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The school submitted a representation dated 02/02/2012 in the

office of the Committee vide which it stated. that the fee hike allowed to

the school (vide order dated LI l02l2009 .of the Director of Education)

was inadequate for full implementation of W Pay Comrriission Report.

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

\6?

stated that'the shortfall in resources of full implementation of VI pay

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

Rs. 710 per month for the yeiar 2010_11.

Vide letter dated 2T/or/2oL2, the school had given to the Dy.

Director of Education, Distt. west-B, various working sheets along

with its financials for five years. It was .stated that the. schooi had

increased. the tuition fee of the students by Rs. s00 per month and

development fee by Rs. 40 per month for all the classes. A sum of Rs..

3000 per student was recovered as arrear fee. The recovery of arrear

fee was spread over the years 200g-09 and 2009-10. 
. 

Accordingly,

the school was placed in Category 8,.

preliminary examination of the financials of the schoor was

carried out by the chartered Accountants d.etailed with this

committee. on exainination of the documents submitted bv the

school alongwith its represtantation dated. 2|/oL/2or2, it bbcame

apparent
.TRUE

that the school had hiked the fee w.e.f.
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Therefore, the audited'balance sheet of the school as on gI/O3]2OO8

was taken as the basis for balculation of the fund.s available with the

. 
school .for the purpose of implementation of the VI Pay Commission

Report. As per the preliminary calculations mad.e by the CAs detailed

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

, 31/03/2OO8 were in'the negative zone to the tune of Rs.L2,4Zr26g.

For this reason, the Committee revised the preliminary calculations

made by the cAs, taking the view that prima facie, the school did not

have any funds available with it at the threshold, for implementation

of VI Pay Commission Report. The school was issued a notice dated

2ol02l2ot3 for providing it an opportunity of hearing by the

Committee on Lg/O3f 2013 to enable the school to justify its claim for

hike in fee over and above what'had been permitted by the order of

the Director of Education dated LL|O2|2OO9. The hearing was

adjourned and a fresh'notice of hearing was issued on 25/o4l2olg

for hearing on 22/osl2oL3. The hearing was again adjourned. on

'account of certain exigencies and ultimately the hearing took place on

22107 l2or3. on this date, sh. Jugraj singh, Manager of the school

appeared with Prof. Sewa Singh, Member of the Managing Committee

and Sh. Manmohan Singh, Chartered Accountant. The school was

provided.with a copy of the preliminary calculation sheet, vide which it

was projected that as against the a.rrears of VI Pay Commission which

have been paid by the school amounting to Rs. 46, r4,L28, the school

'recovered. the arrear fee amor:nting to Rs. 4I,96,00O at the rate of Rs.

34o per month.'However, as,against the incremtntal salary of Rs.'
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59,15,588 for the period oL/09/2008 to 31/03 /2oog, the revenue

generated by way' of incremental fee in terms of order dated

rt/o2/2oo9, amout tdg to Rs. 89,46,0g0. The school sought some

time to'respond to the preliminary calculation sheet. Accordingly, the

matter was directed to be relisted on 2g/or /2org. on this date, the

aforesaid representatives of the school again appeared and filed.

detailed written submissions dated 29/or/2oLg, disputing certain

carculations of fee and salaries, as projected in the preliminary

calculation sheet. The representatives also made some oral
t,

submissions. Besides, the representatives of the. school sought leave

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

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

school to file such details, which the school did on o5/og /2oLg. The

gist of the written submissions .and the oral submissions is as

follows:-'

Submissions:

It was contended by the school that the preliminary calculation

sheet prepared by the CAs detailed with the Committee was erroneous

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

school filed its own calculation sheet which it claimed represented the

correct position. It was submitted.that

Negative net current assets amounting to Rs. L2,47,269 as

on 3 L /0312008, ought to have been taken into consideration

as the school needed funds to make up the initial shortfall.
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(b) while calculating the recovery of arrear fee for the period

oL /or /2006 to sL /08 /2oo8 and oL /os /2oo| ;"
\,

3L10312009, and the incrementar fee for the year 2oog-1.o,

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

included by the cAs which was erroneous as no fee was

recoverabie fto* them.

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

some of them had left the school before implementation of vI
Pay Commission Report.

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

was calculated with reference to the full amount of arrears,

when in actual fact, onry two third of the arrear were

recoverable from the students admitted in 2007_oB and only

one third was recoverable from the students who were

admitted in 2008-09.

(e) The preliminar5r calculation sheet d.oes not take into account

the arrears of salary which have still to be paid.

(f) The incremental sarary for the period or/og/2oo} to

.3L/o3/2009 has been erroneously taken in the preriminar5r.

'calculatibn sheet. Apparently the incremental amount has

. been taken for two month instead of seven months.

(g) The incrementat salary for the financial year 2oog-r0 has

also been erroneously taken.
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(h)The accmed liability of gratuity should also be taken into

consideration while calculating the requirements oi funds of

the school.

(i) The school also needs to have reasonable funds equivalent to

four months sarary as recommended by the committee in the

cases of others schools. -

0) As per the calcuration sheet submitted by the schoor, the

school was in deficit to the tune of Rs. L,4L,12,TS3 and with
the paying studeirt'strength of 12og in the year 2oog-10, the

A/
school needed.tO further sum of Rs. L.L,T\6 per student to

meet the shortfall.

Dis-cqssion:

The Committee has examined the returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of Derhi school Education Rures Lgrg, the

information provid.ed by the school of its own volition and in response.

to.the questionnaire issued by the committee, the written as werl as

oral submissions mad.e by the representatives of the school and the

documents filed by it during the' course of hearing. various

contentions raised by the school are discussed below:

Re.: ts + inJgstqrg,nts as, on

31/q3 ^nog.

assets + investments in

they provide the working

case of any entity
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only in the following situations:
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Negative net'current assets can arise

e

The school is incurring'cash losses; or

The school is diverting its working capital into fixed

assets; or

The school is diverting funds to its parent society or other

sister organizations.

If the negative current assets arise on account of cash losses in
the prior years,'the same cannot be made good by increasing the fee

in pursuance of the order dated LL / 02 /2009 issued by the Director of
Education, which permitted fee to be hiked beyond the norm aJ Loo/o

for the specific purpose of implementation of vI pay commission

Report. Hence,'such cash rosses in the prior years cannot justi$r the

demand of the school for being allowed to raise the fee even beyond

that permitted by the aforesaid order dated LL/02/2oog. However, in
this particular case, on perusal of the balance sheets of the school for

the years 2006-07 and,2oo7-08, the committee find.s that the school

did not have any cash losses.

If the net current assets have turned into negative because the

school diverted its working capital to fixed assets, the schoor wourd

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

to take capital expenditure into consideration while fixing its fee

structure. The Hon'ble supreme court in the case of Modern school

Vs' Union of India &. ors. (2004) s scc 5g3, while in
T'RUM EOPY , JUSTICE \
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L77 of the Delhi School Education Rules Lg73 has held that capital

expenditure cannot form part of the fee structure of the school. The

'corollary of this is that any capital expenditure to be incurred. by the

school has to come either from the coffers of the Society running the

school or from the revenue generated by the school from non fee

sources, e.g.- voluntar5r''donations (not linked to ad.mission of

students). However, for the purpose of purchase or upgradation of

furniture, fixtures and equipments, the schools have been permitted

to charge development .fee subject to fulfillment of certain pre

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

3r/o3/2o08, it is apparent that the gross block of fixed assets of the

school was Rs. L,41,72,2s7 which included an investment of Rs.

12,00,000 in land and Rs. Br,sr,7zg in building. As against these,

the school had a capital fund of Rs. sB,Ts,Tgr onry and that too was

offset partially by a negative balance in the leneral resi:rve to the

extent of Rs. 25,LQ,1rg. The contribution of the parent society to the

school was just Rs. 10,T6,9g0. It thus becomes apparent that the

school had been diverting its revenues generated from fee to creating

fixed assets and that was the reason fcjr.the net current assets turning

negative. Allowing the schoor to raise the fee for recouping this

investment, would amount to allowing the school to raise fee for

financing its fixed assets against the avowed purpose of

implementation of VI pay commission Report. Hence the cohtention

of.the school cannot be accepted.
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. The third reason for the net current assets turning into negative

'could be diversion of working capital fund.s to the parent society or

other sister organizatton. The school has stated that it'has never

diverted any frinds of the school for such purposes and such d.iversion

is also not discernible from the financials of the school.

The Committee is therefore of the view that the school diverted

its working capital'for creating fixed assets and is now ,seeking to

redeem its financial tightness by hiking fee in the guise of

implementation of vI pay commission Report which it cannot be

permitted. Hence the Committee will consider that the school did not

have any funds with it at ul.e threshold, for the purpose of

implementation of VI pay Commission Report.

Re.: Resenres for gratuitv and leave encashment

The school has submitted that its requirement of funds to be

kept in reserve for meeting its liabilities of Gratuity, leave encashment
:

and for future contingencies has not been factored in while making

the prqliminary carculations and'the same ought to have been done.

Along with its writteir submissions dated 29lor l2013, the school filed

details of its liabilities on account of gratuit5r as on gL/OB/2010 which

amounted to Rs. 5o,r4,or3 and gLlogl200B which amounted to Rs.

27,95,543. similarly, it furnished details of its liability for leave'

encashment which amounted. to Rs. 2g,gg,To1 as on gL/og/2o.lo and

Rs. 16,15,203 as on sLlo}l2oog. 
,Hence 

the total liabilities as on
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44,10,746. These liabilities would only exacerbate the negative fund

position as on 3I/03/2OOS. These liabilities cannot be taken into

consideration as it shows that the school had been creating fu.i
assets while neglecting its current liabilities. Had these liabilities

been taken care of, which the school should have done Iirst before
:

making any investment in fixed assets, this position would not have

arisen. ,The school was expected to meet its current expenditure and

liabilities out of its fees and invest in'fixed assets only out of its

savings, if any.

The total liabilities on these accounts rose to Rs. zgi,os,zz+

Hence only the incremental liability of gratuity and leave encashment

amounting to Rs. g4rggro28 is required to be considered while .

determining the justification for fee hike consequent to the ord.er

dated LL /O212009 of the Director of Education.

Re.: Resgrye f,oT fugufe qontiFsencigs.

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

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

allowed to be kept'in reserve. However, the question of reserye #ould

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

above, the school did not have any available funds as on gLlegl2oo},

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

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

a buffer for future contingencies, particurarly when the school chose

in reserve and preferred. to invest in fixed
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However, if in the final determination, a case- for refund

emerges, the committee will keep in view the requirement

school for maintenance of reserve for future contingencies.
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.: Co+pideqation of arfgars .sqlarv yet to be paid for the

pqTposq gf rqqute+ent ,of fpq4s.

The Committee is in 4greement with the contention of the school

that for the purpose of assessing the requirement of funds for

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report, the entire liability for

arrears salary has to be taken into accouni. The fact that part of the

arrears remained unpaid on account of alleged shortage of funds

generated by way of fee hike, is a matter to be considered separately.

If indeed, in the final analysis, it is'found that tl:e school needed to

hike the fee further in ordei to discharge its fuU faUitity of arrears, the

school wciuld be entitled to a further fee hike. Hence, in the final

determination, the Committee will consider the full liability of arrears

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

total liability of arrears salar5r as follows:
?

Arrears for the period

oI /OL /2006 to 31 /oB /2oog

. Arrears for the period

0r I 09 I 2008 to 3I I 03 I 2oos

Total

Out of the above liability of

12,68,129 is claimed to be remaining

rRuE.iy
s*& 10

Rs g6,8L,252

Rs. 30.86.9?7

Rs. 67.68.129

Rs. 67 ,68,L29, a

unpaid till date.

sum of Rs.

The CAs. had

,t---=-\
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taken the corresponding figure

thus aggregating Rs. S+,59,2L2.

liability towards arrears salary

Iinal determination.

. 000462
as Rs. 46,L4,128 and Rs. g,4S,OB4,

The Committee will consider the total

amounting to Rs. 67r68,L29 in the

o

AJc'l-

tl,

a_

o

Re.:

The school has contend.ed that'rn" ,rr"r"ased salary on account

of implementation o{ vI pay commission for the period oL 10412009 to

3r/03/2010 was Rs. 62,44,Lg2, while t] e cAs had taken the same ro

'be Rs.50,7o,5o4. It was contended that the cAs had extrapolated the

monthly difference'in salary' for the pre implementation period and.

the post implementation period and had not taken into account the

annual increment and increase in DA. The committee is of tfre view

that fo1 working out the incrementar satary for a furl financiar year,

the best evidence is the duly audited Income & Expenditure-account

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

payment and would factor in aI the increments and increase in

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

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

Hence, in the final determination, the committee will take ttre figure

as Rs. 62r44rL92.

Re.:

taken i+tg qcgount.gtc.
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rhe school has disputed certain figures ;*gOryf3"o" in the

preliminar5r calculation sheet relating to arrear fee and incremental fee
I

as a result of fee hike effected by the school. The figures as taken by

the cAs and those furnished by the school are juxtaposed in the

following table for the facility of comparison and discussion.

Particulars Figures taken
by the CAs (Rs.l

Figures furnished
by the school (Rs.lArrear fee from

01/01 /2006 to
31/08/2008

4l,96,ooo 32,65,000

Arrear fee from
OL /O9 /2oo8 to
3L/03/2OOe

33,60,560 29,55,960

Incremental fee for the
financial year 2009-10

55,85,520 49,28,640

The school has contended that the differences are on account of

'-tJ

,

the following reasons:

(i) The students belonging to EWS

afternoon school students do not

therefore neither the incremental fee

was recoverable from them.

category and the

pay any fee and

nor the arrear fee

(ii) certain number.of students left the school without paying

the arrear.

(iii) Full amount of arrear were not payable by the students

admitted in 2ooz-o8 and 2oog-09 as per the'order dated

- 1.1 l02l2OO"g of the'Director of Educatioq.
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It was contended. that in the preliminary calculation sheet,

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

furnished detailed calculations for the full fee paying students.

. The committee has perused the working sheets of the cAs

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

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

information was not available at the time of making preliminary

calculations and was furnished by the school only during the course

of hearing. The Committee therefore, accepts the figures given by the

school and they shall be duly factored in while making the final

determin3tion.

Determinations: '

1. TFitign fee

The funds available with the school as on 3I|O3|2OOB are

determined to be NIL as per the above discussion.

The total inciemental fee recovered by the school for the

purpose of implementation of VI Pay Commission was Rs.

LrLLr4gr6OO as per the details below:

Arrear fee from 01/0L/2006 to 31 l08l2OO8 Rs. 32.65.000
Arrear fee from OL /09 /2OO8 to 31 /03 /2OO9 Rs. 29,55,960
Incremental fee from OL l04l2OO9 to
31 /03 120L0

Rs. 49,28,640

Total Rs. 1,1 1,49,600

-)
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As against this, tJ'e arrear and

account of implementation of VI pay

Lr65,O5,289 as per the following details.

Arrear salary from OI /0111006 to
3r/93/2ooe

Rs. 67,68,L29

Incremental salary during 2009-10 Rs.62,44,132'Additional liability on account of $atuity for
the year 2008-09 and 2009-10

Rs. 34,93,028

Total Rs. 1,65,05,289

. Thus the school recovered a sum of Rs. s3,5s,6g9 short of its

requirements. The school has requested the Committee to allow it to
hike the fbe, over and above ilre hike permitted by the order dated

7L/o2/2o09 issued by tl:e Director of Ed.ucation. subject to the

determination regarding development fee, the school would be entitled

to hike the fee, as requested by it. However, the amount which can.be

recovered by way of a further fee hike would be determin'ed in the

final recommendations

Develop.m,qnt Feg

response to the questionnaire issued by the committee

regarding d.evelopment fee, the school furnished details of

development fee collected by it from 2006-0r to 2010-L1, head wise

utilisation of development fee for these years. with regard to

'treatment of development fee in the accounts, the school stated that it
was treated as a revenue receipt. Further with regard to keeping asid.e

the unutilised development fee and depreciation reserye fund on

, 000465
incremental salaqr on

Commission was Rs.

Abl
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. assets acquired.out of development fee, the school stated that no such

practice was being followed.

During the course of hearing, it wa3 submitted on behalf of the

school that the school treats development fee as a revenue receipt and

at the same time the expenditure out of development fee is also

treated as a revenue expenditure despite the same being capital

expenditure. Since by treating the cost of asset6 .acquired out of

development fee as a revenue expenditure, the same was ful|y written

off in the. year of purchase and therefore there was no question of

charging any depreciation or maintaining any funds apart

representing depreciation reserve fund.

The practice followed. by the school is' against all canons of

accepted accounting principles. By writing of the cost of assets'

acquired in the year of their purchase, effectively the entire cost is

written off by way of depreciation in the first year itself. It cannot be

said that the school has not charged any depreciation but in effect,

has charged lOO% depreciation in the first year itself. By treating the

development fee as a revenue receipt, no development fund.is created
i

in the accounts

, The practice of charging 
'development 

fee was introduced as a
')

sequel to the recommendation gf the Duggal Committee which was

formed. in ord.er to examine the justifiability of fee hike consequent to

implementation of the V Pay Commission Report.
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At page 68 of the Duggal committee report, it is observed. as

follows:

^b?

"6.26 The committee obserues that nert b tudnsferring a
part of its reuerute income,'to uarious fund.s/res.it.s
euen pior to determining surplus/deficit, charging
of depreciation prouided the most conaentertt
and widelg used tool for the schools to coaeftlg
understate the surplus. Of the I42 schooll
studied, ouer a. IOO schools haae resotted. to'charging depreclation crs . an itern of
expenditrtre, utithout simultaneouslg seUtng up
qng , pepreciation Reserue htnd for reptaciig
the deprectqted cssets st the appropriqte time.It tentamounts to creqting ,seciet nesentes, bg
the schools- ci puretg coimerclal practice. The
Committee, howeuer, takes note of thg fact that in
some of these cases tlrc reserues had been utilized. to
create other Assets.

6.27' In thA contert of charging of d.epreeiation, the
following obseruation of the Hon'ble-sttpreme court
in the case of safdurjung'Enclaue Education societg
us. MCD as reported in (1992) 0S Supreme Court
cases 390 in Ciuil Appeal no. 228/ 90 is uery
pertinent

" Depreciation is not an expenditure, but is
onlg a deduction @ certain percentage of the
cge{al assefs for arriuing profit and"- gains of
the business".

6.28 Instances also came to the noticd of the committee
where assets not owned ba the schiols too had. been
depreciated and an equiualent amount transferred. to
the parent societg. In an ertreme case, a scitool paid
a-Iicense.ke fol use of building to the Societg and.
also contributed to- the societg toward.s ttte biildtng
fund'and charged depreciation uthich in turn was
remitted to the societg."

with this conte*tual back ground, the Duggal committee made

recommendations in paragraphs T.2l and. T.22 which read as follows:

TRUE COry
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"7.27 Prouided d. school fs malntaining a depreciation

reserae fund equlaalent to depreciation chqrged in
the reaenue accottnts, scltools could also leug, in addition
to the aboue four categories, a Deuelopment fee anrutallg,
as a capital receipt not exceeding 1O%o of tlrc total annual

. tuition fee for supplementing the resources for purchase,
, upgradation and replacement of furnitures, frxtures and

equipment. At present ttpse are widelg neglectbd items,
notwithstanding the fact that a large number of schools
were leuging charges under the head 'Dehelopment Fund'.

7.22 Being capital receipts, these should form a part of the
Capital Account of the school. The .collection in this

, heqd along utith qng income generated from the
lnaestment made out of this fund should howeuer, be
kept in. a separate Diaelopment Fund. Account uith

. the balqnce in the fund cqrried forutard from gear to
geqr.

7.23 In suggesting rationalbation of the fee structure with the
aboue components, the committee has been guided bg the
tutin objectiues of .ensuring that while on tfue one hand the

. schools do not get starued . of funds for meeting their.
Iegitimate needs, on the other, that there rs no undue or.
auoidable burden on the parents as a result of schnols' indulging in anA commercialization. 

.

7.24 Sintultaneously, it is also to be ensured. that the schools, d.o
not discharg'e ang of the functions, which rightlg fall in the
d.omain of the Societg out of ttte fee and. otier charges.
collectizd from the students; or uhere the parents are made
to bear, euerL in part, the financial burdenfor the creation of
the facilities including building, on a land which had been
giyen to the Societg at cencessional rate for carrying out a

' "philanthropic" actiuitg. One onlg wonders what then is
the contribution of the societg that professes to ntn the
school.

As a follow up to the recommendations of the Duggal

committee, the Director of Education issued an ord.er dated

15/L2/ L999 giving certain directions to the schools. Directiori no. Z is .

extracted below for facility of reference:.

^'8

"7.

TRUE

Deuelopment fee, not exceeding 1O% of the total annual
tuition fee, maA be charged for supplementing the resources
for purchase, upgradation and replacement of furnifure,

eCIpY
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fi.rtures and equipment. Deuelopment fee, if required to be
charged, shall be treated as capital receipt and shall be
collected only if the School is maintaining a depreciation
reserue fund equiualent to depreciation charged. in the
reuenue accounts and the collection under this head along
with any income generated from the inuestment md.de out
of this fund, will be kept in a separatelg maintained
deu elopment fund account.

The recommendations of the Duggal committee. and the

aforesaid direction no. 7 of the order dated IS / I2l Iggg issued by the

Director of Ed.ucation were consid.ered by tfre.Hon"'ble Supreme Court

in the ease of Modern school vs. union of rndia irnd ors. reported

as (2OO4l 5 SCC 583. One of the points that arose for d.etermination

by the Hon'ble Supreme Court was:

"whether managements of Recognized unaided schools arb
entitled to set-up a Deuelopment Fltnd Account und.er tlrc
proui"sions of the Delhi School Education Act, J7TS?"

The Hon'ble Supreme Court while upholding tJle recommendations of

the Duggal Committee and the aforesaid d.irection of the Director of

Ed.ucation observed. as iollows:

"24. The third.'point whicharfses for d.etermination is whether
the managements of Recognized unaided schools are entitled. to
set up a Deaelopment Fund Account?

25. In gur aiew, gn ,acgou4t of in,creasgd, gost due to
tl,tflo:tion. t4e , manaaemqnt is entitled tg . ,createAccount. For creqting such
dgo"loprn,n,t "fun4. th" ^olroo".^nt i" ,"qilr"d io "oll""tdeVelopme,ng fees. In the present ca.se, pursuant to the
recommendqtion of Duggal committee, deuelopment fees
could be leuied at the rate not exceeding 10% to ls% of totat
annual tuition fee. Direction no.7 further states tltat
deuelopment fees not exceeding L0%o to 1s9(, of total annual
tuition fee shall. be charged for supplementing the resources forpurchasq upgradation and replacement of furnihtre, fixtres
and equipments. Itfurther states.that deuelopmentfees shall be
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tre_atef as capital Receipt and. inatt be collected onlg if tlleschool maintains a d.ep.reciatign reserve fund. In oir'ri"w,

l::Zt: : :"- ? : {?tb*.? g 
. 

b s., non-h; s f ness o,s in;oir"r"7;;_i#p,r:I,::91?y?!io"; With this correct practiie beins introduceii,'"f";;;;;;;,
upgradation.and replacements of furniture and-fi;;ures andequtpments 

ls iustified.. Taking inio-account th.e """t oj ii\qtion
betuteen Tsth Decerhber, lggg and. slst December, zobs *. or"
of the uieut that the management of recognized. unaid.ed,schoors
should be permitted. to clqrge_diuelopil.ent fee not exceed.ing
15%p of the total annual htitioifee." ^' u

As worild be evid.ent from the recominendations of the Duggal

committee and the aforesaid observations of the Honjbre supreme

couit, it is amply clear that the d.evelopment fee can be charged

provided the following pre conditions are furfifled:

(i) Development fee is treated as a capital receipt;'

(ii) Development fee is to be utilised foi purchase or

upgradation of furniture & fixture and equipments 
?rty.

(iii) separate fun{ ' accounts are maintained.. for

deveropment fee and depreciation reserve. Even the

income generated from investments made out of trrese

funds are to be credited to such fund accounts

The committee is therefore of the view that since the pre

conditions laid down by the Duggal committee as affirmed by the

.Honble supreme court, \Mere not furfirled, the .charge for
development fee was not justified.' As per the details furni
"' TRUE c:sPY
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the school, the school recovered. a grim of Rs. 19,16;400 aS

development'fee in 2OO9-10 and Rs. 20,92 ,O2.O in 2O10-1L. These

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

accordance with the law laid d.own by the Hon'ble Supreme Couri.

Recommendations:

. The amognt of development f6e determined. by the
.l

Conimittee to have been charged unjustifi'ably for the year 2OO9-

10 and 2O1O-11 aggregates Rs. 4O,O8,42O. As against this, the

Committee has determined the deficiency arising iri tuition fee

consequent to impiementation of qI Pay Qommission'amounts to

Rs. 53,55r,689. Thus, the Committee is of the view that the

school may recover a onetime lurnp sum amoupt in three

instalmbnts in the current year, at such rates as it may work
l

out .equitably for studbnts of different classes, so as to yield an

adiitional rewenue' of Rs. L3,47,26g.

i:t \

o

L2r68rL29 should be kept in an escrow account out of this

additional revenue which,should be utilised. only for payment of

the. balance arrears salary payable to the staff.

Recommended accordingly.

231r012013

e@Frr
,/

\N/
Secrethry

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

Dated:

TRTJE 20

sd/;
CA J.S.
Member

Kochar

sd/* sd/*

An arnount of Rs.

Justice Anil Dev Singh. (Retd.)
Chairperson
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namakrishna Public S

A-59

w

Pankha Road. Delhi - 59

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 Educa.tion Rules, LgTg were received fr9*

the Office of Deputy Diiector, District West-B' of the Directorate of

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

the school ha{ hiked the fee in teSmp of the ord.er. of the Director of

Education dated IL.O2.2OOI .rrdi ,had not. implemented the

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

in Category.'A'.
.,.-'.

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

notice dated 03-08-20 t2 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit repl5z to. the questionnaire bn 21,-O8+2OI2. The officel of the

committee rbceived a letter dated 2I-O8-2O12 under the signatures of the

Manager of the school reqqesting f.o, another date to produce the

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

requisite record on 03-09-20t2.
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On the schedule date Sh. Vidya"Sagar, Manager of the school
'l

t.

attendbd Office of the Committee. Reply to the questionnaire was also
I

filed. {ccording to the'reply, the school had implemented the report of.6u'
I

t-pay cbmmission w.e.f. o!-o4-2o09 and had hiked tJle fee w.e.f. April

2009.

hft. records, produced by the schooJ in the first instance were
I

I

l. 
- 

rr- -
examifed by Sh. N.S. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observedt-

I

that the school had claimed to havb implemented the recommendations
l,
I

of thelOrn. eay Cbmmission in April 2009, but as per salary record, the

I

schoo! had not paid D.A. and T.A. w.e.f. 2O1O-11. He'also noted that.
I
I

the sc'hool had hikdd the fee by 15. ! o/o to 23.2 o/o in 2OO9-10 and by
I

I

I

LO.7% to 25.1o/o in 2010-11.

school,. vide

appear on

I

I

itrey lpresented reply to the quedtionnaire regarding development fee.

I

- I.. I rl - -1- ^'Accorglng ro rne reply, the school had not ct-rarged development fee from

I

the stLdents. 'It was stated by them that the school had implemented' the

^*

the

to

E eCIFfr
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report of 6th Pay Commission w.e.f April,2009 but fee was not increased

in terms of in" orde'r of the Director of Education dated II.O2.2OQ}.

They admitted that tie school was not inaintaining any books gf

accounts by M/s. M.K. Goswami & Companyr Chartered Accountant.

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

The Committee has examined the observations of the Audit Officer

of the Committee.and the submission of the representatives of the school

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

books of acqountS. If this is so, it is wholly'inexplicablenot maintaining books of acqour

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

Chartered Accountant. The school has obviously taken liberties with the

truth. .:

..' In the circumstances, therefore the Committee recommends

that the Director of Education should order speciat inspection of the

School, under Section 24121of Delhi School Education A'ct L973.

o

sd/-
I

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated--- 14- 1O-2O 13

TRUA COPV
\A ,/:lv' Secretbry

J.S. Kochar
Member

sd/:
Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member
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Mata Chandro Devi Modgt Schgol. Nfiafeq{h. IYew,Delhi - 43

. The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by t'he

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

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

. 'from ,the Office of the Deputy Director; District South'West-B' of the

Directorate of Education. On preliminary examination of'the records, it
r a rlappeared that the school had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the

l

Director of Education dated 11 .02.2009 and had not implemented the

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

in Category A;. 
I

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

notice dated O7-O8-2OL2 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 24-08-2012. Shri A.S. Yadav,

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

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

.daughter being admitted. in hospital. Acceding to the requesf the school

was directed to produce its.records on 03-09-2012.

TRL/tr COPV

\\/ ,
lv. secrethry
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On the schedule date, Shri Attar Sjngh Yadav, Manager of the

school attended the. Office of the Committee. ' He sub.mitted reply to the.

questionnaire.' According to the reply,'. the school had neither

implemented ttre.repo.rt of the 6tr' Pay Commission nor hiked tJ:e fee, in

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated LI.02.2009.

pab

observed that: - 
.

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

(ii) the Manager of the school stated that fee cards *";" issued to the

students and entry of fee being mad.e on those fee cards,

(iiil the Manager had produced a register, wherein total ccllection of fee

for a particular month had been worked. out, showing the 
"*orrrrt

' collected on account of fee.

The record.s,. produced. by the school in

examiped' by Shri'A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer

On the .basis

follows:

the first instance were
I

of the Committee. He

of the records filed by the school, he opined as

(a) the school had not'hiked the fee during 2:OO9-10 and 2OI0-1 L, but

had hiked the annual charges by Rs.350 /- (87.5O%) i+ 2009-10,

(b) the school had not collected any ar{ear of fee from the students,

TRUE EOFY
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(d)

00 a&7 7
6trrthe school had not implemented the recommendations of the r

Pay Commission, and

'the salary to the-staff had been paid on pre-revised scale and that

too, not as per the rules.

TRUE COPV
rA /,\V

$ecrelary

^a+

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

notice dated 23.O7.2OL3, the school was directed to appear on

17.082013, along with its fee and,accounting records. The hearing was

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

On. schedule $ate, S.hri A.S. Yadav, tvtarr"gpt of the school

appeared before the Committee for hearing. He filed the reply.to the

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

schoql'had lot, charged. development.fee. .The school Manager confirmed

that no fee receipts were issued to the students and entries.of fee were

m'ade on the fee cards which remain with the parents. He claimed that
.-

the school was maintaining a register and total collectioh'of fee in a

particular month was being recorded in that register but the fee register

and other financials were not produced by him for examination.

On examination of the truncated. record, the observations of the

Audit Officer of the Committee and the submission made by the school

o

i-,"'Hiii:i')
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Manager before the .Committee,' during the course of hearing, the

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

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

Therefore, the Committee is of the view that the Director of

Education should order special inspection pf. the School, under

Section 24121 of Delhi School Educatlon Act L973, with ,special

reference to fee hike.

Recommended accordinglY.

4&8 sd/*
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson.

Dated--- 14-10-2013

TRUE COPY \
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sd/- sd/:
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 27lO2l2OL2. Howgver, the returns of the school under

Rule 18O of the Delhi School Education.Rules, Lg7.-3 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

^aq

I,

the school had .hiked the fee in terlns of the ord.er of the 'Director of
I

Education dated lL.O\.2OOg *ia 'had not 
, 

implemented the
I'

recommendations of the 6tt' Pay Comr,nission. Accordingly, it was placed
I

in Category A'. 
I

I

In order to verify the returns gf .ttre school, it was directed, vide
I

notice dated 09-08-20 t2 toproduce l{; *" and salary records and also to

I

submit reply to the questionnaire on ?9-O8-2OI2. ,
I

On the schedule date, Shri'\aj Kumar Gupta, Manager of the

school attended the Office of the Conlmittee. He submitted reply to the
I.l:.

questionnaire. According to th"l reply, the school had neither
I

implemented the report'of the Ott' Pa! Commission nor hiked'the fee, in
't

I
I

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9.
t.

JUSTICE \
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(i) the school had not implemented. the recommendations of the 6th

Pay Commission but had hiked the fee'in 2OO9-1O by.more than

LQo/o,

(ii) the school did not proiluce completd record for verification,

(1ttt. the . Manager of the school stated that the record had .been

ls not in
. destroyed in August, 2011 in flood; therefore, the sbhool wt

. aposition to present the record for verification..

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

notice dated 2g.O7.2OL3, the sihool was directed to

L7.08.2013 along with its fee and accounting records. The

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

On the scheduled date, Shri Raj Kumar Gupta, Manager of the

school appeared before the Committee for hearing. He filed.the reply to

the questionnaire regard.ing development fee. 'According to the reply, the

school had not charged development fee. The Manager of the sbhool

fairly corlceded that: -
'(al all the iecords, which the school had filed with the Directorate

of Ed,ucation were tailor-made,

'the fee actually charged had no relation to what had been

mentioned in the fee schedule i
even the teachers mentioned in the

actually work.in the school,

?RUE COFY
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(d) the . teachers in the school are

experietlce certificate, and

(el . some untrained .teachers .actually

school, instead of the well qualifie.d

000481
enrolled only to get an

had been working in the

teachers mentioned in the

staff statement.

The Manager of 'the school did not

Committee for eiamination.

before the

On examination of the observations of the Audit Officer.of the

Committee and the submission made by the school Manager before the

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

that the correctness of the returns filed before the Deput5r Dirgctor of

Education are not worthy of credence. However, the fee hike in excess of
a

10% as'per the own showing of the school needs to be refunded.

' The Committee is also of the view that the Director .of

Education should order special inspection of the . School, undbr

Sectiora 24121 of Delhi School Education Aci Lg7g, with special

reference to fee hike.

. Recodmended accordingly.

produce any record

^$\

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

Dated--- 14- 10-2013
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Rana Mod6l Schogl..New.9qngth Colgnv. Ghgea Mor._Delhi - llQ O4O

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

Committee on 27 /O2/2OL2. Holirever, the return" o, the school und.er

Rule 180 of the Delhi'school Education Rules, IgTg were received frgm
\

the Office of Deputy Director, District North IVest-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 LL.O2.2OO9 and had not implemented the

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

in Category A'.

t1 order to'verify the returns of the. school, it was directed, vide

notice dated 09-08-20 12 to produce itb fee and salary record.s and also to

slbmit reply to the questionriaire on 2g-O8-2O12. No'one on behalf of the

school attend.ed the Office of ihe iommittee on the scheduled date. The

school, vide notice dated 30.08.2012, was provided another'opporti:nity.

to produce the records on I4.09.20L2.

o

o
t

ks/

o

On the 
'sched.ule 

date,
t'

T.G.T; of the school attenddd

questionnaire was also filed.
:

TRUE COPY
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neither implemented the recommendations of 6th -P;i bSfrmission nor

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

It.O2,2OO9. The representatives of the school did not submit fee receipts

books, fee register and salary register. They were directed to produce the

relevant record. on 18.O9 .2OL2.
t,

and Ms. Rory,T.G.T. of

records, produced by the

Sh. A.D. Bhateja, Audit

o

' 
{6? (il the school had not implemented the

Pay Commission,

recommendations of

according to the pre-revised

of . the school' had been

the 6th

(ii)

(iii)

o

o

o

o

sa1ary to the staff had been paid

ttre salary. payment register

prepared, -

(iv) . the figures of fee for the period 2008-09 *4 2009-10 as reflected

in fee register did not match'with the figures recorded in

and Expenditure register,

the 'salaqy records also reflected similar

fee,

TRUE COPV
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the school representative failed to produce fee receipts anil

collection registers for 2OO8-O9,2OO9-1O and 2OLO-11, taking

excuse of not retaihing the records of the period in questibn.

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

notice dated 29.07 .2OI3, the school was directed ' to appear on

I4.O8.2O13 along with.its fee and accounting records. No one appeared.

before the Committee on '14.08 .2OI3. The school vid,e notice dated

26.08.2013 was provided ariother opportunity to attend the hearing on

12.9.20L3

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

Teacher of the school appeared. before the committee for hearing. They

: filed. reply to the qriestionnaire regarding development fee. According to

the reply, the school had not charged development fee. The qchool again

failed to prod.uce fee re'ceipts for the verification on the ground that old

fee receipt books had been destroyed by the school.

c
o

o

o

Isa-

The Committee has examined the inchoate records;

the audit'officer and. the submissions made before the

behalf of the school.

observations of

Committee, on

o
TRUE EOtrT
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' .In view of the relreated failure of the school to produce its fee

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

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

having hiked the f9e in terms of the order dated LL.O2.2O09 of the

Director of Education.

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

Ed.ucation should order a special inspection under section 2apl .of

the. Delhi School Education Act, L973, in order to ascertain the true

state of affairi of the school.

Recommended accordinglY.

sd/*'
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Ghairper'son

'Dated---28- 
1 0-20 13

?R{.rE cOry
fiA z

secr,trl6ry

sd/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

J.S. Kochar
Member
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(

Indian Mgdern,Sclrool' gtrhaftarpur Enchyi. ,Neu{,Dglhi - 74

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

Committee on 27l02l2OI2. However, the returns of the school under

rule 1BO of the Delhi School Education Rules, IgTg were received from

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

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

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

Education dated II.O2.2OO} and had. also implemented the

recommendations of the 6fr Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was'placed in Category'B'.

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

dated. L3.O7.2012 was directed to produce its fee and salary records and'

also to submit reply to the questionnaire'on 23.07.2012.

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

authorit5r letter from the manager of the school and requested for another

date'to prdduce the records. He was directed to attend the office on

3L07.2.012 with uit tfr. financial records of the school.

^i:b('

I
C
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On the scheduled date, Shri Sudesh Sharma, of the school again

attended the Office of the Committee and produced the records of the

school. 'Rqply to the questionnaire was also filed. Ab per the. repiy the

' school had impl"-".rt.d the recommendation of the 6tr, Peiy Commission

w.e.f. OI-O7-2O10 and had not hiked the fee.

' The records in the first instance .were examineii by Sh. A.K. Vijh,

Audit Officer of the Cornmittee. His observations were that:

(i) the school had increased tuition fee in 2OIO-11 for classes I to V

by 12.77%o and by tZ,SOoto for class Vi to VIII,
.;

the school claimed to have implemented the 6fr Pay C.ommission

Report w.e.f. OL-O7-2O10, but the same could not be verified in
I

absence of salary register for the year 2OO8-09 to 2010-11,

the school did not produce'fee receipt books for the year 2OOB-09

to 2O1O-11;' therefore, the record.of fee coilection could not be

verified and

the school also aia not produce balance sheet, ,income and

expenditure statements, Iedger or cash book, therefore, the 
"t.tr-,"

of the.financials of the school could not be verified.

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

hearing dated 04/06/2oI3,was served to the sc\oo.1 with the direictions

to appear before the Committee on 27.O6.2OL3.

(ii)

7"t

(iii)

(iu) ,o
c
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on the appointed date of hearing, shri Gobind sharma, Admin.

Qfficer and'Shri Neeraj Gupta, Accountant of the schooi appeargd before
,'

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

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

{amily of previous society, the records have not been handed over to the

present management by the outgoing members of the society.

' The committee has examined the observations of the audit

officer, submisSions of the school rePresentatives and record

available' to the committee and is of the view that 'in absence of

financials of the school in originhl, the claim of the school that it

bd the 6th Pay Commission and hhd not hiked fee, ishas implement hacl not lulre'

hard to believe. Therefore, the Director of Education should order a

special inspection of the School, under Section 24,'2llof Delhi School

Ed.ucation Act Lg73, to ascertain thdr true state of affairs. .'

Recorhmende d accordingly.

.38

a

sd l-
Justice Anil Dev Singh(Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated : 10.10.2013 .
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' The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the 

,

committee on 27/02/2012. However, the returqs of the school under

Rule 18O of the Delhi School Education Rul.e, Ig1g,were received from

the Office of Deputy Director, District West-A' of the Directorate of

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

the school had neither hiked the fee in terms of the ord6r of the Director

of Education 'dated rr.o2.2oog, nor had implemented the

recommendations of the 6tH Pay commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category C'.

In order to veri$r the returns the school vide letter

dated.2L.O9.2O12 was directed to prod.uce its fee.and salary records and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on OL.LO.2OL2.

Mrs. sarabjeet Kaur, T.G.T. of the school attended. the office, but

did not produce the complete record.'She requested for another d.ate to

produce the records. She was directed to attend the office on 15. LO.2OI2

with the financials of the school.

on the schedule date, Mrs. sarabjeet Kaur, T.G.T. of the school

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

questionnaire was also filed. According to the rep$, the school had not 
'

implemented the recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission and not
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hiked the fee in terqis of the order of the

Lr.02.2009.

00049c
Director of 'Education dated

The records produced were examined in the first instance by Sh'

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

(i) the school had increased tuition fee in 2o09-1o by L4.52%o to

2r.o9%.

(ii) the school did not'prgduce fee receipts, therefore fee structure

could not be verified.

(iii) fee collection register of the school had been prepared afresh and

details were fudged to make them tally with the figures appearing

ata (iv) salar5r paSimenl register of the school had been prepared

(v) .the school had not implemented recommendations

' Commission.

(vi) salary to the staff

TRUE COPV
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afresh.

of 6u'.Pay

had been paid in cash and on consolidated

. *:tthly basis.. ' 
.

(vii) the schoof fr"a not maintained cash book and.ledger.

l" 
order. to provide an. opportunity T present its case, notice of

hearing dated 2g lOg 120L3, was served on the school with the directions
'l

to appear before the Committee on O4.LO.2OI3.

on the appointed date, Ms. sarabjit Kaur, T.G.T. an4 Mrs.

Balbinder Kaur, Assistant Teacher of the school'appeared before the

committee. They filed reply to the questionnaire regarding Development

:',.,-#f;hh;ror nev,ew oiscnli rue;
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Fee.'According to the reply the school had not charged Development Fee

froln the students. They were confronted with the observations of the

Audit Officer of the committee. They stated that they had nothing against

to say on the observations of the Audit Officer.

The Committde has examined the observations of the Audit Officer,

records of the school and the submission of the school representatives.

We are not inclined to rely on the record produced by the school.

Fee. stiucture was produced but the school did not produce the fee

ieceipts'in support of thereof. Therefore, it could not be confirmed

whether the fee was being. collected accord.ing to the fee structure. .Fg" .

collection,ahd. salary registers were freshly prepared. They appeared to

have been mad.e up for being in sync with income and expenditure

account. school was not even maintaining cash book and ledger.

Admittedly, whatever fee has been collected from the students

had not been 
.properly 

recorded in the books of accounts. Thg.

records produced before the committee d.o .not inspire . the

confidence and cannot be relied, up.on..

t 
order arn the circumstances, the Director.of Education should

special inspection of the School, undgr Section z4l2l of Delhi School

Ed.ucation Act Lgzgrto ascertain the true state of affairs.

Recommended accordingly.

Rd l* -Sd/-
.rusti'ceYlfiil oev Singh(Retd.) i.s. Kochar .

Chairperson Mentber
Dated:28- 10-2013
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The school did not reply to 
.the 

questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 /02/2012. However, the returns of the school und.er
,t

Rule 18O of the Delhi School Edircation Rules, L973 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 neitJrer hiked tJre fee, in,terms of the order of the Director

of Education dated Ll.O2.2OOg nor. had iinplemented . the

recommendations of the 6ttr Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category 'C'.

. In order to veiify the returns of the school, vide letter'd.ated

L9.O6.2OI2, itwas directed to produce its fee and sa1ary records and also
I

to supmit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 24.07.2OL2.

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

produced. the records of the school. Reply to the aforesaid questionnaire
j

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

implemented the recomrriendations of the 6t'r Pay Commission,nor had

increased thd fee.
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The records, produced were exainined in the first instance by Shri

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

(i) the school had neither hiked the fee in accordance with the order

of' the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 nor had

implemented the rebommendations of the 6tr Pay Coqnmission,

the school raised the fee in 2009-10 by 23.2Lo/o,

there was fugther hike in fee by 5.80% in 2010-11; and

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

(ii)

(iii)

(v)

h7b

On.the scheduled date Sh. Sandeep Jain; Part time Accountant of

the school appeared before us. He submitted" reply to the questionnaire of

the Committee regarding development fund. Aciording to the reply, the

school was not charging development fee. It was stated by him that-

:ommendations'of the 6tt

Pay Commission.

(b)' . the fee had been hiked by Rs.65/- raising it from Rs.28Ol- to

. 345/-per month in 2009-10.
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("t . the audit report had been signed by Sh.

of M/s. Seema Shaima Associates.

. 000494

Amit Gaur, C.A., on behalf

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

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

the Audit Offiqer'of the Committee and submissions made on behalf of

the school. It has been noticed that Shri Amit Gaur, C.A., had

purportedly signed the audit report, but name of the school is not

mentioned in the list of schools submitted by Shri Amit Gaur, C.A., on

06.07.201,2 to the Committee with regard to the schools wh6se accounts
.:

were dudited by him.

'j

., In the dircumstancesr. no credence. can be placed on the

financials of the school as they d.o not inspire ccinfid.encd.

, Therefore, the Director of Education should order a special

inspection of the. School, under Section' 24|.21 of Delhi School

Education Act .L973r.to ascertain the true statq of affairs.

Recommended accordinglY.

o

a
sc/- sd/- sc/*

Justibe Anil Dev Singh(Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: 28-\O-2OL3
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The school did not reply to the questidnnaire. issued by the

Committee on 27 /O2/2ol2.'Howqver, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, Lg73 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 ttre school had neither hiked the fee in terms oi the order of the

Director of .Education d.ated, IL.O2.2OO9 nor had implemented the

_ ( r-ecommendations of tlie 6th Pay Commission. Accordingly, the'school
9'

was placed in Category'C'."

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

L9.O6..2OL2, it was directed to produce its fee and salar5r records and

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on 24.O7.2OL2. No' one

appeared on behalf of'the school on 24.07.2012. A fresh notice dated

OO.OS.ZO12 was issued to the school to appear on 22.O8.2OL2 for the

verification of records. ' z

' On the scheduled dite, Shri Md. Masood Alam, Principal of the

school appeared and prod.uced the records of the school. Reply to the

questionnaire was also filed: Accordi4g to the reply, the school had

neither implemented.the recommendations'of the 6m Pay Commission
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nor had increased the fee in terms of the order of the. Director of '

Education dated. IL.O2.2OOI.
\

. The record.s, produced. were.examined by Shri N.S. Batra, Audit

Officer of the Committee. His observed as follows: -

(i) the school had not hiked the fee'in 2009-10,.but it was

' increased in 2010-11 but within the tolerance limit of LOo/o,

(ii) . Audit of the accounts of the school was conducted by M/s.

Osmani & Company, *fr"r""" Form-l0 B had been signed by.

Shri Amit Gaur, C.A., and

(iii) the school has not implemented the recomrnendations of the 6th.

In brder to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school,

notice of hearing dated L8.o7.2oL3 was issued to tlle school with the

directions^ to appear before the Committee on 01.08.2013. No one

appeared. on behalf of the school on 01.08.2013. A fresh notice dated

01.08.2013, of hearing was issued to tl.e school *i+ th", directions to

appear on 26'.08.2013.

On the appointed datd, Shri Md.. Masood Alam, HM of the school.

.appeared blfore the committee. He contended that due to change in

the.management.of the societ5r, the record up-to 2oo9-10 was not

available with the school. The. school produced cash book and ledger

for tlre year 2ol0-11. The cash book for the entire year 20L0-11
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consists of only one page. The balance sheet for the year 2010-L L had

L

been signed by some other Chartered.Accountants while the-audit

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

On examination of the obsenrations of the Audit Officer of

the' Comimittee, the submission made by the school

representative and the' record produced by. the Manager of the

school, the C.ommittee is of the view that it is, difficult to place

reliance on ' the linancials of the school. Therefore, the

Committee recommends that the Director of Education should

ordef a special inspecti'on of the School, under Section 2apl ot

Delhi School Edrication Act L973, to ascertain the true state of

affai.rs.flq

sd/- $d/= sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

,Dated: 25-10-2013
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. The school did not reply to the que6tionnaire issued by the

committee on 27 lo2l2}l2. However, the returns of the school under

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

the Office of .Deput5r Director, District. North-East of the Directorate of

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

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

of. Education d.ated tL.o2.2o:g nor had implemented thq

recommehdations of the 6tr' Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category 'C'.

In order to verify the returns of the school, vid'e letter dated

O5.O7.2OL2, itwas d.irected to produce its fee and salaqr records and also

to submit reply'to the aforesaid questionnaile'on L6'O7'2OL2' i\o one

appeared. on 16.07 .2OL2., , -

By letter dated. 06.08.2012, the school was again directed "to

appear before the committee to produce the r.ecord on 22.08'20t2'

on 22.o8.2o:2, Sh. Ba;ari Lal, HM of the school appeared and

prod.uced the records of the.school. R:Ply to the aforesaid" questionnaire

'*a, also filed. According to the reply, the school had . neither

?RUE COPY
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implemented the.recommendations of the 6ti' Pay Commission nor'had

increased the fee.

. The records, produced.were examined' in the first instance by Shri

A.K. Bhalla, Audit officer of the committee. His observations were that:-

(i) the school had neither hiked the fee in accordance with the order

of the Director of Education dated IL.O2.200g nor had

implemented the recommendations of thti 6ttr Pay Commission,

ii) the school raised the fee in 2OO9-10 in the range of t6.67o/o to 2Oo/o

for different classOs,

there was no fee hike in 2010-11,.

the school.was getting.aid from the society i5r'cash, and

Shri S.C. Sharma, C.A., had audited the accounts of the school'

. In order to provide an opportunity of hearing t9 thg school, notice

of hearing dated 23.Og.2C13 was served. on the school with the directions

to appear before the Committee on 08.10'2013'

' on the sched,uled date, sh. Bdnwari Lal, H.M. and Ms. Geeta

Sharma, Assistant Teacher from . the ' school appeared before the

\.
Committee for hearing. The5r filed the reply tb the questionnaire

regarding d.evelopment fee. According to the reply, the school had not

chqrged developmentfee. It was stated by them that -

(a) the fee hike had been by Rs.50 p'er month in 2009-10 but there

had bebn no fee hike in 2010-11'

TRUE COPY
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(c)

00050u
the school had no bank.account,

it " audit report signed' by Sh' S'C' Sharma, C'A'' had been

obtained in back date, and

had been regularly getting aid from the society in cash.

The Committee has examined the record, observations of the audit

officer and the submissions made before the qommittee' on behalf of the .

school. The'Committee has noticed that th6 school had hiked the fee

marginally in excess of lo% in the year 2OO9-10, and had not'',

implemented the recommendations'of the 6th Pay commission' It

appears that audit report has been back dated'

In the circu-rstances, the Committee is of the view that the

financials of the school db not inspire confidence. Therefore, the

Director of Education should order a special inspection of the

school, under section 24121of Delhi school Education Act L973, to
,,

ascertain the true itate of affairs 
'[

' Recolnmended accordinglY'

, sd/-
Dr. R.I(. Shaima
Member

!)dD

Chairperson

pated: 28-LO-2OL3
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I

The scliool did not r{ply to the'itruestionnaire issued by the
I\

Committe e on 27 /02 /2012. iHowever, tJre returns of the school under
I

rule 180 of the Delhi Schobl Education Rules. Ig73 wei'e received
it_

from the Office.of Dy. Directjor, District North-East of the Directorate'
I

' of Educattn. On prima faci{ examination of the returns, it appeared
I

that the school had neither friked the fee in terms of the order of the
I

I

Directorate of Educationj order . dated.LL.O2.2OO9. nor had

o\
implemented the recomm

Accordingly, the school was

I

er-rdations of the 6th Pay Commission.
I
I

placed in Category'C'.
^l

I

I

!

I

In order to verify ;
I

,tfre .returns, the school, vide letter
i

dated.14.O8.2O12, was direcled to produce its fee and salary records
I

I

and also to submit reply to tlie questionnaire on 30.08.2012.
I

7

1

^.^iI On the 
'scheduled art.i Sh. Bhopal Singh, executive member of

I

I

the school, appeared aird proFuced the records of the school. Repiy to
.l

the questionnaire was also lfitea. As per the reply, the sbhool had

. JUSTICE \
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The recoids produced in the first instance were examineal .uv' 

':'l'lshri A.D. Bhateja, Audit'officer of the committee. His observations

were that the school had irnplemented the recommendation of ttre 6th

Pay commission w.e.f. April 2ore. Arrears had also_been paid to the.

staff w.e.f. January 2oo'6,urt .ro arrears fee was recovered from(the
)

students. The school had also hiked the fee within 9.3 %o to 2o.g %o in

2009-10 and within L0.30/o to 33.3% in 2010-11. The audit officer also

observed that the school had also i4creased annual charges during
\-

the same period.

t\otice of hearing dated

with the directions to apfear

present iti case.

on the appointed date of hearing, nobody appeared before

committee. The delivery of the notice of hearing to the school,

confirmed from the India Post track "y"t.* which showed that

notice had been delivered on 2T.OS.2OLS.

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

it,. the committee considers it appropriate to take decisio., in the

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

o

o

'oVI

24lOSl2013 was served

before the Committeb on

to the school

04.06.2013 to

the

was

qil,

',j

o

available with it.
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i

On examination of the fee scheclule and fee ,records, the

Committee observed that the school had hiked the fee in the followrng

. In view of above, lhe s'chool had, hiked the fee in 2010-11 in

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated II.O2,.2OO9. The
|,' d'.

school had claimed to have implemented tJ.e recommendation:of thg
' . / ';i;rl

6th. Pay comrirission from Aprit 2010. on examination or,rulifii.lfr
i ,: ,..,,.. r ..1

records,.for April 2oo9 and 2010, it had been noticed that the schdiilj"i
had been paying same pay scale in April 2OO9 'and 2OlO;i.in

.;.
contradiction to its claim of implementation of 6th.Pay CommisS.ion

w.e.f. April 2OIO. The school representatives avoided examination of

their financials by the committee by avoided hearing before. r the 
.

committee, to hide'some facts. Further, it fras been noticed thatisrr
' '!,'t:

Amit Gaur C.A. had purportedly signed the audit report, but nameidf' 
iii:

.1, j,.

o

o
i

*

o

c

a
o
o
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manner:

CIass Tuition
fee in
2008-o9
(Mor..thly)

Tuition
fee in
2009-10
(Monthly)

Eee
Increase
in 2OO9-
to'
(Monthlvl.

Triition fee
in 2O10-11
(Monthly)

Fee
Increase
in
20I_O-11
lMonthlvl

I 425 465 40 600 135
II-IT 430 - 470 40 600 130
ry-v 470 515 45 650 135

VI-VII 520 570 50 750 180

VII] 550 600 50 800 200
x 720, 790 70 1000 2ro
X 850. 930 80 .1 100 L70

XI r200 .1400 200 1600 / 1700 2OO/sOO

XII r200 1450 250 L6OO I 1700 1s0/2s0
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the school did not-have its mention in the list of schools, submitted by
.

Sh. Amit Gaur, C.A., on 06.O7.2012 to the committee.

In view of the foregoing facts, th'e.Committee is of the view

that the correctness of financials of the school is hard to believe.
\

Therefore, the ,.Director of Education should order a special

inspection of the School, u.nder Section 24(21 of Dethi'Schoo1

Education $ct L973, to .ascertain .the true state of affairs.

Recommended accordingly.

Dr. R.IliSharma J,S.\Kochar
Merirber ' Meriher

Dated: 10.10.2013

o

*
e.

o
t

o.

o
,\

o

?RUE COtrY
t\ t. ,/
uw

$ecrdtary

o

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review 6f SchooliFee

.4.



3

o
a

".000505 c-258

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issudd by the

Committe e on 27 /02 /2OL2. However, the returns of the school und.er

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, lg73 were received

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

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

that t]:e school had neither hiked the fee, in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9'and nor had implemeinted the

recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission. Accord.ingly, the school

was'placed in Category'C'. , '

In order to veri$r. the returns of the school, vide letter dated

L6.O7.20L3, it was directed to produce its fee and salary .records and

also to subrnit reply to the questionnaire on 31.O8.2O L2. The date for

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

iride letter dated. ZS-OZ-ZO1Z. No one appeared on behalf of the school

on 09.O8.2OI2;

Vide letter dated L4.Oa.2O1,2, tJte sctrool was directed again.to

appear befbre the bommittee to produce the required documents on
. .l

30.08.2012. On the next date, Shri Ahmed, M.. Khan of the school

appeared before the Offrce of the Committee etnd submitted a letter

'1

o
t

.o1a
\

t

a

o

C
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dated 30.08.2012, under the signature of the Principal of the school,

requesting for the extension of time for submission of record.s'on the

had been on leave on account.of month of Ramzanground that staff had been on leave on account.of

and Eid. At the request of the Principal, the school was directed to

Tn"*.on 
06.09.2012 before the Committee for verification o.f 

1e1or{.

\

On the aforesaid date, Shri Md. IJmar, Manager of the school

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

aforesaid questionnaire wls also filed. According to tl.e.reply, .the

school had neither implemented. the recommendations bf the 6s Pay

Commission nbr had iicreased the fee.

The records, produced were examined in the first instance by

Shri A.K. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that

ttre school .did not submit the details gegarding ttre fee structure,

number of stud.ents on the rolls of the school and salary thbt wds

being tg the staff in the returns flled. in the Oifice of the Directorate of

Eilucation, under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules,

Ig73.It was noted. by the Audit Officer that the school had submitted

financials of "Saifi Trust for Education and $,esearch", instead of Sain .

Public School. On query, by thg Audit Officer, the Manager had stated

that the societ"V looks after the day-to-$ay activities and financial

matters of the school. The Audit Officer also noticed that the school

did not maintain fee receipts.' Only total amount of fee, collected..

cld,ss-wise had been produced by the school. For this reason, fee

o

o

o
,n,o

o

I

I
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d.eposited by a stud.ent during an academic year could not be verifi.ed.

It was further observed. that the school had hiked tlie fee in.differenr

classes by.7.95o/o to LL.84o/o in 2009-10 and by 9.4L% to t-8% in

2010-11. Activity charges had also been hiked for the sarne feriod by

12.50% to 45.95%in 2009-10 and by Rs.So/-, in 20t o-11 for different

classeb. The Audit Officer also noted. that a consolidated Income and

Eipenditure statement of saifi Public School, an I.T.I. and the sciciety

had been prepared. In the. circumstances, therefore, Income and

Expenditure of .the school could not'be verified. The Audit officer

noticed that t]:e school had been collecting fee in cash and. the

salaries were also being d.isbursed. in cash and t]e school had been

payihg salar5r on.pre-revised scale but D.A., was paid @35%.\. ':

In ord.er to provide an opportunity oJ hearing to the school,

notice of hearing dated 23.O5.2OL3 was served to. the school with the

directions to appear before the Committed on 06.06.2019.

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

school before the Committee. The Audit officer of the.Committee was

directed !o confirm the delivery of the notice of hearing to the school.

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

heqring dated 23-O5-2OLS, Uookea oi Z+-OS-2OI3 from Civil Lines,

Delhi - 110 054 Post ofice vide booking number'ED888b9s020IN had

been delivered ,on 28.05.2013.' It seems to. us that the school
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deliberately did not cause ih" pr.."nce of its. Manager or any other

person so.is to prevent the committee to unravel the truth.

' On examination of the available financial returns of the school,

and the observations of tl' e Audit officer of tl.e committee. we are of

the view that the schoor did 
. not maintain its finanbial record.s

properly.

o

o6
.,)

o

I

I

U

..Dated: 25-10-2013
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school did not reply tp the questionnaire issued ty the

Committe e on 2T lO2 l2ol2. flowever, the reiturns of the school under

Rule 180 .of the Delhi Schodl Education Rules, IgT3 were_ received

from the Office of . Deputy Dirbctor, Distribt North-East of the

Directoratd of Education. . On prima facie examina.tion of the retu.ns,

it appeared that the school'had*neither hiked the fee, in terms of the

order cf the Director of Education dated II.O2.2OO9 and nor had

implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay. Cgmmission.

. Accordingly, the;school was placed in Category ,C,.

' In order to verify the'returns of the school, vid.e leiter dated

16'O7.2O13, it was directed to produie its'fee.and salary recoi-ds and

.'also to submit reply to ihe aforesaid que.Stionnaire bn 3LO8.2012.

' The date for verification of record.was re-scheduled.for Og-08-20I2,

' wrth intimation to. the 
".hooi 

vide letter dated 2g-O7-2O72. No one

appeared on 09.08. 2OI2:
.1 .. -. By'lettei dateid- 14.08.2012,'the 'Sc.hoot Was again directed to

appear before the Committee .to produce the record on 30.08.2OI2.

. Again.no one appeared on 30.08.2012. However, on 31.08.2012, Mrs.

Prem Lata, Head Mistress of the schooi apfeared before the Qffice of

the Committee and submitted a letter requesting for.another date'for

, Iooosog
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submission of record. .Acceding. to the .request,. the school was.

directed to appear:d to appear on I4.O9.2OI2 for verification of .record.

O5r' 14.09.2012, Mrs. Prem Lata, HM of the.schooi apr

produced the recordd of the. school. Repry to the aforesaid

questionnaire was also file.d. According to the reply, the School hao

neither implemented the recommendations of the 6th pay commission

nor had increased the fee.

The records, produced were

Snri e.X. Vijh, Audit officer of the

that:

IU the

had

examined in

Committee.

ppeared and

the firsi instance by '

His obsbrvations were

iil

(iii)

(i") and did not maintain bank

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

{or Revierv ofschool Fee,
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(v)

account and

shri Amit G4ur, c.A., had audited the accounts of the schooi.

In order to provide an opportunity of he.aring to the school,

notice of hearing dated 24.os.2013 was served on the school with the

directions to.appear before the committee oTr 06.06.2013. on

06.06.2013, no one appe.ared on behalf of the school.. The Audit

officer of the committee was directed to confirm the 'delivery 
of. the

notice of hearing to the'school. It was conlirmed from the India post
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Track System that the notice of hearing dated 23-05-2013, booked on

24-05-2013 from Civil Lines, Delhi - 110 054 Post Office vide booking

number ED888094801IN had been delivered .to the school on

'27,O5.2O13. Thus,'it is clear that the school willfully absented itself.

The Committee therefore decided to take record'itS findings on the

basis of records available with the Committee.

On examination of the financia-ls returns of the school and the

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

fhd school had hiked'the iee in the range of more than 1O% in the yeal

2O.Og-tO, Uut had not implemented the recommendations of the-6th

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

;^ i ,C.A., had purportedly signed the.audit report, but name of the.school

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

'C.A., 
.on 06.07.2OI2 to the.Committee with regard to the schoois

whose accounts were audited by him. :

' In.the circumstances, the Cornmittee is of the view that the

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

Director of Ed.ucation should order a special inspection of the

Schqol, under Section 24(21of Delhi School pducaiion Act 1973,

to dscertain the tnre state of affairs...

Recomme nd ed accordingly.

J.S. Kochar
Mernbpr

4\

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

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

under rule 18O of the Delhi School Education Rules, LgTg were received'

from the Office of Deputy Director, District North East of the Direbtorate

of Education. On prima facie ej<aminhtion of tlie returns, it appeared.

that thb school had neither hiked the fee in terms of the ord.er of the

Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO} nor had implemented the

recommendatibns of t]:e 6u. Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

I '   t a^twas placed in Category 'C'.

In order to ve5ify the returns, ttre school, vide letter
't

13.07.2012 was directed to produce its fee and palary records and

submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 23.07.2OI2. \

dated

also to

o
.The 

school, vide letter dated 20.07.2012 requested for some more

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

on'08.08 .2OI2 for verification.
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'On the schedule date, Shri Sukhbir Singh, Manager of the school

appeared and. produced the record.s of the school. Reply to the

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

iirrplemented the recommendatioris of the 6tt, Pay Commission w.e.f.

July, 2OIO and had not hiked the fee.
.t

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

A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Commi.ttee. His observations \ /ere

that: 
I r

(il the school had collected fee, more than the fee structure submitted

to the District Office,

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

(iii) the school had hiked. the fee by Rs.SO/-,per month for all. classes

during the year 2oo9-10 and 2oro-11, which was withir.r the range .

of IOo/o,

the school had collected

disbursed in cash,

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

tlrtV: 2OIO, but HRA, DA and TA were not being paid to the staff.

the school has collected examination fee, but this was not

mentioned in the fee receipt book or fee register or fee structure

submitted by the school to the District Office and

(\9

fee(iv) in cash and salaries had also been

o

e

a

(vi)
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(vii) the school had not' collected arrears of tuition fee from the

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

In ord.er to provide an opportunity to present its. case, notice of

hearing dated 24/05/2013, was served. to the school with tne air""tions

rn O7 nA tnl"to appear before the Committee on 07.06.2013.

On the appointed date of hearing, Shri Sukhbir Singh, Member,

Management Committee of the school appeared before us but without

books of accounts for the ygars 2009-10 and 2O1O-11. He, however,

submitted reply to th" questionnaire of the Committee regarding

development fund. According to the reply, the school was not chaiging

development fund. The representative of the school was apprised of the

ob.servations of the Audit Officer recorded on 08.08 .20L2. He confirmed

that the 6bservations of the Audit Officer were correct. In answer to the

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

represeniative of the school stated that the same was paid in'cash and

no TDS was being deducted even after the purported implementation of

Ffr Pay Commission. The representative o.f the school conceded that

neither the full.salary as reflected in the salary registers and accounts of\ ..

the school'wfr paid. nor the tuition fee as mentioned. in fee schldule and

fee register was charged.
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the 'school. As per

following r1o.rrt1€rt -

has examined. the

the records, the

sF
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incomplete record.s submitted by

school charged the fee in the

o

f
f

o

. Member

Dated.: 14-10-2019
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Class Tuition fee in
2008-09

Tuition fee in
2009-10

Increase in tuition
fee in 2009-10r&il 500 . 550 50

III to V 550 600 50
VI & VII 600 650 50
VIII 700 750 50

J.S.
Mern'
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Akhil Bal Vidvalava. Friends Enclave.'Naneloi. New Derhi - g6

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

committee on 27 /or/?o12.. However, the returns of the school under

Rule 180 of the nehi school Education Rules, rgr3 were received

from the office of Deputy Director, District west-'B' of the Directorate

of'Education. on prima facie exb.mination of the ret.rrLs, it appeared

that the school had not hiked the fee, in terms of the oriler of the

Director. of Education dated rr.o2.2oog 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 sc.hool, it was .directed vide

notice dated L3.o7.2o72, to produce its fee and salary records and

also to file reply t

On 23.O7.2OL2, at the request of Shri Akhilesh Kaushik,

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

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

the school on 3 r.o7..2or2 for verification. No one 
"pteu...d for the

I

school on 31 .07.2012. The date for verification of recbrds was fixed

for 13.08.2012 at the request received from the schooi.
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On 13.08.2OI2, Shri Akhilesh Kaushik, Manager of ttre

appeared and. produced the records for verification. Reply

questionnaire was also filed. According to the reply, the

l

school,

to the

school

implemented the recommendations of the 6th. Pay commission

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

dated II.02.2O09 of the Director of Education '

w.e.f.
;

ordei
'I

Th"e records, produced by the school'in the first instance were

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

observed that the record. related to implementation of .6th Pay

Commi'ssion could not be verified because the school did not produce

the salary details of the staff. Prima facie, the details of salary as wdil

as. arrears furnished by the school appeared to be unreliable, aS lle

salary and other payments to. the staff were .being paid in cash. The

school also failed to submit fee registers. The Manager of the school

stated that such registers are not being maintained by the school.. On

verification of fee structure and fee receipts, the Audit Officer noticed

that the school had not hiked the fee during 2OO8-09, 2OOg-10 and,

2010-11. He also recorded that the fee, as shown in fee receipts,.{o

not match with the fee structure, as submitted by the school. ti;
5

opined that the school was receiving le.sser fee than that mentioned'ip
,1,

the fee structure. The Audit Officer directed the Manager of the sch.qol

to produce the detaiis of arrears of salary paid to the staff. He was

also directed to file revised reply to the questionnaire by him.
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on 22.08.2012, shri Akhilesh l{aushik, Manager of the school,

appeared before the Audit officer and submitted the requiiqil
, .- i

'idocuments. In revised repiy to the. questionnaire, the schooi qtlieg

that it had implemented the recommendations of the 6rh f;U
commission and had also paid increased salary to the staff.w.e.{..

April, 20rr, but the school failed to produce details of arrears of

salary to substantiate its claim. on perusal of the record, it was

found that.the school was not. charging fee as per the fee structure

and was not maintainlng fee collection register, therefore, the Managei'

was directed by the Audit officer to again appear and file the. fee

structure on the basis of fee receipts fo1 fe9 hike, on 03-09-2012.

on the next date i.e. o}.og.2oL2, no one appeared for the

school.

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

notice dated 24.05.2013, the school was directed to appear before the

Committee on o7.o 6.2013,aiong with its fee and abcounting records. ,

:,
Again on 07.06.2013, the schooi failed to appear before,the

committee, though the notice of hearing had been delivered tp', qid

school on 28.05.2or3, as confirmed from India post Tracking system;

In view of the absence of the school, the committee considers it

appropriate to thke a view in the matter on the basis of records

available with it.

The Committee.has examined

the Audit Officer of the Commitiee.
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From the fee structures on. record, it appears that the school

had not hiked the fee during 2OOg-10 and 2O1O-11. But they are not

worthy of credence as fe,e registers were not produced. As per the

earlier reply to the questionnaire,. the 
. 
school claimed to have

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

January, 2oo6,.even before the issuance of the order of the Director of
j

the Ed.ucation dated I| O2.2OOg. In the revised reply on detecting'of

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

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

for verification, neither before the Audit' officer nor before the

Committee. 
. 

,.

)"
In.these. circumstances, the Committee is of the..view that

the Director of Education should ord.er a special inspection of'the

School, under section 2'4(2)d? oetii school .Ed.ucation Act' rgrg,

;;" ;;ff;::;rJ";nai1s 
pariicurarrv with':*"'u,'o

Recommended accordingly.

I

Dated-. lo.lo">013
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The school had not submitted its reply to the questionnaire

issrred by the committee on 27 /o2/2o12.. However, the returris of the

school under Rule 1Bo of t]re Delhi School Education Rules, rg73

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, iri terms of
':

the order of the Director of Education dated Lr:o2.20o9 ancl had also

not implemented the recommendalion of the 6',n pay commission.

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

In order to ver-ify the returns'of the school, it was directed vide

notice dated L3.07.2or2 to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the queslionnaire on 23.OT.20L2.

. On 23-07-2012, Shri Sanjeev Dahiya, the Manager of the school

appeared before the office. of the committee and produce re'cords foi

verificd.tion. Reply to the que.stionnaire was albo submitted. Accordino

to the rqply, the school has implemented the recommendations of the

6tt' Pay commission w.e.f. April, 2010, but had not paid sarary arrears

to the staff.

The records, produced by the schooi were examinecl by Sh. A.K.

Bhalla, Alldit officer of the cdmmittee.' He observed that opening and

closing bank balances for the year 2009 & 2o1o as ieflected in
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balance ieet do not tally with bank ledger accounts. for those years.

To verify t11e fagt the school was directed to appear on'31-07-2oL2'

and. to'produce bank pass books, fee'receipt books and school fee

registers for verification. on 3r-07-2o12, shri sanjeev Dahiya, the

Manager of the school appeared before the Audit officdr of the

committee a4d produced the required records. on going through the

record the Audit Officer observed that during 2oo9-1o, the school did

.not.hike fee for.classes I to IX; but, there was a hike of Rs.1o0/-,

raising the fee from Rs.70o/- io Rs.8oo/- per moirth (r4.2}o/ol.for

class-X. He further observed that during 2oro'-11, the school hiked
).'.

the fee within the range of lo% for classes-r to V; but, for class-X, fee

was raised from Rs.800/- to Rs.1000/-. The school had claimed to

have implemented the report.of the recommendations of the 6th pay

Commission w.e.f. April, 2O1O.

.' The records of.the school were pioduced before the co'mmittee

on o3-10-2or2. The committee perused the returns of the school

under Rule 180 DSER, lg7g, and'the observations of the Audit

officer., It'was observed by the committee that the aggr.egate of fee did

.not match with the number of students.. The Committee directed Mrs.

Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officir to re-examine the records of the school.

, Mrs. sunita Nautiyal,.Aud,it officer examined the records of the .'

school and reported that there was huge difference in the actual

amount of. fee received and receivable on the basis of number of.

students enrolled'in tlin the school. The school was diirected to explain

the difference in fee on the basis of number of stud.ents enrolled and
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on 30-10-2012, shri sanjeev Dahiya, the Manager of the school

appeared before the Audit officer'and submitted that the details of

enrollments of the students as shown in the records as on 3orh of

,April, each year, showed the new admissiond in the year and not the

totai strength of the school on that particr-rlar date. Thb Audit officer

again'examined the records on ihe' basis of class-wise strength in

2008-09, 2oo9-10 qpd 201.0-11.. she reported that the amount

. received on account of tuition fee and annuar charges, as per the

led[er was less than the amount.receivable in 200g-09 and 2009-10:

but in 2o1o-11, annual charge's actually received were,founcl more

than the projected am6unt. The sch6ol had received more.admission

fee in 2008-09 and 2009-10, than the projected amount, which had

been calculated..gn the basis of number. of new admissions in the

school. shri A.I{. Bhdua and Mrs. Sunita Nautiyai, both the Audit,
:

officers of the committee had also .observed tirat the books of

accounts had been prepared by the. sclrool after.preparation of finar

accounts.

In ordeir to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school,'vide
:

notice dated 23.07.2or3, it was asked to appear before'the committee

oh 24'08.2073, al0ng w.ith its fee .and accounting records. on

24.08.2013, no one appeared before the committeei ror hearing d,espire

service. in view of the absence of the bchool despite service of notice
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on it, the committee decided to record its recommendations on the

basis of observations of the Audit Officer and iecords available with it.

The committee has examined the returns filed.by the school under

Rule 180 of.DSER, rgr} and the observationd of the Audit efficers of

the Committee. It is apparent from the record that the school hiked

thg fee by ' utilizing the order of .the Director Education dated

U.O22OO? or the.ostensible ground of having implemented.the

report of the 6th.Pay Corirmission. It is also evident from the record.
:"

that the school has failed to not maintain the financials of the school

properly. . In this context the absence of the school becomes

significant. It appears. that the.school authorities were trying to hide

the actual facts and deliberately did not appear in order.to avoid beino

questioned bv, the committee. for the fear of truth being unraveied.

Therefore, thg corirmittee recommends that the Directoi of

Education should ord.er a special inspection of the.school, under

sectio.n .24(21 of Delhi school. Education Act Lg7g, to ascertain

the true state of aifairs particularly with regard to fee hike in

2OO9-1O and 2OLO-11. - l

\t^ vL"'J/h t----- \
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. \i(ochar
Chairperson Mern[er

Dated Lt \ t,, It," thl3
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.Delbi Enelish Academy. Bhartbal Villaee, New Pelhi - 45

The school had not submittecl its repty to the questionnaire

issued by the Committee 9n 27 /02/2OI2. Flowever; the returns bf the .

t

school under Rule 180 of the Deihi School Education Rules, Ig73

were received from the. Office of Deputy Director, District South West-

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

returnb, it appeared that the school had not hiked the fee, in terms of

.the order of the Director of Education dated II.O2.2OO9 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 dated 13.07.2012 to produce its fee and salary records and also'

to submit reply to the cluestionnaire on 23.O7.2012. No one appeared

'on the scheduled date. The school vid'e letter dated 31,07.201'2 was
\

again directed to do the same, on 16.08.2OI2.

On 16.0.8.2012, Shri M.K. Pareek from the' school appeared

before the office of the Committee, but did not produce any record.

However, reply to the questionnaire was submitted. The

representative of the school also submitted -a letter requesting for

another date to produce the financials of the school for verification. In

view of the request,the.school was directed to produce the records on

22.08.2012.

On 22.08.2012,' Shri Rajesh Sharma,

appeared before the Committee and produced

HM of the school

the linancial of the

a
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. school. According to the ."pY of lhe questionnaire, the school had

implemented the recomdlendations of the 6tn Pay commission w.e.f.

April,' 2o7o.,.but had not hiked the feb, in terms of the orcrdr of the

Director of Education dated I1.O2.2OOg.

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

' Batra, Audit officer or the committee. He observed that the school

had shown annual charge @ Rs.1500/- per annum during 2008-09

and 2oog-10 but only Rs.50o/- had been charged, r".1.. the receipt

books for the,period 2008-09 and 2009-10. Further, during 2010-11,

though,'development charge @ Rs.Soo/- per annum had been charged

from the sfudent, but the sarne had not been reflected in the fee

structure.' Furtheq, admission f9e has been shown'in the fee structure

otri.rg.'2010-11 as Rs.20o/- br.rt in actual practice it was being

charged @ Rs.35O/- to Rs.+00/- per.annum.

The school has claimed to. have implementbd .the report of 6th

.Pay commission w.e.f..April, 2010. As regards the fee structure, it.had

surprisingly, reduced'the fee by Rs.So/- for all classes during 2oLo-

11, as per the fee.structure submitted along with its returns under

Rule 180 of rhe Delhi school Education Rules- Lg73;which is to.be

believed with a pinch of salt.

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

notice dated 2::7.o5.2013, .it was directed io appear before the

committee on 17.06 .2or3, along with its fee and accounting records.

E
?'
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on 12.06.2013, no one appeared before ,""0t3:3|tr.. for

hearing. The school was provided another'opportunit5l' to appear

before the Committee for lrearing on 15.07.2013.

On 15.07 .2013, Shri MahencLer Kumar pareek, Caretaker.of the

school appeare.cl before the committee without any authority letter.

He categorically stated 'that he did not know anfthing about the

accounts.' He also did not produce any recorcl for verification of the

.Committeb.

.The committee has examined the returns submitted bv the

school und.er Rule lBO of DSER, rg13and observations of the olrort

officer of the Committee. As per record.s, the school has hiked the fee;.
in 2009-10 in the foilowing manners:-

From ttre returris, which'could not be verified as

accounting records #ere not produced, ostensibly show

increased within tolerable limit of 10%.

.the fee'and

that fee .was

The school has also claimed that it has impremented the report

of 6th Pay commission but the school railed to produce'any record in

original before the committee foi its examination at the time of

hearing. Therefore, the Committee is not in a position to arrive at'any

definite findings.'Tfre casual approach of the school is evident from

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

TRUE COPY
-\/

W
Secreibry

Class' Tuition Fee in
2008-09,

Triition Fee in
2009-.10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2oo9-to

ItoV 600 650 50

VI to VIII 650 700 50
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Committee, who was ignorant about school accounts and alSo did not

.

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

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

ascertaining the actual facts. The committee does not appreciate the

strategr er4ployed by the school

Therefore, the. Coirrmittee . recornmend.s that Dirictor of

Education should order a special inspection of the school, under

Section 24(21 of Delhi School Education Apt Lg7S, to ascertain

the true state of affairs of the linancials of the school.

dfi
I *."//4N

Justice A5ril Dev Singh
Chairperson.

Dated vr)to1 >qts

\
\'rt

.l.s\rochar
nne\er

Gwrr
Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member
(Retd.)
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Muni Internalignal Sch,ool. Mohan Gard-e+.

Uttam Nagar. New Delhi - 110 O59

c-290

o

g,b

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

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

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

from the Office of Deputy Director, District West '13' of the Directorate of

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

the school had riot hiked the fee, in terms of the order of the Directorate

of Educaiion dated II.O2.2OOI and had also-not implemented the
t

recom'mendations of the 6fr Pay Commission. Accord.ingly, the school

was placed in Category'C'.

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

13.07.2012 was directed to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the aforeshid questionnaire on 26.07.2012. No one

appeared on the sched.uled date. The Office of the Committee received a

letter on 26.O7.2OL2, from the manager of the school, requesting'for
I

another datq for the verification of records. The school at its own request
I

I

was directed to attend the Office of the Committee on 16-08-20 L2, to

o

o

o

o
I

present trr" j""ords for verification.
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000529

On the schedule date, Shri Ashok Kumar Thakur, Manager of the

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

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

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

2OOg but did not hike the fee.

The records produced were exarnined in the first instance by Shri

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

the school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10 and 201.0-11

within the tolerable limit of IOo/o,

the school also claimed to have implemented' tJ.e 6ti' 'Pay

Commission Report w.e.f. July, 2OOg, however, financials of the

year 2008-09 to 2010-11 have revealed'that there was huge gap

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

the staff,

the school representatives had stated ttrat the deficiency was made

up by grants from societ5r to the tune of Rs.2 lacs in .2008-09,

Rs.8.5 lacs during 2009-10 and Rs.28.5 lacs during2OlO-11 and

the aid from. ttre society had been received in cash.
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In order to provide an opportunity to present its case, notice of

hearing dated 27/05/2013, was served to the school, with the d.irection

to appear before the Committee on Ig.06.'2013 with the records.

\

On the appointed date of hearing, Shri Dhananjay'Kumar Tiwari,

Music Teacher of the school appeared before the committee. The

representative of the school submitted a letter under the signature of the

manager of the school stating that the school had not increased the fee

and the case had already been settled on 26-07-2012 with the teachers. .

No original financial.'records' were produced for the perusal of the

Committee.

The Committee has examined the, record available with the

Committee and observations of the Audit Officer. The financial returns

submitted by the school under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Ed.ucation

Rules, L973, reveal that the fee schedules, for all the five yea{s i.e. from

2006-07.to 2010-11 were written in pencil. The school's claim to have

implemented the recommendations of the 6fr.Pay Coinmission w.e.f. July

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

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

aid alleged to have been received from society year after year. It appears

o

I

o

;f

)

O

I

o
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that'the school did not produce the

state of affairs of the school.

original records to

000531

hide the actual

o

rn the circumstances, the committee is of the view that in
absence of financiars of the school, its claim that it had

iriplemented. the recommendations of .the 6tu.pay commission
:

without a fee hike and the society'kept on infusing.money to.bridge

the gap between collection of fee and the salary bill of the staff, is

difficult to swallow. . Therefore, the Director of Ed,ucation should

order a'special inspection of the school, under section z4l2l of
.

Delhi school Education Act Lgrg, to ascertain the true state of
affairs.

J.S. ochar

qp\

o
a

Dated : t4-10:2o13

TRUE COPY
'/
|v

Secretary
o

t,

o

flm,14

/ JUSTICE. \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee



o

o 000532 c-297

o

,a

The school did not repry to the questionnaire issued by the
'committee.on 27/o2l2or2. However, the. returns of the school under

rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, Ig,7g were received from

the Office of Deputy Director, District North West A, of the Directorate of

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

tfre school had not hiked the fee iir terms of the ord.er of the Directorate

of Education dated Lr.o2.2oog and had also +ot implemented the

recommendations of the .6ft pay commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category'C'.
t

.

In ord.er to veri$r the returns, the school,. vide letter dated

1g.,o7.2oL2 was directed to produce its fee and salary ,""o.d" and also to

submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 26.0r..2012. No one

appeared on the scheduled date: The Office of the Committee received. a

letter from the manager bf the school requesting for: another date for.the

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

appear on 16.08.2oL2, to present the records for verification.

n-JF 7-
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On' the scheduled date, Strri M.P.S. Chauhan, Manager of the

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

to the questionnaire was ai"o filed. As per the reply school had

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

2OO9 but no arrears were paid o the staff and no fee hike was effected.

The records produced by

instance by Shri A.K. Bhalla,

observed that:

(iv)

(v)

TRUE COPY
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the school were examined in the first

Audit Officer of the Committee. He

t

#
(i)

(ii)

(iii)

thb figures appearing in the fee register do not i.natch with the cash

book and ledger for the respective years,

the rates'of annual charges and admission fee, appearing in the

school fee register also did not match with the rates as shown in

fee structure of the respective years,
:

the school did not prod.uce receipts of annual charges,'examination

fee and. admission fee collected.frbm the.students with the result,

the account of such fee could not be verified,

the school fee registers were incomplete anq not found. to be

genuine and reliable foi vbriffing the fee structure

the school had been maintaining.two sets of books of fee receipts

and fee collection,'qeigardleSs of charging fee at different rates, and

o

a
o

e,
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the fee register showed annual charges ; .g?ii3' fee at

inflated rates and their. entries did not tally with the eniries in the

cash book and ledger, relating to the year 2oog-10 and 2010-11.

(vi)

c
In order to provide an opportunity to present

hearing dated 27 /O5/2O13, was served on the school

to appear before thd Committee on 2L.O9.2OI3.

its case, notice of

with the directions

o

-$r

On the appointea date of hearing, Shri M.P.S. Chauhan, Manager

of the school appeared befbre the Committee. The representative'of the

school submitted reply to the qubstionnaire regaraing development fee.

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

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

observations of the Audit Oificer dated 16-08-20.12, which he confirmed

Thg committee has examined the records of the school. . on

examination of books of accounts, it was found thp.t the salary paid to

the staff did not match with the salary bills Iiled along with the repty to

the questionnaire submitted on 16.08.2012. Contrary to the claim of the

school, of having implemented the recommendations of the 6tr' pay

commission w.e.f. July, 2oo9, it is observed from the copies of'salailr
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accounts that rthe sa.lary was actually reduced from Jrly, 2oog

compared tb sahry from. April, 2OOg to June, 2O.Og.

In the circumstanc€s, the Committee feels that the financials

of the' school and , its . claim of having implehented the

recommendations of the 6tu Pay Commission without increasing the

fee 3,re not reliable. Therefore, committee is of the view that the

Director of Education should ord.er a special inspection gf the

School, under Section Z4lZl of Delhi School Education Act L9TB,-to

ascertain the true state of affairs

Dated:- 23.10.2Q13
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Dirnra Fublic Schooi. Bu-dhVihaFr.Delhi - 11O O84'

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

Committee on 27 l02l2OL2.'However, the.returns of the school under

Rule L8O of the Delhi School Education Rules. Lg73 were received.

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

Directorate of Education: Or' examination of the returns, it

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

tlre order of the Direitor of Education dated |L.O2.2OO9 and had also

not.implemgnted the recommendations of the 6fr Pay Commission.

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

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

notice dated L9.O7.2OI2 to produce its feb and salar5r records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on 06.08.2012. No one appeared

on tlre scheduled date. The school vide letter darted I4-Oa-2OL2 was

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

reply to the questionnaire on 3L.O8.2OL2.

On the schedule dAte, Shri Vijay Iiumar Sharma, appe,ared

before the Office of the Committee. It was tleen tllat reply to tJ:e

questionrtaire was also flled. According to ttre reply, the school had,.

neither implemented the recommendations of the 6ut Pay commission,
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nor 

. 
had hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

Education dated 1,1".02.2009.

The records, produced by the school were in the fi.rst instance

examined by sh. N.s. Batra, Audit officer of tl:e committee. He

observed t].at the school did not produce the fee receipt books for tl.e

period 2009-10 and 2010-11,'therefore, trre fee charged from the

students could. not be verified with the fee structure.

The Audit officer also recorded that the school did not prod.uce

the salary Pa5rment Registers for ttre yea-rs 2008'-09, 2oo9-l.o and

2oLo-11-, but the expenditure on salar5r during the year 2o1o-11

showed that the school had not implemented the report of 6u' pay

Commission.

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

notice dated 27.o5.2o'J.3, it was directed to appear. before the

Committee on 26.06.20L3, along with its fee and accounting records.

on 26.06.201'3, no one appeared before the committee fcir hearing.

The notice of hearing hul been delivered to the school on 31.0s.2}ts

as confirmed from India Post Tracking System.

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

it, the committee consid.ered it d.ppropriate to record its
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in the 'matter oh the basis

records available with it.

000538

observations

Receipt book's f1 the

acfual fee charged by

recommendations

Audit Officer and

The Committee has examined

the Audit Officer of the Committee.

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

Since the school did not produce. the Fee

relevant perioil, it is not possible to verify the

the school flom the students.

..Therefrire, the committee is'of the view that'the Director of

,Ed.ucation ought to direct spec.ial inspection of the school under.

Section 24(21 of the Delhi Schooi Education Act,' LP7g to
.;

ascertaiir the true state of affairs.

Recomme nde d accordingly.

of

3s
?
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J.*.\ochar
Member

Dated \\) ,0)13

Member

J ^{'uo*' A^YI/-- '

" in1''1'1

3feuE eopY

S*"rK

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

increase in Tuition
fee'2009- 10

I 230 230 NIL
il 240 240 NIL:
ilI 250 2s0 NIL
IV 260 260 NIL
V 270 270 NiL
VI to VIII 350 350' NIL

Dr. R.K. Sharma

i-,l.tif,ffisd'
For Review of Schij ree,
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Nay Du{ga Adg\rph Vid,vahya, Budh Vihar, Dethi - 1.1O O86

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

.Committee 
on 271.9212OL2. However, the returns of the school under

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

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

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

the school had neither hiked the fee in terms oi the ord.er of the Director

of. Education dated 'LLO2.2OO9, nor had implemented the 
,

recommendations of the 6e Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category'C'.

in order to veri$i the returns the school vide letter dt.04.07.2012

was directed to prod.uce its fee and .salary records and also to submit

reply to the questionnaire on L2.O7.2012.

Sh. A.S. Rana, Chairman of the school attend.ed the office, but did

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

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

Iinancials of the school.

, On the schedule'date, Sh. A.S. Rana, Chairman of the school

attended thE office and prod.uced the records of the school,. Reply to the

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

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

01.03.d010 without effecting a fee hike.
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The record.s produced were examined. in the first instance by Sh.

Bhalla, Audit Officer of the iommittee. His observations were'that:-

the school had incred.sed tuition fee in 2OO9-10 by Rs.1O0/-.per

month for classes VI to VIII , within the tolerable limit of 10% and

there was no increase for classes.I to V,

the school had not increased tuition fee in 201O-11,

the school, though claimed 'to havq implembnted the

. recommendations of the 6trr Pay Commission, the salary to the staff

had not been paid according to the recommendations of the 6tr' Pay

ion andCommiss.

(iv) the school did not have any bank account and all transactions

were made in cash.
I

In.order to provide an opportunity to preient its'case, notice of

hearing d.ated 27 /O5/2O13, was served on the school with the directions

to appear before the Committee on ZO.,OO.Zi1S.

On the appointed date, Shri Ajeet Singh, Chairman. and Shri T.P.

Singh, Manager of the school appeared before the'Committee. It was

stated. by them that the school did not charge any development fee and

also did not have any bank account tLlI2Ot2. The representatives of the

(ii)

(iii)

A

)

school conceded that:

(i). the recommend.ations of ,the 6ft Pay Comrnission

shown to have been implemented on records,

had only been

COMMINEE
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(iii) the fee so collected had

match the accounts.

The Cornmittee.has examined the.observations of the Audit Officer,'

records of. the school and the submission of the school. reprbsentatives.

It is evident froin tJre submission'of the school that financials of the

school. have been prepared just for showing the implementation of the

rdcommendations of the'6tr Pay Commission on papers. This is even

evident from the fac! that the school did not deduct pF or TDS even after

purported implementation of the 6th pay Commission. Admittedly,

whatever fee has been collected frgm the stud.ents had. not been properly

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

'years shows only eash in hand. The records prgduced before the

committee'do not inspire the confid.ence and cannot be relied. upon.

In the circumstances, the Diiector of Education should'ord,er a

speeial inspection of the School, under Sectibn 2412]1of Delhi School

Education Act L973, to ascertain the true state of affairs.

Recommende d accordingly.,

(iil even the, fee as

the students,

Member

fated : 14-10-2013
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been collected from

been shown on the higher

ochar
er

, sidei, only to
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DR. Rd{:sharma J.S.
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" Naq CFetr4_.Puhlic School, Naiafga{h, Delhi -,119 O43

The school did not reply i the questionnaire ,issued by the

Committee on 27lO2l2OI2. .However, the returns of the school und.er

Rule LSO of the Delhi School Education Rules, lg73 were received. from

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

Education. On preliminary examination of the records, prima-facie, it

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

of the Director of Education date d 1L.02.2009, nor had implemented the

recommendations of the 6ur Pay Comrriission." Accordingly, it was placed

in Category'C'.

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

notice dated 1,9-07-2OL2 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit rep.ly to the questionnaire on 06-08-2012. .

On 06.08.2012 the office of the committee received a letter from

the Manager of the school requesting for-some more time to presen't the

recbrd. The schooi at its own request was directed to produce the records

c-314

.&k

on 14.08.2012.
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on r.4.08 .2oz2,sh. Praveen'Kuma' o-*l,l:ii:' ",

had been between 22.60/0 to 25.5o/o,
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the school

;\ft

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

hnancials and requested to extend. the d.ate for verification. The'Manager

was directed to produce complete record on 23.08 .2012.

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

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

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

implerriented the recommend.ations of the 6u" Pay Commission nor had

hiked'the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Ed.ucation dated

Lr.o2.20.os .

The record.s, produced by the school in the first instance were

examined by Sh. A.K. Vijh, Aud.it Officer of the Committee. $.e observed

to the effect that:

(i) the school had not furnished Auditor's report for the'year 2008-09,

2OO9-10 and 2010-1 1,

(ii) the Manager of the school had reported that the school made

payment towards Auditorls fee @ Rs.8000/- per, annqm during

. 2OO8-09 to 2OLO-11, but its transaction was not reflected in the

. income and expenditure account,

(iii) the school did not hike fee in 2OO9-10 but during 2010-11 the hike

ANrL#8ilt$r-.;
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the school did not have any bank account, and

the school had been receiving aid from the society regularly in the

form of cash.

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to

notice dated 23.O7.2OL3, the school .\Mas d.irected

24.O8.2O13 along with its fee and accounting records.

the

to

school, vide

appear on

$^v

. On 24'.O8.2O 13, 'Sh. Pankaj Arora, representative .of the school

without authority letter appeared before the committee. He filed the reply

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

the school' had not charged developme4t fee.. H.e requested. for ari

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

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

L2.Og.20rg.

'On tZ.Ogt.ZOtS Sh. Parveen Kumar, Manager and Ms. Suman
I

Arora, Member of the society appeared before the Committee for hearing.

They admitted that the balance sheet of the school does not reflect the

actual state of aftairs of the school.

The Committee has examined the record, observations of the audit

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

SR{,IE COPY
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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 in
fee during
2009-10

Tuition
Fee in
2010-11

Increase in
fee during
2010-11 '

I-II 250 250 NIL 350 100
ilI-ru 270 270 NIL 370 100
V 290 290 NIL 390 100
VI-VIII 300 300 NIL 400 100

the Manager of the school, during the couis.e of hearing

efore fhe Committee admitted that the financials of the school do

,tual state of afl rol, the Committee is' not reflect the actual stat-e of affairs of the schc

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

. lt credence. Therefore, the Committee recommends that the Director}?
, of Education should order a special inspection of the School, und.er

Section 24121of Delhi School Education Act Lg7g, to ascertain the

true state of affairs .

Recommended accordingly.

sd l- sd/- sd/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma
Mernber

Justice Anil Div Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Mernber

Dated---28-10-2'013
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Green Gold PuEic Sclrool. Gopal Naear. I.[aiafsarh..New Delhi - 43

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

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

und.er Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, Lg73. were

received from the Office of Deput5r Director, District South West-B' of

the Directorate of Education. On examination of the returns,

it prima-facie appebred that the school had neither hiked the'fee in

terms of ttre order of the Director of.Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 nor

had implemented, the recommendatioirs of the 6ft Pay. Commission.

Accord.ingly, tJre school was placed in Category'C'.

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

L9.O7.2OI2, It was directed to produce its fee and salary records and

also to submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire. on 07.O8.2OL2.

On tl.e schedule date, Shri Mukesh Kumar, TGT of the school

appeared and. produced the record.s of the school. It was then that the

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

school had neither implemented the recornmendations of the 6trr Pay

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

Director of Education dated IL.O2.2OO9.
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' The records produced. were examined it tf"- frrit instance by

Shri A.K. Vijh, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observations were

that in 2OO9-10 the school h.ad hiked the fee within the tolerable limit'

of 10%. ln2O10-LL, there was 40% hike in annual charges.

In ord.er to provide an opportunity of hearing.to ttre school,

notice of hearing dated 23.O7.20L3 was served upon the school with

the d.irections to appear before the Committee on 24.O8.2OL3.

On the appointed date, Shri Surender Kumar Manager and Shri

Mukesh Kumar, TGT oj the school appeb.red before the committee.

They frled reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee.

According to the reply, the sctrool had not charged development fee

from the students. It was submitted by the aforesaid. representatives

of the schobl that the school had neither hiked tJre fee, in ternis of the
\

order of the'Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OOI, nor had

implemented the recornmendations of tJ:e 6tt' Pay Commission.

The Committee has examined the records, the observations of

the Audit Officer of the Committee and the submission made by the

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

31.03.2OL0, .the Committee finds that the same does not show any

bank balance. On query, the Manager of the school stated that the

school was maintaining "t .""otnt with funjab National Bank for

more ttian five years' It appears t.Lat the b?lance sheet of the schoolo
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has not been actually audited. and is a mere tompilation report'. Jhe

so called balance sheet as on 31-O3-2OLO shows a balance of

Rs.6,696/- with Oriental Bank of Commerge, but.the Manager of the

school stated that the school d.id not have any account with'the said

bank. The school did not produce bank pass'book or statement of

bank accounts for the perusal of the Gommittee.

In tne cirbumstances, it is difficult to rely, upon the record

produced by the school. Therefore, tFe Committee is of the view

that the Director of Education shorild.order a special inspection

of the School, under"Section 24.21of Delhi School Education Act

'lg7g, to ascertain the true state of affairs.

., Recommended accordingly.

^g

$c t'=
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: 14-10-2013
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The school did not reply to. the questionnaire issued by 'ttie

'committe e on 27 l02 /2012. However, the returns of the school undei
:'

Rule 180 of the'Delhi school Education Rules, rgr3 were received

from the Office of Deputy Director, District Central of thq Directorate

of Education. on prima facie examination of the returns, it appeared

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

Director of Education dated rr.o2.2oo9, nor had implemented the

recommendations of the 6ti, Pay commission. Accordingly, the school

was pfaced in Category'C'.

In order

19.07.2013 of

salary records

07.o8.2012

.;
to verify the .returns

the Committee, it was

and also to submit

i

of the school, vide letter dated

directed to ilroduce its fee and

reply to the questionnaire on

on the'scheduled. date, Ms. uma Mehrotra, Manager of the

sch.ool. appeared and produced the record.s of the school. Reply to tlie

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

neither implemented the recommendations of the 6th pay commission

nor had increased the fee..
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record.s, produced in the first instance were examined bjr

Bhalla, Audit officer of the committee. He observed that th'b

the society

the recommendations of thg

not hiked, fee in terms of tire
jir

\
dated 1}.022009. 

i :.
'! '

i I'

i0

'.-..'
Manager of the school has not produced the complete record. on thE

:

basis of the available record, he observed that the school had hiked

the fee within the tolerable limit of roo/oin 2OO9-10 and 2010-11. She

was again asked to produce the complete record and to attend the

office of the committee on 30.08.20 12 for.verification. pursuant
:

theretb, Mrs. uma Mehrotra, Manager of the school filed the record

but did not produce bank statements, pass books for verification.'on

examination of the records, it was observed.,by the Arldrl officer of the

committee on the basis of the record produced by the school that:-

(i) final accounts had been prepared and qigned on 21.0g.2012 by

' M/s. N.K. Mahajan, C.A.,

(ii) the schooi had. r.""i r.d huge amounts in c3sh from

.. during 2008-09 to 2O1O-11 and

(iii). the school had not implemented

6ti'Pay.Commission and'had also,

order of the Director of Education

In order to provide an opportunity of hearing to the scrroot;

notice of hearing dated '23.07.2013 was served to the school with the

directions to appear before the Committee on 2.4.OB.2OL}.

on the'appointed date, sh. s:N. Mehrotra, chairman and Mrs.

Uma Mehrotra, Manager of the school appeared before the committee.

They contended that the bchool had neither hiked the fee, in terms of

,zTRUE,COPY
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the order of the Director of Education dated II.O2.2OO9, nor"hdd
: ; ...

implemented. the recommendation of the 6,t Pay Comrnission. Th:.y

also filed reply to the questionnaire regarding development rqe I

Accprding to the reply, the school had not charged development fee

from the studbnts. The representatives of the school confirmed that
"r'i

the balance sheets for the years 20Ci8-09, 2OOg-10 and 2010-11 ggt
' .'^ i,

audited on it.OA.ZOt2.They also confirmed that the school ha.d

received aid from the society, year aft'er year in cash in-spite of it

having a bank account.

examination of the financials of the school, the observations

of the Audit officer of the Committee and the submission made by ttie

school, it appears that the school had prepared its financials as late

as 21.o8.2o12. It did not produce a bank statement & pass book fcir
i

verificatibl. I, also appears from the recorci that the school had qot

Submitted returns under rule 180 of the Delhi School Education'Rule:

66\

I973, to the department.

. Therefore, we are of the opinion that the Director of

Education should order a special inspection of the School, Under

section 24(21 of Delhi school Education Act Lgzg, tb ascertain

.i'

..rl

the true state of affairs.

, Recommended accordingly.

sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson
Dated: 10-10-2013
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The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27 /o2l2or2. However, the returns of the school und.er

'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 examination of the returns, it prima facie appeared that

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

of Education dated Il.O2.2OO}, nor had .implemented the

recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category'C'.

In order to verify the returns the school, vide letter dt.19.O7.2OL2

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

reply to the questionnaire on L4.O8.2O.L2.

Sh. D.P. Verma, Manager of the school attended the bffice and

produced the records of.the school. Reply to the aforesaid questionnaire

was also filed. Acgording to the reply, the school had not implemented
_t

the recommendations of ttie 6u.'Pay Commission and had also irot hik'ed

I

'v

o
o

i

o
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^ ,iol the order of the' Director of Education Dated
.i

the fee in terms

rr.02.2009.

a

3

.*

(i)

(ii)
o

a
o

The records produced were examined in the first inst4nce by sh.

A.K. Vtjh, Audit Officer of the Committee. His'observations were that:-

the school had increased tuition fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11 bv

Rs.2O/- per month within the tolerable limit of LOo/o.

the cash in hand as on 31.03.2010 and 31.03.2011 did not tally

wit]l the balance sheets

(iii) ' the salary details as recorded in salary register and ledger for the

period August 2OOg to Februa ry 2OL'Odid'not match with each

' other.

. In order.to provide an opportunity to present

hearing dated 29lO7/.201'3, was served on the school

to appear before tfre Committee on 30.08.2013.

its case, notice of

with the direction

o'

c

on the appointed date, shri D.p. verma, Manager of the school

appeared before the Committee. It was stated. by him that the school did

not charge any development fee. The representative of the school when

confronted with the obbervations of the audit officer regirding mismatch

between books of accounts. and the audited finAncials, he fairly conceded

COPY
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that there. had blen some mistake in the sa1ary sheet which was rectified

subsequently.

The Committee has examined the observations of the Audit Officer,

records of the school and the submissions of the school representative.

It appears from'tfre record and from the submissions made on behalf of

the school that the'financials of the school were prepared in haste just to
\

present them befoie the committee, resulting in mismatch between the

audited accounts ahd books of accounts of the schgol. The records

produced before the Committee do not inspire confid.ence and cannot be

ielied upon.

In the circumstances, 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.

Rbcommended accordingly.

t

qu/

I

1o

t

o
sd f*

Justice Anit Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:- 24.LO.2OI3
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,with a view to elicit the ielevant information from the schools

with regard to t]:e basic questions, wtrether or not the school

had implemented' the recommend.ations of the 'sixth pay

commission and if so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the

purpose of implementation thereof, a questionnaire prepared

by the, committee was issued. to the Managers of all schools on .

27.o2.2o12 with tlie request that the inforrnation be furnished.

to tlre committee within seven days (Annexure 30 at page 4To^:
of the First Interim Report).

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

specified time. However, the retrirns filed OI *: school under

rule 180 of the Delhi 'school Education Rules, IgT3 were

received by the' committee orl being ,"qni"itioned .from the

.concerned Deputy Directop of Education. along with a copy of

the fee sched.ule.

3. on examination of the aforesaid returns by thg.committee, it

prima facie appeared that the school had neither hiked the fee

in terms of the order of the Director of Ed.ucation dated.

7r.o2.2oo9 nor implemented the recommend.ations of the 6tr,

pay commission. In this *"y of the matter the school was

placed in category'C'.
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with a view to verify the return's, the office of .the committee

vide its notice.dated 19.07.2012 required the school to appear

on7.Q8.20L2 and to produce entire accounting, fee and salarlr

records for t]:e years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish.reply

to the aforesaid questionnaire. Pursuant to the notice Mr. R.

Kumar, Manager of the School attended. the office of tJ:e

committee and.presented the record, which was checked by

one of the Audit Officers of tl:e Committee, who found the

record to be incomplete. He required the Manager.of the school

to appear. and produce the complete record on 14.0g.2OL2.

Thereupon, on L+.O8.201,2, Mr. R. Kumar, Manager of the

school along with Mr. r{hazan singh, clerk appeared in the

office of the committee, and filed reply to the aforesaid

questionnaire an{ also presented. the recor.d. The'reply to

questionnaire reads.as under:

c

e

L!b

5.

o
I

o ?S{UE COPY

\n ./
sbc'effi

S.No. Query Reply

1. Whether the school has impleniented the
recornmendations of the 6th' pay
Commission.

NA

2. If the answer to questibn no.1 is.in the
affirmative, please provide the following
information (separate 'sheets may be
used):-

NA
1. less fee
2.Society
Iinancial
position not'sound.

3. so VI pay
commission
cannot be

:^#i;e;s")roi nevrew oi irrlio' rru,
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v

o

.It is mariifest from -the aforesaid reply .that the school has

claimed to have neither implemented the recommendations of

tl.e 6fr Pay comrnission nor hiked the fee in terms.of the order

of the Director of Education dated. LI.O2.IOOI.

6. On 14.08 2OI2, the record prese4ted, in the first. instance,

was examined by the Audit officer of the committee. From the

TRUE COPV

CI00557

i. With effect from which d.ate ir the
increased s41ary'to staff being paid?

ii.. Furnish the details of salary payment
to staff, pre and post implementation,
of the 6th Pay Commission.

:.

iii. F\rrnish the details of payment of' arrears of sa1ary to qtaff consequent to
implementation .of the 6th Pay
Commission.

glven
4.less
student also

NA

NA.

ilA

3. Whether the school has increaied the fee of
the'students consequent .to implementation
of the '6u' Pay Commission in terms of the
order No. . B'.DE./1s(s6)/AcT 12009 1778
Dated LL.2.2OO9 of the Director of
Education.'

NA

4.

I

\

If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative,
please provide the following information
(separate sheets may be used):
i. With effect from which date was the fee

increaied?
ii. Furnish the details of ,fee charged. from

the students class wise, indicating tl-e
' number of students in each ciass, pre

and post such increase.
iii. Furnish the details of arrear fee

charged from the students consequent
' to implementation of the 6th Pay

Commission.

NA

NA

NA

NA

i-'!,{#y.)
For Review ofSctroot feu
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observations of the Audit Offi.cer, recorded in the file, in the

' presence of th€ Manager of the school and clerk accompanying

him, 'it is clear 9"t the record produced by tJ:em was

incomplete. Before the Audit officer the Manager stated that

the fee rec.eipt books from 2OO8-O9 to '2010-11 had. been

damaged 'flooding of the basement. Therefore, due to

their non-production, the Audit officer was not able to check

as to whether or not ttre school wal actually charging the same

fee as reflected .in'fee structures. The Audit officer however.

observed that as per the fee structure for the years 2OOZ-O8

'and 2008-O9 the fee had been hiked to the extent of Rs. 20 l- to

30/- per month, which was within the range 6f +o/o to go/o.

Similarly by comparing ttre fee structure of 2OO8-O9 wittr fee

structure of 2009-10, he observed that the fee,has been hiked

to.the extent of Rs. S6/- onty, which'is about 60/o-T0/o of the fee

charged in the year 2008 -2OOg. According to him there was no

fee hike during the period of 2010-i1. He arrived. at this

conclusion by comparing the fee structures for the year 2OOg-

10 and 2O1O-11. The aufit officer noted that the school was

operating a bank account but the salary was being paid in

cash. The'Audit.Officer also observed .that there was gap

b.gtween the income of the school from tuition fee and salary

payable to the sta,ff and for running the school, it was receiving

?id ftom the society.

g

c

.o

).
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7. As noted by the Audit officer, the school is securing aid from

the societ5r as per the following details

2008-09

200e-i0

2010

4,7O,OOO

5,73304
6,15,993

o

8. By notice dated 20.09.2013; the school was asked. to appear on

27.O9.2O.L3 along with entire 
. 
accounting, fee and salary

' iecords for the years 2008-09'to 2o1o-11 and for according

hearing to it. As pei the India post Track Result, notice sent by

2L.Og.2OL3. On

the scheduled date i.e., 27.09.2015, no one appeared on the

behalf of the school. The absence of the school on the aforesaid

'dd.te of hearing despite serwice was an indication of the fact

that the school did not wish to avail the opportunity of being

heard in the matter. Accordingly we closed the hearing and

reserved the recommendations. presenfly we proceed to deal

with the matter.

RE. FET HIKE

9. we have gone through the available record and the.observation

of the Audit officer. There is iro doubt that the school has ncit

implernented the recommendations of 6th pay comrnission and

has not given higher salary to the staff in accordance

therewith. since the school has not impremented. the

recommendations of 6th Pay commission, trre ord.er of the

not be utilised

; Page5ofS
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fort}repurposesofincreasingthefee.Itisclaimedbythe

school that fee. hiked dqring the years 2008-2009 and 2OO9-

2010 was within the tolerance limit of L0% and during the year

2O\O-2OL1 .there was no fee hike at all. The claim is based

upon the fee sti-uctures of the school, but iee structure alone is

.notenoughtoshow.thatt]refeewasnothikedbeyondthe

. tolerance limit of. Lovo. The school did not prod'uce the fee

receipts on the ground that they were destroyed because of 
. \_.

. flooding of the basement in which'fee receipts were kept' The

school also 
. 
failed to produce the fee registers. 'I'n the

.t

circumstance, thereford, we are not convinced' that the fee was

: raised within the tolerance limit of 10%. The school haS not

filed reply to the questionnaire relating to the d.evelopment fee'

' The school has also failed to appear'before us wittr the original

record despite service. It appears to us that the school lwanted

o
rO.
uz

t

{l,

\

'to conceal the original record from oirr gaze' In the

circumstances therefore we are unable to place reliance on the

record produced by the school. Therefore we are of the view

that the Director of Education should direct a special

inspection of the school under' section 24121 of the

Education Act Lg7g.

Recommended accordinglY.
I -/') r'

/t's' r----
Justice Anfl Dev Singh (Retd')

\ffr
Dr.--RlR. Sharma

MemberI
o

Cllairperson .

Date: t.Illll2ol3
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RE,p ROSE PUBLTC FCHOO,.T?. MANDOLT EXT.. N-ETV,DqLHI-

1 logeq
.

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

with regard. to the basic questions, whetJreq or not'tlle school

had implemented the recommendations of the Sixth Pay

Commission and. if so. whether or not the fee'ivas hiked for the

purpose of implementation thereof, a'questionnaire prepared

by the Committee was issued to the \4anagers 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 47O

' 
of the First Interiin Report).

2. Th;e school did not respond tg tlie questionnakb within the

specifred time. However, the returns filed FV tfte. school under

rule 18O of the Delhi School Education Rules, IgTg weid

received by the Committee on being requisitioned frorn the

concerned Deputy Director of Education along.with a copy of

the fee schedule.

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

prima facie appeared that the sbhbol did not implernent ttre

recommendations of the sixth pay commission and also did not

increase the fee in terms of the order of the Director of

?RUg COPV
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I
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Education dated. tt-Oi-ZOO9. In

school was placed in category'C'.

4. With' a view to veri$r tl:e returns, the office of the committee

vide its notice dated L}.O7.2O1.2 required the school to appear

on O7.O8.2OI2 and to produce entire hccounting, fee 'and.

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

reply to the aforesaid quedtionnaire. On O7.O8.2OL2 no one

. 00CI562

this view of the matter th'e

A;P

appeared in the office of the committee despite notice. Again on

14.08.2012 notice was issu.ed to the school directing it to

appear and submit the records mentioned in the earlier notice

dated Ig.O7.2OL2 on 31.08.2012. Pursuant thereto Mr..Kapil

.. Upadhayay, part time accountant appeared in the Offrce of the

Committee and presented. reply\to the aforesaid questionnaire,

which reads as under:

TRUE COPV

\,,1

secr&6
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S.No. Query' Reply

1. Whether the school has' implemeri.ted the
recommendations of the 6th Pay Commiision.

No

2. If ' the answer to question no.l is in the
affirmative, please provide "the following
information (separate sheets may be used):-
i. With effect from which date is the increased

salary to staff being paid?

ii. Furnish the details of. salarlr pa5rment to
.'staff, pre and post impl"*"nt":tion, of the 6ft
Pay Commission.

iii. Furnish ttre detaiis of pa5rment of a,rrears of
salary to staff.consequent to implementation
of the 6s Pay Commission.

N/A

N/A

N/A
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.3. Whether the school has increased the fee of the
stud.ents consequent to implementation'of the 6ft
Pay Commission in terms of .the Order No.
F,DE./15(56)/AcT /2oo9 /778 Dated LL.2.2QO9
of the Director of Education.

No

4 If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative,
please provide the following information
(separate sheets may be used):
i. With effect flom which date was' the fee

increased?
ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from the
. students class wise, indicating the number of

students in each class, pre and post such
increase.

iii. Furnish the details of arrear. fee charged
'from the students consequent ' to
implementation of the 6th Pav Commission.

N.A.

N.A.

N.A.

5.

000563

6. The part-time Accountant of .the school also produced the

record which was examined bv one of the Audit Officers of the'

' Committee. He observed to the effect that:-

i. For the years 2008-09 to 2O1O-11 the school did not

produce fee receipt books and fee registers and only

produced computerised. printout of fe'e received from the

students of each class. As per the part time accountant,

' the fee record was maintained on computer but the same

is out of order and all data, has been deleted. Therefore,

the actual collection of fee could not be verified. 'l \

?R,UE'COPY
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According tb the representative, the school has not

collected any arrears frgm the stud.ents and no arrears

have been paid to the staff. .

The salar5r register for the year 2O08-O9,to 2OLO-11 was

checked and it was found that the salary was paid as per

pre-revised scales and not.as per Government Rules as

DP & TA was not being 
.p"1d. 

However, DA was being

paid @ 6Lo/o.

The number of employees differs as compared 'to the

statement submitted to concerned.District Office of the

Education Department for all the aforesaid three years.

The fee iS being collected in cash and salar5r is being paid

in cash.
l

vi. As per the fee structur.e tlie school. has hiked the fee

. 
wittrin the permissible [mit in 2OO9-10 and 2010-].1 but

. .. the amount actually collected 'could not be verified for

want of fee receipt books and fee registers.

7. By a notice dated 2O.O9.2OL3 tl.e school was asked to appear

before the Committee on 26.O9.2OL3 along with 'entire

accounting fee and salary'records'for the years 2OO8-09 to

2010-11 for th.e examination of the same by the committee and

for hearing the school. As per the India Post Track Result,

notice sent by speed. post to the school was served 
'on

2L.OL.;OB. On the scheduled. dated .26.09.2013 no one

appeared on the behalf of the school. The absence of the school

11.

lv..

.tlr v.
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on the . aforesaid.. date of hearing despite service was an

.

indication of tl.e fact that the school did not wish to avail tl:e

opportuntp 
"f 

being heard in the matter. Accordingly we closed

the hearing and reserved. the recommendations.. Presently we

proceed to deal with the'matter.

We have gone through the available . record and the'

observations of the Audit Officer. The school did not appear

before us along.with the entire accounting, fee irnd salary

records for the 2008-09 to 2010-11. By this stratagem the

school avoided the scrutinv of the records of the school bv the

Committee. It can safely be assumed that the school concealed.

tlre record of the school gaze of the committee. Even before the

office of the Committee complete record was not produced.by

the school as is clear from the a-foresaid observationslof t]le

Audit Officer.

In tlre circurndtances therefore, we are.of the view that the

Director of Education should order a special inspection of

the school under Section Z41Z1of the Delhi Education Act,

L973 to asdertain the true state of affairs of the school.

Recommended accbrdingly.

q

a
9.

/---rft^ h\',"
Justice Anil Dev Si4gh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated: L-L / LI /2OI3
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It{g+tTeal Public, School. Qabqli. Dqlhi,- 1.1O.O35

1. With a view to elicit the relevanf information from each unaided

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

Managers of all schools ,on 27.O2.2OL2 with the 'request tJ:at the

information be furnished to the Committee within Seven days

(Annexure 30 at page 47O of the First Interim Report).'

2. .. The schbol did not respond to the questionnaire. However, the

returns frled by the 'school under Rule 180 of tJ:e Delhi School

Education Rules, Lg73 were received pV 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 ttrat the school did not implement' the

recommendhtions of the sixth'pay commission and also did not

increase the fee in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated LL-O2-2OO9. In ttris view of the matter the school was placed in

category'C'.

:1 
]

4. Wittr a view to verify tl.e rdturns; the office of the committee vide

its notice dated. July 19, 2OL2 required. the schdol to produce its fee

and salary records and books of accounts and to,furnish reply to the

hforesaid questionnaire. .

e_- 32L

,"b

a
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5. Pursuant to the aforesaid notice, Sh. Anil Kumar, Manager cif

the school attended the office of the committee. He also presented the

following reply to the questionnaire:-

6.. As is apparent from the reply to the questionnaire, the school

admitted not to have implemented the recommendations of the 6F Pay

Gommissign and also claimed. that it did not hike the tuition fee.

TRUE COPV
rl ,/'\\/

Secret'ary

a

S.No. Query Reply

1. Whether the school has implemented
recoinmendations of the 6tt' Pay Commission.

t]-e No

2. If the arrswer to question no.l
please provide. the following
sheets may be used):-

is in the'affirmative,
information (separate

the increasedi. With effect from which date is
salary to'staff being paid?

ii. Furnish the details of salary pa5rment to staff, pre
and post implementation, of the 6th Pay' Commission. '

iii. Furnish the details of'payment' of arrears..of
salar5r to staff consequent to implementation of
the 6th Pay Commission.

N.A..

3. Whether the school has increased the fee of the
students consequent to implementation of the 6trt Pay
Commission in terms of the Order No.
F.DE./ 15(56)/ACT /2OOg /778 Dated LL.2.2OOg of the
Director of Education.

No

I

4. If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative, please
provide the following information (separate sheets
may be used):
i. With effect from "which 

, date was the fee
, increased?

ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from the' students class wise, indicating the number of
students in each class, pre. and post such.
increase.

iii. Furnish the details of arrear fee charged from the
students consequent to implementation of the 6th.
Pay Commission.

N.A.

. JUSTICE \
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COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee,

Page 2 of 5



*6q

/ . 000568
7. The record produced by the school, in ttre frrst instancd, was

examined by one of the Audit Officers of the Committee,"who observed

to effect as under:

(a) The computer printouts of Fee Receipt Books for the years

, 2008-09, 2009-10, 2010-11 produced by the School and

checked with the Fee Structures available on record are found

to be correct.

(b) The school did not maintain Fee Registersi instead it

maintained a "day book"

(c) The school did not hike the tuition fee during the years 2009-10

. and 2010-11 but'the annual charges during 2010-11 were

increased. by Rs. 5OO/-, i.e. 10O% above the annual charges for

theyears2o0g-lO. .' : ,

(d) Cash book and ledger.account for the yeqr 2o1o-11'was

checked. The . opening/closing balance was verified from

cashbook and found to be correct.

(e) The school collects the fee in cash and also disburses the salary

in cash although the school operates a bank account.

(f) Salary Register for the month of March 2OLL was checked and it

was found that tJ:.e salary was being paid at pre-r6vised scatb

but not as per rules, since DP, DA and HRA was not being paid.

(g) Audit o{tr9 scho.ol was cond.ucted by Sh. Amit Gamr, CA.

8. 
.By 

notice dated 2O.O9.20.I3 the schgol was asked to appeb.r on'

26.O9.2OL3 at L1:00 a.m. along with entire accoun$ng, fee and salary

records for the years.2OOS-09 to 2O1O-11 for the examination of the

o
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same by the Committee. A questionnaire with a view to eliciting

information from the School regard.ing Development Fee was'also

issued.

g. Pursuant to the aforesaid notic.e Sh. Anil Kumar, Mhnager of the

schdol appeared and presented reply to the questiohnaire eliciting

informatidtr regarding development fee was also issued'to tire school.

According to the reply to the questionnaire. thg .sc,hool was 
,not

charging development fee. He submitted that duSrng'tJre years 2008-

09 to 2010-11 the school did not increase the fee. He admitted that

the school did not implement the recommendations of the sixth pay

commission due to paucity of funds.

10. . We have "*.*irr"d tl:e available records, tJre observations of the

Audit Officer and the a-foresaid submissions advanced on behalf of the

school. We are not satisfied with the record produced by the School".

During the hearing it was not denied by Mr. Anil Kumar, Manager of

the School tllat the School was not maintaining Fee Register..Though

the School is maintaining a Uant< account, glary to the staff is being

paid in.cash. It also needs to be noted that the auditor of the school

fvfr. Amit Gaur, C.A., had initially given a compilation report. It

appears that subsequently Audit Report in form 108 of the Income-

Tax Rules signed. by Mr. Amit Gaur wai obtained by the school. This

seems to'trave been done after ttre meeting of the com-inittee with the

"Deputy Directors o{ the District held. on 19.01.2012. It seems that

{,", the mei:ting the schobls were advised. to obtain'in future Aud.it

Reports in a format similar to form 10B of the Income-Tax Rules. The

c,t?

. 
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format used by the Auditor for the Audit Report is the same as the one

tha! yas grt"t,.to tl.e P"pltty Directors by. the .committee 
on

)m the website
tS.O.ZOt'2. . This form was downloaded frc

www.taxmann.comfortheirfutureguidance.Therefore,theAudit

ReportmuSthavebeenrecorded.a.fterttremeetingdated.Lg.oL.2ol2

by utilizing form LOB for the Audit Report purportedly singdd on

2T.oT.2o.t'l-. In the circumstances, ttrerefore, no reliari'ce can be placed

Ppo..t it. Accordingly we are the view if'"t the iirector :f

Educationshoulddirectaspecialauditoftheschoolunder

section24|2|oftheDelhiEducationActLg.Tgto.ascertainttre

tfue state of affairs of the school'

' 
Recornmended accordinglY'

000570

?,M
br. klfbharma

j,-/
/

Justice ffi l?Gn (Retd')
ChairPerson

Dated: tIlttl2OI3
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.w

l.With.rri.ytoelicittherelevantinforma{onfromthe'schools

with rgSari to Ut" basic questions' whether or not ttre school

had implemented the recommendations 'of the Sixth P'ay

Commissionarrdifso,whetherornotthefeewashiked'forthe

purposeofimplementationthereof,aquestionnaireprepared.

bytheCommitteewasissuedtotheManagersofallschoolson

2T.o2.2o:2withtherequestthattheinformationbefurnished

totheCommitteewithinSevendays(Annexure30atpage4TQ,

df the First Interim RePort)'

2.The;School.d'id"notrespond'tothequestionnairewithinthe
:.

specified time . However, the returns filed'. by the school under

ryle 1go of the Delhi school Education Rules, lg73 -"r"

.received' 
by. the Com'mittee on being requisitioned .from 

tfre

concernedDgputyDirectorofEducationalongwithacopyof

the fee sched'ule.

3.on.examinationoftheaforesaidretirrnsbytheCommittee,it

primafacieappeared't}rattheschoolhadneitherhikedthefee

interms'oftheord'er'oftheDirectorof,Educationdated
-l ^tiar

.lL.o2.2oognorimplem6ntediecommendationsofthe6frpay.

commission.Inthis.viewofthemattertheschoolwasplacedin
;

categor54'C'.

4.withaviewtoverislthereturnb,theofficeoft]recommittee

vide its notice dated 14.08.2012 required' the school to appear

TRUE COPY
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.\A
s.o*tLK

t

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
or Rdview of School Fee



on 31.08.2012 and to produce entire 
q"0s$Ja*' fee and

salaryrecordsfortheye?rs2OO8-o9to20].0-llandtofurnish

replytotheaforesaidquestionnaire.PursuanttothenoticeMr'

RavinderKumar,ChairmanoftheSchoolappearedintheoffice
,'

oftlreComrnitteefor.verificationoftheschoolrecord.He

presented.' reply to the questionnaire' Tn" 
reply to 

.the

'questionnaire reads as under:-

yp

Query Reply
S.No.

Yes
. 1.

2.

Whether the school has lmplemenreo Lrrs

recommendations of the 6tr' Pay Commission'

If the answer to- question no' 1 is in ' the

Jfirmative, please provide the following'

information (siparate sheets may be used):-

i. With effect from which date is the'increased
salary to staff being Paid? ' ' 

'.

ii. Furnish the details of salary payment 
-to

stafl pre and post implernentation, 'of the

6th PaY Commission' :

iii. Furnish tl.e details of pa5rment of Arrears of
sa1ary to staff consequent to implementation
of the 6ur PaY Commission'

01.04.2009

Enclosed

L.L.2006
'to

31.3.2009

3.

4.

ffi increased the fee of the
students consequent to implementation of the
6tt' Pay Commission in terms of the Order No'

F.DE.f 15(s6)/Acr I 2ooe I 778 Dated LL'2'2ooe

of the Director of'Education'

No.

in affirmative, 
l

please provide the following informatio-n 
I

(separate sheets may be used):-
' i.^ Wi*r effect from which date was the fee

increased?
ii. Furnish the d'etails of fee charged' from the

students class wise, indicating the number
of stud.ents in each class, pre and post such

increase.
iii. Furnish the details of arrear fee charged

from the students consequent ' ' to

implementatio

N/A

Page 2 of 5
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5. It is manifest from the aforesaid reply^that the school claimed

to have implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission w.e.f. .01.04.2009 and paid arrears of increased

. salary from o1.oL.2OO6 to 31.03.2009. It also claimed in the '

reply that the school did not hike the fee in terms of the Order

..
of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9'

6. The record.s produced by Shri Ravinder Kumar were examined

. . by o1e of the Audit officers ,9f the committee. From the

observations of the Audit officer noted in the fr1e, it appears

that the school did not file the complete record. He has

. observed that the school was not maintaining accounts of

. 
school . separately from those of Raja. Ram Hari Krishan

Dharmarth Trust (Regd.), und.er whose mahagement the school

was running. The school failed to present bash book and

. 
ledgers of ttre school. j

7. In. the meanwhile, letter dated 31.05.2013 was sent by the

ry.Director.ofSecretar5i.. to gommittee to the Depul

. Education, District' North-West (A),Delhi whereby it was

. requested to clarify wrreuefr the school ID Nos. 11309196 and

].3LO428 were allotted to one school itz., Bharat Mata

saraswati Bal Mandir senior secondary school, Bawana Road,

Narela, Delhi by Directorate of Education. The letter further

required tJre Deputy Director to send a gopy of the official order

' in this regard, in case, the answer to the question was in the

affirmative. The letter also requested ttre Deput5r Director to

transmit t]:e Anniral Returns of the School having ID no'

Page 3 of 5. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COfvlMITTEE
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L3LO428 und.er Rule 180 of Delhi School Education-nut"s,' '

L973 for years 2,006-07 to 2O1O-11 to the office of the

Committee in the event thefe were two schools of the "1-*'
name. Sinc.e, there was no reply to. the. aforesaid letter, a'

reminder was sent on 22.07.2OLg. Subsequently, it trAnspired

tl:at earlier the School was assigned ID no. 1309196, which

was replaced by ID no. I3IO428.

8. With a view to providing oral hearing to tJ:e school, the

Committee by its notice dated 24.07.2OL3'required the school

, to appear on 27.O8.2OL3. However, the date .27.O8.2OI3 was

cancelled and a fresh notice of hearing was issued. on
/'

. 20.09.2013 for 27.09.2OL3 by Speed Post.
/

As per the India Post Track Resi:lt, notice sent by speed post to

the school was serve{ on 24.09.201.3. On the scheduled date,

t.e. 26'.09.2019 no one appeared on'the behalf of the school.

The absence'of tJ:e school on t1.e aforesaid date. of trearing

despite service was An indicatibn of thd fact.that the school did

not wish to avail the oppor*lta" of being heard..in the matter.

Accordingly we closed the hearing and reserved the

recommendations. .Presently we proieed to deal with the

matter.

10. We .have gone through the available record 'and

observation. of the Audit pfficer. We are not satisfied with

record of the School. No credence can be placed on it for

' following reasons:

9.

the

t].e

ttre
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a-rrears.

(b) The school'did not.appea-r before us nor produced the entire

accounting, feO and salary records for lhe years 2008-09 to

2OIO-11. By tJ:is stratagem the school avoided the scrutiny

' of the records of the school by the Committee.
*f

11. trt can safeiy be assumed that the school.wanted to
.f

q\
. "1 

J i conceal t}:.e record of ttre school from the Cominittee.

12. In the circurnstances therefore, we are'of the view.that

the Director of Education should order a special inspectiont.

of the school under. Section 24121 of the Delhi Education
i' Act,' t973 to asqertain the true .stite of affairs of dhe

I' school.

Recommended accordingly.

t{/----llfA /r-
Justice/Afiit p!'6v birgT- 1neta.1

Chairperson'

Dated: 11.11.2013
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0q0 s 76 c-328

RAJENDER LAKRA MODEL SCHOOL. BAKHTAWARPUR. DELHI-

i rooso

1. Wift a view to elicit the relevant information from the schools

with regard to the basip questions, whether or not the school

' had implemented the recommendations of .tJre Sixth Pay

Commission and if so, whether or not the fee was hiked for ttre

purpose of implementation thereof; a questionnaire prepared .

. by the Committee was issued to the Managers of all schools on

27.O2.2OL2 wift the request that.the information be furnished

to the Com'mittee within seven days (Annexure 30 at page 47O

of the First Interim Report).

.(
2. The school did not'respond to the questionnalre wittrin tJ'e

specified time. However, the returns frled by tJle school rlnder

rule I80 of the Delhi School Ed.ucation Rules. 1973 were

received by tJre Committee on being requisitioned from the

concerned Deputy Director of .Education along with a copy of

the fee schedule. .

3.
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Education dated IL-O2-2OO.g. ln thi"
,,

school was placed in category'C'.

000577
view of tl:e matter the

4. With a view to veri$r the reiturns, the office of the committee'

vide its notice dated Lg-07-20L2 required the school'to appear

on, 07.08.2OL2 and .to . produce entire accounting, fee and

salary record.s for the years 2OO8-09'to 201O-11 and. to furnish

reqly to. the aforesaid questionnaire.

'

5. On O7.08.20L2, Mr. Yashbir Singh Principal of the School

appeared in the office of the committee and presented reply to

the aforesaid. questionnaire, which reads as under:-

g=?"

o

o

TRUE EOPV
i,/

$-s'tf'v

S.No.' Query Reply

1., Whether the school has implemented the
recommendations of the 6m Pay Commission.

No

2. If the answer . to 'Question no.l is in the
affirmative, please provide the following
information (separate sheets may be irsed):- .

i. With effect frbm which date is thd increased
r salar5r to staff being paid?

ii. Furnish the details of salary payment to
l. staff, pre and post implementatioh, of the 6ft

, Pay Commission.

iii. Furnish the details of payment of arrears of
salary to staff consequent to implementation
of the 6m Pay Conimission.

No

3. Whether the school has increased the fee of the
.stud.ents consequent to.implementation of tJ-e 6th.
Pay Commission in tdrms of the Order No.
F,.DE./1s(s6)/ACT 12009 1778 Dated LL.2.2OO9
of the Director of Education.

No

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fe7



00CI578

:

5. As is'apparent from tJle reply to the questionnaire, tJre school

claimed do have not implemented the recommendations of the

6ft Pay Commission and also did not hike the fee in terms of
t.

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

6. The principal 9f the school did not present tlie entire r'ecord.

The truncated record produced. by the principal in tJ'e first

. instance was exarnined by one of the Audit Officer of the

Committee. On perusal of record he observed' to the effect
'

that:-

i. The school has'not-produced the fee receipt books, fee

register for the year 2008-09 & 2009-10.

ii. In respect of tlie year 2010-1L, only one receipt book was

.produced by the school 
:

iii. The fee collected from the shrdents for the month of

February 2OLL was as per fee structure available on

record.

T.RUE EOPY

a

4. I If answer to question 'no.3 is in affirmative,
please provide ttre following information I No
(separate sheets Snay be used):
i. With effect irom which date was 

'the 
fee

increased?
ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from the

students class wise, indicating the number of
students. in each class, pre and post such' increase.

iii. Furnish ttre details of arrear fee charged | _from th.e students consequent to
implementatipn of tl.e 6fr Pay.Commission.

ANIL DEV SINGH
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v. In 2009-10 there was no hike in tuition fee.

vi. During the year 2OIO-11 the school hiked. the fee in the

. range of Rs. 25/- to Rs. 50/- i.e. within the limits df

' Loyo. "

vii. The school charges Rs. 500/-'as ad.mission fee as per tJ:e

fee stmcture but it was not reflected in tlre receipt book.

. viii. As per the Principal, the school also collects examination

fee of Rs. 35/- for classes I to V and Rs. 50/- for classes

U to VIII half yearly. Thig charge was also not reflected. 
.

in the fee structure.

ix. .The school collects.fee in cash

paid in cash even though the

account.

x. The school has not produced. cash book, ledger etc. of

any yezrr, therefore, accounts could'not be verified.

xi. Salary receipt for the month of February 2OLL shows

that the salary is not being paid as per government rules.

xii. It was informed th'at one Mr.'Mahendra Singh, a part

' time accountant takes away the record and generates the

. balance sheet etc and gets the same signed by Mr.

'. Ramesh Sardana, C.A. whose C.A. membership number

and ad.dress could not be found.

iv. The school has hiked the

i.e. by 22.85% in 2009-10.

0005 79

annual charges by .Rs. 
?OO /-

and salary is also been

school operates a bank

Page 4 of 6
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7'. Bynotice dated 2o.og.2or3 the school was asked to appear on

26.O9.2OL3 .elong with entire..accounting, fee and salary

. .l""otd" for the years 2008-09 to 2010-i.1 for the'examination

qf the same by the committee. 'As per'the India post Track

. Result, Notice sent by speed post to the school was served on

2I.O}.2OL3. On the scheduled dated 26.0g.2OL3 no one

appeared. on ttre behalf of tlle.school. The absehce of the school

on' the aforesaid date of hearing "despite service was an

iirdication of the fact that the school did not wish to avail the

opportumty of being heard in the matter. Accordingly we closed

the hearing and reserved ttre recommendations. presently we

proceed to deal with the matter.

,t. t" have examined the available record and the observation of

the Audit officer. we are not satisfied with the record produced

. by tJre school. The school failed. to prod.uce the fee receipt book

and fee registers for the academic sessions 2009-09 and.2oo9-

lp even for ttre year. 2oLo-io1,l only one receipt book was

produced. The school also did not present cash book, ledger,

etc.. for 3ny of the aforesaid:before the office of the committee. '

\Therefore the accounts could not be. verified.' The fee in cash

and salary is also paid in cash. This practise is being. followed

even though the school operates a ban( account.

$"

-

t

o
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. 9. Iit'the circumstances therefore, 
'^le 

are of the view that the

' 'Director of Ed.ucation should order a special inspection of

the schoot under Section 24121of the Oeifri Education Act,

LgTg to ascertain the true sti.te of affairs of the school.
e
o

i.""o**ended accordinglY.

,t -//l-X- ./-\ n
Justice enii{o"tt sit {t fn"ta.I

s-*M

/'l

oluW-----
Dr. Rirlzslfarma

MemberChairperson

Dated: tL ILL /2OL3
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1. . With a view to elicit.the relevant information from the schools

with regard to the basic questions, whethei 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 ttrereof, d. questionnaire prepared

by the 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 47O

of the First Interim Report). ,, ;

The school did not respond to tl.e questionnaire within the

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

rule 180.of the Delhi Schobl Education Rules, L973 were

received by the Committee on being requisitioned from the

concerned Depu.tV Director of Education along with a copy of

the fee schedule.

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

a.red tl.at t].e schoril had neith.er'hiked tl.e feeprima facie appeared that the schr

in terms of the order of the Direbtor of Education dated

LL.O2.2OO9.nor implemented recommendations of the 6*r pay

I

a

$?

v/

o,

(

o

c

o
i\

2.

3.
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0005s3
commisdion. In this view of the matter the school yas placed in

category'C'.

With a view.to veri$r the returns, th'e office of the committee

vide its notice dated L9.O7.2OL2 required the school to appear

on O7.O8.2OL2 and to produce entire accounting, fee and

salary record.s for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish

.reply 
to the aforesaid questionnaire. Pursuant to the notice Mr.

R.S. Rhna, Hony. President of tJ'e School appeared in the office

of the Committee but he was not carrying the complete record.

Therefore, the office of the Committee frxed 14.08.2012 for

verification of the record. with the request to him to prod.uce

. the complete recoia on i+.0 8.2OL2. On the scheduled date the

Hony. President of tl.e School appeared in the office of the

Committee and..presented reply to the questionnaire and also

produced record but again the same was incomplete.. The reply

to the questionnaire reads ad under:

o

$r

0

a

TRUE EOPY

\nztv
$ecredry

S..No. Query Reply

1. Whether the school has implemented
recommendations of the 6tt' Pay Commission. .

the YES

2. If the answer to question no.l is in the affirmative,
please provide the following information (separaie
sheets may be used):-
i. With . effect fro.m which date is the increased

. salary to staff being paid?

ii. Furnish the details of salar5r payment to staff, pre
and post implementation, of the 6th Pay
Corirmission.

April2008

Pre 6th Pay
. Commission:
PRT-4500
TGT-5500
vPR-6500

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School
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5. It is. manifest from the aforesaid reply that the school 
.has

claimed to have implemented the recommendations of tJ.e 6th

Pay Commission w.e.f. April 2008. The School has also claimed

that it did not hike the fee consequent to the recommendation

of the 6th.Pay Commission in terms of tJ:e order of the Director

of Education dated IL.O2.20OI.

The record produced, in the first instance was examined on the

said date by one of the. Audit Officers of the Comm'ittee. On

I

-

&

o

*$

o

"o
a

6.
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iii. Furnish the details of payment of arrears of
sa1ary to 'staff consequent to implementation of
the 6fr Pay Commission.

Post 6th Pay
Commission
PRT-13s00
TGT-17140
vPR-20,280

Six tdacher'paid
One Lac each
and other six
98,377.15 as '

arrear.
3. Whether the school has increased the fee of the

students conSequent to implementation of the 6u' Pay
Commission in terms of the Order No.
F.DE./ 15(56)/ACT I 2OO9 / 778 Dated It.2.2oo9' of the
Director of Education.

No

4. If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative, please
prqvide the following information (separate sheets
may be used): .'
i. With effect from which date' was the ' fee

increased?
ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from the

students class wise, indicating.the nuriber of
shrdents in each class, pre' and post such
increase.

iii. Furnish the details of arrear fee charged from the
students consequent to implementation of the 6ft
Pay Commission.

For Review of School Fee,

'Page 3 of 9
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following effect:-

was isbued

000585
the Audit Offi.cer observed to the

o*,ri'8ilK*o)
- COMMIITEE
rorxeyiew of School Fee,

C

i. The school has claimed lump. sum payment of the

. arrears to the staff in cash. However, it has not been

supported by any worksheet. The President of the school

explained that the school has paid increased salary w.e.f.

' OL.O4.2OO8 onwards, 'after tJ.e issuan'ce of Government

. of India notification dated ' 29.08.2008 requiring

implementation of the recommendations of the 6ttr Pay

Commission.

.. ii. The salary from April/O8 to August/O8 was not relei.sed

.' till Government.of India 
.notification 

dated 29.O8.2OO8c

iii. The school has paid hearry amounts of salary arrears to

staff in cash.

iv. The school has been making 
, 
cash transaction for

' disbursal of salar5r to staff.

.v. The school has not brought cash and ledger record for

the years 2OO8-09 and 2010-11.

Cash book for 2009-10 is only upto 09.03.2010.

. Final accounts for the year ending 31.03.2010 have been

checked with cash book and ledger of the corresponding

year. . The figures of opening balance of cash in hahd

appearing in cash book does not match with closing

"

I

o

vl.

vii.

c
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balance of cash in hand appearing in the balance sheet

the year ending 31.03.2009.

viii. The Iigures relating to school fee,. galary, printing, librar5r

, books, staff weliare etc.. do. not match .o-th the figures
I

. appe?nng in income and expenditure statement for the

: year ending 31.03.2010.

ix. The details of frnat accounts for the' year ending

31.03.2009 and 31.03.2011 cannot be examined as the

school has failed to produce the cash books and ledgers

of the corresponding years.

x. It is revealed from the final accounts of the entire period

pertaining to thb year 2009-10 and cash books and

. ledgers of the same period that the school was receiving

n:"''5r amounts in cash by way bf aid from Hira Yoga

' Kendra Society.

xll.

The final accounts for the entire period are showing huge

excess of expenses over income..

The details of the school fee rea-lised and salary paid and

aid received from the society as appearing in the final

accounts is as follows:-

xl.

rl

jr
l_l

o
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s1.
No.

Item 2008-9 2009-10 2()10-11

L. Fee 11,82.310/- 8,54,9201- 7,26,940l-
2 Salary 26.L5.974 /- 32.25,740 /- 34.65. r95 /-
3 Aid 12,00,000/- 23,03,780 /- 31.OO.OOO/-

/ JUSTICE . \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review ofschool Fee



t,
o

.

xiii. The fee hike by tfre'school is less

ind 2010-11. : '

0005s 7
than 10% in 2009-10

xiv. The cash book and ledgers appear to have been made

sifter the final accounts had been prepared and are not
:

reliable as the figures mismatch

xv. The fina-l account appears to be tailored made accord.ing

to the requirements.

'The Hony. President of tJ:e School agreed with the aforesaid

observations of the Audit Offrcer and in token of having

accepted. the sam6 appended his signatures below the aforesaid

observations.

With a view to provide .oral. hearin! to the school,' the

' Committee by its notice dated 24.O7.2OL3 required the school

to appear on 27.O8.2OL3. However, on 26.O8.2OL3 the school

was informed that. the hearing scheduled for 27.08.2013 shall

stand cancelled 
\

By a subsequent notice dated 2O.O9.2OL3.ttre matter was fixed

'for hearing on 27.09.20t3. On the scheduled daJe the

representatives of the School, Mrs. Om Hari Principal/Manager

and Mr. Rai Singh, President of the scho1l appeared before us. 
,

,

>fr
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8.
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a
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It was admitted that the school had partially implementeid the

recommendations of 6th Pay Commission. During.the year

2OO9-10 and 2010-11 fee was. raised within the tolerance limit

of IOo/o. The school has not been charging 
.d.evelopment fee.

School has collected ttre fee in cash and the salar5r is bbing

disbursed also in cash.

RE. FEE HIKE

11. we have examined the available record, the observations of the

Audit Officer and tlr.e submissions of the representatives of the

' .school. we are not inclined to accept the claim of thb'school

' that it has partially implemehted the.recommendation of the

6tr' Pay Commission. It is difficult to teteve that 6.teachers

Rs. 98,37,7L5/- as 
. 
arrears as claimed in reply to the

questionnaire. such huge pa5rments as claimed, by the school

. have been paid in cash. One would have expected payments by

way of cheques as payments were above Rs. 2O,OOO/-. After the
\

implementation of the recommendations of the 6th pay

Commi6sion some o{ the teachers were drawing more than Rs.

3O,OOO/- per month. There is nothing on record to show that

. 
'TDS was ded.ucted from the payments made to such teachers.

It is also not. r:nderstandable as to how the school tras paid

l

, 
''.7
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increased salary w.e.f. 01.04.08. on the basis of the Central

Civil Services (Revised Pay) Rules, 2008 issued on 29.08.2008

notification requiring the implementation of the

recommendation of 'tJ:e 6u' Pay Commission in respect of the

staff of the unaided school was issued by Director of Education

on 11.02. 2OOg.

tn the circumstances, therefore, we.are not impressed with the

claim of the school ttrat it had even partially implemented. the
i

recommendations of ttre 6u" Pay Conimission.

The school failed to produce cash books and ledgers for the

period 2008-09 and 2O1O-11 and cashbooks for the year 2009-

10. As pointed out by.the Audit Officer, ttre Iigures of opening

balance of cash in hand. appearing in cash'book did not tally

with the closing balance of cash in hand appearing ip the

balance sheet for the year ending 31.O3.2OO9. Similarly the

monetary..figures relating to tuition fee, salar5r, priirting and
i

stationar5r, librar5r books, etc. did not matctr with the figures

.appearing in Income and Expenditure statement for the year

ending 31.03.2010. All the discrepancies pointed out.by the

Audit Officer in the observations trave been endorsed by ttre

President of the school. The claim of the school that it hiked

the fee during the year 2009-10 anil 2010-11 within'the

t2.
7
,1?

o
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tolerance limit of. rQ% cannot be believed. as iro credence can

, be placed on the iinancial records produced by the school.

rn the circumstanc'e, therefore, Director of Ed,ucation

should order a special inspection' of the school und.er

section 24.?l of the Delhi School Education Act, Lg7S.

Recon mended accordingly.

As per the record the school is not chaiging the.

development fee. This aspect may also be examined. during

the course of inspection.
,l

Member

14.

ttrt

;s"

Dated: IL / Ll /2OL3
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The school did not. reply to the questionnaire issried by the

Committe'e on 27 /O2|2OL2. However, the rpturns of the school filed

undei Rule 180 of thrb Delhi School Education'Rules, lg1g were received

from the Office of Deputy Director, District N.orth-East of the Directorate

of Education. 04.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 Ed.ucation dated L1,.O2.2OO9 and had. also not implemented

the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission. Accordin$ly, the

sChool was Placed in Category'C'.

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

notice dated O5.09.2O12 to pioduce its fee and salary records and also to

submit feply,to the questiotrr"ir. on 17.09 .20L2.

On L7.O9.2OL2; Shri Nathu Singh,Manager from the school

appeared before the Office of the Committee'and produced the financial
;

of the school. a""ordirrg to the reply to the aforesaid questionnaire, the

school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay
o

TRUE COPY
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commission and had also not hiked the

Director of Education dated II.02.2009.

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: -.

(i) the school did not produce cash books, ledger and fee collection

register for verification on the ground that the entire record had

.been damaged in rains.

(ii) . the salar5r registers for the periods 2OO8-09 to 2O1O-11 appeared to

haye been prepared afresh. . t

(iiil , the salary details appeared to.be fudged as the amount of salary

. mentioned in_ 
"4"ry 

payment sheets do not tally *r* *. amount

bf salary shown in the salary payment register. :

the schooi fru.a increased the fee in 2OO9-1O by LO"/: to 10.13%

11 tT]y.rrr.

In ord.er to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vid.e

notice dated 25.07.2013, it was directed to appear before the Committee

on 29.08.2OI3,' along with its fee and accounting records.

TRUE

000592
fee,. in terms of the order of the
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On the sched.ule date, Shri Nathu Singh, Manager of the ichool

. appeared and presented reply to th'e questionnaire of the Committee

regarding Development Fee before the'Committee. According to the reply

the school had nqt charged development fee. He admitted that the

statement fi1ed earlier with the Education Department'und.er rule 18O of

DSER- lg1g were different from those presented before the committee for

verification. He stated that the record had been destroyed in rains.

The Committee has examined the records, observations of the

Audit Officer of the Committee and strbmission advanced on behalf of the

school. As per records, the school has hiked the fee in 2009-10 in the

following manners:-

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

T\:ition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition
fee zbog-to

ItoV 395 435 40

VI to MII 470 517 47

'The returns filed. by school could not be verified as the fee and

accounting records were not produced. The unverified returns show that

fee was increased within tolerance limit'of IOo/o.

TRUE COPY
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In' the circumstances, th9 committee recommends

Director of pducation should order a special inspection of

School, under Section 24121of Delhi Schocil.Education Act L973, to

ascertiin the.true .state of 'affairs relating to the financial3 of the

school.

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

IChairperson Member

Dai"ted:- 23.Lo.2oL3

?hug copy
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Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member
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st. s.M. Karamjot Model school. Rashid Market. Dblhi - 11o o51

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

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

Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, l973.were received from

T.tcnrrfrr T)irer:for Districf Eas tOfate ofthe office of Deputy Director, District East of the Direcl

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

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

of Ed.ucation dated LI.O2.2OO| and nor had implemented the

recoiTl.mend.ations of the 6tr' Pay Commission. Accordingly, th6 school

was placed in Category ,C'.

. In order to veriff the returns o{ the school, vide letter dated

05.09.2012, itwas directed to produce. its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to ttre aforesaid questionnaire on 18.09.2012. No one

attended the' office of the Committee on behalf of . the school on

18.O9.2O12. The school vide notice dated 2L.O9.2012 was again directed

to produce its financials on 08.10.2012 for verification.

on 08.10.2012, Mrs. Gurmeet Kamr Khanna, Librarian and sh.

Deepak Kumar, Part-time Accountant of the school attended the office of

the committee. fhey did not produce any record of the school hence the

school was d.irected to prod.uce its record on L2.LO.2OL2'

TRUE COPY
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On I2.LQ.2QL2 Mrs. Gurmeet Kaur Khanna, Librarian of the

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

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

had neither implemented tJle. recommendations of the 6tjx pay

Commission nor had increased the fee. 
.

The records, produced. were i:xamined in.the first instancei by Shri

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

(i) the school had not implemented. the recommendations of the 6fr

, Pay Commission,

(ii) the salary to staff had been paid according to the Str'Pay

Commission,

(iii) 'the school had not hiked the fee in,terms of the order of the

Director of Education date d, II.O2.2OO9 in 2OO9- 10.

(iul the fee had been increased in 20 1 0- 1 I by 19 .o3o/o to 20 ,9 Lo/o, arrd.

(v) the school produced manually maintained cash'book during tJre

- course of examination of the iecord.s.

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.O8.2OI}.

On the scheduled date Mrs. Gurmeet Kamr Khanna, Librarian and

Sh. oeepak Kumar, Part-time Accountant of the school appeared before

us. They stated that:

TRUE COPY
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Pay Commission,

'(c) the salary to the staff is

Commission, and

the school had hiked the(d)

(a) the school did not maintain any books of accounts, 
000 5 9 7

(b) the school had not implemented the re.commendations of the 6u'

being paid according to the Str'.Pay'

fee in excess of LO% in.2009-10 and

20 10- I 1.

The committee has exarnined the available financials of the school,

the observations of the Audit Officer of the Committee and submissions

made on behalf of the'school. Admittedly the school has not maintained

any books of account therefore, the records produced before the

committee do not inspire any confidence and cannot be relied.'upon.

' In the circumstances, the committee is 6f the view the

Director of Ed,ucation should. ord.er a special inspection of the
.:

Scliool, under section 24,21of Dethi school Ed.ucation Act L973., to

ascertain the true state of affairs.

Recommended accordingly.

rfl{
-F-

e

$.d/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh(Retd.)
Chairperson

. Dated: 25-10-2013
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sd/- sd/-
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 ZZf OZ/ZO1Z. However, tt" returns of the school.filed

under RuIe 180 of the Delhi.School Education.Rules, tglgwere received.

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

of Education.. On examination of the'returns, !t prima-facie .appeared

that the school had neither hiked the fee in terms of the order of t.Le

Director of Education dated. II.O2.2OO9, lot had implemented the

recommendations of the 6ttt Pay Commission. Accordingly, the schobl

was placed in Category'C'.

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

10.09.2012, it was directed to prbduce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on 24.Og.2O12. On the schedule

date, Shri Kapil ppadyaya, Accountant of the school appeared before the

Office of the Committee and Praduced the records of the school. It was

then that reply to the questionpaire was. ,lgo filed. According to the

reply, the school had neither implemented. the recommendations of the

'6tt' Pay Commission nor. had increased the feE.
'\
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The records, produced in the first.instance were examined by Shri

A.K, VUh, euait Officer of the Committee. His observations were thil.t: -

(i). the schobl had not traid salar5r to the teachers for the months of

April, May and June during 2008-09, 2009-10 and,2010-11,

(ii the salary'to the staff had been paid in cash,

(iil) the school had not hiked the fee in 2OO9-10,

had hiked the fee by Rs.SO/- foi classes I to V during

2010-11, raising it from Rs.35O/- to Rs.4OO/-,

(v) the school had not implemented. recommendations of the 6trPay

Commission, and''

(vi) the audit of the financials of the school had been ducted by Sh.

S.C. Sharma, C.A., r,|hereas the name of the school does 
. 
not

. ' ^OO"ar 
in the iist of the schools dated I6.O7.2OL2, submitted. by

Sh. S.C. Sharma, C.A., to the Office of the Committee, with regard

'to.the school whose audit was conducted by him.

order to provid.e 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 Coinmittee on 29.O8.2OL3.

On the aforebaid appointed date of hearing, Shri Ram Pal Sharma,

Manager of the school appeared before the Committee. He presented.
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reply to the questionnaire of the'Committee regarding Development Fee.

As'per the reply, the school did not charge the development fee. It was

submitted by Mr. Sharma that-

the school had.neither hiked the fee in terms of the order of ,n"

Director of Education date d, LI.O2.2OO9, nor had implemented' the

recommendations of the 6tt' Pay Commission,

there was no hike in fee during 2OO9-10 but the hike was about

10% during2Ol0-11;

the fee registers had been prepared. freshly,

the financial of the school had-been audited by Sh. S.C. Sharma,

C.A., and

it is the stand of the school that the books of accounts have been

'freshly prepared and the audit has been conducteit .uy. shri s.c.

Sharma, C.A. The name of the school und.er d.iscussion does not

appear in the list of schools submitted by sh. s.c. sharma, c.A.',

to the Committee which had been audited by him.

The Committee has examined'the observations of the Audit Officer'

of the Committee and the submission of the representatives of the school.

during the course of hearing.
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' Ostensibly, the school has not hiked fee in terms of the order

of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 and the hike has

been within the permissible limit of 1O%. But, no credence can be
:

placed on the records furnished by the schooi as books,of accounts

were freshly ppepared and it is doubtfut that they were audited by '

Shri S.C. Sharma, C.A.

In the circumstancesr.the Director of Education should order a

special inspection of the School, under Section 24l2l.of Delhi School

Education Act L973, to ascertain the true state of affairs.

Recommended accordingly.

m0/* sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar

'Chairperson Member'

Dated:- 28-10-2919
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Dr. R.K. Sharma
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Gau.tfm Pgblic School, Kgtrdli. Delhi -.119O99

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

Committee on ZZ-OZ-Z,O1Z. However, the'returns of the school filed

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

from the Office of Deputy Director, District Eastof'the Directorate of

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

ttre school had not hiked the fee., in terms of the ord.er of the Director of

Education dated, . tt.OtZ.ZOOg and had also not implemented the

recoinmendations of the 6fr Pay Commission. Accordinlty, the school

was placed in Category 'C'.

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

notice dated 22.10.2012 to prod.uce its fee and'salary records and also to

submit reply to tl-e questionnaire on 12.LL.29L2. No one 
"OO""}O 

on

the scheduled date. The school, vide letter of the Offic.e of the'Committee

dated 19.11 ..2OL2, was again direclied to appear on 03. L2.2OL2.

On 03.I2.2OI2, Shri R4jesh Kumar, T.G.T.. and

Sh.C.P.Singh,Aspistant from the sch6ol appeared before the Office of the

Committee, but did not produce any record. The representatives of the

school were diiected to'producd the.records on O5.I2.2OL2.
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On 05..L2.20L2, Shri Pradeep Gautam, Manager andi Sh.

C.P.Singh, Assistant of the school appeared before the AUdit Officer. The

records, produced by the school in the first instance -.rL examined by

Sh. A.K.Vijh, Audit Officer of tlie Committee. 
'The 

school representatives
:

failed to file school financials again. Even the returns under Rule 180 of

DSER, L973, received from the aforesaid Deputy Director Education had

been found incomplete. The Manager of school expressed his inability to

furnish complete reccirds. However, the. school had filed reply to the

questionnaire.' According to the r.ePlY, the school had neither,

implemented the recommendations of the 6ft Pay commission nor, hiked

the fee, in terms of the order of the' Director 
'of 

Education dated

rr.o2.2009.

In ord.er to provide an opportunity of hearing io the school, vide

notice dated 2.5.07.2013, it was directed to appear before the Committee

on 29.08.2013, along *ittt its fee and accouhting records.

On 29.08 .2OL3, Shri Rajesh Kumar,TGT and Sh. Rohtash Kumar,

TGT of the school appeared. before theCommittee.They filed reply to the

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

school had not charged development fee. The school representatives

could. not confirm, whether the school had filed complete returns under

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMM|TTEE

Rule 180 of DSER, Lg7g. They failed to file salary and'fee records for

TRUB glilrPY
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examination by the committee. They also failea to proal?"0*/t""ord in

original before the Committee. for its examination at the time of hearing.

Therefore, the Committee is not in a.position to arrive at any definite

findings with regard to the question of fee hike.

In the circumstances, the Committee recommends tnat

Director. of Education should ord.er a special inspection of the

School, under Section 24121 of Delhi School Education Act L973, to

ascertain the trie state of affairs of the financials of the school.

1.k $d/- sd/- sd/-
Juitice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

for Revieiv of School Fee,

Chairperson

Dated:- 23..10.2013
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Thd school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

committee on 27./o2/2or2. However, the returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 df the Delhi school Education Ru1es, rg1g were

received from the office of Deputy Diiector, DiStrict west-B, of the

Directorate of Education. on examination of the reiturns, it prima-

facie appeared that the school had neither hiked ttre fee in terms of

,tlre order of the Director of Education dated. .LL.o2.2o09 nor had

implemented the recommendations of the 6th pay commission.

Accordingly, the school *"" pi"""d in Category,C,.

' In order to veriS, the returns of tl:e school, vide letter d.ated

22.Lo.2oL2, it was directed to prod.uce its fee and ialary records and

also to submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on or.Lr.2or2. No

one attended the Office on tlee scheduled date. The school vide lettbr

dated 07.I1.2OL2 requested for extension of date fbr the verification of

records. The school vide notice dated L2.rL.2oL2 was directed. to

produce their record.s on 22.IL.2OI2.

on the .sched.ule date, shri Gautam'Kumar singh, Accountant

of the school attended t]:e'office of the committee. It was then thar

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

the school had implemented the recommendations of the
'6ti' 

Pay
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The records produced were examined in the frrst instance by

Shri A.K. Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observations

were that: -

(i) the schogl had not produced cash book and ledger for 2008-09

.and.2009-10. The representative of the school had stated that

. such records are not maintained bj'the school,

(ii) the'school did not produce salary payment register in original,

t te verified.,

(iii) the school has claimed to have implemented the

, recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission,..'but the

allowances are not paid to ihe staff"as per rules,

(iv) there had been difference in tl.e fee as reflected. in fee collection

, statement during 2009-10 and actual fee charge as per the fee'.\
receipts in respect of classes VI to VIII during the same period,

(v) the school has increased fee in 2009-10 by 10.39% to L2.75Yo

. 'and had further,increased the fee in 2010-11 by 7.14o/o to

10.59%.

"t
. The school was direbted to produce the records of fee structure

and pa5rment of salary to the staff on O5,L2.2OL2 for further

verification.
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. On O5.L2.2O12, Shri Gautam K,umar $ingh, Accountant of the

school attended the Offrce of the Committee. He submitted .the.

requisite record, which were examined the Audit Officer of the

Committee. He has record.ed that on a scrutinv of financial

statements of expenditure on salar5r, there had been a hike of 95.4Oo/o

in 2OO9-l-O.

In order to provide an opportunit5r of hearing to ttre school,

notice of hearing dated 29.O7.20t3 was served upon the school with

the direction to appear before the Committee on 30.08.2013.

On the appointed date, Shri Gautam Kumar Singh, Accountant

and Shri Vindd Kumar, Administrator of the school appeared.'before

. the Committee. They fited reply to the questionnaire regarding

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

development fee from ttre students. According to them, the fee had

. been hiked to the extent about 10% in the vears 2009-10 and

2010-11. They also stated thatthe school had neither recovered

' arrears of fee from the students nor had the arrears of salagy been

(' paid to the staff. It was submitted by th:,aforesaid representatives of

the school that the dchool had implemented the recommendations of

. the.6ur Pay Commission.
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The Committee has examined the records, the observations of

the Aud.it Officer of the Committee and the submission made by the

school. . The salary records to support tJ'e contention of the school

that it had implemented the .recornmendations of the 6th Pay

Commission have not been produced by tJle school on the ground that
t'

they have been.destroyed in rdins. .The school, even after,the so called

implementation of 6ft Pay Commission, paid salaries in cash to the

staff, ttrough ttre school has a bank account. The school has failed to

disclose the date from which the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission were implemented. TDS,as stated by the representatives

of the school has been deducted. but neither the salary register

showing such deductions nor the TDS returns and. challans showing

deposit of same were produced before the Committee.

. In the circumstances, 'it is difficult to rely qpo+ the

subrnissions of the'school and the record produced by the school...

Therefore, the Committee is of the view that the Directbr of

Education should order a special inspection of the School, under

Section 24121 of Delhi School Education Act t973, to ascertain

the true state of affairs.

' Recommended accordiirgly :

"eEY
at

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Jristice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: 28-10-2013 .

TRUE C$FV
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Sed€tary

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

J.S. Kochar
Mernber
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Bal BhFrti Mgdel School. Rani Baeh. Pelhi - 1"1O O34

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

Committee on 27 lO2l2OL2. However, the returns of thd school'filed

under Rule 18O of the Del\i School'Education Rules, L973 were.received

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

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

appeared that the school had not hiked the fee in terms of the order of '

the Director of Ed.ucation dated It.O2.2OOg and had also not

implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Coinmission'
.

Agcordingly, it was placed in Category 'C'.'

In order to. veriff the retur'ns of the' school, it was directed vide

notice d.ated. 27-I2-2OL2 to produce its fee and salar5r records and also to

submit reply to. the questionnaire on 16-01-2013.

On the'.scheduled date, Shri Ashok,Gupta, Manager of the school"
I

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

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

neither implemented tJ:e report of 6u' Pay Commission, nor hiked the fee

in terms of the order of the Director of 'Education dated lL.O2.2OO9.'

The records prod.uced by the school in thb first instance were

examined by Sh. Mrs. Sunita Nautial, Audit Officer of the Committee.

a
c

o

qbR

a

o

o

She observed that: -
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{i) the school did not produce books of accounts and salary register

' . for verification,

(i1) the'Manager of the school stated that the school did not maintain

proper bobks of accounts as the strength of the students had been

very low,

(iii) In 2oo9-10,the' school had not hiked the tuition

2O1O-11 the fee was hiked for classes I to v by Rs.1O0/-P.m.,

(iu) 
.the 

school had not implemented. the recommendations of the 6ft'

eav iommission.

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

hotice dated 29.O7.2013.it was directed to appear on 30.08.2013 along

with its fee and accounting records.

On 30.08.2O1g, no one appeared on behalf of the school, despite

the fact that the notice of hearing had been delivered.to the school on

gI.O7.2013, as confirmed. from India Post Tracking System.

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. ihe returns filed by the school under

Rule 18O of DSER, LgTg and the observations of the Audit Officer of the

Committee.

As per records, the schobl has hiked the fee in 2O09-1O and 2OlO-

11 in the following manner:-

TRUE COPY

fee but in

ll

t

o , JU.STICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee



e

a.

, However, in view of the fact that the
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school did npt produce

course of verification, 
'it'

being maintained and the
a

$
.i

o

its books of accounts and during the

admitted that proper books were not

'school did not appear before the Committee, when opportunity of

hearing was provided to it, -no relianie can

schedule fiIed by the school.

be placed. on the fee

. It appears that the school authorities are trying to hide theto

actual facts and detiberately did not appear in order to avoid being

questioned by the Committee for the fear of truth leing unraveled.

Therefore, "the Committee recommends that the Direcior of

Educaticjn should order a special inspection of the School,'under

Section 24.?l of Delhi School Education Act L973, to"ascertain the

true state of affairs.

Recommende d accordingly,
..

Member

o

i

o

Dated:. 23.10.2013
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Class T\rition
Fee in
2008-09

T\rition
Fee in
2009-10

Increase in
T\iition fee
2009-10

Tuition
Fee in
2010-1 I

Increase in
T\-lition fee
2010-11

ItoV 310 310 NIL 4ro 100

VI to MIII 525 s25 NIL 525 NIL

or€.x. sharma
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Jagat Convent Senior Secondarv School'

Paschim Vihar. New Delhi--l1OO87

Thd School had not -filed its reply to {re. questionnaile dated

27 /O212O12 issued by the Committee. 'However, the returns of the

school under.Rule lBO of Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were

received in the office of the Committee through the Education Offic.er,

Zone-!7 of tl.e Directorate of Education. It was menlioned in the

coveririg letter of the school to the Education Officer, that due to low

strength.of the students and lack of funds, VI Pay Commission had

not been implemented.

. The committee vide letter dated o7/o8l2oI2 reque.sted the

school to produce its fee and salary records from 2OQ8-09 to 2010-11

and also submit reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee.

On the date fixed for compliance i.e. 23 IOB l2OI2, a request was macte

on behalf ,of the school for allowing it a time'of about 15 days to do the

needful. Accordingly the school was directed to appear and produce

the required records on o4lo9l2oL2. on this date, sh. Muneesh

Hasija, representative of the school appeared and flled copies of the

frnancials of the Society.running the school for the years 2008-09 to

2O1O-L1. It was stated by him tJrat separate balance sheets of the

school were not being prepared. The school however, did not submit

reply to the questionnaire issued by the Cbmmittee. Another date. i.e.
;'

1I/O9/2OI_2 was given to it to do the needful. on this date, the

representative again appeared and filed reply to the questionnaire.
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vide this.reply,.the school stated that it ;"q90,g"t3oro"""" of

impl'ementing the VI Pay Commission Report and payment of drrears.

of salary. 
'It was further stated that due to substantial decrease in the

number of students, the regular collection of fee was not sufficient to

implement the same. It was further.mentioned that the dues of some

of the tbaching staff had been.setfled with mutual consent and in'

respect of the remaining staff,. the process was on. With regard to

arrear fee received 
.in 

pursuance of order dated LI /02 /2009 issued by '

the Director of Education, the school stated that it had recovered a

sum of Rs. 8,68,400 on ihis 
""corrnt 

and the regular monthly fee had

. also been enhanced w.e.f. O'IlOgl2OO8.

. The records produced by the school were examined by sh. A.K.

Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee, who observed that'the schgol

'had hiked the tuition fee, in pursuance of order dated I1/O2/2OO}'

The hike was effective.from 0110412009 and was of the order of Rs.

300. per month for classes Vtit to X and Rs. 4OO pgr rnonth for classes

.xI .q XII, which in percentage terms was to the tune of 2L67o/o to

25.87o/o. He also observed that during 2010-11, the school did not'

increase any fee. The scLrool had recovered arreais of Rs. 8,68,400 for

the period qI 109 12008 to 3L I 03 12009.

In order .to. 
provide arr opportunity 'of trearing to the school to

provid.e justification for the fee hike, a notice dated 22lOT l2O13 was

.issued by the committee, requiring it to appear on 13/08 l2OI3. On

the scheduled d.ate, *1:.Y"reesh Haseeja, UDC and Munish"chopra,
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Supervisor apireared on.behalf of the school. It was contended by the

representatives of the school that the school had 'finally settled all.

arrears payments to the teachers and the compromise had been

record.ed. by the Hon'ble nehi High iourt in a case filed by,some of

the staff members. However, a copy of the final order was not filed.

' The school.was directed to fiie the statements of arrears due vis a vis

paid, giviqg information separately for the periods 0110|12006 to

3tl08l2o0B and oLlogl2008 to 3Ilo3l2O09. The school requested

for som'e time to do the needful. Accordingly, the matter was directed

to be listed again on L2/09/2OLg.

On the date so fixed, the aforesaid representatives of the school

again appeared and filed a copy of t].e order dated l2lo7 12013,

passed by the Honble Delhi Higl Court in WP( Cl 44:,4612OL2 in

. which full and final settlement. with seven teachers regarding Pay

Commission dues, gratuity, i...r" encashment etc. was record.ed. It

.. Was contended that almost all the staff members had either resigned

or their dues been settled and the 'school has more or less cloSed.

Land which was allotted. earlier in a residential area, was to be

\

surrendered to DDA and a new plot had'been allotted whereon a new

school would be' constructed. The school also filed copies of

settlement agreement with seven teachers, as taken note of by the

Hon'lole De1hi High Corirt, and copies of resignation letters ,and full

and final settlement receipt by four other staff .members. It was
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further contended that there was no pending claim against the school

either from the teachers or from the studdnts.

The Committee has examined the returns of ttre school filed

under Rule 180 of Delhi school Education Rules, L973, the reply of

ths;questionlraire, the observatibns of the audit officer, the 'order of

the Delhi High Court in WP (CJ 444612OL2, the settlement agreement

dated'lOlO7l2O13.arrived between the school and seven teachers, '.

vide which a sum of Rs. 96,99,887 was pb.id..to them in full and final

setflement of their 
"l"irrr",'including 

arrears of Pay Commissions,

gratuity, leave encashment etc. the Committee has also,perused and

consider'ed the full and final settlement vouchers. of four other dtaff

members. The Committee has also considered the fact that ttre

school has more or less closed and its land is to be Surrend.er.a to

DDA and also the fact that no issue of unjustified iee hike has been

:nt or any otherraised before it either by any student or par(

stakeholder. The Committee has taken note of the fact that though

the fee hiked by the school w.e.f. 01.09.2008 was between 2L.67i/o

and.25.87o/o, rIo hike whatsoever, was effected in 2OIO-I1. Further, as

against the recovery of . arrear fee amounting to Rs.8,68,400, the

school paid arrears of Rs.96,99,887, part of which came frbm the

incremental fee for the year 2OO9-10 and the balance from the coffers

of the Society.

The Committee is of the view that in

no useful purpose would be se-ryed

such circumstances,

by consideping the
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The' Committee therefore

matter of fee hike bY the
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Dr. R.K. Sharma CA J.S. Kochar
Member Member'

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: 20/O9,/2OI3 '
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The school did not reply.
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the questionnaire issued. by theto
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Committee on 27/O2/2OI2. However, the retprns of the school under

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

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

Education. On prelimin4ry examination of the records, it appeared that

- the school had hiked the fee in terms of the brder of the Director of.

Education dated lI.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 vide

notice dated 17-O7-2OI2 to produce its fee and salar5i records and also to

submit reply to the aforesaid qirestionnaire on 23-o7-2oL2. No one

attended thq Office of the Committee on the schedule' date. On

24.07.2012, the Office of the Committee received a letter dated
.

24.07.2012 from the Manager of the school, reQuesting for some more

time to produce th.e record. The school at its own reqrrest was directed to

produce the record on 08-08-2012.

iTRUE eopry
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On the appointed date, Shri Mukesh Kumar, Manager of the school

attended the Office of the Committee.' Reply to the questionnaire was

alsg filed. Accord.ing to the reply,, the school did not implement the '

recommendations of the 69 Pay Commission.and had hiked the {ee by

rooh.

The record.s, produced by the school were examined in the first

instance by Sh. A.K. vijh, Audit officer of the committee. He olserved

that the school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6tt' Pay

Commission but had hiked the fee bv 10%

'In.ord.er to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vide,

notice dated 22.07.2013, the .school .was directed to appear on

13.08.2013 along with its fee and accounting records.

On 13.08.2OI3, no one appeared before the Committee. The notibe

of hearing had been delivered to the school on 24.07.41013, as confirrired

from India Post Tracking.system.

l'

In view of the absence of tlre school despite service of notice on it,

the Committee considers it appropriate to record its findings.

. ':

't'RLxS C{3PY

e

I tf (lt

i*.''JEI}'S*ooi" -'cotuulrrEe 
-

Fot Review ol School i9
s*Kry



c

)l

c

c

The Committee has examined the

the audit officers. As per the record, the

'following manner:

Class T\:ition Fee in
2008-09

T\rition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition fee
2009-10

I-V 390 450 60
il 425 475 50

It is evident from the above that the schooi n"a hiked the fee in

2OO)-LO though, beyond the tolerance limit' of IOoh yet the hike had not

been m'uch in absolute terms.

In these circumstancesr'the Committee therefoie, is of the

view that no intenrention is called for qua the fee.

l

record

school

. 000619

and the'observations" of

had hiked the fee in the

,-- tqw\ f

\r sd/- SaJ/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

sd/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member
J.S. Kochar
Mem'ber
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Chairperson

Dated-14- 10-2013
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Rogp Kris,hla Fgblig Schqol, Shahbad Qairv. Pelhi - 11-Q O4,2

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

Committe e on 27 /O2 / 2Ot2. However, tJ:e returns of the school und.er

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

from the Office of Deputy Director, District Norttr West-A' of tlre

Directorate of Education. On preliminary exar4ination of the records,

it appeared that the school had hiked the.fee in terms of fhe order of

the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 arid had hot impler.nented

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

placed in Category A'.

In ord.er to verify ttre 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, Mrs. Manju Bajaj, HM of the school

attend.ed l*re 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 and had also

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

dated ll.O2.2OO9. .
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' The records, produced by the. school were exarnined in the lrst
instance by Sh. A.K. Bhalla, Audit Officer of the Committee. He

observed that the school had not implemented the recommendations

of the 6* B"y,Commission.but had hiked. the fee in 2009-10 by

'Rs.So/- to Rs.6o/- per month for all classes, which was in excess of

roo/o. The'salary to the staff had been paid in cash, in spite.of having

bank account.

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

notice dated. 23.07.2OL3 the school was d.irected. to appear on. 17-08-

2ot3 along with its fee and accounting records. The hearing was

pretrrended to 14.08 .201,3 with due information to the school.

. On the scheduled. date, Mrs. Mar{u Bajaj, HM and Shri S.L

Manchanda, Manager of the school appeared before the Committee for ' :

hearing. It was contended by the school representatives that the

school was not in a position to implernent the report of 6fr Pay

commission on account of lack of resources. with regard to fee hike,

it was contend.ed that though the hike was more than loo/o in2009-10

and 2O1O-11 but in absolute terms tlle hike was not much as.the

school was operating on very low fee base: The school representatives

also filed reply to. the questionnaire, regarding development fee.

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

from the.students.
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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

followingmanner: i . ..

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition .Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10

ItoII 260 320 60
III to V 270 320 50
VI to VII 290 340 50
VIII 300 350 50

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

excess, of t.l.e,tolerance limit of 10% but the increase in fee was not in

terms of tlre order of the Director of Education, dated. .Lr.o2.2oog. It

is also clear t]lat the school was operating on very low fee base d.uring

the year 2008-09 and in absolute'terms fee hike in t|e year 2o09-10

was not much. The. school had not implernented the report of the 6ft

Pay cgmmission and had not charged development fee from the

students.

rn the circumstances, the committee is of the view that,no

intervention in regard to the issue of fee hike is required.

Recommended. accordingly.

The Committee

l

.r,/i
Iltt q
b7

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

Dated:- 24.IO.2OL3
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. Bal Conygnt Public S_ghool. 9ld Seern,apuri. Delhi - 11O O9S

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

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

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

the Office of Deput5r 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 of the Director of

Education dated 11 .02.2009 and had not implemented the

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

in Category A'.

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

notice dated 09-08-20t2; to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to the questibnnaire on 2}-O8-2OI2. No one on behalf of

the school attended the Of{ice of the Committee on the schedule date.

The school, vide notice dated 30-08-2012 was again directed to produce

its redord for verification on 14-09 -2OL2.

:j

On the schedule date Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, H.M. of the school

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

.(
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submitted. According to the reply, the school had not implemented the

report of 6tt' Pay Cominission, but had hiked the fee w.e.f, 01.04.2008.

' The records, produced by the school were exarnined. by Sh. N.K.

Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that th.e school had

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

had hiked the fee.by Rs.50/- to 60l- P.ffi.,, during 2OO9-10, in excess of

the permissible limit of 10%.

. In ord", to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, vid.e

notice dated 23.Oi7.2013, it was directed to appear on 17-08-2013 along

with its fee and accounting records. The hearing was proponed to 14-08-

2013 with due information to ifre school vide notice dated 29.OT .2}tg.

On.14.08.2013, Sh.. Sanjeev Kumar Sharma, Principal and Ms.

Me.enakshi, TGT of the school appeared before the bo.mmittee for

hearing. It was contended by them that the school had not implemented
I

the report of 6u' Pay Commission, but had hiked the fee during 2009-10

by Rs.SO/-. to Rs.6O/- p.m. Reply to the questionnaire regarding

d.evelopment fee was also filed. Accord.ing to the reply, the school had not

charged development fee from the students.
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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 tire record, the school had hiked the fee in the following

manner:

Class T\rition Fee in
2008-09

T\:ition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10

ItoII 280 330 50
III to V 320 370 50
VI To VIII 380 440 60

, ,' -

It is evident from the above that the. school had hiked the

2OOg-10, marginally in excess of tie tolerance limit of 10% and

terms of ord.er'of the Director of Education, dated LI.O2.2OOI.

Committee ttgt* that the school has not implemented ttte report

6t'r Pay Commissign and has also-not charged deueiopment fee.

Considering the fact that the school is working on low fee base

and the hike in fee, is slightly in excess of the tolerance limit'of

LOo/o, which. in absolute terms is not -o.ir, the Committee

recommends that no interyention is called for with regard to the

issue of fee hike.

fee in

not in

The

of the

,116

$d/- sd/- sd/:
Juitice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated---25- 10-2O 13

Dr. R.K. Sharma
IYICrnDCT

J.S. Kochar
Member
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In reply to the questionnaire dated'271O2/2OI2, the schobl

stated that it had implernented the VI'Pay Commissidn Report. The

increased salary was paid w.e.f. 0I10412009. Arrears of salary w.e.f.

0I/0L/2006 were also being paid. The school claimed that a sum of

Rs. 1,44,86,37+ was paid as arrears. It'was also claimed that the

salary bill for the month of March 2OOg was Rs. 25,7O,77I when the

VI,Pay Commission had not been implemented but the same shot up

to Rs. 3O,2g ,7BO for the month of April 2OOg on iniplementation of the

VI Pay Commission.

With regard to .fe,e hike in pursuance of order dated

IIlO2l2O09, the school stated that it had increased the tuition fee

w.e.f. OI/09/2008 and furnished details of tl.e pre increase and pcist

increase fee of the students. From the details so furnished, it became

apparent that the school had increased tuition fee @ Rs. 300 per

month for classes Nursery to IV, Rs. 4OO per montJr for classes V to X

and.Rs. 500 per month for classes XI & Xfi. The school also stated

that it had recovered arrear fee to the tune of Rs. 1,08,54,555. On

the basis of this reply, the school was placed in Category 'B'.

Preliminary examination of the financials of the school was

carried out by the Chartered Accountants detailed qlrth this'

committe. iaor1. As the school ctraimed to have increased.the tuition

TRUE C@IYtr
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' fee w.e.f. Oll09l2OO8, the balance sheet of the scho.ol as on'

3L/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 Commission Report. As per the preliminary calculations made by

the CAs, tl.e funds available with the school as on 3L/O3/2O08 were

to.the tune of Rs.1r82r78r7}2. The school recovered. arrear fee

amounting to Rs.1rO8,54r555, the arrears of salary.for the period

'0I/0I/2006 to 31/08/^,008, paid by the school consequent to

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report w.e.f. OI10112006 were

Rs.1r44r861374, the incremental fee recovered by the school for the

period OLlOgl2OO8 to 3IlO3l2O10 was Rs. L,48.,7L,5O5 while the

incremental. salary on account. . of implementation of VI Pay

Commission Report for the corr6sponding period was Rs.55,O8,1O8.

After taking into account the increased fee,. arrear fee," incregsed

salary'and arrear salary, the surplus of the stfroot shot upto Rs.

2'4O,1O,28O. The school was issued a notice dated 20l02l2013 for

providing it' an opportunity of hearing by the Committee on

251O3/2OL3. On this date, Ms. Bimla Bhatia, Manager of the school
I

appeared with Sh. Purshottam Das, Director and Sh. R.K. Khanna,

cA. The representatives of the school were provided with a copy.of the

preliminary calculation sheet prepared by the CAs attached with the

Committee. They sought some time for filing. an appropriate

resppnse. It was pontended by them tfrat so-e payment of arrears

had been made after the reply'to the questionnaire was given by the

s'chool and therefore, the calculations need.ed to be revised.' As the

,ffi
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school was also charging development fee, it was asked to furnish the

specific reply to the following queries raised by'thg Committee:
..

How much development fee hhd'been charged by the school
';

from 2006 -O7 to 20 10- 1 1?

(b) How development fee was treated in the books of accounts,

i.e. whether as a revenue receipt or as a capital receipt?,

For what purpose development fund had been utilised.?

Whether separate earmarked bank accounts or FDRs or

investments were maintained fon unutilised development

fund?

At the request of the school, the matter was directed to be

relisted on I8IO4/2OL3. .In the meantime, the. school filed written

submissions dated O9/O4/2O13 in the office of the Committee along

with its own calculation sheet, as per which instead of a surplus, the

school projected a deficit of Rs. 2,22,27 ,O7 L af,ter implementation of VI

Pay Commission Report. On 18l04l2OI3,. the aforesaid

representatives of the school again appeared. During the course of

'hearing, 
Thtt"_ 

examining the details filed by the school, the

Committee observed that there were subStantial differences between

the figures given by the school in reply'to the'questionnaire and ttre

. 

figures giveq in the calculation sheet fiied by the school which

required to be reconciled. Accordingly the school was.required. to file

evidences of payments of all'instalments of arrears and.payment of

increase salary'w.e.f. OI.|O4/2OO}. The matter was directed to be

(a)

, (c)

(d)

ft
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relisded on 06/05 l2OLg. On this date, the school filed the required

details ^ and the representatives of the school were orally heard. On

perusal . of the details filed by the schoel, the matter relating to

'payment of arrears of salary from OllOLl2OO6 to 31/08/2008 and

'from OI/OT/2O08 to.3L/O3/2Ob9 *"* not clear as the school also

furnished deiails of payment of arrears 'for period subsequent to

gL/O3l2OOg, which had no relevance wrth 
'the 

issue before the

Committee. Accordingly the school was asked to furnish only the

relevant details .of arrears for the aforesaid periods. The school

submitted the same vid.e letter dated. IO / IO /2013.

Submissions:

As per the calculation sheet with regard to'availability of funds

vis a vis .the additional .liability that befell orr' ,, on account of

implementation of VI Pay commission Report, filed by the school, the

school has

(i) accepted the figure of Rs. 1,82,78,702 as the funds

available with it at the .threshold. However, it is

contended tl-at the following liabilities for which the

'provision had been made in the balance sheet, ought also

, to have been .deducted while working out the funds

available with the school:

(a) Gratuity R s.'1,25,64,000 ..

(b) Leave Encashment Rs. 52,4B,OOO

TRUE c'spY
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A sum of Rs.2,26,93,773, being the

reserve/depreciation reserve ought also

deducted.

If allowances as per (i) & (ii) above are made, there would

be no funds available . for implementation bf VI Pay

Commission Report. On the contr.ry, att"r" would be art.

opening deficit'of 'Rs. 2,22,27,O7I at the threshold and

not a surplirs of Rs. 1,82,78,702 as projected by the CAs

attached with ttre Committee.

The .arrear fee recovered amounting to Rs. 1,08,54,555

was the total arrear fee from Ol/OI/2006 to 3I/Og/2OOg.

The breakup of the same was as'follorivs:

Fixed Asset

to .have been

(iii)

(iv)

f,%u

(v) The arrears df salary

.. is not correct as the

TRUP

oL / oI / 2006 to 3L / 08 / 2oo8

oI / 09 / 2008 to 3t / 03 / 2009

Total

Rs. 54,01,646

" Rs. 54,52,909 .

Rs. 1.08.54.555

taken by the CAs at Rs. I,44,86.,374

same is based on tJ-e reply givbn by

The CAs have considerel *. total of Rs."1,08,54,555 to

be for the period 01/0I12006 to 31 log12008 and. added

thereto Rs. 54,52,9O9 separately for. the period

OII.O9l2OO8 to 3IlO3l2OO9. Thus a sum. of . Rs.

54,52,909 has been taken twice in the preiiminary

calculations.
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the school to the questiohnaire. However, the school had

not tr"rade full payment of airears,by the time the reply

was given hnd substantial payments were T"d: after

giving the reply. The school had since made full payment

of .arrears from 01/0112006 to 3IlOgl2OOg and the

aggregate amount of arrears paid is Rs. 2,69,12,628.

'However, vide. 'details furnished..as.per telter dated

l0l I0l2Ot3, thip amount has been revised to Rs.

2,68,53,457. :

The . incremental fee for the period OIlogl2O0B ' to

21,505 by the CAs has3IlO3l2O09, taken at Rs. L,48,i

been accepted by the school.'

The incremental salary for the period 0l'10912008 to

3L/O3/2OIO was Rs. I,97,57,934'while the CAs'have

taken the same to be Rs. 55,08,108 as they have"

omitied to take the figure for the period OLlOgl2OOS to

3r /03/2OOe.

ub\
(vii)

Discussion:

' The various contentious issues.:
discussed in the following paragraphs:

raised

Re.: Funds available as on 31/O3/2OO8

by the school are

The Committee has perused the balance sheet of the school as

on 31/03 l2OQ8.and observes that the school had mad.e provision'for
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gratuity amounting to Rs'.' 1,25,64,000 4nd Leave Encashment

amounting to Rs. 52,48,000. The CAs had not.a'ccounted for these

liabilities while working out the funds available with the school as on

3L'/O3/2OO8 for the reason that the basis of quantification of
a,

provisions was not disclosed in the balance sheet and it appeared to

be adhoc provision. During the course'of hearing, thb school has

furnished the detailed. calculatigrl. of the accrued liability of gratuity

and leave encashment ds on 31/03 |2OLO. On perusal of these

details, the Committee finds that the school has projected the accrued

liability of gratuity at Rs. 2,74,64,672. However, in respect of 'certain

employees, .the liability has bden shown at more than ns. 3,5O,OOO.

'As on 3L/O3/2OLO, the maximum liability that could have been paid

. Im 
Rs. 3,50,000. The hike in ceiling of gratuity to Rs. 10,00,000 was

mad.e in May 2010. Therefore, while working out the fund.s available \

with the school in 2oo9 when the decision was'taken to hike the fee,

the school could not have taken into account the increased ceiling of

gratuity about which it was not even aware of. The excess liability

shown by th: school as on grlo3l2o10 for this reason amounts to

Rs. 8,52,633.' Therefore, in view of the Committee, the liability for

gratuity'that needs to be taken into account is Rs'. 2,66,12,059. The

liability as on 3r1o3129tr0 for leave encashment worked out.by the

school at Rs. 84,39,999 appears to be correct. while working out the

funds available as on 3L/o3/2008, the liability that accrued upto that .'

date needs to be considered. The school has not provided

as on that date except.relyingcalculations in respect of liabitity
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the provisions made in the balance sheet ai Rs. !,25,64,000 and Rs.

52,48,0b0. However, if backward calculations are made from the -

liabilities as worked.out as on 3I/O}/2OLO, the provisions made

appear to be in order.' If these liabilities are taken into account, ttre

conclusion would be that ttre school did not have any funds availadle
t-

with it at the threshold when the decision to. hike the fee was taken.

The contention that the sum of. Rs. 2,26,93,773 being the fixed asset

.reserve/depreciation reserve, ought to.be excluded. from. the funds

available with the school is not required to be considered at this stage

as the Committee has already found, that the school did not have

funds available with- it.for.implementation of VI Pay Commission

Report. Howeve5, this contention will be examined when we discuss

the issue of develooment fee.

' Re.: Reserve for contingencies

Although, the Committee has taken a consistent view in. case of

other dchools that a reserve equivalent to four months'salary ought to

be kept by the school and the entire funds available with it should not

be considered as available for implementation of VI Pay Commission

Rep.ort, that is applicable when the school has funds available with it.

When the school does not 'have any funds available with it, the

question of .keeping them in reserve would not arise.'This is a case

where the school did not have any funds available with it at the

threskrold. However, if in the final determination, the scfroot is

required to refund any fee, this aspect will be kept in view.
I
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Re.. Disirepancy in the figure of arrear fee recovered bv th-e

school.

.The school has contended. that t]le total arrear fee recovered for

the period OL/OI/2006 to 3l/03/2OO9 was Rs' 1,08,54,555'

However, in the preliminary calculation sheet, the same has been

shown to be ttre fee. recovered .for the period OL/OL/2OO6 to

3I/O8/2OOB and a sum of Rs. 54,52,gXg has been erroneously added '

thereto as arrear fee for the period 0Il09l2O0B to.3IlO3'l2OO9. The

Committee has examined this contention and observes .that while'

giving reply to the questionnaire, the schgol had..mentioned. that a

sum of Rs. 1,O8154,555 was. recovered as arrear fee and the tuition

fee was increased w.e.f. OI/Og/2008. The logical conclusion from this
.'

was that the arrear fee pertained to the period 01/0112006 tcj

31/08/2008. Hence the CAs attached with the Cominittee cannot be

faulted t:t taking the arrear fee to be pertaining to the period

OL/OI|2OO6 to 3IlO8l2AO8. However, since the school has now

clarified that. the. arrears pertain to the period 0I|0112006 to

3l/O3/2O09, the Committee will factor in this fact while making the

final determinations

Thb CAs had

3rl03l2or0

0r10912008 to'

which was as

follows:
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From L-9-08 to 3L-3-09

From L-4-O9 to 31-3-10
Total

54,52,9O9

94.18.596'
1.48.7r..505

,ts

However,.the contention of the school is that the arrears of fee

for the period OL/O9/2008 to 3L/O3/2009 are included in the arrear

fee, as discussed above. Since, the Committee has already included

the incremental fee for the said period in the figure of arrear fee, the

same needs to be excluded'from the incremental fee. ' Therefore, the

Committee wilt consider a sum of Rs. 94r!81596 as incremental fee

for the F.Y.,2009-10.

. . Re.: Arrear salarv paid to the staff.

. The school contends that by the' time the reply . to the

questionnaire issued by the Committee was furnished, the school had

not made full payment of 'arrears salary and tiil that time only a sum

of Rs. L,44,86,374 was made and the qame figure was.takeq by the

Committee in the preliminary.calculation sheet. However, during the

course of heariirg, the school furnished details of full payment of

arrears which amounted to Rs. 2,69,12,628. The school,.vide written.

submissions dated O6/O5/2OL3 {para t (g)} , contends that this

amount represents the full amount of arrear from 0tlOtliOO6 to

3L/09/2OO9 (read 3I/O3/2OO9l. Further, vide letter dated

LO/IO/2OLI, the school clarified that the toql amount of arrear

salary paid for the period OI|OL|20O6 to 31103/2009 wag

TI{UE C'$Pry 10
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2,68,53,457, although

four years.

. tn.rgommittee agrees that the full amount of arrears, whether

paid or outstanding, ought to be considered while working out the

requirement of' funds for implementation of VI Pay Commission'

. Report. Therefore, in. the final determina,tions, .the Conimittee will

factor in a sum of Rs. 21681531457 d.s arrears paid for the period

oI I oI I 2006 to 3I I 03 I 2009.

Re.: Incremental salarv for the period O1/O9|2OO8 to

3Ll03l20LO.

The school has contended.that the incr6mental salaqr for the

period OI/O}/2OO8 to 3I/O3/2OIO as taken in the preliminary

calculation sheet at Rs. 55,08,108 is not correct and the same should

have been Rs. L,97,57,g34 as.the incrgmental salary.-t *: period

OL|O?l2O08 to 3LlO3l2Q09 has not been taken into consideration.

ntase bv confusi itThe school. is trying to take advantage by confusing the issue as i

itself maintains that increased salary for the.period OI/O9/2O08 to

3L lo3l20og has been included in the arrear salary of Rs.

2,68,53,457 which relates to the period OI/OL/2006 to 3I/O3/2OO9.

Once it has been included in the arrear salary, it cannot be'taken into

sed salary. The Committee thereforeconsideration once again as increar

rejects the contention bf Uee school and wilt take ttre figure of Rs.

55,08,108 as taken by the CAs attached with the Committee in the

final determination. ge it noted that the figure of Rs. 55,OB,1OB has

TR{J@ e@pt,
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been arrived. at by extrapolating the difference in salary for the

months of March 2OO9 and April 2OOg for twelve months. This figure

is not discernible from the audited. financials of the school as no

details of salary paid like arrear pa5rrfrents or period to which they

rehte have been given in tl.e audited financials

Determinations:

'As per the above d.iscussion, the.Committee is of the view that

the school did not have any funds available with it as on 3IlOgl2OOS

which could have been utilised by it for implementation of VI Pay

iommission Report. Therefore, for implementing the said report, a fee

hike was'essential. The only questiOn that remains to be. determined.

is whether the fee hike effected by the'school was justified or excessive

or short.

' The additional revenue generated by the school by recovering

arrear fee from 0I/0I/2006 to 31 |O3/2OO9 and"increasing the

monthly fee w.e.f. ALI04/2009 was Rs. 2,O2,73,L51 as follows:

' Arrear fee for the period

01 I oI I 2006 to 3I / 03 I 2oog

' Incremental fee for the F.Y. 2009-10

Rs. 1,08,54,555

Rs.94.18.596
' Rs. 2.02.73.151Total .

. The total financial' impact of implementation of VI Pay

Commission on the school was Rs. 3,23,OflSOS as follows:
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. 
'Arrear salary for the periodl

or / oL / 20o6 to sI / 03 / 2oo9

Incremental salary for the F.Y. 2009-10

Total

. Thus,

Lr2Or88r4L4

the school was in deficit to the tune .of Rs.

hfter implementation of Vt Pay.Commission Report.

Development Fee

In response. to the queries raised by. the Committee regarding

development fee, the school vide written submissions dated

09/04/2O13 contended .as follows:

(a) That the school, had started charging development fee only

*.:.f. 2008-09.

(b) That in 2008-09, the development fee charged 9.R.. 1O0O

. per student which was approximately 5o/o of annual tuition

fee, in 2OO9-1O, it was charged @ Rs. 1150 per student

which again was approximately 5%.of annual tuition fee.and

.in.2010-11, it was charged. @ Rs. 3000 per.student which

.was'approximately ILo/o of annual tuition fee.

(c) That the school made no d.istinction between revenue or
.l

capital receipt and revenue or capital expenditure and all the

receipts including development fee were credited to Income &

Expenditure Account and arl the payments including those

for acquiring fixed assets were debited to Income &

Expenditure Account.

TRUE C$PV . JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMi\,IITTIE

. 00063s

Rs. 2,68,53,457

. Rs. 55.08.108'

Rs. 3.23.61.565
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' (d) The total d.evelopment fee collected in 2OO8-09 was Rs. 20.66

lacs against which the expehditure was Rs. B5.B7 lacs. In

2O'Og-lO, the collection was Rs. 23.86 lacs and the'

' expenditure wa's Rs. 31.34 lacs. In 2010-1'1, the collection

vas Rs. 44.84 lacs.

. The expenditure out of development fee was made for

, acquiring new frxSd assets as well as repair and maintenance

. thereof. On query by the Committee, the school clarified that

during 2OO9-IO, out of the total expenditure of Rs. 31.34

lacs, a sum of Rs. 12.17 lacs was spent for acquiring fixed

assets and the'remaining amount of Rs. I9.I7 lacs was

. spent on repair and maintenance. Likewise, in 2O1O-11, out

of the total expenditure, of Rs.44.84 lacS, a sum of Rs. 11.39

lacs was spent on acquiring fixed assets and. the remaining

ount of Rs. 33.45 lacs was spent on repair and

, maintenance.

(e) As there was'no surplus ih the developrhent fund account, 
:

. no earmarked FDRs or bank accounts were maintained.

.The aforementioned submissions of the school make it clear

that the school was not fulfilling any of the pre conditions prescribed

by the Duggal Committee which Were affirmed by the Hon,bie

supreme court in the case of Modern school vs. union of hidia.& ors.

(2oo4l 5 scc 583. Neither the development fee was treated as a

capital receipt, nor was it. exclusively utilised for purchase or
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upgradation of furniture & fixture or equipments. A large portion of

development.fes was spent on repair and maintenance. Contrary to

the claim of the school that no surplus remained out of development

fee, as per the school's own submissions, out of the collection of Rs.

64.35 lacs in 2OLO-I1, a sum of Rs. 44.84lacs. only was.spent. Out of

this expenditure, a sum of Rs. 33.45 lacs was spent on repair and

. 
"""olrrra 

or FDRs were maintained

for unutilised. development fund and since Jhe school charged even

the fixed assets purchased to its Income & Expenditure Aicount, no

depreciation reserve fund was created. Creation of a fixed assets

reserve on the liability side of the balance sheet equivalent to the

assets purchased during the year is merely an accounting entry which

nullifies the addition to the fixed assets on the assets side. of the

balance sheet. Therefore the committee is of the view that the

development fee recovered by the school. in 2OO9-lO,.and 2010-11 .

aggregating 
:". 

88.21 lacs was unjustly recovered..

Recommendations:

' In view of the fact that the school was in deficit to the tune

of Rs. 120.88 lacs o4'account of tuition fee after implementation

of vI Pay commission Report and the d.evelopment fee unjuSfly

recovered was Rs. 88.21 lacs, the Committee is of the view that

no intenrention is .required in the matter. The 'school has not

made any claim or request for ieing allowed to raise any fee over
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and above that permitted to i! by order dated

by thi Director bf Ed.ucation.

Recommended accordingly.

00064 1
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Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
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Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member .

CA J.S. Kochar

Member

Dated: 23lIOl2OL3
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Bal Bharti Public School. Pitampura. Delhi-'l1OO34

'I

The school, vide.its letter dated 22/02/2012 addressed to the

Education Officer, Zone -11 of the Directorate of Education, 'submitted

ffcopies of its financials, fee' structures, enrolment of students, sta

statements etc, details of salary paid to the staff immediately before

impiementation of VI Pay Commission and after suctr implementation

and the extent of 'fee increased in. 'consequence, of order dated

LI/O2/2OO9.issued by the Director of Edrication. These were (

forward.ed. to the committee. Further, in'reply to the questionnaire

dated 27 /O2/2OI2, tlr:e school stated that it had implemented the VI

Pay Commission Report. Tlt" incrLased salary was paid w.e.f.

OII09/2008 and the arrears w.e.f. OI/OL/2006 to 3L/O8/2008 had

ures enclosed with the reply to ttrealso been paid. As per the annqx

questionnaire, the school claimed that the salary bill for the month of

January 2OO9 was Rs. 4o.,32,996.whe.n the JI PaV Commission has

not been implemented but the same shotup to Rs. 61,51,334 for the

month of February 2OOg on implementationt of 
'the 

VI Pdy

Qommission. The school also claimed to have paid arrears for the , 
".

period OIlOll2006 to 31/08i2008 which aggregated to Rs.

g,!g,34,4g4.

With regard. to

Ill02/2009, the school

Rs. 400 per, month

fee hike in pursuhirce of ord'er . dated

claimed to have increased the tuition fee.@

for all the'classes w.e.f. OI/Og/2OO8.

,q'&
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Development fee, which was.being charged @ L2 o/o of tuition fee for

different classes in accordance with the fee statement for 2008-09

submitted undqr section 1"7(3) of Delhi School Education Act 1973

was enhanced to 15% of fuition fe'e w.e.f. 0llO9l2OO8. The school

also stated that it had recovered arrears for the period 01/01 /2006 to

3Ll08l2OO8 @Rs. 3500 per student. on the basis of this reply, the

school was placed in Category'B'.

Preliminary examination of t]:e financials' of the school'was

carried out by the Chartered Accountants detailed with this

Committee (CAs). As the school claimed do have increased the tuition

fee w.e.f. oL/og/2oo8, the balance sheet.of the school'as on

gllo3l2o08 was taken as the uuri, for calculation of the funds

available with the schooi for the purpose. of implementation of thb Vt
t

Pay Commission Rbport. As per the prelimit^ry calculations made by

the CAs, the fund.s available with the school as on gL/03/2008 were
I .'

to the tune of Rs. ,5r94,4Or4O2. The school recovered arrear fee
)

amounting to Rs.1,60,89,5OO' the arrears of Palary paid by the

.school consequent to implementation of'VI Pay Commission Report

w.e.f. 01/01 /2006 was Rs. 3,L9r3+r494r. the incremental fee

recovered..by the school for the.period OIlO912008 to 3110312010

was Rs. gr72rL2r4OO while the. incremental salary on account. of

implemgntation of, VI Pay Commission Report for the corresponding

period was Rs.4 rl2,48r492. ' After taking into account the increased

fee, arrear. fee, increased salary and arrear salary, the school still had

c

fr

o

C

TRUE #SPry

S*"rK

,a \i/ JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH \

COMMITTEE

For R'eview of School Fee,



c,.

',1, -
v

f,
al

I

o
o

t

l/'

I

000644

surplus fund.s to the tune of Rs. 4,05,5 g,316 available with it. The

school was issued a notice dated ZttOtt.ZOl3 for providing it an

opportunity of hearing by.the Comnoittee on 18/O2/2OL3. On this '

d.ate, Sh. S.K. Bhattacharya, Secretary of the Managing Committee of '

the school appeared with Ms. M. Go'swami, Priricipal and Mi. Ashok.

Garg, ' Accounts Officer. They werer provided with the preliminary

cp.lculation 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 d.evelopment

fee, besid.es tuition fee, the school was required to specifically reply to

the following queries:

(a) How *rrgl development fee had been charged by the school

. for tJre year 2006-07 to 20 10-11?

. (b) How development fee was utilised?

e maintained for'(c) Whether separate bank accounts wer

development fund and depreciation reserve fund?

"-At the request of the school, the matter was directed to be

relisted on L1/O3 /2013. However, the Committee received a request

letter from the Schobl seeking postponement of hearing by two weeks

on account of indisposition.of its Accounts.Officer. Accordingly the

matter was directed to be relisted on O3/O4/2OL3 and again on

22lo4l2orc: On this date,. the aforesaid representatives. of the

school again appeared and .filed #ritten sUbmissions dated

O
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L8/O4/2O13. .A beparate ""t of financials with regard. to receipt and

utilisation of development fund was also filed.
.t

Submissions:

(a) Vide written submissions filed on 18lO4l2O13, the school

' filed its own calculation sheet, with regard to availability of
a

funds vis a vis the additional liability that befell on.it on account

. of implementation of vI Pay commission Report. As per the

calculation sheet filed by the school, the school had funds to

the tune of Rs. 3,86,73,576 avatlable with it as.on 31/03/2008.

After accounting for the increased.fee, increased salary, arrear

fee and arrear salary and also after.providing for provision for

gratuity and leave encashment as on 31/03 12008 and also after

taking intp account the d.dditional liabilities of gratuity and

leave encashment for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10, the

school had a surplus of Rs. 7,93 ,884.

(b) The school also contended that the surplus as available with it

was not even sufficient to maintain a res.erve for'three months

salary which works out to Rs- 2,23,74',639.

(c) There was a contingent liability also in respect of the demand by

Employees Provident Fund . Organisation a's the. school is

deducting and contributing towards PF of employees @ 1o%o ot

salary whereas the EPFO is demanding the same @ l2%. Th:

matter was sub-judice in the Delhi High Court. 
:
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(d) The school had a liability of approximately Rs- 50 'Lacs on

account of Modified Assured Carebr PrbgressiOn Scheme which

was also approved by the Government w.e.f. oL/ol/2oo6

alongwith vI Pay 'Commission. The staff who completed the

requisite period of service had already been paid arrears

amounting to Rs. 25,22,675-in the month March 2OL3'

(e) The incbme by way . of fee is under pressure because the

Directorate of Education is not allowing schools to hike the feO

bdyond. IOV' and the school is also obliged to adinit 25o/o

children belonging to EWS category and since no fee is charged

from such students, the rate of increase of fee works out to less

than 1O%.

(f) The establishment expenses iriirease by aboirt I2o/o every year

'and. reviSion in rates of water, electricity etc. also puts pressure

on the resources of the school.

It was thus contended that "the hike in fee utas justified. and.

a a-L-,- ^^essentrat Jor continued. existence. and long term financial uiability of

the school and ang d"icision regarding refund mag rend'er the school

highlg uulnerable."

,e

o

c
' l&b

I

Discussion:

In order to ascertain the correct financial position of the school,

in so far as it is pertinent to determine the justifiability of hike in fee

in pursuance of order dated lIlO2l2O09 issued by the Director of

Education, it would be in order to juxtapose
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in the preliminary calculation sheet prepared 
.by 

the CAs'attached

with the Committee against the figures as taken by the school in its

calculation. sheet, in so far as they are at variance with each other.

The following table would bring out such figures:

Particulars As 'per preliminary
calculation sheet
nrerrared bv the CAs

As per the
calculation sheet
filed bv the school

Fixed deposits as on
3L 10312008

6,06,32,850 5,95,30,689

Provision for gratuity
and leave encashment
as on 3I/03/2OOB

0 r,96,64,665

Arrear salary
oL/oL/2006
31 /08/2008

from
to

3,19,34,494 2,80,5r,4L4

Increased salary from
oI /o9 /2OO8 to
31/03 /2009

r,48,28,436 1,52,36,487

Increase in salary
durine F.Y. 2009-10

2,54,20,056
I

3,46,29,616

Provision for gratuity
and leave encashment
for 2008-09

0 57,69,L33

Provision for gratuity
and leave encashment
for 2009-10

0 34,66,942

Arrear fee recovered for
the period OL/OI/2006
to 31/08/2OO8

1,6O,89,500 L,47,31,9O0

Increased tuition
flom OLlO9l200B
3U 03 / 2009 .

fee
to

r,28,71,600 1,26,58,800

Increase in' tuition fee
for F.Y. 2OO9-IO

2,43,4O,8OO 2,r8,83,2OO

The variances in the figures

foliowing paragraphs: .

are discussed 'in the
.:
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The school has contended. that out of .total FDRs for Rsl'

6,06,32,850, FDRs for'a sum of Rs. 11,02,161 were held as security

by the Director'of Education and as such ought to be eircluded from

the funds available. In support of its contention, the'school enclosed a'

copy. of the FDR in the name of Director of Education. The Committee

has examined this issue and is in agreement in contention of the

school that only the balance of FDRs for Rs. 5195,30'689 ought to be

considqred as part of funds hvailable.

I

Re.: Provision for gratuity and leave encashment

' The school has contended that the provisions for gratuity an+

leave encashment'are made on the basis of actuarial valuations and

therefore ought to be taken into account while working out the funds

available with the school. In support of its contention, the school has

frled copies of the reports of Charan Gupta Consultants Pvt. Ltd which

-are signed by-Sh. A.K. Garg, Actuary. The Committee has examined

the copies of the Acturial report and is satisfied about the basis of

provision made in the accounts. As per the actuarial valuation, the

estimated liability of the school as on 3ll03l2010 is as follows:

For gratuit5r

For leave encashment

Total

The school in its catcutation

as follo\rys:

Rs.2,24,OL,276

Rs. 64.99.464

Rs. 2.89,00.7,40

sheet hds claimed the

rftg

a

o
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Liabilityupto 3!/O 3/2OO8 Rs. L;96,6 4,665

Liability accruing during 2008-09 Rs. 57,69,133

Liability accruing during 2009-10 Rs. 34.66'942

Total Rs. 2.89.00.740

As the contention of the school is'duly backed up by the

actuarial valuations, the Committee agrees with the same and the

liability to. the tune of Rs. 2,89rOO,74O will be duly factored in while

making the final determination.

Re.: Arrear salary from O1/O112006 to 31/O8/2OO8

The school in its written submissions dated LBIO4/2O13, has

contended that the Committee has t*"." the arrear salary as Rs.

s,Ig,g4,494 wherea.s th9 toial burden oir account of arrear was Rs.

3,48,56,466 which included schools contributjon to provident fund

and PF administration charges amounting to Rs. 3i4,99,83L.

The Committee notes that the CAs attached with it had taken

the figure of RS. 3,I.g,34,494 onthe basis of statement'of arrears filed

by ttre school along with its t"piy to the questionnaire and there was

no indication in the statemeni whether such arrears included the

School'S contribution to provident fund.or not. However, since the

school has clarified that the figure was exclusive. 
1f 

thiS contribution,

the Committee accepts the same. The school has further submitted

that out of t}.e total frnancial burd.en on account of arrears; a. sum of

Rs. 68,05,052 was paid. out of the incremental development fiind, the

&*9
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financial burden which was met out of.the arrbais of tuition fee was

Rs. 2,80,51,+14. The committee accepts this figure and the same

will be. factored in while making the final determination.

As against the figure of Rs. L,48,28,436 taken by the CAs, the

school has contended ttrat the correct figure is Rs. L,52,36,487. The

Committee has examined the working of the school and also the

working 
. 
sheet of 'the CAs. The difference in the two figures is on

.account 
of the school's contribution to provident fund which the CAs

had not taken into account. The. Committee is of the view that the

school is correct in its contention that the impact of increase in PF

contribution on account of increase in'salary ought also be taken into

consid.eration. The Committee will, therefore factor in the figure of Rs.

L 15.2,g6 r487.while making the final determination.

Re.: Increase in salary during F.Y. 2OO9-1O

The CAs. had taken the figure of Rs. 2,54,20,056 as increased

salary for the financial year 2009-10 on account of implbmentation of

VI Pay Commissitln Report while ihe school contends that the correct

figlr1" was Rs. 3,46,29,6'L6.

Tl".committee has reviewed.the calculation sheet of the cAs

attached with it and observes that they have calculated the figure of

Rs. 2,54,20,056 as. (6151334-40329961*12. That is, th6y have

extrapolated the difference in salary for tl.e month of January and
.t:

l
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Pay Commission was implemented, fot L2

the iniremental

7,98,92,L03

60.52.r29

8,59,44,229

5.13.14.616

3.46.29.6L6

I

' The Committee has examined ttre basis of calculations of the

CAs as well as the school. The iommittbe is of the view that the

method. bf calculation of neither of them is'correct. The figures of.

salary and provident fund, exclusive of arrears, are available in the

audited Income & Expenditure Account of the years 2008-09 and

2OO9-LO. While no adjustment is required ih ttre figure of 2OO9-LO as.

the salary for the entire year is.paid as per the recommendations of VI

Pay Commission, the figure for 2008-09 as appearing in the Income &
:

Expenditure accounts calls for slight adjustment.. The total salary for

the year 2008-09 appears as Rs. 5,IO,8O,V22. This inclu4"" ""t.ty 
.t

enhanced rates for the months of February and March 2009. The

additional monthly burden for these two months was.@ Rs. 21,76,641

as contended by the. school itself. Hence a sum of Rs. 43,53,282

requires to be deducted from the total salary for 2008-09 afld after

I

\--r

I

The.school, on the other hand has ca-lculated

salary in 2OO9-10 in the following manner:-

Salary as per Income & Expenditure Account

Employer share of provid'ent fund'

. Total

Less existing salary for ihe year 2009-10

(42,76,218 x12 )

. Total additional burden .

I

a

-

ds\

TRI.JH -'#SPY

\f\,/.lv

, 
*ucremrJ/

i-':S-ruC::
10

rt i'ri'u* orscnoo\r-p



o

000652
--:- - -^

such deduction, the same works out to Rs. 4,67,27,640. Adding Rs.

45,98,933 being the schools contribution to frovident fu9d, as

appearing in the Income & Expenditure Account, the resultant salary

for 2OO8-09 without factoring in the impact of VI Pay Commission

would amount to Rs. 5,L3,26,579. Henie the additional burden by

way of increased salary in the financial yeat 2OO9-10 would be Rs.

3,46,L7,6|56. This.would be "factored in wh.ile making t]1e final

determination.

)

Re.: Arrear fee and inqremental fee

'There are minqr differences in the calculations made by the CAq

vis a vis those made by the school. The school, .in its 
. 
written

submissions has stated that the difference is on aciount of non fee,1
paying stud.ents like those belonging to EWS category. The. CAs had'

not taken into account the number of such students on account of the

fact that this inf6rmation was not available on record and wAs

provided by the school only during fhe course of hearing. As such, the

Committee accepts the figures given by the school as follows:-

Arrear fee'recovered for the period OLIOLI20O6 to
3Llo8l20oa

Lr47 r3Lr9OO

Increased tuition fee.from OLI09I2OOB to
3L10312009

1,26,58,'8OO

Increase in tuition fee for F.Y. 2OO9-1O 2,18,83,2OO

r,5?'

' These would
^\

determination.

be factored in while making the fina1
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Re.: Resenre for contingencies 000653

The school has contended that it ought to .keep reserve

equivalent to three months salary amounting to Rs. 2,23,74,639,

besides t"bette for meeting Modified Assured Career Progression

Scheme and the cgntingent liability in, respect of demand of PF

authorities which is being contested in the Hon'ble Delhi High Court'

The Committee is of the view.that so far as the reserve for three

months salary and Modified Assured Career Progression. Scheme is

concerned, .,h" contention' of the school is unexceptionable. Its

requirement would be met if it is allowed to keep a reserve equivalent

to four months' salary. The total salary for the yeat 2OO9-10 as per

the Income & Expenditure Account of the school was Rs. 7,98,92,L03.

Based. on this, four months' salar5r works out to Rs.. 2166130'701.

The Committee is of ' the view that this would suffice for the

requirements of the school and would be factored in while making the

final determination.

Determinations:

" According to the. Cgmmittee, the funds available with the school

as on 31.03.2008, were Rs. 28,06180O as per details below:
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As per. the above discussion, the school had generated a sum of

'Rs. Lr4TrSLrgOO by way of recovery of arrear fee for the period

01/0L12006 to 3ll.O8l2OO8, Rs. 1,26,58,800 for the period'

Ol/Og/2OA8 to g1'/O3/2OOg and Rs- 2,18,83,200 by way of

incremental fee in financial year 2009-10 in pursuance oi order dated

II l02l2O09 issued by the Director of Education. Thus the total funds

available with the school for implementation of VI Pay Commission

report were of the order of Rs. 5.2O.89.7OO.

As against this, the additional liability of the school on account

of implementation of VI Pay Commission was Rs. 2,80,5 Lr4L4
,

towards arrears for the period oL/ol/2oo6.to gI/o8/2OO8, Rs.

L,52,g6,487 for the period OIIO}I2OOB to 3IlO3l2OO9 and Rs.

3r46,L71656 towards incremental salary for the financial year 2OO9-

10. Thug the total additiona,l liability of ' the school was Rs.

7.79.05.557.
a

TRUg
I

c$fi'V
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Particulars Amount
lRs.l

Net Current Assets * Investments as per
preliminary calculation sheet

5,94,40,402

Less
(a) Fixed deposits pledged as security

with Director of Education
(b) Reserve for gratuitY and leave

encashment
(c) Reserve for contingencies

' Lr,o2,L6l

2,89,OO,740

2.66.30.70r 5,:66,33,602

Funds available for implementation of
VI Pav Cornmission as on 31.O3.2OO8

28,O6,8OO

(tsHlfrp:l
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In view of the foregoing determinations, the committee is of the

view that the school had recovered a sum of Rs. 2r58r24r857 short of '

its requirement. However, since the school has not made any request

for being allowed to hike the fee over and above that permitted by the

order dated LL/O2/2O09 issued. ty the Dirbctor of Education, the

Committee is of the view that no intervention is called for in the

matter so far as the tuition fee is concerned

Development Fee

. The school made separate written submissions dated

LSl04l2013 with regard to development fund. It was submitted that

(a) The school is maintaining separate books bf accounis and a
;.

separate bank account for development fund. The Junds for

' depreciation reserve fund form part of the bank account

" dedicated to develoPment fund.

(b) puring 2009-10 and 2010-11, the school charged RS.

L,76,:23,190 and Rs. 1,99,04,525 towards d'evelopment' fee

. in tlre two years respectively;

- (c) During 2009-10, Ihe development fund was partly used to
,,

pay thg arrears of VI Pay Commission and partly to purchase

' fixed assets and also to meet certain revenue expenditure.

' The detail of utilisation of development fund in 2009-10 was

69,05,052

93,94,235

given as :

. (i) . Establishment expenses

, (ii) Administrative expenses

TRUP COPY t4 (*xE*'"'
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(iii) Fixed assets

Total

(d) During 2010-11, the utilisation

follows:

(i) Fixed assets

(iil Audit fees

' Total

The school also filed its Income &

Balance Sheets of Development fund for

and 2010-1- 1.

000656
11 4e eO7
LL. IV.VJ t

L.7g.42.684

of development fund was as

26.82r

35.03.184

Expenditure Accorintp ald

the year 2008-09, 2009-10

^{b Discussion:

Perusal of the Income & Expenditure' accounts and balance

sheetd of the development fund of the school shows that the school 
,

:

was keeping the unutilised developinent fund and depreciation reserve

fund on assets acquired out of development fund. earmaiked and.

separate from its school funds and development fee was also being

treated as a capital receipt. Hence, the school was substantially

complying the pre conditions laid down by the Duggal Co'mmittee,

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

Modern School Vs. Union of India & Ors. (2OO4l 5 SCC 583. The only

issue that remain.to be examined by the Cominittee was whether'the

development fee charged in the years 2009-10 and 2010-11 was in

accordance with law and was properly utilised for tJre'purposes for
:

o

which it was meant.
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As noticed in the beginning, the school filed its fee statement

under Section 17(3) of the Delhi School EducationtA"t 1973, for the

year 2008-09 in March 2008 with the Director of Education. Vide this

statement, the sihool informed that it would be charging development

fee @ \2o/o of tuition fee. No prior approval was taken from the

Director of Education for enhancing this fee w.e.f. OIl09l200B.. It is

noteworthy that such prior approval is required if the school intends

to increase any.fee during the academic session, after filing itS fee

statement. However, the, school while increasing the fee in pursuance

of order.dated I L/02/2OO9 issued by the Director of Education hiked

the development fee to 15% w.e.f. OIl.Ogl2OO8, which was being

hitherto charged @ L2o/o of tuition fee. 'The order d.ated l.I/O2l2OOg

did not permit hiking any d.evelopment fee but was confined to the

hike in tuition fee. However, since a hike in tuition fee would have

automatically led to a'hike in d.evelopment fee, it was provided. in para

15 of the aforesaid order.that the increase in d.evelopment fee on

I

account of increase in tuition fee shall be utilised for the purpose of

meeting any shortfall on account of sh"lary/arrears only. This did not

mean that the'development fee'could be hiked trom tZoto to 15% of

tuition fee without prior approval from the Director of Educatiori as

provided in Section 17(3) of Delhi School Education Act, Ig73.

Further para L4 of the aforesaid order which provided for charging

deveiopment fee not exceeding 15% of tuition'fee cannot be lead in a

TR{.TE COPV
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manner permitting hike in'development fee from the middle of the

academic session. It' only means that the school may charge

development fee upto LTo/o of tuition fee prospectively. Hence the

Committee is of the view that while the increase in development fee to

15% of tuition fee was in order IM.e.f. OL/O4/2O09, the hike of 3%,

frorn L.2oh to 15olo, for the period OtlO9l2O08 to 3llO3/2O09 was not

in accord.ance with. law. As pqr tlie. discussion in the section

pertaining to tuition fee; the Committee has determined that the hike

.in tuition fee for the period OIlO912008 to 3L10312009 resulted in

additional revenue of Rs. 1,26,5d,800. The. Committee is of the view

that 3% of this amount which works out to Rs. 3r79,764'was

unauthorisedly charged as increased development fee.

Further, on the issue of utilisation of development fee, the

Committee observes tJ-at during 2009-10, a sum of Rs. 93,94,235 was

spent on routine revei'Iue expenditure on repairs, housekeeping etc.

This was not in line with the law laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme

Court in the case of Modern School ( supra ). The development fee

has to be utilised only for acquisition or upgradatiorl of furniture &

fixture and equipments. The Committee is therefore, of the view that

the development fee charged to the extent of Rs. gg,g4r2g5 in 2009-

l-0 was not utilised in accordance with law.

. In normal course, we would have recommended refund of

Rs. 3,79,764 and. ns; gg;g+ ,235. However, in view of the fact
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that the school had a large deficit of Rs. 2,58124,857 in

fee on account of implementation of VI Pay Comrnission

the Committee refrains from recommending iny refund.

sd/- sd/*
. Dr. R.K. Sharrira .

Member

Dated: 04 / LO /2OI3

COPY
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tuition

Repbrt,

Fb Ets0/-
CA J.S. Kochar

Member
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson
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Little Fairy Public School. Kingsway Camp. New Delhi-l1OOO9 
.

The school did not submit its reply to the questionnaire dated

27 /O212O.12 issued by the Committee. However, in response to a

reminder issued on 27 lOgl2,OI2, the school vide its repiy dated

3O/O3/2O12 stated that it had implemented the VI Pay Commission

Report w.e.f. July 2009. In support, it filecl copies of salary statement

for the months of June 2oog a.nd July 2o}g to show total expenditure

during each month. The following are the details of such expenditure:-

Month Expenditure
June 2OO9 Rs. 2.39.294
Julv 2009 Rs.4,26,271-

The reply also enclosed a statement showing payment of arrears

to staff which arose on account of retrospective application of VI Pay

Commission. According to the school the total amount of such

. 
arrears was Rs. r4,57,84o. with regard to increase in fee, the school

. stated ttrat the fee was increased in terms of order dated II/O2/2OO}.

,issued by.the Director of Education. Detailed stalement of fee charged

from the students, class wise, indicatipg the number of students in

each class before and after such'frif.. -*" "t"o "rr"tos'ed. 
Th'e monthly

."
fee hike as per the detail submitted was Rs. 2oo per month per

student.for classes"I to VIII and Rs. 300 per month per student for
' classes IX & X. It was also mentioned that the school had recovered

arrears ainounting to Rs. 14,58,075. Basect

' school was placed in Catego ry 'B'.
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Preliminary'examination of the finansials of the school wds

carried out by the firm of Chartered Accountants detailed with this

Committee and as per the calculations made by them, the school had

a surplus of Rs. 18,89,769 after accounting for the. salary and fee

hikes coirsequent to implementation of vI Pay commission Report.

However, while" reviewing the preliminar5r calculation sheet, the

Committee observed that the cAs had worked out.the funds already

available with the school on the basis of the balance sheet of the

Society. running the school. It was observed by the committee that

the society was running two s'chools. However, the balance sheets of

the schodls had not been submitted. separately. The Committee was of

the view that it would be erroneous to make the workings of available

funds on the basis of the balance sheet of the society.' Therefore, vide

notice dated 20/02/20,13, the school was requested to appear before

the committee. sh. R.S. Khurana, authorized. representative of the

school appeared with sh. Rama shankar Raman, Accounts Executive

on 2o/o3/2ors in response to the notice and filed its separate

balance sheets.

Fresh calculation sheet, was prepared by the office of the

committee oq the basis of the balance sheet of the school .as on

3l/o3/2oa9. As per this calculation sheet, the net current assets

(funds) available with the school as on grl0gl2o09 were to the tune

of Rs. 3,53,96b. As against the arrears of salary amounting to Rs.

14,58,o2o paid by the school, the school recovered a sum of Rs.
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14,58,075 by way of arrear fee. The additional rgvenue accruing to

the school on account of increase of its monthly fee from 0I109 12008.\
to sl/O3l2OLO was of the order of Rs. 14,00,400, while the

incremental salary for the corresponding period was Rs. 16,82,793.

After accounting for the'fee and the salary hikes, the school still had a

surplus of Rs. 7L,622. A copy of the preliminary calculation sheet

was given to the school on 23/07 /20L3 for its response. The school

requested for some time to'file its written submissions. Accordingly,

the matter was listed for 29/07 /20L3 for the response of tl.e school...

On this date, the school filed its'written submissions vide wtrich it

accepted the figures in the preliminary calculation sheet. Th.

authorized'representatives also confirmed that the calculations wefe

in order.

Determinatiori:

The Committee has perused the financials of the school, the

preliminary calculation sheet prepared by its offrce which have been

confirmed to. be in order by the school. Thus the school has accepted

that ifter accounting for the funds available with it as on

ol/o4/2o09, the fee and. salary hikes consequent to implementation

of VI Pay commission Report, it had a surplus of Rs. Tr,622 available

with it. However, the Committee is not recommending a refund thereof

in.view of the fact that the school had annual saiary expenditure of

Rs. 68.45 ld.cs as evincible from its Income & Expenditure Account for

the year 2009-10 and based on four months' salary, its requirement
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for funds to be. kept in reserve was, of the order of Rs.'22.82 lacs. The

school obviousiy did nbt have any cushion for meeting any future

eventualities.

With regard to development fee, the school, in response to the

questionnaire issued by the Committee submitted that it had not

charged any development fee till 2009-10. However, it recovered a

sum of Rs. 12,17,395 as development fee in 2010-11 which were.

treated as a revenue receipt in 1r" accounts and no earmarked

development fund and depieciation . ieserve fund were maintained.

, Though the Committee is of the view that the school was not following

any of the pre conditions prescribed by the Duggal Committee which

were subsequently affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case

of Modern School vs. Union of India & Ors. (2004) 5 SCC 583, in as

much as the school was neither treating the development fee as a

capital receipt nor was it maintaining any earmarked development

fund and. depreciation 'reserve fund, the Committee is not

recommending refund thereof for the reason- that the school did not

have any cushion for any'future eventuality.

In view of the foregoing determinations, the Committee is

of the view that no intervention is required in the rnatter so far

o

o '"Sffi*l*oncer"$d/- sd/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

CA J.S. Kochar
Member.

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: 08l IO l2OL3
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In reply to the questionnaire dated 2z /0212012 issued. by the

committee, the school vide its reply dated.3r/ogl2012 stated that it

had implemented the M Pay commission Report w.e.f. July 20o9. In.

support, it filed copies of salary statement for the months of June

2oo9 and July 2oo9 to show total expenditure during each month.

The following are the details of such expenditure:-

Month Expenditure
June 2OO9 Rs. 3,69,379
Julv 2009 Rs. 4,96,680

. The reply also enclosed a statement showing pa5rment of arrears

to staff which arose on account of retrospective application of vI pay
\

'commission. According to the.school the total amount of .such

*r"ur" was Rs. 15,01,955.. with regard to increase in fee, the school

' stated that tlee fee was increased in terms of order dated rL/o2/2oog
' issued by the Director of Education. Detailed statement of fee charged

from the students, class wise, indicating the number of students in .,

each class before and after such hike was also enclosed.. The monthly

fee hike as per the detail submitted was Rs. 200 per month per

student. It was also mentioned that the school had recov'ered arrears ,

from 0L/og/2oo8 to 3L/o3/20o9 @ Rs. 1400 per student and lump

sum arrears of Rs. 2500 per student in three instaiments. The,total

amount recovered by way of arrear fee was stated to be Rs. 15,b7,9+5.
t,

Based on this informatiorr, ,t. school was placed in Category ,8,.
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, Preliminary examination of the financials of the school was

carried out bv the firm of Chartered Accountants detailed with this

Committee and as per the calculations made by them, the school had

. a surplus of Rs. 3,63,625 after accounting for the salary and fee hikes

consequent to implementation of VI Pay Commission Report. However,

while reviewing the preliminary calculation 'sheet, the Committee

observed. that the CAs had worked out the funds alread.y available

with the school. on the basis of the balance sheet of the Society

running the school as on 3IlO3l2OO8. It was observed by the

Committee that the Society was running two schools. However,.the

balance sheets of the schools had not been submitted separately.,The.

committee was of the view that it would be erroneous to make the

workings of available funds on the basis of the balance sheet of ttre

society. Therefore, vide notice dated 2olo2/2013, the school was

directed to appear before the committee. sh. R.s. Khurana, Manager

of the school appeared with Sh. Rama Shankar Raman,'Accounts

Executive on . 1l/Cf, l;OI3 in response to the notice. The

representatives of the school were asked to file separate balance .

sheets of each of t]le two schools by 20/03/2013 when the matter was

directed to be relisted. The school filed its separate balance sheef on

20/03/2OLs.

Fresh calculation sheet was prepared by the office of the

committee on the basis of the balance sheet of the school as on

3r/03/2oog as factually the .school had hiked the fee w.e.f.
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OI/O4/2OO9. As per this ialculation sheet, the net current assets

. available with the school as on 3L/O3|2OO9 were in the negative zor'Le.

As against the'arrears of salar5r amounting to Rs. 15,01,955 paid by

the school, the school recovered.'a sum of Rs;'I5,O7,g45 by way of

arrear fee. The additional revenue accruing to the school on account

of increase of its monthly fee from OL l09 12008 to 3l /03 /2010 was of

the order of Rs. 18,02,600 while the'inc.remental salary for the

corresponding period was Rs. 1I,45,7Og. Thus apparently, the school

had recovered more fee than was required to meet its liabilities on

account of implemeirtation of VI Pay Commission Report. A copy of the

preliminary calculation sheet was givOn to the school on 23/07 /2OIg

for its 'response. The school requested for some time to file its written

submissions. Accordingly, the matter was listed for 29/07/2.013 for

the response of the school. on this date, the school fiied its written

submissions stating as follows:-

Submissions:

(a) The school .recovered total arrears of Rs. 15,07,945 for both

'the periods i.e. Ot/OI/2006 to. 3I/OB/2OOB and

OL/Og/2OOB to 3L/03/2OO9, while in the preliminary

calculation sheet, the office of the committee had taken the

same.to be arrears for the period OL/OI/2006 to

. 31/08 /2oo8 and separately ailded arrears amounting to Rs.

6,81,800 for the period OIIO}/2008 to 3IlOg/2OOg. In

essence, it was submitted that an amount of Rs. 6,g1,g00.,.I
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had been added. twice while working out the surplus fee

charged by the school. If this amount was excluded, there

would be no surplus.

(b) With regard to the questionnair'e of thd Committee regarding

development fee, it was stated that till 2OO9-IO, the school

did not charge any development fee but in the year 2010-11,

a sum of Rs. 6,99,427 was charged on this account which

was treated. as ? revenue receipt and. no earmarked

development fund and depreciation reserve fund were

maintained.

Discussion & Determination:

The Committee has considered.the financials of the school, the

preliminary calculation sheet prepared by its office and the oral and

rryritten submissions made by the school during the course of hearing.

The issues raised by the school and ciur findings thereon are as

follows:-

Re.: Double counting of arrear fee for the period

O1 /O9l2OO8 to 31'rO3 /2OO9

The committee has examined the preliminary calculation sheet

prepared by its office and the details filed by the school during the

course of hearing. The Committee finds ttrat ihere has been double

counting.of arrear fee of Rs. 6,81,800 pertaining to trrg period

oLlogl2o08 to 3110312009 in the calculations'made by its office.

o
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The confusion arose on account of the fact that'while submitting the

reply to the questionnaire, the school did not mention the period for
I

which the'arrehr fee was collected.

\
In this view of the matter, it appears to. the Committee that the

school did not fully recover. the additional liability that befell on it on

account of implementation of vI Pay Commission Report as the total

arrear fee and incremental fee recovered'by the school amounted to

Rs. 26,28,745 (Rs. 15,07,945 + Rs. 11,2O,8O0), while the additional

liability towards arrear. and incremental salary amounted to Rs.

26,47,664 ( Rs. 15,01,955+ Rs. 1I,45,709 
.1. 

.

With regard to development fee, though the Committee is of the

view that the school was not following any of the. pre conditions

prescribed by the Duggal Committee which were subsequently

affirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme court in the case of Modern School

vs. Union of India & Ors., (2OO4l5 SCC 583, in as much as the school

was neither treating the development fee as a capital receipt nor was it

maintaining any earmarked development fund and deprdciation

reserve fund., the Committee is not recommending refund thereof for

the reason that the school recovered only.a sum of Rs.' 6,g9,42T as

development fee in 2010-1.1. The school did not have any cushion for

any futqre. eventualif 
for 

which the Committee is allowing' reserye.

equivalent to four months' salary. . The. total expenditure on salary of

the school for fhe year 2009-10 as per its Income & Expenditure

Account was Rs. 69.34lacs and that would hd.ve justified.a feserve of

o

a
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Rs. 23.11 lacs. The schooi U"r"ty had any surplus to mdintain such a

reserve. 
i

In view of the foregoing determinations, the Committee is

of the view that no intenrention is required in the matter.

sd/- sd/- sc/-
Dr. R.K. Shargna CA J.S. Kochar
Member Member

Dated: 08ll0l2OI3

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson I
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In reply to'the questionnage dated 27./02/2012 issued by the

Committee, the 'school vide its letter d.ated 29/02/2012 submitted

that it had pally implemented the VI Pay Commission Report.

However, nothing was mentioned about the date 'with effect from

wtiich it was implelnented . nor any. details of salary, pre

implementation or post implementation, were given. With regard to fee

hike, it stated that it had not hiked the fee in pursuance of order

dated. L1,/O2/2O09 issued by the Director of Education.-At.the same

time, it gave details of the pre hike fee and post hike fee, without

mentioning about the date from which the hike became effective.

Based on this reply, the school was initially in Category'C'.

Vide'letter dated 27/O3/2OI2, the schciol was req:ired to

produce its fee, salar5r and accounting records on 03/04 /2O12 for

verification. On this date, Sh. Hamir Singh Dhillon,' Manager.of the

schoo.l appeared and produced the required produced. The same were

examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee and

she observed that the school had not increased any fee in 2OO9-10 but

in 2O1O-1.1, the tuition fee had been increased by Rs. 200 per month

which was the maximrim hike permitted vide order dated LL lo2f 2OOg

issued by the Director of Education. The scheol also amended its reply

to the questionnaire in which it was mentioned that the fee had been

increased w.e.f. 0Ll04l2OL0 and 0Il04l2O11,, except for Nursery and

3
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Prep classes for"which it was increased w.e.f. OIl04l2009. The books

of accounts were properly maintained. She also observed that the

school charged development fee but the same was not reflected in the

fee statements filed by the school with the Director of Education.

The Committee perused the observation of the audit officer and

was 
"1 q" view that since tit" school had been found to'have'

increased the fee in order to implement the VI Pay Commission

Report, which had also been'partially implementeil, the case of the

school needed to be transferred to Category'B'from Category'C'.

In order to provide an opportunity of h.earing to the school, the

committee issued notice dated L8lo7l2ol3 for 'hearing on

OllO}l2OLs. A questionnaire regarding developmenl fee was also

issued to the school. On this. date, Sh. Hamir Singh Dhillon,

Manager of the 6chool appeared with Sh. 
.Davinder 

Pal Singh,

Assistant and Sh. Mukesh Kumar, UDC. The scho6l also filed reply to

the questionnaire. In its reply, ttte school submitted that the school

was collecting development fee and frled details of its utilisation. It

was further mentioned that.the development fee was ireated as. a

capital .receipt.' However, no earmarked'bank account or FDRs or

investments were maintained to park the unutilised development fund

and the depreciation reserve fund on the assets created out of

development fund.

|'',
'.1

o
o

o
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o
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o
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During the course of hearing, the school

it had .partially implemented the VI Pay

contended that initially

Commission Report.
i
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000 67 2

Subsequently, it was fully implemented but as the school felt funds

crunch, 'the increased salary were rolled back partially. The

Committee was of the view that in this peculiar situation, when the fee

was hiked in 2010-11 in pu.rsuance of order dated LLIO2/2O09 and
I

the VI Pay Commission was' first partially'implemented, then fully

implemented and then it was partially rolled back, detailed

calculations were required to examine whether the fee hike effected by

the school was justifred. or not. Accordingly, the required caiculations

were made by the iommittee.and the .crux of the matter as became

evident a{ter detailed calculations can be summarized as follows:

- The schpoi initially had funds to the tune of Rs. 2,36,456 as on

enerated by the school bY waY of fee3l/O3/2OO8. The additional fee generated by tlre s

hikes pursuant to order dated LLl}2l2009 during 2008-09, 2009-10

and 2O1O-1I amounted to Rs. 2O,O5,S?S. Thus, the school had an

aggregate amount of Rs. 22,42,031 available with it. As the

Coinmitte'e has taken a view in case of others school that the entire

funds available ought not be considered as available for.

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report and the schools ought

to maintain reserve equivalent to four months' salary which in the

case of this school amounts to Rs. 2O,94,I72 (based on .annual

expenditure on salary in 2010-11 which was Rs. 62,82,5L61, the

school had a sum of Rs. L,47,BS| which it could have used for

implementation of VI Pay Corirmission report. The impact of partial

implementation, subsequent full implementation and subsequent roll
i:
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back was a sum of Rs. 23,51,127 which is

2009-10 and 2010-11.

Thus, the committee is of the view that the school was in
a

deficit to the tune of Rs. 221091268 after implementation of VI

Pay Commission rePort.

Development Fee:

The school furnished the following details with rggard

recovery of development fee and its utilisation for the years 2006-07

2010'1 1:

It is apparent from the above table that the school recovered a

sum of Rs. 3,88,000 in 2OOg-10 and'Rs. 3,69,100 in 2010-11 as

development fee in pursuance of order dated LL/O2/2O09 issued by

the Director of Education. Howev'er, its utilisation was not as per the.

aforesaid ord.er which is basbd on the recommendations of Duggal

T'RilA Cosry
M/lv

SecmtarV
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Year Development fee
iecovered

Development fee utilised

2006-
07

L,79,750 (a) Computer charges Rs. 96,000
(b) Furniture & Fixture Rs. 2,23,395

2007-
08

L,92,OOO a) Computer charges Rs. 94,000
b) Furniture & Fixture Rs. 2,17,110
c) Computer Rs. 11,700

2008-
09

2,27,640 (a) Computer charges Rs. 1,08,000
(b) Security Guard salar5r Rs. 52,O00
(c) Furniture & Fixture Rs. 1,88,940

2009-
i0

3,88,000 (a) Sweeping charges Rs. 1,56,442
(b) Computer charges'Rs. 1,08,000
(c) Security Guard salary Rs. 1,15,065
(d) Furniture & Fixture Rs. 1,02,73 1

2010-
11

3,69,100 Computer charges Rs. 1,08,000
Sweeping charges Rs. 4,04,602
Security Guard salarY Rs. 1,40,579
Furniture & Fixture Rs. 1,37,840

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

f-':'$-,,lfF::
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Committee which were. affirmed by the Hon'ble.supreme Court in case

of Modern School vs. Union of India (2OO4l 5 SCC 583. Only a sum of

Rs. 1,02,731 in 2OO9-LO and'Rs. I,37,8+0 in 2010-11, which was

'utilised for purchase of furniture and fixture can be said to have been

utilided in accordance with the guidelines of the circular. Moreover;

the school fairly conceded in its reply to the questionnaire regarding

development fee that the school was not maintaining any earmarked

funds for unutilised development fee depreciation.reserve on assets

created out of development.fee. Hence, the Committee is of the view

that the school was not justified in charging development fee

aggregating Rs. 7,57,100 in 2009-10 and 2010-11.

However, in view of the findipg.of the Committee that the

schooi was in' deficit to the tune of Rs. 2210g1268 1ft"t
implementation of VI Pay. Commission Report, the Committee is

not recommending'any refund of development fee.

_t

a
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sc/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma CA J.S.
Member ernber

Dated: 28lIOl2OI3

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

Chairperson
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Shanti Devi Public School. IYarela, Delhj - 11OO4O

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committe e on 27.O2.2Ot2. 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 of Ed.ucation, District, North West-A. On

preliminary examination of the records, it appeared that the school had

hiked the fee, and had implemented the.recommendations of the 6ur Pay')
Commission. Accordingly, thg school was placed in C4tegory B'.

" In ord.er to verify the returns of the school, it was directed; vide

notice dated 09.05.2013, to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit feply to the questionnaire on 06.06.2013. Sh. ved Prakash,

Presid.ent of the societ5r, appeared on the scheduled date. Reply to the

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

neither implemented'the 6th Pay Commission nor had hiked the fee. The

school had'also not charged development fee from the stud.ents.

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

Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that tl:e school had

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

hiked within the range of IOo/o, in the years 2009-18.

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

notice dated LT10612013, the school was directed to appear before the

Comrnittee on 05.O7.2013, along with its fee and accounting records
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, On the appointed date of hearing, Sh. Ved Prakash, President of

the societ5r, appeared.before the Committee. He admitted that the school

has not implemented the recommendations of the 6tt' Pay Commission.

He also stated that the school had not hiked the fee as per the order of

the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9. 'According to him, the hike

.was within the range of LOo/o and the school had not. charged

development fee from the stud.ents.

The Committee has examined. the record. of the 'school,

observations of the Audit Officer and the submission'made by the school

representative and have arrived. at the following conclusion: -

(i). The school did not hike the fee in terms of order of the Director of -

' Education dated |I.O2.2OO9 as t] e hike in fee was within the

tolerance limit of LOo/o,

(ii). It had not implemented the report of 6ft Pay Commission,.and

(iii). It had not charged development fee from the students.

In view of the foregoing, the Committee is of the view thdt.no

intenrention is called for so far as the issue of fee hike is concerned.

Recommended accordingly.
..

It
llb

.O
ri,

sc/- sd/* sd/.
O

a

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

Dated: 25-10-2013

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member
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Montfort School. Ashok Vihar. Delhi-11OO52
'l

The returns of the school comprising of copies of its financials,

fee structures, enrolment of students, staff statements etc, details of

salary paid to the staff immediately before implementation of VI Pay

Commission ,and. after such implementation and the extent of fee

increased in consequence of order dated LI/O2/2O09 issued by the

Director of Education, filed with the District Office of the Directorate

of Education were forwarded by it to the Committee: On perusal of

these details, it appeared that the school had implemented tJ'e VI Pay

Commission Report.w.e.f. OLlLOl2O09 and paid the arrears of salary

for the period OL/OI/2006 to 30/09l2OO9. The fee was hiked by the

.school in terms sf order dated LI/O2/2O09,w.e.f. OI/O9/2008 and

arrears from 0L/OL12006 to 3IlOBl2008 were also.iecovered in terms

of the said ord.er. Development fee which wers hitherto being charged

@ LO% of tuition fee in 2OO8-09 was hiked.to 15%.with retrospective

effect from OIlO4l20O8. Copy of the.circr.rlar dated 0610312009

advising the parents to d.eposit the arrears and enhanced tuition fee

was also filed. On the basis of this reply, the school was placed in

Category'B'.

Preliminary examination of the financials of the schbol 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. 0110912008, the balance shee! 'of the school as on

\l
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gllO3l2OO8 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 3tlO3l2O0B were

to the tune of Rg. 75,7o,g.4g. The school recovered arrear fee

amounting to Rs.1,28,5grLgO, the arrears of salary.paid by'it

consequent to implementation of VI Pay Cornmission Report w.e.f.

oL/ot/20o6 for the period o1/oI/2006 to 3I/OS/2008 aggregating to

Rs.1,4O,16,188, the incremental fee for the period 0Il09l20oB to

gL/03/2O10 to tune.of Rs. 1,39,O8,3OO and the.incremental salary

on account of implementation of VI Pay Ccimmission Report for the.

corresponding period to the extent of Rs..1186r43r329. According to

the working of the CAs, afier taking into account the increased fe-e,

arrear fee, increased saiary and arrear salary, the school still had

surplus funds to the tune of Rs. 16,78,916 available with it. 
Tn"

school was 'issued a notice dated 2O/O2/2O13 for providing it an

opportunity of hearing by the committ"" on lg /03/2013. However no

hearing was ireld on that date., The school was issued a fresh notice

dated 25/04/2013 for hearing on 2O/O5/2OL3. On this date, Bro.

Monachan,.Principal appeared Wth Mr. Raju Sonpar, CA, Mr. Atul

Sharma, Advocate and Mr. Varghese M.O. Accountant. They were

provided with the preliminary calculation .sheet prepared by,the CAs

attached with the Co**itt.". The representatives. of the school

sought some time for.filing an appropriate response. As the school

was also chargin$ development fee, besides tuition fee, the school was

o
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0006 7e
issued a questionnaire regarding development fee to ascertain whether

. 
it was complying with the .necessary pre conditions for charging

development fee. At the request of the school, the matter was directed

to be relisted on27/06/2OIg. On this date, Mr. Varghese M.O. and

Mr. Atul Sharma appgared and filed written submissions and also

reply to the questionnaire regarding clevelopment fee. The

representatives of t}.e'school were heard by the Committee. The

hearing was completed. but as th" ..hool had not filed documentd.ry

evidence regarding FDRs held against certain earmarked funds and

the actuarial valuation.report of gratuity,. tlr.e school was given liberty

to file the same by LOIOTl2OLg. The requ-ired documents were filed

by the school on 09 /OT /2OL3 in the office of the Committee. ..\
\

Submissions:

Vide written submissions dated 2710612O13, the school disputed

certain figures taken by the Committee in the preliminary calculation

sheet, besides contended that certain FDRs were held against

earmarked fund.s and as such were not available for impiembntation
(

. 
of VI Pay Commission Report and therefore, ought to have been

excluded from the figure of funds availabie, as worked out by the

' Committee. Specifi'cally, it was submitted as follorvs:-

(a) Out of ,the *:O deposit of Rs. 62,78,843, fixed deposit of the

value of Rs. 17,53,096 cannot be. utilised for the purpose of

increased salary as they were earmarked for the following

c

purposes:
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(i)

' (ii)
(iii)

000 6B 0

CBsE:affiliation deposit Rs. 1,22,546
Student;s refundable caution deposit Rs. 5,79,000
Prize fund instituted by parents
Total

Copies of FDRs held against these funds were filed by tiie school

on 09 I 07 I 2013.

(b) The arrear fee for the period OL/Ol'l2006 to 3L10812008 was

. Rs. t,27,78,090 {Rs. 72,8I,O0O (T.F.)+'Rs. 54,97,O90 (D.F.)}

, .instead of Rs. L,28,59,1-90 taken by the CAs in the preliminary

calculation sheet, as 20 students belonging to EWS category

were not taken into account.

(c) Arrear tuition fee for the period OI/O912008 to 31lO3l2OO9

was Rs. 50,96,000 instead of Rs. 51,38,700 as 20 students

belonging to EWS category were not taken into account.

(d) The increased tuition fee for financial year, 2009-10 rqas Rs.

- 78,33,600 instead of Rs. 87,69,600 taken by the.CAs in the

preliminary calculation sheet as 260 students belonging to EWS

cateElory, staff ward category etc. were not liable to pay the

increased fee

' (e) There was a liability of Rs. 2,56,LO,8O2 on account of gratuity

as on 28/02/2013 for which the school did not have any funds.

On OglOTl2Ol'3, the school filed report of Sh. M.L. Sodhi
1

(Consulting Actuary ) opining ttrat the liability of the school

towards gratuity as on 3Ll03l2O1O was Rs. 1,24,49,683.

(f) The Director of Education had passed an order dated

LO/03/2O1O for removal of anomaly of pay of the Sr. teachers.

TRUE CT}Pf

Rs. 1O.51.550
Rs. 17.53.096
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On implementation of this order, a sum of Rs. 29.,20,937 was

payable to the teachers for the period 01i0Ll-2006 to.

g010612011. Part payment to the tune of Rs. L4,6O,469 lnad

. already been made. on 09/07 /2oLg, the school filed a revised

calculations of additional liability on these account amounting

. to Rs. 29:64,6L2 for the period OI/O1/2006 to 3Ll03/2OLO .

Discussion:

Before considering the submissions of thd school, it would'be in

order to examine the preliminary calculation sheQt as prepared by the

CAs attached with this Committee.

While working out the arrears of fee recovered by the school for
1

the period 01/01 l)Ooa to 31 lOBl2OOS in the preliminary calculation.

sheet, the CAs have clubbed the following figures:

' Arrear of.tuition fee @ Rs. 3000 per.student

Arrear of development fee for the period

OL / 04 / 2O0B to 3L / 03 / 2oo9

Tota1

. It would be apparent' that the arrears of tuition fee . and

development fee have been clubbed together for different periods. tttis

would lead to erroneous results. While considering the justiflability of

hike in tuition fee, arrears of only tuition fee havg to be 'considered.

The arrears of development fee will be considered when we consider

the justifiability bf development fee. '

o

\I

o

Rs. 73,41,000

Rs.55.1B.L9O

Rs.1.28.59.190
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Re..:Exclusion of FDRs held against earmarked funds. 000682

CBSE dffiliation deposit Rs. Lr22r546

The Committee hccepts the contention of the school that since

the FDRs are held as a necessary pre condition for grant of affiliation

by CBSE, 
. 
the Fame iannot be considered . as available for

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report and therefore ought to

be excluded from the figure of funds available.

Student's refu4dable cautioq deposit Rs. 5179'OOO

The Committee finds that while working out the funds available

as on 3L /03 /2008, a deduction of the outstanding liability of students

refundaQle security amounting to Rs. 5,75,3O1-. d.s appearing the

balance sheet had already been deducted. Accepting the contention

of the school would. amount to double deduction. Therefore, this

. contention is rejected.

Prize fund instituted bv parents Rs. 1Or51,550

view of the fact that funds for FDRs held for the purpose of

prize funds did not come from the fee of the students. but came from

the sponsors of prize mtiney, the Committee accepts the contention of

the school that FDRs held for this purpose ought to be excluded from

the figure of funds available.
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Re.:Differences in figurqs taken bv the CAs.vis a vis those

conterided bv the school.

The Committee has examined the submissions made by the

school to the effect that while working out the figures for additional fee

on account of hike in terms of order dated lI10212009 of the Director

of Education, the CAs attached with the Committee had not taken into

consideration the concessions and freeships enjoyed by different

categories of students. These contentions are accepted by the .

Committee. However. the CAs attached. with the Committee cannot be

faulted for not taking into consideration such students as the

information pertaining to suih students was furnished by the school

only during the cour.se of hearing. Accordingly the Committee will take

the following figures while making the final determinations:

Arrear of tuition fee. for the period 01/0I/2006'to

3ll08l2OO8 - Rs. 72,8L,OOO as against Rs. 73,41,000

taken in the preliminary calculation sheet.

Arrear of tuition fee for the period. OI /Og /2008 to

gL/Og/2009 - Rs. 5O,96,000 instead of Rs. 51,38,700

taken in the preljminary calculation sheet

Incremental tuition fee for the financial year 2OOg-10 -
Rs. 78133,60O as against Rs. 87,69,600 taken in. the

preliminary calculation sheet.

(i)

rl
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(iiil
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. The committee accepts the contention of the 'school that it

requires funds to the'tune of Rs.' I,24,49,683 to be kept in reserue for,

the accrued liability towards gratuity as on 3llo3l2o10 as it is a

statutory liability.

Re.: Liability for removal of pay angmalv'

The Committee accepts the contention of the school that a sum

of Rs. 2O,64,6L2, r6presenting additional liability on account of

removal of pay anomaly consequent to. imple.mentation of VI Pay

Commission Report has to be considered while determining'the

justifiability or otherwise of the fee hike.

Re.: Rgserve for future contingencies

The school has .not made any contention that a reasonable

reserve has to be maintained fo1 any future' contingencies. The

Committee will take a view on this matter if it finds that the school

had sufficient funds at its disposal at the threshold. However, in chse

the school is not found to have sufficient funds, the question of

maintenance of.a contingency reserve fund would not arise.'

Determinations:

According to the Committee, the funds arrailable with the school

as on 31.03.2008, were ns. 63,96,847 as per details below:

?trug efrPY

Re.: Accrued liability of gratuity
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The school had an accrued liability of Rs. I,24,49,683 as on

3I/O3/2OLO. The funds available with the school, as determined by

the'Committee were not sufficient even to cover this statutory liability.

The Committee is ttrerefore of the view that the school did not have

any funds available with it at the threshold for implementation of VI

Pay Commission Report and a fee hike was imminent for this purpose.

The only question that.remains to be.determined is whether ttr" t""

hike effected by the school was justified.

The total additional revenue that accrued'to the school by way

of.fee hike was Rs. 2,O2,10,600 as follows:-'

Arrears of tuition fee for the period

oI / ot /2006 to sL / 08 / 2oo9

Arrears of tuition fee for the period

oL / 09 I 2008 to 3L I 03 / 2oo9

Incrernental tuition fee for F.Y. 2OO9-10

Total

I

Rs. 72,81,000

Rs. 50,96,000

Rs. 78.33.600

Rs.2.02.10.600

TRUg C{IPV

Particulars Amount
(Rs.l

Net CUrrent Assets * Investments as per
preliminary calculation sheet 7,57O,943

Less
(a) nixed deposits for CtsSE affiliation
(b) FDRs held against prize fi-rnds

I,22,546
10.51.550 1r,74,096

Funds available as on 31.O3.2OO9 63.96.a47
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CommissionThe total impact of implementation

Report was Rs. 3147,24rL29 as follows:-

Arrear of Salary as per 6th iPC from

br.or.oo to 31.08.08

Arrears of salary from

01.09.08 to 30.09.09

Incremental salary from 0I I IO l2OO9 to

Rs. 1,40,16,1-88

.Rs. 1,L9,25,933

Rs. 67,L7,396

Rs' 20.64.612

Rs. 3.47.24.129

i'n90

3L/03/2OrO

Liability for re,moval pay anomaly

Total

a\

It is apparent fr.om the above that the school had not fully

recovered the full amount of its additional liability arising on

account of implementation of VI Pay Commission Report from

the hike in tuition fee and there was a d.eficit to the tune of Rs.
./

1,45,13,529. ThiS was partly met to the tune of Rs. 60,00,00O out

of developrnent fee for 2OO}-LOI2OLO-L1, as given in ttre. deiail of

utilisation of development fee filed by the school. Thus the

uncovered deficit of the schoolwas Rs. 85,131529. However, the

school has not made any claim or request for being allowed to

increase the fee over and above that permitted by the order dated

Lll02l2OO9 of the Director of Education.

Development Fee

In reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee, the

school submitted .ttrat it was charging development fee and also

TRUE C.Gpy 10
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furnished details of the fee charged on this account and utilisation

thereof for the years 2OO7-O8 td 2010-11. It was mentioned that

development fee was treated as a capital receipt and the school was

having a depreciation'reserve fund in the balance sLteet, not only for

assets required out of development fee but for all assets.' It was also

mentioned that the school maintained a separate banklaccount for

development fund w.e.f. 13l04l2OO7'but the balance.in the account

was. not equal to the depreciation reserve fund because the

development fee was. utiliied to pay arrears of salary and also

inciemental salary as per VI Pay Commissiorr and such utilisation was

allowed vide order dated LI/O2/2009 issued by'the Dilector of

g
. Education.

. From the details furnished by the

emerges:

school, the following position

(a) The school received a total development fee of Rs. 2,40,675

in 2007-08 which was not utilised at all and is still shown in

' the balance'sheet as development fund. As against this, the

balance'held in the earmarked bank account is Rs. 2,46,OLI.

(b) In 2008-09 the 'school received development fee of Rs.

gO,gL,679, out of which it utilised a sum of Rs. 7,70,000 on

additions to building. The unutilised development fund as on

3IlOgl2009 was Rs. 25,62,354 against which the.balance in

the earmarked bank account was Rs. 25,77,816.

TRUff #$PY
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(c) In 2009-10, the school recovered Rs. 9I,02,839 as

development fee out of .which a sum of RS. 6,65,369 was

utilised for additions. to building. The unutilised

developmen! fund as on 3IlO3l201O was Rs. I,0g,gg,B24

agelinst which the balance in earmarked bank account and

fixed deposit was Rs. 1,11,37,018.

(d) In 2010-11, the school recovered a sum of Rs. 65,68,225 as

development fee. A sum of Rs. 76,63,012 was utilised - Rs.

60,00,000 for payment of salary arrears, Rs. 5,54;413 for

purchase of computers, .Rs. 5;31,589 for prirchase of

electrical equipments and Rs. 5,77,010 for purchase of car.

It would be apparent from above that though the school was

complying with the pre conditioris prescribed for charging

d.evelopment fee, hardly any eligible capital assets i.e. furniture or'

fixfure or equipments were acquired.. The school misutilised the

development fee to the extent of Rs. 14,35,369 for additions ;"

building and Rs. 5,77,.o 10 for purchase of a car. Hence to the extent of

Rs. 20, 12,379, the committee is of the view that the utilisation of the

same was not for the prescribed purposes.

However, before examining the issue any further, it needs. to be

noticed that the schobl recovered arrears of development fee from

OL/04/2008 to 3Ll03/2009 in total violation of the mandate of order
' 
dated II l02 /2009 issued by the Director of Education.
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The schoot frled its fee statement under Section 17(3) of the

Delhi School Education Act Ig73, for the year 2008-09 on

27l03l2OO8 with the Director of Education. Vide this statement, the

school informed that it would'be charging development fee @ Rs. 1475

per annum from students of LKG and UKG and @ Rs. 1480 per

annum from students of class I only which was 107o of annual tuition

fee. No increase in fee over and above that contained in the statement

of fee filed before the commencement of academic session is

permissible in terms of section 17(3) of Delhi School Education Act,

1973 without the prior approval of Director. The order dated

ttl.O2/2OOg did not permit hiking any development fee but was

confined to the hike in tuition fee w.e.f. OI/Og/2OOS. However, since

development fee is charged as a percentage of tuition fee and a hike in

tuif,on fee would have automatically led to a hike in development fee,

it.was. provided in para 15 .of the aforesaid order that the increase in

development fee on account of increase in tuition fee shall bb utilised

for the purpose of meeting any shortfall on account of salary/arrears

only.

. On a reading of the aforesaid order, in so far as, this school is

concerned, the following position would emerge:

, 
(a) Developrnent fee at enhanced rates could be charged only

w.e.f. OI/09/2OOB.

(b) The enhanced development fee. could be charged onry at the

' rate of IO%'of the enhancel tuition fee for the period

t
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OI/09/2008 to 3Il03/2009, since originally development fee

was charged @ 1O%. Any increase beyond 1O%o would have

meant an increase in fee during the middle of academic

session which could not be done without approval of the

Director of Education.

(c) The enhanced development fee could be charged only from

the students of classes LKG, UKG and I. Since in respect'of

other classes, no'deveiopment fee was charged originally,

there was no question of charging any enhanced fee from

such classes.

' (d) No enhancement of.development fee'could be imposed on the

students of LKG; UKG . and I classes for thei period

as the order of the Directorate

did not envisage any'increase in tuition fee foi this period.

(e) In so far as development fee for the period OL/04/2O09 to

3l/O3l2OL0 is concerned, tl" school could legitimately

' charge development fee @ Llo/o of tuition fee.

Now let us examine as to what extent the school could have

legitimately recovered the arrears of enhanced development fee for the

period OI/O9/2OO8 to 3I/03/2OO9. The following table would

illustrate the situation.
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Class No. of

students
Developnent fee
for 2OO8-O9 as per
the statement
Iiled under
sectton 17lPl

Percentage
of lncrease
ln tultlon
fee {

Enhanced
development
fee for the
perlod
oLl09lzooa
to
3\lo3l2oo9
l.e. for 7
mnntlr<-

Arrears. of
developmint
fee for 7
months
recoverable
per studeot

Total arrears
of.
development
fee
recoverable

For L2
months
lRs.l

For 7
months
lRs.l

lRs.) lRs.l

LKG

474'

1475 860 24.39o/o (

Rs. 1230 to
Rs. 15301

1070
(860x1.2439|

2to 99,540UI(G L475. UOU 2.}.J9"/o t
Rs. 1230 to
Rs. 15301

1070
(860x1.2a39)

1480 863 24.29o/o (Rs.
1235 to Rs.
15351

1073
(863xL.2a291

4e\

a

As would be apparent from the above table, the school could

have at best, recovered a sum of Rs. 99,540 as arrears of ddvelopment

fee resulting from an increase.in tuition fee for classes LKG, UKG and

I for the period Ot log 12008 to 3I l03 l2OOg. However, the school vide

its written submissions dated 27 /06/20I}, submitted that it had

recovered arrears of development fee as follows:

Class Arrear per student lRs.l Total arrears recovered (Rs.l
LKG to I 105s 5,00,070
2to9 2540 36.39.820
10 to I2 26LO 13.57.200
Total 54,97,090

It would be apparent from the above table that

(a) The school recovered. arrears of development fee from classes

LKG to I aggregating Rs. 5,OO,O7O when the maximum

amount it could have collected was Rs. 99,540, as worked

out in the previous table. The arrear that could have been

recovered from each student'of these classes was Rs. 21O but

.the school recovered @ Rg. 1055 per student. The working of
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000692
available in the circular

I dated 06103l2O09 issued by the school to the parents of the

students. The amount has been worked out as follows:

(a) .Annual Tuition fee after the hike w.e.f. 01/09 /2008 Rs. 16,8OO

(b) Development fee @ I5o/o of 16,860

( c). Development. fee @ IOo/o already charged

Balance development fee (b-c)

Rs. 2,530

Rs. 1.475

Rs. 
'1.055

It is apparent from the aboVe wgrking that the school

recovered. the difflrential development'fee @ 15% of tuition

fee instead of 10% and also the school recoyered the arrears

of development fee for the whole year instead of for 7 months

. 
for which it could have done. There can be absolutely no

justification for charging arrears of development fee for the

period OL/04/2OO8 to 3l/08/2OO8 when the tuition fee, on

which the development fee is based, was increased only w.e.f.

OI/OT/2OO8. Thts the school had unjustly recovered a

sum of Rs. 4rOOr53O (5,OO,O7O - 99,540 | as arrears of

development of fee from the students of classes LKG to I.

(blAs d.iscussed supra, the schbol wis not entitled to recover

any arrears of development fee from the students of classes II

to XII for the reason that the school in the fee statement filed

for the year 2OOB-O9 under section 17(3) did not envisage

charging of any development fee from them. The order dated

II/O2/2O09 issued by the Director of Education did not

permit levy of any fee under a new head with retrospective

TRUM CCPY
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effect., It only permitted the schools to charge development

fee upto 15% of annual tuition fee for certain specified

purposes and subject to certain conditions. This order would

operate only prospectively in so far as development fee is

concerned. Nowhere is.it profided that where the schools

were not charging an5q development fee prior to the issue of

the said order, they could charge it with retrospective effect

and. that too w.e.f. OL/O4/2O08. Even the tuition .fee was

allowed. to be increased w.e.f. OIlOgl2OOS. Like in the case

of stud^ents of LKG to I, the students of classes iI to XII were

also charged development fee w.e.f. OIl04l.2O08 and arrears

from 01104/2OO8 to 3+/03l2OO9 were recovered. As per the

written. submissions of the school dated 27/06/2013, th.e

school recovered a sum of Rs. 49,97,020 as development fee

for 2OO8-09 from students of classes II to XII. This recovery

was wholly illegal and cannot b'e countenanced under any

circumstances. Thus, the Committee is of the view that

the school had unjustly .ricovered a surn of Rs.

4grg7r}2O as development of fee from the stud.ents of

classes II to XII for the year 2OO8-O9 in total violation of

the order dated LLlO2lzOOg issued by the Director of

Education.
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Developmen! fee for the years 2OO9-1O and 2010-11'

The school in the written submissions dated 27 106/2013, in

reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee issued by the

Committee mentioned that the school ]rad recoyered development fee

from 2OO7-08 to 2010-11 as follows:-

2007-o8

2008-09

2009-10

2010-11

2,4O,675

. 30,9 r,679

9r,02,839 
|

65.68.225
I

So far as the recovery in 2007-08 is concerned, the same is

lying unutilised in a separate bank account and thus calls for no

interference. Out of the development fee for 2008-0-9 and 2009-10

,aggregating 
Rs. 'J.,2L,94;518, the .Committee has found as per the

above discussion that a sum of Rs. 53,97,5.50 was unjustly. and

illegally recovered.. That leaves a remaining amount of Rs. 67,96,968

and Rs. 65,68,225 recovered in 2010-11. As noticed above, during

2OO9-1O,.the school utilised a sum of .Rs. 6,65,369 towards addition

to building which was not one of the permitted purposes of utilisation

of development fee 1s the same could only be utilised for purchase

and upgradation of furniture & fixtuie and equipments: Similarly, a

sum of Rs.'5,77,010 was.utilised in 2010-11 for purchase of a car

which again was not a permitted purpose. In view of the fact that the

school was treating development feg ap a capital receipt and keeping

the unritilised development fee in a separate bank account and Lrardly

TRUE COPV
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any. assets were acquired out of development fee which'would

necessitate kgeping an eannarked depreciation reserve fund, only the

amount which y"" utilised for unauthorized purposes out of

development fee can be treated'as unjustified lery. Thus out of the

fee for the years 2O09-1O and 2O1O-11, the Committee is of the

view itt"t " sqm of Rs. 12,42,g7g was unjustly recovered as

development fee.

. In nutshell, the following

unjusfly recovered by the school:

amounts of development fee were

xq€

(a) Excessive development fee for 2OO8-O9

Recovered from students oi f,XC to class I Rs. 4,OO,53O ,

(b) Development fee for 2OO8-O9 wrongly

Recovered from students of class II to XII Rs. 49,97,O2O

(c) Deweloprnent fee, to the extent rnisutilised Rs. L2.42.3-79

Total Rs.66.39.929'

However, as noticed in the discussion relating to'tuition fee, the
/

school utilised a sum of Rs. 60,00,000 out of development fee towards

payment of salary arrears consequent to implementaiion of VI pay

commission Report. Effectively this means that the school hiked

tuition fee more than that permitted to it vid.e order dated .

lllo2l2o09 of the Director of Education, without making it
obvious.,Though the practice adopted by the school is far frorn

fair, since the iudgment of the Honlble Delhi High court in wp(c)

permits the schools to hike the fee over and above that allowed

by order dated LLlozl2oog where they are able to justify that the

o
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fee hike allowed u/as inadequate to implement the VI Pay

Comtnission Report, the Committee.refrains from recommending

any refund.

sd/* sd/: sd/-
CA i.S. Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Member Chairperson

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

Dated: 14/,IO/2OI3
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B-383

Delhi Jain Public School. Palam. New Delhi-l1OO77

The school had. submitted reply to the questionnaire. dated

27 /O2/2O12 issued .by the Committee. However, copies of the

returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education

Rules, 7973 were received through the Dy. Director of Education,

South West-B District. The school also submitted the detail of its

monthly 'expenditure on salary as . on 0L10912008, pre

implementation and post implementation the VI Pay Commission

Report. The total monthly expenditure pre implementation was Rs.

3,64,570,. which shot up to Rs. 6,12,090 post implementation. On

preliminary examinations 'of such returns and other documents

submitted 
'along with them, it appeared that the school had

implemented ihe VI Pay Commission Report and for that purpose

had also hiked the fee in terms of order dated LL/O2/2O09 i'ssued by

the Director of Education. Accordingly, the school was placed in

Category'B'.

In order to verify the factum of implementation of the VI Pay

Commission Report, the'Committee vide letter dated O9|OS|2OI3,

required the school to.produce on 03/06/2013, its salary records,

books of accounts, bank statements, provident fund returns and TDS

returns, besides producing its fee records. 'The Committee also

required the school to submit reply to the. questionnaire issued by it.
:

o
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on 03/06 l2ol3, Smt..Sunita Panwar, Principal of the school

appeared alongwith Sh. Pankaj Jain, CA. The required records were

produced which were examined by Sh. A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of

the Committee. Reply to the questionnaire was also hled as per which

'the school stated that it had implemented 'the VI Pay Commission

Report w.e.f. OI/OI/2OOB and had also partly paid the arrears of

. salary on account of its retrospective application. With regard to hike

in fee, it submitted that it had increased the fee in terms of order

dated LIlO2l2O09 issued by the Director of Education. It enclosed

.statements of fee for 2008-09 and 2OOg-10 which showed that the fee

tuition fee had been hiked by Rs. 200 per month for classes I &.II,

Rs. 300 per month for classes III to IX'and Rs. 4OO per month fgr

'class X and Rs. Q60 per month classes XI & XII.. With regard to

development, the school stated that it was not charging the same.

tl. A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Commiitee examined the

fee, salary and accounting ,""ord" of the school and. observed that the

school .had indeed implemented the VI Pay Commission w.e.f.

OI /Og /2008, salary was paid by way of bank transfer, provident fund

and TDS were deducted from the salaries and their returns were filed

by the school. It was further observed that the accounts were
)

properly maintained.

In order to give an opportunity to the school to justify the fee

. hike effected by it for implementation of VI Pay Comrnission Report,

the Committee issued. a notice dated LTlO6l2Ol3 for hearing on
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o5lo7 /2oI3. On this date, smt. sunita Panwar, Principal of the

school appeared with Sh. Pankaj Jain, Chartered Accountant and Sh.

Omkar .Prasad, Advocate. They were. heard by the Committee and

with their assistance, the following figUres were arrived at after

reference to the. financials of the school and other d'ocumentS.:

' During.the course of hearing, it was 
"o.rt"rta"a 

on behalf of the

school that the entire funds available with the school may not be

considered as available for implementation of VI Pay Commission

'Report and the school bught to be allowed to keep some money in

reserve for future contingencies. It was also contend.ed that

account of paucity of funds, the school had made no prbvision

gratuity and leave encashment.

TRUE C@trV
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for

Arrear fee recovered fgr the period

OI lO9 I .2OO8 to 3L l03 l2OO9 from s93

students @.Rs. 3000 per student ,

17,79,OOO

Additional accretion of fee in 2009-10 on

account of montJ:ly fee nite

28,49,52O

Arrears of salary from OII09/2OO8 to

3L/Os/2OOs

LO,46,663 (including

Rs. 5,20,039 yet to be

paid)

Additional salary for 2009-10. on account of

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report

28,49,423
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The committee has perused the returns of the school under

RuIe 180 of Delhi School Education .Rules, the observations of the

Audit officer, the frnancials of the school and the submissions made
!

by the school during the course of hearing. The Committee is ri:quired

to determine whether the school had sufficient funds of its own in

order to implement.the VI Pay Commission Report. For this purpose,

the committee is required to calculate the fund available with the

school when the d.ecision to hike the fee was taken' The f6e was hiked

w.e.f. oIlogl2oo}. Therefore, the balance sheet as <in 3110312008

has to form the basis for calculation of funds'available with the

school. The school has not filed its separate balance sheet.' Hgwever,.

rnietv i e. Palam Jain Educational &the balance sheet of its parent Society i'e' Palam

Welfare Society is available . This is a consb[aat"d' balance sheet of

two schools namely Delhi Jain Public school, Falgm and Jinbani

Bharti Public Schobl; Dwarka. The assets of bottr the schools are

. As per ttris balance sheet, the school had the

following assets as on 3I l03l2008:

Pixla Assets

Cash & Bank'balances

Rs.13,49,801

Rs.10,23,210

The Committee is' of the view that only cash and bank balances

can be considered for the purpose of impiementation of VI Pay

Commission Report. However, in view of the fact that the school needs

g$Pry
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to.keep certain funds in reserve for future contingencies and for its

d.eferred liabilities for gratuity and leave 'encashment, the Committee

is of the view that the existing funds available with tJle school could

not have been used for the purpose of implementation'of VI Pay

Commission Report. Therefore, the school iequired to hike its fee for

tJre purpose of implementation of Vt eay Commission Report.

' As already noticed, the additional liability of the school for

implementation of VI Pay Commission was as follows:-

-7c,\

(a) Liability for arrears of salary from

oI / os / 2oO8 to 3L / os / 2oos

(b) Incremental salary for 2009-10

Total

Rs.10,46,6b3

Rs. 28.49.423

Rs. 38.96.086

As against tJris, the resources generated by the school on

account of fee hike in terms of order {ated LI I O2l2O09 issued by the

Director of Education were as follows:

(a) Arrear fee recovered for the
,

period OIIOg/2008 to 3Ll03/2OOg

(b) Additional accretion of fee in 2O09-LO
i

Total

Rs. 17,79,000

Rs. 28.49.520

Rs. 46.28.520

At the first blush, it appears that the school had recovered more
i

fee than was required to meet its additional.liabilities on account of VI
.:

Pay Commission Report as the excess reiovery, aS per above, was to
It

the tune of Rs. 7,g2,434. However, the monthly expenditure on salary
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after implementation of VI Pjy Commission Report was'Rs. 6,t2,O9O.

The re.quiremend of reserve for future contingencies equivalent to four

months' salary works out to Rs. 24.48 lacs. As already iroticed, th6

school had funds to the tune of Rs. 10.23 lacs at the threshold. When

this sum is factored in, a sum of Rs.17.55 lacs was available with the

school. The Committee is therefbre bf the view that the. fee hiked

by the schoolr'to the extent it was hiked, was justified and no

intenzention is required in the matter. The Committee also notes

that school was not charging any development fee.

sd/- sd/- sd/-
w*

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

Dated: 20 /09 /2OL.3

CA J.S. Kochar
Member

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

:
i'
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' While examiiring the returns of , the schools' received through the

respective district offices of the Directorate of Education and during the course

of verification of the records pioduced by some of the schools, it appeared that

in addition to the schools dealt with in the lst and 2'a Interim Report of the

Committee, a couple of more schools had been granted recognition with effect

from the'academic year 2009-10 or later. The information relating to these

schoold was not given by the district heads when called for earlier.

. Hence, in'order to reconfirm the factum of recognition of such schbols

from the year 2009-10 and later, fresh communications were sent to the

Diitrict h'eads. In .response, ,h: District heads have confirmed that the

following,sc.hools were also granted recognition w.e.f. 2OOg-10 or subsequently

and furnished copies of their recognition letters.
1'

s.
N.

File
No.

scHooL
I.D. NO.

1'
It
I

I

Name of School &
Address of School

Date of
order of
granting
Recognitio
n

Academic
Session
w.e.f.
which
recognitio
n granted.

1. B-513 T6 7208 Pioneer Convent'
tjCnOOl,
Loknayakpuram,
Bakkarwala, Delhi-
4L

20.04.2009 2009- 10

2. D- 103 10( 1205 Dashmesh Public
School, C Block,
Viv'ek Vihar,Deihi-
95

13.04.2011 2OTT-12

o

o
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The Committee has examined- copies of recognition letters of these

schools. From these letters, it is confirmed that the year of recognition is'after

the issue of ord.er dated II.O2.2OO9 by the Director oi Edrr".tion.

. Th.e Committee is of the, view that since in the case of these

schools, the fee would have been fixed for the first time after LL.O2.2OO9,

no intervention in the matter of fee of these schools would be called for.

c Checked by:

sc/=
Sunita Nautiyal (AAO)

sd f * sd/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma CA J.S. Kochar
Member Member

Dated:.281 IO /2O"I3
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sd/_
Justice Rnii Dev Singh
Chairperson

(Retd.)
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' Nutan Bal Vidvalava. West Saear,iur. New Dglbi - 119046

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committe e'on 27.02.20L2. However, the returns of the school under

rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, L973 were received

from the Office of tJ'e Deputy Director of Education, District South

West-B. On preliminary examination of the returns, it appeared that

the school had hiked the' fee and had 4so implemented ttre

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

placed in Category'B'.

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

notice dated L3.O7.2OL2, to produce its fee a4d salar5i records and

also to submit.reply to the questionnaire on 24.07 .2012.

. Mrs. Lata Gupta, HM of the school, appeared on the scheduled

date. Reply to the aforesaid questionnaire was also filed. Accord.ing to

the reply, the school had implemented tha 6th Pay, Commission

w.e.f.01.04.2Oi1 but had not paid arrears and had not hiked the fee.

The records produced by the school were examingd in the frrst

instance by the. Aud.it Offrcer of the"Committee. He obsenred that the

o

--r\ '
;

o
J
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school had hiked the tuition fee, nominally to the tune of 107o, in

2009-10.

. As the school claimed to have implemented the 6th Pay

commission w.e.f. oL.o4.2o11, the school vid.e letter of the committee

dated 24.09.2012, was directed to Submit annual returns for 2OLL-L2

and. pay bills for March 2OlL and April 2OLL. The school submitted

the required documents vide letter dated 29-09-20L2.

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

notice dated 0410612013, the school was directed to appear before

the Committee on 27.06.2013, along with its fee and accounting

records. 
'

the appointed date, Mrs. Lata Gupta, Principal of the school,

appeared before the Committee. She contended that the school had

nominally hiked the.fee in 2OO9-1O and 201O-11-, within the range of

1O% and had also implementqd 6tir Pay,Commission nominally. It was

also contended that the school was not charging any development fee.

o
o

I

o

I

o

\t'

t
ll,D\2

a'

o
't)

I

. The Committee has examined the record of the

observations of the Audit Officer 'and'the sribmission made

Principal of tle school. Frorn tl.e record., it appears as follows:

school,

by the

T'RUE g#FV

M/
Seodtary
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the school hiked the fee.within ttre tolerance limit of IOo/o and

not in terms of order of the Director of Education dated

rr.o2.2009,

(ii). tl.e school not charged. d.evelopment fee from the students.

. In view of the foregoing facts, the Comrnittee is of the viriw

that no intenrention is called for so far as the issue of fee hike is

concerned hs the school has hiked the fee within tolerance limit

of tOo/o and not in terms.of the order of the Director of.Education

dated tt-O2-2OO9.

Recommended accordingly.

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

Member

:

Chairperson

Dated:- 23.LO.2OL3

Member
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Bratrrna.Slrakti,Puhlic School. BeeFmpur,. Rohini. Delhi - 11O Og6

The school had not sr,rbmitted its reply to the questionnaire sent '

by the committe e on 27 /02 /2012. Howeve.r, the returns of the school

under .Rule 180 of the Dethi Schoo1 Education Rules, 1973 were

received from the Office of Oep.rty Director, Di"trict 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 tbrms of

the order dated lL.O2.2OO9 of the Director of Education and had also

not implemented the recommendation of the. 6lh Pay Commission. -

Adcordingly, the school was placed in Category'C'.
i

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

il
notice dated 04.07.20!2 to produce its fee and salary records and also

.l.t \

to submit reply to ther questionnaire on I2.O7.2012. The Manager of
i

the school requested for some more time tci submit the record. on the

requgst . of the 'Manager, the sbhool was directed to appear , on

30.O7 .2012 for the verification of records

' On 30-07-2012, the Manager of the school appeared, .but ctid

not produce detail:s . of fee structure, bank pass books and other

financial records. Therefore, the recor{.s of ttre school could not be
I

verified. The school was again directed to produce the recofds on

06.o8.20L2.

TRUE C$PY, , JUSTICE \
ANI[ DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
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' on 06-08-2012, shri A,s. Rana, chairma' of the school

appeared before the- office of the committee. Reply to the
.t
questionnaire was also submitted. .dccording to the ieply, the school

' had implemented the recommendations of the 6th pay commission

from March, 2o1o but had not hiked the fee in terms of the order

dated LL.O2.2O09 of the Director'of Education.

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

Bhalla, Audit officer of the committee. He observed that though the

school had claimed to have implemented the report of 6th pay.

commission, but the schooi was not making payment of salary as per

the recommendations of the 6th pay commission. The school had nor

paid arrears of salary to the staff and had also not recovered the fee

arrears from the students. The Audit Officer of the Committee had

Iurther reported that the school had hiked the fee by Rs.loo/_ per

month (8.33%) for classes IX and X in 2oo9-10 by raising it from

Rs.12oo/- to Rs.1300/- but had not hiked any fee for crasses I to VIII.

.Dyi.te 
2010-11, the hike in fee for classes I to.v was raised from

Rs.900/-,.to Rs.1000/-,.for classes vI to VIII from Rs.lloo/- to. - -I

Rs.i200/l and for classes'IX and X.from Rs.1300/- to Rs. r4oo/-.,
.l

which had been within the limit of 106/o.

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

notice dated 23.o7.2o13, the school was ctirected to appear before the

committee.on 24.08.2013, arong with its fee and accounting records.

on 24.08.2013, no one appedred before the.committee for hearing. 
.

The notice of hearing,had been delivered to the school .on 24.07.2ors

o,

c
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as confirmed from India Post Tracking System. Thus, the Committee

considers it appropriate to talke decision in the matter on the basis.of

observations of the Audit bffi"", aJld. records . available with the

Committee.

The Committee examined. the returns frled by the school under

Rule 180 of DSER, 1973. 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
T[ition'
2009-10

in
fee

T\rition
Fee in
2010-11

Increase in
Tuition . Fee
2010-1'1

ItoV 900 900 Nil 1000 100
VI to VIII 1000 L Loo 100 r200 r.oo
IXtoX 1200 1300 100 1400 100

.It is evident from the above record, t]:at the school had hiked .

the fee, within the tolerable limit of lQo/o and not in terms of.the order

dated LL.O2.2OO9 of the Director of Education. The school had also

not charged development fee from the students. '

. Therefore, thq Committee is of the view that, no

intenrention is called for in the matter.

Recommend.ed ac gord.ingly.

,c

.)

-
,j

I

I't $

i

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperscin

Dated: 2O-O9-2OL3

TT{UH

sd/-
Dr. R.I(. Sharma

Member

, JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

For Review of Sri^ool Fee

sd/*' sd/-
J.S. Kochar
Member
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issued by the committe e on 27 /02/2or2. However, the returns of the

school under Rute iso of 
'the Delhi school Education Rules, rgr3

were received irom the office of Deputy Direcior, District North- East

of the Directorate of 
'Education. 

on prima facie examination of the

returns, it appeared that the Fchool had not hiked the fee, in terms of
t

the order dated 11.02.2009 of the Director of Education and had dso!

not. implemented the recomm'endation of the 6th pay commission.

Accordingly, the sbhool was placed in Category,C,. '

The school had not submitted its ..plyito

o-o 17

0007LL" -''

the questionnaire

returns of the school, it waS d.irected videIn order to verify thg

tonotice dated o5.oz.2ol2 to produce its fee and salary records and also

to s'ubmit'reply to th6. questioniraire on l}.oz-2o12. The Manager of

the school vide letter dt.r2-o7-2or2 requested for 10 to 15 days,time

for submitting the records. According to the request the school was

directed to appear on 3o-oz- 2or2 for the verification of recorcls. on
--)

,3o=o7-2o12, shri Gaurav Sharma, Authorized Representative of .the

school attended the office of the committee and again requested for

adjournment- The schbor was again granted an opportunity to appear

before the committee and to produce all the records on 16.08.2012 for

verification. : '

COPY
,,{v

Seqe$ary
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No one appeared on 16-8-2013, but on 17-o.B-2er2, shii Kapil

Upadhyay, 4uthorized representative of the school appeareci before the

office of the committee. The records, produced by the school were

examined by sh. N.I(. Batra, 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 Rs.So/- per

month (1 1 . 1% to r.2.s%o), during 2oog ;o. The . school . had ' further

hiked the fee by R's.50 /-'$o% to rr.r%) during 2o1o-11. on the

aforesaid date the representative. of the school also fiied the ,reply to

questionnaire. of the committee. According to the reply, the school

had neither implemented the reconimendations of 6th pay commission

nor hiked the'fee, in terms of the order of the Difector of Education

dated Lr,o2.2oo9 and charged the development fee from the students.

In' order to provide an opportunity o{ hearing to the.school,. vide

notice dat'ed 23.o7.2ors, it was directed to - appear before the

committee on 24:o8.2o13, along with its fee and accounting records.

on 24.08.2013, no one appeared before the committee for hearing.

The notice of hearing had been delivered to the school on zsj.oz.2or|

as confirmed from India post Tracking system. In ,qiew of the absehce

of the.school despite'service of notice on it the.Committee considers it
appropriate to take decision' in tl.e matter on the basis of observations '.

of the Audit Officer and records available with it. : .

TRUE . JUSTICE \
ANII.. DEV SINGHI COMMITTEE
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On examination of the returns filed by the

180 of DSEH, Lg73 the Committee finds that the

had hiked the fee in the following manner: -

schbol

recoro,

000 71 3
under Ruie

the school

I

t

.. 
-,

It is evident from the record that:-

(il the school had not hiked the fee, in terms of the order of

the Director of Education'dated. 17.02.2OO9;

(ii) The school had n6t implemented the report of 6th Pay

Commission;

(iii) the school had also not charged development fee from the

students.

Since the school has not utilized the aforesaid order of the

Director.of Ed.ucation, therefore, the Committee is df tne view

that, no intervention is called for in the matter.

Recommende d' accordingly.

v

sd/* sd/- sd/*
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:

- ,Y6 rr*Fli'
KUl:, \z\'ci' r

.Nn,.
lt'/

gecre{arV

J.S. Kochlr
Member

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Mernber

T

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-iO

Increase in Tuition
fee 2OO9-10

ItoV 400 o5.0 50

VI to VIII 4s0 s00 50

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH
. COfu,IMITTEE
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Anu Pr+blic schgol. Raghubar pura-Il. shanti r,vrohalla. Delhi - B1

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

committee on 27.o2.2or2. However, the returns of thl school under

Rule 180 of the 'Deihi school Education Rules, Lgr3 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 school had not hiked the fee in.terrns of order of the Director

of Education dated Lr.o2.2oo9 and had also not implemented the

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

placed in Category'C'.

I

)

cA/

:,

r 
.)

D

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

notice dated 2}-O7-2OI2 .to produce its lee and salary

also to submit reply to the questionnaire on O7-OB-2OI2.

On the scheduled. date, Mrs. Anu Gulati, HM of the' school

attended the office of the Committee. Reply to the questionnaire was

also subm.itted. According to the 'reply, the school had not

implemented the report of 6th Pay commission and had also not hiked

of the order of the Director of Education .dated

..
the fee in terms

rr.o2.2009.

COPY

s**.M

directed vide

records and

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE,
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. The records,.produced by the school in the first instance werb

examined by Sh. N.I(. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He

observed that the school had not implemented the recommendatioris

"l' i''
of the 6th Pay Commission and had npt hiked. the fee in 2009-10 i?

terms of ord.er of the'Director of Education dated II.O2.2OOO. 'es.,pe,
t..,1

the Audit Officer, the hike in.fee had been from Rs.22l- to Rs.25/-.pei
1'

month within the tolerable limit of lOo/o.

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

notice dated 24.05.2013, it was directed to appear on O4-06-2013

along with its fee and accounting re.cords. N; one appeared op.
!

04.06.2013. The Office of the Committeei. received a mail from thb

school, requesting for fixation of another date for hearing. At tl1e

,'
request.of the school, fresh notice dated 18.Q.7.2OL3 was issued to thO

school to appear for hearing on 01.q8.2013.

:

On the scheduled date, Mrs. Anu Gulati, Principal of the school

with Ms. Neenu, Secretary of the Society, appeared before 'the.

Committee for hearing. It was admitied by the school representatives
i'

;

that the school had not impiemented the 
. 
report of 6tr.'' Pay

Commission.. ' With regard to,fee hike, it was contended that in the

ybars 2OO9-10 and ?010-11 the hike had been within the tolerance

limit of l}oh. The school representatives also stated that the

development fee has been included in annual charges.

, JUSTICE )
ANIL DEV SINGH
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" The coinmittee has perused the record, 'observations of tlib.lj.
audi.t officers and has considered the submissions made on u.rr"r ir

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

following manner:

Class Tuition Fee in
2OO8-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

IncreaSe in Tuition
fee 2009-10

ItoV 360 380 20
VI to VIII 385 410 25

It is evident from'the above tJ-at the school did not hike the feg

in terms of the order of the Director of Education, dated'7I.O2.2009.

The hike had been within the tolerance limit of IOo/o.' It is admitted bv

the school that it has not implemented the recommendations of the 6th

Pay Commission.

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

commission'and also did not. increase the fee in teims of order of

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

the view that no inteivention is required qua thi fee.'

Recommended accordingly.

;\b4l

sd/- sc/- sd/:
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson Mernber

Dated- 10- 10-2013

TRUB COP\T

Dr. R.K. Sharrna.
Mernber
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R,em,nath. Mgdgl School. Pusta, Fonia Vihar. Delhi - 11O O94

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committe e on 27 /02 /2OI2. However, ihe returns of the 'school under

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

from the ,Offrce 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.O2.2OO9 and had also not

implemented the recommendations of tft. 6th Pay Commission.

Accordingly, the sghool was placed in Catego ry'C'.

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

notice dated 2g.O7.2O12, to produce its fee and salary records and

also to submit reply to.the questionnaire on O9.O8.2OL2. No one

appeared on behalf of the school on 09.Q8.2OI2 before the Committee.

The school w.as again directed vide letter dated L4.Oa.2OL2, to appear

before the Committee on 30.08.2012 for the verification of records.

the scheduled date, Mr. Naveen Kumar, HM of the school

appeared, but, did not produce complete records. He requested for

another opporhrnit5r to submit the financials of the school. Acceding

to'the request, the school was directed to produce the records on

o4.o9.20L2. 
!

On 04.09.20L2, Shri Naveen Kumar, HM of the school attended

again the Office of Committee. Reply to the .aforesaid

TRUg c$pYv
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questionnaire. was also iiled. According to'the reply, the schoof frla

implemented the recommendations of tJ:e 6ft Pay commission w.e.f.

October, 2OIl and had not hiked the fee in terms of the ord'er 6f tfre '

Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9.

The school did not submit record for the verification of the ciaim

of the school.

' The records, produced by ttre school were examined. in the first

instance by Shri A.D. Bhateja, Audit Offrcer of the Committee. He

observed. that as per the school, it had not hiked the tuition fee during

2009-10 and 2O1O-11. The'Audit Officer has further recorded that

the . school has claimed to have implemented 6ut Pay Commission

w.'e.f. 01-10-20it ana had also paid arrears for Rs.3,8L,g64/- to the

staff-

In order to provide an opportr-inity of hearing to the school, vide

notice dated 27.O6.2OL3, it was , directed . to appear before .the

Committee-on 24.07.2OL3, along with its fee and accounting records.

On the appointed' date of hearing, Shri Narender Kumar,

Member of Managing Qommittee of the school, appeared before'the

.Committee.' He was heard. The records of the school were also

examined.

During the course of hearing, the representative of the school

fairly conceded that the school had not implemented the 6u.r Pay

C6mmission ahd. reply to the questionnaire was given by the school on

the basis of the undertaking submitted. to the Education department

that the, school would implement the 6ti, Pay.Commission; but, in

TRUE CSPY
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actual fact, 6th Pay Commission could not be implemented. It was

cantqnded further, that the school hiked the fee to the tune of only

1O% in 2OO9-1O and 20l-O-11.

Thg 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 Committee, on the basis of the available records, finds as.

follows: -

.(i). the school did not hike the fee in terms of ord.er of the Director

of Education dated LI.O2:.2009, as the fee structure had

remained. constant at the'rate of Rs.3OO/- for classes I to V and

Rs.33O/- for 'classes VI to VIII, during the years 2008-09,

'2009-LO and 20L0-11,

(i1). the school did not'implement tJre report of 6u' Pay Commission

and

(iii). ' the'school did not charge development fee from the stud.ents.

The Cornmittee. is of the view that notwithstanding non-

implementation of 6th Pay Commission report, since thire was no

fee hike in 2OO9-1O and 2O1O-11, no iritenrention is called for in

the matter.

Recommended accordingly.

tt, ?

( ',

sd/* sc/* sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated.:- 23.1O.2O13
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J.S. Kochar
Member

Dr, R.K. Sharma
. Member
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The school did not reply to tJ:e questionr.raire issued by the

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

und.er Ruld 180 of the 'behi School Education Rules, lg73 were

- received from th'e Office of Deputy Director, District North-East of the

Directorate of Education. On examination of the returns, it

prima-facie'appeared that the school had'neither hiked tJre. fee in

terms.of tlle order of tl e Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 and
:

nor had implemented the recommendations of the q,n Pay

Commission. Accordingly, the school was placed in Category'C'.

_ Itt order to verrfy the returns. of the school, vide letter dated

23.O7'.2OL2, it was directe$ to produce its fee and salary records and

d:o to submit reply to'the questionnaire on O9.O8.2OL2. On the

schedule date, Shri U.C. Saxena, Head Master of the school submitted

a letter dated 09.08.2012, requesting for 15 d.ays further time to

present the documents, on the grounds that the C.A., dealing with the

accounts was out of station.

Vide letter dated 1,4.O8,2OL2, thc school was d.irected again to

' appear before the Committee to produce the required documents on

31.08.2012. On the schedule date, Shri U.C. Saxenal Head Master of

the school appeared before the Office of the Committee produced the

TRUE gOFry
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record.s of 
'the 

$chooI. It'was then that reply to the questionnaire was .

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

the recommendations of the 6uo Pay commission nor had increased

the fee.

The rbcords,

Shri A,.K. Bhalla,.

were that: -

produced in the fifst instance were examined by

Audit Officer'of the Committee- His observations

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

Cglytirllri-qF

(i) the school had been making salary paym'ent, on consolidated

basis in cash,

2il

(ii) the school had received. huge amount of aid from Satyawati

Ed.ucation SocietY,

(iii) he school had hiked the fee by Rs.40/- l.t month for classes I

, 
to V, raising it from Rs.11.o/- to Rs.].So /- and by.Rs.So/.- for

.classes VI to.VIII, raising it from RS.L2O/- to ns.L7O'/- pet

month in 2009-10.

d.uring 2010-11, the hike was in'the range of Rs.50/- to Rs.8O/-
.l

per month, and

ke was more th'an 10%.

In ord.er to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school,

notice of hearing dated 24.o5.2OL3 was served to the school witlr ther

d.irections to appear before the committee on 06.06.2013.

(iv)

TRUP ssPr
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salary to'the'staff was paid in cash.

Me ,ber

,1ft

-/-Dr. R.lGr-Sharmar Mernber

Dated:
ll

l'vl\ltl)' I tt
-l

I

|'{\/
Secre@

,rqh,
TRUS C@PY
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' on the afbresaid appointed date of hearing, shri u.c.'sri*e.ra,

Head 
.Master.3f the school .appeared before'the committee. He

presented reply 'to the questionnaire of the oommittee regarding

Development Fee. As per the reply, .the school did not c.harge

development fee. It was submitted by Mr. s'axena that the.school had

i belong tb weaker

section of the society. The school was burviving on aid. from the

I received in cash.

He admitted that the school did not have any bank acbount and the

on examination of the records and submissions made by the

school representative, it.was noLiced ttrat the schooi had marginally

hiked the fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11 and had not implemented the

. 
report of 6th Pay commission. The school had also not charged.

development fee from the students.

Therefore, the committee' is or the view. .that, no

intenrention is called. for in the issue of fee nite.

Recommende d a'ccordingly.

J.S. Kochar

:',"'ffiF:i'')
For Reviery ol ScniJ r,re,
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I

B'al Deep Public Fchgol. Sector-4. Rohini. Delhi - 110 O85 '

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

Committee on 27 /0212012. However, the returns of the school under

. Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rlrles, 1973 were receiveld

from the Office of Deputy Director, District North'West 'B' of the

lducation. On prima facie examination of the returns,Directorate of Education. On pr

it appeared that the school had not hiked the fee, in terms of the order

of the Director of Education dated IL.O2.2OO} and had also not

implemented the recorirmendations 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

notice dated 13.07.2012, to prodrice its fee and salary iecords

also. to submit reply to the que,stionnaire on 23.O7.2072.

On the scheduled date, . Mr. Kamal Mohan, Librarian of the
;

school. appeared, but, could not produce complete recbrds. He

requested for another date to submit the financial records of the

school. Thd school was directed to produce its records on 3L.O7.2012'.

However,. on 01.08.2OI2, Shii Kamal Mohan, Librarian of the school

attended'the Office of the Committee and requested for some tlmq to
,

produce the record on the grounds that the Manager of the school was

t
vide

and

TRUE COPY
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out of station.

the records on

At acceding to the request, final opportunity to

13.08.2012 was granted to.the school.

On the scheduled date, Mrs. Neelam Sharma,

Mr. Kamal Mohan. Librarian of the school attended

Committee. Reply to' the questionnaire was

According to the repiy, the school had not hiked the

to have implemented. the recommendations of the 6th

w.e.f. April, 2010.

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

examinbd by Shri N.K. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He

observed that the school had hiked the tuition fee by Rs.40/-, (less

than 1O%o,) in 2OO9-10. During 201O-11, the school further hiked the

fe'e by Rs.4O/- to Rs.45/-, within the range of 10%. The Audit Officer

also, noted that as per the ciaim of school, recommendations of the 6lh

Pay Commission were implemented w.e.f. April, 2OLO but..on

verification. of saiary records, 
. 
he found that there was ,rrurgi.rut

increase in salary for ihe month of April, 2OLO, which reflected that

complete benefits of,recommendations of the 6tn Pay Commission were

not extended to the teachers. He also observed that the school was

charging development fee during 2010-11, without maintaini'nc'

depreciation teserve fund.

,t
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.In order

was directed

Committee on

to provide

vide notice

07.06.2013,

r , r.
' -l

000 z?5
an opportunity of hearing td the school, it

dated 24..05.2013 to appear before the

along with its fee and accountirig records..

of hearing, 'Mrs. Neeiam Sharma,

,K,amal Mohan, Librarian of the school

They were heard. The.records of the

' On the appointed date

Manager of the school with Shri

uOO.ur.O before the Committe'e.

school were also examined.

. The Committee has examined

observations of the Audit Officer and

TR{.TE COPY

on 07.06.2013, no one appeared on behalf of the school before

the committee. The notice of hearing that was sent to the school w4s
I

received back un-served with the postal remark that the school found

locked. Accordingly, the hearing was adjourned to 24.or.2or3.

-a1
t.,.t

' During the course of. hearing, the'represbntatives of the school

submitted that' the 6tt' Pay commission had not been implemented.

.and.the fee was also nbt hiked in terms of.the order of the Director of

Rducation dated 11.02.2009. our attention was invited to the reply of
I

the school to the questionnaire relating to Development Fee, according

t1 which, the development fee, the school had charged in the year

2008-09 only.

the record of the school,'

the submission made by the

ir,1ffi**'
g,:,?#yil"li;;_
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of hearing. On pprusil ofschool representatives during the course

the record, it is manifest that the school: -

(i). had not hiked the fee in terms of

. Education dq.ted II.O2.2OO9, as the

the tolerable limit of 1O%.

Recommended accord.ingly.

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

tolerable limit of LOo , '

(ii). had..not implemented the recommendations of the Sth:pay

Commission,

(iiil. charged development fee from the students.

. In the circumstances, the Committee is.of the view that nL
i!

intenzention is called for as the school has hiked the fee within

'.',',
. 

t:.:
t.,.;
.t, '

order of the Director of.,:,
hike in fee was within the

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

$d/- sd l-' sd/-
Chairpersoh

Dated: 10-10-2013
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I School Vihar Ph New Delh

' 'The school did . not reply to the qrrestionnaire issued by the

Committe e on 27.OZ.ZO|Z. However, the returns of the school undei rule

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

Office of the Deputy Director of ' Education, District West-B. On

preliminary examination of the records, it appeared that the school.had,

neither hiked the fee, nor had implemented the recommendations of the
\

6th Pay Commission. Accordingly,'it was placed in Category 'C"

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

notice dated I3.O7.2012, to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit reply to.ttie questionnaire on 23.07.2012. No one appeaied on

the.schedule.d date. However, the Manager of 'the school requested.for

another' date 
' on phone. The Manager was directed to appear on

3L.O7.2O12 with all reievant records for'verification.

Sh. Ashok Kumar Gupta, Manager of the school, appehred on the

scheduled date.

which, the school

had hiked the fee.

Reply to the questionnaire was also fiied, according to

1 rl alhad n'either implemented the 6th Pay Commission nor

TRUS g@PY
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Th" records produced by the school in "the first instance . were

I

examined by Shri N.S. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He
l.

I

observed that the'school had hiked the tuition fee in the years 2009-10
i

ra tru 13.33% for class X, but not in
l"
I

accordance with the orddr of the Director of Education dated lL 'O2.2OO9.

'l
The school did not produci: cash book and ledger, therefore was

'l

directed to produce these .."ord. on O8.OB .2OI2 for verification. The

I

Manager of the school produced tfrese,records on the scheduled date and

fr

'i

tlr.y were examined. by aforeslid Audit Officer. The Audit Officer

I

observed that the school had bedn charging'admission fee in excess to

i

the norms fixed by the Directoratg of Education.
I

I

.i
i

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

I

notice dated 24lOSl2OI3, the scfrool.was. direited to appear before

vide

the
I

Committee on 07.06.2CjI3, along ivittr its fee and accounting records.

On the appointed date of hearing, Sh. Ashok Kumar Gupta,

i

Manager and Sh. Nimit Gupta, 
fappeared 

before the Committee. The

I

school representatives confirmed ;the observations dated 3I.OT .2072 and
I

dated 08.08.20 L2 of the Audit Qfficer. Regarding admission fee, it was



toquestionnaire regarding development fee. According
'I

had not charged development fee from the students.

000 729
tftu.t inu school,

of the

*4n

The Committee has examined the record of the' school,

observations of the Audit Officer and the submission mad.e by the school

representative. . The following facts emerge {rom the record: -

(il. the school has not hiked the fee in terms of order of the Director of

. Education dated I1O2.2OO9, as the hike in fee was within the

' tolerance limit of 10%.
:

/'r\' ,t(ii). the school did not implement the recommendations of the port of .

6tr' Pay Coirrmission and

(iii), the school has not charged development fee from the students.'

'I

, In view of the foregoing facts, .tfre Committee

that no intervention is called for.

Recommende d accordingly.

vlew1S

?nry
. Dr. I?r1(.
Member

TRU6 SSPry

M.ember

Dated: 10.10.2013 .

J.s.\<ochar

.*INJ //
l! .k-.'

, tl',,r1 aol?.telr-l

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMi\lil-ti ,-
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_..1 .:. .
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I

Bhalati Vgdel Sghool, Uttar,n Naear. New.Delbi - 11O 052

.The schooi had not submitted its reply to th'e questionnaire

issued by the Committee on 27 /O2/2O12. However, the returns of the

cation Rules, Ig73

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

the' Directorate of Education.' On prima facib .examination of 'the

returps, it appeared that the school had not hiked the fee,.in terms of

the order dated.II.O2.2OO9. of the Director of Education and had also.

not implemented the recomme.ndation of the 6th Pay Commission.

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

. In ord.er to verify the returns of the school, it -a" d.irected vide

notice dated .r3.07,20.r2 to produce its fee and salary.record.s and also

to submit reply.to ttre questionnaire on 24.07.2012.

Shri B.R. Sharma, Accountant of the 6chool altended the Office

of the.committe e o,n 24-07-2012 and presented a letter datbd 24-07-

2012, requesting for some more iime to produce the record.s.

According to the request, the school was directbd to'appear on OB-08-

2OI2,to produce the records for verification. On O8-08,-20L2, ,h,

Manager .of .the scirool.attended the Office of the Committee and

presented a.letter for seeking more.time to produce the recerds on the'

ground of the dealing hand being.unwell.,Having regard to the request

the school was. given anothei chance to. appear on 3O.OB.2OI2.with

the records.

TRUE (}4}ry
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On 30-08 -2OI2, Shri H.L.. Pandey, Manager along with Shri
.!.

Shishir Gqglani, C.A., of the .school appeared before the Office of the

Committee. Reply to the questionnaire was, also submitted.

According to the reply, the school neither.implemented the report of 
.'

6tlr Pay Commission nor hiked the fee in. terms of .the oider dated

LI.Q2.2OO9, of the Director of Education.

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

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

. not implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission and

. had also not hiked the fee, in terms of the order dated. 7102.2009, of

' the Director of Education.'

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

appear before . the
:

Committee on 19.06.2OI3, r1g.t9 urith its fee and accounting records.

On 19.06.2013, .no one g.ppeared before. the Committee for hearing. A
' 
fresh notice dated l8-O,7-2O13 was issued to the school callihg upon it

, 
to appear on O1-08-20.13

On' 01-08-2013, Shri H.L. Pandey,. Manager of the school

appeared beforg the'Co5nmittee. He filed reply to the questionnaire

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

. charged development fee from the studentd. The Manager of the

school contended that the school had neither, implemented the report

TTTUB CCIPV

"9\
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of 6th Pay Commission nor hiked the fee in te.rms of the order of the

Director of Education dated lL.Q2.2OO9.

The'Committee has perursed the record, observations of" the

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

the school. As per the. record, fee structure of the school in the years

2008-09 and 2OO9-10 was as follows:-

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009- 10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10'

I_V 460 490 30

V-VIII 460 490 30

It is'evident from the record, that the school had hiked the fee,

within the tolerance limit of 10%.

In the circumstances, since the school has neither hiked

.the fee in terms of the brder 9f the Director of Education dated

Lil.Oz.zOO9, . nor implemented. tl" report of. the 6th Pay

Comrnission, ttre Committee .is of the view that no intenzention is

called for in the matter.

, Recommendedaccordingly.

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

Dated

TR{.-IE C@$rr

Dr. R.K. Sharrna.
Member
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Lawrence Publig.School. 9-Block. JanaliprLri. New Delhi-11OO5.8

Ih" school did not reply' to the questionnaire sent" by the

Committee on 27.O2.2O12. 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 of Education, District, West-8. On

preii*inary examihation of the records, it appeared that the school had

not hiked the fee, and had also not implemented the recommendations of

the 6th Pay Commission. Accordingly, i! was placed in Category 'C'.

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

notice dated 13.O7.2OI2, to produce its fee arrd salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on 26.07.2012.

Mrs.. Rama Kurriari, Head Clerk .of the school, appeared on the

scheduled date. Reply.to the questionnaire was also filed. According to

that the school was in the process of implementing the recommendations

of the 6tn.Pay Commission'and had not hiked the fee in terms of prder of

the Director of Education dated II.02.2009. The school had also not

collected arrears frorn the students.

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

examin'ed by Shri. A.K. Bhalla, Audit Officer of the'Committee. He .

observed that:-

TR{JE COSJ,'Y
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the school had hiked fee in

of 107o,

charging development fee, but not maintaining

fund,

^: ' 
. zlL n 

:

process of implementing 6tt'.Pay Commission

report and'

the school was" making payment of salaries .as per pay scale of

.SftPay Commission and had partially increu...d the salary.

The school'did not submit.complete recorils, therefore was directed

to submit accou4t books for further examination. On 03.IO.2O 12, Mrs.

Rama Kumari, H.C. of the school again appeared but did not submit'the

i ! an rn nn r  rr , r - -- rcomplete records. It was only.'in 10,10.2072 that she submitted the

requisite records, which were examined by the aforesaid Audit Officer.

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

notice dated 27 /O5/2OI3, the scho.ol was directed to appear before the

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

. On th'e appointed date of hearing, Mrs. Rama H.C. and Sh. Ashok
'l

Kumar Arya,.Part-Time Accountant, appeared before the Committee.. The

. school representatives stated that so far the school,had not implerirented

the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission, but it. was in the

process of being implemented. It vrras also submitted that the school had

hiked fee within the range of 10%. Regarding development fee, it was

TRUE
I
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2OO9-10 and 2010-11, within the range(i)

(ii) the school had been

development re.serve

the school was in(iii)

(iv)
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contended 'that thE schooi h+d 'given a wrong nomenclature to

maintenanqe charges aS development fee in the feei schedule' Therefore'

- 
i{.should'be trijdted 'es drinual chaiges. It was further submitted that

'developmbnt charges weie d'iscontinued since loiig'

The Comrhittee has examined. the record of the schoQl,

'observationsoftheAuditofficerandthesubmissionmadebythe.school

represeptatives at the time of hearing. The following facts eirrerge from

"the.record: - .

(i). , th..school had notfritea the fee in terms of order of the Director of

Education dated. IL,O2.2OO}...
(ii). the school had not implemented the report of 6ti' Pay Commission

(iii). the school had not charged development fee from the students'

In vi.ew of the fordgoing facts, the committee. is of the view

that no intervention is called for.

' Recommended accordinglYJ

and

J.S.V(ochar
Member

Dated.: 10.10.2013

TRUts ESPY
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Member
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o

continental Public school Nariana vihar. New Delhi - 110028

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

committe e on 27.02.2012. However, the returns of the school under rule

180 of the Delhi School Educition. Rules, lg73 were receirred from the

office. of the Deputy'Director of Education, District south west-A' On

preiiminary exar.nination of the records, it appeared that the school had,

neither hiked the-fee, nor had implemented the recommendations of the

6th Pav Commission. Accordingly, it was placed in Category 'C''

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

.notice dated Ig.O7.2OI2, to produce its fee and,salary records and also'

to submit reply to the questionnaire on 26.07.2OI2. No one appeared on

.'_ . ^:
the scheduled date. However, a.request, vide ietter {a.ted 26'O7 '29L2, to

extend the date for verification of record was received in the office of the

committee. The school was provided an opportunity to appear on

16.08.20 \2 for verification of records.

Mrs. Rajni Batra H.M. and Sh. Vasr.ldev Sharma Accountant of the

.school, appeared on the scheduled. date. Reply to the questionnaire was

also filed. Accord.ing to that ihe school had neither implemented the 6u'

Pay Commission nor had hiked the fee'
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. The records produced by the qchool in .ttre first instance were

examined by shri A.D. Bhateja, Audit officer of the committee. He

observed that the fee had been tritea within the range of 10%, in the

years 2OOg-10 and 2O1O-11. He also, noted that the school had not

implemented report of 6tn'Pay Commission.

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

notice dated 27 lOSl2O13, the school was directed to appear before the

committee on21.06.2013, along with its fee and accounting records.

' on the.appointed date of hearing, Mrs. Rajni Batra, H.M. and sh. '

Vasudev Sharma, Aciountant of the school, appeared. before the

Committee. The school representatives contended that the school had

not irnplemen,ted the recommendations of the 6ft'Pay Commission and

had'also not hiked the fee in accordance With the order of the Director of

Ed.ucation dated LI'.O2.2OOI. The hike was within the range of 1o%.

I

The school also filed reply to the.questionnaire regarding development

fee, according which the school had not charged development fee from

the stud.ents.

r\g

o
o
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The Committee has examined

observations of the Audit Officer and the

| ,l f 1-representatives at the time of hearing'

the record: -

(i). 
.the 

school.had not hiked the fee.in

. Education dated ILO2.2OO9.

(ii). the school had'not implemented the recommendations of the 6tr

Pay Commission and
.

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

000738

the record' of the school,.

submission made bY the school

The following.facts emerge from

terms of'order of the Director of

the Committee is of the view

a,

\*

o

)'d

o

'flffify/
Drr-RiK. Sharma
Member
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a

Nbw India Plrblic School. Naqeloi. New Delhi - 11OO41

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

committe e on 27.02.2or2. However, th" ,"irrns of the school under

rule L80 of the Delhi School Education Rules, rgr3 were received

from t]le office.of the Deputy Director of Education, District west-B.

on preliminary examination of the returns, it appeared that the school

had neither hiked the fee nor iad i-pt"roJnted the recommendations
,l

of the 6m Pay Commission. Accordingly, it lvas placed in Category ,C,.
I

I
1..

. In order to verify the returns of the pchool, it was directed vidb
'l

notice dated 19.07.2072, to produce its fpe and.salary records and

also to submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 06.08.2012.

Shri M.P. Singh, Manager of .tJ:e school, appeared' on the

scheduled date.. Reply to ttre questionnaire was also filed. According

. to the reply, the school had partially implemented the. 6th pay

commission w.e.f. 01-09-2009 and had not hiked the fee. It was also

averred that the school had not. collected arrear fee from the stud.ents

and had also not paid, any arrears to the staff.

TRU$gffiffi
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. The records produced by the schoor were *.*r#g7i9r*,
'J

instance by Shri A.K. vijh, Audit offrcer of the committee. He

observed that the school had not hiked the tuition fee iir the years

2009-10 and 2010-11 inaccordance with the order of the Director of

Education dajed'LL.o2.2oo9. The fee had been hiked within the-t

range of '10% only. The school has also not paid any eurears as per

the 6fr Pay Commission Report.

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

notice dated 27 /o5/2o13, tJre school was directed to appear before

the committee on 2r.o6.2oL3, along with its. fee and accounting

records. On the appointed, date of hearing, Shri M.p. Singh, Manager

of the school, appeared, before ttre Committee. 'The 
school

representative stated that the school had not implemented the

recommendations oi the 6ft Pay commission 6nd had arso not'hiked

the. fee in accordance with the order of the Director of Education dated

rr.o2.2oo9. According to him,. the hike was within the range ,of ro%.

The school also filed reply to t]le.questionnaire regarding ddvelopment

fee. According to that 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'

aforesaid person representing the school. From the record, it appears

?ko

e,

as follows: -.
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(i)

(iii)

000741

ttre recommendations of the 6ft

In view of the foregoing facts, the committee is of the view
that no intenrention is called for so.far as the issue of fee hike is
concerned.

Recommended accordingly.

G

.o

o
a

-44 \

(ii)

€ Dated:- 23.10.2019

J.S. {fochar
.MemBoer

1\- ^. */ ./( IIIii.JWl/ r/,/I /\V^lu-./ ---tl I v 
-/'z-

Dr. R.I(4rharma
Member
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, R.R.Gita Bal.Bharti Public schoot. sultanpuri. Delhi-110041

The school had not replied to the questionnaire sent by the
'\

Committee to the school by email on 27 /02/2lli which was followed

by a reminder dated 27 /03/2072.. However, the annual returns filed

by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Ec[rcation 
.Rules 

1973

were received from the office of Dy. Director of Educatiorr, Distt. North

West-B. On prima facie examination of the returns of ttre school, it

appeared that the school had not hiked the fee in accordance with the

order dated LL/O2/2OO} issued by the Director of Education.

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

In order to verify the returns of the school, the Comrhittee vide

'letter dated 19 /OT /2OI2, required the school . to produce on

06/08/20|2,'its fee records, books of accounts, bank statements,

'salary payment register and also to submit reply to the questionnaire

dated 27 /02/2OL2.

On the scheduled date, the school prodlrced tJre required

records and also filed reply to the questionnaire dated. 2T lo2l2ol2
issued by the Committee. Sh. J.R. Gupta, Accountant of the schoot

and Sh. Bhogi Ram, LDC, attended the office bf the Commitiee for the

purpose of facilitating verification of the records.

, In its reply to questionnaire issued by the Committee, the

school stated ttrat it had implemented the VI Pay Commission Report
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w.e.f. OIIOT [2009. However, no arrears on.account of retrospective

effect of VI Pay Commission were paid to the staff. With regard to fee,

the school stated that it had been hiked in accordance with the order

dated LLIO2/2OO) issued by the Director of Education w.e.f.

OI/O4/2OO9, but the school had not'collected any arrear fee as

'envisaged in that order.

The record.s prod.uced 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 presence of the

representatives of the school are that in 2009-10 the school increased

its tuition fee by Rs. 50 per month. to Rs. 1O0 per month, which

amounted to an increase between 10% & 17..54% for different classes.

However, the school had increased the fee by Rs. 200 per month for

all the classes in 2010-11. The school was also charging development

fee and fee under some other heads. The examination of cash book

and ledger did not throw up any adverse feature. The school was

investing in FDRs 'every year. Salary was'generally paid by way'of

direct transfer to the accounts of staff. The schoql had only partially

implemented the VI Pay Commission Refort w.e.f. July 2009, in so far

as it'was paylng only basic pay and grade pay. DA was started in

November 2OLO. HRA was started from April 2011.

In order to provide an opportunity of being heard by the

Committee, the school was issued a notice dated 27/05/2013, to

appear before the Committee. on ?L/O6/2OL3. As .the school was

TRUE ECIFry 2

o
I

I

Gf-j

o
a,

)

o

:-".,flfii"Ti')
For Review oisri,iol rrr;

**k



o
o

/ -l

000 7 44

found to be charging development fee ilso, besides. tuition fee, a

{uestionnaire eliciting information specifically about receipt of

development fee, its utilisation and maintenance of development fund

and depr"ciation reserve fund, was issued to the school.

On 2L/06/2013, Sh. Bhogi. Ram, LDC of the school appeared.

and filed a letter seeking adjournment on account of 'bereavembnt in

the family of the Office Si:pdt. of the school. A fresh notice of hearing

was issued on 18/0712013 for hearing on.01/08 12013. On this date,

Sh. J.R. Gupta, Accountant of the school appeared. along'with Sh.

Bhogi,Ram, LDC and filed reply to the questionnaire regarding

development fee. The Committee examined the financial returns of the

school and its salary records and was of the view that since the school

had implemented the recommendations of the VI Pay Commission and

also hiked''the fee in, accordance with the order dated lll)2l2}Og

issued by the Director of Education, calculatiorr"'r"gu.rd.ing fund.s

available with the school vis a vis the impact of implementatibn of VI

Fay Commission were required to be made. The sam'e were not made

earlier as the school got erroneously placed ir 9 Category. The

Committee observed that the substantial fee hike took place in 2010-

11 while the fee hike in 2009-10 was nominal. Accordingly it directed

its office to'prepare the calcuiation sheet bf considering the fee hike

as well as salary hike in both the years i.e. 2009-10 a.nd 2010-11.

The office of the Committee prepared the preliminary

calculation sheet, as per which, the school had funds available with it

o,
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amounting to Rs. 32180,994 as on 31 lO3l2OO9.

revenue generated b.y way of fee hike in 2009-10 was

. ' 000785

The additional

Rs. 10,15,200

and in 2010-1i, it *"" Rs. 26,97,600. Thus in two years, the school

raiseil its resources by Rs. 37rL2r8OO. So far as impact of

implementation of V{ Pay Commigsion is concerned, the hike in salary'

il 2OO9-10 amounted. to Rs. l- I,4g,678while in2O1O-11, it amounted

to Rs. 37,ll,f OZ. ffrus in two years, the school was impacted by Rs.

48,60,845' on account of implementation of VI Pay Commission

Report.

A fresh notice of hearing dated O2lOgl2O13, was issued to the

school for hearing on 2O/OI/2OL3 on which date the aforesaid
).\

representatives of the school again appeared and w6r€ given a copy of

'the preliminary calculation sheet, prepared by the offrce' of the

Committee. After perusing and checking the said. calculatibn sheet

with their records, the representatives of the school recorded their

agreement with thg same. "

.!

As noted above, the school agreed with the calculation sheet

prepared Uy the offrce of the' Committee. As pdr tl.e figures mentioned.

above, the total resources available with'the School upto 3Ll"ffil2OI'L

were Rs. 69,93,794 ( 32,80,994+37,12,800 ). The i.mpact of the'

implementation of VI Pay Commission Report upto 3 L/O312011 was
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Rs. 48,60,845. Thus after meeting its obligations of increased salary
.',

aq per VI Pay Commission Report, the schocil was left with surplus of

Rs. 21,32,949. The moot question to be decided by the Committee is

whether this surplus should. be recommended to be refunded to the

students. If such a recommendation is madE, the school would be
.\

denuded of all its resources and wouid have nothing to fall back upon

for future contingencies. The Cominittee has taken a consistent view

that a.sum equivalent to four months' saJlry ought to be retained by

the school as reserves for future contingencies. As per the documents

submitted by the school, itg pay bill for the month of July 2oo9 i.e.

after partial implementation of VI. Pay Commission Report, was Rs. '

6,57,580. Based on this, the requirement for reserve for future

contingencies works out to Rs. 26,30,320. As the surplus.available

with the school rlla, 1e", than this amount, the Committee is of the

view that no intervention is called for in the matter qua the tuition fee.

Y
In its reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee, the

school stated that it was charging development fee and had coliected a
' t.

total sum of Rs. 10,90,300 from 2006-07 to 2010=11. It gave year wise

bifurcation as follows:.

2006-o7

2007-08

, 2008-09

2009-10 
,

TRUE CCIPY

Rs. 2,08,900

' Rs. 2,13,000

'Rs.2,17,100

Rs. 2,29,700
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It was further stated that development fee received from the

students was shown as a capital receipt. However, no depreciation

reserve fund. was maintained. The entire development fee was lying

unutilised and kept in bank account.

:
The Committee has examined the balance sh'eet of the school as

on 3L/O3/2Ol-l-.and has observed that as against the .unutilised

development fund shown on the liability side .amounting to Rs..

2+,98,575, the school had FDRs amounting to Rs. 46,48,320. Thus

the Committee is of the view.that the development fee was fully kept

aside in FDRs with bank. So far as non maintenance of depreciation

reserve is concerned, since the school had not acquired any assets out

of development fee and the whole amount was lying-unutilised, there

would not arise any question of rriaintaining a depreciation reserye.

fund against asset's acquired out of d.evelopment 'fee. Hence,

technically, the school. was fulfilling.the pre conditions for charging

development fee as prescribed by the Duggal Committee which were

affirmed by the Honble Supreme Court in the case of Mod.ern bchool

vs'Union of India & Ors (2OO4l 5 SCC 583. In view of this, the.

Committee is of the view that no intervention is required as regards

developnient fee also. However, the school ought to consider the

desirability of charging development fee when it has no dbvelopment

plans and th9 entire amount is iying unutilised in FDRs.

TRUU C$PV
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Total

Rs. 2.21.600

Rs 10.90.300
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Recommendations:

fn'view of the foregoing discu'ssions, the

the view that no interrzention is called for in the

fee as well as deveiopment fee.

Recommended accordingly.

Dr. R.K. Sharma
.Membet

Dated: 09 / II /2OI3
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e CA J.S. Koihar
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Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson
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Dasmesh Public Qchool Narid,na Villaee N.ew Delhi - 11OO28

The school did reply to'the questionnaire issued by'the Committee

:urns of the school irnder rule 180 of theon 27.O2.2OL2. However, the returns of the schc

Delhi School Education Rules, lg7g were received from' the Office of the

Deputy Director,of Education, District South .West-A.. On preliminary

examination of the records, it appeared that the school had, neither

hiked the fee, nor had implemented the" recommeqdations of the 6tr' Pay

Commission. Accordingly, it was placed in Category 'C'.

ol, it was directecl;.In order to verify the returns of the scho
I

ncjtice dated lg.O7.2O!2, to prodpce its fee and salary records and

'-: - - - 6a  6 AAto submit reply to the questionnaire on 06.08.20|2..

Mrs.' Inderjeet Kaur, Principal of the school, appeared'on the 
-

scheduled date. Reply to the questionnaire whs also filed. According to

the reply the school had neither implemented the 6tt' Pay Commission

nor had hiked the fee.
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The records produced by the school in the first instance were

examined by Shri N.S. Batra, Audit Officer of ifre Co,,,-itt""' He

bbserved that. the school had nominally hiked the tuition fee in the

years 2OOg-10 and 2OlO-11 in. the range of Rs.25/- to Rsj40/-'i'e' by

loo/o and not in accordance with the order dated 11.02.2009 0f the

Director of. Education.

.,

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

notice d.ated 27 lOSl2O13, the school was d.irecteci to appear before the

Committee on 26.06.2OI9, along with its fee and accounting records'

on the appointed date of hearing, Mrs. I.K. Oberoi, Principal, sh.

S.K. Gupta, Accountant and Mrs. Renu Sharma, Teacher of the school,

appeared before the Committee. The school representatives contended

that'the school fr.a ,rot implemented the recommendations of the 6trr Pay

'Commission and had also not hiked the fee in accordance with the order

of the Director of Education dated, I1O2.2OO}. The hike was within the

r.ange of 107o. The'school also filed reply to the questionnaire regarding

development fee, according to that the school had not charged

development fee from the students.
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In view of the

tha! no intervention

concerned.

foiegoing facts,

is called for s1

the Committee

far as the issue

Pay.Commission

is of the' view

of fee hike is
"t's

Re comme nde.d accordiirglY.

It'
\\

J.SN, Kochar
Me{ber

^f -/
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o{. n.y(sharma
'MerpSer

Dated: 10. 10.2.013
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Shishu Bhartl Public School. M$stafabad. Delhi - 94

The school did not reply to the questiori.naire issued by the

Committe e on 27 /02/2OI2. However, the returns of the school 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 examination of the returns, it prima

facie appeared t].at the school had not hiked the fee, in terms of ttre

order of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 and had also not

implemented the recommendation 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 Lg.O7.2OL2 to produce its fee and salary recoqds and a,lso

to submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on 07.o8.2oL2:

on the scheduled date Mrs. Anjali slrarma, office Incharge

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

presented by her. Accordin! to the r.eply, the school had neither

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

in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated IL'O2'2OO9'

t. .
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The records, produced by the'school were examined by sh. A.D.

Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed as follows: -

(il the sctrool had not implemented the recommendations of the 6u'

Pay Commission and had also not hiked the fee during 2oo9-10

and 2010-11, in terms of the order of the Director of Education

dated LL.O2.2OO9,

(ii) the hike in fee was by RS.10/- to Rs.30/-

within ttre tolerable limit'of LOV:,

(iii) the salary to the 'staff had been paid in cash,

(iv) the schoot aia not produce cash book and ledger of any year,

therefore final accounts could ngt be verified, and'.

(v) the accounts had been.compiled by Sh. S.C. Sharma, C.A.

on 24.08 .2OIg, Mrs. Anjali Sharma, In-charge of the school

appeared before the Committee for hearing. She frled reply to ttre
I

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

school. had not charged'development fee from the students. 'The

representatives of ttre sctrool also submitted that 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

tt.02.2009.
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'The 

Qommittee examined the record, observation'of the audit
\

. officer and submission of the school representatives. As per the

record,.the fee was hiked by Rs.LOl- to Rs.30/- for various classes

and the school had also not implemented the recommendations of the

6ut Pay Commission.

Since the fee hiked by the school was within the tolerance

limit of LOo/o, the Com*ittee is of the view that, no'intenrention

ls called for in the matter qua the fee. .

. Recommended accordingly.

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: 25-10-2013

sd^
Dr. R.K. Sharma

Member'
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. The schoo.i had not submitted its reply to the questionnaire

issued by the Committe e on'27 lO2'/2012. However,.the returns of the

school under Rule 1BO of the Dethi School Educatiqn Rules, Ig73

were.received from the Office of Deputy. Director, District Noith East of

the Directorate' of Education. ' On prima facie examination .of the

returns, it'.appeared that the school had. not hiked the feg, in terms of

the order of the Director of Education dated IL.O2.2009 and had also

no't implemented the .recomrirend.ation of the 6th Pay Commission.

Acbordingly, F" school was placed in Category'C':

In order to verify'the returns of the school, it'was

notice datdd L}.O7.2OI2, to prod.uce its fee and salary

also to file reply to the iluestionnaire on 07.08.2012.

' On .O7-O8.2O12, Ms. Poonam Sikarwar., Principal of the

attended the Office of the Committee.. Reply to the questionlaire was

also iubmitted. 'According 'to the reply, the school had neither'

implemeni"a ifr" report of 6th. Pay.Commission, nor hiked ttre fee in

terms of tl-e order'dated 1,I.O2.2OO9, of the Director of Edrication.

The records, produced by the school weie examined Uy Sfr. U.S.

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

had not implemented the recommendations of the 6ui Pay Commission.

aird had also not,hiked the fee during the year 2009-10 in terms of the

order of the Director of Education'dated LL-O2.2OO9.

directed vide

records and

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

' notice dated 23.07.2OI3, it was directed to appear before the

Committee on 24.08.2013, along.witfr its fee and accounting records.

On 24.08.2013, Ms. Poonam Sikarwar, Principal, Ms. Rita.Rani,

HM, Shri Vijay Kumar Sharma, C.A.,.and Shri Rajesh Kumar Pandey,

Teacher of the school, appeareil before the Committee for hearing.

They fited reply to the. questionnaire regarding development fee.

According to the reply, the school had not charged ddvelopment fee

from the. students. They reiterated that the school had neither

implemented the report of 6th Pay Coinmission nor'hiked the fee in

terms of the order of the Director of Educatibn dated .l7.O2.2OOg.
',i

The Committee has perused the. record, observations of the

audit officers.and has conside.red.the submissions advanced on behalf

of the school. As per the record, the school had hikdd the fee in the,

following manner:

CIass

)

Tuition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increasei in T\rition
fee 2009-10

I 355 390 35
il 37.5 4IO 35
III 405 445 40
IV 425 465 40
V 450 495 45
VI 465 510 45
VIi .485 530 45
VIII 510 560 50x 570 625 55
X 730 800 70
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It is evident from the above record, that the school had hiked

the fee, within the tolerance limit of 1Q%. The school had also not

charged development fee from the students. '

Since, the school has hiked the fee within the tolerance

limit of LOo/o, the Committee is of the view that no intervention is

called for in the matter.

Re cornrne nded accordingly .

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev€ingh (Retd.) J.S. I(ochar
Chairperson Member ,

Dated
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Member
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The school did not reply
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the questionnaire issued by the,to

"v

Committee'on 27.O2.2OL2. However, the returns of the school under

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

the .Office of Depgty Director, District North-East of the Directorate 9f

Ed.ucaiion. On'preliminary examination of the record.s, it appeared. that

the school had not hiked the fee in terms of order of the Director of

Education dated LL.O2.2OO} and- had also not implemented the

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

in Category .C'.

In ord.er to verifli the returns of the school, it was directed vide

notice dated. O8-08-2O L2 toproduce its fee and sq.lary records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 28-O8-2OL2..

bn the scheduled date, Sh. Om Prakash Bahsal,'Manager of the

school attended the Office of the Committee along with the recdrd..

Reply to the questionnaire was also submitted."According 'to the ,"trY,

the school, had not implemented the recommendatjons of the 6ft Pay
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Commission and had also not hiked the fee in terms of the order of the'

' Director of Education dated II.O2.2OO9.

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

Bhateja, Audit Officer of th6 Committee. He observe.d that the schcjol

had not implemented the recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission

and had not hiked thb fee in 2QO.9-10 in terms,'of order of the Director of
:

Education dated LL.O2.2OO9.

.In order to provide an opportunity of hearing

noticd dated 24.07.2013 the school was directed to

2OL3 along with its fee and accdunting records.

to the school, vide

appear on 27-08-

a4
On the scheduled date, Sh. Om Prakash Bansal, Manager of the

school, appeared before the Committee for hearing. It was admitted by

the school representative that the school had not implemented the report

of q* Pay Commission. With regard to fee hike, it was contended that

there had been no hike in fee in the year 2OO9-1O.

The Coinmittee. has pe'rused the record, observations of the audit

officer and has considered the submissions made on behalf of the school.

As per the record., fee structure of school during 2008-09 and 2009-10

was as und.er: - :
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Class TDition Fee in
2008-09

T\rition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10

I to'V 3s0 350 Nil
VI to MII 400 400 NiI

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

terms of the order of the Director of Fducation, dated 1,L.o2.2oog. The

school had not implemented the report of the 6ft Pay Commission and

had also not charged development fee.

' Since !h" school did not implefnent the report of 6th pay

Commission and had also not increased the fee in terms of order of

the Director of Education, dated LL.o2.2oog, the committee

therefore recommends no intenrention in regard.to the issue of fee

hike.

sd/* sd/- Sd/.
Dr. R.K. Sharma

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

Dated-25-10-2013
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1. With . ri",* to elicit the relevant information from the schools

with regard to the basic qriestions, whether or not the school

had implemented the recommendations 'of the Sixth Pay

Comlnission and if so, whether or not the fee was hiked for the

purpose of implementation thereof, a questionnaire prepared

. by the Committee was issued to the Managers of a-11 schools on

27.O2.2OL2 with tJre request that the information be furnished

to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure 30 at page 47O

of the First Interim Report).

2. The school did not resfond to the questionnaire within,the

specified time. However, ttre returns filed" by the school under

rule 180 of tJ:e 'Delhi Schooi Education Rules, Ig73 were

received by the Committee on being requisitioned from the

concerned Deputy Director of Education along with a copy of

the fee schedule.

3. On examination of the aforesaid returns by the Committee, it
' prima facie, appeared that the school had neither hike the fee

in teims of the order of the Director of Education dated

LL.O2.2OO9 nor implemented recommendations of the 6th pay

TR,U$ COPY
Page 1 of 6
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commission. In this view of the matter the school was placed in

category'C'. :

4. With a view to veriSr'the returns, tJre office of the committee

vide its notice dated L9.O7.2OL2 required the school to appear

on O,7.O8.2OL2 and to produce entire accounting, fee and

salary records for the years 2OO8-09 to 201O-11 and to furnish

reply to the aforesaid questionnaire. Pursuant to the notice Mr.

Kaushal Ku1ar, Manager. of the, School appeared before the

office.of the Committee and filed reply to the questionnaire and

presented. the requisite record.
I

5. The reply to the questionnaire reads as under::

I

TRUE e0pry

V
Ser,retafV

Page 2 of 6

S.No. Query Reply

1. Whether the school has implemented the
recommendations of the 6th Pav Commission.

No
(Reply
enclosed)

2. If .the €rnswer to, question no.l is in the
affirmative, please provide the .folowing
information'(separate sheets may be used):-
i. With effect from.which date is the increased

salar5r to staff being p3rd?

ii. Furnish the details .of salary payment to
staJf, pre and post implementation, of the 6th
Pay Commission.

iii. Furnish the details of pa5rment of arrears oi
salary to staff consequent to implementation
of the 6m Pav Commission.

N/A

3. Whether the school has increased the fee of the
students consequent to implementation of 'the
6ti, Pay Commission in terms of tJ:e Order No.
F.DE./ 1s(s6)/Acr l2oQ9l778 Dated 'Lt.2.20oe
of the Director of Education.

No

ANIL DEV SINGH. 
COMMITTEE

For ReviewofSchool Fee
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It is manifest from the aforesaid reply that tl.e school has

claimed to have nbither. implemented the recommendations of

the 6ft Pay Commission nor hiked the fee in terms of t]'e order

of the Director of Ed.ucation dated LL.O2.2tOO9.

5. The record was examined, in the first instance,'by one of ttre

Audit Officers of the Committee. On scrutiny of the record, tJre

Audit Officer recorded his observation in .the file to the

following effect:-

i. Fbe receipt books for the year 2008-09 to 2010-11 have

' been checked on random basis. The fge charged from the

students tallies with the fee structure.

ii. Comparison of fee structure for ttre year 2008-09 with fee

structure of the. year. 2OO7-O8 reveals that there was

nominal hike in the tuition fee, which is in the range

Rs. 20l- to Rs. S5/-(about L}%hike in tuition fee).

Page 3 of 6
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4. If answer to question no.3. is in
please provide the following
(separate sheets may be used):
i. With effect from which date

increased?

. affirmative,
information

was the fee
. IN/A

ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from the
students class ivise, 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 6fr Pav Commis'sion.

ANIL DEV SINGFI
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee
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iii. Dufng the year 2009-1'0 fee hike was between Rs. 30/-

Rs. 4O/- per month, which is not in excess of tolerance

. limit of. LOo/o.

iv. During the year 2008-09 to 2010-11 ttre fee was hiked,

but not beyond the tolerance limit of LO%o.

v. The school maintains bank accounts with Canara Bank

and Bank of Baroda.

With a view. to provide oral hearing to the school, the

Committee by its notice dated ..2O.O9.2OI3 required the school

to appear on 27.09.2013. On ttre scheduled date Mr. Kaushal

Kumar, Maniger of. the . School'alongwith Mr. Hari Chand,

Accountant, appeared before us and presented reply to the

questionnaire regarding development fee, according to which,

the school was not charging the development fee. They.,

contended. tllat school did not utilise the order of Director of

Ed.ucation dated II.O2.2OO9 to hike tl:e fee during th6 years

2OO9-10 and 2010-11. According to them, the hike was less

tlran tolbrance limit of Ld.%. They admitted that 'the

recommendations of 6th Pay Commission were not

implemented. They also stated that they y.ere. not charging.the'

development fee. The representatives o.f the school admitted'

that fee was being collqcted in cash and the salar5r was being

disburbed. i'n cash only.

/freb
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7. We hav.e 6xamined the available record; tJre observation of the

Audit Officer and the submissions of the representatives of the

school. There is no doubt that the school has not implemented

the recommendations of 6fr Pay Commission and has not given

higher salary to the staff in accordance therqwith. Since the

, school has not implemented the recommendations of 6ft Pay

'Commission, the order of the Director of Education dated

|I.O2.2OO9 could not be utilised and in f""i'h"* not been

utilised by the school for hiking the fee. The following table is

culled 
. 
out from record regarding the tuition fee applicablb

during the years 2008-09 to 2010=lL for facility of immediate

reference:

Tuition
fee {PMl

2OO8.
o9

2009-
10

o/oage

increase
20ro-
11

%"q$e
increase

I 310 340 9.68 375 ro.29

II 320 350 9.38 385 10.00

ru 330 360 9.O9 395 9.72

IV 340 370 8.82 405 9.46

V 350 380 8.57 415 9.2r

VI 400 440 10.00 480 9.09

VII 420 460 9.52 500 8.70

VIII 440 480 9.09 p2o 8.33

8. Thus, it is manifest ttrat the school has not enhanced the fee in

terms of the order of the Director of Education. date.d

o

a

TRUP COPYv
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11.02.2009 but the fee hike effected by. the

2OO9-10 and 2010-1L is on an average not ln

tolerance limit of 10%'

000766

school during

excess of the

recommendation in that regard is

D
9. I1 the circumstance no interrrention.is required qua the fee

. aspect. Recommended accordingly'

10. As Per the record the school is noi charging dqvelopment

I
:'

a

iuf,

fee. Thii being so,. no

'required to ma{e bY us'

I

/h /--.-"
.lustice/dnil Dev Singh (Retd')

z'/W
Di. RrrC sharma
Member

JY
\(l

I'?, 
ntzte

a
rRuEcsryV

Se$#tilY

' ChairPerson

Dated:1t I ll /2OL3
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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 ttrereof, a questionnaire prepared,,
by the committee was"issued to the Managers of all schools on

' 27.O2.2OL2 with the request that the informatior,..b" furnished.

, to the Committee within Seven.days (Annexure 30 at page 4TO

of the First Interim Report).

2. Th9 school did not respohd to the questionnaire within the

,. specified time. However, .the returns filed by the school under
'. Rule 180 of ttre Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were

' received by'the committee on being requisitioned from the

concerned Deputy Director of Education aiong with a copy of
t

' 
the fee schedule.

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

prima facie appeared tJlat the school did. not impl.gment the

recommendations of the sixth pay commission and also did not

increase the fee in terms of t]le order of the Director of':

Page 1 of 7
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s'chool was placed in category'C'.

00070s
this view of t]:e matter the

4. With a view to veri$r ttre returns, the office of the committee

.vide its no4ce dated 23-07-2012 required the school to appear

on 08.08.2012) and to produce entire accounting, fee and

salary records for the years 2OO8-09 to 2010-11 and to furnish

reply to the aforesaid questionnaire. On O7.O8.2OL2 one Mr.

Ashwani Kumar appeared in' tJ:e officb of the committe'e

alongwittr the .letter of the school dated. 07.O8.2OL2 with a

request to take up the matter for verification'of the record after

09.08.2012 on the ground that Manager of the School is out of

. station. Acceding to the request of the school, office of the

. Committee fixed the matter on 28.Og.iOtZ for verification'of
' 
the record. On 28.08.2b12, Mr. Ramashish Pardeep, principal

of the school attended the office of the committee alongwith

. the records. He also presented following reply to ttre aforesaid

questionnaire.

TR{JE COPY
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S.No. Query Reply

1. Whether ttre school has implemented the
recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission.

Yes

2. If the answer to question no.l is in the
affirmative, please provide ttre following
information (separate sheets may be used):-
i. With effect from which date is the increased

.sala.y to staff being paid?

ii. Furnish the details of salary 
'pa.5rment 

to
staff, pre and post implementatiori, of the 6trr

July 2009

, JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee
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6. Thg.record produced. by the school, in the first instance,'was

examined'by one of the Audit Officers of the Committee. He

observed. to the effect that:-

i. According to the reply to the queistionnaire the school
IJ

. has implemented' the recommendations of the 6tr' Pay

't

I

o

abg
5.

'[.RUE CO'PY

^A'/' S*'crdtary

Pay C.ommission.

iii. Furnish the details of payment of arrears of
salary to staff consequent'to implementation
of the 6tit Pay Commission.

Yes

Arrears of
Salary not
given. to
the staff

3. Whether the school has increased the"fee of the
students consequent io implementation of the
6ti, Pay Commission in.terms of the Order No.
F.DE./ 1s(s6)/AcT /2oo9 /778 Dated LI.2.2oo9
of the Director of Education.

No

4.

(

If answer .to question no.3 is in affiimative,
please provide the following ihformation
(separate sheets rnay be used):
i. With effect. from which date was the fee

increased?. '

ii. Furnish the.details of fee charged fro'm the' students class wise, indicating.the number
. of students in each class, pre and.post such

increase.
iii. Furnish tl.e details of arrear fee charged.' from the students' consequent , to

.. implementation of the 6ft Pav Commission.

N.A.

N.A.

N.A.

ANIL DEV SINGH
- COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee,
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The Fee Receipts Books and Registers for the years 2008-

09 to 2OLO-1.1 have .been checked . with 
. 
the Fee

Structures available on record and found. to be correct:

The school has hiked the fee 2009-10 and 2010-11 by

Rs. 50 to.150.

The'school has rieither collected any arrears of fees from

the students nor has paid arrears tci the slaff.

The salary register 'for the month of June. 2OO9 and

August 2OO9 have leen checked and found to be correct.

The cash book and ledger for flie year 20L0-11 has been

checked. The opening and 'closing balances have been

verilied from the cash book and found to be correct. The

cash book was being closed on daily basis.

vii. The school col'lects fees in cash and disburses tJre salary

' of the staff in cash although thd school operates a bank

. account.

The Principal of the'school endorsed.4"
I

Audit Officer with the following remarks:-

"I agree with the aboue obseruations which are as petr

record.tt

11.

Commission "rith effect from

hiked tt.e fee.

July 2009 but had not

observations of the

o
I

o
o

llt.

lV.

v.

vl.

' lbP

o

o
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7 . By'notice dated 20.09.20t3 the school was asked to appear on

'26.Og.2OLg along with entire accounting, fee and salary

records for the years 2008-09 to 2o1o-11 for the examination'

. of the same by the committee and for affording an opportunity

of hearing to the school. As per the India.Post Tiack Result,

'Notice sent by speed post to the school was served on viz:

.2L.OL.2OI3. On the scheduled 'date 26.OL.2O'L3 .no one

appeared on the behalf of'the school. The'absence of the school

' on the aforesaid date of hearing tlespite service was an

indication.of the fact that the school did not wish to avail the

opportunity of being heard in the matter. Accord.ingly we closed

the hearing and reserved the recommendations. Presentl5l we

proceed to deal with the matter.

RE. FEE HIKE

We have gone through the record and the observations of the

Audit Officer.'The Audit Officer had. checked the Fee Receipt

Books and. Fee Registers for tl.e acad.emic sessions ZOO.d-Og to

and 2010-11 with the Fee structi.rres. Accord.ing to the Audit

officer the school had hiked the fee in 2OO9-10. and 2O1O-11

between Rs. 5O/- to Rs. 1,5O/-. thb fo[owing chart, which is

culled out for the record would show the exact extent of hike.in

tuition fee d.uring the acailemic sessions 2OO}-LO and 2OLO-

1 1:'

tJ

o

' +aP

B.

J,

ol
)

:

a
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9. From ttre above it is manifest t]lat the increase in fee for

classes I to V during the years 2009-10 and 2010-1L was

. within tolerancs limit of l-0%. However, in case of classes V.I to

VIII the'hike in. fee. during the year 2009-10 was LL.14o/o,

slightly above the tolerance limit, while in the next year, 2OLO-

11, the hike in fee iri respect of these clasdes was 3.45%.

Therefore the average_.hike for ttre classes VI to V-III during the

aforesaid two years, was less than 1O%. In so far as classes IX

and X are concerned., the fee was fixed @ Rs. I75O /- per month

during'tJre year 2O1O.-11. these were new classes started by

the school. Therefore, the question of any fee hike d.oes not

arise.

REi TMPLEMENTATTON OF THE RECOMMENpAiTqNS OF

THE 6TH PAY COMMISSION

lre the school

' stated. that it had implemented the recommendations of th.l6'n

Page 6 of 7
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2008-09 2009-10 % age

lncrease

2010-1 1 o/o age

increase

Tuition fee PM
PS & PP fNew)

l_000

.I-V 1050 1 150' 9.52 1250 8.70
VI-VI[ 1300 1450 11.54 1500 3.45
IX-X (New) 1750
Annual
charses

2000 2000 0.00 2000 0.00

Admission fee 200 200 0.00 200 0.00
Development
fee

0 0 0

Student
Streneth

368 320 336

ANIL#Eil"iro)
COMMFTEE

For Review ofSchool Fee,
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Pay Commission, we are not inclined to accept the statement

' as with meagre fee hike, it. does not seem to be possible for the

school to implement the recommendations of .the 6th Pay

. Commission. 
.

RECOMMENDATION

I

f the Director1.1. Since the school has riot utilised the order o:

. of "Educatiqn aitea LL.O2.2OO9 for'enhancing the tuition

. fee.no intenzention is called for qua the fee hike. In so far

as the implication of failure of the school to iqrplement the

recommendations of the 66 pay commission is'concerned,

it does not fall within our punriew..

Recommended accoidingly.

/---
'/\/-'t,(f? ',r \----

. Justice Afril Dev Singh (Retd.|
Chairperson

I

Dated:LIILI/2013

TEUE O

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee
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Mother Mirra School. Tri NqeaT,. Delhi - 1lO O35

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 commisslon and

if so, whether :r not, the fee was hiked for the purpose. of

implementation thereof, a questionnaire prepared by the committee

was issued to the Managers of. all .schools on 27.o2.2oL2 with.the

request that the information be furnished to the Committee within

Seven days (Annexure 30 at page 47O of the First Interim Report).

':

The schooi aia not respond to the questionnaire. Ho*elr"r, the

'returns,flled by tJre school under rule 180 of the Deltri school
i

Education. Rules, '1973. were received by the committeg on beilg

requisitioned'from the concerned Deput5r Director of Education along

with a copy of the fee sched.ule.

I

3. on examination of tl.e afor6said returns by tlle dommittee, it

prima facie appeared lthat the schobl did not implemen, t.
recommendations of the sixth pay commission and also did not

increase the fee in'terms of the order of the Director of Ed.ucation

dated 11-02-2009. In this view of the matter the school was placed in

category'C'.

TRIJE CCIPY
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4. With a view tb verify the returns, thei'office of the committee vide

its notice dated July 23, 2OI2 required the school to produce its

accounting, fee and salary records and to furnish reply to the

aforesaid questionnaire. .

5. Pursuant to thb aforesaid notice, Sh. Dig Veer Singh, Manager

. of ttre school attend.ed the office of tlr.e committee. He also presented

the following reply to the questionnaire:-

TRUE CC.}PY

V
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S.No. Query Reply

1. Whether the' school has implemented
recommendations of the 6ttt Pay Commission.

the No

2. If tlle answer to question no.1 is in the affirmative,
pleasd provide the following information (separate'sheets may be rised):-
i. With effect from which date is the increased

salar5r to staff.being paid?
ii. Furnish the details of salary pa5rment to staff, pre

and posp implementation, of tlie 6tn Pay
Commission.

iii. Furnish the details of pa}rment of arrears
. salary to staif consequent to implementation' the 6th Pav Commission.

0f
of

N.A.

3. Wtrether ttre school has increased the fee of the
shrdents consequent to implementation of tJ'e 6s Pay
Commission in terms of ' the ' Order No.
F.DE./ 15(s6)/ACT I 2009 1778 Dated IL.2.2009 of the
Director of Education.

No

4. If answer to question no.3 is iir affirmative, please
provide the ,following inforination (separate sheets
may be used):

was the feei. With effect from' which . date
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' Pav Commission.

N.A.

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee,
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6. As is apparent from the reply to the queStionnaire, the school

claimed not to have implemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay

Commission and also claimed that it did not hike the tuition fee.

7. The record produced by the .school, in the first instance, was

examined by one of the Audit Offrcers of the Committee, who observed

to the effect'as per.below:-

(a) 'The fee receipt books and fee registers for the years 2OO8-09,

' 2OO9-LO,2010-11 were. checked with the fee structure

, 
. 
accompanying the aforesaid annr.lal return and found to . be

correct.

(b) The school collected examination fee @ Rs. 5O/-, Rs. 80/- and

Rs. 100/- in the.years 2008-09, 2009-10, 2010-LL respectively

but it was not reflected in the fee structures for tl:e aforesaid

years filed before the concerned district office.

(c)' The school had hiked. the fee by Rs. LO / - for classes Ist to Vth

during tJre year 2OOg-10 and again by Rs. LO / - for classes Ist to

VIth during the year 20L0-LL except for'class IIIrd in respect of

which the school had hiked. tJ:e fee by Rs. 2O/-. For the rest of

the classes during the year 2009-I.O and 2010-11 no fee hike

was effected.

Cash book and ledger account for tJ.e year 2OO9-1O was

checked and were found to be correct. It was found that the

opening/closing balance were worked out on monthly basis.

?l)
.--j

a
s,
\
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(d)
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(e) The school collected. tuition fee and disbursed sal4ry in cash to

'I

the staff although the school operated a bank account.

(0 Salary Register for the month of March 2010 wap checked and it

was found that the salary was being paid at pre-revised scale

without HRA and TA.

(g) OrY four regular employees were in the employment of the

school.

8. By notice dated 2O.O9.2OI3 the school was asked to appear on

26.09.2013 at 11:00 a.m. along with entire accounting, fee and salary

qecords for the yeqrs 2008-09 to 2010-11 for the examination'of the

sarne by the Committee. Notice sent by speed post to ttre scliool was

returned. with the endorsement'refused.'.

9. 'On26.O9.2OL3, neither anyone.appeared on behalf of ttre'school

nor were the original accounting, fee and salary records produced for

the perusal of the Committee.'The abience'of the school and. its

refusal to 'accept the notice clearly indicated that ttre school. did not

wish to be heard in the instant matter. Accordingly, we closed the

hearing and reserved the recomm€ndations. We presently proceed to

deal with the matter.

10. At this sta,ge, it may be mentioned ttrht the Audit Officer before
:

whom the fee receipt books and the fee registers for the years 2008-09

to 20Lo-l- 1- were prodrrced, hdd checked them with reference to the fee

structure accompanying the aforesaid annual returns. He found..the
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sarne to be correct. This being so, tJre fee structure and the aforesaid.

returns are wortlry of credence and can be relied upon.

RE: FEE HIKE

11. We have gone through the available record, tfre foitowing chart

which has been. culled out therefrom, shows that there has bebn a

slight hike in hrition fee during the years 2008-09 to 2010-11. This

will be evident from the following chart:-

1.

L2.. From the abovq, it is manifest ttrat ttre increase in fee was less

than the tolerance limit of 10%. The salary register for the month of

March 2OlO was checked by t].e-Aud.it Officer and it was found. that.

the salary to the staff was being paid by.the school at pre-revised scale

with HRA and rA. Thus, it is clear that the school did not implement

the recommendations of ttr.e sixth pay commission and at the same

time it did not utilise the order of the Director of Education dated

: Page 5 of6
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Class 2008-o9

(Rq.l

2009-10

(Rs.l

Vo age

lncrease

2010-11

(Rs.l

% age

lncrease

I 440 450 2.27 460 2.22
II 460 470 2.L7 480 2.L3
III 490 " 500 2.O4 520 4.00
IV 520 s30 1..92 540 1.89
V 540 550 1.85 560 7.82
VI s60 560 0.00 570 . L.79
VII 570 570 0.00 570 0.00
VIII 580 580 0.00 580 0.00
Annual
Charses

900 900 0.00 r200 33.33

Admission
Fee "ol

200 0.oo 200 0.00.

Develonment o o o
Student
strensth

94 89 103

/ . JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee .
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13- rn the circumstances therefore, no intervention is called. for

qua the fee hike. In so far as the question of non implementation

of the recolnmendations of the sixth pay commission by the

school ar! concerned, it does not ialt within our prinriew.

Re comrriende d lccordingly.

-rnXF

!

.-

l-4,
/,tr1h'- ''

Justice ehil Pdv Singh {Retd.f
ChanTerson

:

:D.ated:lLlLL/2OI3
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1. With a view tb etcit the relevant information from the schools

with regard to the basic questions, whetJrer 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 thereqf, a questionnaire prepared

by tJle Comrnittee was issued to the Managers of all schools on

27..O2.2OL2 wittr the request that the information be furnished

to the Committee within Seven days (Annexure 30 at page 470

of the First Interim Report).

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

specified time. However, the returns flled by the school under

rule 180 oi the Delhi Schbol Education 'Rules, lg73 were

received by.the Committee on being requisitioned from the

.concerned Deputy Director of Education along with a copy of

the fee schedule.

a

e-
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o
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I
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commission. In this view of ttre matter the school was placed in

category'C'.

4. With a. view to veri8r the returns, thq office of the coinmittee

vide its notice dated 23.,O7.2OI2 required. the school to appear

' on 08.08.2012 and' to prod.uce entire accounting, fee and

i"f"ry records ior the years 2OO8-O9 to 20lO.lL and to furnish

reply to the aforesaid questionnaire. Fursuant to th'e notice Mr.

Shiv Kumar, Headmaster of the School appeared in the office of

the Committee on the scheduled date with the requisite record.

He presented tJ'e record. and reply to the questionnaire. The"

reply to the questionnaire reads as under:-

"\sn

a
i

I

v

TRUE E#Pry Page 2 of 6
I

S.No. Query Reply

1. Whether the school has implemented the
recommendations of t]'e 6ft Pav Commission.

No

2. If the answer to question nq.f is in the
affirmative,' please provide the following
information (separate. sheets may be, used) :-
i. With effect from which dale is the increased

. -salar5r to staff being paid? 
.

ii. Furnish the details of salary pr5rrrr"ri to
' Staff, pre and post implementation, of the 6h

Pay Commission.

iii. Furnish the details of pa5rment of arrears of
salary to staff consequent tci implementation
of the 6h Pay Commission.

NIL

3. Whether the school has increased the fee of t].e
students consequent to implementation of tl:e 6th
Pay Commission in terms of the 'Order No.
F.DE./ 1s(s6)/AcT 12009 1778 Dated 11..2.2009
of the Director of Education.

No

or,.!Til'$*o)
. COMMMTEE
ror xeview ofSchool F

a **K
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;aid reply that tlie school has

claimed not to have: (i) implemented the,recommendations of

the 6e Pay Commission; and (ii) increased tJ'e tuition fee.

6- The record..produced, in the first instance, was examined on--

the aforesaid date 'by one of the Audit Officers of tle
l'

, Committee. On scrutiny of the record the Audit Offi11

observed as follows:-

i.. Fee receipt books for the years 2008-09 to 2010-r.1 have

been checked on random basis and it is iound that the

. fee charged from 
. 
the strrdents' tallies with the fee

' structure..

ii. Fee structure for tl-e period 2OO8-O9 has been cornpared.

with fee str.ucture 2OO7-OB. There is no change in the

fee structure.

iii. Fee structure for period 2OO}-7O is also same as tJ:at of

2008-o9.

I

::lt:'ffiffi;

o'

0CI0 782
If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative,
please provide the following information
(separate sheets may be used):
i. With effect from which d.ate' was the fee

increased?
ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from the

students class d"q, indicating the number of
students.in each cla'ss, pre and post such

'increase.

iii., Furnish the d.etails of 'arrear fee charged.
from tJle students conseq-uent to
implementation of the 6e Pav Commission.

TRUO COffi

r tur rieyrew oiiJ,lii ,rr,

Page 3 of 6
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During the year 2010-11, there was slight increase in

fee. For Classes 1 to 5, the fee was increased from Rs.

3OO /- to Rs. 32O /- per morith and fee for Classes from 6

to 8 was increased from Rs. 350/- to Rs. 380/-

Cash goot ba-lances for the yeers 2OOB to 2011 ending,

31.03.2009, 31.03.2010 and 31 .3.2011 agree with the

balance sheets/receipts and payment accounis for the

aforesaid period.. :

School is maintaining bank account wittr the Corporation

Bank but the salary is being paid in cash and tuition fee

is not being deposited in the bank.

7. With a iriew to providing oral hearing to the school, tJ'e

committee by its notice dated 2o.o9.2ol3 required the school

to appear on 27.O9.2OI3.

Mr. Shiv Kumar, Headmaster of the.

us. He presented t"ply to the

development fee. The reply reads as

TRUS cffiffi Page 4 of 6

lV.

v.

vi.

8. On the scheduled date.

school appeared' before

questionnaire regarding

under:-

V
$ecnd@t

S.No.' Query Reply

L. Whether. the school is charging Development fee
?

No

2. If the answer to question no.l is in the
affirmative, please provide the following
information/ details : -

i. Year wise collection of development fee from

i-','j#fiYt&:i';
For Review ofscnoJ fee;
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2006-07 to 2010-11
I N/A

ii. Year wise utilisation of development fee from
2QO6-OT to 2010-1'1. Please provide the amount
of expenditure incurred under specific hdads,
out of development fee.

iii. How development fee is treated in the
accounts, i.e, whether it is treated as a revenue
receipt or as a capital receipt.

iv. whether separate depreciation reserve fund
is maintained for depreciation on assets
acquired out of development fee.

v. whether depreciation reserve fund and un-
utilised development fund are kept in earmarked 

I

bank account, or FDRs br investment. If yes,, I N/A
please provide details.thereof.

N/A

NiA

It is clear from the reply that tl.e school has claimed.that it is

not charging Development Fee.

9. It was admitted by Mr. Shiv Kumar during. oral hearing that

the school did not implement the recommendations of 6tr' Pay

Commission. He asserted that the school did not utilise the

order of Director of Education dated IL.O2.2OO9 to hike the fee

in terms'thereof.' He, ho*"rr"r, submitted" that there was

. normal hike in fee during the years 2009-10 and 2010-1L but

. the same was within the iolerance limit of LO%.II was admitted

. that ttre school is collecting the tuition fee in cash and the

. salary is being disbursed in cash.

TRUE COPY . 
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records, the observations of the

Audit officers and the representatives of the school. From the

. record, it appears tl.at the school did not implement the

recommendations of the 6ft pay commission and at the same

'time did not utilise the order of the Director of Education dated ,

. LL.O2.2OO9 to hike the fee in terms thereof. there was no hike

ln ree du'ng the years 2009-09 and.2009_10. However, driring

the year 2010-11, tlrere was slight increase in fee within the

range of 6-67%o - B.sro/o, i.e., below the tolerance limit of .lo%.

According to th'e record; the school did not charge Development

Fee.

11. In the circumstancgs, we d.o not find any ground for

t.

the10. We have examined

",sk

Recornrnende d ac c ord.ingly.

/--"1/n ,2--\ ,.

Justice Aril fjev Sih'g;-h (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated:1.:/tL/2oLs 
.
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The school had not replied to the questionnaire'sent by the

committee to the school by email on 27 /02/2Oi2 which was followed

by a remind.er dated 27lOgl.2OL2. The annual.returns filed Uir tfrl

school under Rule '180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 wete

also found to be incomplete. The Committee vide its letter dated

2510512012 required the school'to file complete annual returns as

also ottrer statements and reply to the questionnaire dated'

27/O2l2Ol2. The reply.to the questionnaire was received by the

committee on 1O/0 7l2or2 and it was stated by the school that the 
,

school hdd not' implemented the recommendations of VI Pay

Commission Report and at the same time had not increased the fee in

terms of order. dated 1 L lO2 /2OO9 issued by the Director of Education'

on the basis of this reply, the s'chool was placed in category 'c'.

In order to verify the contentions of 'the scho6l as put forth in

reply., to the questionnaire, the committee vide letter dated

Ogl}gl2}12, reqr,iired the school to produce on 30lO8l2O12, its fee

recoids, books of accounts, bank statements, salar5r payment register

te set of returns t .eiO of DSER, LgTg'and also complete set of returns filed under Rule 1

The requirb.d records were produced by the school on the said date'

and sh. Rajan sh'arma, Principal and sh. saurabh Aggarwal, PET.

attend.ed. the office of the Committee for the purpose of facilitating

verification. of the records.

TRUE
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The records prod.uced by the school were 6xamined by Sh. K.K.

Bhateja, Audit Officer o{ thg Committee and his observations recorded

at'the time of examination of 
'records in the presence of the

representatives of the school are that the school had hiked the tuition

fee in the year 2OOg-10 and 2010-11 between 9.O9o/o and t3.g3o/o fot

d.ifferent classes in the year 2009-10. The'hike in the year 2010-'11

was approximately 6%io.'However, with rbgard to annual charges and

development charges, he observed that the hike in 2009-10 was 25%

and 300% 'r""p""ti r"ly. Examination of fee records and accounting

records did not indicate any ad.verse feature

In order to provide an opportunity 'o{ being . heard by the

committee, the school was issued a notice dated 23/09/2013, to

appear before the Committee on O)ILO/2O|3. As the school was

found to.have charged development fee also,.besides tuition fee,.a

questionnaire ' eliciting information . specifically about receipt of

d.evelopment fee, its utilisation and maintenance of development fund

and depreciation reserve fund, was issq.ed to the school.

. On the date of hearing, Sh. Ram Gopal Luthra, Chartered

Accountant and authorized'representative of the school appeared

along with Sh. Raman, PGT. They filed written submissions dated

Og/IO|2O13.which also contained reply to questionnaire t"g"idirrg

development fee.

COFV

*# ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE
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'1. Tuition Fee

The observations of the audit officer regarding hike in tuition fee

in 2009_1b and 2o1o-11 have been considered by the committee and

also checked. with the fee schedules submitted by the. school which

were verified by the audit officer- from the fee receipts of the school'

The Committee observes that the tuition. fee hiked by the school in

2009-10 was as follows:

Class. Tuition Fee
in 2OO8-
09{Rs.l.

Tuition Fge
in 2OO9'
1O(Rs.)

Increase in
2Po9-1o(Rs.)

Percentage
increase

ItoV 750 850 100 L3.33%

VIto
VIII

800 900 '100 12.50%

IXto
X

850 950 100 tL.76%

XI to
KI

1,100 L200 100 9.U9"/o

The sctrool has admitted that it Lras not implemented the VI Pay

Commission.Report in its reply to the duestionnaire although ? feeble

attempr was mad.e in the written submissions dated o9/Lol2o13 to

say that it was partially implemented. The committee is of the view.

I 
u^^, qc reflectcr{ tathat since the fee hiked by the school, as reflected in the above tab'

was Rd. 1OO per month, when it co'ld have hiked the'same by Rs. 2OO

per m6nth in terms.of the order dated LLlO2l2O09, it did not take

undue advantage bf the'fibertY given to it to hike the fee' The hike

effected by it was marginally more,than the tolerance limit of 10% and

I

3

O
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the Gommittee. is of the view that the same calls for no intervention' In

this view of the matter, for our purpoies, whether the school did not

implement the VI Pay commission Report'or partially implemented it, '

is hardly of anY consequence.

2.. DeveloPment Fee

The school vid.e lts submissions'dated 09lLOl2013, furnished

the following figures of receipt and utilisatiOn of developrirent fee:

t,

Further,.it was stated. that development fund received ffom the

stud.ents was shown as a capital receipt' It was further submitted

that the d.epreciation fund'was maintained separately till 2008-09 but

after that had been merg'ed with the general fund. With regard to

keeping the i.rnutilised. . deveiopnient fund an6 depreciation resefve

fund as earmarked fund.s, it was stated that a separate'bank account

has been opened in the financial yeat 2OI3-L4. And now these funds

are being kept earmarke{.

TRUE

4qq

t
o

EOPY

xv
$ecreWV

I
4

Year Development
fee received

Development exPenditure

'Capital
exoenditure

Revenue
Expenditure

Total

2006-
07

L,60,o0o LO,37,758 1,037,758

2007-
.08

2,03,800 8,L3,2L4 8,13,2L4

2008-
o9

6,1 1,910 7,06,556 7,06,556

2009-
10

5,92,830 3,98,L78 2,55,125 6,53,303

20 10-
11

'10,01,385 t,.,Bg,169 6,27,025 9,15,r94

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee
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It was further contended with regard to depreciation reserve

fund that ths mandate of Directorate was met dince the funds were

maintained. in a joint school fund. but Spent specifically on designated

purpose. The school also relied upon Guidance Note on Accountin[ by

Schools, issued. by the Institute of Chartered Accountants of Indi'a anil

particular emphasis was laid.'on the statement tJ:rat no.n creation of a

depreciation reserue fund, if tlTere iS nb legal require.rnent, does 
.

not adaerselg affect .true o)O fair aieu.r of the 'financial

statements eiten though it mizg be financig,l pntd.ent to do s.o.

. :'

.The Committee has considered the information furnished by the

school and the contentions.put forth by it and. is of the view that the

development fee charged by the school is not in accordance with the

recommendations of the lriggal C.ommittee whibh were affirmed by

the Honble Supreme Court in the. case of Modern School & Union of

India & ors. (2OO4) 5 SCC 583, for the followirig reasons:

;

(t) Admittedly, the school has 'not maintained depreciation

.. reserve fund after 2008-09. The committee is conserving

the development fee charged by the 'school'in pursuance

of ordel dated 1110212009 of the Director of Education,

which rvould. cover the years 2OO9-10 and' 2010-11.

During these years the. d.epreciation reserye funil was'not

maintained and even such fund maintained in the earlier

years was me{ged with the general fund- The reliance

placed by the school on the statement contained in the

t

'T.ORUE COPY
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. Guidance Note issued by the Institute of chartered

Accountants of India, instead of furthering the case of the

school, goes against it. The statement as reproduced

aboveclearlysaysthatifthereis.nolegatrequirement,

non creation of depreciation fund does not adversely effect

. 
' true and fair view of the financial statements, though it

mayfinlanciallyprudenttodoso.'The.recommendationof

the Duggal Committee of maintenance of depreciation

reserye fund was made as a matter of 'financial prudence

so that the school had sufficient funds available witfr if for

replacement of furniture & fixture and equipments, when

. t1-e heed for their replacement arose. Further, the very

.fact that Hon'ble supreme court considered this.

recommendation and affirmed it, makes it a legal

requirement also for the school to maintain d.epreciition

reserve' fund as a condition precedent to charging of

' development fee.

Fi) The school. was not utilizing the development fee,

. excludively for the purpose of purchase.or upgradation of
1

furniture & fixture and. equipments. As per the figures

furnistied by the. school itself, out of a sum of Rs'

5,92,830 collected as d'evelopment fee in 2009-10, a sum

of Rs. 2,55,L25 was spent on revenue expenditure,

Simitarlyl out. of a sum of Rs. 10,01,385 collected' as

a
TRUE C@PV

V
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development in 20 l-O-1 1,

on revenue expenditure.

00 a192

a sum of Rs. 6,27,O25 was sPent

,s\

Recoinmgndations:

' In view of the foregoing discussionsr qo far as tuition fee is

concerned, no intervention .is required. Ilowever, alu

d.evelopment. fee collected' by the school amounting to Rs.

5,92,830 in 2OO9-1O and Rs. 1O,O1,385 in 2O1O-11, ought to.be

refunded along with iriterest @ g% per annutn. '

sd/- ffid/* sd/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

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

Member ChairPerson

g

Dated:
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Raje{rdra L+kra VoFgrn PatFpial Sghool. LadPur. Dqlhi - 110 O81

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

Committee on 27/O2|2OI2. Ho'wever, the returns of the school filed.

under.Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rgles, L973 were received

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

Directorate.of Education. On examination of the returni, it prima-facie

appeared that the school had neither hiked the fee in terms of the ord.er

of the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9 nor had implemented the

recommendations of the 6trr Pay Commission. Accordingly,. the school

was placed in. Category 'C'.

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

06.08.2012, itwag directpd to produce its fee and salary,records and also

to submit reply to'the questicinnaire on 22.08.2012. No one on behalf of

the school attended the Office of the Committee on 22.08.2012. The

school vide notice dated 30.08.2012 was provided one'inore opportunity

!o produce its records on 13.09.2012. 
.

On the. schedule date, Shri Jagdish Chander, Chairman and Sh.
.:

Raj Pa1 
'Singh, Manager of the school appeared before the Office of the

Committee produced the records of the school.

The records, produced in the first instance were examined by Shri

A.D. Bateja, Audit Officer of ttre Committee. His.observations were that:- -

TH{JE EOW
./.YV

$ectebrY



(i)

(ii)

(iii)

the school had producbd fee register for 2OO8-09

and did not subinit fee receipts for that period.,

the school had not maintained bank account,

000794

to 201'0-11 only

t

school and they did not have any past

provisional recognition vide order

ANrL'o'Ell5*o)

"rg9|

the recognition of the school had been withdrawn by Director of

Education ii ZOOZ, and

(iu) during 2OLI-12, the'school had not admitted any student.

In ord.er to provid" 
"n 

Jpportunity of hearing to the school,. notice

of hearing dated 2g.Og.2013 was served to the school with the direction

to appear before the Committee on 09.10.2013.

On 09.10.2013, Shri Jagdish Ch"rl'd"r, Chairriran and Sh. Raj pal

Singh, Manager of the school appeared before the Committee for hearing.

They stated. that:

(a), the recognition of th; school. was withdrawn by the. Dilegtor.of

Educatiori vide order dated L9.O9.2OO7. A copy of the order was

filed by the representatives of the school,

(b). the school, thereafter had been functioning with very low

. enrolment,

(c) the old staff had left the

' record of the school,

05.04.2013,

(e) the school had not implemented. the recommendations of the 66

Pay Commission.

TRLIE COPY
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(0 tfre school had hiked the fee in 2OO8-09 and 2OO9-10 in excess to.

10% for some of the classes.

The Committee has noted that when the order dated ll.O2.2OO9

was.issued.by the Director of Education, the school's recogni'tion'stood

withdrawn. As such, the'school was under no oUtig"tion to comply with

the same. This Committee has.also been constituted to examine the fee
:

hike effected by r'ecog4i?ed unaided schogls in pursu6.nce of. the

aforesaid order dated lt.O2.2OO9. The Committee is therefore of the view

that it has no jurisdiction to make any recommendation in the case of| .' .

'I

this school.

flence, ihe Committee is not making any recommendatiois.

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

sd/-
Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee,

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: -28-LO-2O13
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Heera School. Near lYater Pump, LNJP Hospitil. I-Vew Delhi - 02

The school had not submitted its reply to the questionnaire

issued by the Committe e on 27 lO2 l2OI?. However, the returns of the

school under Rule 180 .of the Dethi Schooi..Education Rules. 197'3

were received from the office of Deputy Director; District central of

the. Directorate of Education. On prima facie examination of the
:

returns, it appeared that the school had not hiked thq"fee, in terms of

the ord.er dated 1I.O2.2OO9 of the D'irector.of Education and had also

not implementbd the recommendatipn of the 6th Pay Commission.

Accordingly, the sclrool was placed in Category'C'.

' In order to verify the returns of the school, it wp.s directed vide

notice dated-o6.o8.2o 12 toproduce its fee and salary records and also

to 'submit reply 
.questionnaire on:22.08,.2012. . The Office of the

Committee received a lettei dated 13-08-2012, fiorri the'Manager of

the school requesting for extension of date for th-e. submission of

records. The school wa's directed t6 present its records on 30-OB-2O12

for verification.

nager of the school

attended the Office of'the Committee. Reply to the.questionnaire was

'also presented by him, According to the reply, the school, neither.had

T$EUA C@PY
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implerirented th.e report of .6th Pay Commission, nor

terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

000 79 /
hiked. the fee in

rr.02.2009.

q-yh

:

The records, produbed by the school were examined by Sft. A.O.

Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. 
'He 

observed that the school

had not impi'emented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission

and had also not hiked the fee during 2OO9-10 and 2010-11, in terms

o.f the order dated 11.02.2009 of the Director of Education. The hike

in fee was.within the tbldrance'tlri'rit of IO%. The salaries had been

paid. on prei-ievised scales and even DA was not paid as per rules. ''

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

' notice dated 24.07.2OL3, it was directed 
. 
to . ap.pear before the.

Committee on 22.0g.2013, along with its fee and accounting records.

On 27.O8.2OL3, Shri Ashqueen Qureshi, Manager, ,Shri Anees

Ahmed, Accountant and Shri Faheemrddin, Teacher of the schrool

^appeared before the Committee for hearing. They presented reply to

al. questionnaire .of the.'Committee regarding' deveiopment fee.

$ccording to the reply, the school had not charged development feg.

from the students. The representatives of the school contended that

tLre scLrool had, neither implernented the tepott of 6th P^V

Commission, nor.hiked the fee in terms of the order dated L1O22OO},

' of the Director of Educatioir. The fee hike. in 2009-10

tolerance limit of 1O%.
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The Committee examined 'the record, observations of the audit

officer and submission of the school representatives. As per the

record, fee structure of the school during 20OB-09 and 2009-10 was

as follows:- {

It is evident from the record that:-

(i) the schoot had not hiked.the fee, in terms of the. order of

the Director of Education dated LL.O2.2OO9;

the school had not implemBnted the. report of 
'6th 

Pay

Commission;

(iii) the school had also not

(ii)

Iffi _charged 
development fee from the

students.

Therefore, sinbe the school had no.t hiked the fee the ,

Committee is of the view that, no intervention is called. for in the

matter.

Recommende d accordingly.

sdf* sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dew Singh (Retd.)
Chnirperson

Dateo:

TR,IJE C$Sry

J.S. I{ochar'
Member

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Mernber

,rt\/
SecfetarY

Glass Tuition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee !n
2009- 10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10

ItoII 495 495 NIL

III to VIII 495 495 NIL
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VIKAS VALLEY PUBLIC SCHOOL. S.BL

'

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

with regard to the basic questions, whether or not the school

had irnplemented the recommendations of the' Sixth Pay

Commission and if so, whether or not the fee was hiked for.the

.purpose of implementatiori. tJrereof, a questionnaire prepared

by the Committee was issued to the Managers of all schools on

.27.O2.2Or2 
*itr the request tl-.at the information be furnished

to the Committee within Seven days (Annerrure 30 at page 47Q

of the First Interim RePort).

2. The schodl did not respond to the questionnaire within the

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

ryI" 180 of the Delhi School Education.Rules, L973 were

received by the Committee on .being requisitioned from ttre

. concerned Deluty Director of Ed.ucation along with a copy of'

the fee schedule.

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

prima facie, appearbd that the school had neither hiked the fee

in terms 
. 
of the order of the. Director' of Educatiln dated

. LL.O2.2009 rlor implemented recommendations of the 6u' pay

Page 1 of 6
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commission. In this view oi th" matter the school was placed in

category'C'.

i'

4. With a view to veriff the returns, the office. of the committee

vide its notice. d.ated. 06.08.2013 required'the school to appear

on 31.08.2013 and to produce entire accounting, fee and

salary records for the.years 2008:09 to 2OLO-L1 and to furnish

reply t9 the aforesaid questionnaire. Pursuant to the notice Mr.
;

Subash Chand, Manager of the School appeared before the

office of ttre Committee and preiented reply to the aforesaid

questionnaire. The reply to the questionnaire reads ab under:-

't99

TRUP CSIyY
na '/.YV

SecretaryI

S.No. Query Reply

1. Whether the school has implemented the'
recommendations.of the 6th Pav Commission.

YES PARTLY
(ONLY DA AS
PER 6TH PAY
COMMISSION)

'2. If the answer to question no.l is in the
affirmative, please provide the following
information (separate sheets may be used):-
i. With effect from which date is the

increased salary to'staff being paid?

ii. Furnish the ddtaits of salary pa5rment to
staff, pge and post implementation, of
the 6fr Pay Commission.

iii. Furnish the details of payment of arrearb
of salary to staff consequent to
implementation of the 6th Pay
Commission.

APRIL 2OLO

ARREAR'S.
NOT PAID

3. Whether the school has increased the fee of
the students consequent to impldmentation
of the 6*' Pay Commission in terms of ttre
Order No. F.DE./ 1s(s6)/AcT /2oo9 /778
Dated ll.2.2OO9 of the Director of
Education.

No

'or,r'o'8iltl*o)
COMMIITFtr

For Reyiew of Srf,roo] rru,
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It is apparent from tlie aforesaid reply ,that the school has

claimed. to have partially implemented the recommendations of

the 6h Pay Commission. The school in the b.bove reply has also

clairned that the fee was not hiked in.terms of the order. of the

Director of Education.dated tL.O2.2OO9. Furthennore the reply

states that the school has nqt paid the arrears of enhanced

salarv to the staff.
'I

6. The representative of the school produced the requisite record.

'for 
the academic years 2OO8-09 to 2Ol-O-11-. The record was

examined, in the first instance by one of the Aud.it Offrcers of

the Committee. On scrutinv of the rdcord the Audit Officer

'bbserwed to th9 following effect:-

i. The " school has partially implemented the

recommendations of the 6ttt Pay commission w.e.f. April

20r.0.

ii. On154 the element of DA has been paid to the staff as per

the recommeqdations of the 6th Pay Commission.

TRUE CCIFY
Inu\,/
I

SeatgY

5.

o

c
nd

o

o

4 If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative,
please provide the 'following information
(separate sheets may be used):
i. With effect from.which date was the fee

increasdd?
ii. Ffrrnish the details of fee charged from

th.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 tl.e 6th Pay
Commission.

NA

NA,

NA

NA

/ JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SING}-I

COMMITTEE.
For Review of School Fee,
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7. With a view' to provide oral hearing to the school, the

. Committee by its notice dated 24.O7.2OL3 required the school

to appear .on 2.7.08.2013. However," subsequently'the school

was informed that tl.e matter shall be taken up on 27.O9.2OL3

instead of 27.O8.2OL3.

On 27.O9.2OL3 Mr. Sameer Arora, Principal of t}.e Sctrool and

Mr. Suriril.Arora, Accountant of the Sc-hool appeared before the

Committee. They.filed reply to the questionnaire pertaining to

ttre develop'ment fee. According to the reply the school is not

charging d.evelopment fee. The representatives of the school

admitted that recommendations of the 6u' Pay Commission

have'been partially implemented and the fee hai been raised

slightly in excess of the tolerance limit of 10% but the fee was

not hiked in terms of order of Director of Education dated

LL.O2.2OO9. Representative's of the school admitted that the

school was cbllebting fee in cash and salary was . being

'disbursed. also in cash.

s\
u

o

o
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9. We have examined the re.cord, the observations of the Audit

. Officer and the submissions of the" representatives of the

school. It is admitted by the school that it has partially

implemented the recommendations of 6ft Pay Commission but

it has not paiil arrea-rs of enhanced salary.to the' staff. Partial

implementation of the recommendations of the 
1" 

Pay

Commission cannot be considered to be implementation of the'

recommendations of the 6u' Pay Commission. Therefore the

school was not entitled to utilise the order of.the Director of

Education dated II.O2.2OOI, permitting hike in fee to ;"

extent indicated therein. Frem the record.it appears that the
.\

school did not utilise the older of the Director of the Education.

dated LL.O2.2OO9 .

10. From record it appears tha! the school without resorting to

' ttre order tJ.e Director of Education increased'the fee slightly

above the tolerance limit of LO%o in case of some of the classes

only. Regarding the rest the fed hike was below the tolerance

' limit of LOYo

11. In the circumstance no intervention is required qua the fee

aspect. Recommended accordingly

o

bo?-

o

o
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12. As per the record. the school is not char'ging the development

fg",ThisbeingSonorecor.nmend.ations.,inttrisregardis

required. to.be made.

*tD,\tE

/
I,/ Ital
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Justice Kriith{d Singh (Retd')

ChairPerson

Dated: LL/ Ltl2O.L3
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Member
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SARAqWATT PVBLIC SENTOR SECONpARY SCH9OL. MANpOLT.

DELHI

1. 
.With 

a view to blicit the relevant infoimation from the schools

with regard to the basic questions, whether or hot the school had

implemepted. the t."o-*dndations of the Sixth Pay Commission and

if so, whether or. not the fee was hiked for th.e purpose of

implementation thereof, a questionnaire prepared by tJ.e Committee

was issued to the Managers of 'a11 schools on 27.O2.2O.I2.with the

request that the information be furnished to the Committee within

Seven days (Annexure 30 at page 47O of the First Interim Report).

2., ' The school did not respond to the questionnaire within the

specified. time. Ho*"rr"r, the returns,filed by the school und.er rule

180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, t973 were received by the

Committee 
. 
on being requisitioned from the concerned Deputy

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

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

prima facie appeared that the .school did. not implement the

recommendatibns of the sixth pay commiSsion and also did not

increase the fee in terms of the order.of the Director of iducation

dated LL-02-2009. In this view of the matter the school was placed in

catdgorlr'C'.

4. With a view io veriff the.returns, the office of the committee

vide its notice dated 08-08-2012 required the school to appear on

28.O8.2OI2'a;rldprod.rr". entire accounting, fee and salar5r records for

I'

a
c

o

O

C

o
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the years 2OO8-09 to 2OLO-lL and to furnish relply

questionnaire.

5. " The school by its letter dated 27-O8-2OL2,-which was delivered.

by the son of the Manager of the school, requested th3t a fresh date

may be given as the Manager and the Principal of the School were out

of station until 05.09.2012. Pursuant to the request rhe Office of the

Committee fixed O7.O9.2OL2, for the purpose of verihcation of the

record of the school. Even on 07.09.2Ot2 the school did not appear.

Since no one appeared on behalf of the school, one of the Audit

Officers of the. Committee analysed the returns and bbserved. as

in the file, the school

in the. years 2009-10

tlr.e dforesaid

has

and

to

v

I

(a) As per the Fee Structure available

not increased its fee by more than 10%

.follows:-

Year

2008:09

2009-10

2010-1 1

.'

20t o-1 1.

(b) The school in not charging development fee as per the available

record.

(c) T\:ition Fee and Annual Charges received as per. Income 
'&

Expenditure Account and nu'mber of students studying in the school.

is as under:-

' Tuition Fee
(Rs.)

32,27,960/-

33,50,OOO/-

37,5L,22O1-

TRUE COPY

. Annual Charges No. of students
(Rs.)

3,88,300/-

3,55,00O/-

3,81,100/-

540

587

6L2

s*ou6 o*,r- L'8ilt$*.). COMMITTEE
For Review of School F



(d) There is no significant increase in the salary bill for

2010-11 as"compared to the year 2OO8-09 & 2009-L0 as

income and expenditure account as shown below:-

000s0 7

e

rJ

t,#

,o

the ydAr

per the

Year

Salary (Rs.)

No. of staff

2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

3L,L8,gO2/- 29,47,5OO/- . 34,47,32g/-'

NA 18 27

.o

,

i

on its own through Mr. Akash

school appeared in the Office of

He also presented the following

6OPV

\V
S€cJetarY

S.No. Query Reply

1. Whether the school has '.implemented " the
recommendations of the 6tt' Pay Commission.

Yes

2. If the answer to question no.l is in the
affirmative, . please provide the ' following
information (separate sheets may be used):-
i. With effect from which date is the increased

salary to staff being paid?
ii. Furnish the details of salary paymeni to

staff, pre and post impleinentation, of the
6fr Pay Commission.

iii. Furnish the.details of payment of arrears of
salary to'staff consequent to implementation

' of the 6ft Pay Commission.

01.04.2010

Nil

3. Whether the school has increased the fee.of the
students consequent to implementation of tJ:e
6th Pay Commission in terms of the Order No.
F.DE./ 1s(sQ)/AcT I 2oo9 1778 Dated 11.2.2009
of the Director of Education. .

No

+. If answer to question no.3 is in affirmative,
please provide the following information
(separate sheets may be used):
i. .With effect from which date was the fee

increased?

No

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee

TffiUE Page 3 of 8
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7. As is apparent from the reply to the questionnaire, the schoo-

claimed to have implemented tl e .recommendations of the 6tt' Pay

w.e.f. 01.04.2010 Commission but did not hike the tuition fee.

8. The record. produced by the'school, on 03.04.2013, was

examined by the Audit Officer of the Committee,'who observed to the

Printouts for the

months of April to March of the Academic Sessions 2OO8-O9, 2OO9-LO

and 2010-11 have been checked on random basis with reference to

Fee Structures for the 'same years provided by the school.'It is found

that the fee charged from the students as p"r, ah" Fee Receipts is in

agreement with the Fee Structures for the aforesaid years.

(b) The Fee Structure for ttre yea-r 2OO7-08 is the same as the Fee

Structure for the year 2006-07.

(c) (i) During for the year 2008-09 the Tuition F": w€.s

, increased in the range.Rs. 25/- to'50/-, which in percentage

terms varied between 7.6% to .LOo/o.

(ii) During tJ:e year 2009-10 tl:e increase in the tuition fee

was in tJ:6 range of Rs. 3O/- to 70/-, which in percentage terms

varied. between 9%-LO.LO%.

TRus poPY
' ra ./

\IVI

Se$etarl'

o

I ii. Furnish the details of fee charged from the'| students class wise, indicating the number

I iii.. Furnish the details of arrear fee. charged 
I

I from the students consequent to l.

of students in each class, pre and poSt such 
I

lncrease.

implementation of the 6tn Pav Commission.

,".esr
,tg

,I,
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(iv) During tJre year 2010-11, the increase in tuition fee was

in ttre range of .Rs. 30 to 70 which in percentage terms was

again less than.the tolerance limit of.l0%.

(d) Revenue expenditure incurred during the 20O8-09 o 2010-11

has been cheiked from Ledger and has been found to be in order.

(e) Cash Book/ Bank Balance is correctly accounted'for in the

final accounts for the yeq 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-lL but Cash

Balance and Bank Balance. have not been shown separately as such

cannot bti reconciled with the Bank Passbook/ Eank Statement.

(f) Salary a tr: staff is also being paid in cash.

(g) Revenue expendihrre is also incurred in cash. ,

(h) SaJary Register for the year 2O1O-11 reveals that there was no

increase in the emoluments being paid to the staff.

(i) Salary register for. the year 2OIO-lL also reveals that whilb

Basic Pay, Grade Pay and Conveyance Allowance were given.to the

staff, DA, DA on Conveyance and HRA have'not been granted..'The

comparison of pay and Allowance of the staff pre and post

implementation of the recommendation of the 6th Pay Commission

^^L:--l^-^-! al-^ 
-^-^-! ^f !1-^ ,:rhshows . School has not implement . ttre report of the 6th pay

Ps

o.
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"Th; aboue.obseruations are based. on the d.ocuments prouid.ed.

bg the school and. I am in complete agreement with the

obseruations.

. sd/_

etcaihAgarutal

g By n<itice dated 26.07 .201,3 the school rn6as asked to'appear on

27.O8.2O1g at 1i:OO a.m. along with entire accountirg, fee and

salary records for the years 2OO8-O} to 2O1O-11 for the examination

'of the same by the Committee and for hearing the..school. Notice sent

by speed post to the school was returned with the endorsement

'refused'.

10. It appears that tle information with iegard to.the'hearing fixed 
.

for 27.08.2013 was not received by the school. Therefore another

notice dated.20. Og.2013.was sent to the school requiring it to 
"pp""r:

on 26.09.2OL9. According to the Indih Post, the notice'was delivered

to the scho.ol on 23.09.2013.

11. On 26.O9.2OL3, neither anyone appeiared .on behalf of the

school nor the requisite record was presented

RE. FEE HIKE

12. We have examined the record and the observations of the Audit

Officer. At the outset we inay note that the Audit officer had checked

the Fee Receipts

2010-11 with reference to the Fee Structures for tliese years. He

. found the same .to be in consonance with each other. The following

chart which is culled out from th'e record shows where there has

TR,UE COPY ; Page6of8
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. been a slighthike in tuition fee during the acad.emic sessions 2008-'OOOgtt

09 to 2010-i1:-

Class 2008-

o9

(Rs.)

2009-

10'
(Rs.l

Vo age

Increase

2010-11

(Rs.)
"/" , age

increase

I 300 330 10 360 9.09
II 385 420 9.09 . 460 9.52
ilI 385 420 . 9.09 460 9.52
IV 385 420 9.O9 460 9.52
V 385 420 9.09 460 9.52
VI 410 450 9.76 490 8.89
VII 4LO 450 9.76 490 8.89
VII 410 450 9.76 490 8.89
IX 650 715 10 785 9.79
X 760 770 10 840 9.09

From the above it is manifest that the increase in fee was less than

the tolerance limit of 10%.

RJD: IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 6Tg PAY COMMISSION

Though in reply to th€ questionnaire'the school stated that it had

implemented ttre recommendation ,of the 6tr' Pay Commission, the

reply doeb'not seemd to be correct as there was nb appreciable

increase in the salary bill of the staff during the years 2008-09,

2009-10 and.2OLO-L4L salary paid. to staff was to the,tune

31,18,902/- while in the next year viz 2OO9-10 expenditure on

account of salary was to the tune of Rs. 29,+7,5001-.In tha[ year L8

staff members were working for the schqol. In the.succeeding year

2010-1L, the expense on account of salary was only to the extent of

rs. 34,47,329 / -. The staff strength in that year rose'to 25. Thus it is

evident that there wa: a slight increase in tl-e annual salary in the

Page 7 of 8
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maxlmum

of the sixth

intenrention is called

implication of .non-

of the sixth PaY

d.oes not fall within

' l --'t)/6'/-"--'
Justicb Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated: LI I tI l2OL3

^{Tfn,W^
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' . Aksh.ay Pra$ishtha+. YasantKuni.'Nqw Delhi -11O O?O

. The s.chool did not reply to the questionnaire issudd by the

Cqmmittee. on 27.02.2012. ' However, the returns of the schooi filed

. und.er Rule 18O of t]le Delhi School Education Rules, 1973 were received

from the Office of Deputy Director, Distri.ct South of the Directorate of

' Education. On preliniinary'examination of the records, it appeared that

the school.had not hiked the fee in terms of order of the Director of

Education dated ll.O2.2OOg and had also not implemented the

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

in Category'C'.

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

notice dated 28-01-2013 to produce its fee and salaryr'ecords and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on I4-O2-20I3".

On the scheduled .date, Sh. Q.K.Ahluwalia, CBO of the sgciety

running the school attendefl the Office of ttre Committee. Reply to the

aforeSaid questionnaire was also submitted. As per the reply, the school

was paying honorarium to the staff members out of the funds received as

Grant-in-aid and donations.frorn various agencies. According to.the CEO,

'['R{J@ copY
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the school did not charge any fee from the students, tJrerefore, .question

of implementation of the recommendatiohs of 6ft Pay Commission and

fee hike, in terms of the order of the Director of Education dated

11.02.2009: did not arise.

The records, produced

r

examined by Mrs. Sunita Na

observed as follows: -

Justice and Empowerment,

Department of Delhi

the school did not pay

of the Committee.

were

She

from Ministry of Social

of India and Education

but only honorarium to.the

f,

-,a (iii)

salary

'teachers which was directly ited to their respective accounts in

to the school, vid.e

notice dated 25.07.2013,'it was direpted to appeai on 29-Og-2oLg along
'cll
with its fee and acbounting'record{l Or 2g.o8.2o13, no one appeared

before the Committee on behalf of ||r" school, despite the fact that the
tl

notice of hearing had been deliveriit to,the school on 27.07.2013, as
tl

confirmed. from Irrii" Post Tractcing $!rstem.e li'
tl

il.il,
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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 witti it.

It.is evident from the record that the school receives Grant-in-

aid from Ministry'of Social Justice and Empowerment, Government

of India and Education Department of Delhi Government. The school

did not pay regular salary but only honorarium to the teachers and

did not charge any fee from the students.

In such circumstances . question of implementation of the

report of 6th Pay Commission.and increase of fee in terms of order

of the Director of Education, dated .LL.O2.2OO9 does not arise. The

Co.mmittee is therefore, of the view that no intenr'ention is.required.

Recomnlended accordingly.

Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairpersgn Member
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Centfal Public Schgql., Sbakarpqrr.'Delhi - 110 O92

The school did not reply to the qudstionnaire issued by the
. .)

Committee on ZllOZlZOtZ. However, the returns of the school filed

un$er Rule 180 of the Delhi.School Education Rules,. L973 were received

Jrom 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 neither'hiked the fee in terins of thb order of the Director

of Ed.ucation dated IL.O2.2OAL and nor . had implemented the

ri:commendations of the 6th P?y Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category 'C'.

In order to verify 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 questionnaire on L7.O}.2OL2.

' On the schedule date, Shri J.P. Sharma, Chairman of the school

appeared before the Office of the Committee produced the records,of the

school. It was then that rdply to the aforesaid questionnaire was also
:

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

recommendations of the 6m Pay Commission nor had increased the fee.
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The recorf.s, produced in th.e first instance were examinid by Shri

A.K. VUh, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observations we.re that: -

(i) the school had not implemented the recommendations of the 6fr

Pay Commission.

(ii) the,school hadhiked the fee by 11.97o/oto L3.73o/o in 2009-10 and

by 4.82o/o to 13.33% in 20 10-11

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

In order to provide an opportunit5r of hearing to the school, notice

of hearing dated'23.09.2013 was served to the schobl with the directions

to appear before the Committee- on 10.10.2013.

On 10. LO.2OI3, Sh. S.N. Sharma, Accountant appeared before the

Committee. Reply to the questionnaire regarding development fee was

also filed. According to the reply, the school had not charged

development fee from the ,students. The school representatives also

stated that the recommendations of the 6u' Pay Commission had not

been implemented and the fee was hiked in 2009-10 by lOo/o.

(

. The Committee has examined the record of the school,

observations of the Audit Officer and the submission made by the school

representative 
^t 

fti time of hearing. The school had hiked the fee.in

the following manner: -
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. In view of above, the school had not hiked the fee in terms of order

of the Director of Ed.ucation dated II:O2.2OO9 and the same was

increased within the tolerance limit, of tOo/o. The school had not

iinplemented the recommendations of the 6th Pay Commission. The

school had also not charged develop'ment fee.

. The Committee is of the view that no intenrention is. called, for

so far. as the issue.of fee hike is concerned as the schbol 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.

. Recommended accordingly.

sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated-2s.10.2O 13

'$RUE ESW

sd/- sdA
J.S. Kochar
Memb'er

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

, JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COI\4MITTEE

Class Tlrition fee in
2008-09

T\rition fee in
2009-10

Increase in tuition fee
in 2009-10

I " 365 400 35

u-v 440 485 45

VI 495 545 50

VII-VIII 550 60s 55

u& For Revieul o; Srt,xr Fee
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Mary Con:ye4t Qchool. Radhev Furi Extn.-II. Delhi-11,OO51

The school did. not reply to tJle 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 rgceived {ro*
'

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

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

the schbol had not hiked the fee, in terms of the ord.er dated IL.O2.2OO}

of the Director of Education and had 'also not implemented the

recommendations of the 6fr 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 O5.09.2O t2 to produce its fee and salaiy records and also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 17.O9.2OL2.

On I7.Og.2Ol2, Mrs. Jaswant Chaddha,'Manager of the school

attended the Office of the Committee. Reply to the aioresaid

questionnaire was filed. According to the Teply, the school neither

implemented the recommendations of 6tr Pay Commission nor hiked the

fee in terms of the order dated .I1.02.2009 of the Director of Education.
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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 6ft Pay Commission and

had also not hiked the fee during the year 2OO9-10, in terms of the order

d.ated. LI.O2.2OOg of the Directorof Education. The school had hiked fee

in 2'009-10 between LO.o/o'to 11 .I'J.o/o for different classes. :

In order to provid.e all opportunity of hearing to the school, vide

notice dated 25.07.2013, it was directed to appear before the Committee

on 29.08 .2OI3, along with its fee and.accounting records.

On 2g.O8.2OI'g, Mrs. Jabwant Chaddha, Manager, .ttd Mrs.

Lakshmi Kochar, HM, of the school appeared before the Committee for

hearing. Thejr filed reply to the questionnaire regarding d.evelopment fee.

According to the reply, the school.had not charged. d.evelopment fee from

the students. The representatives of the school also contended. that the

school had, neither implemented. the reptrt of the 6h Pay Commission,

nor hiked the fee in terms of the order dated LI.O2.2OO9 of the,Director

of Education as the fee hike in 2OO9-10 was within the tolerance limit of

IOVI.
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The Committee examined .the record, observation of the audit

bfficer and submission of the school representatives. As per the record,

the school had hiked the fee during 2OO9 ,10 in the following manner:-

Class Tuition Fee in'
2008-09

Tuition Fee. in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-10

ItoVI 450 500 50

WI 450 550 100'

VIII 500 550' 50

It is.evident from the record that the school has. hiked the fee in

2009-10 by Rs. LOO /.- for class VII only, but for other classes the hike has

'been within the tolerance limit of LOo/o. The school has also not

implement'ed the report of the 6tt' Pay Commission. The school has also

not charged development fee from the students.

Since the school has not increased.the fee in terms order of

the Director of Education dated LL.OL.ilOOI for all classes, the

Committee is of the view that no intenrention is called. for in the

matter qua the Tuition Fee.

Recommended accordingly.

J.S. Kochar
Member

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

. JUSIICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH' C0MtUtTThE

sd/* sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dtiv Singh (Retd.)
unalrperson

Dated:- 23.1O.2OL3
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' The school did not reply to the questionnaire sent by the

' 
hool filedcommittee on '27lO2l2OL2. 

. 
Howqver, the. returns. of the scl

under Rule 1go of the Delhi school Education Rules, Ig73 were received.

from the office of Deputy Director, District west-B of the Directorate of

Ed.ucatio+. . on prima facie examination or the returns, it appeared' that

the school had not hiked the fee in terms of the order dated IL:.O2'2O09

of tlr.e Director of Education. and had also not implemented the

recommend4tions of lhe 6u' Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was pliced in Category 'C'.

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

.notice dated. 26.O}.2OL2 to p.roduce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on L5-LO.2OI2.

on 15.10.2012, Shri Kartik Yadav, Ex-Manager of the school

attended. the office of the. committee. He requested for the extension of

d.ate for the verification of record. The school was directed to produce

.

record on 30-lO-2O12.
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On 30-10-2012, Mrs. Sunita Yadav, Manager alongwith Sh' Kartik

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

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

neither had implemented the report of 6t' Pay Commission nor hiked the

fee in terms of the order'dated LL.O2.2OO9 of the Director of Education.

The record.s produced by the school were .examined in the first'

.:lnstance Dy Dn. A.K. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee' He

observed. that:.- '

(i) the school had not produced cash

the last three years,

book, ledger or fee register for

(ii) 
,

(iii)

the school ]rad not maintained any record, and

the school:representative contend.ed that the school was on the

verge of closure.

In'order to provid.e an opportunity of hearing to the school, vide

notice d.ated" 25.07.2013, it was directed to appear before the Committee

on 29.08.2OL3, along wi-th its fee and accounting records.

On 29:08.2013, Ms. Arti Yadav, Manager of the school appeared

before the Committee and presented reply to the questionnaire regarding

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

development fee from the students. She submitted that'the school had

TRUE Effi$ry
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not hiked the fee, in terms of the ord.er dated Il.o2.2OO9 of the Director

of Education and had also not implemented. the recommendations of the

6ti, pay Commission. She stated that earlier her father, who expired in

Decembe r 2OL1, was r-qnning the school.. Obviously she became manager

of the school after the demise of.her father. She stated that she was not

able to get hold of the record of the school.' Ms. Yadav does not seem to

have come to grips with the d'ffairs of the school

As per the record. fee structure w.e.f. 2O0B-09 to 2010-11 had been

constant and the school had not hiked the fee d'uring 20Q9-10 and

2010-11 in.terms of the order of the. Director of Education dated

,ll.O2.2OO9 and hhd atso not implemented the recommendations of the

6trr Pay Commission.,

In the circumstances, the committee is o{ the view that'

\

intervention is called for in the matter qua the Tuition Fee'

Recommended accordinglY.

no

:

sd/* sd/- sd/-
Justicb Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson 
: .

.Dated:- 23.1O.2OI3

TRl,lE gffiwry

J.S. Kochar
Member

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member
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Little,Star Pu,bli,c School. Budh Vih+!. Del,bi - 1lO O41

.The dchool did not reply to the questionhaire issued. by the

Committee on 27102/2012. However, the returns of the schoot filed

under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules, I97g wgrb received

flom tlr" office of Deputy Director, District North west-B' of the

Directorate of Education. On examinirtion of the returns, it prima-facie

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

of the Director of Education dated 11 .O2.2OO} nor had implemented the

'recommendations of the 6tr Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school
7

was placed in Category 'C'.

't

In order.to veri$r the returns of the school of the Committee, vide

lettei of the committee dated 10.09.2012, it was directed to giroduce its

fee and salary records and also to submit leply to the questionnaire on

2+.0g.2OI2. No one attended the office of the committee.to produce the

records.

'vide letter dated 26.0g.20L2, the'school was again directed to

appear and produce the'required documents on Ls.Lo.2or2.' on the

schedule date, shri D.R. Gautam, Member, Managing committee and sh.

Deepak Gupta, Accountant of the school appeared before the Office of the

EGPY
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Committee and produced tfie records of the school. It was then that reply

i

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

. school had neither implemented the recommendations of the 6trr Pay

Commission nor had increased the fee.

The records, produced in the first instance were examined by Shri'

A.D. Bhateja, Aud.it Officer of the'Committee. His observations were that

the school had hiked the.fee by.Rs.50 /- per month for classes d'uring

2009-10 and had not implemented recommend.ations of the 6s.Pay.

Commission.

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

of hearing dated 23.Og.2013 was served to the school with the directions

to appear before the Committee on 14.10.2013.
\

On the aforesaid appointed d.ate of hearing, Shri D.R. Gautam,

Chairman of the Mapaging Committee of the school appeared before the

Committee. He presented reply to the questionnaire of the Committee

regarding Development Fee: 'As per the re6ily, the school did hot charge

.development fee. It was submitted by Mr. D.R. Gautam that fee hiked by

the school during 2OO9-1O was nominal and the school had not

impiemented recommendations of the 6u'.Pay Commission.

T'RUB EOPY
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. The comfnittee has examined the observations of the Audit Officer,

submis'sions made by the school representative and fee record of the

school. During 2OO9-10 the school had hiked the fee in the following

manner:- 
' 

. 
''

Class T\rition fee in
2008-o9

Tuition fee in
2009-10

Increase in tuition
fee in 2009-10

I&il 350 400 50

III to V 400 450 50

VI & VIII 450 500 50

It is evident from the above that the school had. marginally hiked

the fee in 2OOg-10 and had not implemented the report of 6u' Pay

Commission. The school had also not charged'development fee from the

students.

' Therefore, the Committee is'of, the view that no intervention

is called for i.n regard to the issue of fee hike.

' Recommended. accordingly. '

o

sd/- sd/- sd/-
. Dr. R.K. Sharina

C.hairperson Member

Dated:- 24.L0.20L3

TtrUE EGPY

J.S. Kochar
Member
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New Horizgn Sch.ool. tr{izamuddin. New Delhi - 11() O13

The school : did 1rot reply to the questionnaire issued ,by the

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

und.er Rufe lBO of the Delhi School Educati6n Rules, Lg7s.weie received

from the Officd of.Deputy Director, District New Delhi of the Directorate

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

ft3t the sctrool had neither hiked the fee in terms of the order of the

Director of Education dated 11 .O2.2OO9 and nor had implemented the

recommendations of the 6ti, Pay Commission. Accordingly, the" school

was placed in Category'C'.

'In order to veri$i.the retugns of the school, vide letter. dated

18.09.20 12, itwas d.irected.to produce its fee and salary records and. also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on OL.LO.2OL2.

On the schedule date, Shri Manzar Ali, Acgountant of the'school

appeared b.efore the Office of the Committee and produced. the records of
i

the school. It was then that reply to the questionnaire was also filed.

According to the reply, the 'school had implemented the

recommend.ations of the 6e Pay Commission w.e.f. OLO4.2O09 and had

TRUE cQpv
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increasedthefeebvl0%fromthesamed'ate.Theschoolhadalsopaid

salary arrears to the staff without recovering it from.the students.

T1" records, Produced

A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer

thati

first instance were examined by Shri

Committee. His observations were

from the students.

in the

of the

(i) the..school had implemented the recommendations of the 6i'Pay

. Commission w.e.f. APril 2009.

(ii) the school had hiked the fee. by Rs.1O0/- to 160l- for different

' classes in 2009-10.

. (iii)The school had paid salary arrears to the staff.without recovering it

from the students.

(iv)The school had not charged development fee

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

of hearing dated 25.07.2013 was served to the s'chool with the directions

to appear before the Committee on 2g.O8.2O13.

On

. appeared

had also

According

TRUE

29.Oa.2O13, Sh. It/Iartzas Ali Khan, Head Clerk of the school

before the Committee for h"earing. The school representative

filed reply to the questionnaire, regarding development fee.

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

COY*Y
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from th.e students. It was also stated by him that the .school had

implemented the recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission.from its

own resources w.e.f. April 2OOg and the fee had b""r, increased. to the

extent,of 10% only.

. On examination of the records, observations of the Audit Officer

and the submission made befbre the committee on behalf of the school, it

was noticed that the school had hiked the fee within tfre tolerance of lOZo

in 2009-10 and 2o1o-11.and had implemented the report of 6ft pay

Commission. The school had, not' charged development fee from the

students.

. Therbfore, the Committee ii of the view that no. intervention

is called for with regard to the issue of fee hike.

Recommended accordingly.re4

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

Dated-2s- 1O-2013
I ..
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Dr. R.K. Sharma

'Member
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.A,daqsh Yidvf Ma.ndir FuFlic Schgol.

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

' Committeb on 27l}2l2ot2. However, the returns of the school filed

und.er Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules; lgV3were received

from the Oflice of Deprity Director, District South of the Directorate of
.:

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

the school had neither hiled tfre fee in terms of the order of the Director

of Education dated It.O2.2OO9 and nor had implemented the

' recommendations of in'e 6*' Pay Commission.' Acbordingly, the school

was placed in CategorjT'C'.

,)
In order to verify the returns of .the schbol, vide letter d,ated

18.09.2012, it wa's directed to produce its fee a:rd salary records and also

to submit reply to the questionnaire on O.L.LO;2OL2.

On ihe schedule date, Shri R.P. Tlragi, Manager of the school

appeared before the Office of the Committee and produced tire records of

the school. It was then that ieply to the aforesaid.questionnaire was also

TRUg

c-365

&b*

o

COPY
yv

Secretary' :-,,i#ii:NG;
For Revierv ofscniof fee



o
o

o

000832

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

recommendations of the 6tt'Pay Commission nor had increased the fee;

The records, produced in the first instance were examined by Shii

N.S. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. His observed that the school

had hiked the fee by Rs.25/- to Rs.75/- per month for different classes in
:

2009-10 but no hike was effected in2010-11. He also observed that the

school ha{ not implemented recommendations of the 6u'.Pay

' Commission. 
"

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

of hearing.dated 23.Og.2013 was.seryed to the school with the directions

to appear before.the Committee on 14.10.2013.

. On the aforesaid appointed date of .hearing, Shri R.P. TVagi,

Manager and Sh. Praveen Krrmar; H.M. of the school appeared before thg

Committee. They presented ieply to the questionnaire of the Committee

regarding Development Fee. As per the reply, the school did not charge

development fee. It was submitted by the school representatives that the

school.hiked the fee by Rs.25/- to 5O/- per month durihg 2OO}-1O but

there was no hike in 2010-11. They also.stated that the school had also

charged add.itional fee between Rs.1,OOO/- to Rs.1,5OO/- at the time of

o
I

J"\

o
o.
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admission. It was conceded that the school

recommendations of the 6ttt.Pay Commipsion.

students.

Therefore, the Committee

is. called for qua the fee.

000833
had not implemented the

is of the view that no intervention

The committee has examined the observations of the Audit Officer,,

submissions made.by the school representatives and fee record of the

school. As per record, during the year 2OO9-1O 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 tuition
fee in 2009-10

I&V 275 300 25

VI to VIII 300 350 50

is evident from the above that the school had'margineilly hiked

thd fee in 2OO9-1O and had not implerirented the report of 6tt' Pay

Commission. The school had also not charged d.evelopment fee from the

1

It

v
o

o
o

o

Recommended accordingly.

sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)

Chairperson

Dated:-24. 1O.20 13.

TRLIE EOPY
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Dr. R.K. Sharma J.S. Kochar
Member 
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' Hotv S-clogl. Vidv4 Yihar..Uttam l[ag,aT. Delhi:- 11,O.O59

Th9 school did not reply to t}le questionnaire issried by the

Committee on 27 lO2l2OI2. 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 West-B of the Directorate of

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

the school had neither hiked the fee in terms of the order of thel'Director

of Education dated tI.O2.2OA} nor had implemented the

recommendations of the 6tt' Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

*as piaced in Category.'g'.

In order to veri$r the retr:.rns of the school,'it was directed vide

letter dated 16.10.20L2 to produce its fee and salary recordsand also to

submit reply to the questionnaire on 25.L0.2OI2; On 22.10.2012 Sh.

'Gulashan, Principal of. the school, submitted a letter requesting for.

extJnsion of date for the yerification of records. Acceding to the request,.

the school was directed. to produce the records on 02: L|-2OL2.

On the schedule date, Shri Gulashan, Principal of the school,

appeared before the Office of the Committee and produced. the records of

o
o

ap.

o

o

o
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the school. It was then that reply to the aforesaid questionnaire was also

:

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

recommendations of the 6fr Pay Commission nor had increased the fee.

The records, produced in the first instance were examined by Shri

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

school had hiked the fee by 16.280/o to L8.42o/o. He also observed. that the

school had not implemented recommendations of the 6ti'.Pay

Commission.

I
o

o
c

In order.to provide an opportunit5r of .hearing to

of hearing dated 23.09.2013 was served on the school

to appear before the Committee on 24.!0.201,3.

On the aforesaid date, Shri Gulshan Thakral, representative of the

school appeared before the Committee. He. presented reply to the

questionnaire of the Committee regarding Development Fee. As per the

reply, the school did not charge development.fee. It was submitted by

the school. representative that the school hiked the fee marginally in

excess of loo/o for some of the classes, but for the others, the hike had

been within the range of L0%. It was conceded that the school had not

implemented the recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission.

the school,. notice

with the direction

9*k
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The committee has examined the observations of.the Audit Officer,

submissions made by the school representative and fee record of the

school. As per record., during the year 2OO9-10 the school had hiked the

fee in the following manner: -

Class T\rition fee in
2008-o9

Tuition fee in
2009-10

Increase in tuition
fee in 2009-10

I to III 380 450 70

IVtoV 400 480 80

VI TO VIII 450 500 50

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

2OO9-10 marginally in excess of the tolerance limit of LOo/o but not much

in absolute terms. As per the record, the school haS not charged

development fee from the students and has not implemented 'the

recommendations of th." 6ti' Pay Commission.

In the circumsta.nces, the CoFmittee is of the view

-..-intenrention is called ior qua the fee.

..

Recommended accordiigly.

I

o

o

o'
t

\;

i%{

o
c
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o,

that no

sd/- sd/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
. Chairpe.rson

Dated:-11.11.2013

TRUE CCIPY

Dr. R.K. Sharma J.S. Kochar
Member Member
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Sibal Plrblic Schoot,Gq+dhi Naear..Delhi - 11O O31

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

Committee on 271O2/2OL2. However, the returns of the school liled

undel Rule 180 of the Delhi School bducation Rules, LgTg were received.

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

Education. . On examinatio4 of the returns, it prima-facie appeared that

the school had neither hiked the fee in terms of the'order of the Director

of Education dated lI.O2.2OO} no{ had implemented. the

recommend.ations of the 6ft Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category'C'.

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

22.LO.2OL2, it was directed to produce its fee and salary records and also

to submit rep"ly to the questionnaire on 05.11 .20L2.

On the schedule date, Shri Suveer Sibal, Manager of the school

hppeared. before the Office of the Committee produced the records of the

school. It was tl1en that reply to .the questionnaire wab also filed.

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

recommendations of the 6tr, Pay Commission nor had increased the fee.

t
o

o
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The records, pioduced in the first instance were examined by Shri

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

the school had not imglemented the recommdndations of the 6th

ray uommrsslon.

the school had been making salary payment, in cash as per the

recommendations bf the Sth.Pav Commission.

(ii0. the school had hiked the fee by 9.260/o to 9.BO% in 2OO9-10 and

by 8.82Vo to 
.9 

.25o/o in 20 1 0- 1 1 .

The school had not charged development fee from the students.

In'order to provid.e an opportunit5r of hearing to the school, notice

gf hearing dated 25.07.2013 was served to the school with the directions

to appear before the Committee on 29.O8.2OL3.

. On 29.08.2013, no one appeared on behalf of the school before the

Committee, though 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 considered it appropriate to record its findings in due

. course.

n.t$a/
TRUE Ctlrs
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(iv)
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/ JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee,

o

On examination of the records and observatibns of the Audit

Officer, it 
.ip 

noticed that the sahool had hiked the fee'within the

toleranc6 fimit of I}oh in 2OO9-10 and 2010-11 and had not implemented

o 1", Commission. The school had. also not chargdd

development fee from the students.

Therefore, the Committee is of the view that no intervention

is called for with regard to the issue of fee hikp.

Recommended accordingly. 
.

.qd/- scf*
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperson. Member

Dated-28- 1O-2O 13
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Manisha Public Schoot. Laxmi NFea{. Dethi - 11O b92

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

Committe.e on 27 /O2/2OL2. However, the returps of the school filed

under Rule 18O of the Delhi School Eduiation Rutes, Lg73 were received

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

Ed.ucation. On examination of the returns, it prima-fei.cie appeared. that

the school had neither hiked the fee in tErms of ttre ordei of the Director

of Education dated LL.O2. .2009 nor had implemented the

recommendations of the 6ttr Pay Commission. Accord.ingly, the school

was placed in Category 'C'.

In order to verify the returns'of the school, vide letterdated

22.I0.20L2, it was directed to produce its accounting, fee and salary

records and also to submit reply to the questionnaire on 05.11 .2012.

. On the scheduled date, Mrs. Seema Chaterjee, Headmistress of the
I

school attended thE office of the Committee and requested for extensiofl

of date for verification of records. The.school was difected to produce the

' On the appointed date Mrs..'Seema Chaterjee, and Sh. Pawan

Kuniar,. Clerk of the school, appeared in the Office of the Committee arid.

produced the requisite records of the school. It was then that reply to the

.TRUB CSFY
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aforesaid questionnaire was also filed. According to the reply, the school '

had neither 'implemented the recommendations of the. 6th Pay

Commission nor had increased the fee.

The records, produced in the first instance were examined by Shri

A:D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed that the

school had hiked the fee by 1O%o to 2Oo/o. He also obseryed that the salary

to the staff had been paid accordiirg to the irorms of 5u'. Pay Commission

and the qchool had not implemented. recommendations.'of the 6u'.Pay

Commission.

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

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

to appear before the Committge on 24.IO.2OL}.

On the aforesaid date of hearing, Sh. Pawan Kumar, Manager and

Mrs. Seema Chaterjee, Headmistress of the school appeared before the

Committee. They also fiied reply to the questionriaire of the Committee

regarding Development Fee. As per tJre reply, the school did not charge

development fee. It was submitted by the school representatives that the

school hiked the fee in 2009-10 by more than IOoh for some of the

classes. Ii was also conceded that the school hdd not implemented the

'" " " 
*;":::::: 

T: : ;::,"."#:i1l 
^,".,. 

n s o f ,h e Audi, o fnc e r,

submissions mad. iV the school representatives and fee record of the
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the school had hikedschool. As per record, during the year 2009-10

fee in the fqllowing manner: -

the

sq\

\

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

2OO9-10 only maiginally in excess of the tolerance limit of IOo/o for some

of the classes. The school had also not charged development fee from ihe

students.

fherefore, the ComFittee"is of the view that no intenrention

is called for qua the fee.

Recommended accordingly.
o \

t'

a
I

sd/- *$d/- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) . Dr. R.K.

Chairperson Member

Dated:-11.11.2OI3

TR,UN EOFY

Sharma J.S. I(ocliar
Member

ti

Class .Tuition fee in
2008-09

Tuition fee in
2009-10

Increase in tuition
fee in 2OO}-LO

I 250 300 50
il 300 300 NIL

Iil 300 350 50
IV 350. 350 NIL
V 3s0 400 50
VI 400 450 50

VII 400 450 NIL
VIII 450 500 50

ANIL DEV SINGH
. COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee
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Indal Memorial Fubtic Scf,ool. Kgndli. Delhi - 11OQ96 '

c-375

The school did not reply to the questionnaire issued by the

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

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

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

Education. On prima fb.cie examinatiori of the returns, it appeared that

the school had not hiked the fee, in terms of the order dhted ILO2.2OO9

of the Director of Education and . had also not. implemented the

recommend.ations of the 6tt Pay Commission. Acbordingly, the school

was placed in Catego? C .

'. ;

,In order tg verify the rbturns of the school, it was directed vidd

notice dat'ed 22.LO.2OL2 to prociuce its fee and salary reco'rds and also to

submit replq to the questionnaire on 05.11 .2OI2. The Office of the

Committee received a phone call from.Sh. R.K.Tiwari, Supervisor of the'

school, requesting for extension of one day for the submission of records.

The school Was directed to present its records on O6-LL'-2O|2 for

verifibation.

TR,UB SSFV
. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMIJITTIE
For Reviel oi;ir "'-*K
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on 06.11 .2oL2,shri surya Narayan sharma, rcr 3r0,Hntn"",

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

questionnaire was also submitted by him. According to the reply, the

school .had neither implemented the'recommendations of the 6u' Pay

Commission,. nor had hiked the fee in terms of the ord.er dated

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

. The records.prod.uced by the school were examined. in the first

instance by Sh. 'N.K. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed

that the school'had not implemented the recommendations of the 6ft Pay

Commission and had also not hiked the fee.during 2OOg-10, in.terms of

the order dated IL.O2.2OO9' of the Director of Education. He also

observed that during 2OO9-10 no hike in fee was

2010.-11 it was within the tolerance limit of tOo/o.

ord.er to provide an opportunity of hearing to the school, v'id.e

notice dated 25.07.2013, it was directed to appear before the Committee

on 29.08 .2OI3,along with its fee and accounting records.

On 29.O8.2OI3, no one appeaidd on behalf of the school before the

Committee despite the fact that notice of hearing was delivered to the

school on 27.O7.2OI3, as confirmed frorn India Post Tracking System.

tlm,up ecPY
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In the circumstances, the Committee considers it appropriate

accord its findings in the matter.

The Committee has perused the record and observations of the

audit officers. As per the record, fee structure of the school for the year

zobg-Og to 2o1o-1l.was as follows:

Class Ttrition'
Fee in
2008-09

T\rition Fee
in 2OO9-1O

Increase in
T\rition fee
2009-10

Tuition
Fee in
2010-11

Increase in
T\rition fee
2010-11

I to VIII 600 600 NIL 650 50

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

.during the year 2010-11 by Rs.50/- only and not iri terms of the order of

the Director of Education-dated LL.O2.2OOI. The school has also not

implemented the recommendations of the 6tt' Pay Commission.

Therefore, the Committee is of the view that, no intenrdntion
I

is c3lled for in the matter qua the Tuition Fee.

Recommended accordingly.

to,

^*v

I

o sd/* sd/-- sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.) J.S. Kochar
Chairperso,n Member

Dated--- 23.10.2013

TRUE COFY . '

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member
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The school did not reply' to the 1 questionnaire' sent by the

committee on 27 lo2l2otz. uowever, the returns. of the school under

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

the office of Deputy Director, District south west-B of the Directorate df

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

the school had not hiked the fee, in terms of the order d'ated lL.O2.2,OOg

of 'the Director . of Ed.ucation and had also not implemented, the

recommendations of the 6tr' Pay Commission. Accordingly,.the school.

was placed in Category 'C'.

In ord.er to veriSr the returns of the .school, it was directed vide

notice 
"d.ated. 

22.LO.2OI2 to produce its fee and salary records and also to

submit reply to the aforesaid questionnaire on O7.LI.2OL2. No one

appeared. on behalf of the school on 07. II.2OI2 for the veiificatiot 9f

record.s. The school, vide notice of the committee dated I2.lI.2Ol2, was

directed ag4rn to produce its financials on 23.11.2Ot2'

On 23.L1.2O12, Shri Rajesh Gupta,.Accountant and Mrs. Savita,

the Office of the Committee. Reply to theH.C. of the school attended

TRTJ6 EOPY
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aforesaid questionnaire was also submitted. According to the reply, the

school had implemented the recommend.ations of 6ttr Pay Commission,

w.e.f. April 2OOg and had not hiked the fee in terms of the ord.er dated

Il.O2.2OO9, of the Director of Education.

' 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 follows: -

(i) the school had implemented the recommendations of the 6ti' Pay

. Commission w.e.f. April 2}Og,but DA was not paid as per rules,

(ii) . the school had hiked the fee during2OOg-10 and 2O1O-11, within

the tolerance limit of 10%,

(iiil tJ.e school had not collected. arrears of fee.from the.students and

salary arrears had also not been paid to the teachers.

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

notice dated 2g.O7.2013, it was directed to appear on 30-08-2013 along

with its .fee and accounting records. On 3O.O8.2}lg, no one appeared

before the Committee on behalf of the school, despite the fact that the

notice of hearing had been delivered to 'the school on 30.07.2013, as

confirmed from India Post Tracking System.
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considers it appropriate

of the observations of

to

the

in theAs per the record,

following manner:-

had hiked the fee

ew-
Dr. R.K. Sharma
IVIember

)-<e*ffip

the school 2009-IO,

Eqtr

the fee,

.of the

have

is of

v

' Dated: &: -

ochar
Mem br
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Class' T\rition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Inciease in Tuition
fee 2OO9-1OItoII 680 7so 70

III to V 755 830 75
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The school did not rePlY to the questionnaire issued bY the

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

Rule L8O of the Delhi School Education Rules, L973 were received. from

the Office of Deputy Director,'District North West-'A' 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 dated LI.O2.2OO9

qf the Director of Education and had also not implemented the

recommendations of the 6ur Pay Commission. Accordingly, the school

was placed in Category'C'.

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

notice dated. 22.LO.2OL2 to prodirce its fee hnd sdl4ry records and also to

submit reply to the. questionnaire on 08.11 .2OL2.

O.n 08. IL.2O:2, no one attended the office of the committee. The

Office of .the Committee received. a letter on 09-1 I-2OI2, from the

Manager of.the school reqriesting for e*terrrion of date for the submission

choolvide notice 'of the

:d L2.lI.2.OL2 was directed to present its records on

22. I l,2O L2 for verification.

22.tI.2012 Sh. eittoo, Manager

Principal of the school attended'the Office

t'RuE ecw

and Mrs. Sumitra, Sharma,

of the Committee. RePIY to

. - JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

, COMMITIEE
For Review of S;'1,:r Fe:



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

the school had neither implemented the recommendations'of 6o Pay

Commission nor had hiked the fe'e in terms of the ord'er d'ated

IL.O2.2OO9, of the Director of Education.

In the first instance, Sh. A.D. Bhateja, Audit Officer of

Committee examined the records produced by the schooi. He noted

the school did not submit original records. Therefore, he asked

school to produce complete records on27'.L1.2OI2.

. On 27.11.2012, Sh. Bittoo, Manager and Mrs. Sumitra Sharma,

. 

principal of the school again appeared and produced the requisite

recorcis.. The records were examined by the former Audit Officer- He

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

the 6ur pay Commission and had'also not hiked the fee during 2OO9.LO

a ,l

and.2OlO-11, in.terms of the oider,dated L1O2.2OO9 of the Director of
:

the

that

the

s*-? , Education.

a

In order.to provide aII opportunrly of hearing'to the school, vide

notice dated 29.07.2013, it was directed to appear before the Committee

on 30.08 .2OL3, along with its fee and accounting records.

Ori 30.08.2b13, Mrs. Sumitra Sharma, H.M. of the' school

appeared befoie the Committee for hearing. She filed reply to the

questionnaire regard.ing development fee. According to the"reply, the

school 4"d not charged development fee from the students' The

representative of the school stated that the school had, neither

TRUE EOPV
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Pay Commission, nor hiked the fee in
.a\

no intenrention

The Committee examined the record, obsqrvation of the audit

officer and submissions of the school representativeq. As per the re.cord,

the fee structure of the school during the years 2OO8-09 and 2O09-1O

was as below:

Class Tuition Fee in
2008-09

T\rition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in Tuition
fee 2009-1O

I 470 .470 NIL

II to IV 520 520 NIL

V 570 570' NIL
VI 62Q 620 NIL
VII 670 670 NIL
VIII 720 720 NIL

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

2009-10. It also appears from record and submissions of the school that

Lission. The school alsoit did not implement the report of 6ft Pay Comm

did not charge development fee from the students.

Therefore, the Committee is of the view that,

is called for qua the fee.

Recommended accordinglY.

^Is

o

sd/- sd/* sdA
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Date.d:- 24.LO.2OI3.

Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member

. JUSTICE \
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

J.S. Kochar
Member
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Green Land Public Sqhool. RaisaTh Colgnyr Delhi -11OO31

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

Committee on 27 /62/2012. However, the returns of the dchool under

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

the Of{ice of Deput5r .Director, District East of the Directorate of

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

the s'chool had not hiked the'fee, in terms of the order dated 11,02.2009

of the Director of Education and had also not implemented the

recommendations of the 6ft Pay Commission.' Accordingly, the school

On 09. IL.2O12, Mrs.. Sushma Gupta, H.M. of the school'attended

the Office of'the Committee. RqnlV tb the aforesaid questionnaire was

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

implemented the.reiofnmendations of the 6tr' Pay Comrnission nor had

"E\
was placed in Category 'C'.,

COPV

*M',
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE

For Review of School Fee
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hiked the fee in terms of the order dated

Education.

000853

II.02.2009 of the Director of

Eh5?"

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

' instance fV Sft. N.S.. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. He observed.

that the school had not implemented the'recommendations of the 6u' Pay.

Commission and had also not hiked the fee during 2OO9-10 and 2O'tO-

11, in terms of the order dated IL.O2.2.OO9 of the Director of Education.

The hike in fee .during 20q9-10 had be'en within the tolerance limit of

LO%.

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

. notice dated 29.07.2013, it was directed to appbar'before the Committee

on 30.08.2013, along -:* and accounting records.

' on 30.08.2013, Mrs. Sushma Gupta, H.M. of the school. appeared

before the Committee and filed reply to the questionnaire regarding

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

, development fee from the students. .. The representative of the school

stated that the school had, neither implemented- the report of 6*r Pay

Commission, nor hiked the fee in terms of the order dated II.O2.2OO9 of

the Directbr of Education. She submitted that the fee hike in 2009-10

'was within the tolerance limit of 1O%.

TRUF EOPV

V
SecrdaW

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTTE

For Review of S:',:o i:'



ffl.qbd.
.D

000854

The Committee examined the record, observation of the audit
'hool 

representative. As per the record,officer and submission of the sc

the School had hiked the fee during 2OO9-1O in the following manner:-

Class T\rition Fee in
2008-09

Tuition Fee in
2009-10

Increase in T\rition
fee 2OO9-1O

ItoV 310 340 30

VI to VIII 325 355 30

. 
'i..

It'is evident from above that the school had hiked the fee within

the tolerance limit of lOoh. It did not increase the fee in terms of the
(

order of the Direbtor oi Edr"ution dated, lt:O2.2009. It could utilize the

order of the Director of Education dated tt.O2.2OO9, ohly if it had

implemented the recommendations of the 6tr' Pay commission, which it

failed to implement.

In the circumstances, the Committee is of the view that no

intenrention'is called for qua the fee.

Recommbnded accordinglY. I

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

Dated: - 24..10.2013,

,*uB coFv

Dr, R.K.'Sharma
Member
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Dinkar NStional 4o4el gchool. O,ld 4ondli, Delhi - 110 Q96

.

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

Committee on 27/O2/2OI2. 'However, 

"the 
returns of the school filed

under Rule 180 of tfre Delhi Sch-ool Education Rules, tg73 were received

.from the Office of Deput5r Director, District East of the Directorate of

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

the school had neither hiked the fee in terms of the order of the Dire'ctor

of Education dated rr.o2.2oo'9 nor rradl implemented the

recommendations of the 6fr Pay Commission. aJ"orair.g1y, the school
:

was placed in Category t'. 
i
I

I

In order to ve.ri$r the returns of the scho'ol, vide letter d.ated
i

07.02.2O13, it was directed to produce its fee and sdlary records and alsot"
.l

to submit reply to the questibnnaire on ZS.OZ.ZOB.I
i. on'the schedule date, shri Mumtaz Ahmad,j clerk of the school
I

I

appeared before the Office of the Committee produc'ed the record.s of the
I

school. It was then that reply to the questionnaire was 'also filed.
I

According to the reply, the school had neithdr implemented the
I

recomme.ndations of'aft. 6ur Pay Commission nor had: increased. the fee.
i

The records, produced in the first instan"" -Jr" examined by Shri
i

'iN.S. Batra, Audit Officer of the Committee. His obseivations were that: -
I

(i) the school had been making salary paymen! oi: pre-revised scales.

TR,UE COPY
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(ii) the ,school had .received huge amount of aid from the parent

Socfety,.

(iii) the school had hiked the fee by Rs.40 l- to. Rs.SO/.- for different

classes in 2OO9-10.

(1v) during 2O1O-1L, the hike was iri the range of .LO%o.

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

.of hearing d.ated. 29.07.2013 was served to the school wittr- the directions

to appear before the Committee on 30.08.2013.

On 3O.O8 .2OIg, no one appbared. op behalf of the school. It was

confirmed. from the India Post Track System that ihe notice of heaiing

tt"d been delivered to .the school on 30.07.2013. The Cornmittee

therefore decided to take record. its find.ings 04 the basis of records'

available with the bommittee.

On examination of the records, it was noticed that the school had

.hiked the fee within the tolerance limit of IOo/o in 2OO9-1.0 and 2O1O-11

and had not implemented the report of 6h Pay Commission.

Thereford, the Committee is of the view that no intervention

is called for iF the issue of fee hike.

Recommended accordingly.

sd/-
Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

Dated: - 28-10-2013

a\ 'Bt.
s.. -AH t,-\r H f *
b--t \d t

J.S. Kochar
Member

.$df;
Dr. R.K. Sharma
Member
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while examining the returns of the schools received through the
.:

respective district.offices of the Directorate of Education and during the course

of verification of the records produced by sgme of the schools' it appe4red that

' in addition to the sdhools dealt with in the 1st and 2'9 Interim Report of the

committee, a couple of more schools had been granted recognition with effect

. from the academic year 2009-10 or later. Th..e information relating to these

schools was not given by the district heads when called for earlier'

Henie, in order to reconfirm the'factum of recognition of such schools

from the yeai.r 2oo9-1Q and .later, fresh communications were sent to the'

District heads. In response, the District heads have confirmed that the
a

following schools were also granted recognition w.e.f.'2OO9-10 or subsequently

and furnished copies of their recognition letters.

s.
N.

File
No.

scHooL
I.D. NO.

Name of School &
Address of School

Date of
oider of
granting
Recognitio
n

Aiademic
Session\
w.e.f.
which
recognitio
n sianted.

1. B-513 r6L7208 Pioneer Convent
School,
Loknayakpuram,
Bakkarwala, Delhi-
4I..

20.o4.2009 2009- 10

2. D-103 100 1205 Dashmesh Public
School, C Block,
Vivek Vihar,Delhi-
95

13.04.2011 20LL-L2

I
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The committee 
. 
has examined copies of recognition letters of these

schools. From these letters, it is confirmed that the year of recognition is after

the issue of ordei dated l1o2.2OO9 by the Director of Education'

The Committee is of the view that since in the case of these

schools, the fee'would have bee.n tixed for the first time after 'L.L'O2'2OO9' 
,

no intervention in the matter of fee of these schools would be called for'

I

Checked by:

# il^I
Kochar

gd/- sd ,sd/-
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Justice Anil Dev Singh (Retd.)
Chairperson

i

I

I

I

I
I

I

I
I

l.t
Ilr
lllrt:

I

I

I

I

sd/-
Sunita NautiYal'(AAO)

Dr- R.K. Sharma CA J.S.
Member Member

Dated: 28/ LO /2OL3
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