KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

NO:Uplok-1/DE/833/2017/ARE-15 M.S.Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru - 560 001.
Date: 01.03.2021

S ENOQUIRY REPORT::

Sub: Departmental Enquiry against Sri.Kuberaddi
Neelannavar, Assistant Horticulture Officer,
Raitha Samparka Kendra, Dummavada, Dharwad
district - reg.

Ref: 1. Government Order No.Reen 75 Reelexm 2017
0.01.06.2017.

2. Nomination Order No:Uplok-1/DE/833/2017/
ARE-4, Bengaluru, dt: 30.06.2017 of Hon’ble

Uplokayukta-1.

*kdkkkk

The Departmental Enquiry is initiated against
Sri.Kuberaddi Neelannavar, Assistant Horticulture Officer,
Raitha Samparka Kendra, Dummavada, Dharwad district
(hereinafter referred to as the Delinquent Government

Official in short DGO).

2. In view of Government Order cited at reference
No.1 the Hon’ble Upalokayukta-1 vide Order cited at
reference No.2 has nominated Additional Registrar
Enquiries-4 to frame Articles of Charge and to conduct
enquiry against aforesaid DGO.
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3. The complainant, Shri.Sunil Kedar Jadhav
residing Near Gandhinagar, Dharwad has lodged
complaint on 16.12.2015 that the Respondent Nilannavar,
working as Assistant Horticultural officer in Raitha,
Sampark Kendra, Dummavad, Kalghatgi, Dharwad has
illegally granted financial aid of Rs.5,30,000/- to one
Shri.Subramanya s/o Madhav Kulkarni for Green House
Project, though he had no land in his name, and without
conducting spot inspection, and obtaining Blue Print Plan,
Bills, Photographs etc., and hence, has prayed for
Disciplinary action against the Respondent. On going
through records and confirming same, Hon’ble
Upalokayukta-1 has submitted Report u/S 12(3) of
Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984 that Respondent has
committed misconduct and dereliction of duty and
Disciplinary Proceedings u/S 3(1)(1) to (i) of KCS

(Conduct) Rules be initiated against him.

4. The Notice alongwith Articles of charge,
Substance of Imputations of Misconduct, List of witnesses
& documents were served upon the D.G.O. The Articles of

Charge as framed by AR(E)-4 is as follows :
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6. The D.GO. has denied the charges and claimed
Enquiry. He has filed Written Statement, that Deputy
Director of Horticulture has already conducted Enquiry
and has exonerated him from all charges. The beneficiary
Shri.Subramanya s/o Madhav Kulkarni has submitted
Detailed Project Report, and the D.G.O. has conducted
spot inspection and followed guidelines and has not
committed any forgery, and hence, has prayed for

acquittal.

7. The points that arise for my consideration are

as follows :-

1) Whether the Disciplinary Authority
proves that the DGO has committed
misconduct, dereliction of duty, by
granting falsely Rs.5,30,000/ - as
financial aid for Green House Project to
Subramanya s/o Madhav Kulkarni and
caused loss to the Government and is
guilty of Section 3(1)(i) to (iii) of KCS
(Conduct) Rules, 1966 ?

2) What findings ?

8. a) The complainant has examined himself as PW.1
and got 4 documents exhibited, Deputy Director of
Horticulture as PW.2, and got Ex.PS marked, Scrutiny Officer
as PW.3 and got Ex.P6 marked.

b) The DGO has examined himself as DW.1 and
got 5 documents exhibited.
&
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9. Heard Learned Presenting Officer and perused
Written Brief filed by D.G.O.

10. The answers to the above points are :

1) In the NEGATIVE
2) As per Final findings, for the following,

:: REASONS ::

11. Point No.l: One of the main allegations of

complainant/PW.1 is that the beneficiary, Subramanya
s/o Madhav Kulkarni had no land at all. However, PW.1
has admitted in his cross-examination, Page 2, 2nd
paragraph, that Subramanya has executed Bond in his
favour with respect to Sy.No.31/2 of Chalamatti village,
same land over which said Subramanya is granted
Rs.5,30,000/-. Even Ex.P4, 2nd Sheet, Record of Right of
Sy.No.31/2, Chalamatti village for the period 18.5.2013 to
12.12.2014, 2nd page, shows the name of beneficiary as
owner. The entire extent of land is 8 acres 28 guntas, and
shows 4 branches of sharers. This falsifies PW.1’s
allegation, and points out that, due to differences in
Agreement between PW.1 and Subramanya, this complaint

is filed against Subramanya.

12.  Ex.DS also contains copies of bill, Photographs

with beneficiary seen standing in it, sketch etc. All these

S
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documents falsifies PW.1’s allegation that, beneficiary had
not produced above documents. Further, Investigation
Report, Ex.P5 of PW.2, Deputy Director of Horticulture,
Dharwad, gives clean chit to D.G.O. It reads in 3t Page,

2nd Jast paragraph as here under :

“& &hegocs eoozrTemyy HELITRA FFOrT FEeatER decizery
daveoabe0 caa;ﬁﬁ’ﬁ?’zcg ozl lNVEY) csavmmfm@
IN  sRrEReed GO0  HEBRAVIT D0, esd, &%
@rob o880 o ey eomoRs 5 Loeds/eavds QDerIDeD
PO oDFOrTY o FQECVZITY  TVDTLITEOACS, o2
eRXERAD FHRTRAS,”

Even complainant/PW.1 in his cross examination,
Page 2, 3rd paragraph, states that, he came to know about
beneficiary, Subramanya’s signature is forged, from
Subramanya himself, who telephonically informed him. If
that was so, Subramanya himself would have complained
of the same, and he would not have taken the said
financial aid. The other documents with copies of
application of said beneficiary, Subramanya, Project
Report, Self Declaration, etc. in 53 sheets is marked from
Ex.D1 to 5. Complaint of PW.1 to Lokayukta with Form I &
II are marked as Ex.P1 to 3. All these documents and
evidence clearly show that the Disciplinary Authority has
failed to prove the charges against the D.G.O., and
consequently, this Point is answered in the NEGATIVE.

A
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13. Point No.2 : For the aforesaid reasons, this

A.R.(E) proceeds to pass the following :

FINDINGS
The Disciplinary Authority has not proved the

charges against Delinquent Government Official.
Submitted to His Lordship, Hon’ble
Upalokayukta for Approval, and further action in

@ '\\"3‘>\‘9J1

(Sachin Kaushik R.N)
Additional Registrar (Enquiries-19)
I/c Additional Registrar (Enquiries-15)

Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.

the matter.

-t ANNEXURES ::-
I. LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF D.A:

PW1 Sri.Sunil K. Jadhav, Agriculture, Elakki Shettar
Colony, Dharwad dt: 4.7.2018

PW2 Sri.Shrishail Basappa Diddimani, Joint Director,
Horticulture Department, Kalburgi division dt:
24.9.2018

PW3 Sri.B.Venkatappa, the then Scrutiny Officer,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru dt: 23.7.2019

II. LIST OF DOCUMENTS MARKED ON BEHALF OF
DISCIPLINARY AUTHORITY:

Ex.P1 Complaint dt: 16.12.2015
Ex.P2&3 Complaint Form No.I&II dt:16.12.2015
Ex.P2(a)P3(a) | Signatures

—

\2\ 2



12

Ex.P4 | Documents attached to the complaint

Ex.P5 Inspection Report dt: 28.10.20 16/2.10.2016
submitted by Deputy Director, Horticulture

Department (Zilla Panchayath), Dharwad to
ARLO-1, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru

Ex.P5(a) Signature

Ex.P56 Circular dt: 20.06.2014 issued by the
Director of Horticulture alongwith
guidelines

III. LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF
DGO:

DW1 Sri.Kuberaddi Neelannavar, Assistant
Horticulture Officer, Raitha Samparka
Kendra, Dummavada, Dharwad district dt:
15.10.2019

IV. LIST OF DOCUMENTS MARKED ON BEHALF OF DGO:

| Ex.DI Copy of Agreement dt: 24th November 2014 N

Ex.D2 | Copy of application dt:24.11.2014 submitted to
the Horticulture Department by the beneficiary
Ex.D3 | ANNEXURE-III issued by Scrutiny Officer
dt:24.11.2014

Ex.D4 | ANNEXURE-V Self Declaration letter dt:15.2.2014

Ex.DS | Check List (8ot w3/S0eh 858 $OdeOTD Tey, (F5°

e9%F)
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(Sachin Kaushik R.N)
Additional Registrar (Enquiries- 19)
I/c Additional Registrar (Enquiries-15)
Karnataka Lokayukta,

Bengaluru.




GOVERNMENT OF KARNATAKA

KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No.UPLOK-1/DE/833/2017/ARE-15 Multi Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001
Date: 04/03/2021

RECOMMENDATION

Sub:- Departmental inquiry against;
Sri Kuberaddi Neelannanavar, Assistant Horticultural
Officer, Raitha Samparka Kendra, Dhummawad,
Dharwad District — Reg.

Ref:- 1) Govt. Order No.3sta 75 dnedes 2017, Bengaluru dated
1/6/2017.

2) Nomination order No.UPLOK-1/DE/833.2017,
Bengaluru dated 30/6/2017 of Upalokayukta-1,
State of Karnataka, Bengaluru

3) Inquiry Report dated 1/3/2021 of Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-15, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru

The Government by its order dated 1/6/2017 initiated the
disciplinary proceedings against Sri Kuberaddi Neelannanavar,
Assistant Horticultural Officer, Raitha Samparka Kendra,
Dhummawad, Dharwad 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.UPLOK-1/DE/833/
2017, Bengaluru dated 30/6/2017 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.UPLOK-1&2/
DE/Transfers/2018 dated 2/11/2018, the Additional Registrar of
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Enquiries-15, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru was rc-nominatcd

as inquiry officer to conduct departmental inquiry against DGO.

3. The DGO Sri Kuberaddi Neelannanavar, Assistant
Horticultural Officer, Raitha Samparka Kendra, Dhummawad,
Dharwad District was tried for the following charge:-
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4.
proper appreciation of oral and documentary evidence has held
that the Disciplinary Authority has failed to prove the above charge
against DGO Sri Kuberaddi Neelannanavar, Assistant Horticultural

Officer, Raitha Samparka Kendra, Dhummawad, Dharwad District.
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The Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of Enquiries-15) on
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S. On re-consideration of inquiry report and totality of the
circumstances of the case, I do not find any reason to interfere

with the findings recorded by the Inquiry Officer.

6. It is hereby recommended to the Government to accept the
report of Inquiry Officer and to exonerate the DGO Sri Kuberaddi
Neelannanavar, Assistant Horticultural Officer, Raitha Samparka
Kendra, Dhummawad, Dharwad District from the aforesaid

charges.

7 Action taken in the matter shall be intimated to this

Authority.

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

&‘“&L 4«/ 3 (2

(JUSTICE B.S.PATIL)
Upalokayukta-
State of Karnataka,
Bengaluru
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