
THE CHATER BOAR OF THE CITY OF READING

INRE: Investigation of
Jatinder S. Khokhar

Complaint Filed: November 8, 2007
Complaint Filed: December 7, 2007

Investigation Nos. 18 & 21

FIAL OPINION AN ORDER

I. FINDINGS OF FACT

1. On November 8, 2007, Mar An Ciarlone filed a Charer Board

Complaint ("Complaint") against Jatinder S. Khokhar ("Khokhar"). (R. at 81; Ex. "7"))

2. Ms. Ciarlone is a resident of the City of Reading ("City") and as a

resident, she is a taxpayer. (R. at 81; Ex. "7")

3. On December 7,2007, Guilermo D. Jali filed a Complait against

Khokhar.1 (R. at 81; Ex. "6")

4. Mr. J aliI owns real property with the City and is a taxpayer. (R. at 81;

Ex. "6")

5. The Complaints filed by Ms. Ciarlone and Mr. Jali both allege a violation

of Section 706 of the City's Charer by Khokhar.

6. Cuently, Khokhar serves as the Codes Manager, and in that capacity

serves as the head of the Property Improvement Division of the Office of the Managing Director.

(R. at 44-46, 48, 54)2

i Mr. Jali's Complaint is comprised of 
the standard Charter Board Complaint with twelve single spaced attched

pages. Much of Mr. Jali's Complait is beyond the jursdiction and patience ofthe Chartr Board. The Charer
Board has heard and considered, and will only address, those portons of Mr. Jali's Complaint that allege violations
of the Charer pertaig to residency. (R. at Ex. "6")
2 According to Exhbit "3," Mr. Khokhar's initial title was Manager of 

Codes Enforcement and Inspections. The
City undertook various permutations and reorganations of ths departent, resultig in Mr. Khokhar's curent title

and the deparent's curent name and organiational position. (R. at 25-34; Exs. 1-4, 11)
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7. The Complaints fied by Ms. Ciarlone and Mr. Jali specifically allege that

Khokhar's residence is outside ofthe City, located in Exeter Township, Berks County, at 68

Chrstine Drive. (R. at Ex. "6" and "7").

8. Following investigation by the Board's Investigative Officer, Khokhar

requested that the Board conduct a full evidentiar hearng by letter of May 16,2008.3

9. The Investigative Officer and Khokhar agreed to have the two Complaints

consolidated for the purose of the evidentiar hearng so that the two matters could be heard

together. (R. at 5)

10. On June 25, 2008, the Board conducted the requested evidentiar hearng

("Hearg") in accordance with the Charer Board Ordinance.

11. Neither Khokhar or his famly resides in the City.

12. Khokhar lists in his statement of financial interest that he resides at 68

Chrstine Drive. (R. at Ex. "9")

13. Khokhar and his wife took title to 68 Chrstine Drve on December 1,

2005. (R. at Ex. "7" and "10")

14. Mr. Khokhar's wife and chiIdren reside in Leesburg, Virgia, and have so

resided since December 2005. (R. at 59, 70)

15. Mr. Khokhar spends time at 68 Chrstine Drive durng the weekdays,

Monday through Friday, and usually, but not always, travels to Leesburg, Virgia, for Friday

night through Monday mornng. (R. at 70)

16. As stipulated, Khokhar began his employment with the City on May 2,

2005. (R. at 43).

3 Investigation No. 18 concern the Ciarlone Complaint and Investigation No. 21 concerns the Jali Complaint.
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17. At no time since being hired by the City has Khokhar complied with the

residency requirements of the Charer.

18. As Codes Manager, Khokhar reports directly to the Managig Director of

the City without any interveng level of supervision or accountabilty and no other person

delegates responsibilities to hi other than the Managing Director. (R at 51,53 and Ex. "I" and

"11 ")

19. All other "deparent" heads throughout the City report directly to the

Managig Director, just as Khokhar does. (R. at 30; Exs. 1,2, 3)

20. Khokhar oversees a departent with three supervsors, who in tu

manage approximately 37 employees. (R. at 53-54; Ex. "4").

21. Khokhar states that his responsibilties are those of a person at the top of

an organzation, who bears ultimate responsibilty for outcomes and decision makng, that within

his field of operations the ''buck stops" with hi. (R. at 48)

22. The term "division" is nothig other than another classification for an

organzational component of the City's admstration, and, in the context of the Codes Division

of the City, is synonymous for the terms "offce," "deparent" or "agency" as used in Section

706 of the City's Charer.

23. The term "manager" is nothig other than another classification for the

leadership of an organzational component of the City's admstration, and is merely a synonym

for the term "head" as used in Section 706 of the City's Charer.

24. Khokhar is an exempt employee under Charer Section 702.

25. Durg the Hearng, Khokhar was represented by counsel.
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II. DISCUSSION

A. Preliminar Matters

Khökhar presented the Board with a barage of motions at the time of the Hearng.

Khokhar and the Investigative Officer consented to the Board issuing some of its rulings after the

Hearng in ths Final Opinion and Order. All other motions, not addressed herein, were ruled

upon by the Board at the time of the Hearng, and the Board expressly incorporates herein the

reasoning for its rulings as stated at the time ofthe Hearng.4 The Board addresses Khokhar's

remainig motions as follows:

1. Complainants Not Present.

Khokhar sought dismissal of both the Ciarlone and Jali Complaints because neither

complainant was present at the time of the Hearng. Neither the City's Charer or the Charer

Board Ordinance requies that a complaiant be present at the evidentiary hearg. Likewise,

neither document requires that a complaint be dismissed ifthe complainant is not present or faiIs

to appear.5 Khokhar has offered no citation to any authority that would require dismissal of a

complaint similar to that of a Charer Board complaint upon failure of the complainant to appear.

The Charer enforcement process is to be "user frendly" and is not a process aied at dismissing

legitiate allegations of Charer violations for mere non-prejudicial techncalities. Mr. J aliI's

and Ms. Ciarlone's Complaits do not hinge on their presence at the evidentiar hearng. Rather,

a Charer Board Complaint acts as notice to the Investigative Offcer of an alleged Charer Board

violation, commencing the investigation process. Rarely, if at all, do Charer Board

complainants have a personal right to relief. Further, if the appearance of Ms. Ciarlone or Mr.

4 A trancript was taen of the Hearig.
S The Charer Board Ordiance requies that Charer Board heargs be closed uness the subject requests that the

hearg be open. Charer Board Ord. § V(A)(7)(c). Khokhar never made such a request, and the complainants, here
Ms. Ciarlone and Mr. Jali, were not permtted to be present at the closed evidentiary hearg.
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Jali was important to Khokhar's defense, Khokhar could have required their appearance by

subpoena.

Absent authority requiring dismissal, demonstrated prejudice to Khokhar, or failure to

comply with a directive to appear, Ms. Ciarlone's and Mr. Jalil's. absence from the Hearg wil

not result in dismissal of their Complaints. Furer, the Charer Board Ordinance requires that

the Hearng be closed, thereby preventing the attendance of Ms. Ciarlone and Mr. Jali, other

than as witnesses.6 Khokhar's motion to dismiss the Ms. Ciarlone's and Mr. Jali's Complaints

on ths ground is denied.

2. Standig of Mr. Jali.

Khokhar contends that Mr. Jalilacks standing to file his Complait because Mr. Jall

resides in Deltona, Florida, and not in the City (R. at Ex. "6") and on this basis seeks dismissal of

Mr. Jali's Complaint. Mr. Jalil's Complait states that he owns property withn the City at 815

Weiser Street, Reading, PA 19601, and that he pays propert tax to the City. ld. Amendment I,

Section 2, of the Charer specifically provides that "any tax payer, or any aggreved person, may

file a complaint with the Charer Board allegig a violation ofthe Charer or Administrative

Code." See also Charer Board Ordinance, Section V(A)(l) (stating quoted Charer language).

Mr. Jali alleges he is a tax payer, and also alleges that he is aggreved by Khokhar's

alleged Charer violation. Khokhar has presented no evidence to the contrar, and parcularly,

no evidence to dispute Mr. Jali's allegation that he is a taxpayer. This is a bare legal arguent

by Khokhar, which has no merit. Khokhar's motion to dismiss Mr. Jali's Complaint on this

basis is denied.

6 Khokhar did not subpoena either complaiant in ths matter and neither were called as witnesses.
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3. Res Judicata as Barng Ms. Ciarlone's and Mr. Jali's Complaints.

Khokhar contends that resjudicata bars both Ms. Ciarlone's and Mr. Jali's Complaints.

Khokhar makes this contention because of a prior dismissal by the Charer Board's Investigative

Officer of a 2007 Charer Board complait ("2007 Complaint") alleging a violation by Khokhar

of the Charer's residency requirement.7 The Investigative Officer in that matter dismissed the

complaint after a preliminar investigation and, due to the dismissal on preliminar grounds, an

evidentiar hearg was never held. Khokhar's counsel admits that only an investigation

occured and that no further proceedings took place. (R. at 6)

Resjudicata does not apply to bar Ms. Ciarlone's and Mr. Jalil's Complaints as a result

of a prior investigation by the Investigative Officer where no evidentiar hearng occured, no

facts were found, no legal conclusions rendered, and the matter was not litigated on the merits.

Res judicata holds that a fial judgment by a cour of competent jursdiction wil bar any futue

action on the same cause of action between the pares and their privies. Mintz v. Carlton House

Partners, Ltd., 407 Pa. Super. 464, 473,595 A,2d 1240, 1245 (1991). A matter is res judicata

when there is concurence of the following four elements: (1) identity of the thg sued upon or

for; (2) identity ofthe cause of action; (3) identity of persons or pares to the actions; and (4)

identity of the quality or capacity of the pares suing or sued. ¡d., 407 Pa. Super. at 474,595

A,2d at 1246. Furter, the claims must be litigated for res judicata to apply.

7 The 2007 Complaint referenced herein was filed by Mr. Jali on Apri30, 2007. After a preliar investigation

the Investigative Offcer dismissed the 2007 Complaint on June 22, 2007, statig only that it was his "opinon that
the City of Reading Charer does not require Mr. Khokh to reside with the City of Reading with one year of
being hied." and "(t)herefore, (he was) dismising (the) Complaint and ths matter wi be closed." Mr. Jali then
fied a local agency appeal appealing the Investigative Offcer's dismissaL. See Guilermo D Jali, pro se, v. City of
Reading Charter Review Board, et al., Berks Co. CCP No. 07-7380. The Charer Board fied a motion to quash the
local agency appeal on August 3, 2007 and Mr. Jali then fied a Praecipe to Withdraw and Discontiue Local

Agency Appeal on December 4, 2007. Khokhar entered no evidence at the Hearg regarding his res judicata
arguent.
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Here, res judicata canot bar Ms. Ciarlone's and Mr. Jali's Complaints because the

claims contained in the prior Charter Board complaint were never liigated and never proceeded

to any form of a final ')udgment" or final determination.8 2 Pa.C.S. § 101 specifically sets forth

the requirements of an "adjudication" for puroses of a local agency proceeding. 2 Pa.C.S. § 101

provides that an "adjudication" is:

(a)ny fial order, decree, decision, determination or ruling by an

agency affecting personal or propert rights, privileges,
imunties, duties, liabilties or obligations of any or all ofthe
paries to the proceeding in which the adjudication is made.

No adjudication occurred respecting the 2007 Complaint. The matter stopped at the preliminar

investigation stage; there were no fidings, there was no hearing, and there was no adjudication.

See Charer Board Ordinance, Section V(A)( 4) though (8). Furher, res judicata canot apply to

Ms. Ciarlone's Complaint because the identity of the persons or paries to the action are not the

same in this action as in the prior action.

Finally, the Board notes that the City is a dynamic muncipality that has undergone

signficant adminstrative reorganzation and restrctug over the past several years. The

Board fuer notes that with ths adminstrative reorganzation has come a change or

modification of the responsibilities and reportng requirements of many deparents, offices and

agencies with the City. Techncal application of res judicata should not prevent tax payers and

those aggreved from pursuing, and ultimately having heard, complaints regarding Charer or

Adminstrative Code violations. Charer Board investigations hinge on many factors, including

personnel in place at the time of the investigation, cooperation of witnesses and of the City's

adminstration, the ordinances the City has in place at the time, and the current responsibilities

8 The Charter Board does not enter 'judgments" however, by 
anlogy, the Charter Board never entered any fial

order respectig the 2007 Complaint filed against Khokhr. The bivestigative Offcer dismissed that complaint after
a prelimar investigation without the matter ever proceedig to an evidentiar hearig or any fil determation.
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and reporting requirements of personnel, or the perceived responsibilties and reporting

requirements. The sole decision of an Investigative Officer to dismiss a Charer complaint at the

preliminar investigation stage, without a hearg, final order or adjudication, does not stand to

bar all futue complaints against the same person regarding the same alleged Charer or

Administrative Code violation. Khokhar's motion to dismiss Ms. Ciarlone's and Mr. Jali's

Complaint on the basis of res judicata is denied.

B. Questions Presented

1. Is Khokhar's offcial title, or the title given to his deparent, office, or

agency determative regarding the applicabilty of Section 706?

The Board answers in the negative

2. Is Khokhar the head of a deparent, office, or agency?

The Board answers in the affiative

3. Did Khokhar violate Section 706 of the Charer?

The Board answers in the affirmative

C. Conclusions of Law

1. It is clear that the compensation and residency requirements of Charer

Section 706 apply to the highest tier of the administrative service in the executive branch of City

governent.

2. The Board determined in In re: Investigation of Director of Community

and Economic Development Adam Mukerji, Investigation No.6, Final Opinion and Order of July

24,2006 (affied by Mukerji v. City of Reading Charter Review Board, 941 A,2d 102 (pa.

Commw. 2008) (reversing tral cour)) that the following factors are determinative regarding the

applicabilty of Section 706:
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a. if the employee is the head ofa deparent, office, or agency,

regardless ofthat individuals official title;

b. if the employee oversees a deparent, office or agency, regardless
of the title given to that deparent, offce or agency, and

c. if the employee reports directly to either the Mayor or the
Managig Director as the chief adminstrative offcer of the City as
noted in Charer Section 406(2).

3. Applying the above factors to Khokhar, it is apparent that since May 2,

2005, Khokhar's date of hire, he has been subject to the residency requirements of Section 706.

4. The residency requirement of Section 706 applies to Khokhar because:

a. as Manger, Khokhar is head of the Codes Division, which

encompasses codes enforcement, zoning adminstration, and
property improvement; (R. at 54-55)

b. as Manager, Khokhar oversees approximately 37 employees, both

directly and though delegation to mid level supervisors; (R. at 53-
54; Ex. "4")

c. as Manager, Khokhar interacts with other deparent heads on an

equivalent level; (R. at 52)

d. Khokhar readily acknowledges the extent and scope of his
managerial accountabilty and responsibilty, stating that "the buck
stops" with hi; (R. at 48)

e. the Codes Division overseen by Khokhar is a deparent, office or

agency as stated with Charer Section 706;

£ Khokhar reports directly to the Managing Director, without any
intervening level of supervsion or accountabilty.

5. Khokhar never established residency in the City and has admtted such.

(R. at 55-56)

6. From approximately May 2, 2006 though June 25, 2008, Khokhar

violated Section 706 of the Charer by maintairng his residence outside of the City.9

9 Charter Section 706 requires residency with one year of 
the date of the appointment of employment.
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7. 68 Chrstine Drive is not Khokhar's residence under the standards stated

in the Charer Section 105(d), which states "(a)ll references to residency in this Charer shall

mean legal residence or domicile."

8. Rather, Khokhar's martal home in Leesburg, Virginia, is his residence for

puroses of the Charer as that term is defied therein.

9. The terms "deparent, office, or agency" as set fort in Charer Section

706 are not intended to be formal directive titles, rather they are descriptive terms intended to

ilustrate groupings ofthe City's adminstration, which can be identified or recognzed as

discrete, functionig adinstrative entities.

10. The Charer's residency requirement, Section 706, is not applicable only

to adminstrative groupings formally titled as a "Deparent," "Office" or "Agency," rather the

practical administrative fuction and hierarchy must be examined instead of merely the

grouping's designated name.

11. The "heads" of "departents, offices or agencies" must:

a. have their salar established by ordinance;

b. establish residency within the City;

c. be an exempt employee.

See Charer §§ 702(a)(iii), 706.

12. Regardless ofKhokhar's title as "Managet' and his "deparent, office or

agency" being titled a "Division," Khokhar serves as the head of a deparent, office or agency,

and therefore is subject to the provisions of Charer Section 706.
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13. Mere alteration of supervisory or deparental titles does not var the

effect and applicabilty of the Charer to those admistrative heads, or the deparents, offces

or agencies they oversee.

14. So long as Khokhar maintains his residence outside of the City and

contiues as the head of a deparent, agency or offce, here the Codes Division, he continues to

violate Section 706 ofthe Charer.

15. Whether the Codes Division is par of the offce ofthe Managing Director,

or is a separate, stand alone deparent reporting to the Managing Director, is immaterial to the

application of Charer Section 706.

16. Khokhar's failure to adhere to the terms and conditions of employment

denoted in Charer Section 706, specifically residency, constitutes a forfeitue of his

employment.

17. By not adhering to the residency requirements of Section 706, Khokhar

has violated the terms and conditions of his employment and has been ineligible for ongoing

employment since May 2, 2006, and his violation is continuig.

18. The Board recognzes the City's and the curent administration's desire, or

need, to reorgaize the City's deparents, offces and agencies, however it must be

accomplished with the confines of the Charter, or the Charer must be amended.

19. Having found that Khokhar is the "head" of a "deparent, office or

agency" with the City, and therefore, subject to the Section 706 residency requirement of the

Charer, the Board addresses what may be classified as the "defenses" raised by Mr. Khokhar.
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20. Khokhar argues that his salar was not set by City Council through the

enactment of an ordinance, as requied by Charer Section 706, and therefore, he cannot be

considered the "head" of a "deparent, office or agency" under that section.

21. Khokhar's reading of Charter Section 706 is self-serving.

22. If, as Khokhar contends, his salar was not established by ordinance as

reauired by Charter Section 706, that is a separate violation of the Charer.10

23. Failng to establish Khokhar's salary by ordinance, as required by the

Charer, does not prevent hi from being considered the "head" of a "deparent, office or

agency" under the Charer.

24. Rather, the failure to establish Khokhar's salar by ordinance is only a

fuher failing by the City to adhere to the Charer by not properly qualifyig the heads of the

City's departments, offices or agencies.

25. Likewise, Khokhar's failure to establish residency as required by Charer

Section 706, does not prevent hi from being found a "head" of a "deparent, office or

agency," rather, the failure of Khokhar to establish residency withi the City is only a fuher

failng by him to adhere to the Charer in meeting the requirements of all such admnistrative

"heads. "

26. Khokhar must be, and is, an exempt employee. Charer § 702(a)(iii).

27. The Board reject's Khokhar's defense that he was unaware of the

residency requirement of Charer Section 706.

28. Khokhar had constrctive notice of the provisions of the Charer, a public

document, from his date of hire on May 2, 2005, he signed an oath of office swearng to abide by

10 A complaint for a Charer violation on that basis is not before the Board.
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the Charer, and he had actual notice of the residency requirement from at least June 2006

forward, having been aware of the issues involved in the Mukerji matter. (R. at 74-75; Ex. "7").

29. The Board concludes that the City has an obligation to the citizens of

Reading and to the tax payers of the City to advise its personnel ofthe Charer Board's Advisory

Opinions and Final Decisions and Orders and to requie that its personnel act in conformty with

the Charer and the law interpreting the Charer.

30. The Board rejects all of the defenses asserted by Khokhar.

31. This matter arses under the City's Charer and is therefore within the

jursdiction of the Board.

III. DETERMNATION OF THE BOARll

The Board holds the following:

A. that from not later than May 2, 2006, twelve (12) months from his date of

hire, Khokhar has been in violation of the residency requirement of Section 706 of the Charer.

B. that merely titling the Codes Division as a "division" instead of a

"deparent, office or agency" does not make Khokhar, or any other admnistrative head,

immune from the residency requirements of Charer Section 706.

C. that merely titling Khokhar as a "manager" does not make Khokhar, or

any other admstrative head, immune from the residency requirements of Charer Section 706.

D. that Khokhar's residence for puroses of the Charer, Section 105(d), is in

Leesburg, Virginia.

11 The Board's determtion addresses the Jali Complaint and the Ciarlone Complaint. Although two complaints

were filed againt Khokhar, the pertent alleged Charer violation, namely residency, is the same in both
Complaints. The Board's fidings offact, conclusions oflaw, determation and penalties are equally applicable to
each Complaint individually as they are applicable to both Complaints collectively.
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IV. PENAL TIES IMPOSED

Having considered the applicable factors stated in the Charer Board Ordinance at Section

V(B)(2)(a)(i), and as a consequence ofKhokhar's violation of Section 706 of the Charer, the

Board imposes the following penalties:

A. Public Censue

The Board wil, not earlier than thy-one days from the date of ths Final Order, notify

the news media ofthis decision and provide the news media with a copy of the original ofthIs

Final Opinon and Order, and provide such other notice and information as required by Section V

of the Charer Board Ordinance.

B. Adminstrative Fine

The maximum administrative fie of$l,OOO is hereby imposed upon Khokhar and is

payable with thi (30) days. The purose of the adstrative fine is to defray a fraction of

the actual cost and expense incured by the City in investigating, hearing and deciding Khokhar's

violation.

C. Fine

Fines are assessed upon Khokhar as follows:

1. A fie of$I,OOO payable withi thiy (30) days;

2. A continuing fine of$300 per pay period from the date of this Final

Decision and Order until Khokhar complies in full with this Final Decision and Order. Every

pay period in which Khokhar remais employed by the City while maintaning residency in

violation of Charer Section 706 shall constitute a separate and ongoing violation of the Charer

as found herein. Said fines shall be paid on the date of the beginnng of each applicable pay

period.
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D. Furher Penalty

The following fuer penalties are imposed by the Board:

1. Suspension

Khokhar is hereby suspended from his employment with the City, without pay, for a

perod of th (30) days, commencing on the day following the date ofthis Final Opinon and

Order. The Board orders and directs the City Auditor to withhold pay from Khokhar begig

on the day following the date of this Final Opinion and Order and continuing for a total of thrty

(30) days.

2. Desist from Violating and Compliance

Khokhar shall cease and desist from violating the Charer, as found herein, and shall

establish residency withn the City, in compliance with Charer Section 706 and Charer Section

1 05( d), on the following terms:

a. Not later than thirty (30) days from the date of ths Final Opinon

and Order, Khokhar shall submit an affidavit to the Board's Solicitor, in a form acceptable to the

Board, affiing Khokhar's intention to comply with the Final Opinon and Order of the Board

and to establish residency as defied by the Charter withn the City withn 120 days of the date

of the Final Opinon and Order.

b. Failu.e to submit the aforementioned affidavit to the Board's

Solicitor within the time period specified shall cause immediate termination ofKhokhar's

employment with the City, effective the thrty-first (31 st) day followig the date of this Final

Opinion and Order.

c. Should Khokhar submit the required affdavit, and contiue to fail

to establish residency within 120 days ofthe date of the Final Opinon and Order, Khokhar's

15



employment with the City shall be terminated effective the 121 st day following the date of this

Final Opinion and Order.

E. Considerations of the Board

In dete~mining the penalties assessed against K.okhar, the Board considered each of the

factors set forth in Section V(B)(2)(a)(i) of the Charter Board Ordinance. This mallerconcems a

continuing violation over a penod of more than two years. Viewed on a daily basis, this matter

conëems approximately 500 separte daily violations on a per work week basis. The violation of

the Charter is clear and is admitted by Khokhar. The Board views Khokhar's choosing to ignore

the residency requirement of the Charter as a convenient and intentional choice made by him.

As in Mukerji, left unaddressed, this violation thatens to weaken the Charter and the City and

would provide an untenable precedent for other heads of deparments, offices and agencies, and

an impermissible precedent for the City to merely rename deparments, oJ1ces and agencies, and

re-title personnel, so as to try to avoid application of Charter Section 706.

V. ORDER

The Charter Board enters the Order attached hereto.

Dale:

/ .
7/'óZ/¡d~

.

CIT OF READING CHARTER BOARD

"j -/ y ,/By: 0.' a1/ ...j -LSi/)'°V'
Susan Gibson, Chair
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TH CHATER BOAR OF THE CITY OF READING

INRE: Investigation of
J atInder S. Khokhar

Complait Filed: November 8, 2007

Complaint Filed: December 7,2007

Investigation Nos. 18 & 21

ORDER

AND NOW this 21st, day of July, 2008, upon consolidation for hearng of

Charer Board Investigation Nos. 18 and 21, and after conducting an evidentiar hearing in

accordance with the Charer Board Ordinance, the Charer Board of the City of Readig

("Board") finds that:

1. since not later than May 2, 2006 Jatinder Khokhar ("Khokhar") violated Section

706 of the Charer of the City of Reading ("Charer"), by not maintaining his residence within

the City;

2. the mere title ofKhokhar as "manager" does not make him immune from the

residency requirements of Charer Section 706 where the "division" which he manages is in all

respects on par with a "deparent, offce or agency" and where his duties and responsibilities as

a "manager" are on par with those of a "head" of a "deparent, offce or agency" of the City;

3. the mere naming of the Codes Division of the City's adminstration as a

"division" instead of a "deparent, offce or agency" does not insulate the head of the Codes

Division from the residency requirements of Charer Section 706; and

4. Khokhar's residence for puroses of the Charer, Section 105(d), is in Leesburg,

Virginia.

In accordance with the Final Opinion and Order, the following is ORDERED:

A. Khokhar shall be publicly censored as provided by Section V of the Charer

Board Ordinance;
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B. An administrative fine of$l,OOO is hereby imposed upon Khokhar, payable

within thirt (30) days;

C. A fine of $1 ,000 is hereby imposed upon Khokhar, payable within thirt (30)

days;

D. A continuing fine of $300 per pay period from the date ofthis Final Decision and

Order until Khokhar complies in full with this Final Decision and Order, payable on the date of

the beginning of each pay period; and

E. The following fuher penalties are hereby imposed:

1. Suspension

Khokhar is hereby SUSPENDED from his employment with the City of Reading,

without pay, for a period ofthirt (30) days, commencing on the day following the date ofthis

Final Opinon and Order. The Board ORDERS and DIRCTS the City Auditor to withhold pay

from Khokhar beginnng on the day following the date of this Final Opinion and Order and

continuig for a total of thirt (30) days.

2. Desist from Violating and Compliance

Khokhar shall cease and desist from violating the Charer and shall establish residency

withi the City, as defined by the Charter and in compliance with Charer Sections 1 05( d) and

706, on the following terms:

a. Not later than thiy (30) days from the date of ths Final Opinion

and Order, Khokhar shall submit an affidavit to the Board's Solicitor, in a form acceptable to the

Board, affiing Khokhar's intention to comply with the Final Opinion and Order of the Board

and to establish residency within the City within 120 days ofthe date of the Final Opinion and

Order.
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b. Failure to submit the aforementioned affdavit to the Board's

Solicitor within the time period specified shall cause immediate termination of Khokhar's

employment with the City, effective the thirty-first (3151) day following the date of this Final

Opinion and Order.

c. Having submitted the required affdavit, Khokhar's failure to

establish residency within 120 days of 
the date of the Final Opinion and Order shall cause

immediate termination of Khokhar' s employment with the City, effective the 121 sl day following

the date of this Final Opinion and Order.

F. Copies of this Final Opinion and Order shall be transmjtted to the following:

1. Mr. Jatinder Khokhar (via certified, return receipt US Mail)

2. Charles Younger, Esquire, Solicitor, City of Reading

3. David K. Brennan, Esquire, Investigative Offcer

4. Complainant, Guilermo D. Jali (via certfied, return receipt US Mail)

5. Complainant, Mar Ann Ciarlone (via certified, retu receipt US Mail)

6. Thomas McMahon, Mayor of the City of Reading

7. Ryan P. Hottenstein, Acting Managing Director

8. Mr. David Citu, City Auditor

9. Eric B. Smith, Solicitor, Charter Board

CITY OF READING CHARTER BOARD

..:. ., 4" i- J
By: ~CVVl-.. ....Sfl

Susan Gibson, ChaíT
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