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Delinquent Government Official : Sri. Rajakumara (name

1. In the
“DGO”

mentioned by him as
“Rajkumar” on the mnote
sheet on 23/12/2016)
Discharged duties as Village
Accountant, Chambola
Circle, Bidar Taluk, Bidar
District in the year 2009.

(Due for retirement on
superannuation on
30/06/2038).
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year 2009 Delinquent Government Official (in short,

) by name Rajakumara was working as Village

Accountant, Chambola Circle, Bidar Taluk, Bidar District.

He is due for retirement on superannuation on 30 /06/2038.

2. Facts
procee

name

which necessitated for initiating the present inquiry
dings may be stated in a nutshell. Complainant by

Venkata Rao resident of Hippalagoan, Bidar Taluk,

Bidar District had filed application in the office of Tahasildar,

Bidar

bearin

Taluk on 30/03/2009 for causing entries of land

g survey number 8 situated at Hippalagoan village,

Bidar Taluk, Bidar District. The said application was marked

to the

DGO to submit report. According to the complainant,

B
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DGO demanded illegal gratification of Rs.600/- to process the
applicalion and to submit report. The complainant felt
annoyed by the said demand thought of setting law into
motion and accordingly, on 03/08/2009 at 9.00 A.M.
approached the Police Inspector (hereinafter will be referred
to as “Investigating Officer”) attached to Lokayukta Police
Station, Bidar and lodged written complaint. On the basis of
the said complaint the Investigating Officer registered case
against the DGO in crime number 07/2009 of Lokayukta
Police Station, Bidar for the offence punishable under section
7, for the offence defined under section 13(1)(d) which is
punishable under section 13(2) of The Prevention of
Corruption Act, 1988 and submitted FIR to the Court of
Principal District and Sessions Judge, Bidar. Thereafter, the
Investigating Officer secured panch witness by name Ashoka
Beldar and shadow witness by name Rajapura Babu.
Complainant placed cash of Rs.600/- before the Investigating
Officer. The Investigating Officer got applied phenolphthalein
powder on those notes and on his instructions the panch
witness handled those tainted notes and after placing those
notes in the left side pocket of shirt of the complainant
washed fingers of hands in the solution prepared with water
and sodium carbonate powder. The said wash turned to light
pink colour. The complainant placed a voice recorder which
contained the voice of DGO pressing for illegal gratification.
The Investigating Officer got transmitted the contents of voice
recorder to a compact disc. The Investigating Officer handed
over a voice recorder to the complainant with instruction to
keep the same live at the time of approaching the DGO.

Instructions are also given by the Investigating Officer to the
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complainant to approach the DGO and to give tainted notes
only in case of demand by DGO. Investigating Officer also
gave instructions to shadow witness to accompany the
complainant and to watch what transpires between the
complainant and DGO. Instructions are also given to the
complainant by the Investigating Officer to communicate in
case of acceptance of tainted notes by DGO. With that
process, the Investigating Officer conducted pre-trap mahazar
as primitive step of investigation. Thereafter, the
Investigating Officer along with his staff complainant, shadow
witness and panch witness reached near the office of DGO
which is behind medical college at J.P. Nagara, Bidar at 1.45
P.M. Complainant and shadow witness went to the office of
DGO and came to know that DGO has left for attending a
meeting. Afterwards, complainant and shadow witness went
to-ther office of DGO at 2.50 P.M. DGO returned to his office at
3.00 P.M. The complainant expressed that cash of Rs.600/-
as demanded earlier by DGO is brought. DGO responded
that after attending the file of complainant the same is sent to
the Tahasildar. Afterwards, the complainant offered tainted
notes. DGO instructed the complainant to hand over those
notes to his Assistant by name Yashawantha. In response to
the said instructions the complainant gave tainted notes to
Yashawantha who in turn received those notes with right
hand and kept those notes in the left side pocket of the shirt.
It was then 4.14 P.M. The complainant came out of the office
of the DGO and communicated the Investigating Officer by
removing the cap. Thereafter, Investigating Officer along with
his staff and panch witness entered the office of DGO where
the complainant pointed out the DGO and informed the
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Investigating Officer that as per the instructions of DGO
tainted notes are given to Yashawantha. The Investigating
Officer got prepared solution with water and sodium
carbonate powder in two bowls and obtained sample of the
said solution in a bottle. On the instructions of the
Investigating Officer Yashawantha immersed fingers of right
hand in the solution kept in a bowl and immersed fingers of
left hand in the solution kept in another bowl. Finger wash of
both hands of Yashawantha turned to light pink colour. The
Investigating Officer seized the said solution separately in the
bottles. On being questioned about tainted notes
vYashawantha informed that cash is in the left side pocket of
the shirt and placed the same. The Investigating Officer
seized those tainted notes. The Investigating Officer got
removed the shirt of Yashawantha and afterwards, got
immersed left side pocket of shirt in the solution prepared
separately with water and sodium carbonate powder. The
said wash equally turned to light pink colour. The
Investigating Officer seized the said wash in a bottle. The
Investigating Officer seized the shirt of Yashawantha. The
DGO placed the file of complainant before the Investigating
Officer. The Investigating Officer obtained xerox copies of
sixteen sheets of the said file and after getting thuse sheets
attested seized those sheets. The DGO and Yashawantha
offered their separate statement in writing. The Investigating
Officer conducted trap mahazar and thereafter caused arrest
of DGO and Yasgawantha and brought them to Lokayukta
Police Station, Bidar. On the instructions of Investigating
Officer the staff of Investigating Officer produced the DGO

and Yashawantha in the home office of Principal District and
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Sessions Judge, Bidar. Further investigation conducted by
the Investigating Officer disclosed prima facie case against
DGO and Yashawantha and on completion of investigation
placed the final report before his superior officer for sanction

for prosecution of DGO and Yashawantha.

_ On the basis of the report of Additional Director General of

Police, Karnataka Lokayukta, Hon’ble Upalokayukta-1,
Karnataka, in exercise of the powers conferred upon under
section 7(2) of The Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984 took up
investigation and on the basis of records prima facie felt
satisfied that DGO has committed misconduct within the
meaning of Rule 3 (1) of The Karnataka Civil Services
(Conduct) Rules, 1966 and in exercise of powers conferred
upon under section 12(3) of The Karnataka Lokayukta Act,
1984 recommended the competent authority to initiate
disciplinary proceedings against the DGO and to entrust the
inquiry to the Hon’ble Upalokayukta-1 Karnataka under Rule
14-A of The Karnataka Civil Services(Classification, Control
and Appeal) Rules 1957.

. Subsequent to the report dated 25/04/2012 of the Hon’ble

Upalokayukta-1, Government Order bearing number 303 55
pae 2012 Bonewd, OI008:17/05/2012 has been issued by the

Under Secretary to the Government, Department of
Revenue(Services-2), Government of Karnataka, entrusting
the inquiry to the Hon’ble Upalokayukta, Karnataka under
Rule 14-A of The Karnataka Civil Services(Classification,
Control and Appeal) Rules 1957. Subsequently, Order
number LOK/INQ/14-A/238 /2012 Bengaluru dated
29/05/2012 has been ordered by the Hon’ble Upalokayukta-

1, Karnataka nominating the Additional Registrar, Eqnuiries-
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4, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru as Inquiry Officer to
frame charges and to conduct departmental inquiry against
the DGO.
5. Articles of charge at Annexure-I which includes statement of
imputation of misconduct at Annexure-II framed on
16/08/2012 by the Additional Registrar, Enquiries-4,

Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru is the following:
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6. In response to due service of articles of charge, DGO
entered appearance before the Additional Registrar Enquiries-
4, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru on 28/09 /2012. During
first oral statement of DGO recorded on 04/12/2012 he
pleaded not guilty.

7 In the course of written statement filed on 01/08/2013 he
has denied the alleged charge and contended that he is not
guilty of the alleged misconduct.

8. As per Order number LOK/INQ/14-A/2014 dated
14/03/2014 of Hon’ble Upalokayukta-1, this file has been
transferred to the Additional Registrar, Enquiries-S.
Karnataka Lokayukta. As per Order number Uplok-
1/DE/2016 Bengaluru dated 03/08/2016 of the Hon’ble
Upalokayukta-1, Karnataka, this file has been transferred to
this section i.e., Additional Registrar, Enquiries-11,

Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru.

9. The disciplinary authority has examined the panch witness
by name Ashoka Beldar as PW1, complainant by name
Venkata Rao as PW2, shadow witness by name Rajapura
Babu as PW3, Investigating Officer by mname H.N.
Panchaksharappa as PW4. During evidence of PW1 attested
copy of pre-trap mahazar consisting of two sheets is marked
as Ex P1, attested copy of trap mahazar consisting of four
sheets is marked as per Ex P2, attested copy of statement in a
single sheet of DGO is marked as per Ex P3, attested copy of
statement of Yashawantha in a single sheet is marked as per
Ex P4. During evidence of complainant attested copy of

complaint dated 03/08/2009 in a single sheet of the
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complainant is marked as per Ex P5, attested copies of
photographs consisting of one sheet each are marked as per
Exs P6 to Ex P14. During evidence of PW4 attested copy of
FIR in a single sheet in crime number 07/2009 of Lokayukta
Police Station, Bidar is marked as per Ex P15, attested copies
of the file of the complainant totally consisting of 12 sheets
altogether marked as per Ex P16, attested copy of rough
sketch in a single sheet of the place of trap is marked as per
Ex P17, attested copy of sketch in a single sheet of place of
trap drawn by the Assistant Executive Engineer, PWD, Bidar
is marked as per Ex P18, attested copy of report in two sheets
of Chemical Examiner, Public Health Institute, Bengaluru is
marked as per Ex P19.

10. During second oral statement of DGO recorded on
21/09/2017 he has neither chosen to get himself examined
as defence witness nor any independent witnesses on his

behalf.

11. Incriminating circumstances which appeared against
him in the evidence of PWs 1 to 4 by way of questionnaire.
During questionnaire DGO has denied the incriminating
circumstances which appeared against him including his

statement in writing given before PW4.

12. 1In the course of written argument dated 11/12/2017
filed by the Presenting Officer it is mainly contended that
evidence of PWs 1, 3 and 4 coupled with documents tendered
in evidence establishes the charge. In the course of written
argument of DGO filed on 11/12/2017 it is contended that
his name is mentioned as Rajesh in the FIR and that he has

not been trapped. Focusing at the evidence of PWs 1 to 4
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particularly the evidence of PW2 it was sought to contend that
oral evidence does not establish the alleged charge. It is
contended that there are material infirmities in the evidence
of PWs 1,3 and 4 and that evidence on record does not
establish seizure of tainted notes from the possession of DGO.
Attested copy of charge list in a single sheet, attested copy of
one more charge list in a single sheet, xerox copy of office
order dated 27/07/2009 in a single sheet of Tahasildar,
Bidar, attested copy of a list consisting of four sheets
containing certain entries which are not specified in the
written argument are enclosed to the written argument of

DGO.

13. In tune with articles of charge at Annexure-I, sole point
which arises for consideration is whether in order to extend
official favour to the complainant i.e., in order to attend the
application of complainant filed before the Tahasildar, Bidar
on 30/03/2009 the DGO demanded illegal gratification of
Rs.600/- on 03/08/2009 between 3.00 P.M. and 4.10 P.M. in
the office of DGO at Bidar and instructed the complainant to
pay the said sum of Rs.600/-to Yashawantha and on the
instructions of DGO, Yashawantha accepted the said sum
from DGO and thereby DGO is guilty of misconduct within
the meaning of Rule 3(1) (i) to (iii) of The Karnataka Civil
Services (Conduct) Rules 19667

14. During evidence the complainant has not stated
anything incriminating against the DGO and turned hostile
for the reasons well within his knowledge. He has not even
spoken to the complaint lodged by him. Evidence of PW4
that the complainant placed the complaint before him at 9.00
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A.M on 03/08/2009 in Lokayukta Police Station, Bidar has
remained unchallenged and therefore his evidence establishes
lodging of complaint by the complainant though the
complainant has not spoken to that complaint is lodged by
him. Evidence of PW4 that on the basis of the complaint he
registered case against the DGO and submitted FIR the
attested copy of which is at Ex P15 has remained
unchallenged and therefore that portion of his evidence needs
acceptance. Evidence of PW4 that the complainant placed
total cash of Rs.600/- before him has remained unchallenged.
Evidence of PWs 1 and 3 that the complainant placed cash of
Rs. 600/- before PW4 has remained unchallenged. It is in the
evidence of PW1 that after application of some powder on the
currency notes PW3 placed taintced notes in the left side
pocket of shirt of complainant. Though the said portion of his
evidence is not in conformity with the evidence of PW3 who
has spoken to that PW1 placed tainted notes in the right side
pocket of shirt of complainant PW4 has spoken to during his
evidence that PW1 has placed tainted notes in the left side
pocket of shirt of complainant. It is in the evidence of PW1
that pre-trap mahazar has been conducted. It is in the
evidence of PW3 that PW1 washed fingers of hands in the
solution and consequently the said solution turned to pink
colour. It is in the evidence of PW4 that when PW1 washed
fingers of hands in the solution prepared with water and
sodium carbonate powder the said wash turned to light pink
colour. PWsl1,3 and 4 have categorically spoken to the
proceedings of pre-trap mahazar. Upon perusal of cross

examination of PWs 1,3 and 4 I find no material infirmities in
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their evidence and therefore it needs to be held that PW4

conducted pre-trap mahazar as primitive step of investigation.

15. As observed earlier PW2 who is the complainant has not
supported his own cause and turned hostile for the reasons
well within his knowledge. His attention has been drawn to
the xerox copies of photographs at Exs P6 to P14. He admits
his images found on Exs P6 to Pl4. When his evidence is
appreciated along with Exs P6 to P14 it is apparent that in
order to safeguard DGO he has suppressed the incriminating
materials and with that intention he turned hostile. Merely
because he has not supported the case his evidence does not

lead to draw conclusion to hold that trap was not laid.

16. It is in the evidence of PW3 who is shadow witness that
subsequent to pre-trap mahazar he along with the
complainant went to the office of DGO. It is his evidence that
DGO arrived at the office at about 5.00 or 5.30 P.M. Itis his
evidence that he has not entered the office of DGO and that
complainant alone entered the office of DGO and thereafter
came out of that office about 15 minutes thereafter. He has
not supported the alleged demand by DGO and acceptance of
tainted notes by Yashawantha. It is in the evidence of PW1
that subsequent to pre-trap mahazar the complainant along
with PW3 entered the office of DGO at about 4.00 P.M. and
five minutes thereafter the complainant came of that office
and conveyed message. It is in the evidence of PW3 that
subsequent to pre-trap mahazar when he along with his staff,
complainant, PWsl and 3 reached near the office of DGO,
then DGO was not found there and that DGO returned to the
office at 3.00 P.M. and afterwards the complainant and PW3



13

LOK/INQ/14-A/238/2012/ARE-11

proceeded to the said office. It is in the evidence of PW4 that
at 4.15 P.M. the complainant came out of that office and
offered signal. It is in the evidence of PWsl and 4 that they
entered the office of DGO where DGO was pointed out by the
complainant. Evidence of PWsl and 4 that they entered the
office of DGO has not been assailed seriously during their

cross examination.

17. Evidence of PW1 that after his entry to the office of DGO
the complainant informed that as per the instructions of DGO
Yashawantha received cash has remained unchallenged
during his cross examination that therefore that portion of his
evidence needs acceptance. Evidence of PW3 that after the
entry of PW1 and Lokayukta Police staff the complainant
expressed that Yashawantha was pointed out by the
complainant stating that amount is received has remained
unchallenged during his cross examination. It is in the
evidence of PW4 that after his entry to the office of DGO the
complainant pointed out DGO and expressed that DGO
instructed to give amount to Yashawnatha and in response

cash was given to Yashawantha.

18. During evidence PWsl, 3 and 4 have categorically
spoken to that Yashawantha immersed fingers of right hand
in the solution prepared with water and sodium carbonate
powder kept in a container and immersed fingers of left hand
in the solution kept in another container. It is in the evidence
of PW1 that finger wash of both hands of Yashawantha
turned to pink colour. It is in the evidence of PWs 3 and 4
that finger wash of both hands of Yashawantha turned to
light pink colour. It is in the evidence of PW1 that after
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removing the shirt of Yashawantha left side pocket of shirt of
Yashawantha was immersed in the solution. It is in the
evidence of PWs 3 and 4 that left side pocket of shirt of
Yashawantha when immersed in the solution the said
solution turned to light pink colour. It is in the evidence of
PW1 that wash of left side pocket of shirt of Yashawantha
turned to pink colour. Evidence of PWs 1,3 and 4 touching
change of colour of finger wash of hands of Yashawantha and
also change of colour of wash of left side pocket of shirt of
Yashawantha has not been assailed during their cross
examination and therefore it stands established that since
Yashawantha received tainted notes and placed those notes in
the left side pocket of shirt there was change of colour of
wash of fingers of hands and also wash of left side pocket of
shirt. It is brought out during cross examination of PW4 that
process of finger wash of hands of Yashawantha and process
of wash of pocket of shirt of Yashawantha are conducted. It
is in the evidence of PWsl, 3 and 4 that tainted notes are
seized from the possession of Yashawantha. It is elicited
during cross examination of PW4 that cash is seized from the
possession of Yashawantha. PWs 1, 3 and 4 have
categorically spoken to trap mahazar. Suggestion made to
PW4 suggesting that trap mahazar is not conducted in the
office of DGO has been denied by PW4.

19. Records would show that Yashawantha was in the office
of DGO as “Grama Sevaka” at the time of trap. Ex P4 which
is the attested copy of statement of Yashawantha given before
PW4 soon after trap when perused would show that according
to Yashawantha, while he was writing near DGO the

complainant kept cash by force in his pocket with
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instructions to hand over the same to the DGO for which he
offered protest. Normal response of ordinary prudent man in
such a situation would be that apart from protest strong
efforts will be bestowed either to return the cash or to throw
away the cash. It is not found mentioned in Ex P4 that soon
after tainted notes are thrusted into the pocket Lokayukta
Police Staff arrived at there and prevented either to return
the cash or to throw away the cash. Therefore, contents of Ex
P4 cannot be believed as gospel truth. As against question
number 22 of questionnaire DGO has stated that he has not
given statement in writing and that he is not aware of
statement given in writing by Yashawantha. In such a
situation, it needs to be expressed that Yashawantha gave
statement in writing before PW4 contents of which cannot be
accepted for the reasons mentioned above. Ex P3 which is
the attested copy of statement of DGO when perused would
show that according to him since he had not demanded
money he was pressurised and that Grama Sevaka was
equally pressurised. It is further found mentioned in Ex P3
that in fact Grama Sevaka refused to receive cash. Though
DGO has stated during questionnaire as against question
number 22 that he has not given statement in writing
evidence of PW4 during cross examination would establish

that DGO gave statement in writing.

20. Perusal of Ex P3 would show that DGO has admitted
that Yashawantha was in the office of DGO in the capacity of
Grama Sevaka which would lead to draw inference that as
desired by DGO the said Yashawantha used to be in the office
of DGO to render assistance to DGO in official matters and

therefore it needs to be inferred that there was pre-consorted
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union of guilty mind of DGO and Yashawantha. Therefore,
possession of tainted notes by Yashawantha was in response

to the instructions of DGO given to the complainant.

21. Seizure of Ex P16 from the office of DGO as spoken to
by PW4 has not been assailed during his cross examination
and therefore, inference can certainly be drawn that demand
must have been made by DGO in order to submit the file of

complainant to the concerned Tahasildar.

22. 1t is well settled that in a criminal prosecution for the
offences punishabile under sections 7 and 13(2) of The
Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988, the prosecution has to
establish that in order to extend official favour the accused
has to demand and accept tainted notes and the evidence of
complainant touching demand and acceptance shall
invariably be corroborated by the testimony of shadow
witness. In the absence of proof of demand and acceptance
presumption under section 20 of The Prevention of
Corruption Act, 1988 cannot be raised against the accused in
criminal prosecution. It is equally well settled that proof
beyond reasonable doubt is the yardstick while appreciating
evidence in criminal trial. Preponderance of probabilities is
the yardstick which needs to be applied while appreciating

evidence in the enquiry of this nature.

23. To sum up, evidence on record establishes that file of
the complainant was still with DGO on the date of trap and
therefore it needs to be inferred that in order to submit the
said file to the concerned Tahasildar DGO demanded illegal
gratification of Rs.600/-. Evidence on record establishes that

Yashawantha was under the command of DGO and therefore
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DGO instructed the complainant to place a sum of Rs.600/-
at the hands of Yashawantha who in turn accepted tainted
notes. Unchallenged evidence of PW1 that after the entry of
Lokayukta Police Staff to the office of DGO the complainant
informed that on the instructions of DGO cash is received by
Yashawantha. Likewise, unchallenged evidence of PW3 that
after the entry of Lokayukta Police staff Yashawantha was
pointed out by complainant stating that Yashawantha
received cash establishes that Yashawantha received on the
instructions of DGO. Evidence of PW4 that after his entry to
the office of DGO the complainant pointed out the DGO and
expressed that on the instructions of DGO cash is handed
over to Yashawantha also establishes that on the instructions
of DGO Yashawantha received tainted notes from the
complainant. Documents enclosed to written argument when
appi‘eciétted would not lend assistance to the defence
formulated by DGO. In the presence of evidence as discussed
above I am not inclined to accept the contentions put forward
in the course of written statement and also in the course of
written argument by the DGO. When the evidence on record
is appreciated keeping in mind the yardstick of
preponderance of probabilities, it needs to be held that in
order to extend official favour the DGO demanded illegal
gratification of Rs.600 /- from the complainant and ventured

upon to receive the same through Yashawantha.
24. Being of this view, I proceed with the following:
REPORT

Charge against DGO that in order to extend official favour to

the complainant i.e., in order to attend the application of
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complainant filed before the Tahasildar, Bidar on
30/03/2009 the DGO demanded illegal gratification of
Rs.600/- on 03/08/2009 between 3.00 P.M. and 4.10 P.M. in
the office of DGO at Bidar and instructed the complainant to
pay the said sum of Rs.600/-to Yashawantha and on the
instructions of DGO, Yashawantha accepted the said sum
from DGO and thereby DGO is guilty of misconduct within
the meaning of Rule 3(1) (i) to (iii) of The Karnataka Civil
Services (Conduct) Rules Rule 3(1) of The Karnataka Civil

Services (Conduct) Rules, 1966 is proved.

Submit this report to the Hon’ble Upalokayukta-1,

Karnataka in a sealed cover forthwith along with connected

records. fﬂ
(V.G %DTPAIAH)

Additional Registrir, Enquiries-11,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru.

ANNEXURE
List of witness examined on behalf of the Disciplinary
Authority
PW 1:- Ashoka Beldar
PW 2:- Venkata Rao
PW 3:- Rajapura Babu
PW 4:- H.N. Panchaksharappa.

List of documents marked on behalf of Disciplinary

Authority

ExP1 Attested copy of pre-trap mahazar
consisting of two sheets

Ex P 2 Attested copy of trap mahazar consisting
of four sheets



ExP3

ExP4

ExP5

ExP6

to Ex P14

ExP 15

Ex P 16

ExP 17

ExP 18

Ex P19
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Attested copy of statement in a single
sheet of DGO

Attested copy of statement  of
Yashawantha in a single sheet

Attested copy of complaint dated
03/08/2009 in a single sheet

Attested copies of  photographs
consisting of one sheet each

Attested copy of FIR in a single sheet in
crime number 07/2009 of Lokayukta
Police Station, Bidar

Attested copies of the file of the
complainant totally consisting of 12
sheets

Attested copy of rough sketch in a single
shccet of the place of trap

Attested copy of sketch in a single sheet
of place of trap drawn by the Assistant
Executive Engineer, PWD, Bidar

Attested copy of report in two sheets of
Chemical Examiner, Public Health
Institute, Bengaluru

—b o A\ W‘/)
(V.G.|BOPAIAH)
Additional Registrar, Enquiries-11,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru.
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NO:LOK/INQ/14-A/238/2012/ARE-11 Multi Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001,
Date: 03/01/2018

RECOMMENDATION

Sub:- Departmental inquiry against Sri Rajakumara,
Village Accountant, Chambola Circle, Bidar
Taluk, Bidar District — Reg.

Ref:- 1) Government Order No.so% 55 »&& 2012, Bengaluru
dated 17/5/2012

2) Nomination order No.LOK/INQ/14-A/238/2012,
Bengaluru dated 29/5/2012 of Upalokayukta-1,
State of Karnataka, Bengaluru

3) Inquiry Repurt dated 30/12/2017 of Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-11, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru

The Government by its Order dated 17/5/2012, initiated the
disciplinary proceedings against Sri Rajakumara, Village
Accountant, Chambola Circle, Bidar Taluk, Bidar District
(hereinafter referred to as Delinquent Government Official, for
short as ‘DGO’) and entrusted the Departmental Inquiry to this

Institution.

2. This Institution by Nomination Order No.LOK/INQ/14-A/
238/2012, Bengaluru dated 29/5/2012 nominated Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-4, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru, as the
Inquiry Officer to frame charges and to conduct Departmental
Inquiry against DGO for the alleged charge of misconduct, said to
have been committed by him. Subsequently, by Order No. LOK/
INQ/14-A/2014 dated 14/3/2014, the Additional Registrar of

WX



Enquiries-5, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru was re-nomine. .¢d
as Inquiry Officer to conduct departmental inquiry against DGO.
Again, by Ordcr No. UPLOK-1/DE/2016, Bengaluru dated
3/8/2016, the Additional Registrar of Enquiries-11, Karnataka
Lokayukta, Bengaluru was re-nominated as Inquiry Officer to

conduct departmental inquiry against DGO.

32 The DGO Sri Rajakumara, Village Accountant, Chambola
Circle, Bidar Taluk, Bidar District was tried for the following

charge:-

“b¢ ToHTRC WA PICTHE JeR) MR SYricen wwonecd FI
VW' /ORDH, VW' VG A I AR LTI
HOSRETTTTOR B WHosWONE VX [owomtes’  Jedwor,
LYo, wWeordned wod VBT BG /XD SoTYMOT  TRFDD
%808 8 2 BT By, LHRRRTE JLosRN dmeo% 30-03-2009
Somy IJdeeRT®  3Eeon WRFOD, BT WO IOXT Mooy
o008 30-07-200930% $8RtHZ TTED NOTCTW 35’5?4 23083
SnemR B0 ORI, SRRIRBL Se.600/-1¢ ©ouIT, e,
omo8 03-08--2000T80%) ©OUE B®ED dfa.600_/—§>& TR, 35@&05
AT, TBERWY WOTRLOF RS DI 8IFT, IF WORBRRTY
HPOTRNT RErd FISOR BQW  FIEEy RPRTY IWFLEF TFEO
S (RQPrS) dovTIRTIE 19668 3Dy (iiD)Be  DeoorNoRRy,
YO THRFRE SPRS3EV.”

4, The Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of Enquiries-11) on
proper appreciation of oral and documentary evidence has held
that the charge against DGO that in order to extend official favour
to the complainant i.e., in order to attend the application of
Complainant filed before the Tahsildar, Bidar on 30/03/2009, the
DGO demanded illegal gratification of Rs.600/- on 03/08/2009
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between 3.00 P.M and 4.10 P.M. in the office of DGO at Bidar and
instructed the Complainant to pay the said sum of Rs.600/- to
Yashawantha and on the instructions of DGO, Yashawantha
accepted the said sum from DGO and thereby DGO is guilty of
misconduct within the meaning of Rule 3(1)(i) to (iii) of the

Karnataka Civil Services (Conduct) Rules, 1966, is proved.

5. On re-consideration of report of inquiry, 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, he is due

to retire from service on 30/6/2038.

7. Having regard to the nature of charge (demand and
acceptance of bribe) proved against DGO Sri Rajakumara, it is
hereby recommended to the Government to impose penalty of
compulsory retirement from service on DGO Sri Rajakumara,

Village Accountant, Chambola Circle, Bidar Taluk, Bidar District.

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

Authority.

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

/
(JUSTICE N. ANANDA /

Upalokayukta-1, & /
State of Karnataka,
Bengaluru
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