Henry Dunant Public School, Jhilmil Colony, Delhi-110095

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012,
the school vide its letter dated 29.02.2012 replied that the school had
neither implemented the 6" Pay Commission report nor increased any fee
pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education,
Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any
fee consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education,
the School vide letter dated 23.03.2012 was asked to produce its financial
and accounting records including fee records before the Committee on
11.4.2012. On this date, no body appeared on behalf of the school and vide
letter dated 17.4.2012 the school was given another opportunity to appear.
The school produced the desired records on 03.05.2012 through Sh. V.K.
Sharma, Manager of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of
~the Committee and her observations are that the school did not increase any
fee in 2009-10. In 2010-11 also, only development fund and annual charges

were increased by Rs. 100/- and Rs. 200/- per annum respectively.

The Committee in its meeting held on 03.05.2012 perused the copies
of records produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms.
Sunita Nautiyal and also observed that the sc hool is run by the Delhi branch
of Indian Red Cross Society which is a renowned Charitable Organisation.
The committee is of the view that as the school has not increased any fee
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during 2009-10 and a very nominal increase has been effected in 2010-11,

no intervention is called for the matter.

Sa/-

Dr. RK. SHARMA
MEMBER
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C-5
East Delhi Public School, Pandav Nagar, Delhi-110091

In response to the questionnaire sent- by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 02.01.2012 (sic) received in the office of the Committee on
06.03.2012, replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™ Pay Commission
report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director
of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contention of the schoo! that it had not increased any fee consequent
to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the School, vide letter
dated 23.03.2012, was asked to produce its financial and accounting records including
fee records before the Committee on 11.4.2012. On this date, no body appeared on
behalf of the school and vide letter dated 17.4.2012 the school was given another
opportunity to appear and produce the records. The school produced the desired records
on 04.05.2012 through Sh. Kapil Upadhyay, Accountant and authorized representative
of the School. |

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that on examination of the records, it was observed
that the school had not increased the tuition fee in 2009-10 but the annual charges had
been increased by Rs. 100/- per annum. In 2010-11, tuition fee was increased by Rs. 40/-

* per month which was below 10% and annual charges were increased by 10%.’

The Committee in its meeting held on 11.05.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal. The
Committee felt that although the final accounts produced by the school did not inspire
much confidence (they were not properly audited), in view of the fact that the increase in
fee effected by the school was marginal and also in view of the fact that the school

operated on a low fee base, no intervention was called for by the Committee.

Sd/-  Sd/-

Dr. R.K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTI§ AQ[D_'EV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 11/5/2012
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C-12

Deep Public School, Ashok Nagar, Shahdara, Delhi-110 093

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 03.03.2012 replied that although the school had implemented the 6"
Pay Commission report w.e.f. 5.3.2010 (though arrears had not been paid), the school
had not increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of
Education, Delhi. The financial returns of the school had been received from the District
Office of the Directorate of Education.

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the school vide
letter dated 23.3.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records
including fee records before the Committee on 12.4.2012. The school produced the
desired records through Sh. Satish Kumar Panchal, Manager of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had nominally increased the tuition

fee and annual fee in 2009-10.

The Committee in its meeting held on 27.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and it was
observed that the fee hike effected by the school in 2009-10 was not even 10%. As such

no intervention was required by the Committee in the matter of fee hike.

Sa/- Sda/- Sa/-

Dr. R.K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
&—/\

JUSTICE
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COMMITTEE
For Review of Schioo! Fee
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C-15

JUNIOR MODEL SCHOOL, BADL], DELHI-42

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 29.2.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™ Pay
Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued by

the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school, the school was directed vide letter dated
27.3.2012 to produce its fee and other financial records before the Committee. In
compliance with the directions of the Committee, the school produced the desired records
on 30.3.2012 through Sh. Jagdish Chander Sharma Manager and Smt. Meena Kumari
Headmistress.

The records were examined by Sh. J.S. Kochar, Member of the Committee and
his observations are that although the audit reports and final annual statements like
Receipt and Payment Account, Income Expenditure Account and Balance Sheet do not
inspire much confidence as the audit reports are not proper, the fee records produced by
the school do not indicate that the school increased any fee pursuant to the order dated
11.2.2009 of the Director of Education. |

The Committee in its meeting held on 25.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Sh. J.S. Kochar and was of the
view that since the school had not increased the fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009

of the Director, no intervention was required at the level of the Committee.

Sdal- Sd/-  Sd/-

Dr. R.K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
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C-18

Spring Field School, FD Block, Pitampura, New Delhi-110 088

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 01.03.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report nor had it increased any fee pursuant to the order dated
11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the school vide
letter dated 27.3.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records
including fee records before the Committee on 2.4.2012. The school produced the
desired records through Ms. Shikha Hasija, Headmistress of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that though the accounts have not been maintained
very properly, the examination of fee records did not reveal the increase in fee stipulated

in terms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education.

The Committee in its meeting held on 26.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal. It was
observed by the Committee that the increase in fee effected by the school during the
years 2009-10 and 2010-11 was within 10% which the schools, by practice, are
increasing every year and to which even the Department of Education is not objecting. It
was therefore of the view that since the school had not increased the fee pursuant to the

order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director, no intervention was required by the Committee.

Sd/- Sd/- Sd/-

Dr. R.K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE
For Review of Schoo Fee
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C-20

Rose Merry Public School, Pitampura, Delhi-110034

The Committee had initially records/its decision on 01.05.2012 vide which it
was recorded that the school had not been filing any returns under Rule 180 of the
Delhi School Education Rules 1973 and the school h-ad not prepared any Balance
Sheets from 2008-09 to 2010-11. This decision was based on the observations of Sh.
S.K. Sharma, Secretary of the Committee which he made on examination of the
records produced by the school on 02.04.2012. In view of these observations, the
Committee recorded that it was unable to express any view as to whether the school

had hiked any fee or not.

However, subsequently while examining the returns filed by the various
schools of North West-B District of the Directorate , it came to the notice of the
Committee that the school had been filing its annual returns and the Balance Sheets
were also audited. Therefore, vide decision dated 16.5.2012, the Committee recalled

its earlier decision dated 01.05.2012 and ordered a fresh examination of the records.

The School was again requested vide letter dated 03/07/2012 to produce the
reéords and also to submit reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee. In
response to the questionnaire , the school filed a reply which was received in the
office of the Committee on 13.07.2012 vide which it stated that the school had neither
implemented the 6™ Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the
order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, Delhi. The Audit Officer
Ms. Sunita Nautiyal observed that the number of students enrolled in the school was
116 and 118 in session 2009-10 and 2010-11

The Committee in its meeting held on 03.08.2012 perused the copies of
returns filed by the school as well as the observation notes of the audit officer and is

of the view that no intervention is called for in the matter.

~ C ~aif
S/~ Sof- 0/ -
Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANILDEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 03/08/2012
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C-25

Blooming Buds Public School, New Moti Nagar, New Delhi-110 015

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide itsletter dated 29.02.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009
issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the school vide
letter dated 27.3.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records
including fee records before the Committee on 03.4.2012. On this date the school

_sought some time for production of the records and it was allowed to produce the same
on 16.4.2012 instead.  The school produced the desired records on 16.4.2012 through
Sh. Ashwani Sharma, Manager of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had nominally increased the tuition
fee and development charges in 2009-10 and had not increased any fee during 2010-11.

The Cash Book and Ledger of the school were found to be maintained in normal course.

The Committee in its meeting held on 27.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and was of
the view that since the school had hiked the fee which is marginaliy more than 10% per
annum to which the department takes no objection, no intervention was required by the

Committee in the matter of fee hike.

Sd/- Sd/i- Sdf-

Dr. R.K. SHARMA CA JS.KOCHAR  JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

JUSTIGE
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C-28

St. Michell Public School, B Block, Janakpuﬁ, New Delhi-110 058

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 29.02.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009

issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school, the school was directed vide letter dated
27.03.2012 to produce its fee and other financial records before the Committee. In
compliance with the directions of the Committee, the school produced the desired records
on 20.04.2012 through Sh.Alok Nath Goswami (MC Member).

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had increased tuition fee by 10% and
annual charges and development fee by less than 10% and therefore the contention of the

school that it had not increased the fee as per DOE’s order dated 11.2.2009 was correct.

The Committee in its meeting held on 25.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and was of
the view that it was standard practice being followed by all the schools in Delhi to
increase the fee by 10% every year and the department had also been allowing such
in'crease across the board. Since the fee increased by the school was within 10%, no

intervention at the level of the Committee was required.

SO~ S S/

Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
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COMMITTEE
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C-34

Sulabh Public School, Mahavir Enclave, New Delhi-110 045

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 02.03.2012 replied that although the school had implemented the 6"
Pay Commission report w.e.f. 1.4.2009 (though arrears had not been paid), the school
had not increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of
Educaﬁon, Delhi. The financial returns of the school had been received from the

District Office of the Directorate of Education.

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued the Director of Education, the school vide
letter dated 27.3.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records
including fee records before the Committee on 4.4.2012. The school produced the
desired records through Sh. B.P. Singh, Primary Teacher and Sh. Anil Kumar, UDC.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school increased its fee by the usual 10% in
2009-10 and no fee was increased in 2010-11. Hence the contention of the school that it
did not increase the fee in terms of order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director was correct. The
accounting records of the school like cash book and Ledger were also found to be
maintained properly although the school did not prepare the Receipt and Payment

account.

The Committee in its meeting held on 26.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and was of
the view that since the school had not increased the fee pursuant to the order dated

11.2.2009 of the Director, no intervention was required by the Committee.

Sd/- Sd/- Sd/-

Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
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C-40

KVM MODEL SCHOOL, SHIVAJI PARK, SHAHDARA, DELHI

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 02.03.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009

issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school, the school was directed vide letter dated
23.03.2012 to produce its fee and other financial records before the Committee. In
compliance with the directions of the Committee, the school produéed the desired records
on 12.04.2012 through Sh. Sunil Chadha Manager.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that there were accounting errors in the books of
accounts and the school had increased tuition fee by Rs. 50/- to 60/- per month w.e.f.
1.4.2009 which amounted to about 13 to 15% of the fee charged for the year 2008-09.
Hence the school had actually increased the fee in terms of order dated 11.2.2009 of the
Director , although the increase was not to the maximum permissible limit of Rs. 100/-

per month.

The Committee in its meeting held on 25.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and was of
the view that although the school had increased the fee by more than 10%, w.e.f.
1.4.2009 which is the standard increase the schools make every year, in absolute terms,
the excess over 10% amounted to Rs. 14 to 20 month which is miniscule. Hence no

intervention at the level of the Committee was required.

Sd-  Su-  Sor-

Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
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C-41

K.D. Field Public School, Naveen Shahdara, Delhi.

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 01.03.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009

issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school, the school was directed vide letter dated
23.03.2012 to produce its fee and other financial records before the Committee. In
compliance with the directions of the Comminéé, the school produced the desired records
on 12.04.2012 through Sh. R.G. Rohtagi, Manager.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had increased the tuition fee by less
than 10%. and therefore the contention of the school that it had not increased the fee as
per DOE’s order dated 11.2.2009 was correct. However she also made an observation
that the school had given an advance of Rs. 2,65,000/- to Smt. Shobha Rohtagi, Vice
Principal and wife of the Manager and Rs. 63,636/- to Sh. Prince Rohtagi, Administrator
and son of the Manager. Further the daily cash balances had not been struck in the cash

book and had been written in pencil and as such did not inspire confidence.

The Committee in its meeting held on 25.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal . It was
observed by the Committee that the advance given to Smt. Shobha Rohtagi was actually
more than Rs. 4,00,000/- and not Rs. 2,65,000/-. Similarly the advance to Sh. Prince
Rohtagi was more than Rs. 1,38,636/- and not Rs. 63,636/-. These were being recovered
in monthly instalments. The Committee also observed that the school had also been
making advances from time to time to one Sh. Radhey Govind Rohtagi ( presumably
another relative of the Manager ). Further it has been rightly observed by Ms. Nautiyal
that the accounts do not inspire confidence as the Balance Sheet, Income and

Expenditure Account for 2007-08 have not even been audited. For the year 2008-09,
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only provisional Income and Expenditure Account and Balance Sheet have been

submitted which obviously are not audited.

However, the Committee is of the view that in so far as the hike in fee was
concerned, no intervention was required as the hike was found to be nominal and less
than 10%. But in view of the fact that serious financial irregularities were noticed, the
Director of Education should order a special inspection of the school under the provisions

of section 24(2) of the Delhi School Education Act 1973.

Sd/i- Sd/- Sd/-

Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
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ANIL DEV SING L
CoMmIT=:
FOT,RQVEE'W of SCﬂ:-j Tis //I

//

(%))

no



C-42

S.R. Captial Public School, Naveen Shahdara, Delhi-110032

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 29.02.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009

issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions. of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued the Director of Education, the School vide
letter dated 23.3.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records
including fee records before the Committee on 12.4.2012.  The school produced the
desired records on this date through Sh. Lakshay Chhabaria, Administrator of the
School. However, the examination was inconclusive and vide letter dated 25.4.2012, the

school was again requested to produce the records on 02.05.12.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee on 02.05.2012. The Séhool filed revised fee structures for the three years i.e.
2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 including therein the components of fee which had not
been included in the Fee Structure by the school while submitting the same to the
Directorate. The same were verified by the Audit Officer. She has observed that although
the school has increased the fee but the hike in fee is not in terms of the order dated
11.2.2009 of the Director of Education.

The Committee in its meeting held on 03.0522012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal. She was
asked to prepare a comparative chart of fee for all the three years by aggregating the
different components of fee and then work out the percentage increase. This was done by
her and on examination of the same, the Committee has observed that the percentage
increase in fee effected by the school ranges between 9.8% and 12.5% for different
classes in the year 2009-10 and between 7.;8% and 9.7% for different classes in 2010-11.

In absolute terms, the excess over 10% does not amount to much as the school operates

Ju/snce
ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE
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on a low fee base. Since, the department allows the schools to increase the fee by 10%

every year, the Committee is of the view that no intervention is called for in respect of the

school.
Sd/- Sal- Sal-
Dr. RK. SHARMA CA JS.KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH

MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
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C-43&79

J.N. Modern Public School, Rani Bagh, Delhi-110 034

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its email dated 02.03.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009

issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the School vide
letter dated 28.3.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records
including fee records before the Committee on 09.4.2012. The school produced the
desired records on this date through Sh. A K. Bhatia, President of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had not increased the fee in terms of
DOE’s order dated 11.2.2009 and that proper fee Registers, Cash Book and Ledger were

maintained which had been test checked with the final accounts of the school.

The Committee in its meeting held on 27.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and was of
the view that since the school had not hiked the fee in terms of order dated 11.2.2009 of
the Director of Education, no intervention was required by the Committee in the matter
of fee hike.

Sa/- Sd/- Sd/-

Dr. R K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
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C-45

Mata Sukhdevi Public School, Nangli Poona, Delhi-110036

In response to the questioﬁnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 06.03.2012 replied that although the school had implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report but the increased salary could not be paid due to losses suffered
in the previous years. However, the school had not increased any fee pursuant to the

order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the School vide
letter dated 02.04.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accbunting records
including fee records before the Committee on 16.4.2012.  The school produced the
desired records on this date through Ms. Savita Gupta, Primary Teacher of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that although the school produced the fee receipts
but it was informed to her that the school did not maintain fee register. The Cash Book
for years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 were produced but the Ledger was produced
~only for 2010-11 as the ledgers for 2008-09 and 2009-10 were reportedly with the
Provident Fund Department. It was also observed that the school had increased the
tuition fee by less than 10% in 2009-10 and 2010-11. |

The Committee in its meeting held on 01.05.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and was of
the view that since the fee hiked by the school in both the years i.e. 2009-10 and 2010-11

was less than 10%, no intervention was required by the Committee in this matter.

Cor e _
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C-54

Shankar Public Scheool, Mandawali, Delhi-110092

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 5.03.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6
Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009

issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contention of the school that it had not increased any fee consequent
to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the school, vide letter
dated 23.03.2012, was asked to produce its financial and accounting records including
fee records before the Committee on 11.4.2012. On this date, no body appeared on
behalf of the school and vide letter datc;i 17.4.2012 the school was given another
opportunity to appear and produce the records. The school produced the desired records
on 04.05.2012 through Sh. B.P. Singh, Member of the Society running the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had increased the tuition fee by Rs.
100/- per month for all the classes in 2009-10, the maximum amount of increase
permissible vide order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education. However no fee

was increased in the year 2010-11.

The Committee in its meeting held on 07.05.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal. The
Committee felt that although technically the school had increased the fee consequent to
the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education in the year 2009-10, however in
view of the fact that no fee had been increased in 2010-11, the Committee would not
recommend the refund of fee as the hike effected in 2009-10, when spread over two
years, would amount to an increase of about 10% per annum to which the Directorate of

Education takes no objection.

Sa/- Sol- Sol-

Dr. R.K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 07/05/2012 -
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C-56

Vivek Modern School, Ghonda, Delhi-110 053

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated Nil (received in the office of the Committee on 12.3.2012 ) replied
that the school had neither implemented the 6" Pay Commission report nor increased
any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.
The financial returns of the school had been received from the District Office of the

Directorate of Education.

.To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the School vide
letter dated 23.3.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records
including fee records beforé the Committee on 11.4.2012.  The school produced the

desired records on this date through Sh. Indira Kumar Arora, Manager of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had increased the fee only by 10% in
2009-10 and 2010-11 and not in terms of DOE’s order dated 11.2.2009. During 2010-11,
activity fee had been introduced which was optional for the students and only 51 students
had opted for the activity. The Cash Book and Ledger were maintained which had been

test checked with the final accounts of the school.

The Committee in its meeting held on 27.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and was of
the view that since the school had not hiked the fee in terms of order dated 11.2.2009 of
the Director of Education, no intervention was required by the Committee in the matter
of fee hike.
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C-57

Gyan Sarovar Sec. Bal Vidyalaya, Ganwari Marginal Bandh, Delhi-110 053

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its email dated 09.03.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report nor had increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009

issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the school vide
letter dated 23.3.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records
including fee records before the Committee on 12.4.2012. The school produced the

desired records through Ms. Rajni Sharma, Vice Principal of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had increased tuition fee by 15 to
30% in the year 2009-10 for different classes but the annual charges and other fee had
not been increased. Further in the year 2010-11, tuition fee had been increased only by
about 10% while other fee heads remained unchanged. The Cash Book and Ledger of the
school for the year 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 were found to be maintained properly.

The contention put forth by the Vice Principal of the school was that in 2009-10
the fee had not been increased for implementation of 6™ Pay Commission Report but to
collect additional funds for repairing the school building etc. which had been damaged by
the floods which are an annual occurrence as the school is located in the marginal bandh

area of river Yamuna.

The Committee in its meeting held on 27.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and also
considered the explanation of the Vice Principal of the school and was of the view that

the explanation of the school with regard to damage by floods was a plausible
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explanation as the school is located in a low lying area and therefore no intervention by

the Committee was required in the matter of fee hike.
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C-58

Budh Singh Memorial Public School, Tigipur, New Delhi-110 036

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 12.3.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009

issued by the Director of Education, Delhi. .

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the School vide
letter dated 23.3.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records
including fee records before the Committee on 12.4.2012.  The school produced the
desired records on this date through Sh. M.S. Rana, Manager of the School. -

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had increased the tuition fee only by
about 10-12% in 2009-10 and 2010-11. Science Fee and Computer fee had been
increased by Rs. 10/- per month while annual charges had not been increased at all. She
has observed that the school was allowed a maximum fee hike of Rs. 200/- per month,if
it had implemented the 6" Pay Commission. As such the fee hike effected by the school
is not in terms of DOE’s order dated 11.2.2009.

The Committee in its meeting held on 27.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and was of
the view that the school had increased only the tuition fee by 10-12%. Other heads
remained almost unchanged. Since increase in fee over 10% is marginél]y more, no
intervention was required by the Committee in the matter of fee hike as increase of
annual fee by 10% is the standard practice adopted by all the schools in Delhi with no

objection from the Director of Education.
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C-67

Priva Adarsh Public School, Saboli, Delhi -110 093

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 10.03.2012 replied that although the school had implemented the 6"
Pay Commission report w.e.f. 1.4.2010 (though arrears had not been paid), the school
had not increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of
Education, Delhi. The financial returns of the school had been received from the District

Office of the Directorate of Education.

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the school vide
letter dated 28.3.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records
including fee records before the Committee on 9.4.2012. The school produced the
desired records through Sh. J.K. Jain, Manager of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had not increased any fee during
2009-10 and had increased the fee by 10% during 2010-11.

The Committee in its meeting held on 26.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and was of
the view that since the school had not increased the fee pursuant to the order dated
11.2.2009 of the Director and had increased the fee in 2010-11 only by 10% , which the
schools usually increase every year and to which the Director of Education also does not

object, no intervention was required by the Committee.
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Evergreen Public School, Vinoba Enclave, New Delhi-110 072

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 29.02.2012 replied that although the school had implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report w.e.f. Nov. 2009 ( although the arrears of salary had not been
paid ), the school had not increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued
by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the School vide
letter dated 28.3.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records
including fee records before the Committee on 10.4.2012.  The school produced the
desired records on this date through Sh. Shekhar Varshney, Manager of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had not increased the annual fee and
admission fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11. The school had increased tuition fee by 10% in
2009-10 and 10% or thereabout in 2010-11. The Cash Book and Ledger and Fee records

were found to be maintained in normal course.

The Committee in its meeting held on 27.4.2012 perused the copies of records
produced By the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and
observed that except for class IX in 2010-11 the fee hike effected by the school in both
the years was in the vicinity of 10% per annum. However for Class IX, a hike of 33% in
the fee was observed in 2010-11 as the same was hike from Rs. 600/- per month to Rs.
800/- per month. When viewed in the context of the overall fee hike, the fee hike of one
class would not have much impact. The Committee was therefore of the view that no

intervention was required by the Committee in this matter.
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Guru Nanak Convent School, Sham Nagar Extn. New Delhi-110018

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012,
the school vide its letter dated 06.03.2012 replied that the school had
implemented the 6™ Pay Commission report w.e.f. 01.04.2011 but had not
increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the
Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any
fee consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education,
the School vide letter dated 27.03.2012 was asked to produce its financial
and accounting records including fee recérds before the Committee on
02.4.2012. At the request of the school, the date for producing the records
was extended to 09.04.2012. On this date, Sh. Dalip Singh, Manager of the
School appeared and produced the records which were asked for by the
Committee pertaining to the years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of
the Committee and her observations are that the school had not increased the
fee in 2009-10 in terms of order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of
Education. She also observed that as per the information given by the
school, the 6™ Pay Commission had been implemented w.e.f. 01.04.2011 but
no arrears had been paid to the teachers. The Accounts of the school were

found to be maintained in normal course.

The Committee in its meeting held on 26.04.2012 perused the copies

of records produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms.
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Sunita Nautiyal. The Committee was of the view that since the school
claimed to have implemented the 6" Pay Commission Reporf w.e.f.
01.04.2011, the funds availability with the school vis.-a-vis the fee
increased in 2011-12 would have to be examined. As such the Audit Officer
was asked to call for the records for the year 2011-12 also and examined the

same.

The records of the school for 2011-12 were also called for in terms of
the directions of the Committee and the same were produced by the school
on 04.06.2012 which were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer
of the Committee. Her observations are that in 2011-12 also the extent of
fee hiked by the school was less than 10% and that the 6™ Pay Commission

had only been partially implemented by the School w.e.f. 01.04.2011.

The committee in its meeting held on 05.06.2012 examined the
copies of the records produced by the school for the year 2011-12 and also
the observations of the Audit Officer and is of the view that as the fee hiked
by school is less than 10% and the school has also partially implemented the

6™ Pay Commission Report, no intervention is called for the matter.
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Guru Harkishan Model School, Raj Nagar Part-II, Palam Colony, New_ Delhi-
110045

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its email dated 15.03.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009

issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contention of the school that it had not increased any fee consequent

to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the School vide letter dated
28.03.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records including fee
records before the Committee on 10.4.2012. On this date, no body appeared on behalf of
the school and vide letter dated 17.4.2012 the school was given another opportunity to
appear. The school produced the desired records on 03.05.2012 through Sh. Surender
Singh, Manager of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school did not increase any fee in 2009-10
and 2010-11. Development fee of Rs. 80/- per month which was being charged hitherto,
was discontinued w.e.f. 2009-10. Only examination fee was nominally increased in
2010-11. The school had a meager strength of 48 students in 2010-11. It was informed
to her that the school would be shut down in one or two years. However, she also
observed that there were discrepancies in carrying forward the cash balance from 2007-
08 to 2008-09.

The Committee in its meeting held on 03.05.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal. In view of
the fact that no fee had actually been hiked either in 2009-10 or 2010-11, no intervention

is called for by the Committee.
: . RPN
2 C; d / <-: N
Sal- S0/ SO

Dr. R.K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

— T

\\\
JUSTICE N
ANH DFV Clianer s



c78"‘2‘

S.K. Payal Public School, Kasna Colony, Badarpur Border, New Delhi-110044

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its email dated 22.03.2012 replied that the school had not implemented the 6" Pay

Commission report and the school increases the fee by 10% in every academic session. .

To verify the contention of the school that it had increased the fee only by 10%,
the School vide letter dated 28.3.2012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting
records including fee records before the Committee on 10.4.2012. On this date, a
request was received from the school to give another date as Sh. Sanjeev Kumar,
Manager of the school was not well. The Schdbl was accordingly asked to produce the
records on 25.4.2012 on which date, the school produced the desired records through

Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Manager.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nau.tiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school increased the tuition fee by 10% in-
2009-10 but annual charges of Rs. 200/- were waived off in that year. However Misc. fee
of Rs. 40/- to 65/- was introduced. In 2010-11, the school increased the tuition fee by
10%, Misc. fee by Rs. 5/- to Rs. 10/- and annual charges of Rs. 500/- were again
introduced. Further on examination of fee receipts, it was found that the school was
charging tuition fee of Rs. 245/- from class III and IV students whereas as per the fee
structure it should charge Rs. 225/- per month. Certain discrepancies were also observed

in the maintenance of books of accounts.

The Committee in its meeting held on 03.05.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal . The
Committee found that the fee charged by the school was very low ranging between Rs.
200/- and Rs. 225/- and although the overall percentage increase as worked out by the
Audit Officer was much more than 10% claimed by the school, no intervention was

required by the Committee in the matter of fee hike as even the hiked fee was very low.
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Amrita Vidvalayvam, Pushap Vihar, Saket, New Delhi-110017

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 21.03.2012 replied that the school had implemented the 6" Pay
Commission report but not increased the fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued

by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contention of the school that it had not increased the fee consequent
to order dated 11.2. 2009 issued by the Dlrector of Education, the School, vide letter
dated 16.04.2012, was asked to produce its ﬁnanc1al and accounting records including
fee records before the Committee on 23.4.2012.  The school produced the desired
records on this date through Sh. Murlidharan, Administrator of the School although the
Cash book and ledgers were not produced as the same were reported to be maintained at
Mata Amrita Anand Mai Math at Kerala.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had increased the tuition fee by 10%
in 2009-10. Development fee which was being charged @ Rs. 100/- per month was
increased by Rs. 75/- to Rs. 200/- per month for different classes. However no fee had

been increased in 2010-11.

The Committee in its meeting held on 02.05.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and she
was asked to prepare a consolidated fee statement for all the three years to work out the
overall percentage increase. She submitted the consolidated fee statement and on perusal
of the same, it was observed that during 2009-10, for classes I to V, there was no increase
in the fee, for classes VI to VIII, there was increase of 11.2% over last year, for classes
IX & X, the increase was 14.5% over last year and for classes XI & XII, there was an
increase of 10% over last year. It was also observed that there was no fee hike in 2010-
11.

The Committee is of the view that since the department takes no objection to a fee

increase of upto 10% per annum, the fee hike effected by the school in 2009-10, can be
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considered to be a routine hike particularly when there was no hike in fee in 2010-11.
Therefore the Committee is of the view that no intervention was required by it in the

matter of fee hike.
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Greenway Modern School, Jhilmil Colony, Delhi-110095

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 28.03.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009

issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school that it had not increased any fee
consequent to order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, the School vide
letter dated 16.042012 was asked to produce its financial and accounting records
___including fee records before the Committee on 26.4.2012.  The school produced the
desired records on this date through Sh. Manoj Jain, Chartered Accountant with due

authorization from the Manager of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had increased the tuition fee by less
than 10% in 2009-10 and 2010-11. However the annual charges have been increased by
Rs. 300/- ( 42.85%) in 2009-10 and by Rs. 500/- (50%) in 2010-11.

The Committee in its meeting held on 03.05.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and asked
her to prepare a consolidated statement of fee in 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 including
therein the tuition fee as well as the annual charges. This was done by her and on a
consolidated basis, it was observed that the school had increased the fee ranging between
11.3% and 13% in 2009-10 and between 12.5% and 14.5% in 2010-11. This increase is
more than the usual increase of 10% which the schools do as a standard practice and to
which the department does not object. But keeping in view the low fee base, the excess
over 10% in this case does not amount to much in absolute terms as the total fee for

different classes in 2008-09 varied between Rs. 558/- per month and Rs. 658/- per month.

The Committee is therefore of the view that no intervention was required by it in

this case. 0
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C-101

New St. Michael Academy, Rishi Nagar Shakur Basti, Delhi-110034

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012. However the returns
submitted by the school under Rule 180 were received by the Committee from North
West —B District of the Directorate of Education. On examination of these returns, the
school was put in C Category.

Vide letter dated 15.05.2012, the school was asked to produce its fee records,
salary payment records and the books of Accounts for examination by the Committee.
The school produced the desired records on 31.5.2012 through Smt. Nirmal Puri,
Manager of the School. The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit
Officer of the Committee.

The observations of the Audit Officer are that on examination of the records

produced by the school, it was found that the school did not increase any fee in
2009-10 and 2010-11. The Manager of the school also gave a confirmation
that the school had not implemented the 6" Pay Commission due to shortage
of funds.

The Committee in its meeting held on 05.06.2012 perused the copies
of records produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms.
Sunita Nautiyal and is of the view that that as the school had not increased

any fee during 2009-10 and 2010-11, , no intervention is calléd for the

matter, .
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S.D. Public School, Moti Nagar, New Delhi-110015

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012. However the returns
submitted by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 were
received by the Committee from West —A District of the Directorate of Education. On
examination of these returns, the school was put in C Category as on a preliminary
examination of the aforesaid returns, it appeared that the school had not increased the fee

in terms of order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education.

In order to verify the correctness of the returns, the school vide letter dated
15.5.2012 was requested to produce its account books, fee and salary records. The
desired records were produced on 4.6.2012 by Smt. Kamlesh, a clerk of the school. The
same were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee and her
observations are that the school had increased the tuition fee by Rs. 60/- (14%) in 2009-
10 and by Rs. 45/- (10%) in 2010-11. Fee under the other heads like scout fee, medical
fee and pupil fee had also been nominal increased. She also recorded that as per the
information provided by the school, the 6™ Pay Commission had been implemented by
the school w.e.f. January 2012 and the school had proposed to increase the fee of
students from 2012-13. The fee schedule for 2011-12 and 2012-13 was called for and
submitted by the school and on comparison, the fee hike was found to be nominal. She
has also observed that the final accounts of the school have not been correctly prepared
and the auditors M/s. S.K. Kalia & Co., Chartered Accountants have merely put their

stamp and signature without expressing any opinion on the accounts of the school.

The Committee in its meeting held on 11.06.2012 perused the copies of returns
filed by the school under Rule 180, records produced by the school and also the
observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal. The Committee observed that the school
claims to have implemented the 6™ Pay Commission Report w.e.f. January 2012. The
school is run by Sanatan Dharam Sabha and receives aid from the Sabha. The fee hike
effected in 2009-10 and 2010-11 were nominal. However, on examination of final

accounts submitted by the school, it was observed that they were not audited by the
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Chartered Accountants. Only the rubber stamp and initials of one M/s. S.K. Kalia & Co.

were found affixed on the accounts without any report by them.

Though the Committee does not recommend any refund of fee in view of the
nominal ‘hike effected by the school, the Director of Education may ensure that the

accounts are properly audited. Recommended accordingly.
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Mata Savitri Devi Sanjeevani Public School , Mohan Garden, New Delhi-
110059,

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the
Committee on 27.2.2012 which was followed by a reminder dated 27.03.2012.
However the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 have been received from the office of the Dy. Director of
Education, West-B —district.-On-a-preliminary examination of the returns, the
school was put in C Category as it appeared that the school had not increased

the fee in terms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education.

In order to verify the returns of the school, the school was requested
vide letter dated 15.05..2012 to produce its fee records, salary payment
registers, Cash Book and Ledger and Banks statements for the years 2008-09 to
2010-11 and also to submit reply to the questionnaire.  In compliance, the
school produced through Sh Rajesh Malla, Manager of the school, the
required records on 25..06.2012 but did not submit reply to questionnaire. He
was directed to submit the reply within three days. The school sent the reply to
the questionnaire by Speed Post which was received in the office of the
Committee on 03/07/2012.

The records produced the school were examined by Ms. Sunita
Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee on 25/06/2012 and her observations
are that the school had increased tuition fee by Rs. 100/- to Rs. 125/- per month
for classes I to VIII which worked to an increase between 12% and 21% over
the previous year. For classes IX to XII, the tuition fee hike was less than 10%.
No other fee was increased in 2009-10. In 2010-11, the hike in tuition fee was
less than 10% and there was nominal increase in the examination fee.  The
school had implemented the 6™ Pay Commission Report from the session 2009-

10. The Books of accounts for 2009-10 were examined and they appeared to

be in order.
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As per reply to the questionnaire which was received subsequently, the
school stated that it had implemented the 6™ Pay Commission Report with

effect from January 2009 but had not paid arrears of salary to the teachers.

The Committee in its meeting held on 12.07.2012 perused the copies of
the Returns and documents filed by the school and the observations of the
Audit Officer as also the reply submitted by the school to the questionnaire. In
view of the fact that the school had implemented the 6™ Pay Commission
Report and the hike in fee was nominal, the Committee is of the view that no

intervention is called for in the matter. Recommended accordingly.
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Sanjeevani Public School , Uttam Nagar, New Delhi-110059

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the
Committee on 27.2.2012 which was followed by a reminder dated 27.03.2012.
However the retuns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 have been received from the office of the Dy. Director of
Education, West-B district. On a preliminary examination of the returns, the

school was put in C Category as it appeared that the school had not increased

the Tee in terms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education.

In order to verify the returns of the school, the school was requested
vide letter dated 15.05..2012 to produce its fee records, salary payment
registers, Cash Book and Ledger and Banks statements for the years 2008-09 to
2010-11 and also to submit reply to the questionnaire.  In compliance, the
school produced through Sh Rajesh Malla, Manager of the school, the
required records on 25..06.2012 but did not submit reply to questionhaire. He
was directed to submit the reply within three days. The school sent the reply to
the questionnaire by Speed Post which was received in the office of the

Committee on 03/07/2012.

The records produced the school were examined by Ms. Sunita
Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee on 25/06/2012 and her observations
are that the school was charging tuition fee in the range of Rs. 600/- to Rs.
1000/- per month in 2008-09. Tuition fee was increased by Rs. 50/- to Rs.
125/- per month in 2009-10 which worked out to an increase of 6% to 16%
over the fee for 2008-09. Further in 2010-11. there was no increase in any type
of fee. The school claimed to have implemented the 6™ Pay Commission
Report with effect from August 2009. The Cash Book and Ledger were
checked with respect to the final accounts of the school and the same appeared

to be in order. Jﬂ/
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As per reply to the questionnaire which was received subsequently, the
school maintained that it had implemented the 6" Pay Commission Report

with effect from August 2009 but had not paid arrears of salary to the teachers.

The Committee in its meeting held on 12.07.2012 perused the copies of
the Returns and documents filed by the school and the observations of the
Audit Officer as also the reply submitted by the school to the questionnaire.
The Committee noted that the accounts of the school have not been audited as
the Chartered Accountant has given only a compilation report. However, in

--view of the fact that the fee was nominally increased by the school in 2009-10
and no increase was effected in 2010-1 1, - the Committee is of the view that

no intervention is called for in the matter. Recommended accordingly.

Sg/-  S0/- Sei /-

Dr.R.K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)

MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated:12.07.2012
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C-110

Red Rose Model School, Mohan Garden, New Delhi-110059

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012. However the returns
submitted by the school under Rule 180 were received by the Committee from West —B
District of the Directorate of Education. The records received also contained a letter
dated 27.01.2012 by the school to the Education Officer Zone XVIII of the Directorate
vide which it was stated that the school had implemented the 6" Pay Commission Report.

On examination of these returns and the said letter, the school was put in C Category.

Vide letter dated 15.05.2012, the school was asked to produce its fee records,
salary payment records and the books of Accounts for examination by the Committee.
The school produced the desired records on 08.06.2012 through Sh. Rajiv Aggarwal,
Office Asstt. and Sh. Rajiv Kumar Office Asstt. of the Society running the school. The

records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee.

The observations of the Audit Officer are that on examination of the records

produced by the school, it was found that the school was charging tuition fee in
the slab of Rs. 501 to Rs. 1000 in 2008-09. Although the school was
permitted a maximum fee hike of Rs. 200/- vide the order dated 11.2.2009 of
the Director of Education, the school increased the fee by only Rs. 100/- per

month. The school had not increased the annual charges in 2009-10 and
| 2010-11 and the tuition fee hike in 2010-11 was also less than 10%. The
school had produced copy of the Pay Bill Register for April 2009 to
evidence that the school had implemented the 6™ Pay Commission Report.
The Books of the Accounts were by and large found to be maintained in

normal course and were duly audited.

The Committee in its meeting held on 11.06.2012 perused the copies
of returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education
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Rules 1973 and other records produced by the school and also the
observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and is of the view that as the
school has implemented the 6™ Pay Commission Report without resorting to
the maximum permissible fee hike ( in fact the hike was half of what was
permitted by order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education ),

no intervention by the Committee is called for the matter.

ul-Sdl- sg-

Dr. R K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER . CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 11.6.2012 JUSTICE

ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE
For Review of Schoo’ Fee
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C-114

Gyan Varsha Public School, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi-110059

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012. However the returns
submitted by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 were
received by the Committee from West —B District of the Directorate of Education.
The school was put in C Catégory as on a preliminary examination of the aforesaid

—returns, -it -appeared -that -the -school -had—not increased the fee in terms of order dated
11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education. |

In order to verify the correctness of the returns, the school vide letter dated
15.5.2012 was requested to produce its account books, fee and salary records. The
desired records were produced on 11.6.2012 by /Sh. Rajneesh Khera, Manager of the
school. The same were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had increased the tuition fee in 2009-
10 by less than 10% and annual charges had not been increased at all. In 2010-11 also,
the tuition fee and annual charges were increased by less than 10%. Although the fee
structure for 2010-11 filed by the school, development fund @ 10-% of tuition fee was
proposed to be introduced w.e.f. 1.4.2010, the school had not collected the same. The
school in reply to a letter dated 23.1.2012 from the Dy. Director of Education, Distt.
West-B, stated that it had implemented the 6" Pay Commission Report. However on
checking, it was found that 6™ Pay Commission Report had only been partially
implemented w.e.f. April 2010 in as much as only basic pay as per the 6" Pay
Commission has been paid. No Grade Pay, DA, HRA and TA is being paid as per the 6™
Pay commission Report. The Books of Accounts appeared to be maintained in normal

course.

The- Committee in its meeting held on 14.06.2012 perused the copies of
documents filed by the school under Rule 180, records produced by the school and also

the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal. In view of the fact that the school has

o
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partially implemented the 6™ Pay Commission report and the fee hike effected by the

school was less than 10%, no intervention is called for in the matter.

S0/ - od/- S0/-

Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER . MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 14/6/2012
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c.io - 27
Monarch Public School, Harsh Vihar, Delhi-110093

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.2.2012 which was followed by a reminder dated 27.03.2012. However the returns filed by
the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 have been received from
the office of the Dy. Director of Education, North East district. On a preliminary examination
of the returns, the school was put in C Category as it appeared that the school had not

increased the fee in terms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education.

In order to verify the returns of the school, the school was requested vide letter dated
30.05.2012 to produce its fee records, salary payment registers, Cash Book and Ledger and
Banks statements for the years 2008-09 to 2010-11 and also to submit reply to the

questionnaire. In compliance, the school produced through Sh Kapil UPadhayay,
Authorised Representative of the school, the required records on 20.06.2012, but the reply to
questionnaire was not submitted. The records produced were examined by Ms. Sunita

Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee.

. The Audit Officer observed that on examination of the records, it was found that the
fee being charged by the school was less than that shown in the fee structure for 2008-09.
Further there was no fixed pattern of receiving the fee in each month. Different fees héd
been received in different months. As per the fee structure, the school had increased tuition
fee by Rs. 50/- per month in 2009-10 and 2010-11, which amounted to a hike of 12.5% to
15% in 2009-10 and between 11% & 13% in 2010-11. The Authorised representative of the .
school informed that the 6" Pay Commission was implemented w.e.f. March 2011( paid in
April 2011) and in support of this contention filed the pay Bills for the month of Feb. and
March 2011.

The Comrhittee in its meeting held on 25.06.2012 perused the copies of the Returns
and documents filed by the school and the observations of the Audit Officer. The
Committee is of the view that as the fee hiked by the school in 2009-10 and 2010-11 was
in the vicinity of 10% when the school had not implemented the 6™ Pay Commission Report,
the hike was reasonable and no intervention is called for in the matter. Recommended

accordingly.

Sd/- Sd/- >a/-

Dr.R.K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
P
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C-122

City Convent Secondary School, New Modern Shahdara, Delhi-110 032

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012. Howeve'r the returns
submitted by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 were
received by the Committee from North East District of the Directorate of Education.
On examination of these returns, the school was put in C Category as on a preliminary

examination of the aforesaid returns, it appeared that the school had not increased the fee

in terms :)f order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education.

In order to verify the correctness of the returns, the school vide letter dated
30.5.2012 was requested to produce its account books, fee and salary records. The
desired records were produced on 13.6.2012 by Sh. Narender Singh, Authorized
Representative of the school. The same were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit
Officer of the Committee and her observations are that as per the information furnished
by the school’s authorized representative, the school had not implemented the 6™ Pay
Commission Report. As per the fee schedule filed by the school alongwith the annual
returns, it was observed that the school had increased the fee charged on annual basis by
Rs. 300/- to 400/- and the monthly tuition fee by 9 to 10% in 2009-10. In 2010-11, the
yearly fee was increased by Rs. 50 to 100/- and monthly tuition fee by less than 10%.
The fee charged was examined with reference to the fee registers. As per information
given by the school, the copies of fee receipts were not retained for more than one year.
However, the receipts numbers were mentioned in the fee registers which were produced.
The Books of Accounts were found to be maintained in normal course. The school was

not charging any development fee.

The Committee in its meeting held on 14.06.2012 perused the copies of returns
filed by the school under Rule 180, records produced by the school and also the
observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal. In view of the factual finding that the fee hike
effected by the school was in the vicinity of 10% in 2009-10 as well as 2010-11 to which
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the Directorate does not take any objection and which is reasonable also considering the

prevailing inflation rate, no intervention is called for by the committee. Recommended

accordingly.

Sd/-

Dr. RK. SHARMA
MEMBER

Sd/- &a/-

CA JS.KOCHAR  JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH .
MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

—Dated 147672012 -

© JUSTICE
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COMMITTEE
For Review of School Fee
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K.V.Vidya Mandir, Mansarover Park, Shahdara, Delhi-110032

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012. However the returns
submitted by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 were
received by the Committee from North East District of the Directorate of Education.
On examination of these returns, the school was put in C Category as on a preliminary
examination of the aforesaid returns, it appeared that the school had not increased the fee

in terms of order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education.

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

~30.5.2012 was requested to produce its account books, fee and salary records. The
desired records were produced on 13.6.2012 by Sh. Kapil Upadhayay, Accountant and
Authorized Representative of the school. The same were examined by Ms. Sunita
Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee and her observations are that the school had not
implemented the 6™ Pay Commission till March 2012 as was revealed by the salary
register produced by the School. As for the fee hike, her observations are that the school
had increased its monthly tuition fee in 2009-10 by Rs. 20/- to Rs. 65/- for different
classes which amounted to an increase of 5 to 16.75 % over the fee charged during 2008-
09. In2010-11 also, the monthly tuition fee hike effected by the school was between Rs.
70 to Rs. 87/- which amounted to a hike of 18 to 20% over the level of fee for 2009-10.
It was also observed by her that the school was not maintaining any bank account till

January 2012,

The Committee in its meeting held on 14.06.2012 perused the copies of returns
filed by the school under Rule 180, records produced by the school and also the
observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal. The Committee felt that although the fee hike
effected by the school during 2009-10 and 2010-11 was more than 10%, in view of the
fact that the school was operating on a very low fee base, the hike effected in absolute
terms appeared to be reasonable. The Committee is therefore of the view that no

intervention is called for in the matter. Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- Sdy- o

Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEYV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER

_ CHAIRPERSON
]
Dated: 14/6/2012 )F/V SN
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C-124

Shri Saraswati Vihar Public School, Sabeli, Delhi-110093

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012. However the returns
submitted by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 were
received by the Committee from North East District of the Direcforate of Education.
* On examination of these returns, the schooi was put in C Category as on a preliminary

examination of the aforesaid returns, it appeared that the school had not increased the fee

in texms of order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education.

In order to verify the correctness of the returns, the school vide letter dated
30.5.2012 was requested to produce its account books, fee and salary records. The
desired records were produced on 13.6.2012 by Sh. Sanjay Gupta, Headmaster of the
school. The same were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had not implemented the 6™ Pay
Commission as was informed by the school representative. . As for the fee hike, her
observations are that the school had not increased any fee in 2009-10 and in 2010-11
only annual charges were increased by Rs. 500/-. The school was not charging any
development fee. It was also observed by her that the school was transacting entirely in

cash and the bank account was not operative for the last 3-4 years.

The Committee in its meeting held on 14.06.2012 perused the copies of returns
filed by the school under Rule 180, records produced by the school and also the
observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal. The Committee is of the view that since no fee
hike was effected by the school in 2009-10 and in 2010-11, the fee hike was very

nominal, no intervention is called for in the matter. Recommended accordingly.

'Sd/- Sdi S

Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 14/6/2012
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C-131

YVishwa Bharti Public School, Ganga Vihar, Delhi-110094

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012. However the returns
submitted by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 were
received by the Committee from North East District of the Directorate of Education.
The school was put in C Category as on a preliminary examination of the aforesaid
returns, it appeared that the school had not increased the fee in terms of order dated

___11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education and had also not implemented the 6" Pay

Commission report. .

In order to verify the correctness of the returns, the school vide letter dated
30.05.2012 was requested to produce the fee records, salary records, bank statements and
Cash Book and Ledger for three years. In response to the notice of the Committee, Sh.
Vipin Kumar Sharma, Principal of the school appeared on 19.6.2012 and produced the
records which were required to be produced. The school had given a certificate to the
effect that it had not implemented the 6" Pay Commission Report. The records
produced by him were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school had increased the tuition fee by Rs.
25/- per month for each class in 2009-10 which worked out to an increase of about 6%

over the last year. Annual charges were increased by Rs. 100/-.

The Committee in its meeting held on 22.06.2012 perused the copies of returns
filed by the school under Rule 180, records produced by the school, the reply to
questionnaire submitted by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita
Nautiyal. The Committee also observed that the school had not been filing the returns
under Rule 180 on yearly basis. This is apparent from the covering letter dated
06.02.2012 given by the school to the Education Officer, Zone-IV of North East district
under which the school had submitted the returns under Rule 180 for the five years i.e.
from 2006-07 to 2010-11 and that too on demand from the Education Officer. . The

Committee also observed that the accounts of the school are audited by one M/s. J.K.
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Manocha and Associates, Chartered Accountants. The said Chartered Accountants, in the
first instance gave their report as “Compiled from the Books of Accounts as produced
before us”. However, subsequently they gave an audit report in the stereo typed format
of Form No. 10B as prescribed under Rule 17 B of the Income Tax Rules 1962. This
format was distributed by the Committee amongst all the Dy. Directors and Accounts
Officers posted in the Districts to make them aware of the contents of audit report. This
was done as in number of cases which were examined by the Committee ét the
preliminary stage, it was observed that the officers of the Directorate of Education were

not even aware of what an audit report is. The schools were filing their final accounts

which were signed by Chartered Accountants  without actually auditing the same.
Various types of certificates were being issued by them which did not say that the
accounts reflected a true and fair view of the state of affairs or of the Income or Loss of
the school. This format which was given to the district officials was downloaded from

the web site www.taxmann.com and is prominently printed on the form. It appears that

the officials of North East District of Directorate of Education distributed photocopies of
this Form to all the schools and asked them to get back dated audit reports for the prior
years. Subsequently the schools obtained back dated audit reports from the Chartered
Accountants in those Forms. This has been observed in most of the schools of North
East District. The Chartered Accountants have not even used their own stationary for
giving these audit reports but have merely filled up the blanks by hand. It is also
apparent from the audit reports that the Forms used are the same which were given to the
district officials as all the pages of the Forms at the bottom carry the inscription “printed

from www.taxmann.com “. It is also observed that the respective files of the schools of

North East District were not being submitted to the Committee in spite of various
exhortations to the officials of .the Directorate of Education including the Director
personally. The files started coming to the Committee only after the Committee brought
it to the notice of the Hon’ble High Court. It is obvious that the District authorities had
turned a blind eye to the responsibility of the school to file annual audited accounts and
when pressure was exerted on them to send the files to the Committee, they started the

process of updating their records and obtaining back dated audit reports.
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However, since no evidence was found of any excessive fee hike, the Committee
does not recommend any refund. But appropriate action may be taken against the school
and the Chartered Accountant who has given the back dated audit reports, in accordance

with law. Recommended accordingly.

3/ S0/
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Dr.RK. sm(RMA CA J.S.KOCHAR  JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
Dated: 22./6/2012 Vs
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C-139

Shiv Shakti Public School, Lok Vihar, Karawal Nagar, Delhi-110094

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the
Committee on 27.2.2012 which was followed by a reminder dated 27.03.2012.
However the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Dethi School
Education Rules 1973 have been received from the office of the Dy. Director of
Education, North East district.‘ On a preliminary examination of the retumns,
the school was put in C Category as it appeared that the school had not
increased the fee in terms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of

Education.

In order to verify the returns of the school, the school was requested
vide letter dated 05.06..2012 to produce its fee records, salary payment
registers, Cash Book and Ledger and Banks statements for the years 2008-09 to
2010-11 and also to submit reply to the questionnaire.  In compliance, the
school produced through Sh R.M.S. Yadav, President of the Society running
the school, the required records on 05..07.2012 and also submitted reply to
questionnaire vide letter dated 05.07.2012.

In the reply to the questionnaire, the school stated that it had neither
implemented the 6" Pay Commission Report nor increased the fee in terms of

order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education.

The records produced the school were examined by Ms. Sunita
Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee and her observations are that the
school had increased the tuition fee by Rs. 40/- per month in 2009-10 which
amounted to an increase of 9.5% to 11.11% for different classes. During 2010-
11, the tuition fee was increased by 5% to 8.6%. Annual charges had not been
increased in 2009-10 or 2010-11. The Cash Book and Ledger for 2009-10 were

examined and the same appeared to be maintained in normal course.

The Committee in its meeting held on 12.07.2012 perused the copies of

the Returns, reply to the questionnaire and the observations of the Audit
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Officer.  The Committee is of the view that as the fee hiked by the school
was nominal in 2009-10 and 2010-11, no intervention is called for in the

matter. Recommended accordingly.

Sd/-  Sd/- Sd/-

Dr. R K. SHARMA CA JS.KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
Dated;12.07.2012 7%
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C-140

Lovely Flowers Public School, West Jyoti Nagar, Delhi-110094

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the
Committee on 27.2.2012 which was followed by a reminder dated 27.03.2012.
However- the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 have been received from the office of the Dy. Director
of Education, North East district. On a preliminary examination of the returns,
the school was put in C Category as it appeared that the school had not

increased the fee in terms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of

Education.

In order to verify the returns of the school, the school was requested
vide letter dated 05.06..2012 to produce its fee records, salary payment
registers, Cash Book and Ledger and Banks statements for the years 2008-09 to
2010-11 and also to submit reply to the questionnaire.  In compliance, the
school produced through Sh Satish K. Gupta, Trained Graduate Teacher of the
school, the required records on 26..06.2012 and also submitted reply to
questionnaire. | The records produced were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal,
Audit Officer of the Committee.

As per reply to the questionnaire, the school neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission Report nor increased the fee of the students in terms of order
dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education.

The Audit Officer observed that on examination of the records, it was
found that the school had increased the tuition fee by Rs. 20/- per month and
examination fee by Rs. 30/- per annum in 2009-10. In 2010-11, the fee was
hiked by about 10 to 12%. However, the Books of Accounts of the school
were not found to be properly maintained as only consolidated entries for the

month were passed for the Income as well as expenses of the school.

The Committee in its meeting held on 04.07.2012 perused the copies of
the Returns and documents filed by the school and the observations of the
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Audit Officer as also the reply submitted by the school to the questionnaire.
The Committee is of the view that although the accounts of the school do not
inspire confidence, in view of the fact that examination of fee records did not |
reveal any abnormal fee hike and also the fact that the school operates on a low
fee base, no intervention is called for in the matter.  Recommended

accordingly.

Sd/- Sd/-  Sqgy

Dr.R.K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER ——— MEMBER— - CHAIRPERSON

—

Dated: 04.07.2012

JUSTICE
CO;""’—TECNGH
"\Foi Rewizy, R

0'5: 30 tep



1 _‘ 304

Vishwa Bharti School, Brahampuri, Delhi-110053

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the
Committee on 27.2.2012 which was followed by a reminder dated 27.03.2012.
However the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 have been received from the office of the Dy. Director of
Education, North East district. On a preliminary examination of the returns, the
school was put in C Category as it appeared that the school had not increased

—tire fee-Interms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education.

| In order to verify the returns of the school, the school was requested
vide letter dated 05.06..2012 to produce its fee records, salary payment
registers, Cash Book and Ledger and Banks statements for the years 2008-09 to
2010-11 and also to submit reply to the questionnaire.  In compliance, the
school produced through Sh Om Prakash, Manager of the school, the required
records on 26..06.2012 and also submitted reply to the questionnaire. The
records produced were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of

the Committee.

As per reply to the questionnaire, the school neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission Report nor increased the fee of the students in terms of order
dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education.

The Audit Officer observed that on examination of the records, it was
found that the school had not increased any fee in 2009-10 and 2010-11.
The Cash Book and Ledger of the school were found to be maintained in
normal course. However, the fee was received by the school in cash and
salary to staff was also paid in cash. She also observed that the school was
receiving substantial donation from the Members of the Smaj Seva Sangh i.e.

Society running the school.

The Committee in its meeting held on 04.07.2012 perused the copies of

the Returns and documents filed by the school and the observations of the

... JUSTICE



Audit Officer as also the reply submitted by the school to the questionnaire.
The Committee is of the view that as no fee was increased by the school in
2009-10 and 2010-11, no intervention is called for in the matter.

Recommended accordingly.
aya = f P
Sd/- gg/- 0 Sdl-

Dr. R.K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 04.07.2012
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C-148

Golden Star Public School, Nehru Vihar, Delhi-110094

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the
Committee on 27.2.2012 which was followed by a reminder dated 27.03.2012.
However the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 have been received from the office of the Dy. Director of
Education, North East district. On a preliminary examination of the returns, the

school was put in C Category as it appeared that the school had not increased

—the fee in terms of the order dated 1172.2009 of the Director of Education.

In order to verify the returns of the school, the school was requested
vide letter dated 05.06..2012 to produce its fee records, salary payment
registers, Cash Book and Ledger and Banks statements for the years 2008-09 to
2010-11 and also to submit reply to the questionnaire.  In compliance, the
school produced through Sh Vijay Sharma, Manager of the school, the
required records on 29..06.2012 and also submitted reply to questionnaire.
The records produced were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer

of the Committee.

As per reply to the questionnaire, the school neither implemented the 6™
Pay Commission Report nor increased the fee of the students in terms of order
dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education.

The Audit Officer observed that on examination of the records, it was
found that the school had increased the fee by Rs. 30/- to Rs. 40/- per month in
2009-10 which was an increase of 7.6% to 15.38% over the fee of 2008-09. In
2010-11, the fee was increased by Rs. 20/- to Rs. 30/- per month. The Cash
Book and Ledger of the school were found to be maintained in normal course

but the school did not have any bank account till September 2011.

The Committee in its meeting held on 05.07.2012 perused the copies of
the Returns and documents filed by the school and the observations of the
Audit Officer as also the reply submitted by the school to the questionnaire.
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The Committee is of the view that in view of insignificant increase in fee by
the school, no intervention is called for in the matter. Recommended

accordingly.
3. Sdl~ g4/

Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 05.07.2012 K
_ JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH
COMMITTEE

For Revigy, of Serog Fee




Green Garden Public School, Ghonda, Delhi-110053

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the
Committee on 27.2.2012 which was followed by a reminder dated 27.03.2012.
However the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 have been received from the office of the Dy. Director of
Education, North East district. On a preliminary examination of the returns, the
school was put in C Category as it appeared that the school had not increased
the fee in terms of the order dated T1.2.2009 of the Director of Education.

In order to verify the returns of the school, the school was requested
vide letter dated 30.05.2012 to produce its fee records, salary payment
registers, Cash Book and Ledger and Banks statements for the years 2008-09 to
2010-11 and also to submit reply to the questionnaire.  In compliance, the
school produced through Sh B.S. Tomar , Principal of the school, the required
records on 02.07.2012 and also submitted the reply to the questionnaire. The
records produced were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of

the Committee.

In the reply to the questionnaire, the school submitted that it had neither
implemented the recommendations of the 6™ Pay Commission Report nor had
it increased the fee in terms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of

Education.

The Audit Officer observed that the school had increased tuition fee by
Rs. 40/- to Rs. 70/- per month in 2009-10 and by Rs. 50/- in 2010-11.
Examination of Cash Book and Ledger for the year 2009-10 was done in
respect to the Balance Sheet of the school and the Books appeared to be
maintained in normal course. The entire fee is collected in cash and the

salaries are also paid in cash.

The Committee in its meeting held on 05.07.2012 perused the copies of
. the Returns and documents filed by the school and the observations of the
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Audit Officer. On examination of the returns filed by the school it was
observed by the Committee that the Income and Expenditure Account and
Balance Sheet of the school were not audited by the Chartered Accountants
who had merely given a compilation report. As such although the financial
statements 6f the school did not inspire any confidence, the fact that the school
operated on a low fee base and the examination of the fee records did not
reveal any abnormal fee hike, the Committee is of the view that no intervention

is called for in the matter. Recommended accordingly.

Sd/- Sd- od/~-

Dr.R.K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER . MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 05.07.2012

JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH\

COMTT2T
ForReview of 5t . <=2
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Shibban Modern Public School, Brij Puri, Delhi-110094

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the
Committee on 27.2.2012 which was followed by.a reminder dated 27.03.2012.
However the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 have been received from the office of the Dy. Director of
Education, North East district. On a preliminary examination of the returns,
the school was put in C Category as it appeared that the school had not

Education.

In order to verify the returns of the school, the school was requested
~ vide letter dated 11.06..2012 to produce its fee records, salary payment
registers, Cash Book and Ledger and Banks statements for the years 2008-09 to
2010-11 and also to submit reply to the questionnaire.  In compliance, the
school produced through Sh Narender Singh Chairman of the Society running
the school, the required records on 04..07.2012 and also submitted reply to

questionnaire.

In the reply to the questionnaire, the school stated that it had neither
implemented the 6" Pay Commission Report nor increased the fee in terms of

order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education.

The records produced by the school were examined by Ms. Sunita
Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee and her observations are that the
school increased the tuition fee by Rs. 40/- to Rs. 100/- per month in 2009-10
which amounted to an increase of 12.5% to 22% over the fee of the previous
year. Annual charges had been increased from Rs. 200/- per annum to Rs.
300/- per annum. Although till 2008-09, the school had been charging
development fee which was reflected in its Income and Expenditure Account
for that year ( at Rs. 48946/- ) but the same was discontinued in 2009-10
onwards. In 2010-11, the school increased tuition fee by Rs. 20/- to Rs. 30/-
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per month which was approximately 5.5% more than the previous year.
However, there was no increase in the annual charges. The school was also
charging examination fee which had been set off against examination expense
in the Ledger and thus were not shown in the Income and Expenditure
Account. The accounts appeared to be maintained in normal course. The school

was receiving financial aid from the Society.

The Committee in its meeting held on '12.07.2012 perused the copies of
the Returns, documents subsequently filed and reply to the questionnaire and
also the-observations-of the-Audit-Officer- The Committee is of the view that
as the school increased the tuition fee for different classes in a staggered
manner but at the at the same time, stopped charging development fee with
effect from 2009-10, the overall hike in fee was nominal on a low fee base.
Therefore, no intervention ié called for in the matter. Recommended

accordingly.

Sdl-  Sdl-  Sd-

Dr.RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEYV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER MEMBER : CHAIRPERSON

Dated:12.07.2012
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C-163

Pt. Diwan Chand Public School, North Ghonda, Delhi-110053

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the
Committee on 27.2.2012 which was followed by a reminder dated 27.03.2012.
However the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 have been received from the office of the Dy. Director of
Education, North East district. On a preliminary examination of the returns, the
school was put in C Category as it appeared that the school had not increased
the fee in terms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education.

In order to verify the returns of the school, the school was requested
vide letter dated 11.06.2012 to produce its fee records, salary payment
registers, Cash Book and Ledger and Banks statements for the years 2008-09 to
2010-11 and also to submit reply to the questionnaire.  In compliance, the
school produced through Sh Subhash Sharma, Manager of the school, the
required records on 09.07.2012 and also submitted the reply to the
questionnaire. The records produced were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal,
Audit Officer of the Committee.

In the reply to the questionnaire, the school submitted that it had neither
implemented the recommendations of the 6™ Pay Commission Report nor had
it increased the fee in terms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of

Education.

The Audit Officer has observed that on examination of fee receipts and
fee registers for the year 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11, it was noticed that the
school had not increased any fee in 2009-10. However, the tuition fee was
increased by Rs. 100/- to Rs. 150/- per month in 2010-11 which for different

classes amounted to an increase of 28.5% to 50%. She further observed that
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the school had been charging the same tuition fee of Rs. 300/- to Rs. 350/- per
month since 2006-07 ( till 2009-10 |). The Cash Book and Ledger were found
to be maintained in normal course. However the school did not have any bank
account or FDRs in the bank. As such the entire financial transactions of the

school were done in cash.

The Committee in its meeting held on 30.07.2012 perused the copies of
records produced by the school, reply to the questionnaire and also the
observation notes of the audit officer. The Committee also observed that the
Balance Sheet and Income & Experditure Account of the school did not inspire
any confidence as the school was not maintaining any bank account and the
entire transactions were conducted in cash. The Committee also observed that
the Chartered Accountant Sh. S.C. Sharma had given only a compilation report
initially but he subsequently gave an audit report in Form 10 B of the Income
Tax Rules after he was approached by the school sometime in late January or
early February 2012. This was admitted by Sh. S.C. Sharma who was called by
the Committee on 16.07.2012. However, as the examination of fee records of
the school did not reveal any hike in fee in 2009-10, The Committee is of the
view that on the issue of fee, no intervention is called for. The hike in fee
effected by the school in 2010-11 also does not call for any intervention as the
school had not hiked any fee from 2006-07 to 2009-10 and the hike in fee for
2010-11 has to be considered in the light of this fact.

However, the Committee is at a loss to understand as to how the school
was granted recognition when the school did not even have a bank account
which every recognized unaided school has to maintain in terms of the mandate
of Rule 173 (4) of the Delhi School Education Rules 1973. The Committee
also fails to understand as to how this fact did not come to the notice of the
Directorate during the course of inspections of the school which have to be
mandatorily carried out at least once in each financial year as per the mandate
of section 24 (1) of the Delhi School Education Act 1973. Obviously either no
inspection was carried out by the Directorate after the grant of recognition or

-
/’2‘"74 ™~

/ JUSTICE
SARNIL DEV SIRGH



3 314

they were carried out in a perfunctory manner. This shows ‘total lack of

regulatory monitoring on part of the Directorate of Education.

N L8 - j
Sdl-  sd/-  Sdf-
Dr.RK. SHARMA CA JS.KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)

MEMBER ' MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 30.07.2012

JUSTICE ‘
ANIL DEY GINM \.j
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C-165

Arvind Public School, Johripur Extention, Delhi-110094

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the
Committee on 27.2.2012 which was followed by a reminder dated 27.03.2012. .
However the returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 have been received from the office of the Dy. Director of
Education; North East district. On a preliminary examination of the retums, the

- —school-was-put-inC-Category asitappeared that the school had not increased
the fee in terms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education.

In order to verify the returns of the school, the school was requested
vide letter dated 11.06.2012 to produce its fee records, salary payment
registers, Cash Book and Ledger and Banks statements for the years 2008-09 to
2010-11 and also to submit reply to the questionnaire.” In compliance, the
school produced through Sh Arvind Kumar Bhardwaj, Manager of the school,
the required records on 09.07.2012 and also submitted the reply to th(;
questionnaire. The records produced were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal,

Audit Officer of the Committee. -

In the reply to the questionnaire, the school submitted that it had neither
implemented the recommendations of the 6™ Pay Commission Report nor had
it increased the fee in terms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of

Education.

The Audit Officer has observed that on examination of fee receipts and
fee registers for the year 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11, it was noticed that the
school had increased tuition fee by approximately 10% in 2009-10. No other
charge had been increased. Similarly tuition fee for 2010-11 had been
increased by less than 10%. The Cash Book and Ledger were found to be

maintained in normal course. However the school did not have any bank
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account. As such the entire financial transactions of the school were done in

cash.

The Committee in its meeting held on 30.07.2012 perused the copies of
records produced by the school, reply to the questionnaire and also the
observatioﬁ notes of the audit officer. The Committee also observed that the
Balance Sheet and Income & Expenditure Account of the school did not inspire

any confidence as the school was not maintaining any bank account and the-

entire transactions were conducted in cash and the accounts were audited by

~Sh—S.—C.—Shamma;,—Chartered—Accountant who had admitted before the
Committee on 16.07.2012 that he had given such reports in Form 10 B of the

Income Tax Rules after he was approached by the school sometime in late
January or early February 2012.. However, as the examination of fee records of
the school did not reveal any hike in fee in 2009-10, The Committee is of the

view that on the issue of fee, no intervention is called for.

However, the Committee is at a loss to understand as to how the school

was granted recognition when the school did not even have a bank account

which every recognized unaided school has to maintain in terms of the mandate
of Rule 173 (4) of the Delhi Schoo! Education Rules 1973. The Committee
 also fails to understand as to how this fact did not come to the notice of the
Directorate during the course of inspections of the school which have to be
* mandatorily carried out at least once in each financial year as per the mandate
‘of section 24 (1) of the Delhi School Education Act 1973. Obviously either no
inspection was carried out by the Directorate after the grant of recognition or
they were carried out in a perfunctory manner. This shows total lack of

regulatory monitoring on part of the Directorate of Education.

Sd/- Sd/-  Sdf-

Dr.RK.SHARMA CA J.S.KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 30.07.2012
A<
/JUST!CE |
- ANIL DEV SMI7
ceir
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C-255

Amar Jyoti Schoel, Karkardooma, Vikas Marg, Delhi-110092

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012. Some incomplete records
were received from the East district office of the Directorate of Education. The
Committee while returning the incomplete records to the district office, also called upon
the school to submit the final accoﬁnts for the years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11
directly to it.

The school vide Tetter dated 6.6.2012 submitted that the school is for inclusive
education, providing rehabilitation services through a holistic approach of making
inclusive education,. vocational training, medical care and employment opportunities in
one campus. The school caters to the students with special needs. As all the children
come from economically weaker section of the society, no tuition fee was charged from
them. It was also stated in the letter that the school has been receiving grant in aid for
expenses from the Ministry of Social Justice and Empowerment for the last many years.
Teachers were being paid honorarium and not salary and hence the school was not paying
salaries as per 6™ Pay commission. Since no tuition fee was charged, there was no
question of increase in fee for paying 6™ Pay Commission salaries. A request was also
made by the school for a personal hearing before the Committee which was granted for
19.6.2012 at 2.00 p.m.

On the appointed &ay, Dr. Uma Tully Founder and Managing Secretary of the
Trust and Mrs. Mohini Mathur Trustee and Educational Consultant appeared and filed the
audited accounts for the years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 along with copies of letters
of Ministry of Social Justice and Empowerment, Govt. of India sanctioning grant to the
Trust. It was contended by them that the school was catering to children with special
needs and was not charging any tuition fee. Only Annual charges of Rs. 2100/- was
recovered from the students. The entire expenditure of the school is met by grants from
Govt. or other institutions and private citizens. The school had not implemented the 6"
Pay Commission Report nor was it in a position to implement the same for lack of

resources. It was also contended that the school being in receipt of aid from the Central
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Government, should be treated as an aided school and as such would be out of plirview of

~ this Committee.

The Committee perused the documents filed by the school and also considered the
submissions made by the school authorities. It is apparent from the documents filed by
the school that the school is in receipt of substantial aid/grant from the Government of
India, as such the school does not come under the purview of the Committee which has
been tasked with examining the question of fee hike by private unaided schools.

Moreover, as submitted by the school, the school is also not charging any fee except for

ges of Rs. -. The audited finaiicials of the school also do not reflect any

fee charged by the school. The Committee is therefore of the view that no intervention is
called for in the matter.

Sd/- Sd/-  od/-

Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 19/6/2012
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9.

In respect of the following schools in ‘C’ category, the

Committee has not been able to form any view on account of the fact

that either the financial and accounting records were not maintained

by them or they were not reliable or the schools did not furnish full

319

| information.
File
S.No | No. Name of School & Address
1] C-4 | Somer Ville Public School, Badli, Dethi-110042
2|C-17 Sunny Convent School, Suraj Park, Delhi-42
3]|C-30 Kalgidhar National Public School,Inderpuri, New Delhi-12
41C-39 G.A.P. School, chajjupur Colony, Shahdra, Delhi-32
5(C-47 Bloom Era Public School, Tri Nagar, Delhi-35
6] C-62 Lamba Public School School, Dabri Extn. New Delhi-45
Prabhu Atma Prakash Public School, East Gokul Pur,
7 | C-66 Delhi-94
New Sandhya Public Sec. School, Karawal Nagar Road,
8 | C-87 Delhi-94 :
R.P. Model Public School, Main Karawal Nagar Road, Delhi-
9]|C-125 (94 .
10 | C-132 | Gyan Jyoti Public School, Ganga Vihar, Delhi-94
11 | C-133 | Manav Convent Public School, Shiv Vihar, Delhi-94
12 | C-146 | New Titiksha Public School, Maujpur, Delhi-353
13 | C-209 | Lakhi Public School, Mandawali, Delhi-92

Reasons have

been given for the decision of the Committee in the

reports of these schools individually which are placed in the pages

that follow:



Somer Ville Public School, Badli, Delhi-110 042

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the
school vide its letter dated 01.03.2012 replied that the school had neither
implemented the 6™ Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the

order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school, the school was directed vide letter
dated 27.03.2012 to produce its fee and other financial records before the
Committee. In compliance with the directions of the Committee, the school
produced some of the records on'30.03.2012 through Sh Ravinder Ghai, Manager
of the School. |

The records were examined by Sh. J.S. Kochar, Member of the Committee
but since the school had not produced all the records which were required, Sh.

Ghai was directed to produce the remaining records on 09.04.2012.

On 09.04.2012 again, Sh. Ghai appearéd but did not produce the Cash Book
and Ledger for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10 on the plea that they were not
available. It is noteworthy that the school has filed the Balance sheet as well as the
auditor’s report for the year 2008-09 and 2009-10. It is not understood as to how
the Balance Sheet could be prepared and audited in the absence of Cash Book and
Ledger. On perusal of the Auditor’s report for these two years, it is observed
that even the address of the auditor is not mentioned on auditor’s report. It is
highly suspected that the auditor’s reports are fabricated.  The records were
examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee and her
observations are that in the statement of fee filed by the school under Section
17(3) of Delhi School Education Act, there was no mention of annual charges of
Rs. 500/- per annum which the school charges. Further, from the examination of

Cash Book and Ledger for 2010-11, which was produced by the school, no bank



account was discernible although the Balance Sheet showed cash at bank to the
tune of Rs. 11,735/-. The misc. expenditure shown by the school at Rs. 1,04,874/-
was not verifiable as no details were mentioned in the narration of entries in the

Ledger.

The Committee in its meeting held on 26.4.2012 perused the copies of
records produced by the school and also the observation notes of Sh. J.S. Kochar
and Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and felt that in view of the serious irregularities in the
maintenance of financial records as observed by the auditors, no definite
conclusion -could be reached as to whether the school had increased the fee
consequent to the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director. Therefore the Committee
was of the view that the Director of Education should order special inspection
under section 24(2) of Delhi State Education Act 1973 and report back to the
Committee the result of inspection. The Director of Education was accordingly
requested, vide letter dated 03.05.2012 to conduct special Inspection and to
report back to the Committee the quantum of fee actually hiked by the school after
11.2.2009. As no intimation was received from the Director, the committee vide
letter dated 19.7.2012 again requested to send the inspection report to the
Committee by 31.07.2012. However, till date no communication has been

received from the Director in the matter.

In view of the foregoing facts, the Committee in its meeting held on .
09.08.2012 decided that the matter could not be kept pending for an indefinite
period. In the circumstances, the Committee is unable to take any view in the
matter as to whether and to what extent the school actually hiked the fee. The

Hon’ble High Court may give appropriate directions to the Director of Education

R ' (.a P
in the §er. _ S d /- ::" (:) | /} :

Dr.R. CA JS.KOCHAR  JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
Dated: 09/08/2012 ) 2*'*4,,2,-7-
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C-17

Sunnx. Convent School, Suraj Park, Badli, Delhi-42

~In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the
school vide its letter dated 29.02.2012 repliéd that the school had neither
implemented the 6™ Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursdam to the
order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Educétion, Delhi.

To verify the.contentions of the school, the school was directed vide letter
dated 27.03.2012 to produce its fee and other financial records before the
Committee. In compliance with the directions of the Committee, the school
produced the desired records on 30.03.2012 through Sh .Rattan Singh, Secretary
of School. .

The records were examined by Sh. J.S. Kochar, Member of the Committee
and his observations are that the Receipt and Payment Account, Income and
Expenditure Account and Balance Sheets broduced by the school are fabricated on
the face of it . The Cash Book and Ledger for all the three years i.e. 2008-09,
2009-10 & 2010-11 were not produced. on the plea that they are incomplete.
However, the Balance Sheet etc. for all the three years are reported to have been
compiled from the books of accounts which were purportedly produced before Sh.
S.K. Sharma, Chartered Accountant. Further the Receipt and Payment Accounts
of the school for the three years show receipt of development charges to the tune
of Rs. 1,93,000/- for 2008-09, Rs. 67,100/- for 2009-10 and Rs. 21,600/- for 2010-
11. Neither the Fee Receipts nor the Fee Register produced by the school show

any receipt on account of development charges. The Income and Expenditure
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Account for the year 2008-09 only gives the heads of expenditure accounts
without mentioning the amounts of such expenditure. The so called auditor’s
report is no audit report nor does it express any opinion on the accounts nor is
properly signed. The Fee Receipts and Fee Registers show that fee has not been
recovered in accordance with the statement of fee filed under section 17(3) of the
Delhi School Education Act 1973. While the statement filed shows the fees
structure for 2009-10, which includes admission fee of Rs. 200/-, a number of
instances -were observed -where-admission fee of Rs. 1500/°- to Rs. 2000/- had
been charged. Hence the records maintained by the school cannot be relied upon
and their statement that the school did not increase the fee consequent to order

dated 11.2.2009 of the Director of Education has no meaning.

The Committee in its meeting held on 25.4.2012 perused the copies of
records produced by the school and also the observation notes of Sh. J.S. Kochar.
The Committee also felt that the records produced by the school were fabricated.
Since the fee actually charged by the school from the students w.e.f. 1.4.2009
could not Be verified from the records, the Committee was of the view that the
Director of Education should order special inspection under section 24(2) of Delhi
State Education Act 1973 and report back to the Committee the quantum of fee
actually hiked after 11.2.2009. The Director of Education was accordingly
requested to conduct special Inspection and to report back to the Committee the
quantum of fee actually hiked by the school after 11.2.2009. As no intimation was
received from the Director, the committee vide letter dated 19.7.2012 again
requested to send the inspection report to the Committee by 31.07.2012.
However, till date no communication has been received from the Director in the

matter.



In view of the foregoing fact, the Committee in its meeting held on .
09.08.2012 decided that the matter could not be kept pending for an indefinite
period. In the circumstances, the Committee is unable to take any view in the
matter as to whether and to what extent the school actually hiked the fee. The
Hon’ble High Court may give appropriate directions to the Director of Education

in the matter.

Sd- "Sdi- S0~

Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S.KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)

MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
Dated: 09/08/2012 ﬁwd
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C-30

Kalgidhar National Public School, Inderpuri, New Delhi-110 012

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the
school vide its letter dated 01.03.2012 replied that the school had neither

implemented the 6™ Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant 1o the -

order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, Delhi. The returns
filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 have

been received from the concerned district.

To verify the contentions of the school, the school was directed vide letter
dated 27.03.2012 to produce its fee and other financial records before the
Committee. In compliance with the directions of the Committee, the school
produced the desired records on 03.04.2012 through Sh. Davinder Singh, Manager
of the School. .

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Né.utiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the Cash Books have not been maintained
properly. Even the Opening and closing balances have not been shown in any of
the three years i.e. 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11. Further the school has stated
that they do not maintain any ledger. She has further observed that the school
does not appear to have increased the fee in terms of order dated 11.2.2009 issued
by the Director of Education as the annual increase in tuition fee is of the order of
about 8%.

The Committee in its meeting held on 27.4.2012 perused the copies of

recofds produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita

Nautiyal. The Committee is of the view that as there are serious discrepancies in

the maintenance of Cash Book and also the fact that the school is not maintaini'ng

- the ledger, it would not be safe to conclude that the school has not increased the
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fee in terms of the aforesaid order dated 11.2.2009. The Committee was also at a
loss to understand that in the absence of ledger and the serious discrepancies in thé
maintenance of Cash Book, how the Balance sheets have been prepared and
audited. Hence the Committee was of the view that there was something more
than met the eye and the Director of Education should order a special inspection
under section 24(2) of the Delhi School Education Act 1973 to ascertain the actual
state of affairs and report back the result of such inspection to the Committee. The
Director of Education was accordingly requested, vide letter dated 03.05.2012 to
" conduct special Tnspection and to report back to the Committee the quantum of fee
actually hiked by the school after 11.2.2009. As no intimation was received from
the Director, the committee vide letter dated 19.7.2012 again requested to.send the
inspection report to the Committee by 31.07.2012. However, till date no

communication has been received from the Director in the matter.

~In view of the foregoing facts, the Committee in its meeting held on .
09.08.2012 decided that the matter could not be kept pending for an indefinite
period. In the circumstances, the Committee is unable to take any view in the
matter as to whether and to what extent the school actually hiked the fee. The
Hon’ble High Court may give appropriate directions to the Director of Education

in the matter.

Sd/-  Sd/- 0 Sdl-

Dr.RK.SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
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G.A.P. School, Chhajupur Colony, Shahdara, Delbi-110032

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school
vide its letter dated 01.03.2012 replied that the school had neither implemented the 6"
Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009

issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school, the school was directed vide letter dated
23.03.2012 to produce its fee and other financial records before the Committee. In
—compliance -with the—directions—of-the -Committee, the school produced some of the
records on 18.04.2012 through Sh Kapil Upadhayay , Accountant of the School.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that the school produced the fee registers, Cash Book
and Ledger for the years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11. However, copies of fee receipts
were not produced on the ground that the fee receipts were generated through computer
and the hard disk of the computer got corrupted. No hard copies of the receipts were
maintained. She further observed that on examination of the fee register along with the
fee structure of the school, it appeared that the increase in fee effected by the school was
marginally higher than 10%. She also observed that on examination of Cash Book and
Ledger, it was found that almost all the expenses are incurred in cash and while the entire
fee is also received in cash, the same is deposited in the Bank Account only once or
twice during the year. The school was being run in a rented premises ,buf heavy

expenditure on account of repair and maintenance was shown in the Books.

On perusal of the observations of Ms. Nautiyal and on-examination of the
documents filed by the school, the Committee was suspicious of the contention of the

school that the fee receipts were generated through computer and its hard disk got

corrupted as the entire correspondence of the school as well as the statements and returns

filed by the school were hand written. Therefore the Committee requested its Secretary
Sh. S.K. Sharma, to make a spot visit and find out the true state of affairs of the school.
Sh. Sharma visited the school on 14.5.2012 and filed a report to the effect that although

the school had a computer, the same was installéd in the room of Headmaster. The fee
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receipts had never been issued through computer but the same were issued manually.
When the school was asked to produce the fee receipts for the years 2008-09, 2009-10
and 2010-11, the school shifted its stand and stated that the same were not readily
available. A letter to this effect signed by the Headmaster of the school also filed by Sh.

Sharma.

The Committee in its meeting held on 16.05.2012 perused the copies of records
produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and the
report of Sh. S.K. Sharma and felt that the school was concealing the fee receipts books
to hide the actual amount of fee charged by it. It also observed that the audit reports for
the year 2006-07 to 2010-11 had also been subsequently prepared and ante-dated as the
same were prepared .on the format which the Committee had distributed to the Dy.
Directors in their meeting held on 19.01.2012 for their future guidance. It is obvious that
some official of the Department made available the copy of the format to the school to
get its audit report in that format. This is also apparent from the fact that while the
Balance Sheets of the school carried the C.A. Report as “Complied from the Books of
Accounts as produced before us”, the audit report (which is subsequently prepared)

mentions the accounts to have been “examined”.

In view of these facts, the Committee is unable to give a categorical opinion as to
what extent the fee was raised by the school. It is a fit case where some punitive action is

taken against the school so that it may serve as a deterrent for other schools.

Sq.  Sdi- Sd/-

Dr. RK. SHARMA CA JS.KOCHAR  JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER )N CHAIRPERSON
/JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH

Dated: 16/5/2012 COMMITTEE

For Review of Schoo! Fee
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Bloom Era Public School, Tri Nagar, Delhi- 110 035

'~

In resp;mse to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the
school vide its letter dated 04.03.2012 replied that the school had neither
impiemented the 6™ Pay Commission report nor increased any fee pursuant to the

order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education, Delhi.

To verify the contentions of the school, the school was directed vide letter
dated 27.03.2012 to produce its fee and other financial records before the
Committee. In compliance with the directions of the Committee, the school
produced some of the records on 02.04.2012 through Sh Parikshit Sharma,
Manager of the School. He informed that the Committee’s letter dated 27.03.12
was received by the school on 29.03.2012 and on that very day, the school lodged
an FIR with the police station Keshav Puram at 6.00 p.m. to the effect that the
Cash Book and Ledger for the years 2006 to 2010-11 were missing. As such he
was not in a position to produce these records. However, he filed copies of fee
statements and copies of final accounts for the years 2008-09 and 2009-10. There
was no mention of final accounts for the year 2010-11. He also produced the fee
books and stated that the fee hike was less than Rs. 100/ per year and as such the
fee was not hiked in accordance with the order of the Director dated 11.2.2009.

The Committee in its meeting held on 27.4.2012 perused the -copies of
records produced by the school and also the explanation of the Manager of the
School as recorded by Sh. SK. Sharma Secretary of the Committee with regard to
non availability of Cash Book and Ledger of any of the years 2006-07 to 2010-11.
On the directions of the Corhinitteé, the letter dated 270312 sent by the
Commiittee vide speed post Receipt. No. ED 110423616IN was tracked from the
Website of the Postal Department and it was found tilat the letter had been
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delivered to the school on 28.03.12 and not 29.03.12 as claimed by the school.
Further the FIR does not give any details as to when and under what circumstances
the records went missing. The Committee is, therefore, of the view that the version
of the school is nothing but a cock and bull story and in the absence of the Cash
Book and Ledger for the relevant years, it iS'not possible to draw any conclusion

as to whether and to what extent the fee was raised by the school after 11.2.2009.

Therefore the Committee was of the view that the Director of Education should
order special inspection under section 24(2) of Delhi State Education Act 1973
and repbrt back to the Committee the quantum of fee actually hiked by the school
after the order datqd 11.2.2009. The Director of Education was accordingly
requested, vide letter dated 03.05.2012 to conduct special Inspection and to report
back to the Committee the quantum of fee actually hiked by the school after
11.2.2009. As no intimation was received from the Director, the committee vide
letter dated 19.7.2012 again requested to send the inspection report to the
Committee by 31.07.2012. However, till date no communication has been

received from the Director in the matter.

In view of the foregoing facts, the Committee in its meeting held on .
09.08.2012 decided that the matter could not be kept pending for an indefinite
period. In the circumstances, the Committee is unable to take any view in the
matter as to whether and to what extent the school actually hiked the fee. The
Hon’ble High Court may give appropriate directions to the Director of Education

in the matter.

sd/-- Sd/i-  Sdl-

Dr.RK.SHARMA CA JS.KOCHAR  JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER MEMBER : CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 09/08/2012 ~j§<
~JUSTICE
L ZEV SINGH




Lambh Public School, Dabri Extension, Néw Delhi-110 045

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012, the school -

vide its letter dated Nil ( received in the office of the Committee on 13.3.2012) replied

that the school had partially implemented the 6™ Pay Commission report but had not -

increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of
Education, Delhi. _ _

To verify the contention of the school that it had not increased the fee consequent

___to_the aforesaid order dated. 11.2.2009, the school was directed vide letter dated

28.03.2012 to produce its fee and other financial records before the Committee. In
compliahcc with the directions of the Committee, the school produced the desired
records on 03.05.2012 through Sh Dalel Singh, Manager and Sh. S.K. Aggarwal,
Member of the Society running the School. The annual returns of the schools under
Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 were received from the concerned
district.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and during the course of such .examination, the Manager of the school
informed that contrary to the reply given by the school to the questionnaire of the
Committee, the school had not implemented the 6™ Pay Commission as yet. Further, her
observations are that on examination of the fee receipts and fee structure, it was noticed
that the school had increased its tuition fee by 10% in 2009-10 and annual charges and
development feé by 4.2%. In 2010-11 also, the tuition fee increased by 10% and annual
charges and development fee by 24.85 %. She has also observed that no totals are made
in the fee register and it was informed that the entry of the amounts received towards fee
is made by totaling the amount from the fee receipts. She observed that 10 receipts from
S.No. 6621 to 6630 had. been issued on 3.3.2009 but no entry therefor was made in the
cash book. After the entry of 10.2.2009, cash receipt has been shown only on 10.3.2009.
Entries of the amounts had been made in pencil and she was of the view that cash Book
and Ledger have been made recently and not contemporaneonsly. Further the amounts
shown for some expenses in the Ledger are at variance from the amounts shown in the

Income and Expenditure Accounts.
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The Committee in its meeting held on 03.05.2012 perused the copies of records

produced by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal and felt that

in view of the serious irregularities in the maintenance of financial records as observed by

the Auditor, no reliance could be placed on the records produced by the school and no

definite conclus_ion could be reached as to whether the school had increased the fee

consequent to the order dated 11.2.2009 of the Director. Therefore the Committee is

unable to express any view in the matter. The Director of Education may at his own

level conduct necessary enquiries and the school should be kept under strict watch and

supervision.

S0/-

Dr. RK. SHARMA
MEMBER

Sd/-  Sdi-

CA J.S. KOCHAR | JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
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COMMITTZE )

For Review of S¢os ===/



1 333

C-66

PRABHU ATMA PRAKASH PUBLIC SCHOOL, EAST GOKUL PUR,
DELHI-110094

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committe—e on 27.2.2012, the
school vide its letter dated 10.03.2012 replied that the school had implemented the
6" Pay Commission report w.e.f. 1.4.2010. However the school had not increased
the fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education,
Delhi. The returns filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education

Rules 1973 have been received from the concerned district.

To verify the contention of the school that it had not increased the fee in
pursuance of the aforesaid order dated 11.2.2009, the school was directed vide
letter dated 28.03.2012 to produce its fee and other financial records before the
Committee. In compliance with the directions of the Committee, the school
produced the desired records on 09.04.2012 through Smt. Dayawati, Headmistress
of the School. . | ’

The records were examined by Sh. S.K. Sharma, Secretary to the
Committee and his observations are that the school had increased the fee for all the
three years. The Balance Sheet and Income and Expenditure account did not agree
with the books of accounts. Further the Receipt and Payment Account and
Income and Expenditure account filed by the school along with returns under Rule
180 of the Delhi School Education Rules for the year 2009-10 were different from
the Receipt and Payment Account and Income and Expenditure Account filed
before the Committee. He also observed that the fee receipts issued by the school
in respect of the fee actually charged from the students did not agree with the fee

structure filed by the school as part of returns under Rule 180.

The Committee in its meeting held on 01.05.2012 perused the copies of

records produced by the school and also the observation notes of Sh. S.K. Sharma.



2 3

. The Committee was of the view that in view of the two set of final accounts filed
by the school for the year 2009-10 which were at variance with each other and
both of which were audited by Sh. Amit Gaur, Chartered Accountant, an
opportunity should be provided to the school as well as the Chartered Accountant
to appear before the Committee and explain the position. Accordingly, a letter
dated 7.5.2012 was sent by the Committee by Speed Post, both to the school as
well as to the Chartered Accountant, to appear before the Committee on 11.5.2012
at 11.00 a.m._However, despite service of the letter to both the school and
Chartered Accountant which has been confirmed from the website of India Post,
neither of them appeared before the Committee nor any intimation was received

from their side.

Accordingly, the Committee felt that in view of the serious discrepancies
observed by the Secretary of the Committee and in view of the failure of the
school and its Chartered Accountant to offer any explanation, the Director of
Education should order special inspection under section 24(2) of Delhi School
Education Act, 1973 and report back to the Committee, the actual state of affai;‘s
and the actuai extent of fee hike effected by the school in the years 2009-10 and
2010-11. The Director of Education was accordingly requested, vide letter dated
16.05.2012 to conduct special Inspection and to report back to the Committee the
quantum of fee actually "hiked by the school after 11.2.2009. However,
subsequently on 06/06/2012, the Headmistress of the school came to the office of

the Committee and filed a letter of that date stating that there were clerical and -

human errors in preparation of Balance Sheets which was submitted as part of the
returns under rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 and when they came
to the notice of the school, they were corrected and the corrected Balance Sheet
was filed before the Committee. The letter was countersigned by Sh. Amit Gaur,

Chartered Accountant who had audited the accounts of the school.
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As the Committee had already referred the matter to the Director of
Education for conducting special inspection, the committee considered it
appropriate to wait for the report of the inspection. However, as no intimation
was received from the Director, the committee vide letter dated 19.7.2012 again
- requested to send the inspection report to the Committee by 31.07.2012. Till date

no communication has been received from the Director in the matter.

In view of the foregoing facts, the Committee in its meeting held on .
09.08.2012 decided that the matter could not be kept pending for an indefinite
period. In the circumstances, the Committee is unable to take any view in the
matter as to whether and to what extent the school acfually hiked the fee. The
Hon’ble High Court may give appropriate directions to the Director of Education

in the matter.

Sd/-  Sdy/- Sd/-

Dr.R.K. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEYV SINGH (Retd.)

MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
//'é:_/:;‘—*i_‘"'
Dated: 09.08.2012 7asTice N
~ ANIL DEV SINEH
Y COMMTIEE )
S0 ReE of Schoo' Fe:; _/
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New Sandhya Public Sec. School, Karawal Nagar Road, Delhi-110094

In response to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on 27.2.2012 which was
followed by a reminder dated 27.3.2012 , the school vide its email dated 28.03.2012
replied that the school had neither implemented the 6" Pay Commission report nor
increased any fee pursuant to the order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of
Education, Delhi. The retums filed by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School

Education Rules 1973 have been received from the concerned district. .

To verify the contentions of the school, the school was directed vide letter dated

16.04.2012 to produce its fee and other financial records before the Committee. In

.- compliance with-the directions of the-Committee, the school produced the desired records

on 26.04.2012 through Sh. Sushil Kumar, Manager of the School. .

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the
Committee and her observations are that as per information given by the School, they are
not maintaining any Cash Book and Ledger. Further, on examination of Fee Receipts and
Fee Registers with the fee schedule, it was noticed that the school had increased tuition
fee by Rs. 50/- to Rs. 100/- per month in 2009-10 ( which is a hike upto 28.57% over the
previous year ) and by Rs. 20/- to Rs. 100/- per month in 2010-11.

The Committee in its meeting held on 02.05.2012 perused the copies of
documents filed by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita Nautiyal. The
Committee observed that contrary to the claim of the school that it was not maintaining
the Cash Book and Ledger for any of three years namely 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2011-12,
the school had prepared and also got audited the Income and Expenditure Accounts and
Balance Sheets for all the three years. It is apparent that the school has not produced the
accoﬁnts books in order to hide its true state of its affairs. Therefore the statement of the
school regarding not increasing the fee in terms of the order dated 11.2.2009 of the

Director of Education as also the fee records produced by it cannot be relied upon.

The Committee is therefore of the view that it cannot arrive at any definite
conclusion whether the school had hiked the fee in terms of aforesaid order dated
11.2.2009 of the Director of Education. The DOE may conduct inquiries at its own level

and keep the school under strict watch.

Sdl- Sdl-  Sdl-

Dr. RK. SHA MA JS.KOCHAR _ JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER JusTice MEMBER .. CHAIRPERSON

J



C-125

R.P. Model Public School, Main Karawal Nagar Road, Delhi-110094

The school had not responded to the. questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012. However the returns
submitted by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 were
received by the Committee from North East District of the Directorate of Education.
The school was put in C Category as on a preliminary examination of the aforesaid
returns, it appeared that the school had not increased the fee in terms of order dated
11.2.2009.issued by the Director -of Education nor had it implemented the 6" Pay

Commission Report.

In order to verify the correctness of the returns, the school vide letter dated
30.05.2012 was requested to produce the fee records, salary records, bank statements and
Cash Book and Ledger for three years. In response to the notice of the Committee,
Sh.Bhikam Singh, Manager of the school appeared on 18.6.2012 and submitted reply to
the questionnaire issued by the Committee. He also produced the other records which

were required to be produced.

In the reply to the questionnaire, the school confirmed that it had not
implemented the 6™ Pay Commission Report. It also stated that it had not increased any
fee in terms of order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education. The records
were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee and her
observations are that on the face of it, as per the fee structure filed by the school as part
of retums under Rule 180 of the Delhi School Education Rules 1973, the school had not
increased any tuition fee in 2009-10 and had actually reduced annual charges by Rs.
200/- in that year. In 2010-11, the increase in tuition fee was less than 10% and the
reduction in annul charges was partially rolled back by Rs. 100/-. However, the fee
receipts and cash book for the year 2010-11 show that no annual charges had been
charged. She also sarcastically remarked that the office copies of the fee receipts were in
excellent condition as if prepared recently. The Cash Book for the entire year 2009-10
consisted of 3 pages only.
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The Committee in its meeting held on 25.06.2012 perused the copies of returns
filed by the school under Rule 180, records produced by the school, the reply to
questionnaire submitted by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita

Nautiyal.

On examination of the records, the Committee observed that the Balance Sheet of
the school as at 31.03.2010 showed Cash at Bank to the tune of Rs. 1,07,367/- while Cash
in hand was shown at Rs. 28,861/-while the Receipt and Payment Account showed only
closing Cash in hand of Rs. 28,861/-. No Cash at Bank was shown in the Receipt and

—Payment-Account. Similarly, the Balance-Sheet as at 30.03.2011 showed Cash at Bank
amounting to Rs. 1,07,367- and Cash in hand amounting to Rs. 1,929/- while the Receipt
and Payment account showed only closing Cash in hand of Rs. 1,929/-. Cash at Bank

* does not appear at all. These facts along with the observation of the Audit Officer that
the fee receipts seemed to have been freshly prepared, are a pointer towards the fact that
the accounts have been fabricated. The accounts have purportedly been audited by M/s.
Seema Sharma and Associates, Chartered Accountants and have been signed by Sh. Amit
Gaur on their behalf. While signing the Income and Expenditure Account and Balance
Sheet for different years, Sh. Amit Gaur qualified the same as “Subject to Audit”.
However, at the same time he has signed the audit reports certifying that the Balance
Sheet and Income and Expenditure Account give a true and fair view of the state of
affairs and the deficit for the year. Sh. Amit Gaur, Chartered Accountant has been
signing Balance Sheets and Audit Reports in the like manner in case of a large number of
schools of North East District. It is obvious that the audit report was issued without
examining the Books of Accounts which, as has been observed above, seem to be
fabricated. The Committee also observed that the school had not been filing the returns
under Rule 180 on yearly basis. This is apparent from the covering letter dated
27.01.2012 given by the school to the Dy. Director of Education district North East under
which the school had submitted the returns under Rule 180 for the five years i.e. from
2006-07 to 2010-11.

In view of the foregoing, the Committee is of the view that the Books of

Accounts and other records produced by the school do not inspire any confidence. The
!
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Commiittee is, therefore, unable to express any view whether the absence of fee hike as
shown in the fee structure is actual. Appropriate action may be taken against the school
and the Chartered Accountant who has given the audit report, in accordance with law.

Recommended accordingly.

Sg/- SOl sd/.

Dr.RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

—3YSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
For Review of Schoo! Fee

Dated: 25./6/2012
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C-132

Gian Jyoti Public School, Ganga Vihar, Delhi-110094

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012. However the returns
submitted by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 were
received by the Committee from North East District of the Directorate of Education.
The school was put in C Category as on a preliminary examination of the aforesaid
returns, it appeared that the school had not increased the fee in terms of order dated

—11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education and had also not implemented the 6" Pay

Commission report. .

In order to verify the correctness of the returns, the school vide letter dated
30.05.2012 was requested to produce the fee records, salary records, bank statements and
Cash Book and Ledger for three years.  In response to the notice of the Committee, Sh.
Brij Mohan Sharma, Manager of the school appeared on 19.6.2012 and produced the
records which were required to be produced. However it again did not submit the reply
to the questionnaire. But the school had given a certificate to the effect that it had not
implemented the 6" Pay Commission Report. The records produced by him were
examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee and her observations
are that while the school charges the tuition fee and admission fee as per the fee receipts
and registers produced by it, the final accounts of the school reflect only one fee head.
The school had increased the tuition fee by
Rs. 10 to Rs. 30/- per month in 2009-10, the school was charging admission fee of Rs.
300/- for admission upto class V and Rs. 350/- for admissions for classes VI to VIII. The
maximum admission fee which the school could charge under the Rules was Rs. 200/-.
The bank account of the school was not operated through out the year 2009-10. The
opening and closing balances for the year were the same. The entire transactions were

undertaken in cash.

The Committee in its meeting held on 22.06.2012 perused the copies of returns
filed by the school under Rule 180, records produced by the school, the reply to

questionnaire submitted by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita
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Nautiyal. The Committee also observed that the school had not been filing the returns
under Rule 180 on yearly basis. This is apparent from the covering letter dated
01.02.2012 given by the school to the Dy. Director of Education district North East under
which the school had submitted the returns under Rule 180 for the five years i.e. from
2006-07 to 2010-11.  The Committee also observed that the accounts of the school are
audited by one Sh. S.C. Sharma, Chartered Accountant. The said Chartered Accountant,

in the first instance gave his report as “Compiled from the Books of Accounts as

produced before us”. However, subsequently he gave an audit report in the stereo typed

format of Form No. 10B as prescribed under Rule 17 B of the Income Tax Rules 1962.

This format was distributed by the Committee amongst all the Dy. Directors and
Accounts Officers posted in the Districts to make them aware of the contents of audit
report. This was done as in number of cases which were examined by the Committee at
the preliminary stage, it was observed that the officers of the Directorate of Education
were not even aware of what an audit report is. The schools were filing their final
accounts which were signed by Chartered Accountants without actually auditing the
same. Various types of certificates were being issued by them which did not say that the
accounts reflected a true and fair view of the state of affairs or of the Income or Loss of
the school. This format which was given to the district officials was downloaded from

the web site www.taxmann.com and is prominently printed on the form. It appears that

the officials of North East District of Directorate of Education distributed photocopies of
this Form to all the-schools and asked them to get back dated audit reports for the prior
years. Subsequently the schools obtained back dated audit reports from the Chartered
Accountants in those Forms. This has been observed in most of the schools of North
East District. The Chartered Accountants have not even used their own stationary for
giving these audit reports but have merely filled up the blanks by hand. It is also
apparent from the audit reports that the Forms used are the same which were given to the
district officials as all the pages of the Forms at the bottom carry the inscription “printed

Jrom www.taxmann.com “. It is also observed that the respective files of the schools of

North East District were not being submitted to the Committee in spite of various
exhortations to the officials of the Directorate of Education including the Director

personally. The files started coming to the Committee only after the Committee brought
4!
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it to the notice of the Hon’ble High Court. It is obvious that the District authorities had
turned a blind eye to the responsibility of the school to file annual audited accounts and
when pressure was exerted on them to send the files to the Committee, they started the

process of updating their records and obtaining back dated audit reports.

In view of the foregoing, the Committee is of the view that the Books of
Accounts and other records produced by the school do not inspire any confidence. The
Committee is, therefore, unable to express any view whether the fee hike has shown in
the fee structure is actual and thus is unable to express any view on the justifiability of
- the hike. However, as it has been found as a fact that the school was charging admission
fee as Rs. 300/- and Rs. 350/- as against the prescribed fee of Rs. 200/- in all the three
years, the records of which were examined , the Committee is of the view that the school
ought to refund the excess admission fee along with interest @ 9% per annum.
Appropriate action may be taken against the school and the Chartered Accountant who

has given the back dated audit reports, in accordance with law. Recommended

accordingly.
Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J5.KOCHAR  JUSTICE ANIL IQ\/ SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
Dated:22./6/2012 )ﬁ/
/ JUSTICE
ANIL DEV SINGH

COMMITTEE
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C-133

Manav Convent Public School, Shiv Vihar, Delhi-110094

- The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the Committee on
27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012. However the returns
submitted by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 were
received by the Committee from North East District of the Directorate of Education.
The school was put in C Category as on a preliminary examination of the aforesaid
returns, it appeared that the school had not increased the fee in terms of order dated
11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education nor had it implemented the 6™ Pay

Commission Report.

In order to verify the correctness of the returns, the school vide letter dated
30.05.2012 was requested to produce the fee records, salary records, bank statements and
Cash Book and Ledger for three years. In response to the notice of the Committee, Sh.
Rajender Prashad, Headmaster cum Manager of the school appeared on 20.6.2012 and
submitted reply to the questionnaire issued by the Committee. He also produced the other

records which were required to be produced.

In the reply to the questionnaire, the school confirmed that it had not
implemented the 6™ Pay Commission Report. It also stated that it had not increased any
fee in terms of order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education. The records
were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of the Committee and her
observations are that the fee registers seemed to have been freshly prepared. The Cash
Book of all the three years consists of only one page which did not show either daily or
monthly closing balances. The school receives the fee and pays salary to the staff in cash
only. The school did not maintain any bank account. On examination of fee receipts, it
was noticed that the school had increased only tuition fee by Rs. 20 to 25 per month in
2009-10 which was less than 10%. In 2010-11, the tuition fee and activity charge had

been increased to Rs. 30 to Rs. 45/- per month which was an increase of 12 to 15% over

previous year. Annual charge had been increased by Rs. 250/-.
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The Committee in its meeting held on 22.06.2012 perused the copies of returns
filed by the school under Rule 180, records produced by the school, the reply to
questionnaire submitted by the school and also the observation notes of Ms. Sunita
Nautiyal. On examination of the Cash Book for the whole year 2009-10, the Committee
observed that the same had not been prepared contemporaneously and had only been
prepared recently as only monthly entries of fee, salary and rent were appearing on the
receipt and payment side. For the remaining expenses shown in the Income and
Expenditure Account, only single entries for the whole years were passed. This

obvipusly indicates that the final accounts had been prepared by the school without any

Books of Accounts . The accounts have purporiédly been audited by M/s. Seema Sharma
and Associates, Chartered Accountants and have been signed by Sh. Amit Gaur on their
behalf. While signing the Income and Expenditure Account and Balance Sheet for
different years, Sh. Amit Gaur qualified the same as “Subject to Audit”. However, at
the same time he has signed the audit report certifying that the Balance Sheet and Income
and Expenditure Account give a true and fair view of the state of affairs and the surplus
for the year. Sh. Amit Gaur, Chartered Accountant has been signing Balance Sheets and
Audit Reports in the like manner in case of a large number of schools of North East
District. It is obvious that the audit report was issued without examining the Books of
Accounts which, as has been observed above, did not even exist. The Committee also
observed that the school had not been filing the returns under Rule 180 on yearly basis.
This is apparent from the covering letter dated Nil given by the school to the Dy. Director
of Education district North East under which the school had submitted the returns under
Rule 180 for the five years i.e. from 2006-07 to 2010-11. The Committee is therefore of
the view that the Books of Accounts of the school are clearly fabricated. The Committee
is also at a loss to understand as to how recognition is granted to the schools without
verifying whether they even maintain a bank account. Rule 173 (4) of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 clearly mandates that every Recognized Unaided School Fund
shall be kept deposited in a Nationalized Bank or a scheduled Bank or any Post Office in
the name of school. How could an omission to maintain a bank account escape the
attention of the officials of the Directorate of Education while granting recognition to the

- school and again while examining the Balance Sheets of the school and while carrying
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out an inspection of the school which under the law has to be done atleast once in each
financial year in terms of the mandate of section 24 (1) of the Delhi School Education
Act, 1973,

In view of the foregoing, the Committee is of the view that the Books of
Accounts and other records produced by the school do not inspire any confidence. The
Committee is, therefore, unable to express any view whether the fee hike has shown in
the fee structure is actual and thus is unable to express any view on the justifiability of
the hike. Appropriate action may be taken against the school and the Chartered

Accountant who has given the audit report, in accordance with law. Recommended

accordingly. .

| Sd/ Sdf
Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated: 22./6/2012
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C-146

New Titiksha Public School, Mawjpur, Delhi-110053

The school had not responded to the questionnaire sent by -the
Committee on 27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012.
However the returns submitted by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 were received by the Committee from North East
District of the Directorate of Education.  The school was put in C Category as
on a preliininary examination of the aforesaid returns, it appeared that the

school had not_increased the fee in terms of order dated 11.2.2009 issued by

the Director of Education nor had it implemented the 6™ Pay Commission

Report.

‘In order to verify the correctness of the returns, the school vide letter
dated 05.06.2012 was requested to produce the fee records, salary records,
bank statements and Cash Book and Ledger for the years 2008-09, 2009-10
and 2010-11, In response to the notice of the Committee, the school sent an
unsigned reply to the questionnaire which was received in the office of the
Committee on 18.06.2012. Sh. Devender Kumar, Asstt. Teacher of the school
appeared on 29.6.2012 and produced the records which the school was

required to produce.

The records were examined by Ms. Sunita Nautiyal, Audit Officer of
the Committee and her observations are thét on such examination, it was
noticed that the school had not increased any fee in 2009-10. In 2010-11, the
tuition fee was increased by only Rs. 20/~ per month and annual charges were
not increased at all. However, on examination of the Cash Book and Ledger
for the three years revealed that the Cash Book for the entire year consisted of
only one page and it showed monthly expenditure only towards sal-ary and rent.

_However, the Receipt_and Payment_Account filed by the school showed :

expenditure under a number of other heads also. Further the opening Cash
Balance as per Receipt and Payment Account as on 01.04.2009 was Rs.
97,579/- while that as per Cash Book was Rs. 87,579.90. The school was not
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maintaining any bank account and all the financial transactions of the school

were conducted in Cash.

The Committee in its meéting held on 04.07.2012 perused the copies of
returns filed by the school under Rule 180, records produced by the school, the
reply to questionnaire submitted by the school and also the observation notes
of the audit officer. On examination of the Cash Books for the all the years,
the Committee observed that the same had not been prepared
contemporaneously and had only been prepared recently as only monthly
- _entries of fee, salary and rent were-appearing. The records appeared to have
been fabricated as the Income and Expenditure Account and Balance |[Sheet for
2006-07 have been signed by M/s. Satish Goyal & Company, Chartered
Accountants but the audit report had been obtained from M/s. Seema Sharma
and Associates, Chartered Accountants. Similarly the Income and Expenditure
Accounts and Balance Sheets for 2007-08 had been signed by M/s. A/N.
Kathpali & Associates while the audit report had been obtained from Ms.
Seema Sharma & Associates, Chartered Accountants. Sh. Amit Gaur, C.A. had
signed the audit reports on the stationery of M/s. Seema Sharma & Associates.

It has been observed by the Committee that many of the schools had
actually not been filing any annual returns prescribed under Rule 180 of Delhi
School Education Rules 1973 and the Directorate of Education had closed its
eyes to such blatant violation of Rules which had resulted in the schools having
a free 'run in running their affairs in the manner they liked. The Directorate
only woke up from its deep slumber when the Committee called meetings of
all the district heads of the Directorate on 31.12.2011 and 19.01.2012 to request
them to transmit the annual returns of the schools to the office of the
Committee for examination of the issue of fee hike. In the meeting dated

19.01.2012, the district heads were also made aware of the contents of an audit

report as it was found on examination of the records of certain schools that the
Directorate was accepting various type of accounting and compilation reports
signed by Chartered Accountants which were in fact not audit reports. It was
P
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only when the Committee asked the district heads to transmit the annual
returns of the schools to the Committee that the district heads started collecting
the annual returns from the schools and getting back dated audit reports.
However, the South West-A district was an honorable exception which
promptly transmitted the records of 58 out of 59 schools under its jurisdiction.
This has been confirmed in the cases of number of schools which while filing
the annual returns with the districts have referred to either an email or a letter
issued by the office of the Dy. Director of the district in response to which

they were ﬁlmg the returns.; The Commmee has also come across one such

letter lssued by the Dy. Dxrector South West-B to New Gyan Public School
vide which it asked the school to furnish the annual returns in accordance with
Rule 180 (1) of Delhi School Education Rules 1973 for the yearé 2006-07 to
2010-11. Along with this letter, a copy of format of Form 10 B under the
Income Tax Rules, which was given to the district heads in the meeting held on
19.01.2012, was also enclosed, thereby suggesting that the school should
submit the audit reports in such format. The Committee also received
telephone calls from a couple of Chartered Accountants saying that the district
officials were asking the schools who in tum were asking them to give a fresh

audit report in the format of Form 10 B for the back years.

The audit reports signed by \Sh. Amit Gaur on the stationery of Seema

Sharma & Associates has to be viewed in the context of the above background.

In order to clarify the matter, the Committee thought it proper to confront these
reports to Sh.Amit Guar. He was accordingly contacted telephonically to |
appear before the Committee on 05.07.2012 to which he agreed. He was asked
~ about his status in M/s. Seema Sharma & Associates, Chartered Accountants as
while signing the audit reports, he had not mentioned the capacity in which he
was signing. He stated that Mrs. Seema Sharma was his wife and was also a
—Chartered A ccountant and had been carrying on the practice under the name of ~

Seema Sharma & Associates. However, he was evasive when questioned about

the capacity in which he had signed on behalf of this firm. When he was

shown the audit reports of the school for the years 2006-07 and 2007-08, he
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flatly denied having signed these reports. He recorded such denial on the face
of these reports as also on the face of the reports for the years 2008-09, 2009-
10 and 2010-11 and he also recorded that some body had been misusing his
signatures and name. He was requested to give a list of ail the schools that had
been audited by him as the Committee had observed that he was auditor of a

number of schools. He promised to give such list by 06.07.2012 and in
fulfiliment of his promise, he gave such a list on 06.07.2012.

The Committee in its Meeting held on 10.07.2012, scrutinized the list
submitted by Sh. Amit Guar and the-rame of New Titiksha Public School did
not appear in this list. As the issue was serious, the Committee thought it
appropriate to probe the matter further and decided to examine all the schools
whose Balance Sheets had purportedly been audited by Sh. Amit Guar or M/s.

Seema Sharma & Associates.

On 12.07.2012, another school i.e. Lakhi Public School, Mandawli,
Delhi 110092, whose records had been requisitioned on that date, appeared in
the office of the Committee. This school also had similar audit reports
purportedly signed by sh. Amit Gaur on the stationery of Seema Sharma &
Associates. The records of this school were examined by Sh. 1.S. Kochar,
Member of the Committee. This school was represented by Sh. Ajay
Chaudhary, a teacher of the school and Sh. Sandeep Jain, Accountant of the |
school. When Sh. Sandeep Jain, Accountant of the school was confronted, he
admitted that all the financial statements for the last five years were prepared
recently when letter No. DE-47/DDE/Accounts/2001 dated 21.01.2012 was
received from the office of the Dy. Director. After preparation of the financial
statements for the last five years, they were given to one Sh. Sanjeev Sahil
who is also a part time Accountant and practices in Sales Tax/Income Tax etc.

for getting them signed by a Chartered Accountant and getting the audit

reports. He also gave the mobile number of Sh. Sanjeev Sahil as 9540052222.
Sh. Sahil got the Balance Sheets, Income and Expenditure Accounts and
Receipt and Payment Accounts signed by Sh. Amit Gaur, Chartered
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'Accountant and also obtained the audit reports from him for the last five years.
The name of this school also does not appear in the list of schools audited by
Sh. Amit Gaur or M/s. Seema Sharma & Associates. A search on the website of
the Institute of Chartered Accountants of India reveals that no CA firm by the
name of Seema Sharma & |Associates exits. However, both Mr. Amit Guar
and his wife Mrs. Seema Shalm;l were found to be partners in M/s. Goyal Parul
& Co. but they were not engaged in individual practice or had association with
any other firm. '

~~—  There istotal failure of regutatory mechanism envisaged under the law.

The school had been granted recognition when it did not even have a bank

account when it was mandatorily required to have one in terms of Rule 172 (4)

»of ‘the Delhi School Education Rules. The officials of the Directorate of -

Education either did not conduct any inspe'ction which they were mandated to
conduct once a year as per Section 24 of the Delhi School Education Act and if
the inspections were conducted, they were conducted in a most perfunctory
manner as the fact that the school did not have a bank account never came to its
notice yea.t§ after it was granted recognition. It never came to the notice of the
Directorate that the school was not maintaining any Books of Accounts and not
getting its accounts audited as mandatorily reﬁuired under the law. The school
was not filing any annual returns as mandated by law. Only when the
Committee asked the district officials to transmit the annual returns to its
office, the officials started collecting the returns from the schools and
pressurizing them to get back dated audit reports. It appears that the schools in
turn started fabricating their accounts and probably also fabricating the audit
reports. In many of the cases, there is a strong possibility that the Chartered
Accountants also became willing tools in hands of the schools by signing back

dated audit reports without even verifying whether the schools were

‘maintaining any Books of Accounts of not.

In the light of the above mentioned facts, the Committee feels that the

issue needs to be taken up by the authorities seriously and must be carried to its
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logical conclusion so that such acts are not repeated in future. The Committee
recommends that appropriate action be taken against the defaulting schools as

well as the officers for dereliction of duties.

In so far as the instant school is concerned, the Committee is unable to
express any view as to whether and to what extent the school hiked the fee.
The Director of Education ought to conduct a Special Investigation in the

matter.

Dr.RK.SHARMA CA J.S.KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON

Dated:30.07./2012
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C-209

Lakhi Public School, Mandawali, Delhi-110092

The school ‘had not responded to the questionnaire sent by the
Committee on 27.02.2012 which was followed by reminder dated 27.03.2012.
However the returns submitted by the school under Rule 180 of Delhi School
Education Rules 1973 were received by the Committee from East District of
the Directorate of Education. The school was put in C Category as on a
preliminary examination of the aforesaid returns, it appeared that the school
had not increased the fee in terms of order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the

Director of Education nor had it implemented the 6™ Pay Commission Report.

In order to verify the correctness of the returns, the school vide letter
dated 04.07.2012, was requested to produce the fee records, salary records,
bank statements and Cash Book and Ledger for the years 2008-09, 2009-10
and 2010-11. In response to the notice of the Committee, Sh. Ajay
Choudhary, Trained Graduate Teacher and Sh. Sandeep Jain, Accountant of
the school appeared on 12.07.2012 and produced the records which the
school was required to produce. Reply to the questionnaire was also filed by
the school vide which the school stated that it had neither implemented the
recommendations of the 6" Pay Commission nor increased the fee in terms of
order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education.

The records were examined by Sh. J.S. Kochar, Member of the
Committee and his observations are that the Cash Book for the enfire year is of
one page. Single monthly entries are passed for the fee received and 3-4 heads
of the expenditure. The school does not have a bank account and all its
operation are conducted in cash. The Balance Sheets and Income &
Expenditure Accounts and Receipt & Payment Accounts are purportedly
signed by Sh. Amit Gaur Chartered Accountant on the stationery of M/s.
Seema Sharma & Associates, Chartered Accountants. The audit reports were
similar to those in the éase of New Titiksha Public School and when Sh.
Sandeep Jain, Accountant of the school was confronted, he admitted that all the
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financial statements for the last five years were prepared recently when letter
No. DE-47/DDE/Accounts/2001 dated 21.01.2012 was received from the office
of the Dy. Director. After preparation of the financial statements for the last
five years, they were given to one Sh. Sanjeev Sahil who is also a part time
Accounfant and practices in Sales Tax/Income Tax etc. for getting them signed
by a Chartered Accountant and getting the audit reports also. He also gave the
mobile number of Sh. Sanjeev Sahil as 9540052222. Sh. Sahil got the Balance
Sheets, Income and Expenditure Accounts and Receipt and Payment Accounts
signed by Sh. Amit Gaur, Chartered Accountant and also obtained the audit

réports from him for the last five years.

On examination of the fee structures for the year 2008-09, 2009-10 and
2010-11 with the fee receipts, it was found that they were in agreement with
them. The school was charging annual fee of Rs. 310/- and tuition fee of Rs.
265/- per month in 2008-09 which was nominally increased to Rs. 340/- per
annum and Rs. 290/- per month in 2009-10 and to Rs. 370/- per annum and Rs.

315/- per month in 2010-11. The increases were within 10%.

The Commiittee in its meeting held on 30.07.2012 perused the copies of
returns filed by the school under Rule 180, records produced by the school, the
‘reply to questionnaire submitted by the school and also the observation notes
of the Member of the Committee. As admittedly the Books of Accounts and
Balance Sheets of the last five years had been prepared recently and the name
of the school does not appear in the list of schools audited by Sh. Amit Gaur or
M/s. Seema Sharma & Associates as submitted by Sh. Amit Gaur, and the firm
Seema Sharma & |Associates does not exist on the records of the Institute of
Chartered Accountants of India, and the school has also admitted that it did not
get the accounts audited by Sh. Amit Gaur but merely handed over the Balance
Sheets to a middle man by the name of Sémjeev Sahil who purportedly got them
signed by Sh. Amit Gaur, no reliance can be placed on the records produced
by the school and as such the Committee is unable to ascertain whether the

school hiked any fee or not. The Director of Education ought to conduct a
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Special Investigation in the matter as it reeks of a scam. Recommended

accordingly.

‘ =50/ Sa/

Sg/-  oal- oQ/-
Dr. RK. SHARMA CA J.S. KOCHAR JUSTICE ANIL DEV SINGH(Retd.)

MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRPERSON
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COMMIT LR
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10.

Category ‘D’ Schools

In respect of 73 schools, representations were made by the

schools or information was received from the district offices of the

Directorate of Education that these schools had been granted

recognition after order dated February 11, 2009 was issued by the

Director of Education permitting hike in fee for the purpose of

implementation of the 6t Pay Commission Report, as such schools

would be implementing the recommendations of the 6% Pay

Commission from the initial stage itself and would be fixing fee

accordingly, there would be no question of hike in fee in these cases.

S. |File | School Name of School Date of Academic
No | No. Code order Session
. granting wef which
recognition | recognitio
n granted
1 (D-1 1106262 | Arwachin 18.08.2010 | 2010-11
International School,
Dilshad Garden, Delhi |
2 |D-2 1821220 | Queen's Valley School, | 31.01.2009 | 2009-10
Sec-8, Dwarka, New
Delhi
3 {D-3 1821231 | St Venkateshwar | 04.06.2010 | 2010-11
International School,
Sec-18, Dwarka, New
Delhi
4 |D-4 1821230 | Bal Bhavan | 29.03.2010 | 2010-11
International School,
sEc-123, Dwarka New
Delhi
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D-5

1821238

The Indian Heights
School, Sec-23,
Dwarka, New delhi

21.12.2009

2009-10

1822251

B.V.M. Public School,
Naya Bazar,
Najafgasrh, New Delhi

16.06.2009

2009-10

D-7

1821221

Sachdeva Global
School, Sec-18,
Dwarka, New Delhi

05.02.2009

2009-10

D-8

1516146

St. Giri International
School, West Patel
Nagar, New delhi

18.07.2011

2011-12

D-9

1822253

Smt. Sarti Devi Public
School, Taj pur khurd,
Delhi

18.03.2010

2009-10

10

D-10

1207229

Sachdeva Convent
School, Sangam Vihar,
Delhi

20.04.2011

2011-12

11

D-11

1310426

Sukriti World School,
Kheda Khurd, Delhi

05.03.2010

2010-11

12

D-12

1720172

Lalit Mahajan SVM
School, Vasant Vihar,
New delhi

09.06.2010

2010-11

13

D-13

1720170

Army Public School,
Shankar Vihar, New
Delhi

03.03.2010

2009.10

14

D-14

Maa Ganga Vidyalaya,
Rajokari, New Delhi

12.01.2012

2011-12

15

D-15

1413281

Tecnia International
School, Sec-8, Rohini,
New Delhi

30.06.2010

2010-11
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D-17

1413280

Indraprastha  Public
School, Begam pur,
Sec-22, Rohini, New
Delhi

05.04.2010

2010-11

17

D-18

1413283

Laurel Convent, Budh
vihar, New Delhi

24.09.2010

2010-11

18

D-19

1413282

M.R. Public School,
Begam Pur Extn. delhi

08.02.2010

2009-10

19

D-20

1413279

S. D. G. Public. School,

Begampur Extn. Delhi

19.03.2010

2009-10

20

D-21

1413286

Sidhhartha
School,
Jaunti, Delhi

Public
Tatesar,

13.10.2010

2010-11

21

D-22

1413285

Vant Model School,
Begampur, Delhi

15.11.2010

2010-11

22

D-23

Indraprastha Modern
Public School, Rajiv
Nagar :

17.01.2012

2011-12

23

D-24

MD Indraprastha
Public School, Rajiv
Nagar, Delhi

17.01.2012

2011-12

24

D-25

The Sovereign School,
Sec-23, Rohini, Delhi

28.02.2012

2011-12

25

D-26

-

Venkateshwar Global
School, Sec-13, Rohini,
New Delhi

09.03.2012

2011-12

26

D27

1617220

G.R.M. Public Schoo],
Nangloi, Delhi

12.11.2009

2009-10

27

D-28

1618274

R.D. International
School, Bapraula, New
Delhi

12.08.2010

2010-11

3
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28

D-29

1617218

Nathu Ram - Convent
School, Najafgarh
Road, New Delhi

01.09.2010

2010-11

29

D-30

1617216

New Rana
School, Mundka

Public

27.09.2010

2010-11

30

D-31

Bharti Vidya Niketan
Public School,
Chander Vihar, New
delhi

20.05.2011

2011-12

31

D-32

1617212

Dhruva Public School,
Jai Vihar, New Delhi

23.05.2011

2011-12

32

D-33

Jesus Mary Joseph
School, Paschim vihar,
New delhi

13.09.2011

2011-12

33

D-34

1617215

M.R. Bharti Model Sr.
Sec. School, Mundka ,
Delhi

19.08.2010

2010-11

34

D-35

1618268

R.P. Memorial Public
School, Mohan
Garden, New Delhi

13.11.2009

2009-10

35

D-36

1618276

Surindra Public Shool,
Mohan Garden New
Delhi

01.10.2010

2010-11

36

D-37

1618275

Sat. Saheb  Public
School, Uttam Nagar,
New delhi

22.06.2010

2010-11

37

D-38

1618272

Aaryan International
School, Uttam Nagar,
New delhi

13.04.2010

2010-11

38

D-39

1618271

Indraprastha
Uttam  Nagar,
Delhi

School,
New

19.03.2010

2010-11

3
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39

D-40

Harry Model School ,
Uttam Nagar, New
delhi

18.01.2012

2011-12

40

D-41

1618273

Holy International
School, Uttam Nagar,
New Delhi

14.05.2010

2010-11

41

D-42

1310421

Deffodil Public School,
Narela, Delhi

15.03.2010

2010-11

D-43

1310422

Rishikul  Vidyapeeth,

Alipur, Delhi

10.05.2010

2010-11

43

D-44

1310423

DAV  Public
Bawana

School,

05.03.2010

2010-11

44

D-45

1310424

Sant Gyaneshwar
Model School, alipur,
Delhi

05.01.2010

2009-10

45

D-46

1310425

P.M. Public School,
Siraspur, Delhi

15.10.2010

2010-11

46

D-47

1310427

Public
Katewara,

Marigold
School,
Delhi

15.04.2011

2011-12

47

D-48

1309199

St. Margaret
School,Derawal Nagar,
Delhi

23.10.2009

2009-10

48

D-49

1309275

Delhi Police = Public
School, New Police
Line, Kingsway camp,
Delhi-9

24.02.11

2011-12

49

D-50

Vishwa International
Academy , Bakoli
village, Delhi

16.01.2012

2011-12

50

D-51

Convent
Nathu pura,

Upadyay
School,
Delhi

09.02.2012

2011-12

3
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51

D-52

1925352

Hari Vidya Bhawan,
Sangam Vihar, New
Delhi

29.09.2011

2011-12

52

D-53

1923353

Modern Green Valley
Public school, Sangam
vihar, Delhi

27.04.2011

2011-12

53

D-54

Green Valley Public
School, Badarpur,
Delhi

04.09.2009

2009-10

54

D-55

Cosmos Public School,
Molarband - Extn.
Badarpur

16.09.2011

2011-12

55

D-56

1925351

Bal Vaishali Vinayaka
school, Badarpur, New
Delhi

12.09.2011

2011-12

56

D-57

Babu Khem Chand
Advocate Memorial

School, Badarpur, New
Delhi

28.01.2012

2011-12

57

D-58

1104413

Mayur Convent Public
School, Karawal Nagar,
New Delhi

26.03.2011

2011-12

58

D-59

CONVENT
Jauhripur,

R.C.S.
SCHOOL,
Delhi

14.12.2010

2010-11

59

D-60

1104414

Vimal Convent Public
School, Jauhripur,
Delhi

07.05.2011

2011-12

60

D-61

1104408

Ganga Happy Public
School, Karawal Nagar,
New Delhi

26.10.2010

2010-11

61

D-62

1104405

Bhagwati Memorial
Public school Karawal
Nagar, New Delhi

11.12.2009

2009-10

<
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62

D-63

1106260

Public
Harsh Vihar,

Hargovind
School,
Delhi

16.03.2010

2010-11

63

D-64

LITTLE FLOWERS
INTERNATIONAL
SCHOOL, Kabir Nagr,
Delhi

18.11.2011

2011-12

64

D-65

2127181

Anglo
School,
Delhi

Arbic  Model
Ajmeri Gate,

18.12.2009

2009-10

65

D-66

1821226

Nirmal Bhartia School,
Sec-14, Dwarka, New
Delhi '

20/04,/2009

2009-10

66

D-67

1104402

Fahan International
School, Yamina vihar,
Delhi

21/08/2009

2009-10

67

D-68

1104404

Laxman Memorial
Public School, Karawal
Nagar, New delhi

27/10/2009

2009-10

68

D-69

1104407

Pushpanjali  Modern
Public School,
Tukbirpur Extn,. Delhi

18/08/2010

2010-11

69

D-70

1104409

Nav Jeevan Adarsh
Public School, Sonia
Vihar, New delhi

17/06/2010

2010-11

70

D-71

1104411

Shikhar Convent
Public School, Karawal
Nagar, Delhi

21/05/2010

2010-11

71

D-72

1104412

Ganga Convent Public
School, Shiv Vihar,
Delhi

14/02/2011

2010-11

72

D-73

1104403

M.R. L Secondary
School, Karawal Nagar,
New Delhi

27/06,/2009

2009-10

-
s
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73 | D-74 | 1310419 | Hazari Lal Public|16/12/2009 | 2009-10

School, Kheda Kalan,
Delhi

The information in respect of the date of grant of recognition in
the case of the aforesaid schools was verified from the offices of the
Dy. Directors of the districts and the Committee after verification
came to the conclusion that no intervention was required in respect

of these schools. : —_ -

The determinations in respect of these schools by the
Committee were taken in two batches and their copies are placed in
the following pages. In respect of one school i.e. Presidium School (file
No. D-16) the decision was initially taken on a wrong factual premises
that this school was granted recognition after February 11, 2009.
However, on reconsideration, the Committee reviewed its finding and
shifted it to ‘B’ Category as the school had been granted recognition
with effect from academic session 2008-09. The finding arrived at on

review is also placed in the following pages:



Category D-1 to D-65

In response to the Questionnaire dated 27.2.2012 sent by the Committee,
some of the schools had claimed that they were granted recognition with effect
from academic year 2009-10 or later and as such there was no question of any
increase in fee as contemplated in the order dated 11.2.2009 passed by the

Director of Education. .

In order to verify the contention of these schools and also keeping in view
the fact that there could be other schools also which were granted recognition
effective after the order dated 11.2.2009, a communication was sent to all the Dy.
Directors of the Districts of the Directorate of Education to send a list of all such
schools which were granted recognition effective after the order dated 11.2.2009
passed by the Director of Education. They were also required to send the copies

of the letters granting recognition to all such schools.

The Committee has so far received confirmations in respect of 65 schools,
which are listed below, alongwith copies of letters granting recognition to such
schools. These letters have been perused by the Committee and the Committee is
satisfied that since these schools were granted recognition which took effect after
11.2.09, the question of increase in fee effected by them consequent to the

aforesaid order dated 11.2.09, would not arise.

_.
()]

Date of Academic
order Session

granting wef which

School recognition | recognition

SNo.| Code | Name of School granted
1| 1106262 | Arwachin International School 18.08.2010 | 2010-11
2 11821220 | Queen's Valley School 31.01.2009 | 2009-10
3| 1821231 | Sri Venkateshwar International School | 04.06.2010 | 2010-11
4 { 1821230 | Bal Bhavan International School 29.03.2010 | 2010-11

P
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5| 1821238 | The Indian Heights School 21.12.2009 | 2009-10

6 | 1822251 | B.V.M. Public School 16.06.2009 | 2009-10

711821221 | Sachdeva Global School 05.02.2009 | 2009-10

8 | 1516146 | St. Giri International School 18.07.2011 | 2011-12

9 | 1822253 | Smt. Sarti Devi Public School 18.03.2010 | 2009-10
10 | 1207229 | Sachdeva Convent School 20.04.2011 | 2011-12
1111310426 | Sukriti World School 05.03.2010 |{ 2010-11
12 | 1720172 | Lalit Mahajan SVM School 09.06.2010 | 2010-11
13 | 1720170 | Army Public School 03.03.2010 | 2009.10
14 Maa Ganga Vidyalaya 12.01.2012 | 2011-12
15 ] 1413281 | Tecnia International School 30.06.2010 { 2010-11
16 | 1411252 | Presidium School 18.07.2008 | 2008-09
17 { 1413280 | Indraprastha Public School 05.04.2010 | 2010-11
18 | 1413283 | Laurel Convent — 24.09.2010 | 2010-11
19 | 1413282 | M.R. Public School 08.02.2010 | 2009-10
20{ 1413279 | S. D. G. Public School 19.03.2010 | 2009-10
21| 1413286 | Sidhhartha Public School 13.10.2010 | 2010-11
22 | 1413285 | Vani Model School 15.11.2010 { 2010-11
23 Indraprastha Modern Public School 17.01.2012 | 2011-12
24 MD Indraprastha Public School 17.01.2012 | 2011-12
25 The Sovereign School 28.02.2012 { 2011-12
26 Venkateshwar Global School 09.03.2012 | 2011-12
2711617220 | G.R.M. Public School 12.11.2009 | 2009-10
28 | 1618274 | R.D. International School 12.08.2010 | 2010-11
2911617218 | Nathu Ram Convent School 01.09.2010 | 2010-11
30 |{ 1617216 | New Rana Public School 27.09.2010 { 2010-11
31 Bharti Vidya Niketan Public School | 20.05.2011 | 2011-12
3211617212 | Dhruva Public School 23.05.2011 | 2011-12
33 Jesus Mary Joseph School 13.09.2011 | 2011-12
34 [ 1617215 | M.R. Bharti Model Sr. Sec. School 19.08.2010 | 2010-11
3511618268 | R.P. Memorial Public School 13.11.2009 | 2009-10
36 | 1618276 | Surindra Public Shool 01.10.2010 } 2010-11
37 | 1618275 | Sat. Saheb Public School 22.06.2010 | 2010-11
38 | 1618272 | Aaryan International School 13.04.2010 | 2010-11
39| 1618271 | Indraprastha School 19.03.2010 | 2010-11
40 Harry Model School 18.01.2012 | 2011-12
41 | 1618273 | Holy International School 14.05.2010 | 2010-11
42 | 1310421 | Deffodil Public School 15.03.2010 ; 2010-11
43 | 1310422 | Rishikul Vidyapeeth 10.05.2010 { 2010-11
44 11310423 | DAV Public School 05.03.2010 | 2010-11
45 | 1310424 | Sant Gyaneshwar Model School 05.01.2010 | 2009-10

\
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46 | 1310425 | P.M. Public School 15.10.2010 | 2010-11
47 | 1310427 | Marigold Public School 15.04.2011 | 2011-12
48 | 1309199 | St. Margaret School 23.10.2009 | 2009-10
49 | 1309275 | Delhi Police Public School 24.02.11 | 2011-12
50 Vishwa International Academy 16.01.2012 | 2011-12
51 Upadyay Convent School 09.02.2012 | 2011-12
52 | 1925352 | Hari Vidya Bhawan 29.09.2011 | 2011-12
53 | 1923353 | Modern Green Valley Public school | 27.04.2011 | 2011-12
54 Green Valley Public School 04.09.2009 | 2009-10
55 Cosmos Public School 16.09.2011 | 2011-12
56 | 1925351 | Bal Vaishali Vinayaka school 12.09.2011 | 2011-12
Babu Khem Chand Advocate 28.01.2012 | 2011-12
57 Memorial School.
58 | 1104413 | Mayur Convent Public School 26.03.2011 | 2011-12
59 R.C.S. CONVENT SCHOOL 14.12.2010 | 2010-11
60 | 1104414 | Vimal Convent Public School 07.05.2011 | 2011-12
61 | 1104408 | Ganga Happy Public School 26.10.2010 | 2010-11
62 | 1104405 | Bhagwati Memorial Public school 11.12.2009 | 2009-10
63 | 1106260 | Hargovind Public School 16.03.2010 | 2010-11
LITTLE FLOWERS 18.11.2011 | 2011-12
64 INTERNATIONAL SCHOOL
65 | 2127181 | Anglo Arbic Model School 18.12.2009 | 2009-10

A copy of this decision is placed in the files of all the abovementioned schools.

Checked by:-

Sunita Nautiyal
(AAO)

< L
- O/ -
Dr.R.K. Sharma
Member

= J

SQO/-
Sh. J.S.Kochar
Member

o
50/ -
Justice Anil Dev Singh

Chairperson

b
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D-16

Presidium School

Corrigendum to the Minutes of the Meeting held on 26.4.12, in para 7 thereof.

In para 7 of the original Minutes of the Meeting held on 26.4.12 and the decision of
even date, it was mentioned that 65 schools were found to have been granted recognition

w.ef. Academic Session 2009-10 or thereafter and as such in their cases, the question of

increase in fee consequent to t_he order dated 11.2.2009 issued by the Director of Education did
not arise. While scrutinizing the list of these _65 schools again, it has been observed that
‘Presidium School mentioned at S.No. 16 in the list had been granted.provisional recognition
‘from Academic Session 2008-09 and regular recognition from Academic Session 2009-10. While
examining the case earlier, only the letter granting regular recognition was adverted to while

‘the letter granting the provisional recognition escaped the attention of the Committee.

Accordingly, the Minutes of the Meeting held on 26.4.12 and decision in respect of
sthese schools of even date are deemed to have been modified to exclude the said school from

the list of 65 schools.

RO TN X \JV . s
AR N T ,
: / \ 4";’ N
Dr. R K Sharma CA J.S.‘iK‘ochar Justice Anil Dev Singh
* Member Menib\{er Chairperson

Dated: 01.05.2012

H
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D-66 to D-74

In response to the questionnaire dated 27.2.2012 sent by the Committee,
some of the schools had claimed that they were granted recognition with effect
from academic year 2009-10 or later and as such there was no question of any
increase in fee as contemplated in the order dated 11.2.2009 passed by the
Director of Education. .

In order to verify the contention of these schools and also keeping in
view the fact that there could be other schools also which were granted
recognition effective after the order dated 11.2.2009, a communication was
sent to all the Dy. Directors of the Districts of the Directorate of Education to
send a list of all such schools which were granted recognition effective after
the order dated 11.2.2009 passed by the Director of Education. They were also
required to send the copies of the letters granting recognition to all such
schools. |

The Committee has so far received confirmations in respect of 73
schools out of which cases of 64 schools have already been dealt with vide
Committee’s decision dated 26.04.2012. After that confirmation in respect of
the following 9 more schools has been received from the Dy. Directors of the
Districts. These letters have been perused by the Committee and the
Committee is satisfied that since these schools were granted recognition which
took effect after 11.2.09, the question of increase in fee effected by them

consequent to the aforesaid order dated 11.2.09, would not arise.

S.No. | File | School | Name of School Date of Academic
No. Code order Session

granting wef which
recognition | recognition

granted

L. | D-66 | 451926 | Nirmal Bhartia School | 22/04/2009 | 2009-10

2. D67 Fahan International 31/08/2009 | 2009-10
1104402 | School

3. |D-68 Laxman Memorial Public | 2771072009 | 2009-10

1104404 | School

3e
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4. Pushpanjali Modern 18/08/2010 |2010-11
D-69 | 1104407 Public School
5. Nav Jeevan Adarsh 17/06/2010 |2010-11
D-70 | 1104409 | Public School
|6 Shikhar Convent Public 21/05/2010 | 2010-11
D-71 | 1104411 | School
7. A 14/02/2011 |2010-11

Ganga Convent Public
D-72 [ 1104412 | School

8. M.R. L Secondary 27/06/2009 | 2009-10

D-73 | 1104403 | School

16/12/2009 | 2009-10

| D-74 | 1310419 | Hazari Lal Public School

A copy of this decision is placed in the files of all the above mentioned schools.
Checked by:-

Sunita Nautiyal
(AAOQ)

P o A A

., I s - .‘: e He
Dr.R.K.KSFhaF“ﬁia Sh. J.S.Kochar Justice Anil Dev Singh
Member Member Chairperson
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11. Issue relating to Development fee

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

Union of India & Ors (supra) had held as under:

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

In our view, on account of increased cost due to inflation, the
management is entitled to create a Development Fund Account. For
creating such development fund, the management is required to
collect development fees. In the present case, pursuant to the
recommendation of the Duggal Committee, development fees could
be levied at a rate not exceeding 10% to 15% of total annual tuition
fee. Direction No. 7 further states that development fees not
exceeding 10% to 15% of total annual tuition fee shall be charged for
supplementing the resources for purchase, upgradation and
replacement of furmniture, fixtures and equipments. It further states
that development fees shall be treated as capital receipt and
shall be collected only if the school maintains a depreciation
reserve fund. In our view, Direction No. 7 is appropriate.”

In view of the law laid down by the Supreme Court, the schools
are entitled to collect development fee if and only if they maintain a
Depreciation Reserve fund and treat the development fee as a capital
receipt. Further the development fee can be charged only for
upgradation and replacement of furniture, fixtures and equipments.
Charging of development fee for routine revenue and day to day

expenses is not permissible.

While examining the accounts of the schools, the Committee

came across a number of schools which were charging development

3;
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fee and treating the same as a revenue receipt like any other fee.
Such fee was also being used for the routine day to day revenue
expenses. Further, the schools were not maintaining any
Depreciation Reserve fund. Hence wherever the Committee found that
the school was charging development fee without fulfilling the pre-
conditions as laid down in the aforesaid judgment of the Supreme
Court, it has recommended its refund. However, since the jurisdiction
‘of the Committee does not extend to examining the fee for the periods
prior to February 11, 2009 and the Committee has found that such
fee was being charged by many schools even in the past, the
Committee has recommended that the Director of Education may look
into such cases and issue suitable directions to the schools in exercise

of the powers vested in him by law.

12. Ripple Effect:

As the fee has been hiked by the schools w.e.f. April 1, 2009,
such hike also forms part of the fee in the subsequent years. Besides,
every year usually a hike of 10% is affected by the schools over the fee
of the previous years. For example, if the fee for the year 2009-10 is
found to be excessive, there is an automatic ripple effect in the fee for
the years 2010-11 and onwards to the extent of such hike plus
percentage hike in the subsequent years. The committee has

therefore, recommended that the fee hike for the subsequent years on

310



account of ripple effect should also be refunded along with interest @

9% per annum.

13. Tolerance Level

Although, the Committee did not come across any order or
direction of Directorate of Education permitting the fee hike of 10%
every year, the Committee found—that the fee hike to that extent is
being tolerated by the Directorate of Education and no objection is
taken thereto. The committee is also of the view that in order to
offset the inflation, the schools may be permitted to hike fee by about
10% every year as per the practice that has come to be established
over the years and has the implied approval of Directorate of
Education. In case, where in an exceptional case, there is no rise in
inflation, 10% fee hike may not be justified. The Committee is of the
view that in such an event, the fee hike of even 10% may not be

permitted.

Keeping in view the rise in inflation and the practice being
followed by the Directorate of Education, wherever the
committee has recommended the entire fee hike to be refunded,
the school may be allowed to retain a hike to the extent of 10%
and the balance may be refunded to the students from whom the

enhanced fee was charged.

371



14. Creation of Education Development fund

Where the students, who have paid the enhanced fee, have
left the schools and cannot be found, the enhanced fee along with
interest @ 9% per annum, which the schools are required to
refund should be deposited by the schools in a fund which may be
. created by the Govt. of NCT of Delhi for the advancement of
education and in no circumstances the schools can be allowed to
retain their illegal and illegitimate gains as undue enrichment of
a school cannot be permitted, otherwise, it will amount to
profiteering and commercialization of education in the teeth of
the judgment of the Supreme Court rendered in the case of
Modern School Vs. Union of India(supra))  We recommend

accordingly.

o
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CHAPTER-6

——

SUMMATION

1. Genesis of the problem

Hitherto in the introductory paras of the report, the committee
has exhaustively quoted the various notifications issued by‘ the
Directorate of Education laying down norms , which the schopls were
required to follow. However, after laying the norms and reference to
the rules in the notifications the Directorate of Education failed to
enforce the same with the result, several schools have indulged in
violating the rules and norms with impunity. There has hardly. been
any supervision of the schools and scrutiny of their financials by the
Directorate of Education as mandated by Rules 180(3) and 190 of the

Rules.

The genesis of the problem can be traced to the abject failure of
the regulatory mechanism and lack of monitoring by the concerned
authorities. No doubt the private schools enjoy autonomy so far as
managing their affairs are concerned but such autonomy is not
unbridled. The law envisages an important regulatory regime for the
Government. The private schools are not allowed to have a free run. It
would be apposite to cite from the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme

Court in Modern School vs. Union of India and ors. (supra)
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“ Therefore, reading Section 18(4) with Rules 172, 173, 174, 175
and 177 on one hand and Section 17(3) on the other hand, it is
clear that under the Act, the Director is authorised to regulate the
fees and other charges to prevent commercialisation of education.
Under Section 17(3), the school has to furnish a full statement of
fees in advance before the commencement of the academic
session. Reading Section 17(3) with Sections 18(3) and (4) of the
Act and the Rules quoted above, it is clear that the Director has
the authority to regulate the fees under Section 17(3) of the Act.”

‘The regulatory powers are to be exercised to prevent exploitation

of the students, teachers and society at large and to prevent misuse of

the concessions given to the schools at the expense of the tax payers.

This was not done. Elaboration follows:

)

b)

Section 3 of the Delhi School Education Act, 1973
bestows the power on the Government to regulate
education in schools. The regulatory process starts with
the grant of recognition to private schools. However, as it
came out during the course of examination of records of
the schools, the Directorate of Education falters at the
first step itself. Section 4 empowers the Director to grant

recognition to a school on being satisfied that:

it has adequate funds to ensure its financial stability and
payment of salary and allowances to its employees;
it has a duly approved scheme of management as required

by section 5



c) it has suitable or adequate accommodation and sanitary
facilities having regard, among other factors, to the
number, age and sex of the pupils attending it;

d) it provides for approved courses of study and efficient
instruction

e) it has teachers with prescribed qualifications; and

f) it has the prescribed facilities for physical education,
library service, laboratory work, workshop practice or co-
curricular activities.

Section S provides that the managing committee of every

recognised school shall, in accordance with the rules made
under the Act and with the previous approval of the appropriate

authority, make a scheme of management for such school.

Hence, the law provides that recognition shall only be
granted if the school has duly approved scheme of management
which has necessarily to conform to the rules made under the
Act. Section 18 (3) of the Act provides that in every recognised
unaided school, there shall be a fund, to be called the
"Recognised Unaided School Fund”, and there shall be

credited thereto income accruing to the school by way of

a) fees,

b) any charges and payments which may be realised by the

school for other specific purposes, and

(X}
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c) any other contributions, endowments, gifts and the like.

Further, Rule 173 (4) of the Rules provides Every

Recognised Unaided School Fund shall be kept deposited

in a nationalised bank or a scheduled bank or in a post

office in the name of the school, and such part of the said

Fund as may be specified by the Administrator or any
officer authorised by him in this behalf shall be kept in the
Jorm of Government securities and as cash in hand

respectively.

A combined reading of the aforesaid provisions of law
leads to the irresistible conclusion that the school must have a
bank or a post office account in which the School Fund must be
deposited and the scheme of management of the school must
contain the particulars of such account or atleast an
undertaking that the school shall open such an account before
being granted recognition. Before grant of recognition, the
Director has to necessarily verify whether such an account has

been opened by the school.

However, during the course of examination of the
financial records of the schools, it came to the notice of the
Committee that the following schools (out of the schools,

the records of which have been examined by the



Committee) did not have a bank account even years after
being recognised, and hence the entire operations of these

schools were being conducted in cash:

Category School

S.No | No. 1) School Name

1 C-54 1002288 | SANKAR PUBLIC SCHOOL

2 A-34 1104283 [ K.L.V CONVENT SCHOOL

3 A-14 1104307 { HOLY HOME PUBLIC SCHOOL
PT. DIWAN CHAND PUBLIC

4 C-163 1104379 | SCHOOL
PRAKASH DEEP SARASWATI

5 C-228 1104381 | VIDYA MANDIR

6 C-165 1104388 | ARVIND PUBLIC SCHOOL

7 A-20 1104390 | NEW ERA CONVENT SCHOOL

8 C-123 1106209 | K.V. VIDYA MANDIR

9 C-70 1822246 | Rama Public School

10 C-78 1925294 | S.K.PAYAL PUBLIC SCHOOL

11 C-53 1002312 | INDER PUBLIC SCHOOL

. ' GOLDEN STAR MODERN
12 C148 1104330 | SCHOOL

The hazards of the cash economy are too well known to be
emphasised here. Suffice it to say that payment of salaries in
cash hardly lends to proper verification whether they are being
paid in accordance with the recommendations of the Sixth Pay

Commission.

LS TR
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Accordingly, these schools ought not to have been granted

recognition.

(ii) Section 17(3) of the Act provides that the manager of
every recognised school, shall before the commencement of each
academic session, file with the Director a full statement of the
fees to be levied by such school during the ensuing academic
session, and except with the prior approval of the Director, no
such school shall charge, during that academic session, any fee
in excess of th¢ fee .speciﬁed by its manager in the said

statement

However during the course of examination of the records
of the schools by the Committee and during the course of
interactions with the representatives of the schools, it appeared
to the Committee that the aforesaid provision was being
observed more in breach rather than in compliance. The
Committee did not find the fee statements contemplated by
section 17(3) of the Act in the records of most of the schools. In
fact, the schools were not even aware of this requirement of law.
During the discussions held with the Dy. Directors Incharge of
the districts, it was pointedly told to them that while sending
the returns of the schools, they should also send the copies of
the fee statements filed by the schools before the start of an
academic session as envisaged under section 17(3). However,

none of the files received from the districts contained such



statements. The district offices have no system to monitor

whether the schools are filing such statements.

(ili) No_ system to ensure that the schools were filing

annual returns a