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BEFORE THE HOM'BLE LORKAYUKTA
Justice Manmohan Sarin
Complaint No. C-385/Lok/2010/

In Re - Lokovokla on ils own o mobion in the malter of  inguiry
under section 7 read with soction 2[b| of the Delhi Lokayuktc
ancd Upalokoyukia Act, 1995

Andd

Re: Inquiry intfo conduct of Sh. Achal Sharma,  §/o 3h. Om
Frakash Sharma, Bfo 5-80, Vijay Vihar, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi -
110052 [Councillor Ward N, 128)

- Respondent

mArc Anil Grover and Mr. Raokesh kumaor Garg, Advocaoies for
the Respondent.

i Mr. 5. Rojappa. Advocale- Amicus Curiae.
REPORT
Facts
. Sue Molo cognizance was taken vide order dated 17.06.10

of news report litled,  'Porshad Ne JE Ve Uske Sahyogion Ko
Feeta’, which appeared in the issue dated 7.46.2010, of daily
Dainik lagran’ and report lilled 'JE Ne Nigam Parshad Por
Lagaya Marpeet ka Aarop’ oppearing inissue daled 9.4.10 of
doily Mol Duniva', Nolices were directed o be issued o the
Councillor Sh. Achal Sharma as also to the editors of "Dainik
Jagran' and ‘Nai Duniye', directing them to preserve the
avidence and malerial, including shorthand notes of inferviews
of the concerned persons, tape recordings etc on the basis of
wihich the soid reports had been written and published,

Motices were also issued 1o the reporters e, authors of the
news reports for recording of their siatemenis. The Respondeanl-
Counciller  in Ihe meanwhile entered appearance through Sh.
Rakesh Garg, Advocale and scught time for filing reply.

4. Reply was filed on behall of Respondent Sh, Achal Sharma

cduly supported by his allidoyvit an 270 July, 20000 It was  averred




in the reply that a folse and frivolous FIR No, 189 doled 862010, .
had been registered against the Respondent under section
184/353/332/34 IPC, Respondenl  thereupon applied for and
was granted anticipatory bail by the Cowrt of Addl Distnct and
Session Judge, New Delhi . It was averred thal disclosure of the
defence by him before the Lokayukta would prejudice the
delence in the criminal case and viclate the right of maintaining
silence. Respondent would face double jeopardy by parallel
proceadings before Lokayukia and criminal proseculion. 1t was
praved thal the proceeding before the Lokavukia be dropped
and Baespondent be not compelled to disclose his defence 1o his
prejudice.

3 FIR against Respondent was cloimed to be a counter
blast to number of complaints lodged by him against the
concerned Asstl. Engineer (AE) and Sh. Hansrgj Meena, Junicr
Engineer {JE) of MCD [Building) of taking bribes and  permitting
unavtharized constructions by builders. The complaints lodged
againsdt the JE and AE were produced with the reply.
Respondent claimed that at the time of demolition of property
Mo, 1-77, Vijay Vihar, Respondent was nat even ai the spat since
ne hoad laken nis wile for rectlmeni to Yimhans Hospital, [T oweas
lurther  averred  thal news ilems o5 published  were  self
contradictory as no incident as reported could take place in the
oresence of local police. The talse and frivolous case had been
lcciged to blackmail and compel Respondent to withdrow the
complaints filed against Sh. SK. Goyal, AE and Sh. Hansrgj
Meena, JE tor illegal acts in collection of money/brioe from
ouilders of the area tor parmitting unauthorized constructions.
The allegations of manhandling and bealing of Sh. Hansg
Meaena and others by the Respondent and his associales was
denied. There was no act of physical violence against anylbody

tw the Respondent ar his associates.

14




4. In due course, slatemenl of 5h. Haonsrgp Meena was
recorded, who was crossed examined on 22.11.10. The
simtement of Sh. Ashok Kumar, Beldar as also Sh. Purshotiam
Singh, A5l and Sh. Virender Singh, 5l were recorded. Bolh were
cross examined on behall of Raspondent. Statemenl of the
Fespondent was recorded on 5012011

4. Respondent moved on application for permission 1o
summon the record of his official mobile phone No. 958693128
togelher with locafion as disclosed from connectivity with the
cell lower and record of all calls made  and received from the
said phone on 8.6.2010. Respondent sought to demonshrate that
he was nat even present near the location of the site al the time
of incideni., Nolice was issued ta Mfs Bharti Airlel (Service
Provider) for producing the said record, The record of calls as
received and maode from the said mobkile phone on 8.6.10
between .00 AM to 1.30 PM was produced and duly exhibited.
4. considering the nalure of controversy and the evidence
that had come on record, il was considerad appropriate and in
the interest of justice to have an Amicus Curioe to assisl the
forum in this matter. Accardingly, Mr, 8, Rajjopa, Advocate, 21,
Lereeyers Chamber, Suprems Court, New Delhi was appoeinted as
an Amicus Curice. Argumenis were heard on 146" and 17" of

August, 2011 and the maitler ieserved for report.

Evidence in support of allegations under section 2 (1) (b) of the
Act against the Respondent,

7. Suo Molo cognizance in this case was taken on the basis of
news reporls in 'Nai Duniya' and ‘Dainik Jagran®, Ex. CWI1/1 and
Ex. CW2/1, respectively. Statemen! of reporters Sh. Dhananjay
Kurmar [CW-1) of ‘Nai Duniva” and Sh. Varun Kumar  (CW-2] of
'Dainik Jagran' were recorded on 28" July, 2010,

8. Sh. Dhananjay Kumar deposed thai he was the author of

the news report CWI/1, He hod gathered the informalion
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regarding the incident by making inquiries from Binda Pur Police”
Siation. He stated that 1O of the case informed nim that JE s
said  to have been assoulted by Municipal Councillor in
conneclion with the demolition of o house. Sh, Dhananjay
Kumar  deposed thot he  contocted  ShoAchal Sharma,
Fespondent, who denied the factum of any assauli on JE and
claimed that it was a counter blast to three complainis made
by him  against the JE on 8 Februory, 2018, 15" March, 2010
and 31 March, 2010 for complicity in illegal constructions and
receiving illegal grafification and bribes,  Mr. Dhananjay Kumar
stoted  that he contacted the JE. who said thal Respondent
and his associales had assaulted him and his team. JE denied
demanding any bribe. The house in quastion ie. P-77, Vijay Vihar
oelonged to a Washerman [Dholbi), 39 floor of which was under
construction and was subject matler of the demolifion. JE had
alsey disclosed nameas of associales of Bespondent s Satish Garg
and Mukesh Garg, Reporter admifled in cress examination that
he hod no pesonal knowledge, since he did not witness the
incicdent.

2 Similarly Sh. Varun Kumar (CW-2) Reporter of ‘Dainik
Jogran' proved his report Ex. CW2/1 and stated that on hearing
that JE had been bealen by a Councillor, he made inquiries
from SHO and obtdined a copy of the FIR. He based his repaort
on the FIR. He did not speck either to the JE or Kespondant,

10, Sh. Hansrgj Meena, JE (CW.3] deposed that he was posied
as JE [B) West Joneg from 9% June 2010 and afer the incident was
relieved on 274 August, 2010, on administrative grounds and
posted ot the Headauarter Branch of West Zone. He deposed
that demalition arder had been possed inrespect of P-77, Vijay
Vinar and on 80 June, 2010, he took the police ferce from Bindo
Pur, Police Station and proceedead for cdemolition of the house.
He did nob recaoll the name of the owner of the house. There

weare 4-5 labourers working at the premises, who came down on
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seeing the police lorce. They requested him not to start
demaolifion waork since Respondent would be coming.  He
deposad that he had reached the spet af abbout 10,30 AM or so.
Eespondent along with 4-5 associates reached the site in about
15-20 minutes ond starled abusing them. One of the cssociotes
of he Responden! held him by the collar and another kicked
hirm in the stomach, Responden! slopped Beldaor Ashok Kumcor,
sh. Achal Shamra, personalky did not bil him, bot abused him for
carrying out demolition. Demelition was being caried on the 3rd
flcor. Policemen present told the Respondeant and his associates
nat to assault them. Policemen fried to seporcate Respondnet
and his associates so that they would not hit, but did nol
suceead, Finally the head constable and olher policemsn were
able to escort demaolition fsam safely o the police stalion. A
restive crowd of 50 persons/residents had collected there. IE
deposed that he along with the Beldar i.e. his Assistant Ashok
Kumor and the truck diver were taoken to the police station. The
demolition action faled. Only puncturing of the roof with a hole
of 3-4 feet had been accomplished, when the Respondent
reached and foiled the demalition. JE deposed thal hoving
faced the ordeal of assaull. he did net go to the site again. In
any case, he was relieved of the charge on 20 of August, 2010,
[Hi JE deposed that respondent had callect him earlier and
lold that before entering the Ward or visiting any premises, JE
should take his permission. JE haod informed the AE and EE of
cssault. FIR was registered. He and Sh. Ashok Kumaor Beldar were
taken to Deendayol Hospitol for ML The report maode by nim 1o
ne AE with noting by the EE was sent o the Commissioner MCD.
The report was exhibited as CW3/1-4 [Colly). JE slated that his
fransfer could be on account of the inlluence of the Respondent
Councillar, who was also Vice Chairman of lhe Ward

Commiltee, bul ne had no prool of the same,
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12, JEwas crossed examined al length by the Leamed Counsel
for  Respondent  regarding booking of  unauthonzed
constructions, processing of complaints received by the JE
against unauthorized constructions etc. The basic thrust of the
cross examination was that the Respondent had been making
complaints against JE and AE for complicity in unauthorized
constructions and colleciing llegal gratification,

Respondent alse questioned the JE on the priorities
followed in demolition. He enguired when the cass o
demolition of property ie. P-77, Vijay Vihar, was processed ond
completed. The suggestion that Respondent had not come o
lhe site ond gbused JE was denied.  JE  alo denied fhot
Fespondent hod net slapped Beldor Ashok Komor as olso thot
the Respondent did not cause any obstruclion in carrying  out
afficial clu ties,

Questions, such as fotal number of demolifions done so tar
and 1he fime taken ior demaolilion after completing file, numiber
of building plan sanclioned etc, were disollowed os having no
bearing ar nexus 1o enguiry at hand.

13, The other withesses examined in support of the allegations
against the Respondent were Sh. Purshotiam Singh ASH (CW-4)
and 12 of the FIR Mo, 189/2010 and 51 Virender Singh [(CW-a). Sh,
Furshotttam Singh ASl being the 1O in the case confirmed that he
had recorded stofement of 31 Virender Singh who had been
assigned the jab of providing protection to the demolition team,
The statements of JE and Beldar Ashok Kumar were also
recorded. 1.Q. deposed that Respondent was formally arrested
and released on baoil. Apart from Eespondeant, Sh. Bajiv Kapoor,
sh. Shashi Bhushaon and Sh. Samir Sharma were also arrested. He
undericok to and sent the photocopies MLC of Sh. Ashok Kumar
and Hansraj Meena for being placed on record.

14, St virender Singh praduced ihe file in relation to the FIR

Me, 198710, He deposed thal he was parl of the Quick Rescue
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Teom from the police station, having one Head Constable, five
Home guards ond one woman Home guard  provided fo the
demeclition squad, §l Virender Singh deposed lhat the demolition
started from 3rd floor e 4% lintal level. Demoliticn was going on
peacefully il the Respondent along with 4 persons came.
Despile  being stopped they procesded to the 3@ floor. Thay
indulged in abusive language and starfed quarrel.  JE Meend
and cne of the labourers were assaulted. S| ied to separate
cind stop the Respondant and his associates. SI's mobile phone
alke fell down in the mealee, Aller separating the Respondent
and his associates, they brought JE and labour downstoirs, He
called the 1O informing  that Councillor had o fight with the
MCD pesonneal. Respondent had immediaiely started physical
assaull on reaching, s such there was no lime 1o preven|
assaault,

15. 5 Wirender Singh slated that he recognized only the
Respondent, During lhe <ross examination, he admitted that
when demolition work had storted, he was on the ground floor
and wenl up o lhe 3¢ floor where  JE, labourers and one
consiable was there, Hammers and cutters were being used on
ihe 3¢ floor for demolifion. S| Virender Singh denied the
suggeslion lhal Respondent Sh. Achal Sharma was not at the site
or that he had not used cny abusive lkanguage. Withess denied
that his mokile phone which fallen, had not been retrieved from
the office of the Respondent.

14, Ashok Kumar Beldar, [CwW-5] deposed that he along with JE
and other sialf after taking the police, force had gone to the
site, where the JE hod identified the building to be demaolished.
Few policemen remained down and some hao gone up to rocf,
He stated that when the roof was being punctured, people from
adjoining houses jumped over and raised hue and cry, He
deposed Ihat he had not met Sh, Achal Sharma belore and clid

not recognize him. He wos teld by the pearsons collected thare

1



by

that the Respondent and his associotes had reached. They
assaulied JE first. He deposed that he was also hit by fists and
kicks. Police help was sought and they were brought down Dy
policeman  and escorted o police station. He suslained simple
injuries withoul bleeding. Demclifion could not be completed as
there was a restive crowd gathered. Police could not confrol it,

Evidence on behalf of the Respondent

17, Respondent penonally appeared and deposed on aath
that he had ledged Comploints EX. BW1/1, Ex. EWI1/2 and Ex
RW1/3. signed by him against the AE and JE, giving parficulars of
unauthorized conslructions being caried cut and collection of
ilegal gratification therefrom. He had furthear sought that spate
of unauthorized conshuctions be brought to halt, The ssue of
unauthorzed constructions waos raised by him in The Ward
Commillee meeting also but to no avail,
8. Respondent depcsed that on 18.4.10 he had taken his wife
o VIMHANS hospital for o check up at about .00 AR, He stayed
no the hospital for Y% an howr or 45 minutes after reaching
nospilal. He described the news reports as incomect and siated
that he had wilh him mobile No. 9958693128 provided by MCD.
He slaled that he reached the demolition site around 12.30 PM
and not before. Prior to that, he waos elsewhere as is evident
from record of mobile phone call produced in evidence, After
dropping his wife al home, he noticed o commaotion since the
demolition site was near to his house, He had not known about
the demolition and had not called the JE on phone. On
reaching the site, he found that demolition hod been camied out
and demclition squad had left, Part of the lintel was broken.

[F s inguired from the Respondent that since demelition
had already been completed as claimed by him and the
squad had already left, then there would be no reason for the JE
io lodge report alleging assault by him and his associates.

Responden! answeared that only recson was the Complaints thal



he had lodged agoinst the JE for iflegol conshuclions ond
proceeding with demaolifion contrary to the setiled prolocol. He
saicd he took  anticipalory baill since police came to enguire
aboul him al his residence. He was not accompanied by any
cssociales or builders al the site but only memioers of the pulzlic
had gathered.

19, Stotement of Tomwon Khanno of the Bhorti Airtel  was
recorded, who produced the complete record with regqard o
the calls recorded by cell iower in respect of the mobile phone
No, 9958693128 on 8.4.10 between 7.00 AM to 1,30 PM indicating
locotion of cell phona.

200 MLCs of JE Hansraj Meena, Ashok Kumar Beldar disclosed
history of physical assaull, Reporis reveal it to be coses of simple
injuries with, Swelling in one case was on lip and in the second
case swelling was in the zygomatic region. The treatment given
wors anti-inflammotory drogs, painkillers, antibiotics and tetanus
injection, Hence MLCs, prima facie suppoill The  case of assaull

ancd simpsle bl

Evaluation of Pleas and submissions in defence on behalf of the
Respondent.

21, Al the puiset, it is o be noted that the objection raised by
the Respondent that that the present proceedings entailed
cisclosure of his defence,  which would prejudicially  affect
criminal trial is net sustainable. Saeclion 18 of the Act provides
that  proceedings under this Acl gre in addition o any other
remedy or precesdings under any other |ave. Further that the
proceedings under section 2{1)(b] here are in respect of ihe
dllzgafions essenticlly entailing misconduct  and breach of
norms ot integrity and/or  conduct expected of o PFublic
Functionary or the class of Councillors. Such misconduct may o

may not amount 1o an offence under the IPC.
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Alleniion of the leomed counsel was also drown o the
udgement of High Court in WR[C | No. 1347 of 2010, fitle Sat
Prakash Rana Vs, The Lt Governor and another dated 10.03.2010
by Hon'ble Justice Dr. 5. Murglichar, wherein challenge 1o

proceedings before Lokayukia, on the ground of simultaneous

bean epelled.  In view of the above decision and the sellled
legal position, Learned Counsel for the Respondent did not press
ihe above objection and plec.

27 M. Grover next submitted that the cognizance taken by
lhe forum on the basis of the news reporis EX CWIT/1 and Ex
CW2RS was essentially on the premise thal said reporls were frue
naving  been wilnessed by the reporters, This he submilled was
the logical inference from reading of the news report and in
particular he refers to the senfence:
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The cbhove porfion of report which cppears in direct form, it
5 urged 15 suggestive of having been authored by someone,
wiho hod witnessed the incidenl, However, whean he reporiar
deposed, he clearly stated that he hod no personal knewledge
of the incident. Accordingly, it was urged that the initiation of
suo moelo cognizance ilsell wos  vitialed by the above
assumplion which was found to be untrue.

The above submission Is misconceived. Cognizance under
the Act can ke foken on receiving a complaint o other
information or suo moto, Exercise of suo molo jurisdiction can
olso e on the court noticing some press report or tinding some
informaticn which requires further inguiry. In the instant cose, the
press report clearly reveals  the regishration of an FIR far
assauliing of a public servant ond clsfruclion in the dischorge of

punic duties by o Councillor, This itself waos sufficient without




anything more, for making an inguiry into the matter, Moreover
the second reporl clearly menfioned that the Councillor weos
accused of assault,  while the reporl also gave Councillor's
version of the JE demanding illegal grafificalion and his denial of
assauli, Hence it was clear that the incident had nob been
wilnessed by the reparter.

=3 Coming to the third submission on which hMr. Grover laid
emphasis was a defencea in the nature of alibi and claim of
absence of Respondent at the time of the demoliion and
dllegecl assoul,

Respondent’s claim thot he waos not present at the
demolition site belweean 11.00 Am and 12.30 in the noon. He had
faken his wife o the VIMHANS hospital and in proof  has
submilled The record of his official mobile telephone  and the
locations as shown. 11 is claimed that it was only around 12,15
P thal he reached near Indra Pak, Uttam Nagar in the vicinily.
He dropped his wile al residence and on noficing o commaotion
want to the demolition site, where the demolition had taken
place and the squad had aready el It is wged that the
electronic evidence is credible and could nol have been
preplanned or fobricated. Based on JE's statement thal he had
reached the demolition site around 1030 AM and after 15-20
minutes, the Councillor had arived. This is said to be falsified by
the mobile phone record. As against the claim of not being
presen! bosed on mobile record, there is direct evidence of the
Je and  Ashok Kumar, Beldor. The lafler although did not
recognize the Respondent but stated that he has been informed
that it was the Respondent who came along with his associates
and had assaulted the JE and his team. There is also the direct
evidence of 51 Virender Singh who has deposed how he ied to
separate the Councillor and his associates from JE and his team,
who were being assaulted and finally succeeded in escorting

them down. Further that the Councillor had also left by the time




ne could escort the team downstairs. Hence there was no
question of apprehending the councillor then. Sl has deposed
about the foling of his mobile phona in the meles. The mobile
whone was later collected from the office of the Respondent.
The MLCs of the public hospital of the JE and Beldor corrabarate
casoult an the team,

24, The aforesoid direct and cogent evidence cannol be
ignored or disregarded on the basis of mobile phone records
aspecially when the possibility of mobile phone not being canied
by the Respondent personally cannot be ruled out. The same
could have been in possession of a family member, or another
person, The ML reports show biunt injuries and reaimeanl by anli
nflommatory drugs,  pain killers and  tetanus, This is in
consonance with the nature of assoult as desciibed namely by
fists. slaps and kicks. There is no earlhly reason for public servants
such as two Inspectors of Police Le two government officials to
depose falsely, tollowed by arest ond invesligation. Investigation
of FIR and filing charge sheet in criminal couwrl, suppor! the case
of assaull,

25 1 was submitted on beholf of Respondent -Councillor that
the JE had proceeded against the demalilion ol Washerman's
house contrary to setlled protocol and  in o vindictive manner
o account of llegal demands not being met, The JE had
cgeposed fhat he did not even know the name of fthe
ownerfoccupier of premises to be demolished. The case file did
not cany the name. It was not even mentioned in the notice
excepl the description as ownerfoccupier of the premises. Mo
avidence was led by Respondent or has come on record to
show any pricr knowledge on the part of the JE that the said
demolilion would annoy the Respondeni-Councillor or that the
ownerfoccupier enjoved the patronage of Respondent. Action
for demolifion as per JE was planned for execution on the file

eing complete. It was neither picked oul of furmn nor it was a
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malicious act. The varsion of the JE s that the Respondent was’
annoved because the demolition was being caried ouf in his
ward without his permission as demanded by him.
26, In such matters, even prepondsionce of probability s
sufficient fo proceed tor an action for misconduct. However in
the present case. there s cogent evidence 1o prove the
misconduct Le obstructing demolition, misbehaviour and assault
by the Councillor and his associates
27. One ol the gievances raised by the Respondent was
complicity of the municipal staffl and Engineers, namely, AEs and
1Es of 7one in encouraging spate of unauthorized constructions
and laking llegal grafification. Respondent claims fo have
made three complaints, Ex. BW1/1, EX. BW1/2 and Ex. RWI1/3
These complaints, apart from seeking lransfer of municipal staft,
gave particulars of dlleged  unauthorized construclion in 8
properties in Ex. BWI1/1. The atoresaid grievance even if true
connot  provide  any  justification  to the  Respondent  for
obstruction in dernolilion and taking low inte his hands. The
lodging of FIR against the Respondent was cloimed o be o
counter-blast o the aferesaid complaints lodged by the
Respondent- Councillor,

he spale of unouthorized construction in our melropolis
takes place only when the Municipal staff, buiding owners,
public funciionaries and the police act in tandem. Unauthorized
construction cannot take ploce and assume these preoportions if
there was serious opposiion from any of the abxove o they
perlormed their dulies as required, After the liberalization of the
Municipal Laws, grant of increcsed FAR etc, time has now come
for vigourous enforcement of Municipal Laws. The government
municipal authorities should put in plaoce a systerm where the
concemed Public Functionaries and Public Servants in whose
ime the unautharized construction takes place should be held

accountable. This is apart from bringing abeut a  general



cwarchess and desire for observance and respect Tor municipal
[,

28 In the instant cose, aollegation of faling to act iIn
accordance with The nonms of conduct, which ought o be
followed by Public Functionory e, Counciller, is eslablished. in
s much as,  the aobstruction in demolition and assault on the
demolilion leam s esiablished. Mo apology or regret come on
the part of the Respondent Councillor. On the other hand, a
plea of alibiin defence hod been set up, which virtually amounts
iz danial in the invalvemenl in lhe incident, leaving no scope for
exprassion of regret once the plec of dlibi is taken.

Leamed Counsel for the Respondenl, al the fag end,
subhmitted that Respondent would in future try to be careful in his
conduct while dealing with municipal statt and the public.

29, Untortunately, despite condemnation and indictmeant by
this forum, cases of assault on public servants and abstruciion in
discharge of their public duties by public funclionarias, namely,
clected representatives in Delhi have been occuning requently.
This forum hod earlier recomimendead, in the coses of Mr. Bharai
Singh.  Mr. Sat Prakash Rana and more recently in Sh. Bavi
Frotkosh Shorma, Councillor and others, that norms and  rules of
conduct in public life be framed for the Legislators/ Councillors
which could serve as a constan! and subcenscious reminders to
the Puklic Funclionaries. However, the said recommendations
are stated to be still under process awaiting implementation,
although one year has elapsed.

30.  Inview of the foregoing discussion, Respondent is indicted
for bis misconduct in obstructing demolition, with his associates
and assault on members of demolition team. s recommended
ot

[ His Excellency be pleasad to issue a censure to the

Resoplendent for his conduct as aforesaid,




(i) Recommendation for immediate faming and

implementation of the Ceode of Conduct for

clected reprasentatives ie for Legilators and

Councillors in public life is again reiteraled.
{iii) tis also recommeanded that a direction be issued

1o Municipal Commissioner that The complaints [Ex.

w1/, Ex. RWI/2. Ex. RWI1/3} made by the
Raspondent-Coundillor, cre: investigated

independently  to  ascerdain the  extent  of
unauthorized construction, Tix responsibility therefor
and procesd in orespect of these cases in
acooradancs wilh law.

[iv] It is also recommended to His Excellency, the L1
Coverncr lhal s an immediate measure,  an
orieniation pogramme be orgonized on TEthical
Valdes and Ceonduct in Public Life for Public
Functionaries'. The institution of Lokayvukta can
share its experience and experlise in the matter

along wilh other expperts.
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