
r'1,'· .
R£;oc.·

J .

I

PEC intimated (July 2014) that after getting clarification from legal
'relainer of the institute, the payment of service tax w'as stopped to
contractor for the services provided from January 2014 onwards.

ne replies of institutes are not acceptable as ignorance of law is no
excuse for irregular payments. Further contention of IISER that service
tax authorities have been requested to refund amount, is not in order as
institute is not entitled to refund by Service. Tax department. The
contractor who has deposited the service tax is entitled to refund.

/

The matter was reported to the Ministry (March 2015); their reply was .
awaited .•

University of Delhi

Satyawati COIIE!ge

~~:~·r[~~l.;p'ayment of interest to GPF/CPF SUbscribers~

The University of Delhi issued (August 2002) instructions to all colleges
of the university that interest allowed· on General Provident Fund
(GPF)/Contributory Provident Fund (CPF) contributions of employees
should not be in excess of that notified by the Central Government.
Further, the Ministry of Human Resource Development, after consulting
the Ministry of Finance, instructed (February 2004) all autonomous
organisations under its jurisdiction, that interest of GPF/CPF should not
be paid at a rate higher than that notified by the Government; however, a
lesser rate can be paid depending on the financial position of the
organisation. Thus, UGC was required to ensure that the Trust colleges
funde~J,py it complied with these instructions.

Audit observed that the Satyawati College, New Delhi under University
of Delhi was paying interest at higher rate than the rate fixed by the
Government, to GPF/CPF subscribers. The details of prescribed rate of
interest and interest pai~ by college to the GPF/CPF .subscribers during
the period 2008-09 to 2010-11 are given below.
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Thus, the college made excess payment of interest aggregating to
<' 83.30 lakh to its GPF/CPF subscribers during 2008-11.

\
\
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On this being pointed out to the college it was stated (January 2015) that
prior to 2011-12 the college had never received any advice or objection
on the distribution of actual interest earned to the subscribers. The
colleqe further stated that the interest earned on CPF/GPF was income.

, . .
of the employees and was, therefore, legitimat_ely credited to the
subscribers account and there was no question of any loss to University
of Delhi.

The reply of the college is not tenable' as it -resulted in non-compliance
with the extant instructions of the Ministry of Human Resource
Developn1ent/University of-Delhi.

The matter was reported to the Ministry (January 2015); their reply was
awaited as of March 2015.

National Council of Educational Research and Training

9.4 Non-availment of rebate on water charges
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