No.UPLOK-1/DE.946/2017/ ARE-8 Multi Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001.
Dated 22.04.2022.
RECOMMENDATION

Sub:- Departmental inquiry against Sri T.B.Muganavar,
Panchayath Development Officer,
Guddaguddapura Grama Panchayath,
Ranebennur Taluk, Haveri District - reg.

Ref:- 1) Government Order No.RDP 558GPS 2017
dt.17.07.2017.

2) Nomination order No. UPLOK-1/ DE.946/2017
dated 22.08.2017 of Hon’ble Upalokayukta,
State of Karnataka.

3) Inquiry report dated 08.04.2022 of Additional

Registrar of Enquiries-8, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.
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The Government by ils order dated 17.07.2017 initiated
the disciplinary proceedings against Sri T.B.Muganavar,
Panchayath Development Officer, Guddaguddapura Grama
Panchayath, Ranebennur Taluk, Haveri District, [hercinafter

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.946/2017 dated 22.08.2017 nominated Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-8, 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.

3. The DGO was tried for the charge of not properly
executing construction of sidi at Vaddara Oni and SC colony of
Hullatthi Village under 13t Finance Scheme and further failing
to record measurements and maintain records of utilization of

raw materials and thereby committing misconduct.

4. The Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of Enquiries- 8)
on proper appreciation of oral and documentary evidence has
held that, the Disciplinary Authority has ‘ not proved’ the above

charge against the DGO  Sri T.B.Muganavar, Panchayath
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Development Officer, Guddaguddapura Grama Panchayath,

Ranebennur Taluk, Haveri District.

5. 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 and exonerate DGO Sri T.B.Muganavar,
Panchayath Development Officer, Guddaguddapura Grama
Panchayath, Ranebennur Taluk, Haveri District, of the charges

leveled against him.

6. Action taken in the matter shall be intimated to this
Authority.

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

L/\%,v%{ 2ol4)20-
(JUSTICE B.S.PATIL)
Upalokayukta-1,

State of Karnataka.
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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No: UPLOK-1/DE/946/2017/ARE-8

M.S.Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru - 560 001.
Dated: 8th April, 2022

ENQUIRY REPORT

Present : Rajashekar.V.Patil
Addl. Registrar of Enquiries-8,
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.

Sub:-The departmental enquiry against Sri T.B.
Mugannanavar, Panchayath  Development
Officer, Guddaguddapura Gram Panchayath,
Ranibennur Taluk, Haveri District — Reg.

Ref:-1.Government Order Gra A Pam Ka 2017
Bengaluru dated 17/07/2017.
2 Nomination Order No.UPLOK-1/DE-946/2017/
ARE-8, Bengaluru, Dated: 22/08/2017.

kkkkkhk

The Departmental Enquiry is initiated against DGO on
the basis of the complaint lodged by one Jagadesh
Hanumanthappa Kerodi, resident of Hullati village of
Ranibennur Taluk, Haveri District, (herein after referred as
‘Complainant’) against T.B. Mugannanavar, working- as
Panchayath Development Officer of Guddaguddapura Gram
Panchayath, Ranibennur Taluk, Haveri District (herein after

referred to as the Delinquent Government Official in short

QAN



UPLOK-1/DE/946/2017/ARE-8
‘DGO’) who lodged a complaint before Karnataka Lokayukta

u/s 9 that was taken up for investigation.
2. Brief allegations made in the complaint are that:-

In the year 2014-15 as per 13t finance scheme an
amount of Rs. 60,000/- was sanctioned to construct'! CD
(cover drainage) work to cover the drainages in Vaddara Oni
of Hullati village which falls within the limits of
Guddaguddapura Gram Panchayath, and the CD concrete
work was completed immediately. After completion of the CD
concrete work, the upper layer of the concrete was seen
damaged and the iron rods used for CD construction were
found exposed because of the sub-standard work carried out
by contractors who misappropriated the amount to the

extent of Rs. 40,000/-.

3. In this regard, the then Hon’ble Upalokayukta referred the
matter to investigate through Executive Officer, Taluk
Panchayath, Ranibennur, who will be referred :as
investigation officer (henceforth referred as 1.0-1’). He
submitted report stating that, the CD construction has been
carried out with the estimate cost of Rs. 60,000/- and
completed as per the norms and specifications. However,
because of frequent movement of heavy motor vehicles, to
some extent the concrete work of the CD was damaged and
the rods of the concrete work came out and the same had
been rectified and no sub-standard contract was been

carried out.

W
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In this regard, again investigation was referred to Chief
Engineer, TAC, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru who will
be referred as 1.0.-2 (henceforth referred as 1.0-2). He has
also submitted negative report as against the allegations

made in the complaint.

Accordingly, Hon’ble Upalokayukta called for comments
from the complainant with regard to the negative report
submitted by 1.O-1 and 2. Complainant filed his rejoinder
and denied the probability of inspection conducted by 1.0-1
and 2; that construction was of sub-standard quality and no
records were produced with regard to purchase of raw
materials and accounts for purchasing, vouchers, receipts.
Further, photographs disclosed that, the upper layer of the
CD construction had been damaged. Hence, DGO has
committed misconduct and failed to maintain integrity as a

public servant.

After receiving the complaint, Hon’ble Upalokayukta
investigated into the papers and arrived at a conclusion
that, material on record prima facie showed that, DGO
committed misconduct as per rule 3(i) of KCSR (CCA) Rules,
1966. So acting u/s 12(3) of Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984
recommended the competent authority to initiate
proceedings against DGO and entrusted the inquiry under

Rule 14-A of KCS (CCA), 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 Enquirics-8 to frame

: Q/UJ i L)
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Articles of Charge and to conduct enquiry against aforesaid
DGO.

8. Additional Registrar Enquiries-8 has prepared Articles of
Charge, Statement of Imputations of misconduct, List _‘O-_f
witnesses and List of documents and copies of the séun,e
were sent to DGO for his appearance and to submit written
statement of defense. The Delinquent Government Official
appeared on 13t and 17% to defend him before this
authority pursuant to service of Articles of Charge. The Plea
(FOS) was recorded, the DGO pleaded not guilty and claimed
enquiry into the charge. The Articles of Charge framed

against DGO are as follows;

“30.63.00.300MOTHT, FOWCNE WPTWH ©QTO, ng’magmd
MR BOwWoNs, TordlSed TPORR, D a?ejq e.x.sa
BG  DeRy OFHEENT MR TOwEoNIoNY 3B,
ABEERRDITY B8 TINT STOTINIRY, ANTHIELD: )

e3TREN-1

Hoe0 Y TordSRRT ToORR BYE M3 =[ET  Lued
HZ) VOB 0I0PTT AREIOD AR QDTIOEED  TOOMOON
2014-153¢ mOT 138¢ TeowoR ©ONWIBY  8w.60,000/-
TOTATING, FFO FRMOR FoWoRTEZOE O WY
FoeTON E’Oa:’mm@% RowOFT0Z BT B[ TORTOOD
930D Wi, N SRR VY.

RPN
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BTRTI—2

XEO ToRMOR FOWOFTIOS DIROVT B, TORINNG WT
B DT DT 227}, O30T TRDSAERY, LTBNAROY
TP, B0 DD TR VN, odomHTie  aPeBTT  TWBY
SRR [TIROL.

BTRN-3

250 TRTRO0H oI WIATY, AEO FTMROCD Be300Q
BLYFOTI SoEOREy BATR  WORTRT B 2ORTR, R
TR, BO0IPT DegoHNY WOV WP TORTRD  HLWWIY
BORMTTH D, 3ZFRIONTY; Dezy)  ROOIRE  TOBCOI
TIOTILIC REOFT CLVACIMENIVN QTN AR
szrwp@emmmg@a

55000 TEUED STPOT N0ITTNT DY AFFO Res3BoANTIY,
AW éérwém@a%ojbeg ROTJREOE  BTIF T, DFOIIY, 30e0XTS
Jo8 TN PRFEdT  AemtoR  IV[RB  0edodY
SADIROBT, VW) FToresd  RBord AT (:51;353?@“)
Noh@IPRe 19668 (3)(D)Se QUOTIONT), YVYOLPA OIFTES

O8N eD.”
Q

DGO has filed written statement denying entire allegations
made in the complaint by the complainant and also
contended that, the earlier two 1.0.’s appointed by
Lokayukta office have submitted reports that substandard
quality of construction work of CD was not and no
dereliction of duty/misconduct was committed by
Panchayath Development Officer and it was contended that,

entire conslruction work was completed and completion

\QJJ\/JL giul "
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certificale was issued and the records for purc haSmg
materials have been inspected; after examination they were
accepted by the authorities concerned. l“urthel
construction of work was inspected by concerned Engmeer
who has submitted report that was against the allegatlons
made in complaint. Particularly, the Executive Engineer,
Karnataka Irrigation Department Limited and quality
controller has examined the same and no m1sappropr1at10n
of amount is committed by DGO and the thin layer of CD
concrete seemed to have been damaged appearing scattered
patches making the iron rods used for constructlon in
concrete work exposed due to passing of heavy motor Vehlcle
on CD drainage. Hence, prayed for dropping the enqliliry

against him.

The presenting officer in order to prove the charge leveled
against DGO has examined PW-1 and 2 and got marked
Exhibit P-1 to P-9 and the presenting officer side - was
closed. In order to substantiate the defense documents the
DGO himself examined as DW-1 and got marked Exhibit D-
1 to 9. Defense side was closed. SOS of DGO is recorded.

Argument on both sides were heard and posted for orders.

Heard the arguments of Presenting Officer appearing for
disciplinary authority and the learned counsel appearing for
DGO. The learned counsel also submitted ertten brief apart
from oral arguments. Perused the written brief submltted by
the DGO.

A
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12. The point that arise for my consideration is as follows;

1) Whether the Disciplinary Authority has
proved the Article of charges 1 to 3
framed and leveled against DGO?

13. My answer to the above point is in the 'negative' for the

following reasons.

REASONS

For the purpose of convince Article of charge No.3 framed
is taken for discussion at the first instance.

14. Article of charge No.3:- In order to establish the allegations

made in the articles of charges presenting officer has
examined, aggrieved complainant as PW-1 and Executive
Officer, Taluk Panchayath, Ranibennur as PW-2 who haé.
inspected the CD construction (construction of drainage
herein after shall be referred as CD). PW-3 Sri H.S.
Sudheendra the then Assistant Excculive [ngineer attacliwd
to Karnataka Lokayukta has produced and marked. the
investigation report after conducting quality control report

as PW-3.

15. PW-1 being the aggrieved complainant has stated that, he
has lodged complaint against the Panchayath Development
Officer for having constructed the sub-standard CD work
and has misappropriated about Rs. 20,000/~ out of the total
grant of Rs. 60,000/-. In support of his allegation, he. has
only produced his written complaint Exb.P-1 to 3, some

photographs as Exb.P-4 and P-5. Oral evidence of PW-1

<W ¢l
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only discloses that, he has made only written allcgat;ith
against DGO that, CD construction comnpleted by the DGO
under contract was of sub-standard quality and was not as
per the specifications; Truth behind these allegations are to
be assessed by expert evidence like Engineer like PW-2 and
3 who was directed by this office to inspect the construction

work.

16. PW-2 Dr. Basavaraj. D.C. who was working as in-charge
Executive Officer, Taluk Panchayath, Ranibennur Taluk has
stated that, he gave visit to the village where the CD
construction was completed with estimated'.cost of. Rs.
60,000/- and construction was completed. Compléinant was
present. On inspection of constructed drainage, he was able
to see small damage patches appearing on the upper layer of
concrete, rods used as steel rods for completing concrete

were seen exposed.

17. In this regard, he has filed report in Exb.P-7 and
photographs, documents produced by him as Exb.P-9, PW-2
has been cross examined. It has been elicited in the cross
examination that, as a result of crossing over of heavy motor
vehicles loaded with sugar cane crop or other materials the
said CD construction might have been damaged as regards
upper layer of the concrete construction aﬁd it .was
negligible and ordered to be corrected with the help of
Panchayath Development Officer and contractor. It is also
seen that, he has submitted comprehensive report 1f1

Exhlblt P-7 in which it is clearly disclosed that, no sub-

N
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standard work seems to have been carried out in the CD
construction as mentioned in the complaint 'and

complainant was present. The same is reproduced;

“EnTSTTOOOD O3PRTIe 030D BT (felatAlelalevbyIAlS] ﬁ@eé

3223 =BT ROTPFTY BT FH ToROTY 3

wr{ﬁ\ JE0  TOROO0D  GOO3TLWTIY =D BR3IA

ONGATI".
So, it is sufficient to arrive at a conclusion that, Executive
Officer appointed to investigate the CD construction work
has conducted spot inspection and submitted negative
report which is contrary to the allegations made by the

complainant.

However, in order to substantiate the claim, presenting
officer has examined and relied on the evidence of the PW-3
Sri H.S. Sudheendra, Assistant Executive Engineer, TAC,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru. He has stated that, in
response to the order issued by Chief Engineer, TAC,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru visited the spot. of
construction alleged to have been constructed with sub-
standard material, on 18/11/2015 in the presence of Taluk
Panchayath officials including the contractor, Panchayath
Members, PWD officers like Assistant Engineer etc., and
after close inspection and investigation of the CD
construction and materials used in construction and also
related to the estimate cost books, MB books and available
documents he arrived at a conclusion that, the Construét.iOn

work of CD has been carried out substantially as! pet

Qs 2\
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estimate cost, and tender was called from contractors and
submitted his report marked as exhibit P-28 and releva_nt

portion is reproduced as under;

“FooDFAmor B3 VPODOBTD  TOwODT  Torr ez
VLR TOBESRRT SB/O0T W0 BB BOIRORTNTY,
Yooy TEF  Tzes TODMOO O, NTFRAHBT. B0
FOEOMOOODH d:iodacg 98 &3% AD]e} o*&rag DOBINY T30
SRATN 3O DR 2B, 50MOOD 33@033@;2”5&%9@13
COWNE BedR wodd. VI, FOBRBID  e2.%8.3°.3:30R
T w3, 3 R SO TTOOD, doezoodng moFn
BHRGAT o0,

Further, PW-3 has stated that, the upper layer of damaged
concrete slab was seen appearing in scattered patches and it
was ordered to be corrected and he has also, stated that,
quality control officer was present and he has conducted the
test. Quality of concrete was conducted with the help' of
rebound hammer and other instruments and observed that,
the concrete construction was as per the value and he has
submitted his report in Exhibit P-28. He has also captured
photographs of the construction marked at Exb.P-20 to 26
and in the end submitted his report in Exb., P-28. i

My attention is drawn to the report submitted by PW-3
Assistant Executive Engineer appointed through Karnataka
Lokayukta in Exb.P-28 which discloses that, the allegations
made by the complainant in his complaint relating to CD

construction were not established and no irregularities were
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seen in the construction. Relevant portion of the report is

reproduced as under;

“gnsdod  IRORTY,  wTRI AL AWRF WY
SeTHTT OSRRTBe  STRETRD TRCTADRRDY FOH
améééﬁ@éo F0BDWODDHRY. B8 20,8300, AT
rooerd CROD  WFOON 2o0dns  ¥corod Hed, RTW
PonT  WIW, 39, 30° 833 0003NE  DOBINY
£,5000T  WREIRRTEON 2,00 WHONG IR 0oETN FoOJEF
SDEARY €902 m@&ﬁda@daba 3083 ROTPETY
ERORT, LB, FOTO DB ALNIN MORIF
DROXHTIT. VWY, SORTOONTY,  ATF AT avEiglapieey
Togo0r, AT, ROTBHFTN s9atEes. AR A0
BRNTBTRT  BTORS FRIOCD  TOHCLT /2T

mgaFﬁfaoa%do:f)od.”

22. Equally my attention is drawn towards quality controller’s
report marked as P-10 submitted by Executive Enginéer,
Karnataka Irrigation Limited which discloses that, the
quality construction of the CD in question was conducted in
the presence of PW-3 with the help of the above said rep‘ort

it states as follows;

“«Allowable compressive strength limits for
Rebound test is (+) or (-) 25 percent as 1D
13311(Part-2) 1992. Hence, the value lies

within the limits”.

»3. It is perlinent to note that, PW-2 and 3 were sent with 'a

requisition to inspect CD construction, inspect the placé' and

Qoo 014



24. So it is clear from the evidence of PW-2 Executive Officer

25. However, it leads to a probable inference that, such minor

damages appearing like patches on the upper. layer

.M’M\
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construction can be caused due to transportation of heavy

motor vehicles on CD construction.

To rebut the allegations made in the complaint and the
article of charge framed, DGO got himself examined as DW-
1. He has stated that, work of CD has been carried fout
consistently within the estimated cost of Rs. 60,000/“-%2géfs
prepared by Panchayath action plan marked at Exb.D-2 énd
estimated cost was prepared by 7illa Panchayath Engineers
marked at Exb.D-3 and the contract of construction 1\“;&(&15
granted accordingly and was entered into writing as 'pér
Exb.D-4 and D-5 the work allotment order. Six photographs
captured at different stages of construction were éi*s'o
produced and after completion of construction work 1t:)ills
and MB books were sent to Panchayath and marked'é’s
Exb.D-7 and bills marked as Exb.D-8 and construction
completion certificate as Exb.D-9. Proposal was placed
before Gram Panchayath, Guddaguddapura in the meeting
held on 05/07/2017. The same was cleared and payrnent
was made after deducting TDS of Rs.3,610/-.

Evidence of DW-1 makes it clear that, DW-1 has folloiweci all
the procedures like preparation of estimated cost, appréval
by the Gram Panchayath Engineers, got it passed through
Guddaguddapura Panchayath committee and got approved
contract through tender and thereafter, obtained
construction completion certificate and related documents
produced by him which are consistent with his. oral

evidence.

i
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Therefore, after close analysis of evidence of complainlz;nt
PW-1 who has only lodged Written complaint not suppoxrted
by any records to show that, substandard constructlon Work
was carried out by DGO and further reports submltted!-by
technical experts appointed through this institution.il to
inspect the quality construction of CD like PW 2 & 3 marr;ed
at exhibit P-7 & 28 it is clear that, they are contrary to the
allegations made in the complaint relating to'substanc:fard
work carried out by DGO. And further constriyiction qu,egity
report P-10 also corroborates the reports of PW-2 85 3
Engineers i.e., P-7 & 28. So, it can be inferred and Ca.n'be

arrived at a conclusion that, no misconduct was seen to6

have been committed by DGO. In view of the discusSioﬁ it

is found proper to answer article of charge No-3 in

negative. . g

Article of Charge No. 1 & 2.

Article of charge No.1 pertain to Rs.60,000/- granted fof?bD
construction and the daily work carried out of construCﬁon
portion is not mentioned in measurement book maintained
by Panchayath and article of charge No. 2 pertains tothat
DGO has not produced details of records pertaininéi to
purchasing of raw materials and details of amounts and

expenditures and related vouchers .

In order to rebut these allegation DW-1, DGO has stated
that, estimated cost of construction was Rs.60,000/- and
the same was approved and contractors after attending;éall

requirements like entering contract between contractor and

v’ -
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the Panchayath president marked at D-4 and in pursuance
of the order of the president work order was issuedat“:_Dv—S
and construction work was completed at the é,ost%; of
Rs.47,860/- and the proposed contract was for Rs.51,4’7i0/'—
though the estimated cost was for Rs.60,000/- and after
deducting the TDS of Rs.3,6 10/- an amount of Rs,47,8;6§05/

was paid to contractor by issuing cheque.

Further DW-1 has stated that, after completion of iCD
construction work Panchayath Engineers have submitted
MB books and also the bills which are marked at EXb.Df%Z &
D-8 and further completion certificate issued marked at
Exb.D-9 and MB books, bills were placed before GBM  of
Panchayath and they were got approved then the cost of
construction amount Rs.47,860/- was paid through cheque
to the contractor. My attention was drawn towards Exb.D-7
which pertains to MB book which consists of 3 pages
disclosing the entry of measurement of construction untll

the construction of cost reached estimated cost.

My attention is also drawn to Exb.D-8 which is dealing with
the details of bills pertaining to the purchase of material, for
construction disclosing the details of purchase of materjals

and expenses incurred for construction.

It is relevant to note that, duty of the DGO is limited. H\e is
not a technical expert to inspect the quality of construct@on.
The different stages of constructions are inspectedl by

Panchayath Engineers, on their certification PDO shall place

the bills for clearance from the Panchayath. It 1S also

R \H\
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relevant to note that, completion certificate has been is-Sué,icii
at Exb.D-9 dated: 02/01/2015 disclosing the completion bf
the work at the cost of Rs.51,582/- though the grant of
construction was for Rs.60,000/- and after that, all ’the

records have been placed before Panchayath committeé in
GBM and were cleared and passed by majority -of the
Members of Gram Panchayath. Now it isclear to understarid

that, DGO has not committed any dereliction of duty in

clearing the bills at different level of completioh; of
construction of CD. In view of the discussion made aﬁo{}e
article of charges 1 & 2 are required to be answered in

i

negative.
35. So, to sum up complaint allegations are not established; as
per the report of Executive Officer, Taluk Panchayath. PW—Q,
Assistant Executive Engineer, PW-3 who are experts.é in
examining the quality of construction in question as refergrejd
in Exb.P-7 an P-28. Evidence of DW-1 is sufficient to aririve
at a conclusion that DGO has attended all the procedural
requirement as provided in Panchayath Raj Act to award
contract. He has taken the approval from the Panchayath
and collected completion certificate and only thcreafﬁer
released the amount getting it passed through the Gram
Panchayath. In view of the elaborate discussion made abq?)vé,
it is found proper to hold that, DGO the then Panchajféaﬁl
Development Officer has not committed any misconducfﬁ in
completion of CD construction work as alleged by
complainant. Therefore, the DGO is not held liablegf,(jr

professional misconduct under rule 3 (i) to (iii) of KCS

w A\
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(Conduct) Rules, 1966. In the result above pointsé’for
consideration are answered in ‘negative’ and proceed to

record the following;

FINDINGS

The Disciplinary Authority has not proved |
the article of charges No. 1 to 3 leveled t
against the Delinquent Government Official 3
Sri T.B. Mugannanavar, Panchayath
Development  Officer, Guddaguddapura
Gram Panchayath, Ranibennur Taluk,
Haveri District.

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

v \yf)f =
A ot M

(RAJASHEKAR\V.PATIL)

Additional Registrar Enquiries-8
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru.

ANNEXURES

1. LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF
DISCIPLINARY AUTHORITY:

PW1 ‘ Sri  Jagadesh Hanumanthappa Kerodi, |
| | resident of Hullati village of Ranibennur
Taluk, Haveri District Dated 01/02/2018
I

2. LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF -
DELINQUENT GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL:

] | Sri T.B. Mugannanavar, working as Panchayath
DW1 | Development Officer of Guddaguddapura Gram
! Panchayath, Ranibennur Taluk, Haveri District |

\QW N\
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Dated:05/02/2021

3. LIST OF DOCUMENTS MARKED ON BEHALF OF

DISCIPLINARY AUTHORITY:

'Ex.P1 | FORM NO.I (Complaint)
'Ex.P2 | FORM NO.II (Complainant’s Affidavit) il
i Ex.P3 Complaint dated: 08/06/2016 of PW1 Sril
Jagadesh Hanumanthappa Kerodi, resident of
Hullati village of Ranibennur Taluk, Hawerl|
District.
Ex.P4 Photographs
Ex.P5 Mahazar (Spot Inspection Report of 1.O -2)
Ex.P6 Letter of complainant dated 17/03/ 2017 |
addressed to Lokayukta.
Ex.P7 Spot Inspection Report of I1.0-1 (EXecutive-(
| Officer, Taluk Panchayath, Rannibennur),
!_EX.PS ' Letter of 1.0-1 dated 27/10/2016 addressed to!
| ARLO-1
'Ex.P9 Photograph of [.O-1 during spot Inspection
Ex.P10 | Letter dated 23/11/2016 of Executive Englneer
Quality Control, Shivamogga e
Ex.P11 Copy of Estimated cost )
Ex.P12 | Copy of MB Book
' Ex.P13 | Photographs of Spot Inspection of 1.0-2
to
‘ Ex.P-27 A
'Ex.P28 | Investigation Report of 1.O-2 |

4. LIST OF DOCUMENTS MARKED ON BEHALF OF

DELINQUENT GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL:

UPLOl(-l/DE/94G/20i7/A§!11-3 :
il

Panchayath

Ex.D1 Letter of Panchayath Development Officer dated :
09/02/2017 addressed to Executive Offlcer
Taluk Panchayath, Rannibennur .
Ex.D2 |Copy of 13t Finance Scheme action “pla'n
| information '
Ex.D3 |Copy of the estimation pertaining to Gram




19 .
uPLOK-1/DE;'945;101?;ARE:-8

Copy of piece work agreement

Copy of work order

Ex.D6 Xerox of photographs ©
| Hullati village.

‘ Ex.D7 Copy of MB book

running account bill Form PWG-

f CD construction of

]EX.DS Xerox copy of
|

Ex.D9 | Xerox copy of proposal of piece work contract -
-

(RAJASHEKAR.V.PATIL)

Additional Registrar Enquiries-8

Karnataka Lokayukta,. |
Bengaluru.







