to

the following queries:
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(a) How much development fee had been charged by the.school

for the year 2006-07 to 2010-11?

(b) How development fee had been utilised during these years?

(c) How development fee was treated in the accounts?

(d) Whether separate development fund account and

depreciation reserve fund account were maintained in the

bank or investment had been earmarked for the same?

At the request of the school, the matter was adjourned 
. 
to

L8l04l2OI3. On this date, the aforesaid representatives of the school

again appeared ind filed written submissions.dated I8/O4/2OL}

regarding the queries relating to development fee. However for filing

response to the preliminary calculation sheet, they sought more time.

The matter was adjourned to 09/O5/2OL3 at their request. On this

date, the school filed written submissions along with its own

calculation sheet which showeil that after implementation of VI Pay

Commission report, the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs.

23,53,931. Also the school frled the details of gratutty, leave

encashment, differential salary on account of VI Pay Commission

Report. While perusing the salary register, the Committee observed

that the school was paying the salary of Rs. 2.00 lac per month'to Ms.

Usha Chopra, the Chairman of the society runnihg the school. The

representatives of the school were heard and were required to Iile a

statement showing salary. paid to the chairman of the society, since

the date it started paying. The hearing was concluded and the school

#"
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was given liberty.to file details of its accrued liabilities of gratuity and

leave encashment as on 31/03 /2oro. The school filed the requisite

details on.24/o5/2oL3 and again filed a revised calculation.sheet,

whic.h now showed that the school had a surplus of Rs. 16,13,054 as

result of fee hike after meeting its liabilities arising out of

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report

Submissions:'

Vide written submissions frled on og/os/2or3, the school

submitted as follows:-

(a) The savings (net current assets) 'amounting to Rs.

2,90,06,802 as on SLlO3l2OOg, as per the preliminary

calculation sheet, could not be considered as available for

implementation of VI pay commission Report as the school

had to keep funds apart for following purposes:

(i) Four months'salary as reserve Rs. I,ST,Sg,g4g

(ii) Gratuity payable to employees

(iii) Leave encashment payable

(1v) Reasonable reserve (IOo/o.of savings) Rs. 29,00,6g0

(b) The fee collected from the students for implementation of VI

Pay commission was as follows (the corresponding frgures

"" l:. the preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the cAs

attached with the Committee are given in brackets ):

(il Arrears from OI /OL /2006 to Sr /OB/2OOS

o

o
'b\

o

o

Rs.1,01,22,348

Rs- 50,03,069

I

o

Rs.1,2S,18,891 ( 1,05,69,295)
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(ii) Increase in tution . fee frol OI/Og/2OOg to
' 3L/03/2OO9 Rs. 76,8O,7L4 (86.,TT,goe)

(iii) Incremental tuition fee in F.y. 2009-10 Rs.

1,59,59,630 ( 1,49,76,4OO)

(c) The additional liability 'of salary on account of

implementation of VI Pay commission Report was as foflows

(the corresponding figures as per the preliminary carculation

sheet prepared by the cAs attached with the committee are

given in brackets ):'

(i) Arrears from 0110112006 to 3IlO8l20O8 Rs.

I,52,67,849 (1,58,55,016). However in the latest

calculation sheet submitted by the school, this

figure was revised to Rs. i,+OrOZ,a+5.

, (ii) Increased salary from 01/09/2OO8 To 31 l03l2OOg

Rs. 48,83,074 ( 48,83,074). . Howevei in the latest

' calculation sheet submitted by the school, this .

figure was revised to Rs. 44199,074,

(iii) Incremental salary for F.Y. 2OO9-10 Rs.1,34,88,000

(83,70,984).. During th'e course of hearing, the

thorized representatives of the schoor revised this

figure to Rs. 7,29,85,04I. However, in the latest

calculation sheet submitted by the school, this was

further revised to Rs. L,24rgg,:OOO..
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vide submissions fited on 24losl2o13, th" ."?.:"qt|"?"d that

.its liability for gratuity as on 3L/O3/2O10 was Rs. 1,08,89,333 and

for leave encashment it was Rs. 6O,L9r779. The school gave.up its

claim.for setting apart lOoh,of. savings as reserve and the reserve for

future contingencies equivalent to four months salary was revised to

Rs. i,48,93r948 after excluding the salary of Ms. Usha Chopra,

Chairperson of the ,Society. It was further stated that Ms. Usha

chopra had been paid a salary of Rs. 12.00 lac in 2005-06,'Rs. 12.00

lac in 2006-07.rrl *". I2.g}lac in 2007-08.

Discussion

The Committe'e has peruseil the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules, the preliminary calculation

sheet prepared by the CAs, the two calculation sheets submitted by

the school , the written and oral submissions made by the school.

The various contentious issues involved are discussed as follows:.

..Re.: Unauthorised .salary paid to the chairperson of the

, Societv running the school

Section 4 of Delhi School Education Act, 1973 provides that no

private' school shall be recogniz6d unless it has a duly approved

Scheme of Management as required by Section 5. Section 5 of the Act

provid.es that the Managing Committee of every recognized school

shall make, in accordance with the Rules made under the Act, a

scheme for management of such school. Rule 59 of the Delhi School
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Education Rules details as to what shall be provided in.the.scheme of

management. Clause (n) of sub rule 2 of Rule 59 provides that

". Members of the Managing Committee of an aided school shall
not be entitled to ang rerLuneration, honoraium or alloutance but
mag be permitted to draut alloutances for attending meetings of
the Managing Committee at a rate not exceeding the rate of dailg
allotpance or trauelling allowance admissible to the non official
members of the Committee, boards and the like in accordance
withthe orders issued bg Gout. of Indiafromtime to time.

Prouid.ed. that if the head. of the school or a teacher happens to be
a member of the Managing Committee, he shall .dran'u his
remuneratiort in his capacitg as head of the school or teachers as
the case mag be.

Prouided further that the allowances paid to the members of the
' Managing Committee for attending meeting thereof shall not be

charge on the school fund."

It is apparent from the above provisions of law that the

Chairman of the Managing Committee nor any member of the

Managing Committee, other than.the head of the school or a teacher,

can draw any salary or allowances from the funds of the school.

Payment of salary to Chairperson of the Society also amounts to

diverting funds of the school to the Society which is'prohibited as laid

down in the judgments of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the cases of

Modern School & Ors vs. Union of India (20041 5 SCC 583 and Action

Coinmittee Unaided Pvt. Schools and Ors. v. Director of Education

and Ors. 2009 (11) SCALE 77. In the circumstances, Ms. Usha

Chopra, who is the Chairperson of the Society could, not have drawn

any salary from the school. The Committee is, therefore, of the view

that the funds transferred by the school to the society by way of salary

to its ihujrp"r"on for the years 2005-06 to 2OO7-O8, amounting to Rs.
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36.30 lacs ought to be considered as funds available with the school

as on 31lO3l2OO8. The same would be factored in while making the

final determinations. Further unauthorized salary paid to the

chairperson in 2008-09 and 2oo9-10 amounting to Rs.48.OO lacs @

Rs.2 lacs per month will be considered as additional funds available to

the school in the years 2008-09 and 2009-10.

encashment and resenre future contingencies

The Committee is in agreement with the contention of the school

that it gught to keep funds in res€rve for meeting its accrued iiabilities

of gratuity, leave encashment and a reasonable reserve eciuivalent to

four months' salary. The school has filed details of its accrued [ability

for gratuity which.is Rs. 1,08,89,333 and Rs. 6O,L9,779 
-for 

leave

encashinent. The Committee has examined the details and found

them to be in order. The school has also claimed that a sum equal to

Rs. L,48rggrg48 which is equivalent to four months' salary is

required to be kept in reserve. These amounts have.been worked out

after excluding the salary of Ms. Usha Chopra. ' The Committee will

duly consider the requirement of the school for setting apart these

amounts out of the funds available with it. As observed earlier, the.

school gave up its claim for a further reserve fund of 1O%.
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Re: Discrepancies in preliminarv calculation sheet

The Committee observes that certain figures in the calculation

sheet submitted by the school are at. variance with the figures in the

preliminary calculation prepared by the CAs detailed with the

Committee. Such differences are reflected in the following table, which

would be discussed:

The differences as detailed above are discussed as under:

Arrear fee and Iniremental fee

The Committee observes that the aggregate amount of arrear fee

and incremental fee upto 3l/O3/2O10 as taken by the CAs attached

with the Committee was Rs. 3,41,22,585 while the school has'taken

the same as Rs. 3,601581235. The school has only been truthful. In

q
v')
C

a
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S.No. Particulars As per CAs
calculatlon
sheet

As per school's
calculation
sheet

1. Arrear fee
01/01 l2006
3r /0812008

from
to

. 1,05,68,285 L,25,18,891

2 Incremental tuition fee
from , OL/O9/2OOB to
31/O3 /2009

96.,77,9OO 76,80,714

3 Incremental tuition fee

for F.Y. 2009-10
L,48,76,4OO 1,58,58,630

4 Arrear salary "from

o 1/o | /2006 to
3L /08 /2008

1,58,55,016 r,46,67,849

5. Increased salary from
0r 10912008 to
31/03 /2009

48,83,O74 44,83,O74

6' Incremental salary
F.Y. 2009-10

for 83,7O,984 L,24,98,QOO
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and the same will be factored in while making the final determination.

Arrear salarv from 01/O1/2006 to 31/O8/2OO8 and O1/O9|2OO8

to 31/O3/2OO9.

In respect of these figures also, the school has been truthful and

as such the Committee has no reason to disbelieve the figures given

bv the school. In the final determination, the arrears for the two

p.rioa would be taken as Rs. Lr46r671849 and Rs. 44,83 ,O74'

Incremental salary for F.Y. 2OO9-1O

The cAs had taken the figure to be Rs. 83,70,984. However, the

school in 
'its final calculation sheet has taken the same to be Rs.

I,24,}8,OOO. Perusal of the working sheet of the cAs shows that they

had extrapolated the monthly difference of salary for the pre

implementation period which was Rs. 27,Og,gOO and that for the post

implementation period which was Rs. 34,07,482. Both these figures

:lf,vide letter dated 03l03l2OL2 inwere furnished by the school. itse

reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee. The school filed

d.etailed salary statement for the financial year 2OO8-09 and 2OO9-10

and worked out the incremental salary on the basis'of its linancials.

The Committee has examined the details submitted by the school and

is of the view that as the figures are based on audited financials and

the books of the accounts of the school inspire confidence, the same

are accepted. Therefore, in the Iinal determination the Committee will

,,&," \
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Rs. L,z4,g8rOOO as thetake into consideration the figure

incremental salary for F.Y. 2009-10.

Determinations:

The funds available #iU: the

determined by tlee Committee, were

below:

school as on 31.03.2008, as

Rs. 3;26,36'802 as per details

of

^

-.r rha!. -tr-

The Committee is of the opinion that the entire funds available

with the school ought not be considered as available for meeting its

additional liabilities arising due to implementation of tlle VI Pay

Commission report and the school ought to keep in reserve, adequate

funds to meet'its d.eferred liabilities of gratuity and leave encashment,

besides keeping a reserve for future contingencies, equivalent to four

months' salary. The total amount of funds required to be kept aside,

as. per the foregoing discussion is Rs. 3118103,060, as per details

below:
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Particulars Amount
lRs.l

Net Current Assets * Investments as per preliminary
calculation sheet

2,9O,06,8O2

Add Unauthorised salary paid to Chairperson of the
Societv runnins the school from 2005-06 to 2OO7-O8

36,30,000

Total funds available as on 31.O3.2OO8 3.26.36,8o2

Particulars Amount
lRs.l

Accrued liabiliW for gratuity 1.08,89,333
Accrued liabiliW for leave encashment 60,r9,779
Reserve for future contingencies equivalent to four
months salarv

1,48,93,948

Total fugds required to be kept aside 3.18.03.O60
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Thus the school had Rs.8,33,742 available with it as on

31.03.2008, which it could have used for meeting its increased

liabilities on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission.

The additional liabilities of the school for implementation of VI

Pay Commission report,.as per the above discussion, are determined

to be Rs. 3,16,+81923 as follows:

In view ttre foregoing determinations, it is apparent that the

school did not have sufficient funds of its own to meet its additional

liabilities and tt.at it needed to hike the fee to make good the shortfall

which was to the tune of Rs.3r08r15,181. However, as discussed

above, the school collected a total sum of Rs. 3,60,58,235 towards

arrear fee and incremental fee pertaining to the period 01/0 ll2006 to

3ll03l20IO. Thus, the school recovered a sum of Rs. 52,43,os4

in excess- of its requirements, whi'ch the school 6ught to refund

along with interest @9Yo per annum.

Development Fee

The school, vide its written submissions dated IBlO4l2Ol3,

filed details of development fee received from 2006-O7 to 2010-11. As

per the details submitted., the school recovered a total sum of Rs.
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Arrear salary for the period 01/0L/2OO6 to
3r /08 /2008

r,46,67,849

Arrear salary for the period OL /O9 /2OO8 to
3L /03 /2009

44,83,O74

Incremental salary for F Y 2009-10 1.24.98.000
Total additional liabilitv 3.L6,48.923
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4,01,06,8 22 from 2OO6-O7to 2010-11, which t";."::Ur::'", -.

l,L7,L6,L6g for the year 2OO9-LO and Rs. I,25,95,792 fot the year

2010-11. It was stdrted that the development fee was treated as

capital receipt and taken directly to balance sheet of the school under

Capital Fund but no separate'development fund had been created in

the books of accounts. It was further stated that development fund

had been used for acquisition of capital assets etc. and associated

activities for the development of the school. It was also stated that the

school had charged depreciation on the revenue of the. school

amounting to Rs. 2,85,74,784 during the years 2006-07 to 2010-11.

However, it was also stated that no depreciation re.serye fund account

had been maintained in the bboks.

Again, vide written submissions filed on O9|O5/2OL3, the

school gave comparative figures of development fee received vis a vis

purchase of fixed assets from'2006-07 to 2O1O-11 to buttress its

contention that ttre development fund had been utilised for purchase

of fixed assets.

However, no details of fixed assets which were purchased out of

development fee were given. On perusal of the balance sheets of. the

school for the year 2006-07 to 2OLO-11, which were frled with the

Education Officer on 09/02l2OL2 and transmitted to the Committee,

it is observed that even then the school had not furnished its

schedules of fixed assets for any of the years. In the circumstances,

the submission of the school that the development fed had been

o

o
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utilised for purchase of fixed assets is merely an ipse dixit. Moreover

the school has been fighting shy of disclosing the nature of fixed

assets acquired. It is noteworthy that development fee can be used

only for purchase or upgradation of furniture, fixtures and

equipments. FurtJrer, the school has admitted that it was not

maintaining any depreciation reserve fund. The Coinmittee has also

verified this factby referring to the balance sheets of the school. Since

no'd.epreciation reserve fund has been maintained, there is no

question of earmarking of any FDRs or investments against the

depreciation reserve fund.

The Committee is of the view that the school was not fulfilling

the pre conditions prescribed by the Duggal Committee for charging

development fee. The recommendations of the Duggal Committee on

the issue of the prescribed pre conditions were affirmed by the Hon'ble

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

(2004) 5 SCC 583. In the circumstances, the Committee is of the view

that the school was not autl:orized to collect the development fee. As

noticed earlier, the development fee collected by the school in the

years 2OOg-10 and 2OIO-I1 was Rs. 1, 17,16,169 and Rs. 1.,25,95,7g2

respectively. The Committee is of the,view that the school ought to

refund the aforesaid sums collected in 2009-10 and 2010-11

alongwith interest @9% per annum.
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The school ought to refund a sum of Rs. 2,95r55rO15 as per

detalls below, along with interest @9o/o per annum.

Excess tuition fee Rs. 52,43,o54

Development fee charged in 2OO9-10 Rs. 1,L7rL6rL69

Development fee charged in 2010-11 Rs. 1125,951792

Total amount refundable Rs. 2,95,55,O15

Recommended accordingly.

Recommendations:

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

Dated: L2/O9/2OL3
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Manav.Sthali School; New Raiinder Naear. New Delhi-110060

The school had submitted the copies of the returns filed under

Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 'Lg7.g for the year ZOOO-OZ

to 2O10-11, copies of fee statements during those years, details of

salary paid to the staff before implementation of VI' Pay Commission

." *"r, as after its implementation, details of arre4rs paid on account

of retrospective application of VI Pay Commission, statement

indicating the extent of fee increased and arrear fee recovered for the

purpose of imflementation of VI Pay Commission, to the Education

Officer, Zone-28 of the Directorate of Education, which were forwarded

to ttre Committee. The school vide letter dated 29/02/2012 also filed

its reply to the questionnaire sent to it by the Committee. As per the

reply submitted by the.. school, the school claimed to have

implemented the VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f. March 2OO9 and

also paid the arrear salary on account of 
'retrospective application of

the VI Pay Commission Report. Along with the reply, the school

furnished the d.etails of incremental salary after implementation of

the aforesaid report. As per the details submitted, the additional

monthly liability that befell on the school was to the tune of Rs.

LOrO2r472. The arrears paid by the school for the .period Ist Aprill

2006 to 31st August 2008 were claimed to be Rs. I,34,46,377 while

those for the period Ist September 2OO8 to 28th February 2OO9 were

!\d
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claimed to be Rs. 54,54,839. Thus, a total sum of Rs. 1,99,03,688

was claimed to have been paid as arrears of salary.

. With regard to hike in fee, it was confirmed that the same was

hiked in accordance with order dated LL/O2/2OO9, The arrears of

tuition fee for the period Ist January 2006 to 31st August 2008 at the

rate of Rs. 3500 per student were stated to be Rs. 71,34,458 and

those for the period Ist Septem.ber 2008 to 31st March 2OOg at the rate

of Rs. 400 per month were stated to be Rs. 57,18,760. Out of the total

arrears of Rs. 1rr28rilgr218, a sum of Rs.'98,193 was claimed not

have been received from the students.

Based on the documents submitted by the school and its

reply to the questionnaire, it was placed in Category 'B'.

Preliminary examination of the financials of the school was

carried out by the Chartered Accountants detailed with this

Committee. As the school claimed to have implemented the VI Pay

Commission Report and also increased the tuition fee w.e.f.

0L1O912008, the audited balance sheet of the school as on

gIlO3l2OO8 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 b.y

the CAs detailed with the Committee, the funds avaiiable with the

school as on 3L/O3/2008 were to the tune of Rs.2,78r171Cl69. The

arrears of VI Pay Commission paid to the staff were Rs. Lr34r46r377

for the period .lst January 2006 to 31st August 2008 and Rs.
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64,57,3LL for the period lst September 2008 to 28tit February 2009.

The arrear fee recovered by the schobl from Ist January 2006 to 31st

August 2008 was Rs. 70,36,265 while that for' the period lst

September 2008. to 31st March 2009 was Rs. 57,L8,76O. The

incremental revenue on account of fee hike for the year O1-/04/2OO}

to 3L/0312010 was Rs. I,OI,37,600. After taking into account the fee

hike and salary hike consequent to implementation of VI Pay

Commission, the school still had a surplus to the tune of Rs.

1,87,76,342. It therefore prima facie appeared that the school. had

hiked more fee than was required. The school was served with a

notice dated 20/02/2013 for providing it an opportunity of hearing by

the Committee on 2510312013 and for enabling it to provide

justihcation for the hike in fee.

On 25/03 l2OI3, Sh. Tarun Gulati, CA, Sh. Hemant Khanna

and Sh. .G.R. Kathuria appeared before the Committee with an

authorization from the Manager of the school.' They were provided

with a copy of the preliminary calculations prepared by the CAs

detailed with the Committee. During the course of hearing, the

authorized representative of the school contended that a sum of Rs."

.36,55,899 paid as advance tax and TDS, included in the available

funds in. the preliminary calculations ought not to have been included

as the refund of the same came on$in financialyear 2010-11. on a

query made by the Committee, the authorized representatives stated

that the provision for hicome Tax amounting to Rs. 29,67,469, which

r;.ry
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had been deducted from the funds available

calculations, was subsequently reversed on a

being rendered in the appeal.

.r 000218
in the preliminary

favourable decision

a\d(
t

Since the school was also charging development fee, they were

requested to give specific replies to the following queries:

(a) How much development fee had been charged

2006-0T to 2010-1 1?

for the years

(b) How development fee was treated in the books of accounts?.

(c) For what purpose, development fee had been utilised during

the aforesaid years?

(d) Whether separate earmarked bank accounts or FDRs or

investments had been maintained for development fund and

depreciation reserve?

After arguing for some time, the authorized representative of

the school requested for some more time to be given to respond to the

preliminary calculations and the aforesaid queries. At their request,

tlre hearing *.as adjourned to lBlOal2013.

On 18/04 /2OL3, the aforesaid representatives appeared again.

Written submissions dated IO/04/2013 had already been filed by the

school vide which the preliminary calculatioirs were disputed and.

the replies to the queries regarding development fee were furnished.

The school also fiiled its own calculations sheet justifying the fee
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hike. The representatives of the school were heard in the nlatter and

the written submissions filed were discussed with them.

ry
The submission with regard to dgvelopment fee will be

discussed later when we consider the issue of development'fee. As

regards the preliminary calculations with regard to availability of

funds and need for increasing the fee for implementation of VI Pay

Commission, the school, besides reiterating the oral submissions

made on 25/03 12013 submitted as follows in the written and oral

submissions:
'

(a) Provision for gratuity fund amounting to Rs. I,47,76,318

ought to have been deducted while working out the funds

available with the school as on 3L/O3/2O08 as these are

statutory liabilities. The school has filed employee wise

details of such accrued liabilities in support of its contention.

(b) The CAs attached with the Committee in the preliminary

calculations have deducted liability of Rb. 32,I8,64I towards

' leave encashment but. the actual liability is Rs. 42,24,580

which should have been deducted. An employee wise detail of

such liability has been filed by the school.

(c) A sum of Rs. 8,4Q,236, which the school had deposited with

CBSE, ought not to have been included in the funds

available with the school.
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(d) A sum of Rs. 4,86,836 which was the outstanding balance of

a car loan taken by the school ought to have been deducted

while working out the funds available with the school.

(e) The school needs to keep a reserve amounting to Rs.

86,64,485 representing four months' salary for meetiirg any

future contingencies.

(f) While the arrear fee'which pertain to.the period OL/OL/2006

to 3I{OB|2OOS was correctly shown in the preliminary

calculations at Rs. 7 L,34,458, that for the period

OI/O9/2O08 to 3L/O3/2O09 was incorrectly shown as Rs.

57,18,760 whereas the'correct amount wad Rs: 56,95,7L4.

'(g) The additional revenue on account of fee hike for the period

, O1/04/2OO9 to 3I/03/2OIO was actually Rs. 71,01,530 but

in the preliminary calculations it was shown as Rs.

1,01,37,600.

(h)The additional liability on account of increased salary was

actually Rs. 98,01,686 where as it had been shown as Rs.

I,20,29,664 in the preliminary calculations.

It was contended that if the correct amounts are taken, the result

that would emerge would be that the school was in deficit to the tune

of Rs. 76,42,772 after implementation of VI Pay Commission Report.

Dlscussion:.

The Committee has

to the questionnaire, the
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the CAs detailed with the Committee, the submissions of the school

and the calculations . of available funds vis a vis the liability on

account of implementation of VI Pay Commission, as submitted by the

school. Various contentions raised by the school are discussed below:

Re.: Exclusion of advance tax and TDS from the funds

available as on 31/O3/2OO8

The Committee is not in agreement with the contention of

the school that since the refund of advance tax came in a

subsequent year, the same ought not to have been included in

the funds available as on 3110312008. It is nobody's case that

. the income of the school is chargeable to income tax. The

advance tax and TDS can only be considered as current assets

which would be realised in due course. While calculating the

funds available, the Committee also considers the liabilities of

. the school towards gratuity and leave encashment, which are

rather 
.long 

term liabilities being payable at. 
. 
the time of

. retirement of employees. If .the contention of the school is

'accepted in respect of advance tax and TDS, by parity of

reasoning, tl-e school cannot be heard to say that it should be

allowed deductions for such liabilities. \

Re.: Provision for Income Tax

The Committee finds" that while making the preliminary

calculations of funds available with the school as on

3L/03/2008, the CAs detailed with the Committee had given an
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allowance of Rs. 291671469 which was appearing in the balance

sheet of the school as a current liability. In view of the

Committee, this allowance was not called for as the provision

was made by the school only by way of abundant caution as the

school was contesting the demand raised against it in appeal. It

is not in-doubt that the income of the school is exempt from tax

and in fact the school succeeded in its appeal and reversed this

provision in financial year 2010-11. This would be duly

factored in while making the final determination.

Re.: Funds to be kept in resenre

The Committee is in agreement with the contention of the

school that the entire funds available with it ought not be

considered as available. for discharging its additional

liabilities on account of implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report and that it ought to maintain a reserve

equivalent to four months salary. The school has estimated

its requirement for reserve at Rs 861641485 ori the basis of

the annual expenditure on salar5r. The Committee accepts

the. same and this will be duly factored in the linal

determination.

Re.: Provision for qratuity.

The school has claimed that it had an accrued liability of Rs.

L,47,76,3L8 towards gratuity which ought to have been

' considered while working out the funds available with the

school. The Committee finds that no provision for gratuity
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was made in the audited balance sheet of the school and as

such, no information was available with the CAs attached

with the Committee on the basis of which they had made the

preliminary calculations. However, the Committee is of the

view that since this liability is created by a statue, the same

ought to be considered irrespective of whether a provision

has been made in the accounts or not. In principle, the'

Committee is in agreement with the contention of the school

that funds equivalent to the accrued liability towards

gratuity ought to be kept aside for'meeting this liability as

and when it arises. However, on going through the employee

wise details submitted by the school, the Committee frnds

that the school have also included in this figure of Rs.

L,47,76,3L8, a sum of Rs. 4,68,221 in respect of 18

employees who had not completed a period of five years in

the employment of the school which would qualify to receive

gratuity. In view of this the Committee is of the view that the

funds which need to be set apart for this purpose amount to

Rs. 1r43rO8rO97 and not Rs. L,47,76,318, as contended by

the school.

Re.: Provision for leave encashment

The school has contended that its accrued liability for leave

encashment as on 31 10312008 was Rs. 42,24,580 and has

filed an employee wise detail of the same. The school further

contended that the provision made in ttre balance sheet was
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only to the tune of Rs. 32;I8,64L and therefore the

differential amount of Rs. 10,05,939 should also be factored

in. The Committee notes that unlike the provision for

gratuity fund, the s.chool had actually made a provision of

Rs. 32,L8,64I for leave encashment in its. balance street

which has been duly audited by a reputed firm of chartered

accountants M/s. V. Sahai & Co. and their report does not

carry any qualification. On the contrary, it certifies that the

balance sheet gives a true and fair view of the state of affairs

. of the school. Therefore, the Committee would rather accept

the audited balance sheet than an unauthenticated

statement submitted by the school during. the course of

hearing. In view of this, the Committee rejects the contention

of the school.

Re.: Funds deposited with CBSE

The Committee accepts tlre contention of the school that

FDRs for Rs. 81401236 in the joint names of the school and

CBSE ought not to have been included in the funds available

in the preliminary calculations.

Re.: Exclusion of liabilitv for car loan

The Committee does not accept the contention of the school

that the liability of Rs. 4,86,836 ought to have been excluded

as the same represents the outstanding balance of loan

taken for a car which is a fixed asset. Fixed assets cannot be

acquired from the fee charged from the students.

o
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Re.: Differences in arrear fee. incremental fee and

incremental salary.

The Committee finds that the contention of the school with

regard to the correct'figurb of arrear fee, irrcremental fee

during 20,09-10 and incremental salary during 2009-10 are

based' on the audited financials of the school. The

Committee has found the books of accounts and the audited

financials to be reliable. The Committee hds also checked the

working notes of the CAs detailed with it and has found that

their calculations are based on extrapolations of the monthly

differences of fee and salaries for the pre implementation and

post implementation period. The Committee is of the view

that the figures as emerging from the audited financials of

the school are to be preferred over the extrapolated figures

which can only be best estimates. Therefore, the Committee

will take the following figures in the final determination:

(a)Arrear fee for period OL/Og/2OO8 to 3l/Og/2OO9 Rs.

56195r7L4,

(b) Incremental

71,O1,53O

fee revenue for F.Y. 2009-10 Rs.

(c| Incremental salary for F.Y. 2009-10 Rs. 98,O1,686

Determinations: (

1. Tuition Fee:
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with the school as on 3IlO3l2O08 are

69,7L,72O as follows:

Particulars AmountlRs.l
Funds available as determined
in the preliminary calculation
sheet

2,78,17,069

Add Liability for Income Tax
wrongly allowed in the
preliminary . calculations for
determination of available funds

29.67.469 3,07,84,538

Less
(a)Reserve for future
contingencies
(b) Provision for gratuity
(c) Funds deposited with CBSE

86,64,485

L,43,O8,Og7
8,40.236 2,38,12,8r8

Funds available for
implementation of VI Pay
Commission Report.

69,7L,72O

&b
The school had admittedly recovered the following amounts

as additional fee/arrears in pursuance of order dated

II10212009 of the Director of Education:

Arrear Fee for the period 0I/0I/2006 to
31/08 /2008

7r,34,458

Arrear fee for the period OL lO9 I2OOB to
31 10312009

56,95,7L4

Incremental fee durine F.Y. 2009-10 71,01,530
Total additional funds L.99.3t.7o2

Thus the total funds available with the school for meeting its

' additional liabilities arising on account of implementation of

. VI Pay Commission Rdport were Rs. 2169r0gr422. As against

this the additional liability of the school was Rs. 2,96,17,728

O as follows:
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Arrear salary for the period 01/0112006 to
3L/08/2008

r,34,46,377

Arrear salary for the period OL/O9/2O08 to
3L l0312009

63,69,670

Incremental salarv for F.Y. 2009-10 98,01,681
Total additlonal liability on account of
implementation of VI Pay Commission
Report

2196rL7 1728

In view of the aforesaid determinations, the Committee is

of the view that the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs.

27rL4r3O6 on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission

Report.

Development Fee

The school has contended that the development fee received

from the students was utilised for acquiring fixed assets strictly in

accordance with the guidelines laid down by the Duggal Committee. It

was contended that the fee received. from the students is credited to a

separate fund account and the same was utilised accordingly. A chart

showing receipt of development fee and its utilisation was filed along

with details of schedule of fixed assets acquired out of development '

fee, from 2006-07 to 2010-11. However, on perusal of the audited

balance sheets of the school, the committee observes that neither any

earmarked bank account for depreciation fund was maintained nor

any earmarked investments were held for this purpose. When the

authorized representatives of the school was confronted with these

facts, he candidly admitted that no eannarked funds were kept for

depreciation reserve. However, he also contended that such was not

ra
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school is only stated.to be rejected. It would be apposite to reproduce.

here below the relevant portions of the Duggal Committee Report and

the judgment of the Hoh'ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern

The Duggal Committee in paragraphs 7.21 and 7 .22 of its report

stated as follows:

. "7.21 Proalded a school is m,ainto;ining a depreciatlon
reserae fund eouiaalent to depreciatlon charaed ln
the reaenue accounts, schoo/s could also leug, in addition
to the aboue four categoies, a Deuelopment fee annuallg,

' as a capital receipt not exceeding 10% of the total annual
htition fee for supplementing the resources for purchase,
upgradation and replacement of furnifures, fixtures and
eEtipment. At present these are utidely neglected items,
notwitLstanding the fact that a large number of schools
u)ere leuying charges under.the head'Deuelopment 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 ang income generated from the inuestment
made out of this fund should howeuer, be kept in a
separate Deublopment Fund Account utith the balance in' the fund carried forward from gear to Aear.

7.23 In suggesting rationalization of the fee structrtre with the
aboue components, the committee has been guided bg the
twin objectiues of ensuing that while on the one hand the
schools do not get starued of funds for meeting their
legitimate needs, ort the other, that there fs no undue or.
auoidable burden on the parents as a result of schools
indulging in ang co mmercialization.

7.24 Simultaneouslg, it is also to be ensured that the schools, do
. llot discharge anA of the functions, uhich nghtlg fall in the

domain of the Society out of th7 fee and other charges
collected from the students; or where the parents are made
to bear, euen in part, the financial burden"for the creation of
the facilities including building, on a land which had been .

giuen to the Societg at concessional rate for carrying out a
"philanthropic" actiuitg. One only wonders uthat then is

ve

o
o

o
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'. the co,ntibution of the society that professes to run the

school.

As a follow up to

Committee, the Director

LS / L2 / 1999 giving certain

was as follows:

the recommendations of the Duggal

of Education issued an order dated

directions to the schools. Direction no. 7

"7. Development fee, not exceeding 10% of the total annual
tuition fee may be charged for supplementing the
resources for purchase, upgradation and replacement of
furniture, 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 maintainine a
depreciation . reserve fund equivalent to depreciation
charged in the revenue accounts and the collection under
this head alone with anv income qenerated from the
inyestment made out of this fund. will be kept in a
separatelv maintained development fund account. "

The recommendations of the Duggal Committee and the

aforesaid direction no. 7 of the order dated LSl12l1999 issued Uy th9

Director of Education were considered by the Hon'ble Supreme Court

in the case bf Modern School vs. Union of India and ors.. (supra). One

of the points that arose for determination by the Hon'ble Supreme

Court was:

"Whether mana.gements of Recognized unai.ded. schools are
entitled to set-up a Deuelopment Fund Account under the
prouisions of the Delhi School Education Act, 7973?"

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:

T'RUE

o

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

25. In our uieut, on account of increased cost due to inflation,
*Le management is entitled to create Deuelopment ^Fund
Account. For creating such deuelopment fund, the management
is reqtired to collect deuelopment fees. In the present case,
pursuant to the recommendation of Duggal Committee,
deuelopment fees could'be leuied at the rate not exceeding 10o/o

to 15o/o of total annual tuition fee. Direction no.7 further sta/es
that deuelopme4tfees not exceeding 70o/o to 15% of total annual
tuition fee shall be clnrged for supplementing the resources for
purchase, upgradation and replacement of furniture, firtures
and eqtipments. It further states that deuelopment fees shall be
treated as Capital Receipt and shall be collected onlq if the
school maintains a depreciation reserue .fitnd. In oir uiew,
direction no.7 is appropiate. If one goes through the report of
Duggal Committee, one finds absence of non-creation of
specifi.ed earmarked fund. On going throuqh the report of
Duaaal Committee, one ftnds further that depreciation has been
chnrged uithout creatiitg a corresponding .fund. There.fore,
direction no.7 seeks to introduce a proper accountinq prabtice to
be .followed bu non-business organizations'.tot--for-pr6fit
oraanization. With this correct practice beina introduced,
deuelopment -fees for supplementing the resources.for purchase,

i.ture and
equipments is -iustifi.ed. Taking into account the cost of inftation
between 75th December, 1999 and 37"t December,.2)03 u)e are
of the uiew that the management of recogni.zed unaided schools
should be pennitted to charge dquelopment fee not exceeding
L 5% of the total anrutal tuition fee."

. As would be evident from the recommendations of the Duggalo
o

Committee Report and

on the same, there is

accounts are required

the observations of the Hon'ble

no room for any doubt that
Supreme Court

separate fund

o

to be maintained for development fee and

depreciation reserye. The purpose of maintaining a depreciation
reserve fund is to ensure that the schools have sufficient funds at
their disposal when the need arises to replace the assets acquiied out
of development fund. In the absence of such funds being available,

the students would be burdened with development fee ali over again at
the time of replacement of such assets. Hence, the contention of the
school that since development fund had been fully utilised, there.was
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no need to maintain any depreciation reserve fund is rejected, being

untenable and against the law laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme

Court. The Committee is, therefore of the view, that the collection of

development fee UV ft9 school was not justified. As per tJ'e details

furnished by the school, the school recovered a sum of Rs. 77r43rgL6

as development fee during 2009-10 and Rs. 82,94,65O during 2010-

11. The Committee is, therefore, .of the view that the development fee

collected by the school in 2OO9-10 and 2OLO-11 without fulfilling the

necessary pre conditions of maintaining depi'eciation reserve fund was

not justified and ought to. be refunded along with interest @ 9o/o per

annum.

Recommendations: :

In view of the determinations made by the Committee as

above, the school ought to refund the following sums along with
interest @9% per annum.

Development fee for 2OO9-10 Rs. 77,43,316
Development fee for 201O-11 Rs.82.94.650

Rs. 1,6O,371966

Less deficiency in tuition fee Rs. 27,14,3O6

Total amount to be refunded Rs.1,33,23,66O

Recommended accordingly.

O

I

,$

o sd/- sd/- sd/-

o

o

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

Dated: 09/09/2073
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Laxmi Public School. Karkafdooma. New Delhi-l1OO92
(

In reply to the questionnaire dated 27 /o2/2O12 issued by'the

Committee, the school, vide its letter dated 05l03l2012 stated that it

had implemented the VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f. OIIOg/.2OO8.

However, due to paucity of funds, arrears from 0I/0I/2006 to

3I/O8/2OOB could not be paid. It also mentioned that the monthly

expenditure on salary as on 01/0112006, as per the old pay scales,

was Rs. 5,08,801 which rose to Rs. 7,32,974 as per the new scales. It

submitted the fee structures for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10

which showed. tuition fee hike of Rs. 200 per student per month for

classes Nursery to XI and Rs. 300 per student per'month for class XII,

besides 15% development fee. Although, in reply to the questionnaire,

the school stated that the fee was increased 'uv.e.f. O1/09 /2008, in the

foot note to annexure-B of the reply, it was mentioned that the fee

structure was revised only w.e.f. OLlO4l2OO9. On the basiS of this

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

Preliminary examination of the financials of 
' the ."hool *u,

carried out by the Chartered Accountants detailed with this

Committee (CAs). The CAs based their calculations of available funds

on the basis of the balance sheet of the school as on 3|/O3/2OOB.

Jhese calculations showed that apparently the school had sufficient

funds. to implement the VI Pay Commission, to the extent it was

implemented and there was nb need for it to hike any fee.

o
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The'school was, issued a notice dated 20l02l2o13 for providing

it an opportunity of hearing by the committee on 2010312013. on

this date, Sh. Om Nath Gupta, Manager of the school appeared with

Sh. Sita Ram, Accountant and Sh. Anil Kumar, Finance Officer. For

personal reasons, the Chairperson of the Committee recused himself

from hearing the matter. In.the circumstances, the remaining two

members of the .Committee heard the matter. During the course of

hearing, the salary records were'examined by the Committee and it

was observed that the reply given by the school to the questionnaire

issued by the Cbmmittee was not very accurate. It was observed that

the school had actually implemented the VI Pay Commission Report

w.e.f. July 2009 and had paid arrears of salary from 0I/o9/2oo8 to

3010612009 in two instalments. The school.was therefore asked to

file the details of arrears payments of each instalment, besides

furnishing. details of 'salary paid to staff during the months of June

2OOg, representing the.pre implementation salary, and July 2009,

representing the post implementation salary. The school was also

asked to frle details of recovery of arrear fee in different years,

' consequent to order dated LI/02/2009 of the Director of Education.

The school was also required to file the details of incremental tuition

fee for the year 2009-10. Ouiing the course of hearing, the school

contended tnat it did not pay any gratuit5r, as a matter of policy. As

the school was charging development fee also, besides tuition fee, the

school was required to give specific replies to the following queries:

b'p

,a

a

a

COPY
lw

Secrdtary

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COI/MITTEE
For Review of School Fee,

TRUE



^Ud6'q '
{

I

(a) How much development ree had been "n;r"gqrg#r!oou-o,
to 2O1O'11, year wise and how the same had been treated in

the balance sheet?

(b) For what purpose development fee was utilised?

(c) Whether separate earmarked development

depreciation reserve fund were maintained

separate bank accoilnt or FDRs or investments?

fund and

by way of

' The school filed with the Committee, a letter dated 0410412OI3,

mentioning, inter alia, as follows:-

(i) The total salary paid for the month of June 2oo9, as per

the old scale was Rs. 8,36,IL2, which rose to Rs'

L4,83,g10 as per the new scale. It was thus contended

that there was a monthly increase of Rs. 6,47 1798 in the

' monthly salary bill of the school consequent to

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report

(ii). The incremental tuition fee during 2009-10 was to the

tune of Rs. 21,251343 on account of fee hike effected at

the rate of Rs. 200 per month for classes Nursery to XI

and Rs. 3OO per month for class XII, consequent to order

dated ILl02l2O09 issued by th9 Director of Education.

(iii) A sum of Rs. 13,15,141 had been recovered.by the school

as tuition fee arrears for the period Sept. 2008 to March

2009.
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The school had recovered development

to 20L0-11 as follows:

. 000235
fund from 2006-07

Year Development fund recovered (Rs.f

2006-07 10,30,050

2007-o8 12,30,165

2008-09 13,56,100

2009-10 17,25,OOO

2010-11 17,89,242

In the written submissions, the school contended that the

development fund was transferred to the account of Laxmi

Educational society to meet the depreciation cost of capital assets

owned by the parent body so that it had sufficient funds with it for

their replacement at the appropriate time. It was also conte"a"a tf'tt

the school did not have any separate bank account or. FDRs for

. development fund. As the fixed assets of the school do not appear in

its balance sheet, no depreciation is charged or any reserye fund kept'

On 06/05 /20L3, the school filed details of payment of arrears

of salary for the period sept.. 2008 to Dec. 2008 and January 2OO9 to

June 2OOg. As per the details filed, the aggregate of arrears paid in

two instalments'uias Rs. 57'59'985.

The Committee was of the view that since the school had

implemented the VI Pay.Commission Report w.e.f. 
.O1lO7/2009 

and

also hiked the fee w.e.f. OIlO4l2O09, the calculation of available

(iv)

,{
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funds made by the CAs with reference to the balance sheet as on

3L/O|/2OOB was not appropriate. The same should have been done

with reference to the balance sheet as on 3L/O3|2OO9. The

Committee, therefore directed its office to prepare the revised

calculation sheet with reference to the balance sheet of the school as

on 31/03 l2OO9. The revised calculation sheet reflected that as on

3IlOg/.2O09 the net current assets of the school + investments in

FDRs were to the tune of Rs. 67,2713,64. The arrears of fee collected

by the school for the period ollogl2oo8 to.3t10312009 was Rs.

13,15r141. The incremental tuition fee received by the school during

2OOg-10 consequent to the hike effected in terms of the aforesaid

order dated LllO2l2O09 was Rs. 21,25,343. Thus the total funds

available with the school for implementation of VI Pay Commission

Report were Rs. LrOLr67r848.

As against this, the arrears of salary pertaining to the period

ol/o912o08 to 30/06/2009, paid by the school amounted to Rs.

57,59,985 and the incremental salary for the period oIlo712009 to
t

gL/O}/2OLO was Rs.58,30,182. Thus, the total impact of

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report on the school was of the

order of Rs. 1,15,90,167 . the school was provided with a copy of the

revised calculation sheet'for its .comments and, vide letter dated

IL lOS l2013, the .school 
stated that the same was in order except for a .

minor error of Rs. 10,000 in the figure of current liabilities which the
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Committee had taken to work out the

as on 3Ll03l2OO9.

Discussion & Determination

Tuition fee

c. aaCIx7
fund available with the school

ih" Cottrmittee has perused the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules, the preliminary calculation

sheet prepared by the CAs, the revised calculation sheet prepared by

the office of the Committee, the written and oral submissions made by

the school. The Committee notes that the school has accepted the

re Committee. The

school did not put forth any claim for keeping some funds in reserve

for future contingencies.

The ,method adopted by the school of transferring tfr"

development fee to the parent Society for depreciation and upkeep of

fixed assets, chiefly being land and'building, defies all logic. The

. 
Society is duty bound to provide the basic infrastructure of the school

and the school is prohibited from transferring any funds to its parent

Society under the law as laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in

the cases of Modern School vs. Union of India & Ors. (2004) 5 SCC

583 and Action Committee Unaided Pvt. Schools and Ors. v. Director

of Ed.ucation and Ors.2OO9 (11) SCALE 77. Since, the school had

been diverting its funds to its parent Society, the Committee is of the

view that the fund.s diverted by the school till 2008-09 are required to

tbrr
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be. taken into account for calculating the funds available for

implementation of VI Pay Commission by the school. A total -sum of

Rs. 36,16,315 had been diverted to the Society.from 2006-07 to 2008-

09.. Since, initially the Committee had called for the information

regarding devetopment fee from 2006 -iZ to2o10-11, it was felt by the

Committee that as the school was found to be diverting the

development fee to its parent Society, the information pertaining to

the earlier years was also required to be called for. Accordingly, a

letter dated 13.09.2013 was issued to the school, calling for the

details of development fee charged prior to 01.04.2006. The required

information was furnished by the school . vide its letter dated

2610912013. As per the reply, the school admitted that.it had been

charging development fee since .L996-97 and between 1996 -97 and

2005-06, it had recovered development fee aggregating Rs.5o'72r225

which had been diverted. to its parent Society. It also furnished copies

of the ledger accounts of the Development fee from 1996-97 to 2005-

'06 to show year wise collection. As per the ledger accounts, the

following position emerges:

Financial vear Development fee collected (Rs.)

r996-97 1,65,800
1.997-98 1,64,000
1998-99 1,64,O00
1999-2000 1,75,OOO

2000-01 4,48,825
200r-o2 5,04,900
2002-o3 6.32.000
2003-o4 7.26.900
2004-o5 10,63,950
200s-06 10,26,950
Total 50,72;225
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Thus, the development fee received by ,t " ""t oot0,?k"Jnu-n,

to 2008-09, which was diverted by it to its parent Society aggregated

Rs.86,88r54O (5O,72,225+36,16,315). As discussed above, the

schools are forbidden from transferring any funds to their parent

Societies, as per the ratio of decisions of the Honble Supreme Court in

the cases of Modern School and Action Committee Unaided Schools

(supra). It is settled law that decisions of the Supreme Court only

interpret the law as it stood and do not lay. down any new law. The

Committee is, therefore of the view that tJle school was not authorised

to transfer any funds to its parent Society and therefore, a sum of

Rs.86,88,540 transferred by it prior to 31.O3.2009 has to be treated

as funds available with the school.

In the light of the foregoing discussion, the committee makes

the following determinations: ))

Funds'avallable as on 31.O3.2OO9

Reserve for future contingencies:

The Committee has taken a view in case of other schools that

the schools ought to retain funds equivalent to four months'salary foi

TRUE COPY
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Net current assets of the school +

investments in FDRs
67,27,364

Less Mistake in preliminarv calculation
sheet as oointed out bv the school 67.r7.364
Add Funds diverted bv the school to its
oarent Societv 86,88,540
Total funds available 1.54.O5.904
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ruture contingencies. rhe salary biu or the'schoot :::t:1r1",n ",
July 2OO9 (post implementation of 6th Pay commission) was Rs.

14,83,910. The requirement of reserve of the school thus works out

to Rs. 59135164o. Thus, net of such reserve, the school had funds to

the tune of Rs. 94.70.264 which were available with it at the

threshold.

Funds available for meetine the. additioilal liabilities on

. account of implementation of 6th Pav Commission

The total funds available with the school after accounting for

the recovery of arrear fee and hike in fee pursuant to order dt.

I1.O2.20O9 works out to Rs. 1,29,LOr748 as under:

Additlonal liability of the school on account of

imrrlementation of 6th Pay Commission

The additional liability of the school on account

implementation of 6th Pay Commission waE Rs.1,l5r9OrL67

follows:

o
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Funds available at ttre threshold Rs.94.7O.264

Arrears of fee collected for the period OI109 12008 to
3r /03 /2009

Rs. 13,15,14 1

Incremental tuition fee recovered during 2009-10 Rs.21.25.343
Total Rs.1,29,LO,748
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The Committee is therefore of the view that the school recovered

a sum of Rs. 13,20,581 (I,29,IO,748 - 1,15,90,1671by way of tuition

fee, in excess of its requirements, which ought to be refunded

alongwith interest @9o/o p.a.

Development fee

With regard to develppment fee collected by the school in 2009-

10 and 2OIO-11, the Committee is of the view that the school was in

violation of the law laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in as

much as it transferred the development fee to the account of its

parent Society. Besides no depreciation reserve account was

maintained by the school on the specious plea that the fixed assets

were not reflected in the books of the school but were reflected in the

books of the Society. Hence, the development fee collected by the

school in 2009-10 and 2010-11 amounting to Rs. 17,25,OOO and Rs.

L7 r89.r242 respectively, ought to be refunded alongwith interest @ 9%

p..4.

Recommendations:

Thus, the Committee is of the view that the school ought to

refund the following amounts alongwith interest @9% p.a.

a

a TRUE COPY
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Arrears of salary for the period 0L10912O08 to
30 /06 /2009

Rs.57,59,985

Incremental salary for the period OL/O7/2O09 to
3L /031201.0

Rs.58,30,182

Total Rs.1,15,9O,t67
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Recommended accordingly.

A llri.|r-
, -ll t t -
v, \Jt

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

Dated: 04/ L'O /2OL3
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sd/-
CA J.S. Kochar

Member
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Excess Tuitlon fee Rs. 13,20,581

Development fee recovered in 2OO9-10 Rs. 17,25,OOO

Development fee recovered in 201O-11 Rs. t7,89,242

Total Rs. 48,34,823
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. N.K. Basrodia Pub lic School. Dwarka. New Delhi-l1OO78

The Committee, vide letter dated I4|O2/2O12 had called for

information from the school regarding the fee and salary hike effected

by the school and the funds that were available with it for absorbing

the salary hike consequent to implementation of VI Pay Commission

Report. It was evincible from the reply that the school had

implemented the VI Pay Commissidn report w.e.f. OLlO2l2O09 and

had also paid the.arrears w.e.f. OI/OL/2OO6. Fee was hiked w.e.f.

0110912008 and the arrear fee as stipulated in the order dated

LL/02/2009 of the Director of Education was also recovered. 'On the

basis of this reply, the school was placed in Category 'B'.'

Preliminary examination of the finaricials of the school was

carried out by the Chartered Accountants detailed with this

Committee (CAs). As the school claimed to havi implemented the VI

Pay Commission Report w.e.f. OI/02/2009 and increased the tuition

fee w.e.f. OL/O9/20O8, the balance sheet of the school as on

3L/O312O08 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, the funds available with the school as on 3110312008 were

to the tune of Rs. 98,301361. The school recovered arrear fee

amounting to Rs. 50,69,000, the arrears of salary paid by the school

.consequent to implementation of VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f.
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oL lor /20o6 was Rs. s8,6z,ess, the'increm"'i"rqg0'3J*.red. by
, .'

the school for the period 0t10912008 to 3.IlO3l2O10 .was Rs.

92r5Or3OO while the incremental salary on account of implementation

of VI Pay Commission Report for the corresponding period was Rs.

741571424. After'taking into account the increased fee, arrear fee,

increased salary and arrear salary, the funds available with the school

swelled to Rs. !r08r24r304.' The school was, served with a nqtice.

dated'2O/O2/2O13 for pro,.iding it an opportunity of hearing by the

Committee on L4/O3/2OL3. On this date, Dr. Mrs. Rajee N. Kumar,

Principal of the School appeared with Sh. Anil Goel, Accountant. They

were provided with the preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the

CAs attached with the Committee and were heard on the same. While

broadly agreeing with the figures as contained in the preliminary

calculation sheet, the school sought some time for filing an

appropriate response. During the course of examination of the

financials of the school at the time of hearing, it came to.the notice of

the Committee that the school had been transferring large sums of

money to its parent society. The school was therefore required to lile

the ledger account of the societ5r in its books. As the school was also

charging development fee, besides tuition fee, the school was required

to specifically reply to the following queries:

(a) How much development fee had

, for the vear 2006-07 to 2010-11?

charged by the school

(b) How development fee had been utilised during these years?

been
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(c) Whether separate development fund account was maintained

in the bank or investment had been earmarked for the same?

(d) Whether separate depreciation reserve fund account .had

been maintained or investments had been earmarked for the

same?

At the request of the school, the matter was again listed for

L8l04l2OL3. On this date, the aforesaid representatives of the school

again appeared along with Sh. J.P. Gulati, Chartered Accountant and

presented written submissions along with its own calculations of

availability of funds for implementation of VI Pay Commission Report.

It was submitted that the surplus funds as reflected in the calculation

sheet were required to be kapt in reserve and therefore were not

available for implementation of VI Pay Commission Report.

Submissions:

Vide written submissions dated 18l04l2OI3, the school

submitted as follows:-

(a) The school had strictly followpd the procedural aspect as well

was completed other formalities as envisaged in the.order

dated l,L10212009 issued by the Director of Education.

(b) There was no possiblility of utilizing the existing reserve to

meet shortfall in payment of salary as a consequence of

increase in salaries consequent to implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report.

o
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(c) The increase in tuition fee was effected with the approval of

parent teacher association' and by the management

committee in a duly convened meeting in which a nominee of

Director of Education and representative of parent teacher

assoclauon was present.

(d) There was no complaint by any parent or by public at large

before the grievance Redressal committee.

(e) Rule L77 of Delhi School Education Rules L973 prescribed

the mode of utilisation of fee and the managing committee of

.the school is empowered. to keep reserves for making any

capital of contingent expendihrre after payment of salary and

allowances to the employees

(f) The reserve fund is required to keep intact four months

salary, gratuity and leave encashment payable to employees.

(g) The school has to provid.e provident fund, ESI and other

similar benefits.

(h)The reasonable reserve fund of 10% out of saving of tuition

fee is to be kept intabt. ,

The fee collected by way of development charges, annual

charges, sports co-curricular activities etc. have to be spent

exclusively for the benefits of the students and cannot form

part of the savings for the purpose of payment of salaries.

The school had. net current assets amounting to Rs.

93,9I,288 as on 3ll)3l2o08 as against Rs. 98,30,362 as

per the calculation sheet prepared by the CAs attached with

(i)

U)
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the Committee. In support of this figure, the school frled its

own calculation sheet.

(k) It was contended that the requirement for setting apart funds

for four months salary was Rs. 79,3I,372, for gratuity Rs.

9,87,073, for leave encashment Rs. 11,84;558, for CBSE

reserve fund Rs. 1,66,400 and for reasonable reserve (10%)

Rs. 9,98,931. The total funds required by the school to be

earmarked for these purposes was thus Rs. 1,12,68,334 as

against the available funds of Rs. 93,9L,288 as on

3Il03l2008. It was thus contended that the school did not

have any funds of its own for implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report and the fee hike was justified.

(1) The school filed a copy of the'ledger account of M.L.Sethi

Charitable Trust (its parent society) for the years 2005-06 to

2007-08 and N.K. Bagrodia Education Society from 2007-08

to 2O1O-11. The submissions regarding development fee will

be discussed later when we discuss the issue of its

justifiability.

Discussion

The fac! that the school complied with all the procedural

formalities as envisaged in the order dated LL/O2/2O09 or the fact

that the fee was hiked with the approval of parent teacher association

or the fact that no complaint had been made by any parent or public

at large does not detract the Committee from examining the issue of

o
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justifiabit,ty or ree hike. In terms or the judgment;,,L0f3lL o",n,

Higb Court in WP ( Cl 7777 of 2OO9, vide which this Committee has

been constituted, it is laid down that the fee hike allowed to the

schools vide order dated II l02l2009 of the Director of Education has

to be considered. as an interim hike which would be subject to such

variation as may be recommended by this Committee on examination

of the financial position of the school after examining its accounts.

The Committee is also alive to the provisions of Rule L77 of Delhi

School Education Rules which provides that the pay and allowances of

the staff shall be a firdt charge on the revenue from fees and if any

amount is left over, the same can be utilised for other prescribed

purposes. It does not provide for creation of a reserve fund while

keeping the salaries of the staff in abeyance to be met out of fee hikes.

Though, the school has relied on Rule L77, its argriment goes against

the provisions thereof. The Committee is required to objectively assess

(a) whether the school had funds of its own from which it

could pay the increaspd salary and arrears on account

of implementation of VI Pay Commission.

(b) how much fee.hike should have been effected, in case

the school did .trot have the required funds, to

implement. the recommendations of VI Pay

' Commission.

d\$

. 
Hence, the Committee is required

calculations.
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Re.: Funds transferred to the parent societv. " 000 2[9

At the outset, the issue of transfer of funds by the school to its

parent society needs to be discussed. as it will have a strong bearing

on the calculation of availability of funds with the school. On perusal

of the statement of account of the parent society of the school i.e.

M.L.Sdthi Ch'aritable Trust upto 2OO7-O8 and N.K. Bagrodia

Education Society from 2OO7 -08 onwards, it transpires that the school

had been transferring huge funds to its parent societSr over the years.

The total funds transferred by the school to its parent society are as

follows:-

Year Amount
M.L. Sethi Charitable Trust
2005-06 Rs. 15,65,384
2006-07 Rs. 60,48,011
2007-o8 Rs. 7.18.450
N.K.Bagrodia Educational Society
2007-o8 Rs.7,78,484
2008-09 Rs. 97.610
2009-10 Rs. 6.85.950
Total Rs. 98,93,889

It would be apparent from the above table that from 2005-06 to

2OO7-O8, the school had transferred Fis. gI,IO,32g to its parent

society. The funds available with the school as on 3IlO3l2O0B; as

worked out 'by the school, are after the transfer of the aforesaid

amount to the society in three years. The school has not provided the

information with regard to such transfers in the years prior to 2005-

06. In terms of the ratio of the decisions of the Hon'ble Sripreme Court

in the case of Modern School & Ors vs. Union of India l2OO4l5 SCC

o
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583 read with Action Committee Unaided hrt. Schools and Ors. v.

Director of Education and Ors.2OO9 (1U SCALE 77, the schools

are barred from transferring anj' funds to their parent societies. In

this view of the matter, the Committee is of the view that the funds

transferred by the school to tl:e society during the years 2005-06 to

2010-L 1, were illegally transferred and ought to be recovered from the

society. The funds transferred upto 2OO7-O8, ought to be considered

as funds available with the school as on 3L/O3/2OO8. The samb

would be factored in while making the final determinations.

Re.: Requirement of setting apart funds for gratuitv. leave

'encashment, CBSE Resenre Fund and resenre future

contingencies

The Committee is in agreement with the contention of the school

that it ought to keep funds in reserve for meeting its accrued liabilities

of gratuity, leave encashment and a reasonable reserve equivalent to

four months salary. The school has filed details of its accrued liability

for gratuity which is Rs. g,87r}7g and Rs. 11,84,558 for leave

encashment. The Committee has examined the details and found

them to be in order. The school has also claimed that a sum equal to

Rs. 791311372 which is equivalent to four months salary is required

to be kept in reserve and in its support the school has filed details of

its gross monthly salary bill as on 0l107 12009 which amounts to Rs.

19,82,843. The Committee has examined the details and has found

the same to be in order. With regard to CBSE Reserve Fund, the
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schoot has claimed that it is required to maintain ;'"::::"iep in

force its affiliatiqn with CBSE. The 
. 
reserve has been quantified . at

Rs.1r66r4OO based on L664 students @ Rs.1OO per student. The

Committee is of the view that the submission of the school is well

founded. The Committee will duly consider the requirement of the

school for setting apart these amounts out of the funds available with

it. However, the claim of the school for a further reserve fund of 10%

of its savings cannot be entertained as that would amount to a double

allowance.

Re.: Non availability of Development charges. annual charges etc.

for pavment of VI Pay Commisslon salaries.

The school has merely made this submission without indicating

in any manner as to whether there aie any surpluses ori these

accounts which need to be excluded from the funds available.

Re: Discrepancies in preliminary calculation sheet

The Committee observes that certain figures in the calculation
;

sheet submitted by the school are_ at variance with the figures in the

preliminary calculation prepared by the CAs detailed with the

Committee. Such differences are reflected in the following table, which

would be discussed:
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The differences as detailed above are discussed as under:

Total funds available as on 31/O3/2OO8

Perusal of the two calculation sheets would show that the

school has excluded the following sums while working the funds

available as on 3l/O3|2OO8. These were included by the CAs in their

calculations:

vw

o

Deposit with DJB

Deposit with DVB

Deposit with MTNL.

Deposit with DDA

FDR with Oriental Bank,

Total

Rohini + Interest accrued

Rs. 15,000

Rs. 1,35,000

Rs. 3,OOO

Rs. 10,000

Rs.2.76.O74

Rs. 4.39.O74

The committee is in agreement with the school that the

aforesaid sum of Rs. 4,39,074 cannot form part of the funds available

with the school for implementation of VI Pay Commission Report. The

{)
TR.UE COF"T

w
Secretbry

Particulars As per CAs
calculation sheet

As per school's
calculation sheet

Total funds available as on
3L /03 /2008

98,3O,362 93,9L,287

Arrear fee from
0Llo1l2OO6 to
3 1 /08/2008

50,69,000 39,92,800

Arrear salary from
01/0 L /2006 to
3r /08 /2008

58,67,933 45,28,672

Incremental fee
0r loe l2008
3r /03 /20ro

from
to

92,50,300 95,59,500

Incremental salary
ot /oe /2oo8
31/03 l20LO

from
to

74,57,424 74,25,608
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figure of Rs. 93r9lr288, as wo/ked out

as.on 3110312008 is accepted.

. 000253
by the school, to be available

Arrear fee from O1/O1/2006 to 31/O8/2OO8

The Committee has perused the calculation sheet of the CAs

attached with the Committee and has observed that they had

erroneously taken the student strength as on 3L /07 /2009 for working

out the arrear fee recovered. The school has correctly based its

calculations on the basis of student strength as on 3I/O7 /2008 after

taking into account the concessions available to EWS students, staff

ward etc.' Therefore the Committee accepts the 'figure of Rs.

39r92r8OO given by th9 school as the arrear recovered from

01/0 | l2006 to 3 1/08/2008.

Arrear salanr from O1/O1/2O06 to 31/O8/2OO8

. The Committee finds that the CAs had taken the figure of Rs.

58,67,933 on the basis of the statement of arrears submitted by the

school itself vide its letter dated. 23lO2l2OI2. However, the school

has revised this figure to Rs. 45,28,672 in its calculation sheet.

Since, the school does not stand to gain anything by lowering its

figure of salary arrears, the Committee accepts the revised figUre of

Rs. 45128,672 given by the school in its calculation sheet.

Incremental fee from 01 o ^OO8 to 31 q ^n1O

PeruSal of the working notes of the CAs Shows that they had

made calculations based on the full student strength while the school

TRUE COPY
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iri it's calculations has excluded the fee hike on account of concessions

given to EWS students/ wards of staff. Since this information was not

available to the CAs, they cannot be faulted for making ialculations

on the basis of full student strength. However, since the calculations

of the school are found to be in order, the Committee will consider the

incremental fee hike from OllO9l2OOS to 3L/O3/2OIO as Rs.

85,59,5OO in its final determination.

Incremental salary from 01/O9l2O08 to 31/03/2010

There is a small difference of Rs.31,816 between the

calculations of the school and those made by CAs. In the

.circumstances the Committbe accepts the calculation of the school.

the figure of incremental salary from 0Il09l2OO8 to 3Il03l2O10 will

be taken as Rs. 74125,608 in the final determination.

Determinatiohs: \'

The resources available with

as follows:

the school as on 3I/0312008 were

o

o

0'k
c

Funds available as on 3I/0312008

Add funds diverted to the parent society

from 0 L /04 l2OO5 to 3 I l03 /2OO8

Total funds available

Less funds reciuired to be kept in reserye

(a) For gratuity Rs. 9,87.,073

(bf For leave encashment Rs. 11,84,558
(c| For future contingencies Rs. 79,3I,372
(dlFor CBSE reserve Rs. 1.66.400
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Rs. 93,9I,288

Rs.91.10.329

Rs.1,85,0L,6L7

Rs.1.02.69.403
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Funds available fpr payment of increased salaries R:s. 82.32.2L4

The additional burden on the school on account of

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report was Rs.LrL9r54r28O_ as

follows:

zxh

Arrear salary from 01 lOI12006 to 3l/08I2OOB

Incremental salary from 0 L /09 /2OO8

to 3r/03/2OIo

Arrear fee from OL/OI/2006 to 3I/08/2OO8

Incremental fee from 01 10912008 to 3I l03l2010

Total

Total

Thus the school was short of its requirement to the tune of Rs.

371221066 for implementation of VI Pay Commission and would have

been.justified to recover the fee to this extent from the students.

However, the school recovered a total fee of Rs.1r25r52,3OO by way of

arrears and increased fee in'pursuance to order dated IL/O2/2OOT

issued by the Director of Education as per the following details:

Thus the school recovered a sum of Rs. 88,30,234 in excess of

its requirement by way of increased fee, taking undue advantage of

the order dated 3LlO3l2O08 which the school oughtto refund to the

students along with interest @ 9o/o per annum.
.'
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Rs. 45,28,672

Rs. 74.25.608

RSr!19,54.280

Rs. 39,92,800
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o

The school in itb written submissions dated 1'8/O4/2OL3

submitted that from 2006-07 to 2010-11, it recovered a sum of Rs.

I,34,22,81L as .development fee which included a sum of Rs.

22,65,025 recovered in 2009-10 and Rs. 55,16,106 recovered in 2010-

11. It further submitted that over this period of five years, it had

utilised a sum of Rs. 4I,7O,O}O by purchasing fixed assets and the

remaining amount of Rs. 92,52,721 was lying with it. It also

submitted that the development fee was being treated as a capital

receipt and shown in the balance sheet as development fund. With

regard to depreciation reserye fund, it stated that earmarked FDRs

J against this fund were maintained.

' The Committee has examined the balance sheets of the school

from 2006-07 to 2010-11. The Committee.finds that though the

school initially was not earmarking any FDRs against unutilised

development fund and depreciation reserve fund, it started doing so

from the year 2010-11. As the funds have been finally earmarked, the

Committee is of the view that the school substantially complied with

the pre conditions laid dbwn by the Duggal Committee which was

subsequently affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of

Modern School vs. Union of India & Ors. (2OO4) 5 SCC 583. In the

circumstances, no interference is called for in the matter of

development fee.
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Recommendations:

Dr. R.K. Sharma
IVIember

Dated: L2lOgl2Ol3
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CA J.S. Kochar
Member

. 000257

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

The school ought to refund the increased fee amounting to

Rs., 88130,234 hiked by it in pursuance of order dated

tLl}zlz}Og issued by the Director of Education along with

interest @9o/o per annum. Recommended accordingly.

o

a,

ol/.\I II-
\h/ \lfl t sd/- sd/-

o

a, '*t--

o

o
o
o

o
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In restrionse to the Public Notice issued by the committee, the

School frled a representation dated January Og, 2OL2 before the

Committee, vide which it stated that being a minority institution, it

was covered under article 30 of the Constitution of India, and' the

representation was being filed without prejudice to its rights as a

respondent in the judgment dated t2lO8/2O11 of the Hon'ble Delhi

High Court. .It also enclosed copy of various representations m.ade by

the school from time to time with vg'rious authorities.

school made the following prayers in the representations:

That being a minority educational institution, the school

cannot be regulated in view of the consistent standing. of

the school and it was contemplating to challenge the

order dated |2/O8/2OIL of the Hon'ble High Court of

Delhi.

The fee. hike allowed to the school vid'e order dated

LL/02/2009 of the Director of Education was inadequate

in relation to the additional liabilities arising on account

of implementation of VI Pay Commission Report. To make

up the recurring shortfall in revenue, the school

requested the Committee to allow it a further fee hike'of

Rs. 355 per student per montJr over and above Rs. 300

o

-/

'&w
(il

(ii)
o

o,
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per month allowed to it by the aforesaid order, w.e.f.

'OI/04/2OOg. Besides, it be allowed a lump sum recovery

. of Rs..4,934 per student to.meet the shortfall in arrears.

(iii) The school should not be forced to meet the consent of

PTA for increase in fee.

-{t the outset, the

consideration of the issue

out.

Committee feels ttrat the framework

of justifiability of fee hike needs to be

for

set

t)

*f,t)
&

o

' The fact that the school is a minority institution is not under

dispute. However, the issue raised by the school has been set at rest

by the judgment of the Hon'ble Delhi High court in wP( cl 7777 of

2OOg and other connected matters, wherein a similar contention

raised,by the school has been rejected. Though the school claims that

it was contemplating to challenge the aforesaid judgment, till date, the

Committee has no information from the school or any other body that

any legal proceedings have been initiated to challenge the judgment.

In this view of the matter, the issue stands concluded against the.

school.

' So far as the consent of PTA in the matter of fixation of fee is

concerned, this issue also stands concluded by tJ.e aforesaid

judgment of the Delhi High Court and it has been held that the ptRs

have no role to play so far as the fixation of fee is concerned. However,

that does not prevent the PTA or any parent or any association of

parents to make representation to the Committee regarding the

'2

o
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unjustifiability of the fee hike effected by the school in pursuance of

order dated LI /02/2009 issued by the Director of Education.

In order to examine the claim of the school, the Committee vide

letter dated nl-24Vrequired the school to furnish copies of various

financial documents for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11 like its returns

under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973, fee statements

under section 17(3), details of salary for the period prior to

implementation of VI Pay Commission and post its implementation

and the details of arrears of salary paid to the staff on account of

retrospective application of VI Pay Commission Report. The required

details were furnished by the school under cover of its letter dated

January 3I,2OI2.

Aftel submission of representation and the relevant details by

the school, the 'Committee received a representation dated

08/02/2O12 from one Sh. I.S. Gambhir, purported to be representing

an organization by the name of Faith Academy Parents Association

(Regd.). In the representation, various alleged financial malpractices

indulged in by the school were highlighted and it was requested that

the amount allegedly misappropriated by the school be considered as

surplus available with it. In the representation, it was alleged as

foilows:

(il The school was collecting compulsory donations from the

parents in the name Christian Ed.ucational Society and

such donations were linked to the admission of the

J.
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' students. Photocopies of some donation receipts and tl.e

admission fee receipts were enclosed.as evidence'

The school had also filed a representation before the

Grievance Redressal committee 
lor.further 

enhancement

of fee by Rs. 355 per month over and above that permitted

vide order dated IL/O2|2OO9 but the representation was

rejected by. the Committee with the finding that the school

had a surplus of Rs. 1,19,65,632 after taking the full

impact of VI Pay Commission Recommendations'

However, the committee did not order roll back of fee

which had been hiked bY the school.

(iii) . The school has been charging development fee unmindful

of whether there was any need for that or not.. The -

financial statements of the school do not show as to for

what purpose development fee was utilised.

(iv) , The school was having additional Income from fetes, sale

of prospectus etc. which were not reflected in the

accounts.

(v) certain other irregularities were rgported like excessive

expenditure on housekeeping, repairs and maintenance of

building etc.

Preliminary calculations regarding funds available with the

school as on 3IlO3l2OO8 and the impact of fee hike and salary hike

pursuant to implementation of VI Pay Commission report were made
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by t\e Chartered Accountants detailed with the Committee. The

school was issued a notice dated 17 /0612013 for providing it an

opportunity of hearing by the cominittee on 03/07 /2013. Along with

the notice, a questionnaire was also issued to the school for eliciting

specific replies to . the quantum of fee hike, arrears of fee charged,

salary hike, arrears of salary paid, development fee charged and

utilised, its accounting treatment and maintenance of developmeht

fund and depreciation reserve funds. On the date fixed , Mr.. S.

Robert, Hony. Ifanager,' Mr. M. Kanan, Principal, Mr. Amit Lal,

'Administrative Officer and Ms. Daisy David, Accountant of the school

appeared with Mr. Rakesh Mediratta, CA. They furnished reply to the

questionnaire issued by the Committee. Since the calculations were

made by the CAs on the basis of the financial statements of the school
I

which were hotly contested by representatives of the parents, the

school was 'advised to give its own calculation sheet to justify its claim

for further fee hike. The representatives of the school were also

confronted with the representation dated OBlO2l2O12 made by the

parents association and they were provided with a copy of the same

for rebuttal, if any. The matter was directed to be relisted on

2sl07 l2or3.

The.school filed its calculation sheet regarding funds available

with it as on 3l l03 l2OO9 vis a vis additional liability for

implementation of VI Pay Commission. The school also filed a reply. to

the representation of the parents association, vide which it objected to
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entertainment of the representation by the parents association and

relied upon the judgment of the Hon'ble Delhi irigrt court in wP(c )

7777 of 2009 vide which it had been held that the schools cannot be

at the mercy of the PTAs for making further increase in fee' It was

also alleged that the allegations contained in the representation were

false and some of the parents who made these allegations were

perpetual feq defaulters and therefore, the allegations were motivated'

As noted above, the Committee is of the view that though the

consent of parents or their associations is not required fqr hiking the

fee, the parents can legitimately put forth their.grievances before the

Committee in so far as they impact the availability of funds for the

purpose of implementation of VI Pay Commission Report. The school

was accordingly advised to respond to the allegations made by the

parents, as the reply filed by the school did not specifically deal with

the allegations made in the represeirtation. The school sought some

timi and accordingly the matt'er was directed to come rip for.further

hearing on26l08l2OL3.

The school filed its response to the representation of the parents

association on 2O|OB|2OL3. On 2610812013, which was fixed for

hearing, the reply of the school was discussed and the representatives

of the school were also heard on the calculations filed by them.

Submissions:
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with resard to the complaint made bv the ,*:*::3":':i"'' "
was contended bY the school that:

(a) The donations, although received from the parents'of the,

students who were admitted pV the school, were not linked to

the admissionb as the sarne were voluntarily given by ttre

parents after the admission process was over. That receipt of

donations, p€f se, was not barred by the Delhi school

Education Act, 1973 or the rules framed thereunder.

(b) A total sum of Rs. 2,i6,87,603 was collected by the school in

the name of the society running the school upto 2o1o-11,

out of which , a sum of Rs. 70,09,352 was paid back by the

Society upto 2010-11. The balance of Rs. 1,56,97,696 was

paid by the society to the school on 22/O812OI3 i.e. during

. the course of hearing before the committee. It was also

contended that the society had, thus paid back all the

. 
donations it had received tilt 2010-11 to the school.

(c) The surplus of'Rs. L,Ig,75,952, as determined by. the

Grievance Redressal Committee had not been accepted by

the school and the school was contesting the same.

(d) The scholarship amount referred in the representations of

the parents also includes the school's obligation towards

, EWS students. This was only a notional entry as reflected in

the schedule T. Therefore, thls has .no bearing on the

parents and the Director of Education, also while dealing

?"bq'
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with the complaint of the parents has observed that no

action can be taken in this regard.

(e) The school was taking adhoc fee in view of huge fee

defaulters. However, the school has since refunded uit ,n"

adhoc fee to the parents'as directed by the Director of

Education

(f) The income from fete has been duly reflected in the audited

accouqts. Buying of prospectus is optional and the charges

are only Rs. 25.

(g) Regarding extra teachers, the management recruits the

teachers as per requirement for imparting quality education.

The expenditure on housekeeping repairs and maintehance

is essential to keep the school neat and clean and to

. maintain the hYgiene.

(h)The' parents who made the complaints are perpetual

defaulters and they had not paid any fee for their wards for

the past four ,years and remitted their fee only after the

intervention of the Director of Education. In the current year

2OL3-14 also, they have not paid a single rupee so far. The

committee should direct these defaulting parents to pay the

fees of their wards on time.

With regard to the questionnaire issued by the Comniittee, it

was submitted that the school had imp'lemented the VI Pay

Commission Report w.e.f. 0110412009 and salary arrears for the
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period 01/0 | 12006 to 3t lo3l2oo9 had been paid by the school. The

vI Pay Commission was implemented w.e.f. ol/o4/2oo9, the salary

for the month of March 2OO9 i.e. before implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report was to the tune of Rs. 23,171595 which rose to

Rs. 3.4,56,73,6 for the month of April 2oo9 consequent to

implementation of 'the said report.' A total sum (including PF

contribution ) of Rs. 1185,65168o was payable as alTears for the

neri;d oIloLl2006 to 3L/0812008 and a sum of Rs. 88,O1,393 was

payable'for the peribd 0110912008 to 3llo3l2oo9. Thus the total

arrear liability of the school was Rs. 2,79,67,073. Out of this, a sum

of Rs. 2,O9,O4,O45 was paid in a staggered manner from 2oo9-10 to

2OI2-I3. The balance of Rs. 64,63,028 .was still to be paid. With

regard to hike in fee, it was stated that the tuition fee was hiked by

Rs. 300 per month w.e.f. oLl09l2008 till 3Il03l2010. A total sum of

Rs. 1r2Or21r13o was recoverable as arrear fee from 0110112006 to

3L/O3/2O09, out of which a sum of Rs. 1,10,L3,2O7 was recovered'

from 2008-09 to 2OI2-13 and the balance of Rs. 10,07,923 was still

recoverable. The submissions with regard to development fee. will be

discussed when we discuss the issue of development fee.

As per the calculation sheet' filed by the school, the school

projected that it had a deficiency of Rs. 77,84,978 as on 3L /O3 /2OO9,

after taking, into account its liabilities for gratuity and leave

encashment for which it had taken'a gr6up gratuity policy of LIC. It it
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was reflected. that the incremental salary to the staff for the year

2OOg-10 was Rs. 1,69rOLr42L which was worked out as follow:

Salary in 2009-10

Less in salary in 2OO8-09

Difference

, The incremental fee in 2009-10 was reflected as Rs.

!,77,56,457,'which was calculated in the following manner:

Fee.revenue in 2009-10 '

Less Fee revenue in 2008-09

Difference.

Rs. 4,79,88,968

Rs. 3.L0.87.547

Rs. 1.69.01.421

Rs. 6,96,80,742

Rs.5.19.24.285

Rs. 1.77.56.457

?lo{

Discussion:

The various contentious issues raised by the school are

discussed in the following paragraphs:

Re.: Funds available at the threshold

The Committee has perused the calculation sheet filed by the

school, projecting an opening deficiency to the tune of Rs. 77,84,978

as on. 3IlO3l2OO9. The calculation sheet has been checked with

reference to the balance sheet of the schooi as on 3IlO3l2OOg.

However, while checking the balance sheet as on'3L/O3/2O09, the.

Committee observed that the school had recovered a sum of Rs.

20,11,600 towards arrear fee during the year 2008-09 itself. This

indicates that, contrary to thd contention of the school that the fee

was hiked only w.e.f. OL/04l2OO9, the school had in fact made partial
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recovery of arrear fee during 2008-09. In these circumstances, the

committee is of the view that the funds available with the school at

the threshold ought to be calculated with refeience to the balance

sheet of the school as on 3IlOg/2008 which was the latest balance

sheet before the fee hike became effective. The Committee has

calculated that the school had Rs. 5,56'768'available with it as on

3Ll03l2008, as Per details below:

. This figure has been arrived at after taking into account the

provision for accrued liability of gratuity. However, the parents of the

students brought to the notice of the Committee that the school was

collecting donations which were linked to the admission of new

students and such donations were being collected in the name of

Christian Ed.ucation Society which is the Parent body of the school.

The school accepted the fact that it was receiving donations from the

parents of the students admitted tb the school. However, it was

?*'
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Current Assets
'(a) Balance'in saving bank account' (b) Cash in hand 

l

(c) Prepaid exPenses
(d) Advance
(e) Fee receivable

1,41,82,5O3
6,9r3

4,32,O3O
1,35,000

27,690

Amount

L,47.84.L36

Less Current Liabilities
(a) Expenses payable \

(b) Caution money
(c)'Fee received in advance
(d) Security for library books
(e) Bus fee received in advance
(f) Provision for gratuitY

14,09,885
23,97,8r2
57,r8,942

1,659
6,2.r,390

40,77,680 1,42,27,368

Net Current Assets (funds availablel 5.56.768
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contended that such donations were voluntarily glven by the parents

and were not linked to the admissions. The parents had fi1ed beore

the Committee, copies of receipts issued by the school towards

admission fee and receipts issued by 
- the Christian Educational

Society in respect of donations, both of which. bore the same date.

These receipts were confronted to the school which accepted their

genuineness but'maintained ttrat the admission process is over when

the admission list is declared and at the time 
'of 

declaration of

admission list, no donation-s were received and hence the donations

were not.linked to the admission.

The Committee has considered the argument of the school and

is of the view that tt " ""ftoot 
is taking a hyper technical view of the

matter. The ground realities of the case cannot be overlooked. If the"

donations are received on the same date on which the admission fee is

received, the logical inference is that the donations are linked to the

admissions. Donations linked to admission cannot be aciepted by the

school in vjew of the settled law on the issue. 
' Further, the school

illegally received donations in'the name of its parent Society. Rule 172

of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 prohibits collection of fee,

contributions etc. by ttre Society running the school. For the sake of

immediate reference, the said rule is reproduced below:

"772. Tlttst or socletg not to collect fees, etc., schools to

grant receipts for fees, etc., collected bg it -
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(1) No fee, contibution or other charge shall be collected from ang

stud.ent bg the trust or societg running ana recogrtized'school;'

uthether aided or not.

(2) Euery fee, contribution or other charge collected from ang

Ftudent bg the recognized. school, uthethdr aided or not, shall be

collected in its own name and a proper receipt shatl be granted"

bg the schoolfor euery collection made bA it'"

The school has itself admitted that it received a total sum of Rs'

2,16,87,603 in the name of the Society running the school' The school

also, d.uring the course of hearing, informed the Committee that the

Society has since remitted this amount to the school. 'In this view of

the matter, the Committee is of the view that the sum of Rs'

2,16,87,603 ought to be considered as funds available with the

school. Therefore, the total funds available with the school were Rs'

2,22,44,g7L (5,56,768 + 2,16,87,603). This will be factored in while

making the final determinations.

Re.: Resenre for future contingencies

. The committee has taken a view in case of other schools that

the entire funds available with the school should not be considered as

available for the purpose of implementation of VI Pay Commission

Report and the school ought to retain an amount equivalent to four

months' Salary in reserve for future contingencies. As contended by

the school, the expenditure on salary for the month of April 2OOg,

,
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after implementation of

34,56,736. Based on

1.,381261944. This will

determination.

000 27 L

the VI Pay Commission Report was Rs.

this, four. months salary would be Rs.

be.duly factored in while making the final

' The'school has a provision of Rs. I,64,72,863 for gratuity as on

3l/o3/2OLO in its balance sheet on the basis of a group.gratuity

policj' of LIC. . Out of this, the Committee has already considered a

m of Rs. 40,'77,680 while working out the funds available as on

3I/O3/2OO8. The incremental liability of Rs. L,29,95,t83 will be

\ considered while making the final determinations. Similarly, the
h.. rv 

accrued liability for.leave encashment at Rs. 19,02 ,4O4 as appearing

in tlre balance sheet of the school as on 3L/O3|2OIO will be

considered while making the final determinations.

Determinations:

' As per the above'discussion, the Committee is of the view that

the school had a sum of Rs. 2,22,44,37L as funds available with it..\
Out of this, the school was required to keep aside the following sums,

as per the above discussion:

(a) For gratuity
(b) For leave encashment
(c) For future contingencies

Total

TRUE COPT

Rs. 1,23,95,L83
Rs. L9,O2,4O4
Rs. 1.38.26,944
Rs.2.81.24.531
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As the requirement of the school for setting aside funds for the

above mentio"ned purposes was more than the funds available, tJ:e

Committee is of. the view that the school did not have any funds

available with it for the purpose. of implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report and therefore, a fee hike was necessary for, the

said purpose. The issue that remains to be determined is whether the

fee hike actually effected by the school was justified or excessive or

short of its requirements, as claimed by the schbol.

so far as arrear fee receivable for the period 01 /0|/2006 to

3LlO3l2O09 is concerned, the school.in reply to the'questionnaire

worked out the amount as Rs. L,?Or}LrL$O. The Committee accepts

this figure. The incremental fee of Rs. Lr77r56r457 during the year

2009-10, as taken by the school , also i,s in conformity with its

audited financials for 2OO9-10 and 2OO8-09. The arrear salary for the

period 01/0112006 to 31/03/2009 reflected by the school at Rs.

2,79,67,073 in its reply to the questionnaire as well as in the

calculation sheet, however does not correspond to the liability shown

by it in its audited Balance sheet as on 3110312009, where this

liability is shown as Rs. 2166,761Cl3.4. The Committee prefers .tJ:e

figure as appears in its audited balance sheet over the figure given by

the school which derived by calculation and is not backed up by

employee wise detail. The incremental salary for the year 2009-10

taken by the school at Rs. Lr69rOLr421 is accepted by the Committee.
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The necessary calculations to determine the justifiability of fee

hike for implementation of VI Pay Commission are as follows:

Arrear fee for the period

01/0t12006 to 31 lo3l2oo9

Incremental fee for the F.Y. 2009-10

Total

Rs. 1.,20,21,130

Rs. 1.77.56.457

Rs.2.97'.77.587

?nb

a,

The total financial impact of implementation of VI Pay

Commission on the school was Rs. 4,35177r455-as follows:

Arrear salary for the period

oL / oI / 2006 to 3I I 03 I 2oo9 Rs.'2,66,76,034

Incremental salary for the F.Y. 2009-10 Rs. 1'69.01.421

Total Rs 4.35.77.455

Thus, the school was in deficit to the tune of Rs.

1,37,99,868 after implementation of VI Pay Commission Report.

However, as would be apparent from the following discussion

regarding development fee, the school utilised a sum of Rs.

1,55113,513 out of development fee'for meeting its liabilities

arising out of implementation of VI Pay Commission Report. It

was contended that such utilisation was in accordance with the

mandate of order dated LLlOzl2OOg issued by the Director of

Education. If that be so, the school hiked its tuition fee, more

than that was required to meet the financial irnpact of

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report to the tune of Rs.

t7,L3,645, which it ought to refund along with interest @9o/" per

annutn.
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o

In response to the queries raised by the Committee regarding

d.evelopment fe'e vide the questionnaire issued, the school vide its

reply dated July.O3,2O13 gave the following details regarding receipt of

development fee and its utilisation for the years 2006-07 to 2010-11:

It was further stated that the school was treating the

development fee as a revenue receipt and no depreciation reserve fund

was maintainqd in respect of the assets acquired out of development

fee and therefore no separate bank account or FDRs or investments

had been made for this purpose. It was stated. that from 2009-10

onwards, the school was maintaining an asset replacement fund.

However, the source of this fund was not ttre development fee but

presumably it was created out of lunds received from the Society

which had received the donations

The -aforementioned submissions of the school make it clear

that the school was not fulfilling any of the pre conditions prescribed

by the Duggat Committee which were affirmed by the Flon'ble

'aA-
ft"A\d,

a
TRUE COPT

v
Seoetdry

Year Development
fee received

Utilised for
capital
expenses

Utilised for
payment of
arrears of VI
Pay
Commission

Unutilised
balance

2006-o7 23.08,800 13.25.79r 9,83,O09
2007-oa 25.O6.OOO 22.83.374 12.05.635
2008-09 28.36.900 7,28,352 33.14.183
2009-10 68.37.966 8.46.110 1,23,67,820 -)30,61,781
2010-1 1 75.55.943 8.99.302 31,45,693 4.49.L67
Total 2.20.45.609 60.82.929 1.55, 13,513
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Supreme Court in the case.of Modern School vs. Union of India & Ors.

(20041 5 SCC 583. Neither the development fee was treated as a
I

capital receipt, nor was it exclusively utilised for. purchase or

upgradation of furniture & fixture or equipments. The school has itself

claimed that it utilised. a. sum of Rs. 1,55,13,513 for payment of

arrears of salary on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission

Report out of development fee. The total development fee received by

the school during 2OO9'-LO and 201O-11 i.e. after the issuance of order

dated LLI02/2OO9,. was Rs. L,43,93,9O9. Thus the entire

d.evelopment fee had been used for implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report. A portion of development fee received in the pase

had also been used for such purpose. The Committee while

determining the surplus after implementation of VI Pay Commission

has already taken into account, the utilisation of development fee for

that purpose. Therefore the Committee is of the view that in so far as

ttre development fee is concerned, the receipts during the years 2OOg-

10 and 2OIO- 11 have already been accounted for and no separate

recommendations is required for refund of development fee.

Recommendations:

As determined in the foregoing paragraphs, the school

recovered tuition fee/development fee, more than what was

required to meet its financial obligations arising out of

implementation'of VI Pay Commission Report, to the extent of

Rs. 17,131645. Therefore, the claim of the school for allowing it

TRUE COPY
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to further hike the fee, over and abole that was hiked in

pursuance of order dated Ll-lO2l2OOg issued by the Director of

Education, is rejected. on the other hand, the committee

recommends the school ought to refund a sur11 of Rs. L7rL3r645

along with interest @ g;/. per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

sdl - sd/-

o

o

o

o

sd/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member

Dated:O9/ Il /2OL3

TRUE COPT
r|./\v

Secrdary

CA J.S. Kochar

Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

g-

o
,

o

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee,

19



o''.

$ii{

ooo277 B_2rr

Vidva Niketan Public School. Nanak Pura. Moti Baeh. New Delhi-

110021

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee to the

school by email on 27 /O2/2OI2 , the school vide its reply dated

29/O2/2O12 stated that it had implemented the recommendations of

VI Pay Commission w.e.f. October 2OLO. However, it had not paid any

arrears of salary on account of retrospective application of VI Pay

Commission Report. Witff regard to hike in fee, it was stated that the

school had not increased the fee in'terms of order dated II/02/2OO9

of the Director of Education. Further it had not recovered any arrear

fee as envisaged in the said ordqr. On the basis of this reply, the

school was placed in Category 'C'. However, as would be apparent

from the discussion in the succeeding paragraphs, the school was

found to have hiked the fee in terms of the order dated Il/02/2OOg.

Accordingly, it was transferred to Category'B'.

In order to verify the returns of the school and its reply to the

questionnaire, the Committee vide letter dated 27 /03/2012, required

the school to produce on O3lO4l2OL2, its fee records, books of

accounts, bank statements, salary payment register.

On the scheduled date, Sh. S.K. Sharma, Manager of the school

attended the office. of the Committee and produced its fee records but

did not produce its books of accounts.

TRUE COPY

o

I

o

a . JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee
s*M



I

.,

tq

0002 78
. The records produced by the school were examined by Ms.

Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee and her observations

recorded at the time of examination of records in the presbnce of the

representative o.f the school are that though the school had not

increased the tuition fee,in accordance with order dated IL/02/2OO9,

nevertheless, it had increased tuition fee in 2009-10 by IOo/o to 27o/o

for different classes. Further development charges were increased by

33%. The school was directed to produce its books of accounts on

2010412012. On this date, the Manager of the school again appeared

and produceil its full records which were again examined by Ms.

Sunita Nautiyal. She observed that the school had implemented the VI

Pay' Commission Report w.e.f. October 2OIO and after Such

implementation, the financial burden on the school by way of increase

salary went up by Rs. 1,16,316 per month. After increase of tuition

fee, the school had generated additional funds by Rs. 62,940 per

month approximately. She also observed that development fee was

charged only at the time 'of admission. The books of accounts

appeared to have been maintainea in nirmal course.

In order to provide an opportunity of being heard by the

Committee, the school was issued a notice dated 2710512013, to'

appear before the Committee on 26/O6/2OL3. As the school was

found to be charging development fee also, besides tuition fee, a
\

. questionnaire eliciting information specifrcally about receipt of

o

o

a

o
o
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development fee, its utilisation

and depreciation reserve fund,

000 27e
and maintenance of developrrient fund

was issued to the school..

On 2610612013, Sh. S.K. Sharma, Manager of the school

appeared with Sh. Ashwani Kumar Shrivastava, audit assistant. They

filed reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee and were.

heard by the Committee. It was contended that the'school paid salary

by account payee cheques and proper deductions for provident fund

and tos were made. However, the school did not produce its cash

books, ledgers, bank statements, PF or TDS records. It was

contended that since tl:ese records had already been checked by the

audit officer of the Committee, they though that they would not

required at the time of hearing. The school sought some time for

producing the required records.

A fr'esh notice of hearing dated O2/O9/2O13 was issued to the

school for hearing on 19/09/2013. On this date, Sh. S.K. Sharma;

Manager, appeared with Ms. vishakha, Accountant of the schooi. the

books of accounts, salar5r register and provident fund records were

produced by them and the same perused by the Committee. During

the course of hearing, the represeritatives of the school fairly

conceded that wliile the fee was hiked,.y.e.f. Ol/O4/2009, the VI Pay

commission Report was implemented from october 2010 and that too

only partially. With regard. to development fee, it ,""" "*,.nded that

the school treats the development as a revenue receipt and the same

is'utilised for building repairs & maintenance.
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' Discussion & Determination:

1. Tuition_Fee

As noted above, the audit officer of the Committee found as a

matter of fact ,that the school had implemented the VI Pay

commission Report w.e.f. oLlrol2ol0 but the representatives of the

school conceded during the course of hearing on Lg/Og/2O13 that

even w.e.f. O1,/LO/2O10, the VI Pay Commission was only partially

implemented, while the school had increased its tuition fee w.e.f.

OI/O+/2O09. In view of the admission of 'the representatives of the

school, the committee is of the view that the fee hiked !v uee school

from 01 l04l2009 to 3010912010 was not justified. The schoot could

at best have hiked the fee by 1O%. The actual fee'hiked by the school

was as follows:

The fee hiked in 2009-10 in excess of 10%o, as shown in the last

column of the above table, ought to be refunded along with interest @

9o/o'per annUm.

0002s0

?L-

o

Class Monthly
Tuition
fee in
2008-o9
lRs.l

Monthly
Tuition
Fee in
2009-10
(Rs.l

Monthly
Increase
in 2OO9-
1o (Rs.f

Percentage
increase

Excess
fee
charged
monthly

'Nursery
&KG

1000

1 150

150 15.00% 50

ItoIV 900 250 27.77% 160
VtoVI 950 200 2l.O5o/o 105
VII 1000 150 1s.00% 50
VIII 1000

L220
220 22.OOo/o r20

IXtoX 1100 r20 LO.gOYo 0

o*'r.#3il'.1*.)
COMMITTEE
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Further,

0Ilo4l2o10 to

was as follows:

the fee hike

30loe l20ro,

effected by

which the

o

?8'

The fee hiked in 2010-11 in excess of 1O7.o, as shown in the last

column of the above table, for the period of 104 12010 to 30 log l2oro,

ought to be refunded along with interest @ 9o/o perannum.

Development Fee

O, As discussed above, the school itself contended that it was

treating development" fee as revenue receipt and also utilizing the

same for building repair and' maintenance, which is a revenue

expense. The .committee is of the view that the school was not

fulfitling any of the pre conditioni prescribed by the Duggal

Committee for charging deveiopment fee, which were affirmed by the

Hon'ble supreme court in the case of Modern school vs. union of

TF.UE COPY

000 281
the school for the period

Committee finds unjustified

Class Monthly
Tuition fee
in 2OO9-1O
after
excluding
amount
refundable
tRs.l

Monthly
Tuition
Fee in
2010-11
(Rs.l

Monthly
Increase
in 2O1O-
11 (Rs.f

Percentage
increase

Excess
fee
charged
monthly

Nursery
&KG

1 100 1350 250 22.72o/o L40

ItoIV 990 1350 360 36.36% 26r
V 1045 1350 305 29.r9% 200
VI 1045 1400 355 33.97o/o 250
VII 1 100 1400 300 27.27% 190
VIII 1 100 1400 300 27.27o/o 190
IXtoX L220 1400 180 L4.75% 58
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India & ors. ( 2004l' 5 SCC 583. While the school had been charging

fee. since 2006-07, the Committee is required to consider the fee

charged. in pursuance of order dated IL|O2|2OO9 issued by the

Director of Education. Hence, the Committee can only recommend

refund of the development fee charged in 2009-10 and 2010-11. As

per the written submission of the school dated'2610612013, the

school charged a sum of Rs. 2,85,110 as development fee in 2009-10

and Rs. 4,06,500 in2010-11. The Committee is of the view that the

school ought to refund these sums 4long with interest @ 9o/o per

annum.

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing discussions, the Committee is of

the view that the school ought to refund the excess tuition

charged from OLIO+l2OO9 to 30l09l2O1O as mentioned herein-

before along with interest @ 9% per annum. The school ought also

to refund the development fee of Rs. 2,85,110 recovered in 2OOg-

10 and Rs. 4,06,5O0 recovered in 2O1O-11 along with interest @

9Yo per arinum.

Recommende d accordingly.

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

Dated: OglIIl2OI3
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Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson
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Manasarover GarCeTr. New Delhi - 11O O1F'

The school had not submitted its repl,y to the questionnaire

issued by the committe e on 27 /o2/2o12,. However, the returns of the

school under Rule 180 of the Dethi sch'oot Education .Rules, tgzlg

were received from the office of Deputy Director, District west-A' 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 dated Lr.o2.2oo9 of the. Directoi of Education and had alsp

implemented the 6tf Pav commission. Accordingly, it was placed in

Category 'B'.'

' with a'view to provide an opportunity o[ hearing to the school

vide notice dated r8.o7.2o13, it was requested to appear before the

committee on' ,01.08.2013, for heai'ing, along with its fee and

'accounting records.

On the scheduled date, Shri Tarun Kumar Shanma, TGT, Shri

sudhir Kumar, PGT and Ms. Amarjeet Kaur,.Accountant of the school

appeared before ttre committee for hearing. It was admitted by them

that the report of 6th Pay commission had not been implemented but

the fee was increased. w.e. f . 2OOg-10, in terms of the ord., of the

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH
. COMfuIIII-EE
For Review of School Fee,
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Director of Educatiqn dated Lr.o2.2oog. They also presented reply to

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

the school did not charge the development fee from the students.

The committee has perused the record, obserirations of the

audit officers and has considered'the submissions made on beharf of

the school. 'As per 
. 
tJre record, the schoor had hiked 

.the 
fee in the

following manner: - .

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10

Pre-
Primarv

615 815 200

I 670 885 215il-v 685 88s 200
VI-VIII 770 970 200
IX-X 8s0 1050 200
XI-KI 960 i 160 200

It is evident from the above that the school had hiked ihe fee, in

terms of the order of the .Director of Education dated rr.o2.2oo9, but

the report of the 6ti' pay commission had not .been implemented.

without implementing the recommendations of the 6th .pav

Commission, the School was not entitled to utilize the aforesaid order

of the Director of Education for raising the fee.

since, the school. did not implement the report of 6th pay

commission, but, increased the fee in terms of order of the

Director of Education, date d, LL.o2.z0o9, the committee is of the

TRUE COPY
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view that the hike in fee in 2OO9-1O, which was made in excess of

the tolerance limit of 1O%, was unjustified. Therefore,. the

Committee recommends that the hike in fee effected by the school

in 2OO9-1O in excess of LO"h ought to. be refunded along with

interest @9o/o per annum.

Since the fee hiked in 2OO9-LO is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum.

i

^tg>

sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated: 04- 10-2013
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St. Sophia's Sr. Fec,. School. Pasctrim Vihar. New Delhi - 63

The school had not submitted. its reply to the questionnaire.

issued by the committee on 27 10212012.' However, the returns of the

school under Rule 180 of the Delhi school Education Rules, rgrg

were received from the office of Deputy Director, District west-'B' of

the Directorate of Education. on preiiminary examination of the

records, it appeared that the school had hiked the fee in terms of the

ordbr of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 and had also

implemented the 6th Pay commission. Accordingly, it was placed in

Category'B'.

With a view to provide an

vide notice dated L8.O7.2013. it

Committee on 01.08.2013. for

accounting records.

6pportunity of hearing to the school

was requested to appear before the

hearing, along with its fee and

On the'scheduled date, Shri Madan Mohan Dubey, pGT of the

school appeared before the committee for hearing. It was pointed out

by him that the school, in its reply to the questionnaire had already

stated, that the report of 6th Pay Commission had been implemented.

partially w.e.f. May, 2O11; but, the fee had been increased w.e.f. April,

2oog, in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

TRUE COPY
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rr.o2-2oo9. on that date, the school representative did not file any

reply to the questionnaire of the committee regarding deveiopment fee

and sought.time to file the same. on 06.08.2013 the schoor

submitted its reply to the questionnaire on development fee.

According to the reply, the school had not charged'the deveiopment

fee from the students.

The Committee has perused the record and has considered

submissions made on behalf of the schbol. As per the record,

school had hiked the fee in the following -..n.r, -

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase
Tuition
2009-10

in
fee

I III, 500 600 100
ry-v 550 850 300
VI-VIII 645 945 300
IX 650 1050 400
X 650 950 300
XI&XII
Science

800 r45O / lsOO 650/7OO

K&XII
Commerce.
with
Computer

770 IITO 400

K&XII
Commerce..
without
Computer

770 970 200

It is evident from the record that the school had hiked the fee,

not only in terms of the order dated rr.o2.2oo9 of the Director of

Education, but also in excess thereof for. many classes. Even

according to the claim of the school it had partially implemented the

recommendations of the 6th Pay commission w.e.f. May 2o11. without

the

the

29'Y
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fully implementing the recommendations

the School was not entitled to utilize

Director of Education for raising the fee.

hus,. the claim of the. school that the report of the 6th. Pay

Commission has been implemented partially, is of no avail to the

school for increasing the fee. Since, the school has increased the

fee, not only in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated LL.O2.?O09, but also in excess of the tolerance limit of 10i.

in, respect of various classes the Cornrnittee is of the view that

the hike in fee in 2O09-1O, which were made in excess of the
i

tolerance limit of LOYo, was unjustified. Therefore, the Committee

recommends that the hike in the fee effected by the school in
nO

7 > 2OO9-1O in excess of LOo/o ought to be refunded along with

interest @9o/" per annurn. ir
I

.!'

since the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o is also part of the fee for tti6
'l{t

subsequent yearg, there would be a ripple effect in the subsequent
i it;

years and the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it tis
, ltrii
I t lr'

relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10 ought also to be refunde"d
. :'l ,l

along with interest @9o/o per annum. ''. 
ili,, lt,,

"i r,i
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of the 6th Pay Commission,

the aforesaid. ord.er of thg

Dr. R.K. Sharma
I

Member, i"'

sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated: 04-10-2013
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Abhinav Model School. Pilshad Ga{den. Dellri- 119 O95

The'school Lrad not submitted its reply to the questionndire
(

issued by the Committe e on 27 I 02 I 2OI2. However, the'returns of the '

school under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, Ig73

were received from the Office of Deputy Director, District North 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 dated LI.O2.2OO9 of the Director of Education arrd had also .

impleinented the 6th Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was placed in

Category'B'.

qi,h a view to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school
I

vide notlce dated I8.O7.2O13; it was requested to appear before the

Committee on 01.08.2013 for hearing, along with its fee. and

accounting records.

On ttre scheduled date, Shri Sanjeev Sharma, Principal and Shri

Rakesh, C.A., of the ,school appeared before thq Committee for

hearing. They prbsented, repiy of the .school to the questionnaire.

aA'ccording to the reply, ttre school had implemented tLre report of 6th

Pay Commission w.e.f. December, 2008, but the salary accar-ding to

the 6th Pay Cbmmission was paid in January, 2OOg. Besides

presenting the reply it was submitted by the representatives of the

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee,
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school that the fee was hiked but not to the maximuml. extent

permissible by the order of the Director of Education dated

II..O2.2OO9. It was also pointed out that the school had not charged

development fee from the students. It was al.so contended by them

that, only basic pay and grade pay were paid to the staff, without

deducting any TDS from the salaries.

I The Committee has. examined tlie record and submissions of the

school representatives. As per the record, the school had hiked the

fee in the year 2OO}-2O10 as indicated in the following table:-

f^

o

It is evident from the

fee to the maximum exteni,

Education dated II.O2.2OO9

remaining classes the fee

TRUE COPY

above that the school had increased the

in terms of the order of the Director of

for classes I, III, VI and VIII and for the

was increased 'much in excess of the

Class Tuition {ee in
2008"09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10

Nursery 360 450 90

K.G. 380 460 80

T 370 480 110

il 400 480 80

III 400 500 100

ry 410 s00 90

V 420 510 90

VI 420 520 100

VII 430 520 90

VIII 430 s30 ,100

COMMITTEE
or Review of School Fee
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'

tolerance iimit of 10% without fully implementing the report of the 6tt'

Pay Commission. Partial implementation of the 6ti' Pay Commission as

claimed by the school does not entitle the school to avail of the order

of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009.

Since, the school did not implement'the report of the 6th

Pay Commission fully, its claim to have implernenied the rgirof

partially for taking advantage of the aforesaid order of the-

,Director of Education for raising the fee, cannot be accepted.

Therefore, the Cornrnittee is of the view that the hike iri fee in

2OO9-1O, which were made in excess of the tolerance limit of

LOo/o, was rinjustified and ought to be refunded. The Committee

.therefore recommends that the hike in the fee effected by the

school in 2009-10 in excess of 1O% ought to be refunded along

1l

:

pt with interest @9V" per annirrn. '

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: 04-10-2013

TRUE CO[''r

t

Since the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

years and the fee of the subsequent years to the qxtent, tt is

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

along with interest @9o/o per annum.

sd/- sd/-
J.S. Kochar
Member

I

(
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.Sonia Public School. Dureapuri Extn.. Delhi - 110 O93

The school had not submitted its repry to the questionnaire

issued by the committe e on 27 /02/2or2. However, the returns of the

school under Rule 180 of the Delhi 
'School 

Education Rules, rg73

were received from the Office of Deputy Director, District North East of

the Directorate of Education. on preiiminary examination of the

records, it appeared that the school had hiked the fee in terms of the

order dated rr.o2.2oo9 of the Director of Education and had also

implemented the 6th Pay commisbion. Accordingly, it was placed in

Category'B'.

with a view to providing an opportunity of hearing to the school

vide notice dated 18.07.2013, it was requested to appear before the

Committee on 08.08.2013, for h"earing, along with its fee and

accounting records.

' 
On the scheduled. date, Shri R.V. Sharma, the Manager of the

School appeared before the committee. The Manager submitted ihat:

(i)the school had implemented the report of 6th Pay commission

partially:

(ii)only basic pay, grad€ pay, part of DA and rA as per revised scales

are being paid to the teachers;

TRUE COPY
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to Rs.550 - 580 per

cl\2

(iii)the school had hiked the fee from Rs.40O

month for different classes, in 2009-10;

(iv)the,school did not charge any development fee; and

(v)the school could not impiement the report of the 6th Pay

Commission fully due to paucity of resources.

The Committee has perused the record and has considered the

submissions made on'behalf of the school. As per the record, the

school had hiked the fee in the following manner: -

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase
Tuition
2009-10

ln
fee

I_V 400 550 150

VI-VIII 400 580 t89

It is evident from the record that the school had hiked the fee.

beyond'the limit prescribed by the order of the Director of Education

dated lI.O2.2OO9. It was admitted by the school that it had.partially

implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission. This

being so, without fully implementing thl recommendations of the 6th

Pay Commission, the School was not entitled to utilize the aforesaid

order of the Director of Education for raising the fee.

Thus, the claim of the school that the report of the 6tt'. Pay

Commission has been implemented partially, is of no avail to the

school for increasing the fee. Since the school has increased the

TRUE COPT
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fee, not only, in excess to the order of the Director of Education '

dated LL.O2.2OO9, but also beyond the tolerance limit of tOo/o,

the Committee is of the view that the hike in fee in 2OO9-L6,

which was made in excess of the tolerance limit of 1O7o, wds.:

unjustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends that the hikL

in the fee effected by the school in 2OO9-1O in excess of 1O7o '

ought to be refunded along with interest @9% per annum.

since the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded

.ktv

{.'

along with interest @9Yo per annum.
't
rl

I ' ,a

:

il
I

., .l

'. 1,, i

A I I ...:.a- - ,^|l ,t't '.\I II-\/\4t' , ;,
I .r (

t I r,.t

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

sd l- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd') J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated: 04-i0-2013
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Muni Mayaram Jain Public School. Pitampura, Delhi - 11O O88

The school had not replied to the questionnaire sent by the

Committee b5i email on 27.O2.2OL2. However, the returns of the

school under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules. Ig73

were received from the Office of the Deputy Director, District North

West-B of the Directorate of Education. On prima facie examination

of the returns, it appeared that the school had hiked the fee in terms

of the order dated II.O2.2OO9 of the Director of Education and had

also implemented the 6th Pay Commission. According$, it was placed

in Category 'B'. However, while reviewing the pending cases, it

appeared to the Committee that the claim of the school that it had

implemented the 6h Pay Commission report was doubtful. Therejfore

it was directed vide notice dated 09.05.2013, to produce its fee, salary

and accounting records and. also to submit reply to the questionnaire

on 06.06.2013.

In,response to the notice, Shri Surender Kumar Jain, C..A., and

Shri Rohan Lal Jain, President of the Society appeared before the

Committee and produced the required records. Reply to questionnaire

was also filed. The reply made it clear that .the school had' not

implemented the 6th P1y commission. with regard to hike in tuition

fee in pursuance of order dated Lr.o2.2oo9 .of the Director of

o
$\1

o
I

coPr

s""K
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Education, it was non-committal as it stated that it had not hiked the

fee in pursuance of the aforesaid order but had hiked it by 20% from

01.04.2009 With regard to development fee, it stated that it had

charged the same for all the five years for which information was

sought (Amount charged in 2009:10 was Rs.2,64,465 and in 2010-11,

it was Rs.2,66,300). It was further stated that the same was treated as

a Revenue receipt and no Development Fund or Depreciation Reserve

Fund were maintained by it. The details of utilisation of developrnenl

fee also showed that instead of spending it for purchase/upgradation

of furniture and fixtures or equipments, it was being spent for routine

revenue expenses.

t'l

il , The recbrds produced by the school were examined by Shri A.D.

Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that the schooi

had hiked the fee by Rs.9O p.m. for pre-primary and primary, Rs.100

; . p.m. for classes I to VIII and by Rs.200 p.m. for classes IX to X in

2009-.10 which was an increase of 2Oo/o. With regard to payments of

salaries; the Audit Officer observed that salary to the staff had been

paid on pre-revised scale. Only basic pay,.HRA and DA were paid,

which were also not as per Government rules. The School had thtee

bank accounts but salary to the staff had been paid in cash.

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

notice dated 27.06.20L3, the.school was directed to appear before the
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Committee on 24.07.2OL3, along with

records.

000 297

its fee, salary 
"rr.d """otnting

o

t

o

On the sched.uled date, Shri N.C. Jain, Manager appeared. with

Shri Sulekh Chand Jain, General SEcretary and Shri S.K. Jain,

Auditor of the school . They filed written submissions and were also

heard by the Committee. The representatives of the school contended

that the school was not in position to implement the 6th Pay

Commission report due to inadequacy of funds. It was further'

contended that, no doubt the school had hiked the fee to the

maximum extent permitted vide order dated II.O2.2OO9 of the

Director of Education, but the same was only incidental as the school

did not hike any fee from 2006-07 to 2008-09. The schoot liled a

chart showing the fee structure from 2006-O7 to 2010-11 in support

of its contention. The representatives of the school, however admitted

that the. development fee charged had been. treated as Revenue

receipts and had been utilized for revenue expenditures.

The Commlttee has examined the returns of the school, its

reply to the questionnaire, the obsenrations of the Audit Officer

and the submissions mhde by the school representatives, during

the course of hearing. Though the school hiked the tuition fee to

the maximum extent permitted ty ttre Director of Education

without implementing the 6th Pay commission and the hike

works out to much more. than the toierance timit of LOo/o if

T'&UE COPY 3
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viewed in lsolation for one year i.e. 2OO9-1O, no refund is being

recommended by the Committee in view of the fact that the fee

remained static in 20O6-O7,2OO7-O8 and 2OO8-O9.

However, with regard to development fee, the Committee is

of the view that the school was not complying with any of the

pre-conditions prescribed by the Duggal Commlttee, which were

affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme iourt in the case of Modern

School Vs. Union of India & Ors. in as much as .tire Development

Fee is not being treated as.a capital receipt, it is not being used

for acquiring/upgrading furniture or fixtures or equipments, no

Development Fund or Depreciation Reserrze Fund are being

maintained. Therefore, the charge of development fee was not in

accordance with law and the same charged ln the years 2OO9-1O

(Rs.2,64,465f and 2O1O-11 (Rs.2,66,30O1 ought to be refunded

along with interest @9% per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

o

,f1
o

f

o

o,

o

o,

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Rerd.)
Chairperson

Dated. : ,1-o1^ :ryls

sd/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

sd l- sd l-
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J.S. Kochar
Member
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OsSgl.Putlig School; Bhaianpura' Delbi - 11OO53

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

committe e on 27.O2.2OL2. However, the returns of the school filed under

rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, t973 were received from

. the office of the Deputy Director of Education, District, NorthEast' on

preliminary examination of the returns, it appeared that the school had

hiked the fee, and had implemented the 6th Pay Commission'

Accordingly, it was placed in Category B''

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

notice dated 09.05.2013, to produce it" f"" and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on 10'06'2013'

. Mrs.Veer Bala, Manager and sh.s.K.sharma, Accountant appeared

.onthescheduleddate.Replytotheaforesaidquestionnairewasalso

filed. According to the reply, the school had neither implemented the 6e

Pav commission nor had hiked the fee. The school had also not charged

a"rr"toP*ent fee from the students'

The. records produced by the school werq examined in the first

instance' by Shri A.D.Bhateja, 
'Audit Officer of the Committee' He

observed to the effect as under: -
'

(1) theschool had hiked fee in 2oog-10' by Rs.6Ol- to Rs'150/-,that is

within the range of 25oh to 43o/o,
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(iil the'school had hiked the fee in 2010-11 by Rs.55 l- foi d'11 classes

that is within the range of L0% to t7o/o,

(iii) salary to the staff during 2009-10 paid according to pre-revised

scale during 2OO9-10, and

(iv) d.uring 2010-11, the school claimed to have implemented the

6urPay Commission, but not according to recommendations of the

PaY Commission.

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

notice dated 2410612013, the school was directld to appear before the

Committee on 1O.O7.2}lg, dgtg with its fee and accounting records'

ontheappointeddateofhearing,Mrs.VeerBala,Manager,Sh.

S.K.Sharma, Accountant and Sh. B.P.Sharma, Member of the society,

appeared before the Committee. According to them: -

(i) the school repredentatives contended that the school had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6ttt Pay Commission,

(i1) the school had hiked fee betwe en 25o/o to 43o/o during 2009-10, but

was not much in-terms of quantum, t

(iil) the school had been op"r"iirrg on very low fee structure, and

(iv) the school had not charged development fee from the students'

The Committee has examined the record of the school,

observations of the Audit Officer and the submission made by the school

' representatives at the time of hearing. The school had hiked the fee in

the following manner: -
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From the above, it follows that the school had hiked the fee beyond

the tolerance.limit of LO% even though it had not implemented the

recommendations of the 6,tt'Pay Commission.

In the circumstances, ther'efore, the Committee is of the view

that the hike in fee in 2oo9-1o, which was made in excess of the

tolerance limit of Loo/o, was unjustified and ought to be refunded.

The Committee therefore recommends that the hikg in the fee

affected by the school in 2oo9-1o in excess of 1oolo ought to be

refunded along with interest @9Vo Per annum' '

Further, the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

years 1nd the fee of the subsequent yeafs to the extent, it is

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

"fi2

a
c,

o

with interest @9"/: Per annum.
Ol/- Qr{/
-at tI- .-l[ ll-\-rrJt - v\'rt sd/-

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Menber
Dated:- 23.I0.2013
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Dr. R.K. Sharma
.Member

Class Tuition fee in
2008-09

T\.rition fee in
2009-10

Increase in tuition fee in
2009-10

I 240 300 60

il 24Q 300 60

il 260 3s0 90

ry 280 3s0 70
V 300 400 100

VI 300 400 100

VII 350 500 150

VIII 400 500 100
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Mother's Cgnvent Schgol, Map4awali. Fa?alpur. Dgltri: 1,19 O92

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

Committee on 27.02.20L2. However, the returns of the school filed

under. rule 180 of tlle Delhi School Education. Rules, 1973' were

received from the Office of the Deputy Director of Ed.ucation, Districl

North East. '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 II-02-2OO9 and has aiso implemented the

recommendations of th.e 6tt' Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was

placed in Category'B'.

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

notice dated 13.05.2012, to produce its fee and salary records and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on LI.O6.2OL2.

. On schedule date, Shri Kumar Rahul, Manager of the school
l'

appeared and produced the records.. . Reply to the aforesaid

questionnaire was also filed. As per the reply to the questionnaire,

the school had neither implemented the recommendations of the 6m

Pay.Commission, nor increased the fee in accordance with the order of

the Director of Education dated LI.O2.2OO9.
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The records produced by the school were examined in the first

instance by Shri A.K. Batra, Audit Offrcer of the Committee. His

observations were that -

(i) 'the school has hiked the fee by Rs.100/- per month, ranging

from 17.8o/o to L9.60/o for all the classes.

during the year 2OLO-Il, the school has hiked fee within the

range of 10% and

the benefit of 6h Pav Commission has not been extended to the

staff.

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

notice dated 24.O6.2OL3, tJ:e school was directed to appear before the

Committee on 10.07.2OI3, along with its fee and. accounting records.

. On the appointed date of hearing, Shri Kumar Rahul, Manager,

Shri 'R.D. i<araam, Account Assistant and Shft Kumal Sudipi,

Accountant of the school appeared before the Committee. The

representatives of the school contended that the school had not

implemented the 6fr Pay Commission and had also not increased.fee

in'accordance with the order of the Director of Education dated

IL.O2.2OO9. It was also submitted that.the school did not charge any

development fee.

The Committee has examined the records, observations of the

Audit Officer and the submissions of the school representatives. As

per records, ttre schooi has hiked the fee in tl-e following manner: -

3 0.5

a

o
o
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Class Tuition fee
in 2008-09

Tuition fee
in 2009-10

Increase in tuition fee
in 2009-10

I&II 510 610 100
III to V 540 640 100
VI to VIII 560 660 100

It is evident from above that the school had hiked fee in excess

of the tolerance.limit of 10% in 2OO9-I9, but, not in terms of the order

of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO} and had not

implemented the report of 6s Pay Commission.

The Committee is of the view that the hike in fee in

2OO9-1O, which was made in excess of the tolerance limit of LOo/o,

was unJustified. Therefore, the Committee recommends that the

hike in the fee effected by the school in 2OO9-1O in excess of ,1O7o

ought to be refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for

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

subsequent'years and the fee of the subsequent ygars to the

extent, it is relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be

refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

o\

sd/- sd/- sd/-
.Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated: 14.1O.2O L3
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The school had not submitted reply to the questionnaire dated

27lO2l2OI2 issued by the committee. However, copies of the

returns filed by the school under Rule,180 of Delhi School Education

Rules, LgTg were received through tJle Dy. Director of Education, East

District. On preliminary examination of such returns, it appeared that

the school had implemented the VI Pay Commission Report and for'

that purpose had also hiked the fee in terms of order dated

lllo2l2o09 issued by the Director of Education. Accordingly, the

school was placed in Category'B'.

in ord.er tb verify the factum of implementation of the vI Pay

Commission Report, the Committee vide letter dated I4/O5/2O13, -

required the school to produce on 27 10512013, its salary records,

books of accounts, bank statements, provident fund returns and TDS

returns, besid.es producing its fee records. The Committee also

required the school to submit reply to the questionnaire issued by it.

On the scheduled date, Mrs. Sangeeta Suri, Principdl of the

school appeared. The required records were produced which were

examined by Sh. N.S. Batra, Audit Officer of the Comrriittee. Reply to

the questionnaire was also filed as per which the'school stated that it

had implemented the VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f. March 2009

and by way of evidence, it filed statement of salary for the month of

February 2OO9 and March 2OO9.lt was mentioned that the school had

41,

i-')U

a,

C
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not paid any arrears of salary for the period prior to March 2009 on

account of paucity of funds. with regard to hike in fee, it submitted

that it had not increased the fee in terms of order dated LI|O2|2OO9

issued by the Director of Education nor had it recovered any arrear.,

fee. With regard to development fee, the school stated' that it had

started charging the same only w'e.f. 2010-11'

sh. N.s. Batra, Audit officer of the committee examined the fee,
.\

salary and accouniing records of the 'school and observed that

contrary to the averment in its reply to the questionnaire, the school

had'hiked the fee in 2OO9-LO to the maximum extent permitted by the

order dated Lllo2l2o09 issued by the Director of Education. The

hike was between Rs. 2OO per month 
^ttd 

R.. 300 per month for

different classes which, when measured in percentage terms, was a'

hike of between 2lo/o and.27.20/o. Further in 2010-11 also, the school

had hiked fee @ Rs. 2OO per month for all the classes, which resulted

in an increase to the order of 14.2o/o to 17.3o/o for different classes. As

per his observations, the fee hike in 2009-L0 and 2010- 11 was. as

follows:

I

o
.30 

6
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Class Fee in -

2008-09
Fee in 2009'10 Fee in 2010-11

Amount Amount Increase o/oa.ge

increase
Amount Increase Yoage

increase
VI-
VIII

950 1 150 200 21.O5 1350 200 t7.39

x 1025 1300 275 26.83 1500 200 15.38

X i 100 1400 300 27.27 1600 200 14.28
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with regard to implementation of VI Pay Commission, his

observation was that the same had been implemented w.e.f. March

2009. The salary was paid by cheques as well as in cash. It was also

observed that TDS was being deducted from the salary.

. In order to give an opportunity to the school to justify the fee

hike effected by it for implementation of VI Pay Commission Report,

the Committee issued a notice dated 24106/2013 for hearing on

lOlO7l2OI3. On this date, Smt. Sangeeta'Suri, Principal of the

school appeared with sh. Yogesh Kumar Member of Managing

Committee, along with the fee, salary and accounting records of the

school. They were heard by the Committee and the records produced

' by them were also examined

Duiing the course of hearing, it was contended by the

representatives of tJ:e school that VI Pay Commission had been

implemented w.e.f. OL/04/2OOg. However, the back arrears were not

paid to the staff. The school hiked the fee to the extent permitted vide

order dated LI/O2/2O09 issued by the Director of Education but no

arrear fee was collected. The Committee examined the fee receipts

produced by the school and observed that in the year 2009-10,

besides tuition fee, the school also charged examination fee @ Rs.

I2OO per annum. However, this fee was not reflected in the fee

sched.ule filed by the school. It was contended that this was charged

only in 2009-10 to partially meet the salary hike on account of

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report. .Thus effectively, the
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school hiked the tuition fee by a further amount of Rs. 100 per month,

which takes the hike in fee beyond the level permitted by the aforesaid

order dated II / 02 /2OOg.

On perusal of the salary payable account for the year 2009-10,

the Committee observed that the school was differentiating between

various staff members, so far as mode of payment was concerned. OUt

of a total of about 25 staff members, only 8 to 10 staff members were

being paid salary by bank transfer. The.remaining staff members

were paid salary in cash. The ratio of payment by bank transfer and

by cash was almost 50:50. The representatives of the school had no

explanation to offer as to why all the staff members could not be paid

salary by bank transfer. Further examination of TDS records

prod.uced by the school showed that TDS was being deducted only in

case of a couple of staff members. The TDS returns were filed. by the

school for financial years 2009-10 and 2OlO-11 only on 23/O5/2OL3

i.e. aftqr receipt of notice from the Committee. Although the school

claimed to have implemented the VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f.

OI]O4|2OO9, the provident fund. returns of the school did nirt show

any hike in salary. It was submitted that the school was deducting

provident fund on a maximum amount of Rs. 6,500 per month for all

the itaff members.

For all the above reasons, the Committee is not convinced of the

claim of the school that it had implemented the VI Pay Commission

Report in respect of all the staff members. It appears ihat some of the
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staff members, who were paid salary by bank transfer in respect of

which TDS was also d.educted, were paid salaries as per. the

recommendations of VI Pay Commission while the remaining'staff

members who were paid salary in cash and in whose cases, TDS was

also not deducted, the implementation of VI Pay Commission was

shown only in papers. However, the matter requires an in depth

verification.

The Committee, thereforer recommends special inspection

to be carried out by the Director of Education, particularly to

examine the fact whether VI Pay Commission Report had been

implemented by the school in respect of all the staff members.

Further the Committee recommends that the examination fee

recovered by the school which had not been reflected in the fee

statement filed under section 17(3) ought to be refunded along

with interest @g%per annum as the same is illegally charged.

Recommended accordingly.

ry
With regard to development fee, the school in its reply to the

questionnaire stated that dev6lopment fee is being . charged w'e'f'

2010-1L only. During that year, a total sum of Rs. 4,64,400 was

collected. as d.evelopment fee out of which a sum of Rs. 2,L4,348 was

utilised on purchase of fire fighting equipments. It was also mentioned

that the development fee is treated as a capital receipt. However, no
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earmarked bank account for FDRs or investments were maintained for

parking unutilised development fund and depreciation reserve fund on

the assets acquired out of development fee.

The. contentions of the school have been examined r1urth

reference to the audited financials of the school. However, since the

school is not fulfilling all the pre conditions laid down by the

Duggal Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme

Court in the case of Modern School vs. Union of India (2OO4l 5

SCC 583, the Cominittee is of the view that the development fee

charged by the school was not proper and ought to be refunded

along with interest @g% per annum. .

Recommended accordingly.

sd/- sd/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma . CA J.S. Kochar
Member Member

Dated: 28lLOl2013

sd l-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson
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Bhandari Modern Rrblic Schogl. Brahmpuri, Delhi - 110 Q53

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Commiitee on 27.O2.2OL2. On preliminary examination of the

records, it appeared that the school had hiked the fee in accordance

with the order of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2QO9 and had

also implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category'B'.

In order to veri$r the returns of the school, it was directed vide

notice dated 09.05.2013,. to produce its fee and salar5r records and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on 03.06.2013.

On the scheduled date, Shri Rajinder Kumar, Principal of the

school appeared and produced tJ:e required records. Reply to

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

not hiked tl.e fee and had also not implemented the.recommendations

of the 6fr Pay Commission.

The records produced by the school initially were examined. by.

Shri A.K. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observations

were that the school had hiked the fee in 2OO9-10 by Rs.1OO/- per

month i.e. by 3O.7o/o, in accordance with the order dated LI.O2.2OO9
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of the Director of Education. rhe school had ;""01tP"1T" *" t
2OLO-11 by 10.5%. The Audit Officer also noted that the school has

not implemented the reiommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

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

notice dated L7.06.2013, the school.was directed to appear before the

Committee on 05.07.2OLg along with its fee and accounting records.

On 
. 
the appointed date of hearing, Shri Rajinder Kumar,

Headmaster with shri Kapil Upadhaya, Accountant appeared before

the Committee. Thev were heard.

During the course of hearing, it was contended by the school

representatives that the school had increased the fee in 2009-10 by

Rs.1OO/- per month, which was the maximum hike permitted by order

of the Director of Education dated tt.OZ.inOg. .However, the

recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission could not. be

implemented on account of paucity of funds. It was also contended

that the school did not charge development fee.

The Committee has examined the returns of the school, its reply

t3 the questionnaire, the observations of the Audit Officer and the

submissions made by the school representatives, during ttre course of

hearing. Frop. the record,.it is apparent that the school had hiked the

fee in 2009-10 by Rs.1OO/- raising it fiom Rs.325/- to Rs.425 / - for all,

o*,r#3il'5*n)
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classes to the maximum permissible limit in terms of order of the

Director of Education dated 11-02-2009. But the .school was not

entitled to utilize the aforesaid order of the Director of Education as it

had not implemented the report of 6ft Pay Commission.

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

that the fee hiked by the school w.e.f. April 2OO9 was not

justified as the school had not 'implemented the

recommendations of the VI Pay Comrnission Report. Therefore,

the fees increased by the school, in excess of LOo/o, w.e.f.

OL.O4.2OO9, ought to be refunded along with interest @ 9o/o pet

annum.

Since the fee hiked in 2OO9-10 is also part of the feti for the

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

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

relatable to the'fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded

along with interest @9o/o per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

3)9

sd l- sd/- sd/-
J.S.Kochar
Member

DR. R.K.Sharma
Member

I

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: 10.10.2013
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Arwa,chin Bh?ftl Bhawan Sr. Sec. School.

Balbir Nas3r..Shalrdara: Delhi - 11O O32

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

committee on 27.o2.2oL2. on preliminary examination of the

records, it appeared that the school had hiked the fee in accordance

with the order of the Director of Education dated II.O2.2OO9 and had

also implemented the recommendations of the 6ttr pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category.'B'.

order to veri$i the returns of the school, it was directed vid.e

notice dated L4.O5.2OI2, to produce its fee and salary records and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on 28.05.2012.

On the scheduled date, Shri Brijpal Sharma, from the school

appeared and produced the records. Reply to questionnaire was also

filed. According to the reply, the school had not hiked. the fee but had

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

September,2OLO except arrears were not paid to the teachers.

The records produced by thei school in the first instance were

examined by shri A.K. Batra, Audit officer of the committee. He has

observed that the school was recognized as Government aided school
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from class I to X. However, the senior secondary classes i.e. XI and

XII are running without government aid. The Audit Officer has also

recorded that the school in 2009-10, had hiked the fee for senior

secondary classes by Rs.180/- per month that was in the range of

2L.9%. During tJre year 2010-11, thq school had further hiked the fee

by Rs. LOO /- per month which was nearly in the range of L0%. The

school had also charged development fee from . the students.

Regarding implementation of the recommendations of ttre 6tn Pay

commission, the Audit officer has recorded that they were not fully

implemented by the school as the allowances such as HRA, Transport

Allowance and the DA are not being paid to the staff.

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

notice dated 24.06.2013, the school was directed to appear before the

Committee on 10.07.2OI3 along with its fee and accounting records.

On the appointed'date of hearing, Shri Brijpal Sharma, Head

clerk with Shri Vrjay Sharma, LDC of the school appeared before the

Committee. They were heard. The'records of the school were also

examined.

During the course of hearing, it was contended by the school

representatives that the school, from class I to X was running as

government aided school and only classes XI and XII are functioning

as unaided. The representatives confirmed that the observations of
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the Audit Officer dated 28.05.2013

development fee, it was contended that

student per annum as per below:

Year

(i). 2006-07 to 2008-oe
(ii). 2ooe-Lo
(iii). 2oto-11

. 000310
were correct. Regarding

the same was charged per

R4te

Rs.aOOl-
Rs.1000/-
Rs.1500/-

?a

It was admitted that the depreciation reserye fund. was not being

maintained.

The Committee has examined the returns of ttre school, its reply

to the questionnaire, t.l.e observations of the Audit officer and the

submissicjns made by the school repredentatives, duri4g the course of

hearing.

The school had hiked the fee in 2009-10, for all classes by

raising it from Rs.82O/- to Rs.lOOO/- per month and has not

implemented the recommendations of the 6tt' pay Commission. The

school has also charged development fee.

In the circurnstances, the Cornmittee is of the view that the

fee hiked by the school w.e.f. April 2oog was not Justified as the

school had not implemented the recommendations of the VI Pay

Commission. Therefore, the fees increased, in excess of LOo/o,
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w.e.f. ot.o4.2oo9, ought to be refunded along with interest @ 9vo

per annum. Since the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee

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

subsequent years and the fee of the subsequent years to the

extentr.it ls relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be

refunded along with lnterest @g% per annum.

With .regard. to development fee, the Committee flnds that

the school was charging the same without complying with any of

the pre-conditions p.rescribed by the Duggal Committee, which

were affirmed by the Hon'ble 
-supreme 

Court in the case of

Modern School Vs. Union of India & Ors. Therefore, the charge of

development fee during 2OO9-1O and 2O1O-11 uras not in

accordance with law and ought to be refunded along with interest

@9% per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

o sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

ihairperson

Dated: 10-10-2013
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Member
J.S. Kochar
Member
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..G.C. 
Public School. New Ashok Naear. Delhi - 11O O96

The school had not replied to the questionnaire sent by the

'Committee by email on 27.O2.2OI2. However, a few. statements

purported to be the returns of the school under Rule 180 of the Delhi

School Fducation Rules, 1973 were received from the Office of the

Deputy Director, District' East of the Directorate of Education on,

24.05.2O12. The Committee, vide its letter dt. 25.05.2OL2 advised the

school to submit its complete returns. In reply, the school submitted

voluminous statements and in the covering letter dt. 14.06.2012, it

stated as follows:

(a) The school had increased the fee consequent to the order of

' the Director of Education

(b) The schbol had implemente{ the 6th Pay Commission report

. : we.f. 01.01.2006

Accordingly, the school was placed in Category .8,. However,

while reviewing the pending cases of this category, it appeared to the

committee that the claim of the school regarding implementation of

the 6ux Pay commission was doubtful. Th'erefore, vide notice dated

13.05.2013, the school was directed to produce its fee salary and

accounting records and also to submit reply to the questionnaire on

05.06.2013.
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. In response to the notice, Snri .Rahul Sharma, Manager

appeared before the Committee. Reply to questionnaire was also filed.

As per this reply, the school changed its earlier stand of having

implemented the 6tt' Pay CommisSion report w.e.f. 01.01.2006. It now

stated that the sarne was implemented from April,2OO9. Surprisingly,

the school .now stated that it had not increased the fee in terms of

order dated LI.O2.2OO9 of the Director of Education contrary to its

earlier letter dt. 14.06..2012. With regard to development fee, the

school stated that it did not charge any development fee from the

students.

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

Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that the school

had increased the fee by Rs.70/- for all classes during 2009-10 in

terms of .order dated II-02-2009 of the Director of Education. He

further observed that the school had not implemented the report of 6th

Pay commission in totality. only basic pay and grade pay were

being paid to the staff and other allowances like HRA, DA and TA are

not paid as recommended by the 6tt'Pay Commission.

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

notice dated L7.o6.2or3, the school was directed to appear bef6re the

Committee on 05.07.2013, along with its fee, salary and accounting

a

records.
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On the'scheduled 

.date, 
Shri Rahul Sharma, Manager of the

school appeared with Ms. Reena Sharma, TGT before the Committee.

Th"y were heard. It was contejnded by the representatives of the

school that the monthly fee had been increased by about Rs.70/-.per

month in 2009-10. Fee for classes I-to V it was raised from Rs.300/-

to Rs.370/-, while that for classes VI to VIII it was increased from

Rs.350/- to Rs.420 /- per month. It was also contended that the

school had partly implemented the report of 6th Pay Commission w.e.f.

April, 2OOg. When confronted with the total expenditure on salaries

in 2OO8-O9 and 2OO9-1O, which showed a marginal increase of about

10%, the representatives contended that this was on account of a

number of teachers remaining on leave. Salaries as well as arrears

are stated to be paid in cash.

The Committee has examined the returns of the school, its

reply.to the questionnaire, the observations of the Audit Officer

and the submissions made by the school repiesentatives, during'

the course of hearing. 
.In 

view of the flip flops of the school with

regard to hike in fee and implementation of the 6th Pay

Commission report and the admitted fact that the salary as well

as arrears of salary were patd in cash and the'fact that the total

expenditure on salary as reflected in the financials of the school

re{lected a marginal increase of just about L.lo/o, the Committee is

of the view that its claim of having implemented the 6th Pay

Commission report, even partially, can only be taken with a pinch
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implementation of 6th Pay Commission, there was absenteeism

amongst the staff and this resulted in lower palaries being paid,

has been offered. by this school also. The Committee rejects this

application and is of the view that while the school took

advantage of the order dt. 1L.O2.2OO9 issued by the Director of

Education, it did not implement the 6tn Pay Commission report

for which purpose the schools were allowed to hike the fee in the '

first place. Looking at the level of fee in 2OO8-O9, the hike in fee

was 2Oo/o to 23%o which was much in excdss of the tolerance limit

of !O%. The same was unjustified. In view of the Committee, the

school would have been justified in hiking the fee only to the

extent of LOoh. The Committee t'herefore recommends that the

hike in the. fee effected by the'school in 2OO9-1O in excess of 10%

ought to be refunded along with. interest @ 9o/o per annum.

I{owever, as the school'did not hike any fee in 2O1O-11, the

refund may relate to only the fee hike effected in 2OO9-10.

Recommended accordingly.

3>\

sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh. (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated : 09/09/2OL3
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The 
. 
school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

committee on 27.o2.2oL2. However, the returns of the school under

rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, rgrg were received.

from the office of the Defuty Director of Education, District south

west-'B'. on preliminary examination of the records, it appeared. that

the school had hikeir the fee and has also implemented the

recommendations of the 6tt. pay commission. Accordingly, it was

placed in Category B'.

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

notice dated L6.o7.2oL2, to prbduce its fee and salary records and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on 2T.or.2or2.

' Mrs. Rqini R.,Pratap, Manager and Mrs. Kavita Sharma, HM of

the school, appeared on the scheduled date. Reply to the aforesaid

questionnaire was also filed. According to t]lat the school had neither

implemented the recommendations of the 6ft pay commission, nor

had hiked the fee. 
j

c
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The records produced by the school were examined in the first

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

observed that: -

(i) the school had hiked the tuition fee within the range of ress

than Loo/o in 2oo9-10 and 2o1o-11 and the school had also not

' implemented. the report of the 6tr' pay Commission.

(ii) it emerged from the school records that the school was

disbursing salaries to the staff as per the Sft pay commission,

as well as on consolidated, basis and

(iii) the school increased the salary of the staff w.e.f. OI-O4-2OO9,

but not according to the 6tt'pay Commission Report

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

notice dated .0410612013, the school was directed to appear before

the Committee on 27.06.20IL, along with its fee and accounting

records.

On the appointed date of hearing, Mrs. Rajni R. pratap,

Manager and Mrs. Kavita sharma, HM of the schoor, appeared before

the committee. The school representatives contended that 6ft pay

Comrnission had not been implemented,and the fee' was hiked

nominally, in 2oo9-10 and 2010-11. It was also/contended that th.e

development fee had been inadvertenfly mentioned in the fee

schedule. Actually it was an'annual activity charge, which was

)i

G

recorded as such in the books of accounts.
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The 'Committee has examined the record of the school,

observatiott" oi.the Audit officer and the submission made by the

school representatives at the time of hearing. The school had hiked

the fee in tlle following manner:

In view of above, the school had not hiked the fee in terms of

order of ttre Director of Education dated I|.O2.2OO9 and the same was

increased within the tolerance limit of 10%. we do not agree with the'

.contention of tJ'e persons representing the school that the

development fee had been inadvertently mentioned in the fee schedule

and actually it is annual activity charge. The explanation of the

school is an. afterthought. The school in fact had charged

development fee @ Rs.450 l- to Rs.500/- in 2009-10 and @ Rs.500/-

to Rs.550 l- in 2010-1L per student for different classes in addition to

the annual fee.

gY

o

o
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Class T\rition fee in
2008-09

Tuition fee in
2009-10

Increase in hrition fee in
2009-10

I 460 510 50
il 480 530 50
m 500 550 50v 530 s80 50
V 540 595 55
.VI 560 615 55
VII 580 640 60
VIU 580 640 60
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The Committde is of the view that no intenrention is called

for so far as the issue of fee hike is concerned as the school has

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

dated LL.O2.2OO9 and hike is within the tolerance limit of lOo/o.

As regards the development fee, the Committee is of the view

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

prescribed by the Duggal Committee for charging the same, which

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

Modern School Vs. Union of India & Ors. Therefore, the school

ought to refund the development fee charged from the students

during zOOg-LO and 2O1O-11, in pursuance to the order of the

Director of Education datedLt.O2.2OO9, along with interest @ 9%o

Per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh(Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated: 14-10-2013
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Membero
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Perfect Foundation School. Palam Colonv. New Delhi-110045

.The Committee, vide its letter dated 14l02l2O12, required the

school to furnish copies of fee statements, details of salary paid to the

.staff prior to implementation ofVI Pay Commission as well as after its

implementation, statement indicating fee hike in terms of order dated

II/O2/2OO9 issued by the Director of Education, besides certain

other information. The school, under cover of its letter dated

2310212012, submitted the required information and stated that VI

Pay Commission had been partially implemented w.e.f. January 2010,

in as much as only'the basic pay had been revised as per the VI Pay

Commission report. The salary for ttre month of December 2009

aggregated to Rs. 2,08,762 while that for the month of January 2010

aggregated to Rs. 2,46,238. 'The.fee hike effected by the school w.e.f.

OI /04 /2009 for different classes was as follows:

"Class Fee in
2008-o9

lRs.l

Fee in
2009-10

lRs.l

Increase in 2OO9-1O

{Rs.) o/o ase
I 350 430 80 22.85%
il. 365 455 90 24.66Yo
ilI 4IO 500 90 2L.95%v 425 525 100 23.53%
V 450 550 100 22.22%
VI 500 600 100 20.oo%
VII 540 700 160 29.63%
VIII 570 750 180 31.58%

o

' Based on the submissions of the school, the

in Category'B'.

school was placed
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while reviewing the status of pending cases, 113:3J-,..""

noticed that the school had not submitted its reply to the

questionnaire issued by the Committee on 27lO2l2OL2 to all the

schools, which was followed by a remind.er dated 27./O3/2OL2. In

order to have pointed replies to the specific queries as per the

questionnaire, the Committee vide its letter dated 31/01 l2OI3

required the school to submit its reply thereto. The school submitted

its reply vide letter'dated. 0710212013 , giving virtually the same

information as was furnished vide its earlier letter dated 23/02/2OL2.

1r 
order to provide an opportunity of being heard by the

Committee, the school was issued a.notice dated O2lO9l2O13, to

appear before the Committee on L9/O9/2OL3. As the school was

found to have charged development fee also, besides tuition fee, a

questionnaire eliciting information specifically about receipt of

developinent fee, its utilisation and maintenance of development fund

and depreciation reserye fund, was issued to the school.

. On tlie date of hearing, Ms. Neelam Sunil,

Headmistress/I\tlanager of the school appeared with Mr. Surjeet Singh,

Accountant. They filed a comparative chart showing the fee charged

by the school from 2006-07 to 201'0-11 and also reply to the

questionnaire regarding development fee.
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It was contended by the representatives of the school that the

school had not at any time in the past increased the fee which was in

'excess of 10%. However, in 2009-10, the school had to hike the fee

ranging between' 22.860/o and 3I.58o/o for different classes on account

of the partial implementation of VI Pay Commission recommendations.

It was further contended that despite the fee hike, the school did not

have sufficient resources to fully implement the VI Pay Commission

Report.

Discussion & Determination:

1. Tuition Fee

It is an admitted position that the school partially implemented

the'recommendations of the VI Pay Commission'and that too partially

w.e.f. 01/01 l20LO. However, the fee hike effected by it, as per tJre

schools'own submissions, was between 22.860/o and,31.58% w.e.f.

oLlo4/2oog. There was absolutely no justification in hiking the fee

for the period Oll04/2009 to 3I/12/2O.O9. For the remaining period

of the year 2oo9-1o i.e. OI/Oll2O10 to 3L10312010, the fee hike

appears to be justified in view of the hike in salary bil of the school

after partial implementation of VI Pay Commission.Report'

Hence the committee is of the view.that the fee hike effected by

the school for the period OL /04 /2009 to 3I / 12 /2OO9 in excess of J.Oo/o

was not justified and ought to be refunded along with interest @ g%
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per annum. In view of.the increase in salary bill after partial

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f. OL/OI/2010, the

Committee is not inclined to recommend the refund of any part of fee

for the subsequent years.

2. Development Fee

The school vide its reply dated 19l09l2OI3, to the

questionnaire issued by the Committee regarding development fee,

submitted that it was charging development fee from 2006-07 to

2O1O-11 and on this count, it had collected a total sum of Rs.

3,43,775. '.This amount included deivelopment fee of Rs. 75,600

charged in 2009-10 and Rs. 66,100 charged in 2010-11. It was

further stated tJlat the derrelopment fee had utilised for purchasing

fixed assets and for payment of deficit in payment of salary to school.

It was also stated that it has been treated as a capital receipt in its

books. However, with regard to maintenance of a depreciation reserve

fund account, the sch'ool maintained a studied silence.

The Committee has perused the balance sheets of the school

and observes that the school has not utilised the entire development

fee for permitted purposes i.e. purchase and upgradation of furniture,

fixture and equipments. In 2009-10, the additions to .fixed asSets

were just Rs. 6 L,677,while amount shown as utilised. is Rs. I,37,257.

In2010-11, the amount received as development fee was Rs. 66,100

and an unspent amount of Rs. 35,053 was brought forward from the

previous year while the amount utilised was just Rs. 27,515 leaving

\a\
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an unspent balance of Rs. 73,638.

separate account. Further perusal

the school was not maintaining

account.

rhis amo'r,t 'u. i,ttt::3 ," "
of the balance sheets shows that

any depreciation reserve fund

The committee is of the view that the development fee charged

by the school is not in accordance with the recommendations of the

Duggal Committee which were affirmed by tie Hon'ble Supreme Court

in the case'of Modern School & Union of India & ors. (2004]1 5 SCC

583. Therefore the Committee is of the view that the school ought to

refund the d.evelopment fee charged in 2OO9-10 and 2010-11 along

with interest @ 9Vo Pet annum.

Recommendations:

In view of the foregoing dlscussion and determination, the

school ought to refund the tuition fee hiked by it in excess of

LOo/o for the period OLlO4lzOOg to 3LlL2l2OO9 along with

interest @9% per annum. Further, the development fee collected

by the school amounting to Rs. 75,600 in 2OO9-1O and Rs. 66,1OO

in 2o1o-11, ouglit to be refunded along witli interest @9o/o per

arinum.

^aO
1L-t

S'd'F'nded"'"SffT- sd/-
o

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

Dated: 09 I IL 12013
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' Bal Yaishali Publig Fchgol. Harkgsh.Naear. New Delhi-110 O2O

The school did not reply to tJ'e questionnaire sent by the

Commitiee on 27.O2.2QI2. On preliminary examination bf. the

records, it appeared that the school had hiked the fee in accordance

with the order of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 and had

also implemented ttre recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category'B'.

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

notice dated O"4.O6.2OL3, *re school was directed to appea-r before the

Committee on 26.06.2OL3 along with its fee and accounting records.

on the appointed date of hearing, shri o.P. Bhardwaj, Manager,

Shri S.K. Sharma, Accountant and Shri A.N. Jha, teacher of the

school apireared before the Committee. They were heard.

. It was fairly conceded by the school that it had hiked the fee by

Rs.1O0/- per month in 2OO9-10, in accordance with the order of the

Director of Education dated IL.O2.2OO9, but it did not recover any

arrears. On'the issue of implementation of recommendations of the

6th Pay Commission, the school stated that it was nominally
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implemented in 2010-11, in.as much as only the basic salary was

increased. It was admitted that the allowances as per 'the

recommendations of the 6m Pay Commission wpre not paid. It was

also stated by the representatives of the school that the school did not

charge any development fee.

The Committee has examined the records and the submissions

of the school representatives. As per records, the school has not

charged development fee but it hiked the fee in the following manner: -

Class Tuition fee
in 2008-O9

Tuition fee
in 2OO9-10

Increase in.tuition fee
in 2OO9-10

I&il 275 375 100
ilI to V 330 430 100
VI to VIII 360 460 100

It is evident from the above that the school had'hiked fee by

utilizing the order of the Director of Education dated 11.02.2009 in

excess of the tolerance limit of f O7o in 2OO9-1O. But tl.e school was

not entifled to invite the aforesaid order of Director of Education as it

had not implemented the recommendations of the 6tl Pay

Commission.

. 
The claim of the school that the recotntnendations of the

9* Pay Commission have been implemented partially is of no

avail to the school for increasing the fee.

.o
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- since the school has increased the fee in terms of order of

the Director of Edr-rcation dated. LL.oz,zoo9, the committee is of

the view that thb hike in fee in 2oog-Lo, which was mad.e in

excess of the tolerance limit of LOohrwas.unjustified. Therefore

the committeb recommends that the hike in the fee effected by

the.school .in 2oo9-1o in excess of Lo%o ought to be refunded

along with interest@9"h per annum

Since the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the. fee hiked in 2oo9-1o ought also to be refunded

along with inte rest @9"/o per annum
,L*

/)

ob,\k1
DR. E/K. Sharma
Member

Dated: 10.10.2013
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Titiksha Modern Putrlic school. west Karawa! Nagar, Dglhi - 11o o94

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

committee on 27.o2.2oL2. However, the retur": ol the school.under rule

180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, L973 were received from the

'offi"" of the Deputy Director of Education, District North Ea.st. on
'preliminary 

examination of the records, it'appeared that the school had .

not hiked the fee and had also not implemented the recommendations of

the 6u''Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was placed in Category ,C,.

. In order to veri$r the returns. of the school, it was directed; vide

notice dated IO.O7.2OL2, to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit leply to the questionnaire on 19.O7.2OL2. No one on behalf of

the school attended the office of the Committee on 19.07.2012.. The

office of the committee received a letter on 27.07.2OI2 from the H.M. of

school,. requesting for another date for 'the verificatioh .of records. The

school was directed to produce records on 13.08 .2OI2.

. Mrs. Anjana Budhiraja, H.M. of the school, appeared on the

scheduled date. Reply to the aforesaid questionnaire was also filed.

According to it the school had neither implemented the recommendations

of the 6tr' Pay Commission nor had hiked the fee.

a

coPY
V

Secretary

, JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMfulITTEE

For Review of School Fee

TRUE



. 000335
The records produced by the school were examined in the first

instance by Shri A.K. Vijh, Audit Officer of the'Committee. He observed

, that: -

(i) the school had hiked the tuition fee within the range of IO.34o/o

to 2Oo/o in 2009- 10 and by L0.480/o to L7 .93o/o in 20 10- l. 1,

the school had not implemented the report of the 6tr'. Pay'

Commission, and

(iii) the school had charged development fee from the students.

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

notice dated 2gl}g/2013, the school was directed to appear before the

Committee on 04. IO.2O13; along with its fee and accounting records.

On the appointdd date of hearing, Sh. Harvinder.Kumar, Manager,

Mrs. Anjana Bhardwaj, H.M. and Mr. Vineet Batra, Account Consultant

of the school, appeared before. the Committee. The school

representatives submitted that the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission were implemented by the school and the fee was hiked. in

2OOg-10 and 2OLO-11, though more than Ioo/o, but nominal in absolute

terms. It was also contended that the school had charged development

fee in 2008-09 and 2OO9-10. The development fee had been treated as

revenue receipt and had been utilized for the payment of the salaries.

(ii)

*5
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The Committee has examined the record of the school,

observations of the Audit Officer and the submission made bv the school

representatives at the time of hearing. The school had nif."a the fee in

the following manner: -

Class Tuition fee in
2008-o9

T\rition fee
2009-10

1n Increase . in tuition
fee in 2009-10

I 320 380 60
I 320 400 80
ilI 340 400 60
IV 340 420 80
V 362 430 68
VI 392 444 52
VII 4L6 464 48
VIII 446 504 58

' In view of above, the school had not hiked the fee in terms of order

of the Director of Elucation dated II.O2.2OO} and the same was
I

increased.marginally in excess of the tolerance limit of IOo/o. The school

had not implemented the recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission.

. In view of the aforesaid facts, .the Committee is of the view

that no intenrention is called'for in so far as the issue of hike in fee

is concerned as the school has not increased the fee in terms of

order of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 and hike is

marginally in excess of the tolerance limit of LOo/o.
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2008_og
2009-Lo

. 00033 7

sd/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member

The school had charged development fee in the following rnanner:-

Development Feg chareed

Rs.I,27,200.00
Rs.1,50,800.00

*1

In view of the forgoing, the committee is of the view that the

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

by the Duggal committee for charging the development fee which

were affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme court in the case of Modern

school vs. union of India & ors. Therefore, the development fee

amounting to Rs.lr5or8oo.oo charged by the school during 2oog-

1o, in'pursuance of the order of the Director of Education dated

It.oz.zoog, ought to be refunded along with interest @ 9o/o per

annum.

Recommended accordingly.

sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh(Retd.) J.S. KocharChairperson Member

Dated: 28.-IO-2O13
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Akash Model School. Nithari Extn.. Nangloi - 110 O86

The school had not submitted its reply to the questionnaire sent

by the committe e on 27 lo2l2ol2. However, the returns of the schooi

under Rule 180 "of the Delhi School Education Rules, Ig73.were

received from the Office of Deputy Director, District North 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 terms of

the order dated Ll.o2.2oo9 of the Director of Education and had also

not implemented the recommendation of the 6th Pay Commission.

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

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

notice d.ated 04.O7.2O1,2 to prod.uce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on r2.07'.2or2. The Manager of

the school reouested'for some more time to submit the record. On the

'request'of the Manager, the schooi was directed to appear on 30-07-

20 12 for. the, verification of records

On 
'SO-OZ 

-2OL2, the Manager of the school appeared, but, did

not produce bank pass books and other financial records. It also

failed to furnish any detaiis of fee structure. He requested for fixation

of another date for the verification of records of the'school. Keeping in
o
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view the request, the school was directed

06-08-2012.

' In order to provide an

notice dated 23.07.2013,
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produce the records

opportunity'of hearing to the school, vide

it was directed' to appear before tfr.

to

nn4
2

on 06-08-2012, Shri A.s. Rana, chairman of the school

appeared before the Ofncl of the Committee. Reply to ,1.

questionnaire was aiso. submitted. According to the reply, the school

had implemented the recommendations of the. 6th pay commission.

frorn March, 2o1.o, but had not hiked the fee in terins of the order

dated II.O2.2QO9 of the DirectOr of Education.

The records, produced by the school were examined by sh. A.K.

Bhalla, $udit officer of the committee. He observed that the school

had claimed to have implemented. the report. of the 6rh pay

Commission'w.e.f. Mhrch, 2OlO, but was not making the payment of

the salary, in terms of recommendations of 6th pay commission. The

school had not paid arrears of salary to the staff and had also not

.recovered ttre fee arre.ars from the students. The Audit officer had

Iurther reported that the school did not hike fee in'2009-1o, but, fee

was hiked in 2olo-11 in terms of order dated rL.o2.2oo9 of the

Director of Education. The Audit officer also _noted that the school '

received aid from the society during 2OIO-IL'in cash and salary to thq

staff had also been paid in cash.
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committee on 24.08.2013, along with its fee and accounting records.

On 24.0.8.2013, no one appeared before the Committee.

However, the office of the co4mittee had received a letter dated

2r-o8-2o13 from the schooi, stating that the schooi had produced. all

documents at. the time of verification and nothing more was to be

added in this matter. since no one appdared on behalf of the school,

the Committee has decided to take decision on the basis of documents

avaiiable on record of the Committee.

On examination of the'returns filed by the school under Rule

18o of DSER, 1973, it has been noticed that the school had hiked the

fee in the following manner:-

The school had not increased hrition fee in 2OO9-10, but in

2o1o-11, unjustifiable hike in fee in terms of the order 
'dated

II.02.2009 of the Director of Education during 2010-11, even though

the school had not implemented the 6th Pay Commission report.

TRUE COPY

Classes Tuition
Fee
charged
in 2008-
09

Tuition
ree
charged
in 2009-
10

Tuition
Fee
Increase
in 2009-10

Tuition
Fee
charged in
2010-11

Increase
in Tuition
'Fee in
2010-1 1

Pre-
school to.
Prb-
primarv

300 300 Nil 400 100

ItoV 400 400 Nit 500 100
VI to VIII 500 500 Nil 600 100
IXtoX 600 600 Nil 800 200
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As far as the development fund is concerned, it appears from

the records t.Lat the school had not charged any development fee.

since .the school did not implement the report of the 66

Pay commission, but, had increased the fee, the committee is of

the.vie.w that the hike in fee in 2o1o-11, which urere imade in

excess of the tolerance ltmit of loo/o, was unJustifled and ought to

be refunded.. The committee therefore recommends that the hike

in the fee affected by the school in 2o1o-11, in excess of !oo/o,

ought to be refunded by the school along with interest @9o/o per

annum to the students. .

since the fee hiked in 2olo-11 is arso part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2olo-11 ought also to'be refunded

along with interest @9o/o per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

ol/
-.-f t ll -v \rt sd/- sc/-

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

Dated: 2O-O9-2OI3
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Bhqsat Yiha,I Pullic Sg.hgol, Kar,aly3l N,aear. Dqlhi - I,1O O94

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issue{ by the

Committee on 27.O2.2O1,2. However, the rehrrns of the school under

Rule 180 of tJ:e Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received

from the Office of Deputy Director, District North-East of the

Directorate of Education. On preliminary examination of the records,

it appeared that the school had not hiked the fee in terms of order'of

the Director of Education dated tL.O2.2OOg and had also not

implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category'C'.

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

notice dated 05.07.2012, to produce its fee and salary records'and

also to submit reply to tlee questionnaire on 16.O7.2OL2.'No one

attended the office of the committee on 16.07.2012. The school was

again directed vide notice dated 06.08.2012 to produce its record on

22.Oa.2012.

on 22.O8.2OL2, Manager of the school presented a letter

requesting for one more opportunity to produce record. On the

request of the ."hool, it was' directed to produce record on

ro.o9.20L2.
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On the schedule date, Shri Satish Kumar, Manager 

.of 
the

school appeared 
'anA produced the. requisite records. Reply to

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

hiked the fee w.e.f. April 2009, and'had implemented report of 6ft Pay

Commission' w.e.f. April, 2OLL.

The recordS produced by the school in the first instance were

examined by Shri N.S. Batra, Audit Offrcer of the Committee. His

observations were that the school, in 2009-10, had hiked the fee in

terms of order of the Director of Education dated LL'.O2.2OO9 and had

claimed to have implemented the report of 6ft Pay Commission w.e.f.

01-04-2011. The school did not produce salary register for 2OLL-L2,

therefore the claim of the school, to have implemented the report of 6ttt

Pay.Commission, could not be verified. The school was frovided one

more opporhrnity to produce the salary records and bank statements

on 18-09-2Ot2.

. Shri Satish Kumar, Manager appeared on L8-O9-2OI2 and

produced the salary records. The Audit Officer examined the records

.and recorded that the school, lhough had. claimed to have

implemented the report of 6ft Pay Commission, yet its full benefit had

not been extended to the teaching and non-teaching staff, as DA was

pard @L2% against the approved rate of 51% and HRA and.TA was

paid on pre-revised rates.
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. In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vide

notice dated 2g.o7.20t3, the school was directed'to appear before the

Committe e on 24.08.2013 along with its fee and accounting records'

ontheappointeddateofhearing,ShriSatishKumar,Manager

along with Shri Vasud.ev Sharma, Accountant of the scliool appeared

before the committee.' During tle course of hearing, the school

representatives filed statement of fee charged by the school'during

2009-10. Reply to questionnaire regarding development fee was also

submitted. According to that thb school had not charged development

fee from the students. The representatives of the school contended

that the 6rs.Pay commission had not been implemented and the

,\
salary to the staff had been slightly increased on ad-hoc basis in

20rt-12.

TheCommitteehasperused.therecord,observationsoft]re

audit officers and has considered the submissions mad'e on behalf of

the school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in tl.e

following manner: -

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-o9

Tuition Fee in
2009-L0

Increase in T\rition
fee 2OO9-1O

ItoV 550 650 100

VI to VIII 600 700 100
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It is evident from the above that the school'had hiked tJre fee,

though, not in terms of the order of the Director of Ed.ucation, dated

LL.O2.2OO9, yet, in excess of the tolerance limit of 107o, despite the

fact that it has failed to implement the report of the 6th Pay

Commission.

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

that the fee hiked by the school w.e.f. April 2OO9 was not

justlfied as the school had not implemente{ the.

recommendations of VI Pay Commission. Thereforg' the fees

increased, in excess of LOo/or. w.e.f. O1.O4.2OO9, ought to be

refunded along with interest @9% Per annum.

Since the fee hiked in 2OO9-10 is also part of the fee for the

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

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

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

along with interest. @9o/o per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

"F
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sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) DR. R.K.Sharma

Chairperson Member

Dated:10.10.2013
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New 9opv.ent Model Sec. Schogl. Tukhmir pur. Delhi - 94

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 lo2l20L2. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi school Education Rules, Lgr3 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 not hiked the fee, in terms of the order

of the Director of Education dated LL.o2.2oog and had also not

implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

Accordingly,-the school was placed in iategory'C'.

In order to veri$r the returns of the school, it was directed vide

notices dated L6.o7.2or2 and 23.or.20r2, to produce its fee and

salary records and also to submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire

on 09.08.201.2.

On the scheduled date, Shri Ashwini Sharma, Vice-Principal of

the school appeared before the office of the committee. Reply to the

questionnaire was also submitted. According to the reply, the school

h"* neither implemerlted ttre recommendations of the 6th Pay

commission nor had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director

of Education dated I1,.O2.2OO9.
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The records, produced by the school were examined in the first

instance by sh. A.K. Bhalla, Audit officer of the committee. He

observed that the school has not implemented, tJ'e report of 6u, Pay

commission and salary had been disbursed. in cash as per norms of

sth p"y commission. The Audit officer further recorded that ,in

2009-10, the school had hiked fee within the tolerance limit of loo/o,

but in 2OIO-Ll the hike in fee was effected in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated IL.O2.2OOg.

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

notice dated 24.O5.2OI3, it was directed to appear before the

committee on 04.06.2oL3, along with its fee and accounting records.

on 04.06.2Q13, no one appeared before the committee for hearing.

The notice of hearing had been deliveired to the school on 30.05. 2olg

as confirmed from India Post Tracking System

In view of the absence of the school despite service, the

committee considers it appropriate to take a view in the matter on the

basis of observations of the Audit Officer and records available with it.

As'per the record the school had hiked the fee in the following

manner: -

o
a

o

a
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Class T\rition
Fee in
2008-o9

T\:ition
Fee in
2009-10

Increase in
Tirition fee
2009-10

T\rition
Fee in
2010-1 1

Increase in
Tuition fee
2010-1 1

ItoV 800 850 50 1000 150
VI to VIII 850 900 50 1 100 200
IXtoX 950 1000 50 1.200 200
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It is evident from the above that in the! year 2oog-Lo the school

had hiked the fee *ittrq trre toiSiance limit of to% but in the year

2o1o-11 the'school had hlked the fee in terms.of the order of the.'

Director of .Education dated L1,.o2.2o09 without implementing the

recommendations of the 6e pay Commission.

. lhu committee.ls of the view thac the hike in fee in zoho-

11, which was mar-{e. ih-cxcess.of the tolerance llmit of loyo, was
-.-:.."- --.

unjusti$d,' Therefore, the Gommittee recommends that the hike
-t

in tlft fee effected by the school in 2o1o-11 in excess of 1ozo.

ought to be refunded arong with interest @g%per annum.

Further,.the fee hiked'.in 2o1o-11 is also part of the fee for

the subsequent years, thure wourd be a rippre eifect in the

subsequent years and. the fee of. the subsequent .years to the

extent, it is reratabre to thb fee hiked in 2oro-11 ought arso to be

refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.
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Gyan Dee,p Vidva MaFdir Public Schgol.

Kalr. Nliafearh New Delhi,- 11O O43

c-280

o

The school did not reply to. the questionndire issued'by the

Committee on 27.Q2.2OL2. However, the returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of the Delhi Education Rules, Lg73, were received.

from the Office of tJle Deputy Director of Education, District South

West-'B'.' On preliminary examination of the returns, it appeared that

the school had not hiked the fee in terms of order of the Director of

Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 and had also not implemented the

recommendations of the 6tn Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was

placed in Category'C'.

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

notice dated. L3.O7.2OL2, to produce its fee and salary records and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on 24.O7.2OL2. No one

attended thb office of .the Committee on the aforesaid date. The

school'was again directed vide notice dated 06.08.20L2 to produce its

record on 23.08.20L2. Sh. Vishnu Dutt, Member M.C. attended. the

Oflice of the Committee on the schedule date and produced a letter

dated 23.Ci8.2012, requesting for some more time to produce record.

On the request of the school, it was directed to produce record on

O3.O9.2O1,2. On that date, Sh. Vishnu Dutt, Member M.C. again

produced a letter dated 03.09.2012, requesting for further time to
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produce the record. The school

produce record on 06.09.2012.

During the course

representative of the school

TRUE COPY
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of hearing, it was contended by the

that the school had not implemented the

o
9\

on the schedule date, shri vishnu Dutt, Member M.c., of t]:e

school appeared and produced the requisite records. Reply to

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

hiked the fee w.e.f. April 2009. and had imSilemented the

recommendations of tJle 6u'Pay Commission w.e.f. September,2OO9.

The records produced by the school, in the frrst instance, were

examined by Shri N.S. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. His

observations were that the school in 2009-10, had hiked the fee in

terms of order of the Director of Education dated LL.Q2.2OO9 and had

implemented the report of 6u' Pay commission. He also noted that the

school had'also charged d.evelopment fee from the students.

In order t6 provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vid.e

notice dated 27.o5.2o|3, the school was directed to appear before t.Le

Committee on 17.0 6.2OL3 along with its fee and accounting records.

On the appointed date of hearing, Shri Vishnu Dutt, Member

M.C. of the school appeared before the Committee.
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recommendations of the 6u' Pay Commission and the salary to the

staff had been paid commensurate with the fee that was collected.

Since he had not brought the salary'register, bank statements, cash

book, ledger and. reply to questionnaire regarding development fee, he

was asked to produce the same 'on 05.07.2013. Both times, he

conceded that report not implemented then why asked to bring books.

On 01.08.2013, Sh. Vishnu Dutt, Member M.C. again appeared.

He conceded that the recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission

had not been implemented by the school. Only basic pay as per the

report of 6u'Pay Commission had been paid to the staff. Reply to the

questionnaire regardirig 'development fee 'was also submitted.

Accordlng to the reply the school had received an amount of

Rs.2,79,695/- as development fee during 2O1O-11. That had been

recorded as revenue receipt and separate depreciation reserve fund.

was not being maintained by the school.

The Committee has examined the record, 'observations of the

audit officers and has ionsidered the submissions made on .behalf'of

the school. As per the record, the school had hiked the fee in the

following manner: -

Class Tlrition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in T\rition
fee 2OO9-10

I 360 460 . 100
II 380 +80 100
il 390 490 100
ry 400 500 r.oo
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v 420 520 100
VI 480 580 100
VII s00 600 100
VIII 550 650 100
IX 750 850 100'
x 800 1000 200

It is evident from the above record that the school had hiked the

fee in terms of the ord.er of the Director of Education, dated

IL.02.2OO9 for all classes except for class VIII and IX, where the hike

had been less than the said order, but in excess of the tolerable limit

of. LOo/o. We also find tJ'at the school had not implemented the

recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission. The school had also

charged .development fee from 'the students without creating an

earmarked Development Fund.

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

the fee hiked by the school w.e.f. April 2oo9 was not justified as

the school had not implemented the recommendations of the VI'

Pay Commission.Report. Therefore, the fees increased, in excess

of tOo/o, w.e.f. 01.04.2009 ought to be refunded along with

interest @ 9% per annum.

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

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

subseguent years and the fee of the subsequent years to the

extent, it is relatable to the fee hiked in 2009-10 ought also to be

refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.
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With regard to development fee, the Committee is of the view

that the school was not complylng with any.of the pre-conditions

prescribed by the Duggal Committe-e, which were affirmed by the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union of

India & Ors. Therefore, development fee collected by school to

the tune of Rs.2,79,6951- during 2O1O-11 in pursuance of order of

the Director of Education dated LL.O2.?OO9 ought to be refunded

along wlth interest @9o/o per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

o sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated: 14.10.2013

TRUE

sd/- sd/-
:

'-fr
o-7

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

J.S. Kochar
Member
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Sant Nir,ankari Public School. Avtar E,nclave.

Paschim Vihar. IYew Delhl -11O O63 
.

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27.02.2012. On preliminary examination of the

records, it appeared that the school had neither hiked the fee in

accord.ance with the order of the Director of Education dated

LL.O2.2OO9 nor had implemented the recommendations of the 6tt' Pay

Commission. Accordingly, it wai placed in Category'C''

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

notice dated I3.7.2OL2, to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on 24.07.2OI2.

on the scheduled date, Mrs. Meenakshi chugh, Headmistress of

the school appeared and produced the requisite records. Reply to

aforesaid. questionnaire was also filed. According to the reply, the

school without hiking the fee, had implemented the recommendations

of the 6tt' Pay commission w.e.f. June, 2OL2, but had not paid the

arTears.
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The records produced by the school were examined. in the first

instance by Shri N.s.Batra, Audit officer of the committee. He

obserwed as follows: -

(il there,was no hike in fee during the year 2008-09 and 2oo9-10

(ii)

but during 2010-11, there was a marginal hike,

the school was charging activity fee at the rate of Rs.500 l- per

month from the students, which was introduced from the

academic session ?008-09,

the activity fee should be considered as part of tuition fee, and

the school had also charged development fee from the students.

(iii)

(M

,')

a'2'

I

rl

The committee on perusal of the returns of the schoor under

Rule 180 of the Delhi school Education Rules, Lgzg, reply to t]:e

questionnaire, copies of documents and the observations of the Audit

officer, was of the view that the issue of monthly activity charges at

the rate of Rs.5o0/- per month, which appeared to have been

. introduced by the school w.e.f. 2009-10, as per Income and

Expenditure Account, needs to be re-examined by the Audit officer to

determine as to from which date, the new lerlr was introduced by the

school. It was also d.ecided'to call for the fee structure for 2OL2-I3

and Pay Bills for the months of May, 2OI2 and June,2OL2 to examine

the pre and post implementation status of implementation of 6th pay

Commission.
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The Audit Officer of the Committee again examined the records

and reported that the new ler5r on account of activity charges at the

rate of Rs.500/- per annum had.been introduced in 2008-09. The

school h"l also introduced other charges and computer fee @

Rs.200/- to Rs.500 /- pe, mglth in the year 2009-10 in addition to the

activity charges.

It was further reported, by the Audit Officer, that the school,

had charged, development fee under the head of Building Fund in tl.e

financial records of the school. The development fee and annual

charges were taken to Boys Fund, in the books of accounts of the

school. The receipt in respect of 'annual charges and development

fund had not been shown, either, in the Income and Expenditure

Accounts or in the Receipt and Pa5rment Accounts for any of the years,

by the school. The school was not maintaining Depreciation Reserve

Fund. The 6u' Pay Commission had been implemented w.e.f. June,'
t'

20L2.

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vid.e

notice dated 27.O5.2OL3, the school was directed to appear before the

Committee on 19.0 6.2l13,a1ong with its fee and accounting records.
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On the appointed date of hearing, Mrs.

Headmistress of the school with Shri Sanjeev

. Meenakshi Chugh,

Kumar, LDC of the
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school appeared before the Committee.

of the school were albo examined.

. 000357
They were heard. The records

t

. During the course of hearing, the school representative

admitted that ttre recommendation of the 6fr Pay Commission had

been implemented w.e.f. June, 2or2. In reply to the. questionnaire,

dated 17.06.2013, the school had admitted that it was charging

development fee. The representatives of t]:e school also confirmed the

observations of the Audit Officer as mentioned above.

CONCLUSION : -

Resarding Fee Hike

. The committee has examined the reiords of the bchoor. As per

records, the school had hiked the fee in tJle following manner: -

Class Tuition 'fee
(including
activity fee)
in 2008-09

T\rition fee
(including
4ctivity fee)
in 2009-10

Increase in T\rition fee
(including activity fee)
in 2009-10

Pre-primarv 825 925 100
I 825 975 150
II 825 975 150
n 825 1075 250
ry 825 1075 250
V 825 L1,75 350
VI 925 tL75 250
VII 925 r225 300
VIII 925 I225 300

From the above, it is clear that the school had hiked the tuition
'fee to the maximum extent permitted by the Director of Education
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w.e.f. 2009-10, without implementing the recornmendations'of the 6u'

Pay commission and the hike works out to much more than the

tolerance limit of 10%.

Therefore, the fee hiked w.e.f. April, 2OO9, in expess of lOo/o

ought to be refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for

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

subsequent years and the fee of the subsequent years to the

extent, it is relatable to the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o ought also to be

refunded along with interest @9o/" per annum.

Regarding Development Fee

The school has charged developmbnt fee in the following manners:-

Development Fee charqed

2, 65,300.00

90,100.00

L, 83,400.00

1, 59,500.00

4, 70,650.00

It is not denied that the school had charged Development fee

from 
the students without creation of the Development Fund and

Depreciation Resenre f'und. tO: Committee is of the view that

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

prescribed by the Duggal Committee, which conditions were

5

Fq
t)l(r

-.
Year

2006-o7

2007 -o8

2008-09

2009-10

2010-11
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affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme'Court in the case of Modern

School Vs. Union of Ind.ia & Ors. The development fee charged by

the.school to thb tune of Rs. 6, 3O,15O.OO during 2OO9.-LO'and

?OLO-Ll, in pursuancg of the order of the Director of Education

dated tl.O2.2OO2, was not in accordance with law and ought to

be'refunded along with interest @9o/o Per annum.

Recominended accoidingly.
.

ochar
er

,l+

Dated:- t.f- Io-*J3
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Educatior Poirt Qortert schogl. vikas Nagar. New Delhi - s9

!

The school had not submitted its reply to the quebtionnaire

issued by the committe e on 2T /02/2012. However, the returns.of the

school under Rule 180 of the Delhi school Education'Rules. rgTB

were received from the offic.e 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 terms of

the order of the Director of Education dated rL.o2.2oo9 and had also

not implemented the recommendation of the 6tn pay Commission.

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

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

notices dated r3.or.2or2 and 3r.or.20r2, to produce its fee and

salary records and also to submit.reply to the questionnaire

the ietters were received back as undelivered with the postal

that the school was found locked on both the occasions.

. The Audit Officer of the Committe. o.r ,n-O g-2O12 contacted the

.' 
school and tried to know the correct postal address of the school. Ms.

Charu, receptionist of the school on phone, refused to tell the postal

.address of the school. The Audit Officer contabted the.Manager of thb

.' school over phone number-9891592025, who finally 'confirmed 
the

correct'postal address of the school. He was also informed to appear
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ication ",.""",?3:i3l', 2oL2 on

phone and through a letter dt.19-09- 2OI2 as weil.

on the scheduled date viz 03-10-2012,.Mr. vinod Jain, part-

time accountant of the school attended the office of the committee.

Reply to the questionnaire was also submitted. According to the

reply, the school had implemented the recommendations of the 6tn.

Pay commission w.e.f. April, .2oro and had hiked the fee.w.e.f. April,

2OOg.It was ciaimed that the school did not collect arrears of tuition

fee from the students and had also not paid the same to the staff.

The records, produced by the schoor'were examined by Shri

A.D. Bhateja, Audit officer of the committee. He observed that ihe

school has'hiked the tuition i." during zoog,-to by Rs.90/- to

Rs.190/- i.e. 18.360/o to 34.so% and during 2010-11, within

permissible limit of 10%.

The Audit officer of the committee arso recorded that: (i) .the

school had not paid full salary before and after the claim of'\
implementation of 6th Pay Commission; (ii) the school had collected fee

in cash and salary was also paid in iash; and (iii) the school did not

maintain any bank account.

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

notice' dated 27.os.2ols, it was directed to appear before the

committee on 19.0 6.2oLgalong with its fee and accounting record.s.

' on 19.06.2013, no one appeared before.the committee bn

behali'of the school, despite the fabt that the notice of hearing had

,36)
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been delivered to the school on

Post Tracking System.

000362
31.05.2013, as confirmed from India

I

In the circumstances the committee considers it appropriate.to

'record its recommendations on the basis of observations of the Audit

Officer and records dvailable with it. .. 
t

The committee.has examined the returns filed 6y the school

under Rule 180 of DSER, rgr3 and the observations of the.Audit

Officer cif the Committee.

. As per records, the school has hiked the fee in 2oo9-lo in the

following manner:-

It is evident from the above that the school had increased the

fee.w.e.f. 2oo9-10, in excess of the tolerable limit of 10%.

The claim of the school that the report of the 6th pay commission

has been implemented is not correct as the staff has not been

paid arrears of fee. partiar implementatiorr: i" of no avail to the

school to justify the fee hike. since the school has increased the

fee, almost in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated LL.o2.2oo9, and in excess of the tolerance to limit of Loo/o

for all classes, the comrhittee is of the view that the hike in fee

in the year 2oo9-10, which was made in excess of the'tolerance

TRUE COPY

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10

I- to III 4+0 530 90
IV to VI 490 5BO 90

VII and VIII s50 740 190
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limit of LOoh, was unjustified.

recommends that the hike in the

'2OO9-1O'in excess of 10% ought

interest @9%" per annum.

Member

. 000363
Therefore, the Committee

fee effected by the school in

to be refunded along with

?Ptt

since the fee hiked in 2oo9-10 is also part of the fee for'the

subsequent years; there wourd be a ripple effect in the subsequent

years and the'fee of th.e subsequent.years to the extent, it is

relatable to the fee hiked in 2o09-1o ought also to be refunded.

along with inte iest @9o/o per annum. ,

.r.s.to"rra,
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S. Jassa Singh Ramqarhia Public School.

Chand Nagar. New Delhi - 11O O18

c-3 10

The school had not submitted its reply to the questionnaire sent by
I

the Committee on 27 lO2l2ol2. However, .the returns of the school

under rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, L973 were received

from the Office of Deputy Director, District West A''of the Directorate of

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

the school had not hiked the fee, in terms of the order dt.l1 .O2.2OO9 of

the Directorate of Education. Accordingly, the school was placed in

Category'C'.

In order to verify the returns, the school, vide letter dt.19.07.2OI2

was directed to produce its fee, salary and accounting records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on 06.08.2OL2.

on the scheduled date, shri Harmahender singh, Manager of the

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

questionnaire was also filed, as per which the school claimed to have

partially implemented the recommendation of the 6ft Pay Commission

6q
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w.e.f. Aprit, 2or2.It was also claimed that ,n" ."n3?::.U:", hiked the

fee as per order dt. 1L022009 of the Director of Education.

. The records produced were examined by shri N.S. Batra, Audit

Officer of the Committee. His observations were that the school had

increased tuition fee by Rs.45 to Rs.65 per month in 2OO9-10 and Rs.50

to Rs.75 per month in 2010-11 which was within 1O%. The Audit officer

also observed that the school was charging development fee without

creating Depreciation Reserve Fund.

In order to provide.an opportunity of being heard, notice of h'earing

dated 27-05-2013, was issued to the school, with the directions to

appear before the Committde on 26.O6.2OL3. A questionnaire regarding

development fee was also issued.

on the scheduled date, s. Jarnail Singh, chairman, shri H.s.

Kohli, Manager and s. Datjit singh, Vibe-Chairman of the school

appeared before the committee. They submitted reply to the

questionnaire regarding development fee. As per the reply, ,che school

had charged development fee in all the years from the 2006-O7 to 2010-

11. The charge on this account was Rs.63,780 in 2009-10 and Rs.6g,1"65

in 2o1o-11. Development fee was treated as a Revenue receipt by the

school aSrd it'was also stated that the expenditure out of such fee was
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not incurred for any particular purpose. It was also stated that the

school did not maintain any Depreciation Reserve Fund. It was also

contended that the school hiked the tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11

only to the extent of 10%.

The Committee has examined the returns of the school, its reply to

the two questionnaires, the observations of the Audit Officer and the

submissions made by its representatives, during the course of hearing.

. The Committee is of the view that in so far as Tuition fee is

concerned, no intenrention is called for since the fee hike effected

by the school was within the tolerance limit of LOoh.

,e6 Re.: Development Fee

As already noticed, the school

per details below:

has collected. the development fee as

Year

. 2006-07

2007-08

2008-09

2009- 10

2010-11

TRUE COPY

Amount

Rs.40,1.46-00

Rs.52,385-00

Rs.55,790-OO

Rs.63,780-00

Rs.68,165-00
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The Committee is of the view that 'as the school is. not

complying with any of the preconditions prescribed by the Duggal

)'\
committee, which were affirmed by the Hon'ble supreme' court in

the 6ase of Mod.ern school Vs. unibn of India & ors', the school

ought to refund the Development Fee of Rs.63,78O charged in 2oo9-

AE artqrcad in 2o Lo'Ll ' along with interest @9o/o pett.oandRs.68,165chargedin2o1o.11,alon.gwithinterest(

annum.

blB\'\M 
)

Member

:6?
Dated : 09lO9'l2ot3
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Adarsh Jai+ Dharmig Shiksha Sadan.. Naiafgarh. New Delhi-l1OO43

The school did not. reply to the questionnaire' issued by the

Committee on 27lo2l2ol2. However, the returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, Ig73 were received

from the Office of Deputy Director, District South WeSt-B' of the

Directorate of Education. On examination of th'e returns, it prima-facie

appeared that the school had not.hiked the fee, in terms of the order of

the Director of Rducation dated LL.O2.2OO} and' had also not

implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

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

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

notice dated L}.O7.2OL2, to.produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on 06.08.2012. The office of the

committee received a letter dated 06.08.20t2. frorn the Manager'of the

school requesting for some more time to produce the school records. The

school was directed to produce its records on 23.08-2OI2.

'On the schedule date, Shri Sunil Kumar Jain, Manager and Sh.

Anil Kumar Jain, Secretary of the school appeared before the Committee

TRUE COPY

se"M ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee,



a

000369
.and produced the records for verification. Reply to the questionnaire was

also presented by him. According to the reply, the school had neither

implemented the recommendations of the 6trt'Pay commission, nor had

hiked the fee in 2009-10, in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated It.O2-2OOg.

The records, irroduced by the school in the first instanqe were

examined by Sh. A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committbe. ' He

observed thail

(i) the school had hiked the fee in

different classes,

(ii) the school had not collected

2OOg-10 by 13.15 oh to 25 o/o for

students,

(iii) the school had not implemented the report of 6fr Pay Commission,

and

(iv) the salary had been paid on pre-revised scale.

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

notice dated 23.Og.2O13, it was d'irected to appear before the Committee

on 08. IO.2013, along with its fee and accounting records.

.t1

On 08.10.2013, Shri ViPin Jain,

Committee of the school appeared before

arrears of tuition fee from the

Member of the Management

the Committee for hearing. He
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presented reply. to the questionnaire regarding Development Fee. As per

the reply, the school did not charge Development Fee. It was stated by

Mr. Jain that recommendations of 6o.Pay Commission had not been

implemented by the school. The school had hiked fee in 2009-10

marginally in excess to !Oo/o.

The Committee has examined the record, observations of the audit

officer and the submissions made on behalf of the school. As per the

record.; the school had hiked the fee in the following manner: -

Class T\rition Fee in
2008-09

T\rition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in T\rition
fee 2009-10

I-il 380 430 50
ilI 380 450 70

ry-v 4LO 470 60

VI 450 520 70

VII 470 550 70

VIII 500 600 100

X-X 660 800 r20
XI-XII 900 1 100 200

It is evident from the above that the school had increased the fee

w.e.f. 2009-10, in terms of order of the Director of Education dated

LI.O2.2OO9 for classes VIII, XI and XII. For other classes, the hike was

not in terms of the said order but surely it was in excess of the tolerance

limit of 'lOo/o. It was not open to the school to utilize the aforesaid order
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of the Director of Ed.ucation to hike the fee as it had not implemented the

recommendations of the 6ut Pay Commission.

Since, the school has. increased the fee, in terms of the order

of the Director of Education dated 11.O2.2OO9 and in excess of the

tolerance to limit of 1O% for some of the Glasses, the Committee is

of the view that the hike in fee in 2OO9-1O, which were made in

excess of the tolerance limit of LOo/o, was unjustified. Therefore, the

Committee rdcommends that the hike in the fee effected by the

school in.2OO9-1O in excess of LOo/o ought to be refunded along with
(

interest @9o/o per annum.

Since the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee fol the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9%o per annum.

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice. Anil Dev Singh(Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated: - 28-10-2013
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' Gy.a-nodaya Sr. Seg. Public Schggl.

Dindarp}r. Naiafsarh. New Delhi - 11O O43

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27.O2.2OI2.' However, the returns of the school uhder

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

Itrict South Wes' lorate ofthe Office of Deputy Director, District South West-B' of the Direc'

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

the school had not hiked the fee in terms of order of the Director of

Education dated rl.o2.2oo9 and had also not implemented the

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

in Category 
.'C'.

I

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

notice ddted I9-O7-2O12 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

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

on the scheduled date, sh. Tribhuval chaudhary, TGT and sh.

Amit Chaudhary, TGT of the school attended the Office of the Committee.

Reply to the questionnaire was also submitted. According to the reply,

the school, had implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay
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commission w.e.r. october 2oosand had ,,o. n,u"o *i:i: terms of

the order of the Director of Education date d, ILO2.2OO}.

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

Bhhteja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that the school

had implemented the recommendations of the 6ft iay Commission w.e.f.

October 2OO9 and had not hiked the fee in.terms of order of the Director

of Education dated ll.O2.2OO9. The audit Officer also observed that the

school had not collected arrears of fee from the students and had also

not paid salary arrears to the staff.

. In oriler to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vide

notice dated 23.07.2013 the school was directed to appear on 24-08-

2OL3, along with its fee and accounting records.

On the scheduled date, Sh. Rajinder Singh, Chairman, Sh. V.B.

Singh, Manager and Sh. Neeraj Kumar P.G.T. of the school, appeared

before the Committee for hearing. It was admitted by the school

representatives that the school did not implement the report of 6th Pay

Commission. With regard to fee hike, it was contended that the hike in

fee in 2OO9-10 and 2OlO-11 was within the tolerance limit of LOo/o. Reply

to the questionnaire regarding development fee was also filed. According

to the reply, the school had charged development fee and the same had
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been treated as revenue receipt and no earmarked development frind or

depreciation reserve fund had been maintained.

The Committee has perused the record, observations of the audit

officer and has consid.ered the submissions made on behalf of the school.

Regarding Fee: -

As per the record, .the school had hiked the fee in the following' ,

manner:-

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

T\rition Fee in
2009-ro

Increase in T\rition
fee 2009-10

ItoV 450 500 50
VI to VIII 500 550 50
IXToX 550 600 50

.l\ It is evident from above that the school had hiked the fee within

the tolerance limit of lO% and not in terms of the order of the Director of

Education, dated IL.O2.2OO9. it is not. in dispute anymore that the

school had not implemented the report of the 6ft Pay Commission.

Since the school did not implement the report of 6tn Pay

Commission and had also not iricreased the fee in terms of order of

the Director of Edubation, dated LL.O2.2OO9, the Committee is of

) the view that no intenzention is called for in regard to the matter of

fee.
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Regarding Development Fee: - 000 3 75

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

Year Develop{nent Fee charsed

2006-07 Rs.5,04,950/-
2OO7 -O8 Rs. 3,26,9 OO I -
2008-09 Rs.6,43,0OOl-
2009-10 Rs.7,11,000/-
2010-11 Rs.9,74,650/-

Ilence, the Committee is of the view that as the school is not

complying with any of the preconditions prescribed by the Duggal

Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in

the case of Modern school vs. union of India & ors.r. the school

ought to refund the Development Fee of Rs. 16,85,6,50/- charged

from 2OO9-1O to 2O1O-11, in pursuance.to the order of the Director

of Education dated LL.O?,2OOI, along with interest @9o/o'per

annum.

Recommended accordingly.

j'7b

sd/- sd/- QJ/ t

r.) LJ/ -
Dr. R.K. Sharma

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

Dated:- 24.LO.2OL3
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Roctqvale hrblig $chool, Naraina. l\Iew Dglh.i- 11O O28

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

Committee on 27 /02/2.Ot2. 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- West 'A' of the

Directorate of Education. On examination of the returns, it prima

facie appeared *iat the school had neither hiked the fee, in terms of

the order of the Director of Education dated |I.O2.2OO9, nor had

implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

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

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

06.08.2012 of the Office of the Committee, it was directed to produce

its fee and salary records and also to submit reply to the

questionnaire on 22.08.2012.

On the scheduled date Sh. Arbind Kumar, Teacher of the school

appeared before the Office of the Committee and produced the records

of the school. Reply to the aforesaid questionnaire was not submitted

bv the school.
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. The records, produced were examined in the first instance by

shri A.K. Bhalla, Audit officer of the committee. He observed that the

school had hiked'the fee during 2oo9-Lo and 2o1o-11 in excess of the

tolerable limit of 10%. The school had not impldmented the report of

6ft. Pay commission. The school was directed to submit reply to the

questionnaire issue{ by the Committee. On 30.08.2OL2, Shri Arbind

Kumar, Teacher of the school again appeared and submitted reply to

the questionnaire. According to the reply, the school had

implemented tl.e report of 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. April, 2011 but

arrears were not paid to the staff as the arrears of fee had not been

collected from the shrdents.

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

notice of hearing dated 24.07.2OL3 was served on the, school with the

directions to appear before the Committee on 27.08.2013.

On 27.O8.2Ot3, Shri Arbind Kumar, PRT along with Shri P.K.

Mehta, Part-time Accountant of the school appeared before the

Committee for hearing. They contend.ed- that the school had nominally

implemented the 6e Pay commission w.e.f. April, 2oLL and the fee

had been hiked within the tolerable limit of lO%o in the years 2OO9-1O

and 2OLO-LL. Reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee

was also submitted. According to the reply, the school had charged

development fee w.e.f. 2009-10. The representatives of the school

conceded that the development fund had been considered as revenue
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receipt and no separate depreciation

maintained.

0003 7s
reserve fund had been

o
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The Committee has examined the record,. observations of the

Audit Officer and the submissions of the school representatives. On

examination, it had been noticed that the school had hiked the fee in

the following mannei: -

In view of the above, the school had hiked the fee but not in

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9.

' Hence, the Committee f of the view that in so far as

Tuition Fee is concerned, no intenrention is called for, since the

school had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director

of Education, date d,.11.O2.2OO9.

The school had also charged development fee from the students

in the following manner: -

Year

o

o

,

o
o

2009-10

, 2010-LL

TRUE COFY

Amount
Rs. 87,075-00

Rs.1,36,350-OO

Class T\.rition fee
(including
computer
fee and
activity
charges) in
2008-09

T\rition fee
(including
computer
fee and
activity
charges) in
2009-10

Increase in
tuition fee
in 2009-10

T\rition fee
(including
computer
fee and
activity
charges) in
2010-11

Increase
in
tuition
fee in
2010- 1 1

I-il 285 320 35 355 35
n-v 320 JCD 35 395 40
VI - VIII 340 375 35 415 40
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It cannot be disputed that 'the school had 

.charged 
the

Development Fee without complying with the pre-conditions for

charging the same as the development fee was treated as Revenue

Receipt and Depreciation Resenre Fund was not created.

Since the. school has collected the development fee in

2OO9-1O and 2O1O-11, to the tune of Rs.2,23,425-OO without

complying with any of the preconditions prescribed by the Duggal

Committee, which condltions were affirmed by the Hon'ble

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

Ors., the school ought to refund the Development Fee of

Rs.2,2g,425-OO clrarged in the years 2OO9-1O and 2O1O-11, in

pursuance of the order of the Director of Education dated

LL.O2.2OO9 along with interest @9% per annum.

?8
o
o

a

Recommended accordingly.

tt_\ft /-\/vr, sd/- sd l-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated:- 24.LO.2OI3
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New Gian Public School. West. Saga,r Pur. New Delhi - 46

The s.chool had not submitted its reply to the questionnaire sent

by the Committee on27 /02/201,2. However,.the returns of the school

under Rule 180 of the Delhi school Educatiorr Rules, lgrg were

received from the Qffice of Deputy Dir6ctor, District South 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 terms of

the order dated LL.O2.2OO9 of the Director of Education and had also

not implemented the recommendation of the 6th .Pay Commission.

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

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

notice d.ated 06.08.2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit'reply to the questionnaire on 22.O8.2OI2.

. On 22-08.2012, Shri'Parveen Kumar, Manager and Shri Rahu1

Jain, C.,A., of the school appeared before the Office of the Committee.

Reply to the questionnaire was also submitted. Rccording to the

reply, the school had 
. 
neither, implemented the report of 6th Pay

Commission nor, hiked the fee in terms of the order dated IL.O2.2OO.9,

of the Director of Education.

c-338
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. .The records, pioduced by the school were examined by sh. A.D.

bhate.ia, Audit officer oi trr. committee. He observed that the school

had hiked the fee within the permissible limit of Loo/oin 2009-10 and

2010-11. As per the noting of the Audit officer, (i). The school had not

implemented.the recommendations of the 6th.pay commission, (ii).

The saiary to the s.taff is being paid on pre-revised scale and (iii). HRA

and DA had not been paid as per rules.

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

notice dated 24.07.2013, it was directed to appe.ar before' the

Com'rnitte e on 27.o8.2o73, along with its fee and accounting records.

On '27.08.2013,. Shri Anil. Kumar,. Member .of Managing

committee with Shri Rahul Jain, c.A., appeared before the Committee

for hearing. The school filed repry to the questionnaire regarding

development fee. According to the reply, the school.was charging

development fee, -.,:.f. 2oor-08 from the students, but, the school did

not maintain separate depreciation reserve fund. As regards the

implementation of 6th Pay commission report, the representative of

the school contended that the 'same had not beeri implemented.

However, the.fee was nominally'hiked in 2009-10 and zoio-t1; but

not in. terms. of, the order dated Lr.o2.2oo9,'of the Director of

o
rD-,

o

b\
o

o

o
Education.
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.The committee has perused the.returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of the .DSER, .rgr3, the observations of the Audit

officer, written submission filed and'the records produced durin! the

course of hearing and also the oral submissions made on behalf of the

school. ,,
The school has charged fee as shown below:

o
Thus, the school has nominally'hiked the

permissible limit of LO%o, in 2OO9-10 and 201O-11.

Amount

Rs.1,78,72I-OO
Rs.2,50,800-00
Rs. 64,950-00
Rs. 70,500-00

fee within the

,gT Thd school has alsb charged deveropment fee as detailed below:-

Year

2007-oB
2008-09
2009-10
2010-11I

o

e

Total Rs.5,64,97I-OO

Since the hike in tuition fee was less than LOo/o ir:- 2OO9-LO,

tl-e cornrnittee is oi the view that no intervention is required on

this count.

' As far as development fund is concerned, it is apparent from

the records that the school is 'charging development fee from

TRU& EOPY
\r\,/' \r/

SecretAry

Class Tuition Fee
charged
duiing year
2008-09

Tuition Fee
charged
during year
2009-10

Increase ih
fee 'in
2009-10

Tuition Fee
charged
during year
2010-1 1

ItoV '425 425 Ni1 450
VI to VIII 525 540 15 550
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?OO7-Oa to 2O1O-11 but no earmarked development fund and

depreciation resenre fund accounts are being maintained by the

school. Therefore, the Committee finds that the school has

charged development fee from 2007-08 to 2O1O-11 but pre-

conditions as prescribed by the Duggal Committee for collection

of developrirent fee, which were upheld by the Hon'ble Supreme

Court in the case of Mqdefn Sqh-oql VS. Upipn of l+dia (29941 5

SCC 583. are not fulfilled by the school" As such, the lerry of

development fee was not justified, Hence, Rs.5r64r971.OO, which

the school has charged in the form of Development Fee, ought to

be refunded along with interest @g%.

Recommended accordingly.

,o

I

,e
a

sd/- sd l- sd/-
o
C

f)
a

e

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

Dated: 2O:O}-2O|3
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The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27/O2/2OI2. However, the returns of the school under

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

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

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

the school had not hiked the fee in terms'of the order of the Director of
\

Education dated Ll.o2.2oo9 and had also not implemented the

recommend.ations of the 6ttr Pay commission. Accordingly, it was placed

in Category'C'.

In order to veri$r the returns of the school, it was directed. vid.e

notice dated 08-08-20 L2 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 28-o8-2or2. No one appeared on

behalf of ifr" school on 28.08 .2OIZ. However, the Office of the Committee

received a letter dated 28.08.2012 requesting for some moie time to

submit the record. The school was directed to produce the record on

04.09.2012. Again the school authorities evaded.verification of record

and requested for a short adjournment. On the reqrrest of the school final

opportunity to produce the record on Lr.o9-2012 was'granted to the

school.
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On the schedule date, Mr. K.K. Sethi, Manager of the school

attended office of the Committee and it was then that reply to the

aforesaid questionnaire was also submitted. According to the reply, the

school had neither implemented. the recommendations of the 6fr pay

Commission nor had hiked the fee.

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-

(i) the hike in fee during 2OOg-10 and 2O1.O-11 had been 9.4o/o

and I 4 .2%0, respectively.

(ii) the school had not implemented the recommendations of the

6ut Pay Commission.

(iii) the school had . received donation to the tune of

Rs.6,64,OOO/- during 2OO8-09 and 2OO9-1O.

(iv) the school had charged development fee but depreciation

reserve fund had. not been maintained.

(v) final accounts for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11 had not

been audited by the chartered accountant.

In order to provid.e an opportunity of hearing to the school, vide

notice of the Committee dated 29.07.2013, the school was directed to

appear on 30-08 -2OI3 along with.its fee and accounting record.s.

' on 30.08.2013, Sh. V. Kumar, Chairman, Sh. K.K. Sethi, Manager,

and Sh. Pawan Kapoor, Accountant of the school appeared before the
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committee. They presented the reply to the questionnaire regarding

development fee. According to the reply, the school had charged

development fee from the students. It was admitted by them that the

school had not implemenied the recommendations of the 6th pay

Commission, but had hiked the fee during the year zoog-10 and 2oro-

11 bytO%. They also pointed out that the school operates on a low fee

base and was not in a position to afford auditor's fee to get the accounts

of the school audited.

' The Committee has examined the record, observations of the audit
I

officer b.nd the submissions made on behalf of the school. As per the

record,' the school had hiked the fee by Rs.3O /- for all classes raising it

from Rs.32O/- to.350/- in the year 2009-10 and had not implemented

the recommendations of the 6u' Pay Commission.

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

vo

o

Year

2007 -o8
2008-09
2009-10
2010-11

CONCLUSION

Regarding Fee: -

Development fee charqed

Rs. 15,550.00
Rs. 16,950.00
Rs. 18,600.00
Rs. 27,75O.OO

Frori.r the record it is clear that the school had marginally hiked the

Payfee in 2009-10 and had not

Commission.
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In the circumstances, the Committee is of the view that no

intenrention is called for qud the fee.

It is clear from the record that the school charged

Development Fee. It, however, aia not create any Development
I

Fund nor the Depreciation Reserye Fund. Thus, the school failed to

comply with the any of the pre-riquisites prescribed by the Duggal

Committee, for charging Development Fee, which pre-requisites

were affirmed by the Hon'bld. Supreme Court in the case of Modern

School Vs. Union of India & Ors. Therefore, the development fee to

the tune of Rs.46r35O.OO collected by the school during the years

}OO}-LO to 2O1O-11, in pursuance of the order of the Director of

Education dated LL,O2,2OO9 was not in accordance with law and .

ought to be refunded along with interest @9o/o Per annum

Recommended accordingly.,

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justicb Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated---2 4.I0.2013
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Saroi MontessFry School. Vivek Viharr'Delhi- 110 O95

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 lO2l2OL2. However, the returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 bf the Delhi School Education Rules, Iglgwere received

from the OJfice of Deput5r Director, District 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 Ed.ucation dated .Lt.O2.2OOg, nor had implemented the

recommendations of the 6tr, Pay Commission. Accordingly, the 
""froot

was placed in Category'C'. .

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

28.O8.2OL2, it was directed to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on ll.O9.2Ot2.

On dhe scheduled'date Sh. Shailander Kumar, Principal of the

school appeared before the .Office of the Committee. He could not

produce complete record and requested for extension of date for doing

the needful. The school was directed to produce complete record on

25-09-20t2.
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On 25-0g-2QL2, Sh. Shailander Kumar, Principal of the school

appeared before the Office of the Committee and produced record of the

school. Reply to the questionnaire was also filed.'According to the reply

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

of Education dated IL.02.2009 nor implemented the recommendations of

the 6fr Pay Commission.

The records, produced were examined in the first instance by Shri

A.K. Vijh, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observedthat: -

(i) the school had hiked the fee during 2OO}-1O, in excess of the

tolerance limit of lOo/o per month,

(ii) the school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6ft

Pay Commission, and

the school had charged development fde w.e.f.2OO8-09 to 2010-11.

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

of hearing dated 25.07.2013 was served on the school with the direction

to appear before the Committee on 29.O8.2OL3.

On 29.08 .2OL3, no one appeared before the Committee on behalf of

the school, despite the fact theit the notice of hearing had been delivered

to the 'school on 27.07.20L3, as confirmed from India Post Tracking

System..
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In the circumstances, the Committee considers it appropriate to

record. its recommendations on the basis of observations of the Audit

Officer and records available with it.

The Committee has examined the returns frled by the

Rule 180 of DSER, I973-and the observations of the Audit

Committee.

As per the available record, the school has hiked the

10 in the following manner:-

school under

Officer of the

2009-fee in

\r)

Class T\rition Fee
including
other charges
in 2OO8-09

Tuition Fee
including other
charges in
2009-10

Increase in T\rition
fee including other
charges 2OO9-IO

ItoV 240 300 60

VI to VIII 300 350 50

It is evident from the above that the school had collected other

charges in addition to tuition fee. It also hiked T\rition Fee during

2009-10,.in excess of the tolerance limit of IOo/o. However, it did not hike

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

rr.02.2009.

flence, the Committee is of the view that in so far as the

Tuition Fee is concerned, no interyention is called for, since the

school is working on low fee base and has not hiked the fee in terms

of the order of the Director of Education, dated 11.02.2009.
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The school had also charged Development Fee from the students in

the following manner: -

.Year.

2009-10
2010-11

Amgunt

Rs.200.00 per student per annum
Rs.350.00 per student per annum

Though the school had charged Development fee, it

comply with the pre-conditions of charging the development fee.

Regarding Development Fee, as already noticed, the school

has collected the development fee without complying with any.of

the preconditions prescribed by the Duggal Committee, which were

aflirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern school

Vs. Union of India &Ors. In the circumstances, the school ought.to

refund the Development Fee charged during the years 2009-10 and

2010-11, along with interest'@9o/o per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

or/.\T I I -v vrt
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

I

Dated:- 23.10.2013
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Happy Public Sghool, ViFb,was Nagar, Shabdara. Delhi - 11O O32

a

The school dig not reply to the euestionnaire issued by the

committee on 27.o2.20L2. However, the returns of the school filed

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

from the Office of Deput5r Director, District East of the Directorate of

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

the school had not hiked the fee in accordance with ihe order of the

Director of Education.dated 1l .02.2009 and had also not implemented

the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was

placed in Category 'C'.

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

notice dated 22.10.2012, to produce itb fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on 06.11 .2OI2.

t

On the scheduled date, no one attended the office of the

Committee. However, tlee school vide letter dated O7-LL-2O12, requested

for more time to produce its records. The committee, vide notice dated

12-1,1,-2012 directed the school to produce its records on 22-IL-2O12.

Again no one attended the office on22-IL-20I2.

TRUE COPY

o

/ JUSTIGE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee,s",a/ry



^u97

000393

, Fiowever, on 26-IL-2O12 Sh. Satbir Arora, dttended the office of

the Committee and submitted incomplete financial of the school. Mrs.

Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee examined the records

and directed the Manager to submit complete records of the school on

o4-12-20t2.'

On 04-L2-2O12, Sh. Satbir Arora, Manager and Mrs. Pooja Aro.ra,

H.M., from the school appeared and produced the record.s. Reply to

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

had hiked the fee by 10% w.e.f. April 2OO9 and hadpartially implemented'

the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. April, 2OL2,

withoutmaking payment toward.s, DA,HRA and TA.

The records pioduced by the school in the first instance were

examined by Shri A.K. Vijh, Audit Officer'of the Committee. He observed

as follows: -

(il the school in 2009-10, had hiked the fee within

of LOo/o but during the year 2010-11, the school

the fee by 16.690/o to 16.950/o,

(ii) the school had also charged development fee from the students,

(iii) The recommendations of the 6tir Pay Commission were not fully

- implemented by the school as the allowances such as HRA, TA and

the DA are not being paid to the staff,

TRUE

the tolerdnce limit

had further hiked
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(iv) the school had not maintained cash book and ledger for the years

2006-0T to 2010-11

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

notice dated 25.07.2013, the school was directed to.appear before the

Committe,e on Zg.O8.2OL3, along 1vith it" fee and accounting records.

On the appointed date of hearing, Shri Satbir Singh Arora,

Manager of tJ:e school appeared before the Committee. The records of the

school were also examined. During the course of hearing, the Manager

of the school confirmed that the observations of the Audit Officer dated

04.L2.2OL2 were correct. The school also filed reply to the questionnaire

regarding development fee. According to the reply the school had also

charged development fee from the students. The development fee had

been treated 
.as 

revenue receipt and separate depreciation reserve fund

had not been maintained.

The Committee has examined the returns of the school, its reply to

the questionnaire, the observations of the Audit Officer .and the

submissions made by the school representatives during the. course of

hearing.

The school had hiked the fee in the following manner:-
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Class T\rition ,fee in

2008-09

T\rition fee
in 2009-10

Increase in
tuition fee
in 2009-10

T\-rition fee
in 20 10-11

Increase in
tuition fee
in 2O1O-11

ItoV 450 495 45 605 110

VI to VIII 460 505 45 615 110

.f
s

It is evident from the above that the.school has hiked the fee,

within the tolerance limit of 10% during 2009-10, but during 2OIO-LI,

fee has been increased, in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated ILO2.2:OO9, in excess of the tolerance limit of IOo/o, despite the fact

that it has failed to implement the report of the 6tr' Pay Commission. The

claim of the school to have implemented the recommendations of 6ft Pdy

Commission partially,w.e.f. April 2Ol2,cannot entitle it to hike the fee in

terms of the order of the Director of Education date d, lI.O2.2OOI,

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

Year Amount charged
Rs.1,68,000.0O
Rs. 1, 81,500.00
Rs. 1,85,400.00
Rs. 1, 78,000.00
Rs. 1, 90,000.00
Rq. 2, 44,2OO.OO
Rs.13,31,1OO.OO

has been treated as revenue receipt and

separate depreciation reserve fund has not been maintained.

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

that the fee hiked by the school s{.e.f. April 2o1o was not justified

2006
2007

' 2008
. 2009'

2OTT
20t2
Total

' The development fee
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as the school has not implemented the recommendations,of VI Pay

Commission. Therefore, the fees increased, in excess of 1O%, w.e.f.

O1.O4.2O1O, ought 'to be refunded along'with interest @ 9% per

annum.

tr'urther, the fee hiked in 2O1O-11 is also part of the fee for the

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

yu.rJ ."1 the fee of the subsequent years to the extdnt, it is

relatable to the fee hiked in 2O1O-11 ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o per annum.

With regard to d,evelopment fee, the.Committee finds that the

school was charging the same without complying with any of the

pre-conditions prescribed by the Duggal Committee, which were

affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern School

Vs. Union of India & Ors." Therefore, an amount of Rs.13131r1OO.OO,

chargedas development fee ought to be refunded along with interest

@ 9o/o per annum.

Recomiended accordingly.

sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated:- 23.tO.2OL3
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R.S. Sbcondary Pullic School. Nih,al Vihar. New Delhi - 110 O41

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 /O2/2O12. However, the. returns of the filed 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 preliminary examination of the records, it appeared that

the school had not hiked the fee in terms of the order dated II.O2.2OO}"

of the Director of Education and had also. not implemented. the

recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commissibn. Rccordingly, it was placed

in Category 'C'.

In order. to veri$r the returns of the schogl, it was directed vide

notice dated 22.LO.2OL2, to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on 07.11.20L2. No one appeared

on 07- lL-2O12. The.school was issued fresh notice dated l2.lL.2OL2,

with the direction, to attend the Office of the Committee on 26.II.2012,

for verification of records '|
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Qn 26-IL-2012, Shri Surjeet Singh,TGT of the school attended the

Office of the Committee for verification of records. Reply tb the aforesaid.

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

neither implemented the recommendations of the 6u" Pay commission nor'

hiked the fee in terms of the order dated |L.O2.2OO9 of the Director of

Education.

The records, produced by the school were examined in the first
I

instance by Sh. A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He

observed that the school had hiked the fee in 2OO9-10 by 22.19o/o to

46.to%.The school did not produce salary register for verification and

requested for an adjournment.

The school submitted the requisite records on O7.I2.2OL2. The

records had been examined by the said Audit Officer. He recorded that

the salary to the staff had been paid on pre-revised rates without making

payment towards D.A. and T.A.

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

notice dated 25.07.2013, it was directed to appear before the Committee

on 29.08 .20L3, along with its fee and accounting records.
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On the scheduled date, Mrs. Ritu Mahindra, Chairperson of the

school, attended the hearing before the Committee. The'school filed a

letter dated 2}.O8.2OI3, stating that the development fee had not been

' charged from the students. The representative of the school submitted

that the recommdndations of the 6th Pay Commission were not

implemented but the fee had been hiked for all classes in 2009-10, in

terms of the order of the Director of Education date d, lr.o2.2oog.

The Committee has examined the record, observations of the Audit

Officer and the submissions advanced on behalf of the school. As per the

record, the school had hiked the fee in the following manner: -

Class T\rition Fee' in
2008-o9

T\rition Fee in
2009-ro

Increase in T[ition
fee 2009-10

ItoV 400 500 100
VI 500 600 100
VII 600 700 100
VIII 700 800 100
IX 750 850 100
X 800 950 150

It is evident from the above record that the school had hiked the

fee, in terms of the ord.er dated. LI.O2.2OO9 of the Director of Education,

w.e.f, 2OOg-10, but the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission were

not implemented. The school had not charged development fee from the

students.
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The school did not implement the recommendations of 6th Pay

Commission, but increased the feg in terms of order of the Director

of Education dated LL.O2.2OO|. In the circumstances' the

Committee is of the view that the hike in fee in 2OO9-1O, which was

ln excess of the tol6rance limit of 10o/o, was unjustified and ought to

be refunded, along with interest @9o/o per annum.

Flther, the fee hiked'in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

subsequent years, theie would be a ripple gffect in the subsequent

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2O09-1O ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/o Per annum.

Recommended accordinglY.

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated-23.10.2013
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Guru Harkrishan Public School, Fa.teh,Nasar. New Delhi

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 /O2/2OL2. .However, the returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of the Delhi school Education Rulep, Lgrs were

received from the Office of Deputy Director,.Disbict West-A' of tJe

Directorate of , Education. on examination of the returns, it .

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

the ord.er of the Director of Education dated rL.o2.2o.o9 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 the school, it was directed vide

notice dated 22.LO.2OI2, to produce its fee and salar5r records and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on L2.LL.2OL2.

. On the schedule date, Shri Amarjeet Singh, Accountant of the

school appeared and submitted a letter from the principal of the

school, asking for next date for hearing. The school was given an

opportunity to produce the records on29-LL-2QL2.

On 29.LL.2OI2, Shri Amarjeet Singh, Accountant of the school

appeared . before the committee and. "produced the, records for

o

O

D
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verification. Reply to the questionnaire was also presented by him.

According to the reply, the school had not implemented the

recommendations of the 6ut Pay commission, but had hiked the fee in

April, 2oo9, in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

LL.O2.2009.

The records, produced by the school in the first instance were

examined by Sh. A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He

observed that:

(i) the school had hiked the fee in 2009-10 by 21.55% and during

2010-1 1, by Rs.41.207o,

the school had not collected arrears of tuition fee from the

strrdents,

the school had not implemerited the report of 6th Pay

Commission and

the salary had been paid on pre-revised scale.

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

notice dated 27.O5'.2OL3, it was directed to appear before the

committee on 17.06.20L3, along with its fee and.accounting records.

On L7.O6.2OI}, Strri Rachhpal Singh, Caretaker of the school

appeared before the Committee for hearing. He submitted a letter

seeking adjournment on the ground that the Accountant in-Charge of

the school wag not feeling well. On the request of the school, hearing
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was irdjourned to L5.o7.2oL3, with the.directions, that the school

would prbduce the annual returns under Rule 180 from the years

2006-07 to 2010-11 and reply to tJle questionnaire. regarding

development fee. on the next date viz. Llc.or.2org, no one appeared

before the Committee.

The Committee has examined the available record of the school.

As per record, the school has-hiked the fee in 2009-10 in the

following manners:

It is evid.ent from the above that the school had increased the

fee w.e.f. 2009-10, in terms of order of the Director of Education dated

'LL.O2.2OO9 and in excess of the tolerable limit of LOYo and admittedly

had not implemented the.report of 6m pay commission. It was not

open to the school to utili"e the aforesaid order of tl.e Director of

Education to hike the fee as it hed not implemented the

recommendations of the 6ttr pay Commission.

I

Since, the school has increased the fee, in terms of the

order of the Director of Education dated rr.o2.2oog and in

excess of the . tolerance to limit of LOVI for all classes, the

o
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2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in T\rition
fee 20O9-LO

Nursery to V 945 LL25 180

VI to VIII LO25 1305 280

IXtoX 1090 1370 280
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Committee is of the view that the hike in fee in.2OO9-1O, whlch

were made in excess of the tolerance limit of lOo/o, was

unjustifled. Therefore, the Committee recommends that the hike

in the fee effected by the school in 2OO9-1O in'excess of LO/"

ought to be refunded along with interest @g% Per annum.

Since the fee hik;d in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O ought also to be refunded

along with interest @9o/o Pef annum.

o

o

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh(Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated: 14-10-2013
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Sprine Balep $e4ioT Sg.q,o$4ary- Public Qcbogl..

New Govi.qd Pur-a. Delbi - 1lO 951

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 lo2l2ol2. However, the returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, lg1g were received

from the Office of Deputy Director, District East 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 LI.O2.2OO9 and had also not implemented the

recommendations of the 6tt Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category :C'.

I

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

notice dated 28.OI.2OL3, to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on L3.O2.2OII.

On the .schedule date, Dr. Raj Dixit, Secretary of the society

appeared and requested for some more time to present the record- The

school was given an opportunity to produce the records on27-02-2013.
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. on 27.02.2013, Dr. Raj Dixit, secretary of the society and Mrs.

Prem, Assistant Teacher of the school appeared before the Committee

and produced the records for verification. Reply to the questionnaire was

also presented by him. According to the reply, the school had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6ft Pay commission, and also

not hiked the fee in April, 2OO9, in terms of the ordef of the Director of

Education dated II.O2.2OOg.

The records, produced by the school in the first instance were

examined by Sh. A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He

observed that:

(i) the school had hiked the fee in 2OO9-10 by 2.5o/o to 3O7o and

dlrinS 2O.IO-1 1, by IO.Oo/o to 22o/o.

(ii) the school had collected development fee from the students.

(iiil the school had not implemented the recommendations of 6ut Pay

Commission and 
t

(iv) the salary had been paid on pre-revised scale.

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

notice dated 2g.O7.2013, it was directed to appear before the Committee

on 3O.O8.2OI3, along with its fee and accounting records.
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On 30.08.20L3, Dr. Rqj Dixit, Secretary of the society and Mrs.

Prem Kumari Teacher of the school appeared before the Committee for

hearing. They. filed reply to the questionnaire regarding development

fee. According to the reply the school had charged development fee once

in a year from the newly admitted students. The development fee had

been treated as revenue receipt and no Depreciation Reserve Fund had

been created. The school representatives also submitted that the school

had not implemented the recommendations of 6th Pay.Commission due to

pauiity of funds but the fee had been hiked more than LOo/o for some of

the classes in 2OO9-10 and 2010-11

The Cornmittee has examined the available record of the school.

As per record, the school has hiked the fee in 2009-10 and

20 10-'1 I'in the following manners:-

Class. T\rition
Fee in
2008-09

T\rition
Fee in
2009-10

Increase in
T\rition fee
2009-10

Ttrition
Fee in
2010-1 1

Increase in
Tuition fee
2010-11

I-il 395 500 105 600 100
ilI-IV 430 500 70 600 100

V 540 540 NIL 650 110

VI 540 620 80' 750 130
VII-VIII 590 660 70 790 130
IX-X 650 750 100 900 150

XI 00 00 00 00 00
XII 700 1000 300 1200 200
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It is evident from the above that the school had increased the fee

w.e.f. 2oog-Lo and 2oLo-11, though not in terms of the order of the'

Director of Education dated 11.02.2009, but in excess of the tolerance

limit of 10% and admittedly had not implemented the recommendations-

of the 6ur Pay Commission'

Reedrdins Tuitign Fee: -

$iFcel the school has increased the fee, though not in terms of

the order' of the Director of Education dated LL'O2'2OO9, but. in

excess of in. tolerancb to limit of too/o for all classes, the

Committee is of the view that the hike in fee in 2OO9-1O, which

were made in excess of the tolerance limit of 1O7o, was unjustified.

Therefore, the Committee recommends that the hike in the fee

effected by the school in 2OO9-1O in excess of LOo/o ought to be

refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum'

Since the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O is also part of the fee for the

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

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

relatable to the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o ought also to be refunded along

with interest @9o/,; Per annum.
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Regarding Development Fee: -

Year
'2006-07

2007-o8
2008-09
2009-10
2010-11

The school had charged development fee in the following manner,

as evident from the letter dated 30-08-2013, submitted by the school:-

Deyelopmept fee collebted
Rs. 72,685.OO

. Rs.1,31,91O.00
Rs.1,95,590.00
Rs.1,59,010.00
Rs. 88,450.00

The school had also stated in the said letier that development fee

had been treated as revenue receipt and rto separate depreciation reserve

fund had been maintained.

. Thus, the Committee is of the view that the school was not

complying with any of the pre-conditions Prescribed by the Duggal

Committee, which were affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in

the case of Mod,ern School Vs. Union of India& Ors. Thereforer'the

Development tr'ee charged by the school to the tune of

Rs.2,47,460.00, during the years 2OO9-1O to 2O1O-11 in pursriance

of the order of the Director of Education dated 11.O2.2OO9 was not

in accordance with law, ought to be refunded along with interest @

9o/o Pet annUm. . t /

Recommended accordinglY.

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh(Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member
Dated: 28-LO-2O13
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KFsturi Mod,el Sghool. Adhyapak Neear' l[.qpeloi. Delhi - 110 O41

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 /O2/2OI2. It was required to file the same within three

days. However, the returns of the school under Rule '180 of the Delhi

School Education Rules, L973 were. received from the Offibe of Deputy

Director, 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 Director of Education dated

IL.O2.2OO9 and had not implemented the recommendations of the 6e

Pay Commission. Accordingly, it was placed in Category 'A'.

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

notice dated O3-08-2O 12 to produce its fee and salar5r records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on I7-08-2OI2. No one appeared on

the schedule date. The school, vide notice dated 30-08-2012 yas

di.rected, again to produce the required record on 13-09-2OI2.

On the schedule date Sh. Rakesh Bhardwaj, Manager of the school

attended the Office of the Committee and it is then that the reply to the

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

h'-,

t
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neither implemented the recommendations of tfr. O*

nor had hiked the fee.

000411
Pay Commission

A\,-

The records, produced by the school in the first instance were

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

observed that the audit of the school ending financial.year 2010 and

2OLI, had been conducted by Sh. S.C. Sharma, C.A., but the name of the

school did not appear in the list of 'schools, submitted by Sh. S.C.

Sharma, C.A., to the Committee, which accounts \r{ere being audited by

him. The. school did not produce. details with regard to the enrolment of

the students,'fee receipts and staff statements for the year 2OO9-10 for

verification. The audit Officer further recorded that the salary payment

records had not been properly maintained and appeared to be fudged for

accounting purposes.

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

notice dated 22.07.20Ig, the school was directed to appear on

13.08.2013 along with its fee and accounting records

on 13.08 .2O.L3, Sh. Rakesh Bhardwaj, Manager and sh. sachin

Sharma, C.A., from the school appeared before the Committee for

hearing. They filed the reply to the questionnaire regarding development

fee. According to the reply, the school had not charged development fee
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from the students. It was admitted by them that the school had not

implemented the report of 6ft Pay Commission. It was submitted that

the fee actually recovered had been less than the fee shown in the fee

schedule' They also admitted that the school did not maintain books of

accounts or fee receipt. From their submission, it appe1rs that the school

even did not know the chartered Accountant, who had signed the

balance sheets of the school,

The committee has examined the record, observations

officer and the submissions made on behalf of the school.

record the school had hiked the fee in the following manner: _

of the audit

As per the

Class T\-rition Fee in
2008-09

T\-rition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in T\rition
fee 2009-10

I-V 450 550 100
VI-VIII s00 700 200

It is evident from the above that the school hiked the fee in

2009-10, in terms of order of the Director of Education, dated

IL.O2.2OO9, but did not implement the recommendations of the 6ft pay

Commission.

. since, the school did not implement the recommendations of
the 6th Pay commission, but increased the fee in excess of the

tolerance limit of tOo/o by utilizing the order of the Director of
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Education dated Ll.o2.2oo9, which it was not entitled to invoke,

the school needs to refund the hike in fee in excess of 1o%.

The Committee therefore recommends that the hike in the fee

effected by the school in 2oo9-.1o in excess of Loo/o ought to be

refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2oo9-1o is also part of the fee for the

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

ygars a4d the fee of the subsequent years to the extent, it is

relatable to the fee hiked in 2OO9-1O oright also to be refunded along

wlth interest @9o/o per annum.

The Committee is also of the view that the financials of the

school are nbt worthy of any credence. Therefore, the committee

recommends that the Director of Education should ordei a special

inspection of the school, under section 24121 of Delhi school

Education Act L973, to ascertain the true state of affairs.

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justicg Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

,.

Dated--- 14-10-2013

TRUE COPY

\v
Ses€tary

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

ANIL DEV SINGH
COI/I[,lITTEE

For Review of School Fee



^\ 
A-4'

. 000414 
A1s3

Sansawan Mgdel geg. School, Rohlni.. gectgr-23.. Delhi - 86

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27/O2|2OL2. However, the returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, Ig73 were,

received from the Office of Deputy Director, District North 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 t]:e Director of Education dated Ll.o2.2oo9 and had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category'A'.

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

05.09.20 L2, it was directed to produce its fee and salary records and

also to submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on I9.Q9.2OL2.' No

one appeared on behalf of the school on tJre scheduled date. The

Office of the. Committee vide notice dated 26-O9.20L2 provided'

anotlrer chance'to the school to produce its financials on 15.LO.2OL2.

, On the schedule date, Shri Jai Pal Singh, Manager of tle school

appeared before the Office of the Committee and produced the records

of tlle school. It was then that the reply to the questionnaire was also

Iiled. According to the reply, the school had implemented the
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recommendations of the 6tit Pay Commission w.e.f. 2006-07 and had

also increased the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 from 2006-07.

The records produced were examined in the first instance by

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

were that: -

(i) the rates of fee for the year 2008-09 to 2010-11 had been found

different from the fee structure of the school,

(ii) the school did not mirintain salary payment register, cash book,

ledger and fee rrSgister,

(iii) the claim of the school to have 'implemented the

recommendations of the 6tr, Pay Commission could not be

verified becarise of non-submission of fee and salary records.

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

notice of hearing dated 29.O7.2OL3 was served upon the school with

the directions to appear before the Committee on 14.08.2013. No one

appeared on behalf of the school on. 14.08.2QL3. The school was

provid.ed another opportunity vide notice dated 26.O8.2OL3 to appear

before the Committee for hearing on 12.09.2013. On the appointed

date, again no one appeared but Shri J.P. Sangwan, Manager of the

' School informed tl.e Office of the Committee on phone thlt he was not

able to attend the he#ing on 12.09.2OL3. The Manager of the school

was advised to appiat on 13.09.2013 before the Committee for

hearing.

o
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on 13.09 .2ols,again no one appeared ror rrearing. 
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In view of the absence of the school on 13.09.2013 despite

service of notice and information through phone, tJ:e Committee

considered it appropriate to record its findings on the .basis of the

. observations of the Audit Officer and the records made available with

the Committee in due course.

Findinss: -

As per the available record, thd schoot had hiked the fee in the

following manner: - .

Class T\rition
Fee in
2oob-oe

T\rition Fee
in 2009-1O

Increase in
T\rition fee
2009-10

T\rition
fee in
2010-11

Increase of
tuition fee
in 2010-11

I 275 325 50 425 100
il 300 350 50 450 100
ilI 325 375 50 475 100
IV 350 400 50 500 100
V 375 425 50 s25 100
VI 400 450 50 s50 100
VU 425 475 50 600 L25
VIII 450 500 50' 650 150
x. 525 600 75 800 200
X 650 750 100 1000 250

It is evident from the above that the school had hiked the fee in '

2009-10 though, beyond, the tolerance limit of t0% yet the hike had

not been much in absolute terms, but during the year 2010-11 the

school had hiked the fee in terms of order of the Director of Education

dated tL.O2.2oo9. The claim of the schooled that it had implemented

the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission cannot bei believed as

the school has not produced the original records of the school. The
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school evaded to appear before the Committee with the original

recOrd.s. Therefore, it'can be assumed that to hide the true state of

affairs.of tl e school, it did not appear before us and did not produce

the original records.

In the circumstances, it is difficult to rely upon the record.

produced by the school. Therefore, the Committee is of the view

that the Director of Education should order a special inspection

of the School, under Section 24121of Delhi School Education Act

L973, to ascertain the true state of affairs.

Since on the own showing of the school that there was a fee

hike. in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

tt.O2.2OO9 during the year }OLO-Ll, the school ought to refund.

the fee in excess of LO/o. 'Ftrrther, the fee hiked in 2O1O-11 is

also part of the fee for the subsequent yeafs, there would be a

ripple effect in the subsequent years and the fee of the

subsequent years to the extent, it is relatable to the fee hiked in

2O1O-11 ought also to be refunded along with interest @9Yo per

annum.

Recommended accordingly.

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: 28-LO-2OL3

J.S. Kochar
Member

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member
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1. With a view to elicit the relevant information from.the schools

with regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school

had implemented the recommendations of the Sixth pay

Commission and if so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the

purpose of implementation thereof, a questionnaire prepared

by tJ'e Committee was issued to the Managers of all schools on

27.O2.2OL2 with the request that the information be furnished

to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure 30 at page 4TO

the questionnaire within the

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

rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were

received by the Committee on being requisitioned. from the

concerned Deputy Director of Education along with a copy.of

the fee schedule.

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

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

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated LI-O2-

2oo9 as well as implemented the recommendations of the sixth

pay commission. In this view of .the matter the school was

placed in category'B'.

of th; First Interim Report).

The school did'not respond to2.
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with a view to veri$r the returns, the office of the committee

vide its notice dated 13.06.20.13 required the school to appear

on 27.O6.2OL3 and to produce entire accounting, fee and

sala4r records for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish

reply to the aforesaid questionnaire. On dl.OO.ZOL3, Mr. M.C.

Sharma, Principal of the School and Shri S.P. Singh, Member

of the SocietSr, running the school, attended the office of t]le

Committee. They produced the Fee Receipt Books and Salary

Registers for 2OO8-09 to 2010-1L but fail€d to produce Fee

Registers as according to t\em, the school was not maintaining

the same. They also failed to produce Cash Books and Ledgers

for any of the year. Day Books evidencing fee collected by the

school was also not produc'ed. for the years 2OO8-O9 rrra ZOOS-

1O on the ground'that the same were not being maintained.

However, Day Book for the year 2010-l_ 1 was produced.

Incomplete records produced by the school through the

Principal and Member of the society were examined by one of

the Audit Officers of the Committee. He observed to tlee effect

th?t

i. Fee receipt books for 2008-09 to 2010-lL were checked

with the fee structures available on record and they were

found to be correct.

ii. The school did not collect arrears of tuition fee from the

h,)

5.o

o

. students.
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iii. . Salary of the staff has not been fixed as per the

Government Orders.

iv. No annual increments were granted to the staff.

. v. The. salary is being paid in cash, although the school

, operates a bank accpunt.

vi. No bank statements and bank reconciliation statements

have been produced

vii. The school has never deducted Income tax and provident

Fund from the salaries of the employees.

On 27.O6.2OL3 itself, the Audit Officer required the

. representatives of the school to produce tlle remaining record

on 05.07.201,3. On the next date no one appeared on behalf of

the school before the office of the Committee. The remaining

record was also not pro.duced by the school.

6. By notice dated. 2O.Og.2OI3 the school was requested to appear

before the committee on 27.o9.2ol3 along with entire

accounting fee and salary records for the jrears 2OOg-09 to

2010-11 for the examination of 'the same by the Committee.

Pursuant to the.notice, Mr. Mool chand sharma, vice principal

. 
and J.P. 'Singh, Accountant 

.of 
the School .appeared on tlr.e

aforesaid date. They filed reply to the revised questionnaire and

also' add.ressed arguments. The reply to the questionnaire

reads as under:
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S.No. Query Reply

1. Whether the school has implemented fte
rbcommendations of the 6tt, Pay Commission.

Yes

2. If the answer to question no.1 is in the
affirmative, please provide the following
information:-

1. With effect from which date is the
increased salary to staff being paid?
Furnish the details of salary payment to
stafl pre and post implementation, of the
6h Pay Commission.

Furnish the
of salary

details of pa5rment of arrears
staff consequent to
of the 6th Pay

11.

111.

implementation
Commission.

o1 03. 2010

February
2010
Rs.2,46,752/-
March
Rs4,24,54L I -
(copy of the
salary sheet
is enclosed)

Nil

3. Whether the school has increased the fee of
the students consequent to implementation
of the 6tt' Pay Commission in terms of the
'Order No. F.DE./ 1s(56)/AcT/2ooe /778
Dated LL.2.2OO9 of the Director of Education.

NA

4. If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative,
please provide the following information
(separate sheets may be used):
i. The date for which the fee increased?
ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from

tl.e 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.

oL.o4.20IO

NA

NIL

5. Whether the school is charging developrnent
fee ?

NA

6. If answer to question no. 5 is in affirmative,
kindly provide the following
information/details:

A,t

o
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7. It is manifest from the aforesaid reply that the school has

claimed to have implemented, the recommendations of the 
.6fr 

Pay

commission w.e.f., 01.03.2010. It is also claimed in the reply that the

school had not increased the tuition fee in terms of ttre order of

Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9. However, it is admitted in

the reply that fee was increased w.e.f., 01.04.2010. It is also

admitted in the reply that arrears of the sta.ff, consequent to the

implementation of the 6u, Pay commission were not paid. It is

claimed in the reply that the schciol has.not charged Development

Fee from 2006-07 to 2O1O-11.

RE. FEE HIKE 
\

8. , We have examined the available record, the observation of the

Audit Officer and the submissions advanced on behalf of the school.

o
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. INA
i. Year wise collection of development fee
from 2006-07 to 2010-11

ii. Year wise utilisation of devblopment fee I NA
from 2006-07 to 2010-11. Please provide the
amount of . expenditure incurred under
specific'heads, out of development fee.'

NA
iii. How development fee is treated in the
accounts, i.e, whether it is treated as a
revenue receipt or as a capital receipt.

NA
iv. whether separate depreciation reserve
fund !s maintained for depreciation on assets
acquired out of development fee.

v. whether depreciation reserve fund and un- | NA
utilised development fund are kept in
earmarked bank account, or FDRs or
investment. If yes,, please provide details
thereof.
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we are not satisfied with the record of the school and no credence

can be placed on it. It is doubtful that the schcjol implemented the

recommendations of the our Pay commission as claimed in reply to

. the questionnaire. According to the reply the recommendations of

the 6th Pay commission were implemented w.e.f. 01.03.2010. From

tlre pay bill for the month of April, 2ol}, post implementation of the

recommendation of the 6th pay commission,' no TDS was being

.ded.ucted by the school. In case, it would have implemented the

recommendations of the ou: Pay commission, it was bound to deduct

the TDS from the salary of the teachers, whose salary was above the

taxable limit. It also needs to be pointed out that tl..e salar5r was

being paid by the school in cash to the staff. It is easy to manipulate

the record if the salary is being paid in cash. In any event, even iiwe.

go by the claim of the school tJ:at ttrey have implemented the

regommendations of the 6th Pay commission, it would only be a

partial implementation as no arrears of salary, consequent to t.l.e

implementation of ttre our Pay Commission have been paid to the

staff. Partial implementation cannot be considered to be

implemepting the recommendations of the 6th pay Commission. It

appears that the claim of the school that it had implemented the

recommendations of the 6th Pay commission is a ruse for enhancing

tlre fee. drastically, particularly in the year 2OLO-LL. During

arguments, the representatives of the school. candidly admitted

before us that the recommendations of the 6u' pay commission have

been implemented only on paper as the school was not in a position

o
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to implement the same due to pauc*y of ;"JO: X: the

recommendations of the 6s pay commission were not impleme.nted

according to the aforesaid representatives of the school, we drew their

attention to t]le record which reflects that the fee hike effected by the

school in t.Le year 2010-11 was much above the fee that could be

charged as per the order of the Director of Education dated

rr.2.2oo9. Reacting to the euery, the representatives of the school

stated that the fee was lctually not raised but has been shown.to

have been raised on papers. It is difficult to digest the plda of the

representatives that tl:e fee was not iaised. The following table which

has been culled out from recbrd bears testimonv to it.

2008-09 2009-IO 2010-1 1

Class Tuition
fee

Tuition
fee

o/o?,$e Tuition
fee

o/oilge

Nur. 275 300 9.37Vo 600 lOOo/o

1 320 350 9.37% 700 rc0%

2 330 360 9.O9o/o '700 94.44o/o

3 340 375 LO.29o/o 700 86.66%

4 350 385 LO% 800 107.8%

5 370 4LO LO.8L% 800 95.L2o/o

6 380 420 LO.52% 800 9O.47o/o

7 390 450 15.38% 900 IOOo/o

8 400 500 21Yo 900 80%
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9. Though, we.are not placing reliance on the record produced by

.theschool,itwillbetravestyofjusticeifweignorethedrastic

increase,infeeontheownshowingoftheschool.

1O. Accordingly, we ar! of the view that the fee in excess of

tolerancelimitofLoo/ooughttoberefundedbytheschool
'alongwiththeinterest@LOt"/oPe'rannumfromthedateof

collectionoftheincreasedfeetotheactualdateofrefund.

Therewouldberippleeffectinthefeefortheyear2otL-12

and'2oL2-l3alsoastherewould'befurtherhikesinthese

years.Theschoolshouldalsorefundtheadditionalfeefor

these years rvith interest @9% per annum'

1. Recommended accordinglY'

2. Since, we af,e not satisfied with the records of thi school'

weareoftheviewthattheDirectorofEducationshould

ord'eraspecialinspectionoftheschoolunderSection2412|

oftheDelhi-EducationAc!,LgTgtoascertainthetiue

state of affairs of the school'

I*,-=n /-\-,' '
Justic6'Anil D"ev Singh (Retd')
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The sbhool did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committe e on 27 /02/2OI2. However, the retuins of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, L973 were received

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

Education. On prima facie examination of ttre returns, it appeared

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

Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9, nor had implemented the

recommendations of the 6tt' Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category'C'.

In order to veri$r the returns of the school, vide letter dated

OS.OZ.ZOL2, itwas directed to produce its fee and salary records and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on LL.O7.2QL2' The Office of

the Committee received a telephonic request for giving another date.

However, the school filed reply to the questionnaire. The school was

directed to produce its records on 01.08.202. ' However, no one

appeared on this date. A fresh communication dated 30.08.2012 was

issued 'to the school to produce its books of accounts with fee and

salary records on 13.09.2012.
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On the scheduled date Sh. Girish Mittal, Chairman and Sh-

Naveen, Vice Chairman.of the school appeared before the Offrce of the

Committee and produced the records of the school. As per reply to the

questionnaire, the school claimed to have' implemented the

recommendations of the 6u" Pay Commission w.e.f January 2006. The

school claimed to have paid arrears to the staff w.e.f. 01.01.2006,to

31.03.2008 without increasing the fee or even collecting ttre arrears

fee. It claimed to have made alTears payment and increased salary

out of reserye funds available with the school.

The records, produced were examined in the first instance by

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

were that. the school had not hiked the fee during 2009-10 and

iOtO-il. The school had not collected arrear of tuition fee from the

stud.ents. The school had implemented the report of 6th. Pay

Commission and had paid arrears of sa1ary w.e.f. 01.01.2006 t9

31.03.2008. The school had claimed that all dues had been paid, out

of reserve and securities available with the school. However, the

school did not produce its cash book and ledger for any of the years.

The school was directed to produce its record on 2t.O9.2Ot2. A

neither anybody appeared nor was any record caused to be produced'

However, a letter dated 24.O9.2OL2 .was received from the school

saying that their'Chartered Accountant who was maintaining the

books of accounts was busy till 30.09.2OI2 and only after that date

would be able to provide the records. A fresh communication dated
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25.09.2012 was issued to the school, providing it a final opportunity

to produce its records on LO.LO.2OL2. However, again nobody

appeared on the scheduled date. The school was telephonically

advised to produce the required records on 11. Lo.2oL2. on this date,.

the school produced only monthly summaries of its ledger accounts,

copies of which were retained on record. Certain other details

regarding payment of arrears salary and increased salary after

implementation of the 6m Pay commission were also filed. It was

reiterated by the school that it naa not increased any fee for

implementing the 6ttt Pay Commission and the additional liabilities

had been met out of the existing reserves.

t

. The Audit Offrcer placed the matter before tl:e Committee. The

committee felt that the school was trying to evade verification as it

was observed that during the year 2OO9-10, when the school claimed

to have implemented the 6ft Pay Commission report, it had shown

huge receipt of Rs.62,32,500/- as securities. The issue of .

development fee also needed to be examined.

The records and statement produced by the school were

examined by Shri A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He

observed that the school had not collected any affear fee but had paid

arrears of salary from 01.01.2006 to 31.03.2008 . amounting to

R".1,0+,5g,44O/- in the instalments during the financial years 2008-

09 and 2009-10. Fuither, the school had collected development fee of

o
t

t
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Rs.22,00,000/- in 2010-11 but no depreciation reserve fund had been

maintained. With regard. to the securit5r of Rs.62,32r5OO/-, it was

mentioned that the school had glven a letter stating that the securities

were received irom staff and. various vendors.

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

notice of hearing dated 23.O7.2OL3 was issued to ttre school with the

directions to appear before the Committeb on 24.08.2QL3.

On 24.O8.2OLi., no one appeared before the Committee

hearing. The notice of hearing had been delivered to the school

24.07.20L3, as confirmed from India Post Tracking System.

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.

The Committee has examined the returns of t]le school

submitted. under Rule L8O of DSER, !g73, reply to tle qirestionnaire

submitted by it, the observations of the Audit Officer and copies of

documents brought on record during the course of verification. The

Committee is of the view that the claim of the school of having

implemented the commendations of the 6u' Pay Commission is totally

sham, for the following reasons: -
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rhe school ctaims to have paid arrears of ;" 3.10.n"*ission

for the period from 01-01-2006 to 31-03-2003 as follows: -

2OO7-O8 Rs.10,37,500-00

2008-09 Rs.45,67,250-00

2009-10 Rs.48,54,690-00

Rs. 1,04,59,440-OO

It is noteworthy that the 6th Pay Commission report was

submitted to the Government on 24.O3.2OOa and the

recommendations were accepte{ by the Govt. of India vide Gazette

Notification dated 29.O8.2OO8. The Directorate of Education issued

order for implementation of 6tt' Pay Commission report on 11.02.2009

w.e.f. 01.09.2008 and payment of back arrears in two installments by

30.04.2009 and 31.102009. However, the school claims to have

partially paid the €urears on 31.03.2008. This is bizane to say the

least.

(2lr. The school had always been reluctant to appear for verification

of records and whenever, it appeared, it made request for

postponement of verification. The school did not even appear before

the Committee when notice of hearing was given to it.

(3). The school claims to have implemented the 6tt'Pay Commission

recommendations and even paid the arrears out of its existing

resources, without increasing or collecting any arrears fee. However,

examination of its audited ba,lance sheet as on 31.03.2008 shows that
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the school had negative cash and bank balance (overdraft) to the.tune

of Rs.21,32,357/- and did not have any en-cashable FDRs or other

current assets. As on 31-03-2009 also, its net current assets were

negative to the tune of Rs.L2,L4,360/-.

(4). The school did not produce its books of accounts for 2008-09

and 2009-L0, despite availing of a number of opportunities.

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

this is a fit case for a sp6cial inspection under section 2apl ot

Delhi School Education Act -L973, to be carried out by the

Directorate of Education.

Development Fund: -

The Committee has perused the fee schedule of the school for

tJre years 2OO7-O8,2008-09, 2OO9-10 and 2010-11. In the schedule

of 2OO7-O8, no development fee is reflected. However, development fee

was introduced in 2OO8-09 and continued in 2009-10 and 2010-11.

The following comparative chart indicates the development fee charged

by the school in these three years:

2008-09 (Rs.) 2oo9-10 (Rs.) 20L0-11 (Rs.)

29O l- p.m.

325/.- p.m.

325 /- p.m.

c
,lI .t
At

e
I to VII 29O /- p.m.

VIII to X 325l- p..m.

)(I - XII 325 /- p.rn.
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Further, perusal of the Balance Sheets for these years shows

that development fee is neither capitalized nor any funds are set apart

equivalent to depreciation charged on assets acquired out of

development fee. There none of the pre-conditions laid down by the

Duggal Committee which was affirmed by the Hon'lcle Supreme Court

of India in the case of Modern School & Ors. Vs. Union of India was

fulfilled.

The Committee is of the view that the development fund charged

by the school was not juStified and ought to be refunded along with

interest '@ 9o/o per annum. The mandate of the Committee is "to

examine the fee in pursuance'of order dated Lt.O2.2OO9 issued by the

DOE. Therefore, the Committee recommends refund of

development fund charged in 2OO9-1O and 2O1O-11.

The figures of the development fee are not discernible from the

audited financials of ttre school. Although, the Audit Officer has

observed that the school charged development fee amounting to Rs.22

lacs in 2O1O-1t, 
t" 

same is not reliable for two reasons.

(a) First, the development fee calculated on the basis of

student strength, work out to much more than Rs.22 lacs.

' , (b) Secondly, in the monthly ledger summary on record, the.

entire fee of Rs.22 lacs is shown to have been collected in the month

of December, 2010, when the school collects the same at quarterly
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interval, as.is apparent for the copies of fee ,"""ipO on record. As the

Committee has recommended the special inspection, the amount of

actual development fee may be ascertained iluring the course of

inspection. The school bught to refund the development charged in

2009-10, 2010-11 along with interest@9o/o per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justige Anil Deir Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

bated: 28.IO.2OIg
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New Rural Delhi Public School. K.arala. Delhi -.1,1O O81

\

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27.O2.2OL2. However, the returns of the school und'er

Rule L8O of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received

from the Office of the Deputy Director of Education, District North

West-B of the Directorate of Education. On preliminary examination

of the records, it appeared that the school had neither hiked the fee in

terms of the order. of the Director of Education dated LI.O2.2OO9'nor

had implemented the recommendations of the 6tt' Pay Commission.

Accordingly, it was placed in Category'C'.

In ord.er to veri$r the returns of tJ:e school, it was. directed vide

notice dated t9.07.2OL2, to produce its fee and salary records and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on O6.O8.2OL2.

On the scheduled date, Shri Prashant Kumar Mathur, Manager

of t]:e school appeared before the Committee. Reply to questionnaire

was'also filed. According to the reply, the school claimed that it had

implemented"the recommendations of the 6ttr Pay Commission w'e'f'

01-03-2010, but did not hike the fee in terms of order of the Director

of Education dated 11.02.2009.
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The records produced by the school were examined in the first

'l

instance by shri A.D. Bhateja, Audit offrcer of the committee. He

observed as follows: -

(i) tlre school had not hiked the tuition fee in 2oo9-to but, in the

year 2Q10-11 the fee was hiked by Rs.30O/- per month for

classes I to v and by Rs.350/- per month for classes vI to vIII

i.e. in the range of about 78o/o to !OOo/o,

the school also started charging examination and stationary

charges to the hrne of Rs.600/- per annum from 2O1O-11,

the school claimed to have implemented the report of the 6ti, pay

Commission w.e.f. April, 2OIO, but complete benefiis of the

recommendations of the 6ft Pay commission were not granted

to the teachers, and

the teachers are being paid only basic pay, grad.e pay and HRA

on the basis of t]:e recommendations of the 6th Pav Commission.

L

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

notice dated 27.O5.2OL3, the ".t oo1 was directed to apfiear before the

committee on 26.o6.2oL3, along with its fee and accbunting records.
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On the appointed date of hearing, Shri Prashant Kumar Mathur,

Manager, along with shri Kush Rastogi, part-time accountant of t]:e

school appeared before the Committee. They were heard. The records

of the school were also "*".-in"d.

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

submitted reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee and a

.letter stating that the school is not charging development fee.

He stated that the report of tl:e 6ft Pay commission had been

implemented w.e.f. 2008-09, even before the issuance of the order of

'its implementation. Earlier, in reply to the questionnaire, it was

stated by the school that the 6th Pay commission had been

implemented w.e.f. March, 2OlO. On examination of salaqr sheet for

March, 2OLO, it is found that DA was not being paid to the staff. The

salary to the staff was being paid in cash without deducting TDS. The

Committee has examined the fee'receipts. They showed that the same

was being charged from the students on a single day, although fee

was different for different classes.

The school had charged fee as follows: -

T'RUP EOPY

v
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;

Classes T\rition Fee
Charged in

2009-LO

T\rition Fee
Charged in

2010-11

Increase in
T\rition Fee

2010-11
ItoV 300 600 300

VI to VIII 450 800 350
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from the parents'The school had also shown receipt of aid

society, which is as follows: -

Year

2006-o7
2007-o8
2008-09
2009-10
2010-1 1

Aid Received

Rs.8,OO,OOO.OO
Rs.1,36,500.00
Rs.2,26,500.00
Rs.2,70,000.00
Rs.4,5O,OOO.OO

It was contended by the representatives of the school that

donation from the society were received in cash and the societ5r also

received donation from its members in cash, despite the fact that the

schobl has a bank account in the State Bank of Patiala. Not even a
'n-

rr-.4'
{ 5 " single transaction of deposit into or wit}rdrawal from the above has

' 
been shown to have been made. Neither ihe school nor the society

files income tax ieturhs. The school did not, even have a PAN or TAN.

Conclusions: -

The fee hike effected by school for all classes .durlng

2O1O-11 was more than the fee hike permissible under order of

the Director of Education dated LL-O2-2OO9, issued 
.for schools

for implementing the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission. The claim of the school to have implemented the

6th Pay Commission is diflicult to believe in view of the fact that

salary.was paid to the staff in spite of the school having a bank

TRUE COTTT
.,'/\v

Secrelary

/ JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee,



4$8

,. 0004 3 B

account with 'state Bank of patiara in cash and no TDS was

deducted: rn the circumstances, the committee is of the view
that the hike in fee in 2o1o-11, whieh was. made rn excess of the
tolerance limit of Loo/o, was unjustifred and ought to be refunded.

The committee therefore recommends that the hike ih the.fee
effected by the schoor tn'2o1o-11 in excess,of 10% ought to be

. refunded along with interest @g%per annum.

Further, the fee hiked in 2O10-11 is also part of the fee for
the subsequent years, there wourd be a ripple effect in the

sub'sequent years and the fee of the subsequent years to the
extent,. it is relatable to the fee hiked in. 2o1o-11 ought arso to be

refunded along with interest @9o/o per annum.

' That apart, the Director of Education shourd order a speciar

inspection of the school, under" section 2412, of Deriri school

Education Acf tgzg, to ascertain the true state of affairs

particulrrv with regard to the fee hike in 2o1o-11 as the
' financials of the schoor d.o not inspire confidence.

Recommended accordingly.

O{frW
DR. R.Ifrsliarma
Member

fatea:- 
23.10.2013
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PuI Peh-ladpur. New Delhi - 1,10 O44

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 lO2l2OL2. However, the returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, t973 *ere received

from the Office of Deput5r Director, District South of the Directorate of

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

the schbol had neither hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director

of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 and nor had implemented the

recommendations of the 6u Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category'C'.

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

18.o9.2O12, it was directed. to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on OL.IO.2OI2.

On the schedule date, Shri Parveen Sopheia, Accountant, of the

school appeared before the Office of the Committee. It was then that

)rding to the reply, thereply to the questionnaire was. also filed. Accr

school had implemented the recommendations of the 6fl" Pay Commission
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w.e.f. April, 20 10 and had not increased the fee in terms of the ord.er of

the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9.

The school did not produce complete record, therefore was directed

to attend the office on L l .IO.2O12 with complete record.

On.11.10.2012, Shri Parveen Sopheia, Accountant, of the school

produced the records of the school. The record.s, prod.uced in the first

instance were examined by Shri A.K. Bhalla, Audit Officer of the

Cot'nmittee. His observations were that: -

Ah-

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

of the 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. 01.04.2010,

the school had not hiked the fee ZOOg-iO,

fee hike in 20 10- 1 t had been by 9.30% to 9.9I%o,

the school did not produce original record of fee receipts books and

fee collection register for 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 for

verification,

the school had charged development fee from the students and

had not maintained depreciation reserve fund, and

the sihool had utilized. development fee for the purchase of motor

vehicles.
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In order to provide an opportunit5r of hearing to the school; notice

of hearing dated 25.07.2013 was served to the school with the direction

to appear before the Committee on 2g.O8.2OLg.

On 29.08.2013, no one appeared before the Committee. The notice

of hearing had been delivered to the school on 27.O7.2OI3,as confirmed

from India Post Tracking System.

In view of 'the absence of the school despite service of notice on it,

the Committee considers it appropriate to record its findings.

On examination of the record that had to be verified from the

original'record, which the school hg.s failed to produce before us and the

observations of the Audit -Officer, it was noticed that ifie school had

maintained similar fee structure in 2009-10 to that of 2008-09 and the

hike had been within the tolerance limit of LO%oin2O1O-11. The school

has claimed to have implemented the recommendations of the 6tt pay'

Commission. The school had also charged development fee from the

students on monthly basis and had utilized it for the purchase of motor

vehicles
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... Since the original record has not b.e9n produced before us and

has been withheld from our scrutiny, we cannot place reliance on

the record filed in the Committee as it is worthy credence.

Therefore, the Director of Education should order a special

inspection of the School, under Sectlon 24121 of Delhi School

Education Act L973, to ascertain the true state of affairs.

Regaiding the development fee

The school has charged Development Fee from the students in the

following manner:-

Year Development Fee chereed per student per month.

2008-09 Rs.SO/- to 90 l-
2009-10 Rs.50 l- to 90/-

201O-11 Rs.55/- to 100/-

As abqve, the school has. charged the development fee, without

complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed by the Duggal

Committee for charging the same, which were affirmed by the

Hon'ble.Supreme Court in the case of Modern Scho6l Vs. Union of

India & Ors. The development fee charged by the school during

2OO9-1O and 2O1O-11, in pursuance of the order of the Director of
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Education dated LL.O2.2OO2, was not in accordance with law and

ought.to be refunded along with interest @9Vo per annum.

Recommended accordinglY.

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated-28.10.2013
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J.S. Kochar
Member

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member
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The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

committe e on 27.O2.2OI2. However, the returns of the school under rule

180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 wefe received from the

Office of the Deputy Director of Education, District East. On preliminary

examination of the records, it appeared that the school had not hiked the

fee and had also not implemented. the recommendations of the 6fr Pay

Commission. Accordingly, it was placgd in Category 'C''

In order to veri$r the returns of the schqol, it was directed; vide

qotice dated 16.10.2012, to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on 26.10.2012. No one on behalf of

the school attended the office of the committee on 26.L0.2012. The

school vide notice dated L2.LL.2O|2 was again directed to produce its

record on.26.II.2OL2 for verification. The school evaded verification of

record again on 26.L1.2012. The school was provided last opportunity to

produce its records on 06. 12.2012.

on 06. 12.2012 Sh. Vikas Gupta, Manager, of the school, appeared

on the scheduled. date. Reply to ttre aforesaid questionnaire was also

filed. 'Rcioiding to that the. school had neither implemented the

o

o

o
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recommendations of the 6tr Pay Commission, nor had hiked the fee in

terms of order of the Director of Education dated IL.O2.2OO9.

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 school had hiked the tuition fee within the range of 09.690/o

. to 15.95% in 2OO9-10 and by 01 .87Vo to 09.660/o in 2O1O-11.,

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

6tt'Pay Commission,

(iii) the school did not maintain salary payment register, ..

(iv) salary to the staff had been paid through vouchers in cash,

(v) 
. 
the school produced unsigned photocopies of salary "t"t"*'"nt",
not even signed by the staff in token of receipt of salary.

(vi) salary payment.record of the school was un-reliable.

. ("ii) the school had charged development fee flom the students @

Rs.6O0/- per student w.e.f. 2008-09 to 2010-11.

(viii) the school had not maintained separate development fund and.

depreciation reserve fund.

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

notice dated 2310912013, the school was directed to.appear before the

Committee on 23.10.2013, along with its fee and'accounting records.
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Qn 23.10.2013, no one appeared on behalf of the school. It was

confirmed from the India Post Track System that the notice of hearing

had been delivered to the school on 25.09.2OI3. Thus, it is clear that the

school willfully absented itself. The Committee therefore decided to

record in due couise its findings on the basis of records availabt. *itf,

the Committee.

' On examination of the financials returns of

observations of the Audit Officer of the Committee,

the school had hiked the fee in the following manner:

the school and the

it was noticed that

a,
tt"

Class T\-rition fee in
2008-o9

T\rition fee in
2009-to

Increase in tuition
fee in 2009-10

I 370 4ro 40
il 370 430 60
ilI 380 450 70
IV 390 450 60
V 400 450 50
VI 450 500 50
VII 480 5s0 70
VIII 480 550 70

In view of above, the school had not hiked the fee in terms of order

of the Director of Education dated IL.O2.2OO9 and the same was

increased marginally in excess of the tolerance limit of 10%. The school

had not implemented the recommendations of the 6tr' Pay Commission.

Further, the school did not produce original salary record, neither

before the Audit Office nor before the committee. The school, rather
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evaded hearing before the committ.. to hide. true state of affairs of the

school.

In the circumstancesr.the Committee is of the view that the

financials of the schooi do not inspire confidence. Therefore, the

Director'of Education should order a special inspection of the

School, under Section 24121 of Delhi School Education Act 1973, to

ascertain the true state of affairs.

Re,garding Development Fee: -

The school has aduiitted to have charged development fee @

Rs.6OO/-. per student during the relevant period 2OO9-10 to 2O1O-11

and had .not maintained separate development fund and

depreciation rebenre fund.

Therefore, the Committee is of the view that the school was

not complying with any of the pre-conditions prescribed'by the

Duggal Committee for charging the same, which were affirmed by

the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Modern School Vs. Union

of India & Ors. Therefore, the school oirght to refund the

development fee along with interest @9Yo per annum.

Recommended accordingly.

Sd/-' sd l- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh(Retd.) J.S. Kochar

MemberChairperson

Dated: 28-LO-20I3
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The school did not reply to. the Questionnaire issued by the

committeg on 27 lo2l2}l2.. 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 East of the Directorate of

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

the school had not hiked the fee, in terms of the order dated tt.O2.2OO9

of the Director of Education and had also not implemented the

recommendations of the 6m Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category 'C'.

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

notice dated 27.L0.2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 05.11 '2012'

.on 05. tl.2ol2, Sh-R.P.Sharma, President of the society attended

the Office of the Committee. Reply to the aforesaid questionnaire was

also submitted. According to the reply, the school, had,implemented the

recommendations of 6th Pay Commission, w.e.f. June 2OL2 and hiked the

fee in terms of the order dated It.02.2009, of the Director of Education

w.e.f. April 2OO9.'
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The records, produced b.V the school were examined in the first

instance by Sh. A.D.Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He

observed that the school had not produced fee receipt'books; therefore

fee record could not be verified. The school was directed to submit

complete fee records on 20.ll.2Ol2.

On 20.I1.2012, Sh.R.P.Sharma, President of the society submitted

the requisite records, which were examined by the said. Audit Officer. The

school on 2O.LL.2OLL again submitted reply to the questionnaire.

According to the reply, the school, had implemented the

recommendations of 6th Pay commission," w.e.f. June zo-LL and hiked

the fee in terms of the ord.er of the Director of Education dated

Lt.o2.2OOg, w.e.f. April zoLo, whereas in its earlier reply dated

05.11.2012, the school, had stated that it had implemented the

recommendations of 6th Pay Commission, w.e.f. June 2OL2 and hiked

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

tl.O2.20o9,w.e.f. April 2OO9.

The Audit Officer had observed further, that the school had

implemented the recommendations of 6th Pay Commission, w'e'f' June

2OLt The salary.to the staff had been paid in cash. The school had not

hiked thefee during 2OOg-10, but the same had been hiked fee w.e.f.

April, 2010- 1 1 by 9.89o/o to 28.65Vo.
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In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vide

notice dated 25.07.2013, it was directed to appear before the Committee

on 29.O8.2OI}, along with its fee and accciunting records.

on 29.08 .2}tg, sh.R.P.Sharrna, President of the society appeared'

before the Committee for hearing. He filed reply to the questipnnaire

regarding development fee. According to the reply, the school had not

charged development fee from the students. The representative of the

school also contended that the school had, implemented the report of 6n"

Pay Commission,w.e.f November,2o:..2 and hiked the fee between 29oh to

50% w.e.f. April 2010. It was also stated that the school did not deduct

TDS in-spite of the implementation of the recommendations of 6tr'Pay

Commission.

' The Committee examined the record, observation of the audit

officer and submission of the school representative. As per the record,

the sbhool had hiked the fee during 2OO9-10 and 2O1O'11 in the

following manner:-

TtsUO COFry
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SecretbrY
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Tuition
Fee in
2010-11

Increase in
T\rition fee
2010-11

Tuition
Fee in
2009-10

Increase in
T\-rition fee
'2009-10

Tuition
Fee in
2008-09

VI to MII
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It is evident from the abov" ,e"ord that the school has hiked the

fee for class Pre-School/Pre-Primary and classes I to V, w.e.f. April 2OIO

in excess of the permissible limit.set by the order of the Director of

Educatiop dated tl.O2.2oo9,and has claimed to have implemented the

recommendations of 6th Pay Commission w.e.f. Novembqr, 2OI2.

In the circumstances, therefore, the increase of fee in excess

of the tolerance limit of 1O%, for class Pre-school/Pre-Primary and

classes I to V , w.e.f. April, ilOLO to Octbt et, 2OL2' was not justified

andought to be refunded along with interest @9Yo per annum.

Since the school has submitted two contradictory replies to

the questionnaire of the Committee regarding the implementation

of the recommendations of the 6ttPay Commission, the Director..of

.Education should order a special iuspection of tle School, under

Section 24121 of Delhi School Education Act L973, to ascertain the

true state of affairs.

Recommended accordingly.

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Member

Dated:- 23.LO.2OL3
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