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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No.UPLOK-1/DE/124/2021/ARE-18 Multi Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,

Bengaluru-560 001,
Dated 03.11.2022.

RECOMMENDATION

Sub:- Departmental inquiry against 1) Sri.
Sangamanatha, Asst. Executive
Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-Division,
Cada, Kalburgi District, 2) Sri.V.S.Patil,
Junior Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-
Division, Cada, Kalburgi District and 3)
Sri.Suresh B. Kummanna, Executive
Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-Division,
Cada, Kalburgi District - reg.

Ref:- 1) Government Order No.xmow 27 Zead
2021, Bengaluru, dated 12/07/2021.

2) Nomination order No.UPLOK-1/DE/
124 /2021, dated 27.07.2021 of the
Upalokayukta, State of Karnataka.

3) Inquiry report dated 21.10.2022 of
Additional Registrar of Enquiries-18,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru.

*kkk

The Government by its order dated 12-07-2021
initiated the disciplinary proceedings against 1) Sri.

Sangamanatha, Asst. Executive Engineer, Irrigation
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Project  Sub-Division, Cuada, Kalburgi District, 2)
Sri.V.3.Patil, Junior Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-
Division, Cada, Kalburgi District and 3) Sri.Suresh B.
Kummanna, Executive Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-
Division, Cada, Kalburgi District [hereinafter referred to
as Delinquent Government Officers/officials, for short as
‘DGO Nos.1 to 37 and entrusted the Departmental

Inquiry to this Institution.

2.  This Institution by Nomination Order No.UPLOK-1/
DE/124 /2021, dated 27.07.2021, nominated Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-18, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru, as the Inquiry Officer to frame charges and to
conduct departmental inquiry against DGO Nos.1 to 3 for
the alleged charge of misconduct, said to have been

committed by them.

3. The DGO No.l Sri.Sangamanatha, Asst. Executive
Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi
District, the DGO No.2 Sri.V.S.Patil, Junior Engineer,
Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District

and the DGO No.3 Sri.Suresh B. Kummanna, Executive
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Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi

District, were tried for the following charge:-

@ROLOT-1
BrcspdocTB-1

TROT . 20BNYR, HOdedTwoN, (1) e.IONITOF,
FTOONT  ToODNFTOOT  QOWACNT®, JeTHRO  SREBI
YOTOLN, 0@, FVLONE 8BS, (2) BL.0.X° .o,
$OO0D QOIONT', VeTORND CIRERT LLTRLON, FWo,
soONE  BG, DI (3) LeATeT 0. DI,
FOODNFTOOT Q[OLIONT®, eTOWO OIRCBN  YVTNLION,
@0, IVWONE VY, GO RFFD JFT0T AR
FOONE RBG 230230e® Towgds IYTOB NPT
RBRexs OB T [N TWIROT ODOINR DAY
3e03TRTR  OF  AOCR 50NN NOBRF  THD
TIOOT BRRWTT 0T NI WBRDT 0T
FeIONY AWT/OZ THTMOOONTY DeIF &R FBFBBRED
DANTOSEO.

3008 XTrd  J0BTT0B Y RTFD
ZemIooncy, A SIrEmRosehy  Homerr
BB,  ROTBRF  BIFE,  DFORT,  Spe0RT
TOBEWRE XeSBOR  STHRT  0e30NY  IBERRT,
37003 FTFD JIPTTTIT R TIoF 3T ATFO REe0
(3®3) JAODTR® 19668 o 3(1)(1) (i1) Be(iii)Se
QLOTBOD, WVYOR WIFBZ DFNGLD.
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4.  The Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of
Enquiries-18) on proper appreciation of oral and
documentary evidence has held that, the Disciplinary
Authority has ‘proved’ the above charge against the DGO
No.1 Sri.Sangamanatha, Asst. Executive Engineer,
Irrigation Projectv Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District,
the DGO No.2 Sri.V.S.Patil, Junior Engineer, Irrigation
Projecl Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District and the
DGO No.3 Sri.Suresh B, Kummanna, Executive
Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi

District.

S.  On re-consideration of report of inquiry and on
perusal of the entire records, I do not find any reason to
interfere with the findings recorded by the Inquiry
Officer. Therefore, it is hereby recommended to the

Government to accept the report of Inquiry Officer.

6. As per the First Oral Statement of DGO Nos.1 to 3,
furnished by the Inquiry Officer, DGO No.1 is due to

retire from service on 30.06.2035, DGO No.2 is due to

Y
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retire from service on 31.05.2023 and DGO No.3 has

retired from service on 30.04.2022.

7. Having regard to the nature of charge ‘proved’
against the DGO No.1 Sri.Sangamanatha, Asst. Executive
Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi
District, the DGO No.2 Sri.V.S.Patil, Junior Engineer,
Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District
and the DGO No.3 Sri.Suresh B. Kummanna, Executive
Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi
District and on consideration of the totality of
circumstances:-

1) “It is hereby recommended to the
Government to impose penalty of
withholding 03 annual increments
payable to DGO No.1 Sri.Sangamanatha,
with cumulative effect and penalty of
Rs.1,31,521/- has to recover from his
salary.

ii) It is hereby recommended to the
Government to impose penalty of

L
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withholding 03 annual increments
payable to NGO No.2 Sr1.V.S.Patil, with
cumulative effect and penalty of
Rs.1,31,521/- has to recover from his
salary.

iii) It is hereby recommended to the
Government to impose penalty of
withholding 05 % of pension payable to
the DGO No.3 Sri.Suresh B. Kummanna,
for a period of 01 year and penalty of
Rs.32,885/- has to recover from his

pension.”

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

Authority.

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

k'\ vo‘b\\“ widll

(JUSTICE K.N -PHANEENDRA)
Upalokayukta,
State of Karnataka.
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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No: UPLOK-1/DE/124 /2021 /ARE-18

M.S.Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru - 560 001.
Dated: 21/10/2022

ENQUIRY REPORT

Present : Rajakumar S. Amminabhavi
Addl. Registrar of Enquiries-18,
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.

Sub:-The departmental enquiry against (1) Sri
Sangamanatha, Assistant Executive Engineer,
Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi
District 2) Sri V.S. Patil, Junior Engineer, Irrigation
Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District and
(3) Sri Suresh.B.Kummanna, Executive Engineer,
Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi
District - reg.

Ref:- 1) G.O. No. zzmon 27 Read 2021 HBondwd dated:
12/07/2021.

2) Nomination order No. Uplok-1/DE/124/2021
Bengaluru, dated: 27/07/2021 of Hon'ble
Upalokayukta-1, Karnataka.

kkkkkk

The Departmental Enquiry is initiated against DGO’s
on the basis of the complaint lodged by one Sri Pramod S/o
Shivappa Metri, Advocate, Srirama Nagar Colony, Behind
Ashrama School Chandrapura, Chincholi Taluk, Kalaburgi
District (herein after referred as ‘Complainant’) against (1)

. Sri Sangamanatha, Assistant Executive Engineer, (2) Sri
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V.S. Patil, Junior Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-Division,
Cada, Kalburgi District and (3) Sri Suresh.B.Kummanna,
Executive Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada,
Kalburgi District (herein after referred to as the Delinquent
Government Official in short ‘DGO-1 to 3’) who lodged a
complaint before Karnataka Lokayukta that was taken up
for investigation u/s 9 of Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984.

Brief allegations made in the complaint are that:-

The brief averments of the complaint are that, the
DGO’s while carrying out the improvement of work, of

Ayacut road (soler ©3) from Nagaral cross to Yelmamadi

residential centre in Chincholi Taluk of Kalaburgi district
the work executed is of completely sub standard quality and
is not executed as per the sanctioned estimate which

results to dereliction of duty on the part of DGOs.

Therefore, after assessing all the records and reports, the
Hon’ble Upalokayukta has arrived at a conclusion that,
DGOs have committed misconduct as per rule 3(i) to (iii) of
KCSR (CCA) Rules, 1966. So, acting u/s 12(3) of Karnataka
Lokayukta Act, 1984, recommended to the Competent
Authority to initiate proceedings u/s 14-A of KCS (CCA)
Rules 1957 for initiating disciplinary proceedings against the
respondent no. (1) Sri Sangamanatha, Assistant Executive
Engineer, (2) Sri V.S. Patil, Junior Engineer, Irrigation
Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District and (3) Sri
Suresh.B.Kummanna, Executive Engineer, Irrigation Project

Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District and to entrust the
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departmental inquiry to this authority under Rule 14-A of

the Karnataka Civil Services (Classification, Control and
Appeal) Rules, 1957.

In view of Government Order cited at reference No.l the
Hon’ble Upalokayukta-1 vide Order cited at reference No.2
has nominated Additional Registrar Enquiries-18 to frame

Articles of Charge and to conduct enquiry against aforesaid
DGO’s.

On the basis of the nomination, Article of Charge was
prepared under Rule 11(3) of the KCS (CCA) Rules and was

sent to the DGO’s which is as follows;

ehuog-1
BremRiRess a:saé

TBROS  woINTR, ©odedRDoN, (1)  de.ROoNHTF, RTo0NT
FOODETOOT  [OWAONT®, CTOWO  03RCBRT  YVTJRLRN, Too, FTOWONF
RS, (2) 2LD.OF.IPLCLT, FOODH  QOWROHT’,  Jevwwmd  odeed
QTOLONR, Towo, TOLONE BG, WB. (3) BeRTeT 0 DI,
FOONETOOT  QORIONT®, NCTTO C3PCHRT  LVTILPON, ToT, TOLONE
RS, SO TTFO FCTITE e IOWINF VY B$0WRY ORI
39006 SHURTIO cdness 9B WIF FoNUeY TIR0T 0O IFE
30TRRVR TF Rpedm ToId BoTees 3D @EN0T 3PRTLIT
Q0T WP ODRRCOT  WOTORD  TeIODY QADBOZ  FOTMOOITY,
VF LA BIFBBRCT DANTHOELD.

STO0Z  RFFD  FOIV0RW e RTord  ReITOONG), I,
IWrRTOOSONY  WOBeF  TWpRWILS, FOoWeF  FIF DT,
BRcORT HORFHRE FeRTOR ITIYW 0edoNY SBDIROBW, Sreptart

XOFD TOYTTUE NEW) TooFed RTord Rewo (IVS) 0DTPRY 1966T
Rodad 3(1) (1)(il)Se(iii)Se D00TIONY, GOPOR IR DINQED.
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WROWO-2
Bdecemdacaod 238

BRDTC0eE de.Reens Be R ey, Jseo, SeToIHING
AR, UID oS SHogn, WOTRFNT, 28028ReY TOVRHP ST
YR AT D TR, NF0D3 FOONF ToOF
BRONOBTD, VeToRO 03esss YOT-DEToN, TolEO—BLLOAE, soonF RG;
2) ¢ D.9T TS, 00D OPONOBTD, AeTOTO O3eess YOT-Don,
ToWO —FOLWONF, TNE 2BG 3) 8. =Bez® . DI, TODF IO
©ROHOITJ, aecada Beexsd T-gn, T —ﬁemhr IONF 3G,
(ofn o] é:)dozs TBF, SR BBRT TR BT AQaTTRB.

. BADVTTD BT B0 3HedR ATNTOTT ébdad TooF 3T ciraeaaodaaﬁ

anfo 1984 © 300 9 Zo3 et eholn] 3839305063 éﬁm%oahdoa’cﬁ.

. BRO® ﬁoe—"‘ WOROT:=  FOLOAE zsc? 802300 ORI FPToR

BORTPO  ReRd  ©B  whm  Tonoey TOR'0T DYIDB  F[HS
geommmon O3 AHo0H MO RoTwer 29 mést‘;)od &a@dwd
PO BF @mdmas Yooz JYWOHY 3o Eammbodam
ABFLADHRY DO SBReHY TR ANQATOHTVT,

. BRDVTTD  SBReQADE  “BReTRER ROWORATOZ  ATTTOTOR

eﬁewﬁoﬁm& AR RT3 QeRT), ©TT03, 1 20T 33 DT
WOTe  De&OD wgew%osam& AQATOZT. 3, SEeTBODY  Jonooy
WIR0T CHOFEB  TIN 8% Rgessod TOTDWOODY, I BT
VBFLATTT 00T X NS BRTHINDNIE. TIoFT BemEen QB8 T
BOZD TORTDONT), RBO 8% Q0w BRB  ToBInEh zéeb,wo QI
ML TATeI No,ozssmndoSd FOIVMOO rheosdess ALY ms@aodaww
QU0 TeT0ed WP, TWD ©OSDRRYTSONS. 9002 TIFOD
VOBNTI, VYTRAR, TR TNeonYmon o  ©TORD,
6&3@@@@0?1% TOTOY TODTR B, TOseOR reoRdeT wy 2R

a&rao@cbaaé FOTOMNOO meas—‘ri:ao@ddra D, TR0 JIWFBH ©RO 3
BREIW),  TOFRFITON  ARFD TOTTOMRPT DO ée@doaad
momwdm TRTTOTT @draewmfab Q0TOR, WORWT  Za02TOWAR
TR0 TBeesdoe, MEACDOZe JeoBod TR TG, DB FoTMeoR
ROORAT 23T m@)méﬂ@é&d mudoaj@?odaagd.
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5. BRI TICHTY STOITD  FRMOCHI, IFB  THILN0T B
ODRRDT WOTZ TYWONY AWT|OTH NOFIR VTN FOTVMOO
ATFHLADPOY 20T BBRCQLADIFTOOT, BRE JFTLBI, T0ZF LN,
3J0FE38  eToodns, Bonwedd TEOR A To&OT =B IIPo WO
AORTOZ BRWITONIIT.

6. 3VVOTO ge.zsod,ai OWF, BTIONT  R0PN0BTHR-03, 08T AN,
BooFess  Gregodnd, Honeedd  @@Ed, IR, L BT Tenwe
ToDTRENT, ToRDB[RATVTS. ITO B ITLONY, &8 e TePT
TOTMROOHT), WRBVREDZT_LOTOZD Te3odod TR0 QTR BFFTE,
LY YUOLRADST  HOTD  HLITTDOD a%doagd 3A00pTOO0D  WBQODY
FOTNTROR WITRITVT WoOWOS WOBNPR WO TLONY T .DF.OX

20 axr.om® (Mix seal surfacing type-B) and SDPC 25

MM(semi dense bituminous concrete) @Y=RBADIHI FOW
WHIW. STT,  TPTMOOCDI, ITFHLDTN 40 BT R BTIBY
IFRDA  BRY  AFFLADFID  FY  IVB0DY  IOW AlelaloviciaX
DTRDA WOTWI),  WOTR Te3oDY BQRWOB0D  AW/F AT,
ARF.OF.RNET 20 I R TN 15 TR HFLBRA
ABFLATVFT O 20DV, Tore  WOTOLD TIONY T DF DT
@025%& 9375 BWT WeITR  TR.13,03,125/- AT ORF.OF.OR WU
ATEHLAT 15 ART.ORF  IX.R.W.A @05§ 8%.10,07,156/- SN,
TomA  onT.oFoR 20" wdoon ‘157 BT, QFL.A.2.A
ATVFLRAD[TOOT  TR.2,95,969/~- NEH 7&@?666 S%mﬁdagd DOTH
9PTIO BT

7. BPOTPRTTD, RTO ToRMOOOD  &E0LROON 3OO ©oRo3TOR  100%,
BTo0DT  FooNFTOOT  @poHoz3TOR  100%, TOML  TOONFITOOY
BPONOITOR 25% SN @oWOT ©OITY HRTF.QF.QF°, 20 AW DR
BTN 15 ARF.ADF F.B.0.2 IRFLADPYT OB WIFTOOT 288
02.2,95,969/- RTOFTE SFoNDZB.  BTO0TW, B8 IFBQY 800D
HPONOTTTOT  HP.8).OX° TS, TIT TV ow.1,31,541/- 53390 RTOODT
FIORFTPOT ©ROIVOZTTIT . FOMDTGT ORT Fwoed Tw. 1.31,541/-
B TRMOOD ©O3TNTY  TooWOT  WOSWY, QT & ROWON
6?03)??0&5?‘&0'53%5% B0 BOONF TOVT ©ONEITTIT RWTEST . ﬁamez‘g
OmT Toe0 8e.32,885/— SNTHIT 0T WPTOPD TedTHTVT.
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8. IBITYTO mmmaﬁm Fo&cOFovCNB, THRCIGVOTy Sabe 30T
mgeabmdow ToMRO 3YT0R JINTRRPO  odens VRAHY W
DO7TRY  TIRVOT  odeSHBOD IS deony =R 88  RpesH

TMEdoLE), I8 deard-NABARD RIDF XXI(2705) 39 )
CR.110.00 ©3nY  wotseen BR3P, FRR0RVID  omd WIBB. IO
TOTDMOOODN WOWOLD TEIODY wYBRRCOT 25FINFoTB:~esone* $ODT,
RefS WooRMN P FOR, WRCTRF, BT Rew -2 ®Q, Rew-3 =g,
B0 B, R.AF.DT-20 ARF. DR TZ, ToNe OF.R.L.2-25
DDAV S o 5] YO WoINEIRFieoRWIB. TR TBTTY
TRTTOTD & NeS  Besenrs TORMOOOHRY,  BYD AN DA alela
ATFLATH,  TOTMOOH  LOTRD T30  IFIN  wrdresen
IBFLAROY DO SBRELATTIT. X3 SERETRIR), STOTTTT
QTFOAT), 3R UHTRA  TROTION  BOOPFTROF  ©900ITD,
MIODOZR  dPoR, THOWMF TRS  Jore TIBI,  TORITRAI,
TRTTRTT $BRETNGRY, BYRTOTIZTLT.
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9. [DTPN TR TITLTY RS B JOOODI, AIIZRN, $BReLT
FOWMROODH TR 2.50  S.&0e. AR, TROD VD FBRSYODRL Ve
ROoMzoN TOW JBoene, Ded3 0RO, ANFATIYT 300D,
AR R 9FERIDYTOOT, 330 QT MalptIlento) ne303%s

BeOTBAHRTH BOWWODHIAW. THRFTHA NWT-JLPNT  HTONY, 33n

OFIBAE OSBRI, TOLERLD TR 7R noaNY, IR0, I$ITTIY

BOFY., OT0TC LOWOR BJOPYTBOZ rew-11, e -1il BQoDJ, 15

Rawe. (Bew 11 7.50 Fawe. & Aer 111 7.50 B.awe) ©EDRIPD

BOBWONIR. ITO (e 11 7.50 Rawe. & Aew® 11 7.50 F.owe)

OPTBATVZ T BOBWONTIW. IWO  FIMOR  WIRTRIE  ®OWO
VOBNYR OIBRDT ©OwED TBoNY H0.2F.OF.20 H0.00. (Mix seal
surfacing type-B) @3 o5 828 25 20.00. 3% (Semi dense

bituminous concrete) ©szBREROBHFHT FOBWONIT.  HwT,
TIMOOONTY,  dRFERTR 40 RO.ROBTITY AFBRA. B[,
QBT LADF x@eé RB0HY FOBDWONHIT. N0.OF QDX ©O3Y 5.60

00.00.903 13.20 20.00 930D 2o BRRI, bituminous Binder

1.90 323/23.c00 fadaﬁeﬁhdagd. 9wt bituminous content 3.50 1‘%03
BPR |0BeTNNIT. O .R.D.A. ©O3BY 750 WByTRT 0T 13.20 0.200.

030 RInvon BRRID, bituminous Binder 2.50 3.23/3.20¢
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9TeezoNdh3y.  9nd  bituminous content  5.00 308  Iup
9TLIeTNTNIT. B0 ToFMEO0H VRN WOV Te3ONY DO0.RF DX
20 20.00. W) X .B.N.R.25 D0.D0.LE), 45 N0.2C. AW, TOWMWOODIY,
ARFHROTN  DO.DT.QOX'.  BOTBIY, ITFHLITe FB.Q.R. WOBIJIR, 40
N0.N0. VRFLAVFYTD ﬁoabuo&da%d. DF.RDR  VOTTI),  WOWR
TeIoDY  ATOoZoDe  IWFLAW), PO.DF.AF. 20 H0.00. WToON, 15
D0.N0. AT RD.LY  IVFHADPI  FoRWONHIB. WO  TEIODY
DO.NX DT oY 9375 B.ooe  8w.13,03,125-00 |y, N0.RF.IF.N
WTON AWFLADE 15 20.00.0%°.8.20.3. e—poes%& 8%.10,07,156-00 &N,
(9375%0.015=140.625) F.ve. @ Cw.7162/33.80.=10,07,156-00). &53003,
DO.AT.DT. WBTON 15 Q0.20.0F .80 AVFHAFO0T  8W.2,95,969-00
A5oF03 STFONTDIW 0T VPTROPIOINT O BePTOTT. Tome T,
OPITWODTT),  TOLEBORTOZ  FTOORT  FoOLFTOOT 0NO0ZTI
SpedpeTodneN [eRsl,  WOBD WP, LTI BOTOR  Qoe8s,
MHeAON0BF,  OT-QgeR, 3OO ORIV Joey  ITOOBIY,
ToHDTRADTIT. T LI BoNY ATNDTOTT RTO  TOwOTPOON OO
Te3od  DOFINORIdrOTON ORIV &R RFFTF, IF  YVOLRND
F0008BF TONTVRYT T2 BONTOZT.

B eSS BePEo3 TR RTord 0IBTem 1 dod 3 THID  RBFO
PITTONT), BIFH, DWF &AM, ©SeT QIWIRII B DI B30T
TOONFIATF o, STOOZ TORMWOOD WOomoE TJW NOTJINENToONeessoN
TOONFARF LI 'A)’FOFU% 8%.2,95,969/-n$ 5&55 LVOLNTIORTF T
ﬁérdédraewmhdagd. 300 BVDOHOZ 1 WA 28¢ STTITOTTLL 3D
100% ©0n3 Tw.1,31,541/— Tonpe ©O3W WoowWde wosasabel AJF LR
TOODFABF HRIIHT TzFes FooPFTOT WPHOHOITM ©3.3.3°.3 ORT TP
8%.32,885/— ﬁ@éabd TOWSRN mdsk;cohdagea. 1 908 33¢ QTTTRTID
Xgord IPBTOR ITBYE 0e0NY IWILOW, 33 Bees 23N TooF 83T
Jonoed Beso (IR3) dodawnsd, 1966 oo 3(1) (i) dow (iil) o=
PYOLR TORVFRE SINTR, SR 3R, mcﬂéoahdo@cb B0m2)00T OOT,
RTOOD[T AT, [T 5% 3R FReged, ToFtid Se5o030F FOO%)
oo 12(3) O ©B TEIFT Claknlojala oW B CpIALRIeL Y &p00RY
RPBCO ToNw ©ToOI Xeord ~0¥SC 1 dowW 3 TRT &)doc(ﬁa QDT
NPT RIPBED, Foorwd onded Reww (VNeF3TLd, VOO T
B0eOIN) OHTINL, 1957 T oD 14(R) oR &8 730:}97% BHRLCTORN
30e0wRNGY, dA) TuRTEOCIRT RTFS woged (1) 3 SBBTY PSHN3

3
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emaieiraeaomgdaseﬁ waom%, ﬁadma%s ema‘:draesao&wgda (Choale]
QWOFBD  (D23TBRTH-18) addabd NIVVH  IBZED  Jead3 mam%d.
edqaaocs, aa:&m acbca 31 SIud.

The said Article of Charge was duly served on DGO-1 to 3
on 18/01/2022. Case was posted for appearance of DGO’s
on 27/01/2022.

On 27/01/2022 case was called out. DGO-1 to 3 were
present and FOS was recorded and they pleaded not guilty

and claimed for trial.

In order to substantiate and prove the article of charges
framed against DGO-1 to 3, disciplinary authority has
examined PW-1, complainant, Sri Pramod S /o Shivappa
Metri, Advocate, Srirama Nagar Colony, Behind Ashrama
School Chandrapura, Chincholi Taluk, Kalaburgi District
and got marked documents as EX.P-1 to 4. PW-2, Sri
Chandrappa, Assistant Executive Engineer, TAC, Karnataka
Lokayukta, Bengaluru (1.O.) and also related documents
produced by I.0. were got marked as EX.P-5 to 11.

After closure of evidence on behalf of disciplinary authority,
Second Oral Statement of DGO’s was recorded on
18/05/2022. The DGO-1 to 3 were examined as DW-1 to
DW-3 respectively and got marked EX.D-1 to 9 through
DW-1. After closure of defehce side case is posted for

Arguments.
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Heard the arguments of presenting officer and the defence
counsel. Defence counsel filed Written Brief and both side

were also heard orally.
Following are the points that arise for my consideration;

1) Whether the Charge leveled against
DGO (1) Sri Sangamanatha, Assistant
Executive Engineer, Irrigation Project
Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District
2) Sri V.S. Patil, Junior Engineer,
Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada,
Kalburgi District and (3) Sri Suresh. B.
Kummanna, Executive Engineer,
Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada,
Kalburgi District is proved by the
Disciplinary Authority?

My answer to the above point is in the 'Affirmative’ for the

following;:

REASONS

In order to substantiate the claim and prove the allegations
of article of charge, presenting officer has examined
complainant as PW-1, he deposed that, he know DGO-1 to
3. He has filed compliant dated 30/03/2019 before
Lokayukta alleging that, improvement work of Ayacuta road
from Nagarala cross to Yelmamadi residential centre,
Chincholi Taluk, Kalaburgi District. The said tar road work
was executed with sub standard quality as per the sanction
and estimation under NABARD Scheme. The estimated cost
was rupees one crore ten lakh. DGO-1 to 3 were worked
under the said scheme during the year 2016-17 and to that
effect, hc has lodged the complaint before this authority in

) X7
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Form No.I and II which is marked as Exhibit P-1 and 2 and
his signature is marked as Exhibit P-1(a) & 2(a). He has
produced photographs of said sub standard work of the
said road which are marked as Exhibit P-3 and 4 which are
submitted along with complaint, on account of sub
standard work done by the DGO-1 to 3 and they have
misappropriated the amount sanctioned by the government
under NABARD scheme and thereby he has prayed for
taking suitable action against DGO-1 to 3.

In his cross made by the counsel for DGO-1 to 3 he deposed
that, he is a practicing Advocate by profession and his
enrollment number is KAAR-55/2013. Prior to lodging
complaint before this authority, he has not lodged any other
complaint. He is not having specific knowledge about the
work, condition of the said road, since he was not an expert.
He know one Chandrappa who was present at the time of
the spot inspected and at that time he was also present
when PW-2/investigation officer present for investigating
the said spot. He has not produced any documents to the
investigating officer. He has taken the Exhibit P-3 and 4
through the photographer. It is true that, he has not given
written separate complaint except Exhibit P-1 and 2. He
denied other suggestions that, he has filed false complaint

against DGO-1 to 3 to take revenge against them.

PW-2 who is Assistant Executive Engineer, he deposed that,
he is serving in Karanataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru since
December-2016 till today. In the month of December-2019
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he is promoted as Assistant Executive Engineer. On
26/06/2019 he received the case file from Chief Engineer,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru on 16/07/2019 to
conduct spot inspection and submit report. Accordingly, he
has submitted the report. He has written letter dated
20/07/2019 to the Assistant Executive Engineer, Cada
Sub-Division, Kalaburgi to produce the documents like,
estimated cost book, MB book and other documents
pertains to the said work on 06/08/2019 to his office.
Accordingly, on 06/08/2019 Assistant Executive Engineer,
Cada Sub-Division, Kalaburgi has produced the said
documents and he has verified the said documents.
Thereafter, fixed date of spot inspection on 15/10/2019 and
he has issued notice to complainant and DGO’s stating
that, on the aforesaid date they have to be present.
Accordingly, on 15/10/2019 at about 11.30 am he went to
the spot. At that time, complainant, DGO-1 to 3 were
present and apart from that, Sri Basavaraj V. Patil,
Assistant Executive Engineer, Quality Control Sub-Division,
Kalaburgi and one Sri Jagadish, Assistant Executive
Engineer, Quality Control Sub-Division, Kalaburgi, Sri
Vasanth Kumar, Sri Ramu Naik Rathod, Advocate of
Chincholi, Sri Tukaram Pawar, S/o Bhadronaik Pawar, Sri

Chandrapura were also present.

On the aforesaid date he and aforesaid officials and other
persons went to spot and he has noticed that, the material

used for tar road, the specific measurement about 40mn

STBC to be used and also on perusal of MB book it was
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20mm MSS and 25mm SDBC was found. But, on the
aforesaid work STBC approximately it was MSS 20mm but,
it was only 15mm STBD and thereby, it has caused loss to
the government to the extent of Rs. 2,95,969/-.

So also, as per the circular/notification SDBC mm it should
be 25mm but, on the spot and MB book it was 20mm MSS
was written and on verification it was less to the extent of
‘S’'mm SDBC and so also thickness was to be about 45mm.
But, it was less to the extent of ‘S'mm. Thereby, it is
apparently discloses that the documents produced by them
and another persons at the time of spot inspection, he has
noticed that, there was variation in the aforesaid
measurement and they have misappropriated the amount
with respect to aforesaid work done by DGO-1 to 3 and on
the same date, he has also with the assistance of the
photographer, he has taken photographs of the spot
inspection and converted it into video CD and he has also
verified the spot through quality control sub-division and
the report submitted by the quality control officials and the
documents, copies of the MB book, bills obtained and
statements of DGO-1 to 3 taken and submitted the detailed
report along with the documents and he has given opinion
on 20/11/2019 and said report is marked as Exhibit P-5
and his signature is marked as Exhibit P-5(a) and in the
said report he has given opinion in para no.5.2 that there is
dereliction of DGO No.l to 3 in discharging their official
duty and spot mahazar conducted on 15/10/2019 is

marked as Exhibit P-6 and his signature is marked as
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Exhibit P-6(a) and he has obtained signature on the
mahazar of the complainant, DGO-1 to 3 and aforesaid
persons who were present on the date of spot inspection
and their signature and photographer signature which are
at page No.22 to 46 and together aforesaid pages are
marked as Exhibit P-7.

Further, as per notice issued to DGO-1 to 3 and
photographs produced by DGO-1 to 3 which are at page
No.47 to 52 and they are all together marked as Exhibit P-8
which are produced along with report and CD though the
CD is produced to that effect certificate was not obtained by
the persons who has made CD and thereby the CD is not
marked (but, DGO’s have not disputed the said CD). The
quality control report at page No.53 to 55 which is
submitted by Assistant Executive Engineer, Quality Control
Sub-Division, Kalaburgi and said page numbers all together
marked as Exhibit P-9. Copies of notice issued to DGO-1 to
3 to be present on the date of spot inspection, copy of
abstract work which are shown at page No.89 to 91 all
together marked as Exhibit P-10. Estimation of MSS and
SDBC which are at para No.8 and 9 and road measurement
thickness and there was ‘5’mm thickness was less and
same are mentioned in MB and copy of the same which is
produced along with the report and it is marked as Exhibit
P-11 and it is at page No.45 and portion of page No. 45 is
marked as Exhibit P-11(a).
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Since, 5 percentage mm which was less and merely, he has
submitted report as per Exhibit P-5. In the cross
examination made by the counsel for DGO that, he has not
written letter or notice on 20/09/2019 to the Assistant
Executive Engineer, Irrigation Department, Sub-Division
Cada, Kalaburgi and they have produced the documents on
06/08/2019 and he has obtained two photographs which
are marked as Exhibit P-3 and 4 which are produced by the
complainant on the date of spot inspection. He has
inspected the spot and complainant and other any
documents which are available he may produce it. But on

that date, complainant has not produced any documents.

On 06/08/2019 whatever documents produced by the
aforesaid Cada officials, after verification of the said
documents he has fixed the date of spot inspection. He has
wrote letter to the Cada officials. Since, complainant has
made allegations with respect to sub standard for
improvement of aforesaid road and with that effect he has
given letter prior to date of inspection on 20/07/2019 and
they have produced documents pertaining to said work on
06/08/2019. In the letter he has also stated that, the same
machinery for verifying quality control officials for issuing
quality control report, the complainant except two
photographs he has not produced any documents at the
time of inspection and the said two photographs are already
marked as Exhibit P-3 and 4. But, on the date of inspection
he has measured the length and width of the said road and

also what percentage “dambar” and “elly” is used for
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formation of the said road. He has made spot inspection as
per the ministry of Road Transport and Highway

Specifications Department.

The quality control officials have given quality control report
by verifying the “bitumin content” after sending the samc to
the laboratory and thereby only they have given report. “At
the time of submitting the quality control report, they have
verified the specifications of dambar by core -cutting
machine and noticed that, there is shortage of ‘Smm’
‘MORTH’ specification, core cutting machine for that, he has
not obtained, machinery like; morth specification core
cutting measurement at that time for measuring it was not
available. Further, he denied the suggestion that, he has

not followed the rules and specifications of dambar.

Further, PW-2 deposed that, at the time of spot inspection,
he has to obtain the sample of the dambar and thereafter, it
is to be washed through chemical and then it is to be kept
on oven and thereafter, it is to be weighed through weighing
machine. Further, he deposed that, he was not aware about
how much chemical was used for Bitumin content. He
denied the suggestion that, there was shortage of Bitumin
content to the extent of 0.05x0.05 and he has given false
report saying that, there is shortage of Bitumin 0.5x0.5 and
that dambar portion is of two layer like, MSS and SDBC
and it is to be inspected separately for that, he voluntarily
deposed that, on the spot it was not available thereby, he
has not specifically verified separately. But, MSS and SDBC

1
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were same Lype on the date of inspection and completion of
said road it was more than one year eight months. At the
time of inspection, he has not taken about how much it was

reduced on account of plying of vehicles on the said road.

Further, he deposed that, it was the responsibility of the
Junior Engineer, 100% as mentioned in para No.5.03. How
much responsibility is casted upon DGO-1 to 3 is
mentioned in para No. 5.03 and he has denied other
suggestions. It is true that, for Irrigation Department there
is separate department. He has verified Bitumin at the time
of inspection, MSS and SDBC and that fact has been
mentioned in the report. He denied the suggestions that, at
the time of inspection, he has noticed that, in the SDBC
that, fact has been mentioned in para No.9. He denied all
other suggestions. He has not specifically mentioned what
was the quality of the road and what was the responsibility
casted upon DGO-1 to 3 and he has not properly mentioned
the spot inspection by replying to the other documents.

DGO No.1 who is examined as DW-1 has files his chief
examination by way of affidavit and deposed that, he was
served as Assistant Executive Engineer, in the office of
Assistant Executive Engineer, Irrigation Project, Cada Sub-
Division, Kalaburgi from 31/12/2016 to 01/06/2018. The
complaint is filed against himself and other 2 DGO’s as per
the allegations made in the complaint and accordingly AOC
is served upon them. He has executed work through

contractor under supervision of DGO-2 and 3. As per
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contract agreement schedule-B with respect to same, he
has produced the documents which are marked as Exhibit
D-1 to 9 and Exhibit D-10 is the true copy of short term
percentage tender notification, Exhibit D-2 statement
showing works put under tender, Exhibit D-3 is pertaining
to page No.1 to 170 bid documents, e-portal copies signed
by Executive Engineer, Irrigation Project, Cada Division,
Kalaburgi, it is marked subject to objections, copy of work
order entered into contract as per Exhibit D-4, these copies
of contract documents dated 09/12/2016 under the same
project, contract agreement Sagar M/s Balaji Class-I
contractor is marked as Exhibit D-5, copy of accounts
executed R.A. bill No.2 and part is marked as Exhibit D-7,
true copies of accounts of works executed, R.A. No. 3 and
final bill along with same is marked as Exhibit D-8, the
copy of quality control test report of improvement of road
from Nagarala RC to Yelmamadi RC centred in Chincholi
Taluk is marked as Exhibit D-9.

Further, under the supervision of DGO-2 and 3 he has
discharged his duty, work done by them, has been checked
by the Executive Engineer, Superintendent Engineer and
Chief Engineer to an extent of 75%, 50% and 25%
respectfully and same has been noted from certificate
attached to each of the bills submitted duly signed by the
Assistant Executive Engineer check measuring 100%.
Executive Engineer have to check measurement 75%
Superintendent Engineer (Land Development Officer)

Engineer have to check measuring 50% and Chief Engineer
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(Administrator) check measuring 25% which itself clearly
establishes, how work has been checked by his higher
authority as per the percentage stipulated by thc
department and it has not been mentioned by the

investigation officer in his report.

The work carried out by the contractor is checked by his
higher officials and after the perusal and verification of
quality test reports issued by the Assistant Executive
Engineer, WRD, Quality Control Sub-Division, Kalaburgi,
bills are passed and certified amount paid to the contractor
by the Chief Engineer of Cada, Irrigation Project Zone,
Kalaburgi. Thereby, PW-2 who has conducted inspection
and submitted report which is false and frivolous one.
Further, it can be noted from page No. 34 of the tender
notification under section 5, conditions of contract C
quality control the liability is fixed on the contractor vide
S1.No.31 for correction of defects S1.No.32 recovery from the
contractor for the uncorrected defects. Thus, the calculation
of the financial loss and apportionment of loss attributed as
against present DGO’s by the investigation officer is
erroneous and inappropriate. The imputation that, the road
work carried out is completely sub standard quality and it
is not executed as per the sanctioned estimation is
untenable for the reasons that, works carried out by the
contractor have been verified by the WRD quality control
authority at different stages of the work and the works

carried out by the contractor have been check measured



27.

28.

28,

s
A

19
UPLOK-1/DE-124/2021/ARE-18

and verified by the higher authorities as stated supra. There
is no lapses on the part of himself and DGO-2 and 3.

Implementation of the alleged work is to be monitored and
the work executed by the contractor as per contract
conditions and getting finally testing of the materials and
items of the work carried out by the WRD quality control
sub division authorities have affirmation of the quality of
work carried by the contractor. Hence, charges leveled

against DGO'’s are not tenable in law.

The complaint allegations are created and he has no where
specifically mentioned as to how the allegations would be
established and what are the grounds for making
allegations merely making 3 party allegations and single
photo of the road which are marked as Exhibit P-3 and 4
does not suffice that, the alleged work is sub standard and
not carried out properly by the photographs. Further he
submits that, complainant himself has submitted that, he
has not specifically filed separate complaint except Form
No. I and II and said fact has been admitted by PW-1. 12(3)
report in the said act and government order are also does
not mentioned specific reasons. He prays for drop
proceedings and exonerate himself from the charges leveled

against him.

DW-1 in his cross examination he deposed that, it is true he
has worked under the supervision of DGO-2 and DGO-1
and 2 are worked under DGO-3. It is true that, they have

executed the work of Nagarala Cross to Yelmamadi

-

~
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residential centre road for improvement of the said road
during the tenure of his period. It is also true that, the said
improvement of said road is the responsibility of DGO-1 to
3. It is true that, as per the estimated cost mentioned in
Exhibit P-10 it is the responsibility of DGO-1 to 3.

Further, it is true that, the contractor, whether he has
properly used the materials or not, it is also the
responsibility of DGO-1 to 3 and as per the report
submitted by them to the Superintendent Engineer, Cada
Division, Kalaburgi, will pass the bill. It is also true that,
they have to submit report about the said work under the
said scheme DGO-1 to 3 specifically and then only
Superintendent Engineer will pass the bill. He denied the
suggestion that, he has not discharged their duty as fixed
for improvement of road, as thereby the contractor has done
their work which is sub standard one, to escape from
liability, he is deposing falsely. Further it is true that, PW-2
who have been appointed by this authority for conducting
spot inspection and also spot mahazar at that time, quality
control engineer sub division Kalaburgi and in their
presence only he has conducted spot inspection. He denied
the suggestion that, as per para No.8 and 9 of Exhibit P-10
contract, you have not used specific material and because
of their own negligence contractor has not used materials
for improvement of the said road and thereby, the said road
as per observations made by the investigation officer/PW-2
has opined in the report that, the work of said scheme was

sub standard and he has also specifically afforded how
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much fastening the liability on each of them and have
caused the loss to the government as per Exhibit P-3 tender

document.

Further, he himself downloaded e-portal and submitted it to
certify. Further, it is truc that, he has not obtained the
downloaded certificate from Chief Engineer, Cada,
Kalaburgi. He denied the suggestion that, he himself
created Exhibit P-3 in collusion with contractor, they have
not conducted the spot inspection. He denied the
suggestion that, they have not supervised the execution of
the work and thereby, they have caused loss to the
government and they are responsible for the loss caused to
the government to the extent as mentioned by the PW-2 in

his report which is marked as Exhibit P-10.

So also DGO-2, he has deposed in his chief affidavit as per
averments made by the DW-1 and in his cross he has also
admitted that, DGO-1 to 3 have executed the work under
the said scheme and he has submitted report after
completion of the work to the Superintendent Engineer,
Cada Kalaburgi, thereafter, only they passed the bills. It is
also admitted that, PW-2 have visited the spot and
conducted spot inspection in their presence it has been
deposed by DW-1 in his cross and PW-2 submitted report
as per Exhibit P-10 fastening responsibility upon DGO-1 to
3 he has also admitted that whatever the admissible given

by DW-1 in his cross examination, he has also admitted
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that, DW-2 has denied that, he has not given true and

correct allegations made against him.

Further, DW-2 in his cross deposed that, it is also true that,
PW-2 who has inspected the spot and in their presence and
PW-2 has conducted spot inspection and submitted report
in Exhibit P-10. He denied the suggestion that in Exhibit P-
10 para No.8 and 9 contract has not used specific materials
for formation of the said road in said scheme in collusion
with contractor and themselves deposed falsely to escape
from their liabilities hostiled by the PW-2 in Exhibit P-10.

So also DW-3 was also filed in his chief examination by way
of affidavit on 31/05/2022 his occupation mentioned as
Assistant Executive Engineer (Retired). Further, in that he
has also corroborates evidence given by DW-1 and 2 and in
his chief examination, also documents which have been
marked during the course of chief of DW-1 and those
documents are relied by DW-1, DW-2 and DW-3 in addition
to that, he has produced circular issued by the Irrigation
Department dated 30/09/2008 which is marked as Exhibit
D-10. In his cross examination, he has also admitted that,
DW-1 and 2 have admitted in their cross examination with
respect to formation of said road under the said scheme and
also report submitted by PW-2 as per Exhibit P-10.

Further, he deposed in his cross that, the said work was not
carried out during the tenure of his period but he
volunteers that, prior to that, he has served in the said sub

division one Sri Ranganath Jagalur was serving and
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thereafter, he has took charge from the said Ranganath and
subsequently, he has handed over the charge to one Arun
Nagappa Simpi. Further, it is true that, all the above said 3
persons were worked under the same cadre. Further, he
deposed that, he has not specifically stated in his comments
that, said work was done by all the 3 persons and also he
has not specifically stated that, he has partly worked under
the said scheme and subsequently he handed over his
charge to Arun Nagappa Simpi. Further, it is true that,
where he was worked under the said Cada, PW-2 was
conduced the spot inspection and submitted report as per
Exhibit P-10. He denied the suggestion that, as per report
at page No.8 and 9 materials used for execution of the said
road work which has been mentioned in the report is false.
DGO-1 to 3 knowing fully well, in collusion with said
contractor to escape from their liability he has deposed
falsely.

DW-1 in chief he has deposed that he worked under the
supervision of DW-2 and work was implemented as per
schedule-B and contract which was in consonance of
sanctioned estimate, as per tender notification noted from
page No.34 of tender u/s 5 conditions of contract ‘C’ quality
control, liability is fixed on the contractor vide SL.No.31, for
correcting of defects and SL.No.32 recovery from the
contractor for the uncorrected defects. That itself does not
suffice that the work carried out by the DGO’s that was
defects and MSS and SDBC it is to be carried by the

contractor hence as the evidence of PW-2 “Smm is the
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defect that itself was to be carried out”. But, the contractor,
it is to be as per contract agreement held between
contractor and DGO’s so the contractor being the private
persons is not party to the proceedings. Therefore, the said
defect cannot be casted upon him, as per the suggestions
by DW-1 is not suitable.

DGO’s shall bear the said defect and on their defect only
they have caused loss to the government exchequer. Merely
alleged allegations made by the complainant against DGO’s
without producing any relevant documents for that reasons
only PW-2 who is the Chief Officer who has visited the work
under taken by the DGO’s. he has inspected the spot and
submitted report as per Exhibit P-5 stating that DGO’s
have committed irregularities in discharging their official
duty and caused loss to the government as per the opinion
submitted in Exhibit P-5 the report is in Positive to disprove
the findings by PW-2 as per Exhibit P-5 they have not
submitted any other documents and not examined any
other persons and even without having examined contractor
so his agreement contractor who is complainant is present
since the said agreement was held between DGO’s and
contractor and non examination of said contract is very
much better to the alleged defect set up by the DGO in their
oral and documentary evidence as per the contract
agreement. The contract work found in defect, the defect
liability shall have to be for a period of three years if the
contract of the said road is in good condition without any

defect for a period of three years DGO’s ought to have
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challenged the government order and ought to have
challenged the article of charge served upon them before
Competent Authority. Non challenging of government order
and article of charge which was duly served upon them
before commencement of enquiry issued by this authority is
adverse inference is to be drawn with DGO’s that
irregularities in discharging their official duty and they have
committed misconduct and thereby only PW-2 is given
opinion as per Exhibit P-5 that loss caused to the
government is duly apportion as mentioned respectively
upon DGO-1 to 3. The loss caused by the DGO-1 to 3 that

amount may be recovered from their monthly salary.

Further during the course of cross examination of DW-1 to
3 that given categorical admission executed by the said
work they are responsible as pre Exhibit P-10 and DW-1 in
his cross para No.5 that deposition he has admitted as per
Exhibit D-3 and so also as per Exhibit D-6 there was no any
initials who have made the initials and the material
alterations found on Exhibit D-6 is clearly goes to show that
page No.123, 124 check column alterations dated
09/06/2017 the name of the contractor is Sagar Balu
Chawhan (M/s Balaji Contractors), PWD, Class-I
contractor, Karjuve Taluk, Sangameshwar, Ratnagiri
District. The commencement of work on 09/12/2016within
four months as per the Exhibit D-1 running account bills in
that also there was alterations in page No.134 that RA bill
abstract was at page No.137 at amount column No.9, 13,
15 of page No. 134, 137 and so and so as per Exhibit D-5
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given bills through on page No.155 payment alterations
chcque dated 28/12/2018. Exhibit D-9 is procetar

compactions test and Exhibit D-10 is circular dated
30/09/2008.

Further, it is also admitted that, the said road work was
carried out during the tenure of DGO-1 to 3. Further, it is
also admitted that, as per the contract agreement it is
clearly mentioned in the contract agreement it can be noted
from page No.34 of contract notification u/s 5, condition of
contract ‘C’ quality control, liability is fixed on the
contractor wide Sl.No.31 for corrections of defect S1.No.32
recovery from the contractor for the un corrected defects.
Thus, the calculation of the financial loss and enforcement
of loss attributed as against by the present DGO’s by the
Investigation Officer for that since, for recovery of said los
the contractor being private party he has been not made as
a party to the proceedings and as per the contract
agreement there is a defect on the part of the contractor
that DGO’s ought not have examined the contractor to
disprove the evidence of PW-2. Non examination of said
contractor by the DGO’s is very much fatal to the defence
set up by the DGO’s in their evidence. Further they have
not committed irregularities during the course of said work,
they ought mnot have challenged the entrustment
government order for initiating departmental enquiry to
this authority. Thereby, an adverse inference is to be drawn
that they have committed irregularities while discharging

their official duty and they have committed misconduct for



10.

41.

27
UPLOK-1/DE-124/2021/ARE-18

causing loss to the government exchequer which has been
opined by PW-2 in his report marked in Exhibit P-5. Hence,
probability of preponderance is higher on the side of
disciplinary authority rather than DGO’s.

Hence, in the light of oral evidence held with documentary
evidence addressed by the respective parties to the
proceedings, it is admitted fact that the evidence of PW-1 is
proved by the disciplinary authority by adducing PW-2 who
is Investigation Officer as per Exhibit P-5 he has submitted
report and as per the opinion given by the PW-2 in Exhibit
P-5 point No. 5.03 he has opined that fastening the liability
to pay the loss caused to the government exchequer by
DGO-1 and 2 is to the extent of Rs. 1,31,521/- each from
their monthly salary and Rs. 32,885/- is the loss caused
by DGO-3, who is already retired and said amount may be

recovered from his monthly pension.

So to sum up, the oral evidence of PW-1 complainant and
PW-2, Sri Chandrappa, Assistant Executive Engineer, TAC,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru marked documents, as
well as in the light of the observations made above I arrived
at conclusion that, DGO No.l to 3 have failed to maintain
absolute integrity and devotion to duty and caused
dereliction of duty and acted in a manner unbecoming of a
Government Servant and thereby, committed official
misconduct as enumerated under Rule 3(1) (i) to (iii) of
Karnataka Civil Service (Conduct) Rules 1966. Therefore,

Disciplinary Authorily has proved the charges leveled

i 4
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against the D.G.O-1 to 3. Accordingly, this point is
answered in the “Affirmative”. Hence, I record the

following;

FINDINGS

The Disciplinary Authority has proved the
charges leveled against the Delinquent
Government Officials (1) Sri Sangamanatha,
Assistant Executive Engineer, Irrigation Project
Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District (2) Sri
V.S. Patil, Junior Engineer, Irrigation Project
Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District and (3)
Sri Suresh.B.Kummanna, Executive Engineer,
Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi
District.

Submitted to His Lordship Hon’ble
Upalokayukta-1 for further action in the
matter.

) XA
3&-‘_"‘:‘@!\\?@ \\i\,
(RAJKUMAR.S.AMMINABHAVI)
C/c Additional Registrar Enquiries-18
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru.

\_\’/

Date of Retirement:

(1) Sri Sangamanatha, Assistant Executive Engineer,
Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District
(30/06/2035)

(2) Sri V.S. Patil, Junior Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-
Division, Cada, Kalburgi District (31/05/2023) and

(3) Sri Suresh.B.Kummanna, Executive Engineer, Irrigation
Project = Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District.
(30/04/2022)
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ANNEXURES

1. LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF

DISCIPLINARY AUTHORITY:

PW1 Sri Pramod S/o Shivappa Metri, Advocate,
Srirama Nagar Colony, Behind Ashrama School
Chandrapura, Chincholi Taluk, Kalaburgi
District.

PW2 Sri Chandrappa, Assistant Executive Engineer,

TAC, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru

2. LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF

DELINQUENT GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL:

Sri Sangamanatha, Assistant Executive Engineer,
Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi

DA District.

DW2 Sri V.S. Patil, Junior Engineer, Irrigation Project
Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District.

DW3 Sri Suresh.B.Kummanna, Executive Engineer,

Irrigation Project Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi
District.

3. LIST OF DOCUMENTS MARKED ON BEHALF OF

DISCIPLINARY AUTHORITY:

Ex.P1

Form No.I

Ex.P2

Form No.II

Ex.P3 & P4 | Photographs

Ex.P5 Investigation report of 1.O.

Ex.P6 Original Spot Mahazar

Ex.P7 Photographs of spot inspection

Ex.P8 Photographs of taken before execution of

work, during execution of work and
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completion of work
Ex.P9 Report of Assistant Executive Engineer,
Quality Control Sub-Division, Kalaburgi
Ex.P10 'Abstract of Estimate
Ex.P11 Xerox copy of MB book

4. LIST OF DOCUMENTS MARKED ON BEHALF OF

DELINQUENT GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL:

Ex.D1 Estimate Cost if the work

Ex.D2 | True Copy of Tender Notification

Ex.D3 |Tender documents pertaining to the work

Ex.D4 | True Copy of work order

Ex.DS | True Copy of Tender Agreement

Ex.D6 | True Copy of Account of Work Executed

Ex.D7 |True Copy of R.A. Bill

Ex.D8 | True Copy of Account of Work Executed R.A. Bill
Ex.D9 | True Copy of Quality Control Test Report
Ex.D10 | Circular dated 30/09/2008

i) R
1 . == \ f“vr\\’

e

(RAJKUMAR.S.AMMINABHAV]I)
C/c Additional Registrar Enquiries-18
Karnataka Lokayukta,

Bengaluru.
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FINDINGS OF THE REPORT

The Disciplinary Authority has proved the
charges leveled against the Delinquent
Government Officials (1) Sri Sangamanatha,
Assistant Executive Engineer, (2) Sri V.S.
Patil, Junior Engineer, Irrigation Project
Sub-Division, Cada, Kalburgi District and (3)
Sri Suresh.B.Kummanna, Executive
Engineer, Irrigation Project Sub-Division,
Cada, Kalburgi District.

Punishment may be imposed:

As per 1966 Rule 8(iii) of Karnataka Civil Service (Conduct) Rules
by withholding of 2 increments with cumulative effect for
DGO No.l and 2 as penalty of Rs. 1,31,521/- from each DGO-1
and 2 as loss caused to the government exchequer may be
recovered from their monthly salary.

DGO-3 has retired on 30/04/2022 as stated in his FOS. Hence,
Rs. 32,885/- as loss caused to the government exchequer may
be recovered from his monthly pension amount and 5% of his
pension for the period of one year may be recovered as penalty.
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