GOVERNMENT OF KARNATAKA

KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No. UPLOK-1/DE/1 16/2016/ARE-14 Multi Storied Buildings,
Dr.B.R.Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001,
Date:18/10/2019

RECOMMENDATION

Sub:- Departmental inquiry against;

1) Sri S.M. Rafeeq, Chief Officer (Basically Office
Manager), Town Municipal Council, Bhatkal, Uttara
Kannada District.

2) Smt. Kavitha, Accountant, Town Municipal Council,
Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District.

Ref:-1) Government Order No.8®3 25 @008 2016 Bengaluru

dated 13/04/2016 and its Corrigendum dated
09/06/2016.

2) Nomination order No.UPLOK-1/DE/116/2016
Bengaluru dated 28/04/2016 of Upalokayukta-1,
State of Karnataka, Bengaluru.

3) Inquiry Report dated 16/10/2019 of Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-14, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru

The Government by its Order dated 13/04/2016 read with
its Corrigendum dated 09/06/2016 initiated the disciplinary
proceedings against (1) Sri S.M. Rafeeq, Chief Officer (Basically
Office Manager), Town Municipal Council, Bhatkal, Uttara
Kannada District and (2) Smt. Kavitha, Accountant, Town
Municipal Council, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District (hereinafter
referred to as Delinquent Government Official’s 1 and 2 for short
as ‘DGO-1 and DGO-2 respectively’) and entrusted the

Departmental Inquiry to this Institution.
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No. UPLOK-1/DE/116/2016/ARE-14

25 This Institution by Nomination Order No.UPLOK-1/DE/116/
2016 dated 28/04/2016 nominated Additional Registrar of
Enquiries-7, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru, as the Inquiry
Officer to frame charges and to conduct Departmental Inquiry
against DGOs 1 & 2 for the alleged charge of misconduct, said to
have been committed by them. Subsequently by Order No.
UPLOK—1&;2/DE/Transfers/2018, dated 06/08/2018, Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-14 was re-nominated as Inquiry Officer to

conduct Departmental inquiry against DGOs 1 and 2.

3. The DGO-1 Sri S.M. Rafeeq, Chief Officer (Basically Office
Manager), Town Municipal Council, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada
District and DGO-2 Smt. Kavitha, Accountant, Town Municipal
Council, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District were tried for the

following charge:-

That you-DGO No.1) Sri.S.M. Rafeeq, Chief Officer (originally
designated as Office Manager), TMC, Bhatkal, Uttara
Kannada District and 2) Smt. Kavitha, Accountant, TMC,

Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District- while discharging your

a) The Education qualification of the workers to be supplied
by the bidder was prescribed in condition No.8 of the
tender publication dated 25/11/2013. But the tender was
accepted even though the bidder had not furnished the
education qualification of the workers proposed to be
supplied to work and the bid offered by Sri. Govinda
Nayaka was accepted disregarding non-furnishing the

education qualification of the workers.
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b) You-DGO Nos.1 and 2 have made payment of
Rs.28,74,372/- to Sri. Govinda Nayaka - Contractor
through cheque deducting only an amount of Rs. 14,280/-
towards income tax as against Rs.28,744 /- and thereby

caused loss of Rs.14,464/- to the Government.

and thereby you failed to maintain absolute integrity and
devotion to duty and committed an act which is unbecoming
of Government Servants and thus you are guilty of
misconduct under Rule 3(1)(i) to (iii) of KCS (Conduct) Rules
1966.

4. The Inquiry Officer (Additiohal Registrar of Enquiries-14) on
proper appreciation of oral and documentary evidence has held
that the Disciplinary Authority has proved the above charge
against DGO-1 Sri S.M. Rafeeq, Chief Officer (originally designated
as Office Manager), Town Municipal Council, Bhatkal, Uttara
Kannada District and DGO-2 Smt. Kavitha, Accountant, Town

Municipal Council, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District.

S 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.

6. As per the First Oral Statement submitted by DGO-1 and
DGO-Z;

iy DGO-1 Sri S.M. Rafeeq has retired from service on
30/04/2016.

ii) DGO-2 Smt. Kavitha is due to retire from service on
31/05/2051.
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» Having regard to the nature of charge proved against DGO-1

Sri S.M. Rafeeq and DGO-2 Smt. Kavitha,;

1) it is hereby recommended to the Government for
imposing penalty of withholding 10% of pension
payable to DGO-1 Sri S.M. Rafeeq, Chief Officer
(Basically Office Manager), Town Municipal Council,
Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District for a period of 10
years and also for recovering a sum of 37,232/~ from

the pension payable to DGO-1 Sri S.M. Rafeeq;

1) it is hereby recommended to the Government for
imposing penalty of Withholding four annual
increments  payable to DGO-2 Smt. Kavitha,
Accountant, Town Municipal Council, Bhatkal, Uttara
Kannada District with cumulative effect and also for
recovering a sum of %7,232/- from the salary and

allowances payable to DGO-2 Smt.Kavitha.

1

Action taken in the matrer shall be intimated to this

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

o b

{(JUSTICE N. ANANDA)
Upalokayukta-1, L Z/D
State of Karnataka,
Bengaluru
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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No. UPLOK-1/DE/116/2016/ARE-14 M.S.Building
Dr.B.R. Ambedkar Road
Bangalore-560 001
Date: 16/10/2019

ENQUIRY REPORT

Present : Smt. K.Bhagya, Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-14
Karnataka Lokayukta
Bangalore.

Sub: Departmental Enquiry against 1. Sri.S.M.Rafeeq, Chief
Officer(originally designated as Office Manager). TMC,
Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District and 2. Smt. Kavitha,
Accountant, TMC, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District-reg.

Ref: 1. Report u/s 12(3) of the K.L Act, 1984 in
Compt/Uplok/BGM-7629/2015/ARE-6,
Dtd.,19.2.2016.

2. Government Order No.7gw 25 Good 2016,
Zonsed., &:13.4.2016 Corrigendem Dt:9.6.2016.

3. Nomination Order No.Uplok-1/DE/116/2016,
Bangalore, dtd:28.4.2016 of Hon’ble Upalokayukta.,

4. Note No.Uplok-1&2/DE/Transfers/2018
Dt: 6.8.2018

* Kk k %

The complainant by name Sri. Anilkumar Jettappa Naik, Durga

Parameshwari Road, Mundalli Village & Post. Bhatkal Taluk, Uttara Kannada

District has filed the complaint against 1. Sri.S.M.Rafeeq, Chief Officer

(originally designated as Office Manager). TMC, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada

v



District and 2. Smt. Kavitha, Accountant, TMC, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada

District alleging misconduct.

2. After completion of the investigation, a report was sent to the Government
u/s 12(3) of the Karnataka Lokayukta Act as per reference No.l. In pursuance
of the report the Government of Karnataka was pleased to issue the G.O. Dtd.,
13.4.2016 and corrigendum Dt: 9.6.2016 authorizing the Hon'ble Upalokayukta
to hold enquiry as per reference No.2. In pursuance of the G.O., the
nomination was issued by the Hon'ble Upalokayukta-1 on 28.4.2016
authorizing ARE-7 to hold enquiry and to report as per reference No. 3 and this

file is transferred from ARE-7 to ARE-14 as per reference No.4.

3. On the basis of the nomination, the Articles of Charge against 1.
Sri.S.M.Rafeeq, Chief Officer (originally designated as Office Manager). TMC,
Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District and 2. Smt. Kavitha, Accountant, TMC,
Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District framed by the then Additionial Registrar of
Enquiries-7 which includes Articles of Charge at Annexure-I and Statement of
Imputation of Misconduct at Annexure No.Il are the following and the same
was sent to 1. Sri.S.M:Rafeeq, Chief Officer (originally designated as Office
Manager). TMC, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District and 2. Smt. Kavitha,
Accountant, TMC, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District on 5.7.2016.

ANNEXURE-I
CHARGE:

4. While you DGO No.1 Sri. Sri.S.M.Rafeeq, Chief Officer (originally
designated as Office Manager). TMC, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District

and 2) Smt. Kavitha, Accountant, TMC, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District

&,

while discharging your duties:



a. The Education qualification of the workers to be supplied by the
bidder was prescribed in condition No. 8 of the tender publication dated
25.11.2013. But the tender was accepted even though the bidder had
not furnished the education qualification of the workers proposed to be
supplied to work and the bid offered by Sri. Govinda Nayaka was
accepted disregarding non-furnishing the education qualification of the

workers.

b. You-DGO Nos.1 and 2 have made payment of Rs.28,74,372/- to
Sri. Govinda Nayaka — Contractor through cheque deducting only an
amount of Rs.14,280/- towards income tax as against Rs.28,744/- and

thereby caused loss of Rs.14,464 /- to the government.

and therefore, you DGO 1 and 2 have failed to perform your official
duty properly and did not maintain absolute integrity and devotion to
duty and committed an act which is unbecoming of Government
Servants and therefore you DGOs 1 and 2 are guilty of misconduct under

Rule 3(1)(i) to (iii) of KCS (Conduct) Rules 1966.

ANNEXURE-I1
STATEMENT OF IMPUTATION OF MISCONDUCT

5.  An investigation was taken up under section 9 of Karnataka Lokayukta
Act 1984, on the complaint filed by Sri. Anilkumar Jetteppa Naik - Durga
Parameshwari Road, Mundalli Villge and Post. Bhatkal Taluk, Uttara Kannada
District(hereinafter referred to as complainant for short against 1 Sri.
Sri.S.M.Rafeeq, Chief Officer (originally designated as Office Manager).
TMC, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District and 2) Smt. Kavitha, Accountant,
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TMC, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District(herein after referred to as
Delinquent Government Officials, in Short “DGO No.1 & 2) alleging that

they being Government Servants, have committed misconduct.

6. According to the Complainant: Chief Officer and Junior Engineer
of Bhatkal TMC have misused their powers and appointed the
Supervisors and works without following the prescribed conditions of
Education qualification under in UGD work and have given tender to
Vishwasi Security Services though they do not have the VAT registration
and they have paid less EPF amount for workers and created bills by

using the names of workers.

7. Thereafter, the complaint was referred to the Chief Engineer, TAC in
Karnataka Lokayukta i.e., our institution for investigation and report.
Sri. H.R.Narayanarao, Audit Officer-1I, TAC, KLA, Bangalore (who will be
hereinafter referred to as [.O. for short). After investigation, the I.O.
submitted his report and stated that, the bid offered by Sri. Govinda
Nayaka was accepted though education qualification of workers was not
furnished though minimum qualification of workers to be supplied was
prescribed and while making payment an amount of Rs. 14,280/- only
was deducted as against Rs.28,744/- towards income tax for the
payment of Rs.28,74,372/- and DGO No.l1 and 2 are responsible for the

misconduct.

8. Thereafter comments/objections have been called for from the DGOs

on the said report and they have submitted their reply.

A,



9. Consideration of material on record shows that:

a. The Education qualification of the workers to be supplied by the
bidder was prescribed in condition No.8 of the tender publication
dated 25.11.2013. But, the tender was accepted even though the
bidder had not furnished the education qualification of the workers
proposed to be supplied to work and the bid offered by Sri. Govinda
Nayak was accepted disregarding non-furnishing the education
qualification of the workers.

b. The DGO Nos.1 and 2 have made payment of Rs.28,74,372/- to Sri.
Govinda Nayak -Contractor through cheque deducting only an
amount of Rs.14,280/- towards income tax as against Rs.28,744/-

and thereby caused loss of Rs.14,464/- to the government.

~r

10. In view of the facts stated above and on considering the material on record,
comments of the DGOs have not been found satisfactory to drop the

proceedings.

11. Said facts supported by the material on record show that the DGOs, being
public servants, have failed to maintain absolute integrity besides devotion to
duty and acted in a manner unbecoming of Government servants, and thereby

committed misconduct and made themselves liable for disciplinary action.

12. Since said facts and material on record prima facie show that the DGOs
have committed misconduct under Rule 3(1) of the KCS Conduct Rules, 1966,
recommendation is made under Section 12(3) of the Karnataka Lokayukta Act,
to the Competent Authority to initiate disciplinary proceedings against the
DGOs and to entrust the inquiry to this Institution under Rule 14-A of the

Karnataka Civil Services (Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules, 1957.
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13. The Government after considering the recommendation made in the
report, entrusted the matter to the Hon’ble Upalokayukta to conduct
departmental/disciplinary proceedings against the DGO Nos.1 and 2 and to

submit report.

14. The said Articles of Charge served on the DGO No. 1 and 2, and the
DGOs appeared before this authority on 16.8.2016 and their First Oral
Statement under Rule 11(9) of the KCS(CCA) Rules, 1957 was recorded. The
DGOs had denied the charges.

15. The DGO., No. 1 and 2 had filed their written statement. The DGO No.1
had contended that, the appointment of the alleged Supervisors or workers is
not made by him. But, had been done by the Dy. Commissioner of Uttara
Kannada District after considering the tender conditions. Further, the
investigation by the Lokayukta Audit Officer has disclosed that, all the
allegations of VAT registration or paying less EPF etc., are not substantiated.
Regarding the first charge, there was compliance to the said condition No. 8 of
the published tender notification. Regarding the second charge, the total
income tax of Rs. 28,744 /- has been recovered from Sri. Govinda Nayak - the

contractor and credited to the concerned Government Authority.

16. The DGO No. 2 had contended that, she has been appointed as Accounting
Consultant in TMC, Bhatkal as per the order of the Dy. Commissioner in O.M.
dated:5.10.2012 on contract basis and have reported at Bhatkal TMC before
DGO No.1 on 10.10.2012. She had also contended that, an income tax
amount of Rs. 28,744 /- has been recovered and the necessary TDS Annexure

dlso furnished.

17. Hence, DGO No.l and 2 have prayed to exonerate them from the present

L

proceedings.



18. The Disciplinary Authority has examined the complainant as PW-1 and

the 1.O. as PW-2, Ex.P1 to P9 got marked. The DGO No.l and 2 got examined
as DW1 and DW2 and Ex.D1 to D4 got marked on behalf of DGOs.

19. The points that arise for my consideration are:

Point No.l : Whether the charges framed against the DGO No. 1 and 2
are proved by the Disciplinary Authority?

Point No.2 : What order?

20. Heard, perused the entire case record and the written brief filed by the

learned Defence Assistant.
21. My answer to the above points is as hereunder:

Point No. 1 : In the Affirmative
Point No. 2 : As per final order for the following ;

REASONS

22. Point No.l: The Complainant by name Sri. Sri. Anilkumar Jettappa Naik,
Durga Parameshwari Road, Mundalli Village & Post. Bhatkal Taluk, Uttara
Kannada District has filed the complaint against 1. Sri.S.M.Rafeeq, Chief
Officer(originally designated as Office Manager). TMC, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada
District and Junior Engineer of TMC, Bhatkal U.K.District, alleging misconduct

and dereliction of duty.

23. The allegation of the complainant is that, the Chief Officer and Junior
Engineer of Bhatkal TMC have misused their powers and appointed the
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Supervisors and Workers without following the prescribed conditions of
Education qualification under in UGD work and they gave tender to Viswasi
Security Services, though, they do not have the VAT registration and they have
paid the less EPF amount for workers and created the bills by using the names

of workers and there by misappropriated the amount.

24. In the complainant, the complaint was made against the Chief
Officer as well as the Junior Engineer Venkatesh Navuda. But, after
investigation by this institution, the investigation report revealed that, the bid
offered by Sri. Govinda Naik was accepted though education qualification of
workers was not furnished, though minimum qualification of workers to be
supplied was prescribed and while making payment of Rs.28,74372/- to Sri.
Govinda naika, the Contractor, through cheque only deducted an amount of
Rs.14,280/- towards Income Tax as against Rs. 28,744 /- and thereby caused
loss of Rs.14,464 /- to the Government. So, on the basis of the investigation
report, a report under Sec. 12(3) of Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984 was
sent against the present DGOs i.e., S.M. Rafeeq, Chief Officer, TMC,
Bhatkal and Smt. Kavitha, Accountant, TMC, Bhatkal, Uttarakannada
District.

25. The Defence of the DGO No.1 is that, the appointment of the alleged
Supervisors or workers is not made by him. But, had been done by the Dy.
Commissioner of Uttara Kannada District after considering the tender
conditions. Further, the investigation by the Lokayukta Audit Officer has
disclosed that, all the allegations of VAT registration or paying less EPF etc.,
are not substantiated. Regarding the first charge, there was compliance to the
said condition No. 8 of the published tender notification. Regarding the second
charge, the total income tax of Rs. 28,744/- has been recovered from Sri.

Govinda Nayaka — The contractor and credited to the concerned Government
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Authority.



26. The Defence of the DGO No.2 is that, she has been appointed as
Accounting Consultant in TMC, Bhatkal as per the order of the Dy
Commissioner in O.M. dated:5.10.2012 on contract basis and have reported #t
Bhatkal TMC before DGO No.1 on 10.10.2012. She had also contended tha;{,
an income tax amount of Rs. 28,744 /- has been recovered and the necessary

TDS Annexure also furnished.

27. Here, the complainant by name, Anil Kumar Naik got examined as PW1.
he had deposed before this authority in his chief examination saying that, in
the year 2015 the underground drainage work was given to viswas Security
Services on tender. But, the Viswas Secureity Services has given the
employement for non-qualified persons. Without obtaining VAT certiﬁcaté,
tender was given to the said viswas Security Services. The DGO No. land 2
Venkatesh lavada and Govinda Naik are responsible officers for these

discrepancies. Hence, he had lodged this complaint against them.

28. The said complaint is got marked as Ex.P1 and form No. I and II are got
marked as Ex.P2 and P3 respectively and the details of bill furnished along
with the complaint is marked as Ex.P4, the UGD works attendance register is
marked as Ex.PS, copy of employees PF list is marked as Ex.P6. These are all

the documents on which the complainant had relied upon.

29. As already observed above, the complainant had complained against the
Chief Officer of TMC, Bhatkal and the Jr. Engineer Venkatesh Navada in the
complaint. Before this authority, he had complained against the Engineel;,
Venkatesh Navada and the contractor Govinda Naik. But, after investigation

by this authority, a report under Sec. 12(3) of the Karnatka Lokayukta Act had

sent against these two DGOs only.
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30. Here, the 1.O. H.R.Narayana Rao, Accounts Superintendent got examined
as PW-2. He had deposed before this authority in his Chief Examination
saying that, on 3.8.2015 he had obtained all certified copies of the documents
pertaining to this complaint. (The said documents which are in 436 pages got
marked as Ex.P7). The objection filed by DGO No.1 dated 6.3.2015 is got
marked as Ex.P8. The 1.0. had deposed that, in the objection statement, the
DGO had stated that, there was no such condition of education qualification
for the workers as per the tender notification. But, the tender notification
dated 25.11.2013 says about the educational qualification of the workers(The
said portion is got marked as Ex.P7(a)). I have gone through this Ex.P7. It

reads as, “ 8. ow® m0t IRGHI TERFIC/ANOON IND IBAT PR @brbeomoh

WECS BRONTIFT . Thus, the [.O. had deposed as, “18¢ «.5.5°0=3% Howo®

HOSRY Smmrdod wii Smhemh =RRQ” Further regarding the deduction of tax, the

1.0. had deposed in his chiel examination as, “3o®c® = 3%0.170Q wmeodh 304

L¥RROQTII  D0ms SIANIRNT. 3 W BHmd OCTiYR, TOsUR SRAmen 5 DOLR
<< Aeh = Ll SR L Al iy k) £ > S A

TowowEticd dD3_ wmeok Iorcws:, 14003 303 RS, WWOE 5 WONYR TOWCHTLI0I
ANRZ sweodh IoRonmh, IRI SRRY. 5 woor dowonmiiod 14,464/- Te. B0 ), STRCE

3orichm &t’.‘f mESHT VoPrIY RS Snudesd. o Z.)i‘? TE, 3800 WOROL TwRTE c‘v‘OSQ'*D‘E:._‘

-

DTN SHRDATES.  SBRcZ PISH Boro® HUMNYEL, NYOTE TRART TOMmem: &mecs 300

i 14,464/— T, XForcd mm o, ode 300 1 & 28¢ @SSP0 FWrR deem D TSrEind
— — i e — — B —=- Bty
SRAm3. & Wi 2.2.98038 J[THT IV FTRORT, noages”. Thus, as per 1.O. report

as well as his oral evidence, the DGO No. 1 had not mentioned the education
qualification for the workers in the tender notification. Further the DGO No.1
and 2 have not deducted the Income Tax amount of Rs. 28,744 /- but deducted
only Rs.14,464/-. Of course, this [.O. has been thoughrolly cross examined by

{3

the advocate for DGO’s. In the cross examination the [.O. had deposed as,
Homtf HUSTY Fo0FIT JTEE FZR SRS I3 YOO 20TE3 FOOPY.  &weed 3oR

Wi BROSY &mmE  AsdY Qomd Mo,  memb Isw  moohs, IOAT SHoIT S NORR

= _




MOWOGTHEIoS Smack SOR0LRY, 3BT IRB HEPETE, W TRWIRNE D0k RRIJY. 8:21.8.201580%;

©odTH WO SNTIY. g%gs ROFY JRBEC Y BOTF, WOIH WOITY IRTY [T VI

98 2008 MOCHY. T IBROHY FEROAFOE &.5°.000% XFETE 14,464/— SR T ONQ S0HT

gocke”.  Here, the defence of DGO No.1 and 2 is that, they have recovered Rs.

14,464 /- as TDS. But they have done it after lodging the present complaint

against them not before that, while discharging their duties.

31. Of course, in the complaint, the complainant had complained that, the
tender was given to one Viswas Security Services, which do not have the VAT
registration and they have paid less EPF amount for the workers and created
the bills by using the names of the workers. Regarding these allegations, the

I.O. had deposed in his cross examination as, “2z3% #3R0 IQex mois Snowed

BN Q0T IO, [ART TOOIPN U [RABET Q0T TO.  TRFET BTOR VST HrOT TH
MBS BNHFHT: WO AW, DWFOR WHIZ ARFS HFH IO an” Thus, the said
=

allegations have not been proved. Here, the DGO No.l and 2 got examined 4§
DW-1 and DW-2 and Ex.D1 to 4 got marked on their behalf. The DGO 1 and 2
have produced the documents such as reply given by them to this authority
and other documents relating to the said work and the documents regarding
the educational qualification of the workers. But, here it is important to note
that, the DGO No. 1 had got collected all these documents after the filing of
this complaint and produced before this authority. The charge is only as, “ the

education qualification of the workers to be supplied by the bidder was

prescribed on condition No. 8 of the tender publication dated 25.11.2013 but,

tender was accepted even though the bidder had not furnished the education

qualification of the workers proposed to be supplied to work”. Here, the DGO

No. 1 had not mentioned the education qualification of the workers in the
tender notification itsell and not obtained the necessary documents relating to
educational qualification of the workers by the said Viswas Security Services.

But after lodging complaint to this institution, the DGO No.1 had collected the

2,



documents relating to the educational qualification of the workers and
produced. Further, regarding charge No. 2, the DGO No.l1 and 2 have
recovered Rs.14,464/- after lodging this complaint and not before that, while
discharging their duty. Hence, under the above said facts and circumstances,
it can be said that, the Disciplinary Authority has proved the charges levelled
against the DGO No.1 and 2.  Hence, [ answer Point No.1 in the affirmative

and proceed to pass the following order.

ORDER

The Disciplinary Authority has proved the charges
framed against the DGO No.l. Sri. S.M.Rafeeq, Chief
Officer(originally designated as Office Manager). TMC,
Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District and 2. Smt. Kavitha,
Accountant, TMC, Bhatkal, Uttara Kannada District.

This report be submitted to the Hon'ble
Upalokayukta-I in a sealed cover forthwith.

Dated this the 16! October , 2019

\-b\gok_(-e
(K.BHAGYA),
Additional Registrar Enquiries-14,
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bangalore.



ANNEXURES

1?:’. Particulars of Documents
1 Witness examined on behalf of the D1s01p11nar_§_A_uthor1ty
PW-1: Sri.Anil Kumar Nalk(Orlgmal) T
| PW-2: Sri. H.R.Narayana Rao(Original)
2 | Documents marked on behalf of the D. A., Ex.P-1 to Ex.P-7
Ex.P-1: Complaint dated 13.1.2015(original)
Ex.P-2: Form No.I (original).
‘Ex. P-3: Affidavit (original).
Ex. P-4: Details of Bill (xerox).
'Ex. P-5: Attendance list of Feb 2014 (xerox)
'Ex. P- 6._E_m_ployees P.F. list (xerox)
' Ex. P-7: Lr. Addressed to Dy- Controller Dt:3.8.15 and |
enclosures (original)
'Ex.P-8: Lr. Addressed to ARE-6 dated: 6.3. 2015(or1g1r1a1)
| Ex.P-O: Enquiry report Dt: 21.8.2015(original)
3 Witness examined on behalf of the DGO.,
DW-1: Affidavit dated 31.1.19 & Cross examination (Original) |
DW-2: Affidavit dated 31.1.19 & Cross examination (Original)
4 Documents marked on behalf of the DGO

Ex.D-1: Reply to the notice dated 26.8. 2015(original)
Ex.D-2: Annexure — [I[(Blank Format- original)

'Ex.D-3: Attendance for the month Feb 2014 to Jan 2015
Ex.D-4: Lr. addressed ‘to ARE- -6 dt: 14.10.2015(original)

Dated this the 16th October, 2019

1 8
%o@(

(K.BHAGYA)
Additional Registrar Enquiries-14
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bangalore.






