GOVERNMENT OF KARNATAKA

NO:UPLOK-1/DE/106/2015/ ARE-4 Multi Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001,
Date: 02/05/2018

RECOMMENDATION

Sub:- Departmental inquiry against Sri S.P.Kadabalakatti,
Panchayath Development Officer, Rajur Grama
Panchayath, Rona Taluk, Gadag District.

Ref:- 1) Government Order No.mwps/53/mgose/2015, Bengaluru
dated 19/2/2015

2) Nomination order No.UPLOK-1/DE/106/2015,
Bengaluru dated 3/3/2015 of Upalokayukta-1, State
of Karnataka, Bengaluru

3) Inquiry Report dated 28/4 /2018 of Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-4, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru

The Government by its Order dated 19/2/2015,initiated the
disciplinary = proceedings against Sri S.P. Kadabalakatti,
Panchayath DeVelopment Officer, Rajur Grama Panchayath, Rona
Taluk, Gadag District (hereinafter referred to as Delinquent
Government Official, for short as ‘DGO) and entrusted the

Departmental Inquiry to this Institution.

2. This Institution by Nomination Order No.UPLOK-1/DE/ 106/
2015, Bengaluru dated 3/3/2015 nominated Additional Registrar
of Enquiries-4, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru, as the Inquiry
Officer to frame charges and to conduct Departmental Inquiry
against DGO for the alleged charge of misconduct, said to have

been committed by him.



3. The Sri S.P. Kadabalakatti, Panchayath Development Officer,
Rajur Grama Panchayath, Rona Taluk, Gadag District was tried

for the following charges:-

CHARGE-1
“That, you — DGO Sri S.P.Kadabalakatti while working

as Panchayath Development Officer, Rajura Grama
Panchayath, Rona Taluk, Gadag District during the
year 2011-12 issued the cheques to beneficiaries
under Indira Awaz Yojane without obtaining the

signatures of beneficiaries.

CHARGE-2:

That you — DGO selected 16 persons beneficiaries for
Indira Awaz Yojane even though they had paid tax to
Gram Panchayath for having owned the house

properties in their name.

CHARGE-3
That you - DGO has issued cheques to the
beneficiaries despite of no balance in the Gram

Panchayath Account.

CHARGE -4

That you — DGO have spent only Rs.12,000/- out of
Rs.20,682/- (i.e., 20% of grant) for the development of
SC/ST during the year 2011-12 and spent only
Rs.3,900/- by distributing the books to 12 SC/ST
students value of Rs.300/- to each student and not
maintained and submitted the proper account in that
regard to the Executive Officer of Taluk Panchayath,

Rona.
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CHARGE ~ 5
That you - DGO have spent an amount of

Rs.2,80,242/- without action plan. Out of grant of
Rs.3,96,626/- under 13t Finance Yojane.

CHARGE -6

That you - DGO have shown on expenses of
Rs.24,000/- for repair of drinking water pipeline in
Dinduru Village and Rs.35,000/- for levalling the
roads in Dindur Village for spreading the
gravel/murrum and showed sheets of billing on
7/2011 and 7/2012 without date and regarding

measurement book.

Thereby, you — DGO being a government servant failed
to maintain absolute integrity and devotion to duty,
the said act of you were unbecoming of a Government
Servants and thereby committed misconduct as
enumerated U/R. 3(1)(i) to (iii) of Karnataka Civil
Services (Conduct) Rules, 1966.”

4. The Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of Enquiries-4) on
proper appreciation of oral and documentary evidence has held
that the Disciplinary Authority has proved the charges 1 and 3 to 6
against DGO Sri S.P. Kadabalakatti, Panchayath Development

Officer, Rajur Grama Panchayath, Rona Taluk, Gadag District.

Sl On re-consideration of inquiry report, I do not find any
reason to interfere with the findings recorded by the Inquiry
Officer. It is hereby recommended to the Government to accept the
report of Inquiry Officer that charges 1 and 3 to 6 are proved

against DGO Sri S.P.Kadabalakatti. It is recommended to
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Government to exonerate the DGO Sri S.P.Kadabalakatti in respect

of charge No.2 lcvclled against him.

6. As per the First Oral Statement submitted by DGO, he is due

to retire from service on 31/7/2025.

7. Having regard to the nature of charges proved against DGO,
Sri S.P. Kadabalakatti, it is hereby recommended to the
Government fo.r imposing penalty of withholding four annual
increments payable to DGO Sri S.P. Kadabalakatti, Panchayath
Development Officer, Rajur Grama Panchayath, Rona Taluk,
Gadag District, with cumulative effect and deferring the promotion
of DGO Sri S.P.Kadabalakatti by four years, whenever he becomes

due to for promotion.

8. Action taken in the matter shall be intimated to this

Authority.

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

)

(J!{}éTICE N. ANANDA)
Upalokayukta-1,
State of Karnataka,
Bengaluru
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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No.UPLOK—l/DE/106/2015/ARE—4 M.S.Building,
Dr.B.R.Ambedkar Road
Bangalore-560 001
Date: 28/04 /2018

ENQUIRY REPORT

Sub: Departmental Enquiry against,

Sri S.P. Kadabalakatti
Panchayath Development Officer
Rajura Grama Panchayathi
Rona Taluk

Gadag District

Ref: 1) Report u/s 12(3) of the K.L Act, 1984 in
Compt/Uplok/BGM/1931/2012/ARLO-1
dated: 12/01/2015

2)  Govt. Order. No.RDP 53 GPS 2015,
Bangalore dated: 19/02/2015

3) Order No.UPLOK-1/DE/106/2015
Dtd.03/03/2015 of the Hon’ble
Upalokayukta

*kk

1. This Departmental Enquiry is directed against Sri S.P.
Kadabalakatti, Panchayath Development Officer, Rajura
Grama Panchayathi, Rona Taluk, Gadag District (herein after
referred to as the Delinquent Government Official in short

“D GO”)

2. After completion of the investigation a report u/sec.
12(3) of the Karnataka Lokayukta Act was sent to the

Government as per Reference No.1.
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3. In view of the Government Order cited above at
refecrence-2, the Honble Upalokayukta, vide order dated:
03/03/2015 cited above at reference-3, nominated Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-4 of the office of the Karnataka
Lokayukta as the Enquiry Officer to frame charges and to
conduct Inquiry against the aforesaid DGO. Additional
Registrar Enquires-4 prepared Articles of Charge, Statement of
Imputations of mis-conduct, list of documents proposed to be
relied and list of witnesses proposed to be examined in
support of Article of Charges. Copies of same were issued to
the DGO calling upon him to appear before this Authority and

to submit written statement of his defence.

4. The Articles of Charges framed by ARE-4 against the
DGO is below;
ANNEXURE NO.I
CHARGE-1

That, you-DGO Sri S.P. Kadabalakatti while working
as Panchayath Development Officer, Rajura Grama
Panchayath, Rona Taluk, Gadag District during the year
2011-12 issued the cheques to beneficiaries under Indira
Awaz Yojane without obtaining the signatures of

beneficiaries.

CHARGE-2
That you- DGO selected 16 persons beneficiaries for Indira
Awaz Yojane even though they had paid Tax to Gram Panchayath

for having owned the house properties in their name.



3 ARE-4/ENQ-106/15

CHARGE-3
That you-DGO has issued cheques to the beneficiaries

despite of no balance in the Gram Panchayath Account.

CHARGE-4

That you-DGO have spent only Rs.12,000 /- out of
Rs.20,682/- (i.e. 20% of grant) for the development of SC /ST during
the year 2011-12 and spent only Rs.3900 /- by distribute the books
to 13 SC/ST Students value of Rs.300/- to each student and not
maintained and submitted the proper account in that regard to the

Executive Officer of Taluk Panchayath, Rona.

CHARGE-5
That you-DGO have spent an amount of Rs.2,80,242/-
without action plan. Out of grant of Rs.3,96,626/- under 13w

Finance Yojane.

CHARGE-6

That you-DGO have shown on expenses of Rs.24,000/- for
repair of drinking water pipeline in Dinduru Village and
Rs.35,000/- for levalling the roads in Dindur village for spreading
the gavel/Murrum and showed sheets of billing on 7/2011 and
7/2012 without date and regarding Measurement Book.

Thereby, you-DGO being a government servant failed to
maintain absolute integrity and devotion to duty, the said act of you
were un-becoming of a Government Servants and thereby
committed mis-conduct as enumerated U/R 3(1)(1) to (iii) of

Karnataka Civil Service (Conduct) Rules 1966.
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ANNEXURE NO.II
STATEMENT OF IMPUTATIONS OF MISCONDUCT
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S8 DGO appeared before this Enquiry Authority on
25/04/2015 and on the same day his First Oral statement

was recorded U/R 11(9) of KCS (CC & A) Rules 1957. The
DGO pleaded not guilty and claims to hold an enquiry.

6. DGO has filed the written statement contending that the
charge appear to be based on the report of the police inspector
dated: 10/05/2012. The Police Inspector has not properly
appreciated and verified the documents before signing his
findings. It is also false to state that the DGO has issued the
cheques without proper verification. In the demand register of
the property there is no separate column for land tax and
house tax. Only one column is made available for both house

tax and land tax. The tax paid by all the 16 beneficiaries is
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rcgarding open site only. The cheques have been issued by
DGO under the impression that corresponding amount is
available in the account and immediately after realising the
shortage of an amount to honour the cheques steps were
taken to take back the cheques and it is an error of judgment.
The records regarding spending of the amount for SC/ST
students has been properly maintained. As there was urgent
basic necessity of supply drinking water, the work has been
executed and afterwards the action plan has been approved.
The entries in the measurement book has to be made only by
the A.E.E., and J.E., The non-mentioning of the date on the
bill is on account of oversight. Hence, he prays to exonerate

him from the charges leveled against him in this case.

7. In order to substantiate the charge leveled against the
DGO, the Disciplinary Authority examined in all one witness
as PW1 and got marked documents at Ex.P1 to P14. After
closing the evidence of the Disciplinary Authority, the Second
Oral Statement of DGO being recorded as required u/Rule
11(16) of KCS (CC & A) Rules, 1957. After closing the evidence
of the Disciplinary Authority, DW1 examined and got marked
documents at Ex.D1 to D6 and closed his evidence. Hence,
recording the answers of DGO to questionnaire u/Rule 11(18)
of KCS (CC&A) Rules was dispensed with.

8. The Disciplinary Authority through the Presenting Officer
and as well as the DGO submitted their separate written brief.
In addition arguments on both the sides being heard. The
points that arise for the consideration of this enquiry authority

are:-
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1) Whether the Disciplinary Authority
satisfactorily proved the charge No.l
framed against DGO?

2) Whether the Disciplinary Authority
satisfactorily proved the charge No.2
framed against DGO?

3) Whether the Disciplinary Authority
satisfactorily proved the charge No.3
framed against DGO?

4) Whether the Disciplinary Authority
satisfactorily proved the charge No.4
framed against DGO?

5) Whether the Disciplinary Authority
satisfactorily proved the charge No.5
framed against DGO?

6) Whether the Disciplinary Authority
satisfactorily proved the charge No.6
framed against DGO?

7) What order?

9. My finding on the above points are as follows

Point No.1: In the “ AFFIRMATIVE”

Point No.2: In the “ NEGATIVE”

Point No.3: In the “ AFFIRAMTIVE”

Point No.4: In the ¥ AFFIRMATVE”

Point No.5: In the “AFFIRMATIVE ”

Point No.6: In the “AFFIRMATIVE ”

Point No.7: As per the final order for the following:

10. Point NO.1:

:: REASONS ::

It is not in dispute that at the relevant

point of time the DGO was working as the Panchayath

Development Officer, Rajura Grama Panchayathi, Rona Taluk,
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Gadag District. Charge No. 1 is to the effect that the DGO
during the year 2011-2012 issued the cheques to the
beneficiaries under “Indira Awaz Yojane” without obtaining

signatures of beneficiaries.

11. PWI has deposed that from November 2010 to October
2013 he was working as Gadag Lokayukta police station as
Police Inspector. He has deposed that on 26/04/2012 he had
gone to Rona for receiving the grievance of the public and
there were complaints in respect of Rajur grama panchayath
and hence he visited the said panchayath along with the
Executive Officer of Rona Taluk by name Sri Gangadhar and
enquired the DGO who was working as Panchayath
Development Officer in the above said panchayath and also
examined the documents of above said panchayath and found

several irregularities.

12. PW1 has further deposed that for the year 2011-12 there
were 44 beneficiaries under “Indira Awaz Yojane” and when he
verified the registers he found that the cheques had been
issued to the beneficiaries without obtaining their signatures.
He has deposed that in that respect he collected the certified
copies of the documents and they are at Ex.P1. Ex.P1 contains
37 sheets. Ex.P1 also contains the certified copy of the register
which was kept in the above said panchayath for issuing the
cheques to the beneficiaries and those cheques have been
issued in stages depending on the progress in the
construction. Ex.P1 shows that a sheet each has been
maintained for each beneficiary regarding cheques issued to
the beneficiary. Ex.P1 shows that the signatures of some of

the beneficiaries have not been obtained in respect of the
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cheques issued to them. In other words in respect of some
cheques signatures of the beneficiaries are found and in
respect of some cheques signatures of the beneficiaries are not

found.

13. Thus Ex.P1 shows that the signature of all the
beneficiaries are not obtained in respect of all the cheques

issued to them.

14. DW1 is the DGO and in his cross-examination he admits
that Ex.P1 is the certified copy of the register of the above said
panchayath and he admits that in Ex.P1 the signatures of
some of the beneficiaries are not found for having received the
cheques. He has deposed that the above said register was a
temporary register kept for issue of cheques and the
signatures of the beneficiaries will be taken to another
register. DW1 admits that, Ex.P14 is the comments submitted
by him in this case and in the same he has admitted that in
future he will see that the signatures of the beneficiaries will
be taken immediately after the issue of the cheques. The above
said averments made in Ex.P14 shows that DGO also admits
that he had not taken the signatures of some of the
beneficiaries after issue of cheques to them to the cheuqge
issue register the certified copy of which is at Ex.P1. In Ex.P14
no where the DGO has stated that Ex.P1 is the copy of
temporary register kept regarding the issue of cheques and
signatures of the beneficiaries will be taken in another register

whenever cheques were issued to the beneficiaries.

15. DGO has produced Ex.D1 as the document which

contains the signatures of the beneficiaries for having received
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the cheuges. Ex.D1 consists of 9 sheets and it seems Ex.D1
has been created after the inspection by PW1 and after thc
comments of the DGO stated above only to over-come the
charge framed against the DGO stated above. In Ex.D1 shows
that, they are the copies of the bills which certifies the
progress made in the construction and in the same cheque No.
date and amount is mentioned and signature of the
beneficiary is taken. But as stated above there is a separate
cheque issue register to which the DGO is expected to take the
signature of the beneficiaries to whom the cheques have been
issued. But as stated above in the cheque issue register the
signatures of some of the beneficiaries are not taken even
though the cheques have been issued. Hence I hold that, the
Disciplinary Authority has proved that the DGO had issued
the cheques to some of the beneficiaries without obtaining
their signatures in the cheque issue register, copy of which is
at Ex.P1.

16. In fact PW1 has deposed that to the cheque issue
register the PDO and panchayath President have to sign for
having issued the cheque and in respect of some of the
cheques issued there is no signature of the President or PDO.
But the charge No.l is only to the effect that the PDO has
issued the cheques without obtaining the signatures of the
beneficiaries in the cheque issue register. As stated above, the
DGO also admits that in cheque issue register the signatures
of some of the beneficiaries are not found for having received
the cheques and the perusal of Ex.P1 also shows that the
signatures of many beneficiaries who have been issued with

cheuges under the above said Yojana have not signed for
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having received the cheuqe. Hence I answer this point in the

affirmative.

17. Point NO.2: Charge No.2 is to the effect that the DGO

selected 16 persons as beneficiaries for Indira Awaz Yojane
even though they had paid Tax to grama panchayath for
having owned the house properties in their names. PW1 has
deposed that even though some of the villagers had paid the
house tax they have been selected as beneficiary under the
above said scheme and thereby the DGO has committed
misconduct. He has deposed that he has noted the names of
the 16 persons who have paid the house tax to the
panchayath and the names of those 16 persons are at Ex.P2.
Ex.P2 is the letter of PW1 (v the S.P. Karnataka Lokayukta,
Dharwad, in which it is stated that the 16 persons mentioned
in the same in para No.2 have paid the house tax to the
panchayath and hence they were not eligible to get houses
under “Indira Awaz Scheme”. PW1 has not collected any
document to prove that 16 persons named in Ex.P2 have got
their own houses and that they have paid the house tax. He
has only deposed that when he questioned the DGO regarding
the same DGO did not give satisfactory answer and told that,
panchayath members have selected the list of beneficiaries for
the above said scheme. I feel PW1 should have collected the
documents to show that the 16 persons mentioned in Ex.P2
have got their own houses are that they have paid taxes to
their houses and hence they were not eligible of the above said

scheme.

18. DWI1 who is the DGO has produced the assessment

extract copies of which are at Ex.D2 to show that the persons
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tiamed In Ex.P2 had only vacant sites and hence they were
selected under the above said scheme for construction of the
houses. He has also deposed that, the beneficiaries under the
above said scheme were selected by the committee and not by
himself. He has deposed that in the demand register extract
there is no separate column for land tax and house tax and
only one column is made available in demand register for the
payment of land tax as well as house tax and tax paid by the
16 beneficiaries stated above is only in respect of open sites
and not in respect of houses. As stated above there is no
documents produced on the side of the disciplinary authority
to show that 16 persons named in Ex.P2 or any of them owned
houses and has paid the house tax and hence I hold that the
Disciplinary Authority has failed to prove charge No.2

satisfactorily. Hence I answer the above point in the negative.

19. Point NO.3:- Charge NO.3 is to the effect that the DGO

has issued cheques to the beneficiaries despite no balance in

the grama panchayath account. PW1 has deposed that the
DGO has issued the cheques bearing Nos. 46250 to 46265 (16
cheques) amounting to Rs. 2,65,000/- even though there was
no balance in the account of the panchayath. Issuance of
cheques bearing the above said numbers is not in dispute and
PW1 in his cross-examination has deposed that he has not
produced any bank extract to show that in the bank account
of the panchayath there was no balance amount sufficient to

honour the cheques issued.

20. DWI1 has deposed that cheques were issued under the
impression that corresponding amount is available in the

account of the panchayath and immediately after realising the
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shortage of amount to honour the cheques steps were taken to
take back all those cheques. It is pertinent to note that the
DGO cannot issue cheques under the impression that there is
corresponding amount available in the account. He has to see
what is the balance amount available in the account of the
panchayath before issuing the cheuge. The above said case of
DW1 itself show that he had issued cheques to the
beneficiaries even though there was no amount to honour the
cheques in the account of the complainant. Hence, even
though PW1 has not produced the bank account extract of the
panchayath as stated above in view of the above said defence
of the DGO it has to be said that disciplinary authority has
proved its case stated above. Even in Ex.P14 the DGO has
stated that after coming to know that there is no sufficient
amount in the Indira Awaz Yojana bank account of the
panchayath cheques issued to the beneficiaries have been
taken back. In Ex.P14 it is further stated that in future the
DGO will not give roam to such lapses. Thus Ex.P14 and the
evidence of PW1 shows that DGO had issued cheques to the
beneficiaries under the above said scheme even though under
the above said scheme there was no balance in the
panchayath account to honour the cheques. Hence I answer

this point in the affirmative.

21. Point NO.4:- Charge No.4 is to the effect that the DGO
has spent only Rs. 12,000/- out of Rs. 20,682/~ for the
development of SC/ST during the year 2011-2012 and spent
only Rs. 3,900/- for distribution of books to 13 SC/ST
students at the rate of Rs. 300/- to each student and not
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maintained and submitted the proper account in that regard

to the Executive Officer of Taluk Panchayath, Rona.

22. As stated above charge No.4 is to the effect that the DGO
has not maintained and submitted the proper accounts
regarding spending of 3,900/- towards distribution of books to
13 SC/ST students at the rate of Rs. 300/- per student. PW1
has deposed that the above said amount of Rs. 3,900/~ has
been spent between 22/12/2011 to 20/05/2012 and in that
respect the DGO has not produced the cheque book for having
paid the amount. Ex.P4(a) is the copy of the document which
shows the list of 13 students to whom books have been
distributed worth of Rs.300 /- each and the date on which the
books have been distributed to them is also mentioned in the

same. Ex.P4(a) is not in dispute.

23. DW1 who is the DGO has deposed in his evidence that it is
only after the completion of the financial year the report has to
be submitted to the Executive Engineer and DW1 visited the
said panchayath on 26/04/2012 which is immediately after
the financial year and before the submission of the report and
there was no irregularity. The DGO has also produced Ex.D3
which consists of numbers of sheets and one of the document
marked a Ex.D3 is the copy of the cash bill dated:
25/02/2012 of Vidyasagar book depot, Ganjendragada, which
shows that, the books worth Rs. 3,850/- has been produced
by the President of the above said panchayath. Ex.P4(a) shows
that the books have been distributed between 22 /12/2011 to
20/02/2012. But the above said receipt is dated:
25/02/2012. Which is after the distribution of the books as

per Ex.P4(a) and hence the same cannot be believed. Another
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document marked as Ex.D3 is regarding purchase of King size
note book for Rs. 258/- by the above said panchayath and it is
also dated: 25/02/2012. Hence, the above said document
produced by the DGO cannot be believed and it has to be said
that they have been created by the DGO in order to over-come
the above said charge. When the books have been issued
between 22/12/2011 to 20/02/2012 books should have been
purchased prior to 22/12/2011. But the documents produced
by the DGO shows the date of purchase as 25/02/2012.
Hence, it has to be said that the DGO has not maintained
proper accounts for having purchased the books for
distribution to SC/ST students. It is not the case of the
Disciplinary Authority that the DGO has not distributed the
books to the SC/ST students as mentioned in Ex.P4(a) and
that he has misappropriated the amount. Hence, it can be said
that the DGO has failed to maintain proper accounts for the
above said expenditure of Rs. 3,900/- and the Disciplinary
Authority has proved charge No. 4. Hence, I answer this point

in the affirmative.

24. Point NO.5:- Charge No. 5 is to the effect that the DGO

has spent an amount of Rs. 2,80,242 /- without action plan

out of the grant of Rs. 3,96,626/- under 13th Financial year.

25. PWI1 in his evidence has deposed that ‘@9 #odm
o3emdn IR QYT DY TEMONRDR 280, . 2’80’242/‘7“;534

WEE SRR KOO OBFO NI, HodeDTTON oW 200333,

He has deposed that relevant document is at Ex.P5 and the
relevant entry is at Ex.P5(a). Ex.P5 shows that the

approximate amount sanctioned is Rs. 3,96,626/-. PW1 has
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further deposed that Ex.P6 is the document to show the
expenditure of Rs. 2,80,242 up to 29/12/2011 for which there
is no prior permission stated above. Ex.P6 shows that up to
the above said date an amount of Rs.2,80,242/- has been

spent for various works.

26. DW1 has deposed that the resolution was passed in the
village panchayath for providing urgent basic amenities like
drinking water and hence thereafter action plan was prepared
and submitted to the Taluk panchayath for the approval and
in the mean time large section of people of area started
agitating for the delay in providing the drinking water and
hence as per advise of the elected representatives the DGO
informed the Taluk Panchayath and the Executive Officer
orally permitted him to proceed with the works with an
assurance that the action plan will be approved in the due
course of time and hence he implemented the works. Thus the
DGO also admits that without prior approval of the action
plan from the Taluk Panchayath Executive Officer the works
have been executed. The DGO has not examined the Executive
Officer to prove that the Executive Officer had orally permitted
the DGO to proceed with the work with an assurance that the
action plan will be approved in due course of time. It is not in
dispute that the action plan has to be approved by the Taluk
Panchayath before executing the work. But in this case the
work has been executed without the approval of the action
plan by the Taluk Panchayath and the above said excuse
given by the DGO for carrying out the work without approval
of Taluk Panchayath cannot be accepted and it is also not

proved. It is also pertinent to note that only because the
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elected representatives and villagers agitated for the delay in
providing the drinking water the work was executed without
action plan approved by the Taluk panchayath cannot be
accepted. If there was any urgency the action plan could have
got approved by the Taluk Panchayath immediately and

afterwards the work could have been executed.

27. Even in Ex.P14 the DGO has stated that the work was
executed in view of the urgency and approval of action plan
was taken afterwards. Hence, the Disciplinary Authority has
proved this point. Accordingly I answer this point in the

affirmative.

28. Point NO. 6: Charge No.6 is to the effect that DGO has

shown an expense of Rs. 24,000/- for repair of drinking water
pipline in Dinduru village and Rs. 35,000/- for leveling the
roads in Dindur Village by spreading the gavel/Murrum and
showed sheets of billing on 7/2011 and 7/2012 without date
and entries in measurement book. PW1 has deposed that
regarding the above said two works, two files were produced
before him and vouchers were not dated and only numbers
mentioned as 7/2011 and 7/2012 and no M.B. was produced
in respect of the above said two works. It is not in dispute that
the above said two amounts have been spent out of the
panchayath funds and the documents in that respect is the
copy of the pass book of the panchayath (one sheet) marked as
Ex.P7(a).

29. DWI1 has deposed that the expenditure incurred under
the bill NO. 7/2011 and 7/2012 are towards repair of drinking

water, pipeline and leveling the roads. In so for as the
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measurement is concerned it is the duty of A.E.E., and J .E., to
note in the measurement book and so for as non-mentioning
the date on the bill is concerned, it is only on account of over-
sight. Thus DGO admits that he has not mentioned the dates
on the above said bills but he contends that it was by over-
sight. It is not the case of the Disciplinary Authority that the
DGO has not spent the amount of Rs. 24,000/-and Rs.
35,000/- stated above, but it is the case of the Disciplinary
Authority that he has not mentioned the dates in the bill
7/2011 and 7/2012 and there was no entry in the M.B.
regarding above said work. PW1 admits in his cross-
€xamination that, DGO has no power to make any entry in the
M.B.book. Hence it has to be said that entries in the M.B. has
to be made by the concerned A.E.E. or J.E. In this case it is
the case of the Disciplinary Authority that M.B. was not
produced iﬁ respect of the above two works of the DGO to
ascertain whether there was mention in the M.B. regarding the
above said works or not. Even in his evidence the DGO has
not produced the copy of the M.B. to show that in the M.B.
entries are made regarding the above said work. Hence, it has
to be said that the disciplinary authority has proved that the
DGO has disbursed the above said amount without
mentioning the date and without producing the M.B for
inspection also. Thus the disciplinary authority has proved
Point No.6 satisfactorily. Hence, I answer this point in the

affirmative.

30. In this case it is not the case of the Disciplinary
Authority that, the DGO has misappropriated any amount in

respect of any of the charge stated above. It is the case of the
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disciplinary authority that he has violated the procedure
prescribed before release of the amount and before
implementing the works. As stated above, the Disciplinary
Authority has proved the same satisfactorily in respect of Point
Nos. 1,3 to 6 and the disciplinary authority has failed to prove
point No.2.

31. Thus the DGO has failed to maintain absolute integrity,
devotion to duty and acted in a manner of unbecoming of a

Government Servant.

32. Point NO.7:- For the reasons discussed above, I proceed

to pass the following:-

ORDER ::

The Disciplinary Authority has satisfactorily proved
the charge Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and thereby proved that, DGO-
Sri S.P. Kadabalakatti, Panchayath Development Officer,
Rajura Grama Panchayathi, Rona Taluk, Gadag District

committed mis-conduct as enumerated U/R 3(1) (i) to (iii)

of Karnataka Civil Service (Conduct) Rules, 1966.

33. Hence this report is submitted to Hon’ble Upalokayukta

-1 for kind perusal and for further action in the matter.

Dated this the 28th day of April, 2018

-sd/-
(Somaraju)
Additional Registrar Enquiries-4,
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bangalore.
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ANNEXURE
LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF
DISCIPLINARY AUTHORITY:
PW-1 :-Sri Sanganagowda (Police Inspector, 1.O))

LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF THE
DEFENCE:
DW-1:- Sri S.P. Kadabalakatti (DGO)

LIST OF EXHIBITS MARKED ON BEHALF OF

DISCIPLINARY AUTHORITY

Ex.P-1: Certified copy of description of beneficiaries under
Indira Awaz Yojana during the year 2011-12

Ex.P-2: Certified copy of the letter of Police Inspector,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Gadag dated: 10/05/2012

Ex.P-3: Certified copy of the estimate report

Ex.P3(a): Relevant entry in Ex.P3

Ex.P-4. Certified copy of the book distribution extract for
year 2011-2012

Ex.P4(a): Relevant entry in Ex.P4

Ex.P-5: Certified copy of the 13th financial scheme for the
year 2011-12

Ex.P-5(a): Relevant entry in Ex.P5

Ex.P-6:  Certified copy of the cash book extract showing
amount of Rs. 2,80,242/-

Ex.P-7: Certified copy of the cash book extract showing
cheque register No. 242464 with certified copy of
the enclosures

Ex.P-7(a): Relevant entry in Ex.P7

Ex.P-8,P9: Certified copy of the bills (cheque NOs. 242463 and
242462 respectively)

Ex.P-10: Certified copy of the voucher

Ex.P-11: Certified copy of the muster roll

Ex.P-12: Certified copy of the letter of PDO, Grama
Panchayath, Rajur, Rona Taluk, Gadag dated:

04/01/2012 addressed to E.O. Taluk Panchayath,
Rona (containing three sheets)

Ex.P-13: Certified copy of the letter of E.O. Taluk
Panchayath, Rona dated: 23/01/2012 addressed to
Panchayath Development Officer, Rajuru

(containing three sheets)

Ex.P14: Comments of the DGO (original)

LIST OF EXHIBITS MARKED ON BEHALF OF DGO:
Ex.D-1:-Certified copy of the report (containing 9 sheets)
Ex.D-2:-Demand register extract (containing 15 sheets)




25 ARE-4/ENQ-106/15

Ex.D-3:-Original certified affidavit letter given by PDO, Grama
Panchayath, Rajur with certified copy of the
enclosures (containing 12 sheets)

Ex.D-4:-Certified copy of the proceedings book (containing 5
sheets)

Ex.D-5:-Certified copy of the estimate value of 0.24 lakhs
(containing 8 sheets)

Ex.D-6:- Certified copy of the estimate value of 0.35 lakhs
(containing 26 sheets)

Dated this the 28th day of April, 2018

-Sd/-
(Somaraju)
Additional Registrar Enquiries-4,
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bangalore.






