STATE CONSUMER DISPUTES REDRESSAL COMM[SSION,
HARYANA,CHANDIGARLL.

RevisdineERb e A Mo as Var 199.8

o Dalte ufclcu‘.mn 27 9-—1999

Haryana Yrban:. Development Authority thrcugh its
Secretary, Panchkula

< e i mumlhuokﬁuk‘ Per.itioner
Vs.

Dharam Singh son of Bholar slngh, resldgr}t of House MNo. B8-C,
Narain Singh Park, Panipat. e *

! Respondent(s)
‘

- Present: snri R.S. Ghuman, Advocate for the appellant.

' BEFORRE,;

; Hon'ble Mr. Juslice Anmuccl Chaudhary,President.

Shri A. .D. Malik, Mgmber. ;
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‘ ORDER

Amat]eel Chaudhary, J." 10700 ‘
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We have heard thev"c':c}unsel for the petitioner '
¥ Loy T oy

and have alsc perused the 1mpugne'1 order. After taking

|

into consideration the submissions ol the counsel, we
are- convinced that District® Forum;7Panipat should not
have ordered the personal appearance of Chief \
Administrator, HUDA, Chandigarh ; especially when copy

of the order of the State Commission passed in the

appeal preferred by HUDA , has not been communicated"

to the parties,

gﬁnrd}% ﬁ%ﬁiﬂgm&g ; f

Hewever, it is pointed out that iftpersonal appearance

of" any officer is required, notice to the concerned:
officer alongwith copy of the execution application shouléd

have been communicated ™ and ample time to the

cofficers should have been afforded to enable them to



Revision Petition No. 85 of 1999.

put in appearance. If ' personal appearance ils.‘;équired in
future of the concerned officer, he is to be given sufficient
timé as mentioned in the earl_ier:part of the order. The
revision petition 1s allowed and the impugned order is
quashed. A, copy of the order be given dasti to the counsel

for the petitioner for official use only.
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September 27, 1999.
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