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Subject : Departmental Inquiry against :
Sri. Mallikarjun M Harobidi, Assistant
Horticulture Officer, Watershed
Development Department, Dharwad

District-reg.,

References: 1. Report u/s 12(3) of the Karnataka
Lokayukta Act, 1984 in Compt/ Uplok/
BGM/4450/2015/ARLO-1, dt.29.12.2016.

2 Government Order No.8weg 26 Seedez 2017

dt:05.06.2017

3. Nomination Order No.Uplok-1/DE/764/
2017 Bengaluru dt.13.06.2017 of
Hon'ble Upalokayukta-1.

4. Order No.Uplok—1&,2/DE/Transfers/2018
Bengaluru dated 6.8.2018

* Kk *

1. This complaint is filed by Sri.Kallappa Dyamappa Hooli
R/o Mishri Koti village, Kalaghatagi Taluk, Dharwad
District (hereinafter referred to as the complainant for
short) against Sri. Mallikarjun M Harobidi, Assistant
Horticulture Officer, Watershed Development Department,
Dharwad District (hereinafter referred to as DGO for

short) in respect of dereliction of duty by the DGO.
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2. On the basis of the complaint, comments were called
from the DGO. DGO has filed the comments. By
considering the same, 12(3) report has been submitted to
the Government and on the basis of the said report, the
Government was pleased to issue the Government Order
authorizing Hon’ble Upalokayukta to hold an enquiry and
to submit the report. On the basis of the said G.O., the
nomination order has been issued to the ARE-7 and

thereafter the matter is transferred to ARE-12.

3.  On the basis of the said order, the Articles of charges
were framed against DGO on 03.02.2018 and DGO
received the Articles of charges. The First Oral Statement
has been recorded by the Additional Registrar of

Enquries-7.

4. The articles of charge and the statement of
imputations of misconduct prepared and leveled against

the DGO are reproduced as here under :-

ANNEXURE-1
CHARGE
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5. The aforesaid Articles of charges have been served on
the DGO and he has appeared and denied the charges
leveled against him. DGO has filed the written statement.
In the enquiry to prove the case against the DGO, the
presenting officer has examined two witnesses PWs 1
and 2 and they have marked Ex.P.1 to Ex.P.6. The
Second oral statement of the DGO was recorded. DGO
got examined himself as DW-1 and got marked Ex.D1 to
Ex.D4. Heard arguments of the learned Presenting

Officer and the defence counsel for DGO.

6. Now, the points that would arise for my consideration
are;

1: Whether the charge leveled
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against the DGO is proved by the
Disciplinary Authority?

2 : What order?

7. My findings to the aforesaid points are as under :-

POINT No. 1 : Partly in the AFFIRMATIVE

POINT No. 2 : As per the final order for the following;

REASONS

8. POINT NO. 1: It is the case of the complainant

that the DGO is working as the Assistant Horticulture
Officer in the Watershed Development Department
Dharwad. While executing the works under various
schemes, no records have been kept by him regarding
the payment of wages to the coolies. The process of e-
tendering under the Karnataka Transparency Act, 2000
is not followed for purchase of seeds and nurseries and
he has not followed the procedure/guidelines
prescribed by the Competent Authority in not paying
the coolies through cheques nor records are kept

regarding the same.

9. Further it is alleged that as per the common
circular No.I, cash book register has not been properly
maintained. The expenses and receipts, vouchers and

bills have not been obtained for each of the expenses
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incurred. No number is given to the vouchers in the
cash register nor the names of coolies, measurement
book, expenses incurred for purchases towards food,
sccds have been entered in the register. Though there
is a circular not to withdraw the amount beyond
Rs.50,000/- per day, DGO has failed to follow the said
procedure. Further the guidelines prescribed that the
beneficiaries, coolies, owners of machineries have to be
paid through account payee cheques and take
signatures of the beneficiaries at the back of the
cheques. Hence these are the misconduct alleged

against the DGO.

10. In the First Oral Statement, the DGO has denied
the charges leveled against him. He has also filed the
written statement. In the written statement the DGO
contends that the allegations against him are vague in
nature and they are not supported by any incidents
nor statement of imputations to reveal specific
allegations regarding the misconduct in each of the
charges; the charge memo should be specific,
particular and not vague. He denies the charges made

against him as false and without any substance.

11. He has contended that the DGO was appointed as
a treasurer of Gram Panchayath committee to take up
the works under various schemes/projects; guidelines

had been issued regarding the procedure and method
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of payment to be made and the duties and
responsibilities of the treasurer of Watershed
Development Department; the complainant has not
produced any documentary evidence in support of his
allegations made in charge memo; even the 1.0, has not
conducted investigation u/S 9(3) of the Karnataka
Lokayukta Act before issuing the charge memo. The
investigation of the proceedings u/S 9(3) of the
Karnataka Lokayukta Act and submitting report u/S
12(3) of the Karnataka Lokayukta Act were vitiated.

12. The DGO had approached the Hon’ble Tribunal in
Application N0.3652/2017 which came to be dismissed
by the Tribunal on 13.7.2017 and as against the same,
he approached the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka at
Dharwad in WP.No0.103722/2018. The DGO contends
that he has maintained all the relevant documents
regarding payment to coolies through cash in the
register maintained separately for that purpose. Hence
the question of purchasing material through e-tender
process does not arise as the guidelines for
implementing the projects do not prescribe that e-
tender has to be followed. Circular dt.21.2.2013
specifically says that the purchase upto Rs.1 lakh is
permissible in each project and there is no need to
purchase through e-tender under the Karnataka
Transparency Act, 2000. The cash book receipts,

vouchers, bills, for each of the expenses incurred have
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been followed in terms of the circular. The circular
speaks in respect of withdrawal of amount which
should be Rs.50,000/- by cash everyday in each
project. Hence the allegations in this regard are false.
There is no prima facie case against the DGO. Hence

on these grounds he prayed to drop the proceedings.

13. On the basis of the averments above, the parties
are permitted to lead evidence. On behalf of
Disciplinary Authority, the Disciplinary Authority has
examined two witnesses as PWs 1 and 2 and they have
marked Ex.P.1 to Ex.P.6. Thereafter the Second Oral
Statement has been recorded wherein the DGO has
denied the statements and he contends that the
evidence given by the witnesses are all false and
thereafter he has given evidence of himself as DW1 and
he has marked Ex.D.1 to Ex.D.4. Heard arguments of
both sides.

14. In the evidence of PW1 who is the complainant in
this case he states that one Umesh Hadapad was
working as the Assistant Agriculture Officer. The DGO
was his superior officer. Umesh Hadapad was
managing the agricultural lands and distribution of the
saplings. He was also managing the payment to the
farmers. From 2012 to 2014 the work was not
completed. Hence in this regard he filed complaint

before Lokayukta. Further he states that he did not
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know the mode of calling tender. He filed complaint
against 3 to 4 persons. Hence as the evidence of this
witness is not specific, he was treated as hostile by the
learned Presenting Officer and he has been Cross

examined.

15. The suggestions were put forth in respect of filing
of the complaint against the DGO by making
allegations. But he denied the said suggestions.
Hence the evidence of this witness is not helpful in any
way to prove the case of the Disciplinary Authority.
The complainant states that he filed complaint against
Umesh Hadapad. But he has not stated any allegation
regarding the misconduct of the DGO.

16.  PW2 is the scrutiny officer. In his evidence he
states in respect of mode of scrutiny. The DGO was
working as the Assistant Horticulture Officer from
January 2007 to October 2014. He was entrusted with
the work under Samagra Jala Nayana project under
which the Bhuvaneshwari Jalanayana Samithi,
Balavanthara, Kalmeshwara Jalanayana Samithi,
Beeravalli, Madiki Honnalli Jalanayana Samithi,
Mukkal Jalanayana  Samithi, Hasiru Kranthi
Jalanayana Samithis were working. Further he states
that without calling e-tender, the work has been
entrusted. Hence the amount of Rs.78,70,045/- has
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been misused by the DGO. In this regard the complaint
is filed.

17. Thereafter comments have been called for trom the
DGO. By considering the same, it is found that the
cheques have been issued by the Treasurer and
President of Jalanayana Samithi. He also distributed
the seeds and saplings. Further he states that on
scrutiny, the documents are not produced in respect of
cheques nos.140737 to 140780. The tender is to be
compulsorily called for the works as per the Karnataka
Transparency Act, 2000. But it was not called for.
There are no documents in respect of calling of e-
tender. Even though there was a direction to take
receipts, vouchers and the bills for each and every
expenditure, they have not obtained and the same is

not mentioned in the cash book.

18. The vouchers do not contain serial numbers even
though there was direction to mention in the register in
respect of names of labourers and the work turned out
bv them and the food articles distributed to them. It
was not maintained. Further he states that it is the
duty of the DGO to maintain the measurement book
and final bills. Thereafter they have to pay bills to the
workers and the same is not followed. Even though
there was direction to issue cheques of more than

Rs.50,000/-, the said direction was not followed by the

11
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DGO. For making payment of the machinery bills, the
account payee cheque is to be made. But this
procedure is also not followed by the DGO. Hence in
this regard 12(3) report has been submitted by him.
Hence as per the evidence of PW2 he states there is

dereliction of duty on the part of the DGO,

19. This witness is cross examined wherein it is
elicited that there is 11 members committee in the
Gram Panchayath consisting the President, Agriculture
Officers, Horticulture Officers and according to their
decision, the Jalanayana Samithi has to do the work. It
is elicited that in the circular it is not mentioned that
calling of the tender is not necessary. It is elicited that
as per the circular, the President of Gram Panchayath
is having the power to make financial payments and it
is suggested that the DGO is not having power
regarding the financial matter, But he denied the
suggestion. There is suggestion that the reply of the
DGO is not properly considered by Scrutiny Officer.,
But he denied the same. Further it is suggested that
the Karnataka Transparency Act, 2000 is not
applicable to the DGO. He denied the same. It is also
suggested that the circular is not properly considered
by the scrutiny officer. But he denied the same. Hence
€xcept putting suggestions nothing is elicited in the

Cross examination of the PW?2.
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20. To substantiate the case of defence side, the DGO
examined himself as DW1 wherein in his evidence he
has reiterated the averments of defence version.
According to his contention, there are agricultural
officer, Gram Panchayath President and 11 other
persons in the Jalanayana Samithi, Under their
guidance they have to work. He has produced Ex.D.1
which is the guidelines for the Jalanayana Samithi

regarding distribution of seeds and saplings.

21. Further it is stated that there is no necessary to
call for tender as there was no direction in the said
circular. He states that upto Rs.1 lakh, he has got
power to sanction and more than Rs.1 lakh work is to
be done by calling the tender. In this regard he has
produced Ex.D.2 circular. The District Jalanayana
Samithi has to distribute the seeds and saplings
through district technical committee and other
nurseries. They have to obtain the certificate from
them. In this regard there is circular at Ex.D.3. He
states that as per the guidelines the seeds have been

distributed by the officer of Jalanayana Samithi.

22. Further he states that he is not having the power
to issue cheques to labourors and the cash book and
vouchers of Jalanayana Samithi are to be maintained

by the Treasurer and Treasurer is entitled to issue the
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cheques. He states that during his period there was no
payment of the amount of more than Rs.50,000/-. He
is not having the power to issue cheques and draw the
amount. Anyhow he has obtained 5 pass book of
Jalanayana Samithi to show that the amount is not
drawn for more than Rs.50,000/-. Hence as per his
contention he is not having the power to issue the
cheques and to make payment of the coolies and other
expenses of Jalanayana Samithi. This witness is also
cross examined by the learned Presenting Officer
wherein the suggestions are put forth. But nothing was

elicited in the Cross examination.

23. The Disciplinary Authority has produced Ex.P.1 to
Ex.P.6. Ex P.1 to 3 are the form No.l, affidavit and
complaint, Ex.P4 is the rejoinder. But the complainant
has not supported the case of the Disciplinary
Authority and Ex.P.5 is the circular in respect of the
mode of accounts which are to be maintained by the
IWMP. It is dated 21.2.2013. As per the circular, the
maximum limit of Rs.50,000/- has been raised to Rs.1
lakh in respect of making of per day expenditure. It
also discloses that one block estimate is to be
prepared. In respect of payment of the amount to the
labourors and also other expenditures the payment is

to be made through account payee cheques. These are
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the material aspects in respect of the present dispute

in the said circular.

04. The DGO has produced Ex.D.I which is the
project implementation agency. It discloses that the
Watershed Development team is to be formed in taluk
Jevel. The taluk agricultural officer is the head of the
said Jalanayana Samithi and it consists of the Range
Forest Officer, Asst. Horticulture Officer, Asst.
Agriculture Officer and the social worker. Among them
one should be a lady member. Hence by considering
these aspects the DGO contends that there are some
other officers. But they are not made as responsible for
the act. It is only the DGO who has been selected for
the said allegations. No doubt there may be some other
officers who are the members of Jalanayana Samithi.
But the allegation is in respect of the financial aspects

which is to be maintained by the Jalanayana Samithi.

75 The DGO contends that there is a treasurer in the
said Samithi and he is entitled to look after the
financial matters of Jalanayana Samithi in respect of
issuance of cheque payment of coolie to the workers
and also distribution of saplings. The Gram
Panchayath is having right to manage the affairs of
Jalanayana Samithi. This aspect is narrated in Ex.D.1.
The said circular itself speaks that among the Asst.

Agriculture Officer, Asst. Horticulture Officer or Range
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Forest Officer one is to be selected as the treasurer.
Hence the circular itself goes to show that the present
DGO being the Asst. Horticulture officer was managing
the work of the Treasurer. Even though there is a
Separate post of treasurer that is to be looked into by
the Asst. Horticulture Officer. No doubt the circular
speaks that the Asst. Agriculture Officer or the Range
Forest Officer are to be selected as Treasurer. But it is
not the case of the DGO that he was not working as the
Treasurer. He has not stated who was working as
treasurer. Hence these aspects goes to show there is
responsibility on the part of the DGO being Asst.
Horticulture Officer to look after financial matter of

Jalanayana Samithi.

26. No doubt the said Jalanayana Samithi is having
committee i.e, President and other members but the
committee has to decide the mode of the work. But the
work is to be implemented through the DGO. Hence
this aspect is clear from the documents produced by

DGO himself at Ex.D.1.

27. The DGO contends that the treasurer is entitled to
make payment of the cheque and to maintain the
books of accounts and to maintain the registers and
vouchers. But the oral circumstances in this case goes
to show that the DGO being the Asst. Horticulture

Officer has worked as Secretary of the Jalanayana
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Samithi and as such it was his responsibility to
maintain the books of accounts, vouchers and to
follow the guidelines of the circular and it is his duty

to call for tender.

78. It is his contention that he is entitled to make
expenses upto Rs.1 lakh. That does not mean that he
is entitled to make use of Government fund according
to his whims and fancies. It is his contention that the
Karnataka Transparency Act, 2000 is not applicable to
the Jalanayana Samithi as separate circular has been
issued. But the circular does not speak that there is no
necessity to follow the Karnataka Transparency Act,
2000. It clearly speaks in respect of calling of tender

and to allot the works.

29. Admittedly the tender was not called for by the
DGO and there is no direction in the circular that the
vouchers and the bills are not to be preserved. The
vouchers and bills are compulsorily to be preserved for
each and every expenditure. Even this aspect is
narrated in the said circular. But the DGO contends
that vouchers and bills are not produced as it is the
dutv of the Treasurer to maintain the same. Hence he
wants to escape from his liability by saying that the
Treasurer is entitled to look after all these aspects. But
there is no treasurer in the committee and the circular

speaks Horticulture officer is entitled to work as
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treasurer. Hence under these circumstances the
treasurer is responsible for the illegal activities

narrated in the complaint is not acceptable.

30. The Scrutiny officer has stated in respect of the
defects of the DGO in his conduct. It is the charge
against the DGO that in respect of the purchase of the
seeds and distribution of the saplings, e-tender is to be
called for as per the Karnataka Transparency Act,
2000. The scrutiny officer has scrutinized this aspect
and he has stated that the said procedure is not
followed by the DGO. Even the DGO has contended
that e-tender is not called for in this regard. No doubt
the circular does not specifically states in respect of
calling for e-tender. It states that the expenditure of
amount below Rs.50,000/- can be made per day pef
scheme. In this regard the DGO has produced the
pass books which disclose that he has not spent more
than Rs.50,000/-. But so far as calling for e-tender
there is a proof that the DGO has not followed this

procedure.

31. The circular itself speaks that the vouchers and
bills regarding the expenditure are to be maintained
and they have to be accounted. But the DGO has not
maintained any vouchers in respect of expenditures
made by him. Even he has not collected the bills
towards the expenditure. This aspect is stated by PW2
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in his evidence. There is also direction in the circular
that the numbers are to be given to the vouchers for
the expenditures of the scheme. This aspect is also not

followed by the DGO.

32. DGO has produced the circular which states that
the expenditure per day of Rs.50,000/- has been
enhanced to Rs.1 lakhs. In this regard he has produced
the pass books wherein the pass book does not
disclose that more than Rs.50,000/- amount has been
drawn by the DGO. Further it disclose that in respect
of payment of the amount to the labourors and also
the owners of the machineries, the account payee
cheque is to be issued. The Scrutiny Officer has stated
that this procedure is not followed by the DGO. Hence
the charges leveled in the charge sheet has been

established by the evidence of PW2.

33. The DGO has contended that he is not the
treasurer to look after all these aspects of the charges.
It is the treasurer who has to look after the maintaining
of the account books, vouchers, bills and giving the
serial number to the vouchers and also taking
signatures of beneficiaries in the back side of the
cheque counter foil while issuing the cheques. But this
argument is not acceptable because the DGO being the
Asst. Horticulture Officer is entrusted with the duty of
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Treasurer and as such it is his responsibility to

maintain these aspects.

34. It is not the contention of the DGO that there is a
separate treasurer apart from him in the said
committee. The circular itself speaks that the Asst.
Horticulture Officer is the treasurer and as such the
DGO has failed to discharge his duties as per the
circular of the scheme of the Jalanayana Samithi.
Hence there is dereliction of duty on the part of the
DGO and this aspect is established from the evidence
of PW2. No doubt there is no proof in respect of
making the expenditure of Rs.50,000/- per day per
scheme as the pass book discloses regarding
withdrawal of the amount is below Rs. 50,000/-. Hence
except the charge in this regard, the other charges has
been established by the Disciplinary Authority. Hence I

answer point No. 1 partly in the affirmative.

35. POINT NO. 2 : In view of my finding on point No. 1

and for the foregoing reasons, I proceed to record the

following ;

: FINDINGS :

The Disciplinary Authority has proved the
charges (), (e3), (9). (88) and (¢w) except charge

(v) of the Articles of charges against the DGO -

-
% g
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Sri. Mallikarjun M  Harobidi, Assistant
Horticulture Officer, Watershed Development

Department, Dharwad District.

The Date of retirement of DGO is
31.07.2044.

This report is submitted to the Hon’ble
Upalokayukta-1 in a sealed cover forthwith.

Dated this the 30t August, 2021

—

(&/’, p S —
(Lekkadappa Jambigi)

Additional Registrar (Enquiries-12)
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru

ANNEXURES

LIST OF WITNESS/S EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF
DISCIPLINARY AUTHORITY :-

PW 1: Sri. Kallappa Dyamappa Hooli
(Complainant)
PW 2 : Sri. D. Venkatappa (Scrutiny Officer)

LIST OF DOCUMENTS MARKED ON BEHALF OF
DISCIPLINARY AUTHORITY :-

Ex.P.1: Form No.l dt:17.12.2015
Ex.P.2: Form No.Il dt:16.12.2015
Ex.P.3: Compliant dt: 17.12.2015
Ex.P.4: Rejoinder dt:08.03.2016
Ex.P.5: Circular dt:21.2.2013
Ex.P.6 : 12(3) Report dt: 29.12.2016

,.\
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III.  LIST OF WITNESS/S EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF DGO X

Uplok-1/DE/764 /2017 /ARE-12

DW 1 :

IV.  LIST OF DOCUMENTS MARKED ON BEHALF OF DGO -

Sri. Mallikarjun Harobidi

Ex.D.1 ;
Ex.D.2 :
Ex.D.3:
Ex.D.4 :

Guidelines

Circular dt:21.2.2013
Circular dt: 27.3.2012
Bank pass book extract

Dated this the 30th August, 2021

Lek%pa Jambigi)

Additional Registrar (Enquiries- 12)
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru
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GOVERNMENT OF KARNATAKA

KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No.UPLOK-1/DE/764/2017/ARE-12 Multi Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001
Date: 31/08/2021

RECOMMENDATION

Sub:- Departmental inquiry against;
Sri Mallikarjun M. Harobidi, Assistant Horticulture
Officer, Watershed Development Department, Dharwad
- Reg.

Ref:- 1) Govt. Order No. req 26 ncdem 2017, Bengaluru dated
S5/6/2017.

2) Nomination order No.UPLOK-1/DE/764 /2017,
Bengaluru dated 13/6/2017 of Upalokayukta-1,
State of Karnataka, Bengaluru

3) Inquiry Report dated 30/8/2021 of Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-12, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru

The Government by its order dated 5/6/2017 initiated the
disciplinary proceedings against Sri Mallikarjun M. Harobidi,
Assistant  Horticulture  Officer, @ Watershed Development
Department, Dharwad (hereinafter referred to as Delinquent
Government Official, for short as DGO) and entrusted the

Departmental Inquiry to this Institution.

2, This Institution by Nomination Order No.UPLOK-1/DE/764/
2017 Bengaluru dated 13/6/2017 nominated Additional Registrar
of Enquiries-7, 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.UPLOK-18&2/
DE/Transfers/2018 dated 6/8/2018, the Additional Registrar of
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Enquiries-12, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru was re-nominated

as inquiry officer to conduct departmental inquiry against DGO.

3. The DGO Sri Mallikarjun M. Harobidi, Assistant Horticulture
Officer, Watershed Development Department, Dharwad was tried

for the following charges:-

“2 @) B.3.3°.0 & DYFTRFT 0. ToBRAB ST AeY
NTOONT 3ReWTE03  WRTO SN BEIIONI @apae@p
QURS, TOTTOB VY TS, NF BAOET TN agééeﬁ
TORMONYR  BOWOTHeI03 OV ZROMOTOR T
QeBURT W} oSN, JTF AT 53Fwéei®eaj
DANTLED.

&) BOODR[TH, WII Wew  DOD DB DR DOEOR
ROWORATOZ [-t30WT, Foor T TOTHIF T F003) 2000
@%033 3COY Tone ATO  TWRMONYR  ROWOTIHES
WRNERRWAGY FTO ToDMOONTRY, JBFLAT  ToWFFON
39 TR, BF Jweos Jeddedow DTEFBINT TR
A®, IO B0NFBOR RO BJrowmd), BF WROT AT
] TONR ITO  TIMOOND DTFT/EROIPATE 2073,
O3B TDSNTT), awwe 635—‘55&@@@ DEBNTECD.

Q)  BOOWDF/ID, TRMONYR  ROWOPTE  RFOF T
e To.l INDD DI DTFBBR BOWOTTEIOF
QBOOT  WRNEARWONY BePTOZ BB DI NR
A® TR0, H[PeBTTH DB DO, BECDITOW
RBeFBINFTR AB By WN, DWF-BPR  FpeWO YR,
OFTO VORI, IS LRI 63?55&@@ DBNTOeD.

)  BOODRIBED,  T[IOSEOT  DWFNRRP  BOLOTTEI0S
I TDHIFRY IPedd P[peds’ FoBODIY, JeBeSeIT,
BE03R0TH ToOMRONN FOWOPTWOZ FOIT ©WH WS,
FROMTT  BID, TOWREN  TOWORAT  ©¥3  Tasoore,
390D HeE UTT-OIT  DITBONYT  BERROTD
BT RO, DIORT  BTOT-TOIT BRI T, 0TI,
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3NeN dz;p wﬁ\ IR LICTOTR mﬁFk’Jaz%ojaegcgdra
I8 3 0ed ITDRORTIC wraséeiraeaj DRNTICV.

o) VORIV,  AHO FTTRONSR  ROWOFTOE
ToeOTONG  HINReN ozg ©r.50,000/- nene  RewLd)
SeRTe  mRB), BT DPOT  SROETTALIVTTON
BOINF, 2 SPIMONTY @&p%&% QRa3TRD WIS
BROBATTCR AB SRTPTo0T ey ATO WIONF BRI,
ToORTIe iéFasédraew PINTISC0.

nR) TNORIRBI, RERIONT [aNSAD O3
PO /2308) 3ROMTOR/OPOZE  ©AeTOR  TOLF
Deon O[T Beed ST/ET 8T DoROT B¥5 AT II
Jwobhsd, W HORNTY T @egor eI FTW
OHFOMFOZ  ABerBTLTTRL D RN, FO0IPT
Bes  wORBZe TR QOY  TomIMONYR),  ATEIE
BPBDE  ROTHFRY, RFOFTI [ooTE RRWAGIY, YVYOLA

63?35&@@5 PANTEED.

3. A, FIEH, TOFODY FOTRF TPWPETS TN
33ra, AFoPR, OIS W XTFD JPICOR YVUWBBIYT
030N  SWERBEROW DN BZ /DR BEION0T  WIF A,
Iore38 Don0ed Aewe AONRNT  (FBS) 1966, QO

3(1)(Q) oor (ill) SBONY wv3wT DIFBS TN
DOTH DT e BeeRBREHTBONIY, TRBOONT.

4. The Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of Enquiries-12) on
proper appreciation of oral and documentary evidence has held

that the Disciplinary Authority has proved charges (¥), (&), (3) (33)
& (vw) against DGO Sri Mallikarjun M. Harobidi, Assistant

Horticulture Officer, Watershed Development Department,
Dharwad and the Disciplinary Authority has failed to prove charge

(wv) against DGO.
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Sk On re-consideration of inquiry report and taking note of the
totality of the circumstances of the case, 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 31/7/2044.

A Having regard to the nature of charges proved against DGO
Sri Mallikarjun M. Harobidi, Assistant Horticulture Officer,
Watershed Development Department, Dharwad, it is hereby
recommended to the Government for imposing penalty of
withholding two annual increments payable to DGO Sri

Mallikarjun M. Harobidi with cumulative effect.

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

Authority.
Connected records are enclosed herewith.

(ﬁ!-%h 21)/2
(JUSTICE B.S.PATIL)

Upalokayukta,
State of Karnataka,
Bengaluru
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