GOVERNMENT OF KARNATAKA
2,

KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No. UPLOK-1/Dk/1103/2017/ARE-11 Multi Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001
Nate: 18/09/2021

RECOMMENDATION

Sub:- Departmental inquiry against;
Sri P. Jnaneshwar S/o. Parashuram, Assistant
Engineer, Bruhat Bengaluru Mahanagara Palike
Yelahanka Sub Division, Bengaluru — Reg.

Ref:- 1) Govt. Order No. Sv% 491 @oasfes 2017, Bengaluru
dated 27/10/2017.

2) Nomination order No.UPLOK-1/DE/1103/2017,
Bengaluru dated 13/11/2017 of Upalokayukta-1,
State of Karnataka, Bengaluru

3) Inquiry Report dated 9/9/2021 of Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-11, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.

The Government by its order dated 27/10/2017 initiated the
disciplinary proceedings against Sri P. Jnaneshwar S/o.
Parashuram, Assistant Engineer, Bruhat Bengaluru Mahanagara
Palike Yelahanka Sub Division, Bengaluru (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/ 1103/
2017, Bengaluru dated 13/11/2017 nominated Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-11, 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.
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fc The DGO Sri P. Jnaneshwar S/o. Parashuram, Assistant

Engineer, Bruhat Bengaluru Mahanagara Palike Yelahanka Sub

Division, Bengaluru was tried for the following charge:-
“003 XTFDd JITTE &.m@ﬁegoe 8T Ay LBoNnLRdI
R.R.N0.& ONOTOF PITRIVONTY  AZTODT  ©POHOITTON
ﬁés-wé :owreomg% OIRONY  20TT 201530H QYRIODY
BoNeedS 0.0.N0.&. JOEE Rodd 1, BoTerP@ om'e B
PADIE ?30@:35 Séd xowoc;sw%daw el Qe ATEZH B
TR0 18R AOWOTTeI0Z 201230  YIV0H  BFoT
SONYS WO° DOBRTOS ey oder o3P
dé.a.éa%”mraés-' OR00B Qm00s  24/11/201580%1 moE  4.20
notdowow  4.30 nodod BB[HODY :ome 53000350 0,3
LBONERT DTINT T8, 0HOBOT ¢VT TOODT Fe3e00HY
LTRHN0T 8R.17,000/- 0B, WBYONY BENER0B XwO
Teow) :oasae SpIalV el wj\ 300 FOTY IVTORTOORNHT
VOO Z QBT YWITII, ey VB DPOTIN & THPWT
B¥ray, dpeIBIIN RNTFd  SPFTOR INTYT  De8oNY
IBDEROBD NIFBI0N0T [EFY 8 TROT ey FIDFEIT
JONOeTE Newo JOPTA (IB3) 19668 oD 3(1) B (i)

00T (ii1)SRODY DIF BIOHZENTS¢O.

4. The Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of Enquiries-11) on
proper appreciation of oral and documentary evidence has held
that the Disciplinary Authority has proved the above charge
against DGO Sri P. Jnaneshwar S/o. Parashuram, Assistant
Engineer, Bruhat Bengaluru Mahanagara Palike Yelahanka Sub

Division, Bengaluru.

Sl On re-consideration of inquiry report and taking note of the

totality of the circumstances of the case, I do not find any reason
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to interfere with the findings recorded by the Inquiry Officer. It is
hereby recommended to the Government to accept the report of

Inquiry Officer.

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

to retire from service on 31/5/2039.

7. Having regard to the nature of charge (demand and
acceptance of bribe) proved against DGO Sri P. Jnaneshwar S/o.
Parashuram, Assistant Engineer, Bruhat Bengaluru Mahanagara
Palike Yelahanka Sub Division, Bengaluru, it is hereby
recommended to the Government for imposing penalty of

compulsory retirement from service on DGO Sri P.Jnaneshwar.

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

Authorify.
Connected records are enclosed herewith.

@“&;&rf (& Z 421
(JUSTICE B.S.PATIL)

Upalokayukta,
State of Karnataka,
Bengaluru
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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

NO.UPLOK-1/DE/1 103/2017/ARE-11 M.S.Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001,
Date: 09/09/2021.

“ENQUIRY REPORT:

Sub: Departmental ~— Enquiry against Sri
P.Jnaneshwar, S/o Parashuram, Assistant
Engineer, Yalahanka Sub Division,
Bruhath Bengaluru Mahanagara Palike,
Bengaluru -reg.

Ref: 1.Government Order No. Se3 491 aooxt
2017 Bengaluru, dated 27/10 /2017.

2. Nomination Order No.UPLOK-
1/DE/1103/2017, Bengaluru, dated
IS VA 2200 W

kxkkx
The Departmental Enquiry is initiated against
Sri P. Jnaneshwar, S/o Parashuram, Assistant Engineer,
Yalahanka Sub Division, Bruhath Bengaluru Mahanagara
palike, Bengaluru (hereinafter referred to as the

Delinquent Government Official, in short DGO).

=
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In view of Government Order cited at reference No.l, the
Hon’ble Upalokayukta vide order cited at reference No.2,
has nominated Additional Registrar (Enquiries-11) to
frame Articles of Charge and to conduct enquiry against
aforesaid DGO .

The complainant, Shri Y.B.Krishnamurthi of Yelahanka,
Bengaluru lodged computerised complaint dated
24/11/2015, before Lokayukta Police, that DGO, 28
Jnaneshwar S/o Parashuram, working as Assistant
Engineer, (Electrical) then, in BBMP, Yelahanka
Division, Bengaluru, on 20.04.2015, demanded illegal
gratification of Rs.18,000/- in his office, to clear
complainant’s bill of Rs. 18,00,000/-  with respect to
maintenance of street lights in ward number 1 and 5 of
Bengaluru. He has given his mobile that contains the
recording of conversation of demand of bribe on
23/04/2015. Based on complaint, the Lokayukta Police
laid the trap and caught DGO on 24/11/2015 between
4.20 p.m. to 4.30 p.m, while demanding and accepting
the said bribe amount.

On perusal of complaint, mahazars, FSL Report,
transcriptions of conversation between complainant and
DGO, Hon’ble Upalokayukta found prima-facie case and
forwarded report u/s 12(3) of Karnataka Lokayukta Act,
1984, to initiate disciplinary proceedings against the

D.G.O. The competent authority by its Order No. we 491

A
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woaofy 2017 Bengaluru, dated 27/10/2017 entrusted the

matter to Hon’ble Upalokayukta.

Notice of Articles of charge, statement of imputations of
wisconduct (details of clhiuge) witly list of wilnesses and
documents was served upon the D.G.O. The D.G.O.
denied the charges and claimed to be enquired. The
D.G.0O. has shown his date of retirement as 31/05/2039
and serving as Assistant Engineer (Electrical) in South
Zone BBMP, Jayanagar, Bengaluru in his First Oral
Statement dated 28/02/2018.

The Articles of charge framed is as follows:

*eRoWoT~1
BRCTNIRCTH

TTOOT FFFO IPFCWT L.2RJIIT 9T ey BongReds
2.2.00.2. ONONVTOT YPWTTVORTY FHONT WRODOITTN
3T, DEF LRI WBOONY Q0BT 2015830 @RORY
BoNFROS R.D.N0.&. WowE ol FoTePE B TE
aﬁo,Séﬁ ROWOFTLRT welhy Qe ATFBE TSmO AR
FOWOGTEIOZ 20128303 QRO

LFBoNT oMY WS WDORRTIS W R RTALHOIT
1)3?)3 q@mgr SwO0T HI003F:24-11-201580T %0 4-20
notdcom  4-30 ool ©WOHONY T FIe00SRT BT
30T R DTIINT TOF, OLOTOF YT JVODT FedoNY
LTRLHOWOT  Te.17.000/- VOBWII,  WIVCWA TBTNEHOW
REO TRy O, WHESHIF, W I TOTY

—
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BA00HTOOONET =0T T LT YUITWR, Q) ARBLL
DPOTOA B DPOT FrH, SRCBIIIN ITOFO  FFTIR
BTRNHYT  0eEONY  TBWDIROB WTFWI0WOT WA &
DROT JY) IJOFWT TINOET ACDD 0NN (I®3) 1966
podd () = (D) oom  (iil) dRonY
OTF BN BATHEO”.
7. The statement of imputations of misconduct (details of
charge) framed is as follows:

“wTwoT-2
BRCIBRETIBOD WT

CRWRCRE V0. FFSweds  $0.309/286, EmeNer  F.

NS INnT :ma)<5§ 0XOBO3, Longe® ITIT 2

{

N TS
_,\\J

3
O’(cJ, c

0808 SRS BeoDTR, FFOONTR IVT 12 ITETITOT 3
50T BREIX FTUONTIX  R.R.Q0.L.08  |MEE
So.1 BoBerP@® W) DTFE T0.5 HIRW Q00 Weh O
DTFBB FOWOOD MERONT, 20123¢ TOTY JEWEAORTHTIT.
RED ™H3R om0 2015 BIF0WT  J0METY  BTWONTOROTHT
30080 XWO WD QCJNY ATFBHD J0WOH Q) B3eOR 0T
dony DO, FOAW), FWO VD PORATD WREELD NI, 4 303
JpRGON  dey  Twe.17,000/-N¢  ©0BT  BEOWSY,  DETWED BeBT
[T, B Xowoy HJwOT 23-11-2015 som» Bw®, 3-00 Rown
DI 3ee8 WoRWON D) Te.17,000/- o D@D 23eRIODI),
DOOTVAT, IBO ©OUE BB, TR [RBFLD  TRTEVIT
DTOSRBNOBTR AIZT Ae) TR  WOBED &)wwd 8».17,000 /-n¥
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TEOWRL, De@L3eBOTH  wIVCWADH)TIR, BRTLVTTL ¥RT

%l,

BT FRDOAIROBT), ©ow  ER FOX  TRAAILYW

g‘i

NHOT FTR., WONSHTY onT BReToINT JRDeRTH, HT0T
-0

H ~

on
<

€

24-11-201530 23¢ed & TRTTY BH2HT3,

TRDTRTD HHAT  BHRTEY deroiny Dedeath dondem
INT BROCT TOBOR :ira'ﬁwads ﬁosjé.72/2015 FO0 70502 QJ003
24-11-2015 TOTH TFTLIWR, SROTVOVRZROT T[FPF TIFIWI
[ODOD, FOWOPTY a‘aéowwojoéﬁ ROV,

TRTL  TRDDT  WT IAIWOHTOONIL AT TOITE,
WTRIDRZROT TRVTTOR TOIOR :’m@%@&i DROT
WO0TBI,  IPX WOUT  FIFTX  TRDODL VW[
TRTOONOP 0B doRny, 34 JectdNIT, TORWMIBATY, IRCLT
BOLBNFR, WO 2P FoYoD e IERORBTY, F0IT TOWT
FHTF TO3RENT  TOWTVRDONT,, AFIRY DWW, W WYTD
BT BoNYNDS WINEBY, SEODIYIT  W.R.D0.L.  FHeOOD
RTFIOH  DBROLIHT  TL3edoLY T DF oW A FOIN
23eed TRRTN Dexy JITW AYHOTT RITI 502 4-20 00T 4-
30 7Moo  ©RnOIONG  TReITRTOOT  8R.17.000/-18  ©03T
TEOT, TERIRORT;, IWO TEOTW, FRTVHTOOONTIT
TIDRRBLOW  B[ORTILRTT  NIDTW B TOLTORVONT,
TRFSRANIH. FVINTOTY IALTVHFTOONBT BRWEHRTT, Towd
HONR [BC ToFHOST TEPINTI), oD SRREROBTLTT B
dey A, VD3 BePTODI), B00HTOODTT  HWN0T  FPLITOSCO,
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The D.G.O. has denied the allegations in his

IRZRROW

written statement and stated that Lokavyvukta Police

have registered the case for statistical purpose.
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is no demand and acceptance of bribe. There was no

work of complainant for which official favour could be

shown, and has prayed to drop the proceedings.

9. The points that arise for consideration are as

follows:

(1) Whether the disciplinary authority proves that
the D.G.O. has on 24/11/2015 between 4.20
p.m and 4.30 p.m., in his office has demanded
and accepted bribe of Rs.17,000/- from
complainant for passing the bill of
Rs.18,00,000/-, and thereby, has committed
misconduct, dereliction of duty, acted in a
manner unbecoming of a Government Servant
and not maintained absolute integrity violating
Rule 3(1)(i) to (iii) of K.C.S. (Conduct) Rules,
19667

(2) What findings?

10. (a)  The disciplinary authority has examined shadow
witness as P.W.1 and got Ex.Pl to & marked,
complainant as P.W2 and got Ex.P9 marked,
Investigating Officer as P.W.3 and got Ex.P10 to Ex.P17

marked, o o et e mme e

s

a\>\H
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(b) The D.G.O. has denied the allegations of above
witnesses in his questionnaires and got Ex.D1
marked in evidence of P.W.2, Ex.D2 marked in
evidence of P.W.3 and Ex.D3 marked in evidence of
P.W.1. He has produced the certified copy of
Judgment dated 22/03/2019 passed in Spl.C.C.
No.74/2017 by learned LXXVII ACC&S.J & S.J,
Bengaluru, along with his written arguments.

11. Perused Written Arguments of both sides and all
documents.

12. The answers to the above points are:

(1) In the Affirmative.

(2) As per final findings, for the following.

REASONS

13.  (a) Point No.1:- P.W.1 Shri. D. Mathew, shadow

witness, has deposed that on 24/11/2015 at about
1.15 p.m, he and another witness, Shri. G.
Srinivasaiah, went to Lokayukta Police Station and met
the Police Inspector, R. Sudhir. The
complainant/P.W.2 was also there. Another Police
Inspector, Shri. Ravishankar was also there. P.W.2
gave the Investigating Officer, R. Sudhir/P.w.3, 4 notes
of Rs.500/- each. The Police prepared the attested
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copy of list of currency notes, Ex.P1. The Police then

applied phenolphthalein powder to the said notes.
They got the notes kept in the left side pant pocket of
P.W.2  through  Srinivasaiah. Invesligating
Officer/P.W.3 played the recording in mobile. It
contained demand of Rs.17,000/- as bribe. The hands
of Srinivasiah were washed in sodium carbonate
solution. It turned to pink colour. P.W.3/1.O0. gave
instructions to P.W.2 to give the amount only on
demand and after acceptance by DGO, to give signal by
wiping face with kerchief. Investigating Officer also
instructed P.W.1 to act as shadow witness. P.w.1 has
identified the attested copy of prep-trap panchanama,
Ex P2 All of them left to office of DGO ie., BBMP n
Amrutahalli Road, and reached there at 3.40 p.m.

(b) PW.1 and 2 went to meet the DGO in his
chamber. The DGO was about to have food. He
received the bribe amount with his right hand, counted
and kept in his left side front pant pocket. P.W.2 gave
signal and the police came there. The Investigating
Officer showed his identity card to the DGO., whom the
complainant/P.W.2 showed as DGO. Sodium
carbonate solution was prepared. The hands of DGO
were washed and solution turned to pink colour.

PW.1 removed the money from pant pocket of DGO.

A\

a\a\H
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The money was same as in the list of currency notes.

The left side pant pocket was also dipped in solution
and same turned to pink colour. The police prepared
the trap panchanama, Ex.P3. The statement of DGO
was taken, Ex.P4. The higher officer of DGO Shri.
Ramanjneya was called and voice of DGO was got
identified through him. The panchanma with respect
to voice identification was prepared, Ex.P5. The
conversation was transcribed, Ex.P6 and P7.

Attendance register copy was marked as Ex.P8.

(c) In cross examination, P.W.1 has identified his
deposition in SPLC.C. 74/2017, and same is marked
as Ex.D3. P.W.1 has admitted that, in Ex.D3, he had
stated that, the chamber of DGO was closed and he
was standing in front of another room. Further, in
Ex.D3, he has also stated that complainant came out
and gave signal, and then P.W.1 has gone inside along
with Investigating Officer. All this is in page 6, 2nd
paragraph of Ex.D3.

(d) Looking into P.W.1l's evidence in Ex.D3, this
Additional Registrar (Enquiries) finds that P.W.l's
evidence that he witnessed DGO demanding and
accepting tainted amount cannot be believed. So also,

his say that pant was dipped in solution and it turned
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to pink colour, cannot be believed, as PW3 has not said

about the same, nor FSL report dated 21/12/2016
shows presence of sodium carbonate in pant. But all
other things relating to the pre-trap and recovery of
tainted amount from DGO is believable.

l14.(a) Complainant/P.W.2 has deposed that his bill for
Rs.18,00.000/- with respect to maintenance of street
lights in ward No.l and 5 of BBMP was pending, and
to clear the same, the DGO demanded illegal
gratification of Rs.18,000/- on 20/04/2015 in DGO’s
office. He lodged complaint on 23/04/2015 before
Lokayukta Police Station. The police asked him to
record the conversation demanding bribe, in his
mobile. On the same day, he recorded conversation.
On 24/11/2015 he gave computerised complaint,
Ex.P9. He also gave 37 notes of Rs.500/- each,
totalling Rs.17,000/- to the police, to lay the trap. The
police prepared the list of currency notes. The Police
also applied powder to the notes. Srinivasa, another
panch witness counted the notes and kept the same in
his right side front pant pocket. Srinivasa's hands
were washed and the solution turned to pink colour.

The police took samples of same, and drew mahazar,

AEI
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(b) Further, P.W.2 has deposed that, all of them went

to office of DGO at 4.00 p.m. When he entered DGO'’s
office, DGO was going to open his Tiffin box. The
DGO signalled P.W.2 to wait. P.W.2's friend Kaushik
was with him. P.W.2 placed the tainted amount of
Rs.17,000/- on the table, and came out, and gave
signal by wiping face with kerchief. The Investigating
Officer and his staff came there, prepared solution,
and washed both hands of DGO in it. The solution
turned to pink colour. The staff of Investigating Officer
removed the currency notes from DGO'’s left side front
pocket. Alternate pant was arranged to DGO. The
conversation recorded in mobile was plaved.
Panchanma, Ex.P3 was drawn.

(c) P.W.2, in cross-examination by Presenting Officer
has denied that DGO received tainted cash from him,
counted and kept in his left side pant pocket. He has
stated that DGO demanded the amount.

(d) In cross examination by DGO, he has identified
his deposition in Spl. C.C. 74/2017 marked here as
Ex.D1. He has stated that his old bill till 01/07/2015
was cleared. His subsequent second bill was pending.
The said bill was to be placed on 30/11/2015. Bills
were paid through online in chronological order. He
has also stated that his friend Kaushik took him to

Lokayukta Police Station for lodging complaint. He

—t

oo\
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also states that, on instructions of Kaushik, he placed

the cash on the table. The said evidence is in page 4

paragraph no.9, 10% linc as under:

“On the instructions of Kaushik 1
placed the cash on the table”.

This goes to show that DGO lays defence that P.W.2 has
come to his office on 24/11/2015, and at 4.00 p.m. or
so, P.W.2 kept Rs.17,000/- on his table, and P.W.2’s
friend Kaushik was also there and Kaushik asked him to
place on the table. There is nothing that that DGO has
suggested that, it was against the wish of DGO that the
amount was kept. Further, DGO has not denied that
amount was recovered from his left side pant pocket of
DGO, and his hand wash turned to pink colour.
Obviously, the table where DGO accepted that tainted
money which was kept, was DGQO’s office table, which

means DGO accepts the possession of said amount.

(e) Ex.D1, page 8, last para, this P.W.2 in criminal
proceedings has stated that, when he went into the
chamber of accused/DGO, the accused made signal by
hand, not to pay bribe amount, but at instance of
Kaushik, P.W.2, he kept that bribe amount on table. He

has also stated that he was sitting outside chamber and

=
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() [t is pertinent to note that, even in criminal

proceedings, it is contended that the amount was kept on
the table of DGO, by which possession is accepted.
Obliviously, the tainted amount of Rs.17,000/- cannot
jump from the table into left side front pant pocket of
DGO. It is not the case of DGO, here or in criminal
proceedings that hand wash did not turn into pink
colour or somebody thrust money into DGO’'s pant
pocket. Therefore, in entirety, the possession of tainted
amount being admitted that it was kept on table of DGO,
and recovered from pant pocket, and hand wash ot DGO
having turned to pink colour, proves the case against
DGO. Mere stating wrong total number of notes as 37
instead of 34, does not give room or suspicion, as
normally man commits mistakes in calculation and
numbers. Even stating in criminal proceedings that PW2
was sitting outside chamber does not imply that he has

not seen the trap proceedings and on-goings on the spot.

(a) P.W.3/1.0. Shri. R.Sudhir, Police Inspector has
deposed about the entire pre-trap and trap procedure.
He has stated that he registered the complaint at
Cr.No.72/15, and has identified the certified cpy of FIR,
Ex.P10. He got 2 witnesses, P.W.1 and G. Srinivasiah
for this matter. P.W.2/complainant gave 34 notes of

Rs.500/- each. He got phenolphthalein powder applied

—

AP
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to the notes and got them kept in left side pant pocket of

P.W.2 through Srinivasaiah. He then got sodium
carbonate solution prepared through his staff and got
hands of Srinivasiah washed in solution. The solution
turned to pink clour. He then states that he gave
instructions to P.W.2 to give the amount only on
demand, and after DGO receives, to give the signal by
wiping face with kerchief. He instructed P.W.1 to follow
P.W.2 and tell him about the things that happened.
P.W.3/1.0. has identified pre-trap panchanama, Ex.P2.
He got pre-trap procedure Videographed too and burnt to
C.D.
(b) P.W.3 then states that, all reached DGO'’s office at
4.15 p.m., P.W.2 and 1 both went to DGOs’ office. At
4.30 p.m., P.W.2/complainant gave signal by wiping his
face with kerchief. He went with his staff and another
witness there. The DGO was preparing to have lunch.
P.W.3 introduced himself to DGO. P.W.3 got sodium
carbonate solution prepared and got DGOs both hands
washed in two separate bowls. Both solutions turned to
light pink colour. P.W.3 asked DGO about the money and
DGO said, it is in his left side pant pocket. P.W.3 got the
same removed through P.W.1. The notes were matching
with the list , Ex.P1. P.W.3 got the file of complainant

from DGO and the attested copies are marked as Ex.P11.

AN
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pant of DGO. He got the conversation recorded in mobile
transcribed, Ex.P7. The voice of DGO was identified by
his superior officer, Shri.Ramanjneya, Ex.P13. He got
report from FSL, Ex.P14 and 16 with respect to C.D, the
solutions and notes. Sketch of spot was got prepared
from P.W.D. officials, Ex.P15. P.W.3 has got certificate
u/s 65B of Indian Evidence Act, marked as Ex.P17. All
the documents marked are attested copiles.

(e) P.W.3, in cross-examination has denied all
suggestion that the procedure was not followed.  His
deposition in Spl. C.C.74/2017 is marked as Ex.D2. Even
in Ex.D2, nothing useful to defence is elicited 1n cross-

examination.

The certified copy of Judgment dated 22/03/2019 in
Spl.C.C.74/2017 passed by learned LXXVII ACC&SJ &S,
Bengaluru is produced. The accused is acquitted on the
ground that complaint itself is pre-mature and demand

and acceptance is not proved beyond all reasonable doubt.

This matter is disciplinary proceedings wherein
disciplinary authority has to prove the charges based on
preponderance of probabilities and not beyond reasonable
doubt. Acquittal in Spl. C.C. No0.74/2017 does not help
the DGO in this matter, as these proceedings are different

from Criminal proceedings, and this principle is laid down

~
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in decision reported in KCCR 1.6.18 (SN156)(SC)184 and

AIR 1954 SC 375 between Venkataraman V/s Union of
India. In Criminal proceedings guilt is fo he proved
beyond reasonable doubt, while in disciplinary

proceedings, it is based on preponderance of probabilities.

The admission by DGO that tainted amount of
Rs.17,000/- was kept on his table, in this proceedings, as
well as in criminal proceedings and that he accepted the
same, as recovery from pant pocket is not disputed herein,
as also reasoned in paragraph 14(f), 13(d) of this report,
and that complainants work was pending and file, Ex.P11
was also recovered from DGO, with evidence of P.W.1 to
3 and other exhibits clearly proves that the DGO on
24/11/2015 at about 4.30 p.m. received bribe of
Rs.17,000/- from complainant to pass pending bill of
Rs.18,00,000/-. The Additional Registrar Enquiries finds
that the disciplinary authority has proved the charges
against the DGO. The DGO has committed misconduct,
acted in a manner unbecoming of a Government Servant,
dereliction of duty and not maintained absolute integrity,

viclating  Rule 3(1)(i) to (iii) of K.C.S. (Cenduct) Rules,

1966. Accordingly this point is answered in the
Affirmative.
Point No.2:- For the aforesaid reasons this Additional

Registrar (Enquiries) proceeds to record the following:

s
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FINDINGS

The disciplinary authority has proved the
charges against the DGO.
Submitted to Hon'ble Upalokayukta for kind approval,

and further action in the matter.

=Y

(SACHIN KAUSHIK R.N.)
1/c Additional Registrar (Enquiries-11),
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bangalore.
ANNEXURE

List of witnesses examined on behalf of the Disciplinary
Authority:-

PW1:- Sri. D.Mathew
PW2:- Sri. Y.B. Krishnamurthy
PW3:- Sri. R.Sudhir

List of witnesses examined on behalf DGO:-Nil

List of documents marked on behalf of Disciplinary
Authority:-Nil

'Ex P1 Certified copy of list containing
. | numbers of currency notes.

 Ex P2 " Certified copy of pre-trap m mahzar

 Ex P3 Certified copy of trap panchanama
Esc P4 B Certlfled copy of statement of DGO. .
'Ex P5 " Certified copy  of another
| | panchanama. . -

'Ex P6 Certified copy of document

' containing typed conversation of
‘ ] ' DGO and complainant. |
' Ex P7 Certified copy of another document
‘contammg typed conversation of |

—
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' DGO and com plainant. l

-1

| Ex P8 | Certified copy of attendance register,

Ex P9  Certified copy of complaint.
' Ex P10 Certified copy of FSL report.
| Ex P11 | Certitied Ccopy of documents
, | pertaining to complainant.
'Ex P12  Certified copy of scene of occurrence
| rough sketch.
' Ex P13 Certified copy of report submitted by
| | Sri. Ramanjaneya.
'Ex P14 ;' Certified copy of report of mobile
! | conversation C.D.
'Ex P15  Certified copy of sketch of scene of
‘ occurrence submitted by P.W.D.
'Ex P16 Certified copy of Chemical Examiners

| Report.
Certified copy of letter submitted by

‘Ex P17

' PW3 under 65 B of Indian Evidence‘
Act. .'

List of documents marked on behalf of Defence:-

Certified copy of deposition of PW2 in
Spl.C.C. No0.74/2017 by learned LXXVII
ACC&S.J & S.J, Bengaluru

Ex D2

Certified copy of deposition of PW3 in
Spl.C.C. No0.74/2017 by learned LXXVII
ACC&S.J & S.J, Bengaluru

'Ex D3

Certified copy of Judgment dated
| 22/03/2019 passed in SplC.C.
' No.74/2017 by learned LXXVII
ACC&S.J & S.J, Bengaluru. |

&\ qalyy

(SACHIN KAUSHIK R.N.)
I/c Additional Registrar (Enquiries-11),
Karnataka Lokayukta,
... Bangalore.




_____ - —— s —— Sl — =

.
I
|
|
[
—
I




