KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No. UPLOK-1/DE-980/2017 /ARE-15. M.S. Building,
Dr. B.R.Ambedkar Road,

Bangalore-560 001,

Date:30-05-2022.

“ENQUIRY REPORT.::

Sub:- Departmental Inquiry against
1)Sri.H.Ravindranath,  Assistant Engineer,
South Zone, Town Planning and

2)Sri.S.Manjunanth Reddy, Executive Engineer,
Chikpet Division, B.B.M.P., Bengaluru - reg.

Ref :- 1) Government Order No: S®9 311 0030
2017 FoT8RT 8.22.7.2017.

2) Nomination Order No:UPLOK-1/DE/
980/2017 dated 06.09.2017 of Hon'ble
Upalokayukta-1, Bengaluru.
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The Departmental Enquiry is initiated against
Delinquent Government Officials 1) Sri.H.Ravindranath,
Assistant Engineer, South Zone, Town Planning and
2)Sri.S.Manjunanth Reddy, Executive Engineer, Chikapet
Division, B.B.M.P., Bengaluru (hereinafter referred to as
D.G.Os 1 and 2 for short).

2. In view of Guvernment Order citced at reference
No.1, the Hom'ble Upalokayukta-1 vide Order cited at

reference No.2, has nominated Additional Registrar of
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Enquiries—4 to frame Articles of Charge and to conduct

enquiry against aforesaid D.G.Os. 1 and 2.

3. The complainant, Sri.Manjunath Reddy S/o
Shekar has lodged a complaint before this Institution on
6.8.2016 against the D.G.Os. 1 and 2 stating that the
Contractors and Promoters of Ananda Residential
Apartments are putting up construction of 18 floors
Apartment Complex on Mata Sharadadevi Road, 5t Main,
Bull Temple Road, Kempegowda Nagar, Bengaluru against
the sanctioned plan and without obtaining No Objection
Certificates from statutory bodies and though the said
facts were brought to the notice of the DGOs, they have
failed to visit the spot and remove the unauthorized
construction and take action against the concerned u/s
321(1) to (8) and Section 462 of Karnataka Municipal

Corporations Act.

4. Hon’ble Upalokayukta on perusal of materials
on record a Report dt:19.5.2017 u/s. 12(3) of Karnataka
Lokayukta Act, 1984, was sent to Government to initiate
disciplinary proceedings against the D.G.Os 1 and 2. The
Competent Authority by Order dt:22.7.2017 entrusted the
matter to Hon’ble Upalokayukta. In turn, Hon’ble
Upalokayukta has nominated ARE-4 as Enquiry Officer.



5. In pursuance of the Nomination Order, Articles
of Charge with Statement of Imputation of Misconduct, list
of witnesses and documents were prepared and

served upon the D.G.Os.1 and 2.

6. The Articles of Charge as framed by A.R.E-4 is

as follows :
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7. The Statement of Imputations of Misconduct as

framed by ARE-4 is as follows °

(m



3. ge.shonaer 6% xw® Seass, J0.22, e FRE, DYD® TorE®,
Reed 33, Sosdedh 03 @g (@) B0od "Bethredh” ©ow
Rodeenmoerhadh) S  Gedd)y S BoF3 [udd  ebedd
Soere®  dremeodny Zeowd 19848 Bwo 9 Twmobey Bk
38chSegoens.

4. BP0 B0y HTCH:-

SRSy ¥E3 BRody Sotded <S03 Bo@ePd JCOT
2o’ Bome’ 33 BeoBeOBOIDR wese FeCwered THobey
B30 WOBYT WIe HTCT WJOW VTREFEDOLTY) VWEDIW), e
exj Qed-1 ) 230 BT ITEO BT wheens dZobdy
oI djaesdcg, o833, IBO BeBIZ BROOBZROBOIE BOBBE
dhob agens 36 watEO08 BEoNS. Q-1 D) 28 VO
JIz0e0 PBCD oThweed IF Domwrd) [REEB TOTBETY
Qodbabesecyd) evgosdd, 0l @) DN BTIO0T, abaeeag
obogre dodmobdood, dedd  wpdy whoss d3003
DODREEFE  CRQPTOTRO0T ITER DHVY. wYBe, ITO LB
éoa)oda’yegoé, BO0IE ©ed gsadaaei 29699 DY) Jooded e
oo, Jged JEP By Ttie WO meyRd B8 Hetie Jo3T3
©o3JTERY, FOoiRE ©ed BEdY0H Beesd.

5. X3 BROT BH0E e dET-1 DY) 2T BHNS JIZED
P8BS, wdemBobay Sedeo), LT BTIOT ITED FPBSD
33 ogezdoby: IBO  BYRF BODOGBEO0S a%e;ago@f I%
ZOBRTSTI ssgcéd Zoeeendd W=sE a’:e;;&cg, eBITZY @08
BB, D BB, IHeohB  AWeeBIT, VBOHS



©250H083D, JTS olweasss (@B&e) Dt §E} 20803 JBS
shmeoireaiod &’e@da TRFO® T 2016 DY) BB BOGTED
20033 dood gobhanstt B5e3 wolvdd wabdeeds Sedd &os
RBeeBBD), JTI3 olees ST @@meoR 3/1/2016 Codd IF
oRRTIS FTR BT WRCBRBI, ToTe OTOS: 9/3/2015
Sowd srB09E Buien B REBIROY, & TVOBIETY Soch & géde‘g

B Zaobe TEHOYEOTH BeesThHeo.

8. QeJ-233e VLS VSJEO® PR3 éab@ sHemBobey: ITO §5@
DTBO® T 2923308 DR I, V3O ReeER BOSFATES BB
RTRERTYO OTV0B:3/1/201680% 2089 IBeEBED), I3 olwessss
DBD0H SBBoWod IF howwoes BB TR  SoehUeoodhay
TWO0RR, TR30IB Heltee Sy BB 2 ZAloRe = oY= pTtlelr B3
oD QToer  BOSTeS.  wRTHey 13 ©o383  BLR
BoehTeo0d sooby), Ize TGRS Trces)  SHohB
Zobemood  wahostd e  IdeohE ©230H033D),
a’uozﬁed&egdaﬁdsaofbr‘)’ SHoTB BT, I3 éegcé e
Doaeoed  IB3  exchomee =@ WOoEDY @y e
Sy Bow 20083. Se o Buochad 8B S8 Ready), e
801033 88e38E08 BIEE Sgmeod BoBOOTRR BB Qedeeeets 3
B0  JoowdS @Fgoi) DB TS ?o’ega’)e)aﬂcg, ey e
Beleooword  BoR ITHRB  Secde  ITO  msshoeocdy
Tgbogieenty,  @oaroed IB3  wbchessee) BB Qedoee
BBV Beesthzee.



7. o) edessdes dedhmeteod S3)E80 Bedoen, drRCITICT
sesBoh woBtExRYy, ©uRER FRYBTD BdERS.

8. 338 DY) weadEd) BRLOBTTRE) TOSWITN, SO ATHE
©030383e3033
“edord SeBQober WHIEN0EF oS DOwered TR, 5ae
Sway B, e’ doze® 33, SoBePa JIS, Bodieeoy 183¢
OS84T ©3e SZCTE JLHR VWERE eI BTOB: 3/1/2016
Somd de)yfde ©meRd IZEO FPBCC BeBeo0w0nd ToBRTS
JF eI BOD 200, WRB08 RO  ToIOT
BOVOTBLOS, OFT0T:.3.2015 Sordh 208 ec8zR, JT3
Oleesd OB008d  mEooud [ehe 88 20 86w 2
s8oCEeEceod YR oo  JEnen  BOSEYDPD
eadtsod Bo@ 000, RedH-1ie VTS VZEO TOSTD
Dozwoee BZ edd  JoFEDy B Sdeoody
FoODERDEBLOVOD) Bessd, TeRCZeer) odeadile weRSTHY.
6O SRS BoWORBLHOS JoBBE VYN OF DGene O ¥
F3? Q0 2y oledde weastsy @Y coawpced 353
RO s%d RAEITALYSOL? @0 axg ode)de
Doadue. e el ésgd Qeee  SHouweTed I
ORDEDRO F@  @COLDY 96 OerrEEeOHZS  axd
odredde meaddtiuy. IBO 355d§ z\s‘oeaoc.ﬂc:o’zgoé, WEYBEHS Tk,
aoessy; qeed, Sweed wesel) DoBEON0T dTES BBOE 23
DY) DOBeeFE  EOZOR0E BT BB BB

TRConeca a cindde meaddsy I B woI D)



583 wodRlY 9&ened o In s Resy. Bemsd
G0t ded-1 DE) 20 wmenE Jsro PRID) SRS e
TO8e0s cne, IE3 acigme earbeds B0 wxges
RO0ED) SPieeda X3 S208& Boowd Boo 321(1)(2) VY]
(3) e oo 462808 T whesd, OIPeTS Uty
Clem) @I =LAl a)zj oedte B 2308, VIOTB grdER)
Clomn) @IC =LA axé odregdde b Hieoay. BeHEeSd Beeds
Qe)-1 D) 230 BT FBrd P=3D) gé D08 T,
egdq)se)s RO0ER), Y3 eeds a)cé odregdtle b égdsagd’e
BEecilrendOchges”.

Q. doeegod w030, BE3T ToreTeD, D0NLRITE), VTS BJoc®
X ele] emgdadm& BROOBHIE) BOSeSTIT, JBEO &)dops* ébd)gd
JEBsodaty SUE0  BeY/  BDoT,/[deeREd 0w

SRe0dyBo wemgobhd 23ueexs.

10. e ehegor wodtEsy, Ceds Sidideomed, De)-1 D) 233
BTIDE JZEO PBT) FHoRERB /B PR3T0O) o8 By
RBewe3odey &)@ 3Te, sérc.jzgeisaea)’dxe) TOTERIT  PB303
08 ves0dy JEhBL0BZESOR chedgesd Bordwoathsd.

M. e £heor BCE0mee, B8 IS P=3oed &)ab@ds* a)dog
Qoo HeCH  JIdmen ITowow  BworESotuaid OTg Q0w
abeeirglezsé Soci)a)owcg, Qed-1 D) 25 B3 JSec® o3,
JTEO SOy, v TSeely Tooohey BO@@EE BSe
FohIy Beeodte D) ToDERIB  Fedzeds 3TDeE  ©esabey



JBDBROBID a"ed?saarbgd. SRBO0T, ews Toow TGN
TESOYS ToF W ©C0808 Qe SVELS D0 Jedo (FBI)
Qobaheh, 1986(3)(1)()) 007 (jii)Ce Bestod DHREBI/ BTeBeS F2ED
&%) THE eRUOngSoth BoBROBFOOE, BIeess Sreeaing
Botiod B0 12(3) Teodhy BEZDE WBTEBADLY, Ry oTHg &Y
JBPed @R D) Feohe BB oD Voo (BOecETeD,
RE0T D) hee)Re) 1ohTEh, 19573 dodhh 14-0 weohy emed
IZcO PSS @cbg [T BTBT 8500 ©0eBeRe, &Y
POTCY  evgded  2.0B308 Sk TOPoow  QeseTH  eesEen
BeCuenths Z0n BT G Te BB

8. The Articles of Charge were duly served and
D.G.Os 1 and 2 had appeared before ARE-4 on
30.11.2017. They are represented by their counsel. When
their First Oral Statements were recorded, the D.G.Os 1
and 2 have pleaded not guilty.

9. The D.G.Os. 1 and 2 have not contested the
enquiry proceedings by filing their Written Statements

10. In order to prove the charge framed against
D.G.Os 1 and 2, the Disciplinary Authority has examined
the Complainant as PW.1 and Six documents came to be
marked as Ex.P.1 to P6. He was not cross-examined by
the DGOs 1 and 2 and therefore cross-examination of
PW.1is taken as nil.
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11. After closing thc cvidence of Disciplinary
Authority, the matter was posted for recording Second
Oral Statements of D.G.Os 1 and 2, only D.G.O. 2/Sri
Manjunath Reddy appeared on 6.4.2021 and had
expressed his intention to adduce defense evidence by
examining him. D.G.O. No.1/Sri. H.Ravindranath did not
appear before this Authority and therefore, his Second

Oral Statement was taken as nil (dispensed).

12. Though D.G.O. 2 expressed his intention to
adduce defense evidence, he did not appear before this
Authority in spite of issuing notices. Therefore, defense

evidence was taken as nil.

13. Heard the arguments and perused the material

on record.

14. Under the above facts and circumstances, the

points that arise for consideration are as follows:

(i) Whether the Disciplinary Authority
proves that though the Contractors and
Promoters of Ananda Residential Apartments
were putting up construction of 18 floors
Apartment Complex on Mata Sharadadevi Road,
Sth Main, Bull Temple Road, Kempegowda
Nagar, Bengaluru against the sanctioned plan
and without obtaining No Objection Certificates
from statutory bodies, the DGOs 1 and 2 have
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failed to visit the spot and remove the
unauthorized construction and take action
against the concerned u/s 321(1) to (3) and
Section 462 of Karnataka = Municipal
Corporations Act and have thereby committed
misconduct, dereliction of duty, acted in a
manner unbecoming of Government Servants
and not maintained absolute integrity, violating
R.3(1)(i) to (iii) of K.C.S. (Conduct) Rules, 19667

(2) What Finding?
15. The answers to the above points are :

i) In the Negative.
ii) As per the finding,

for the following;
REASONS

16. Point No.l:- As per the allegations made in the
complaint, it is alleged that the DGOs 1 and 2 have failed

to visit Ananda Residential Apartments where its
Promoters were putting up construction of Apartment
Complex on Mata Sharadadevi Road, 5t Main, Bull
Temple Road, Kempegowda Nagar, Bengaluru and remove
the unauthorized construction and take action against the
concerned u/s 321(1) to (3) and Section 462 of Karnataka
Municipal Corporations Act and have thereby committed
dereliction of duty. It is pertinent to note that there was no

investigation done during the complaint stage by Experts
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in Technical Wing of Karnataka Lokayukta and
recommendation u/s 12(3) of Karnataka Lokayukta Act,
1984 was made to the Competent Authority only on the
basis of the allegations made in the complaint and the

Final Scrutiny Notes put up by the Scrutiny Officer.

17. In order to substantiate the allegations made by
the Complainant Sri.Manjunath Reddy, the Disciplinary
Authority had examined him as PW.1 got marked 6
documents as Ex.P1 to P6. D.G.Os 1 and 2 have not filed
their Written Statements and not contested the
proceedings by cross-examining PW.1 or by adducing
evidence on their side. Except for the oral chief
examination of PW.1 and 6 documents which he has
produced, there is no corroborative material relied by the
Disciplinary Authority to prove the allegations against the
D.G.Os 1 and 2.

18. As observed above, both the DGOs 1 and 2 have
not effectively participated in this enquiry proceeding and
also did not appear to record their Second Oral
Statements. The counsel representing DGOs 1 and 2 also
failed to represent them on hearing dates and had not
cross-examined the Complainant/PW.1. In the given
circumstances, taking note of the averments made in the

complaint and the chief examination of PW.1, I am of the
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opinion that the explanation given by DGOs 1 and 2 in
their comments submitted during the complaint stage as
mentioned in paragraphs 5 and 6 in the Statement of

Imputation of Misconduct (Supra), would be relevant.

19. D.G.O. 1/ H.Ravindranath has stated that the
Joint Director, Town Planning had approved the sketch of
the apartment complex and issue of license on 3.1.2015
and on 9.3.2015, Commencement Certificate was issued
and during that time he was not working as Assistant
Engineer, South Division (B.B.M.P.), Town Planning.
Likewise the D.G.O. 2 /Sri.S.Manjunath Reddy in his
comments has stated that the construction of Ananda
Residential Apartment Complex consisting of two towers of
18 floors each and he had inspected the construction work
along with Assistant Engineer and Assistant Executive
Engineer, Sunkenahalli and found that the construction
was in accordance with the approved sketch and license.
He has made it clear that on the date of inspection tower
No.l comprising 18 floors was completed and in tower
No.2 construction upto 13 floors was completed and
remaining construction was in progress. D.G.O. 2 has
further stated that as per the Order of Commissioner,
B.B.M.P. he has submitted reports as required under KMC
Act from the stage of laying foundation. According to his

version, the construction of Apartment Complex had
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commenced much before he assumed the Office of
Executive Engineer, Engineering Division, N.R.Circle
Division, B.B.M.P. Bengaluru.

20. As per the above statements/comments
furnished by the DGOs 1 and 2 during the complaint
stage, even if taken into consideration in the enquiry
proceedings in the absence of their Written Statements /
objections, DGOs 1 and 2 were not holding their respective
Offices when the plan was approved; license issued or
when the Commencement Certificate was issued to the
Promoters of Ananda Residential Apartment Complex.
D.G.O. 2/Executive Engineer claims that he had
submitted necessary  reports under Karnataka
Municipality Act to the Commissioner of B.B.M.P after
visiting the construction site. This Officer was also not
working in the N.R.Circle Division when the
construction work of the Apartment Complex had

commenced.

21. The above statements are made by DGOs 1 and
2 in their respective comments filed during the complaint
stage but they have not filed Written Statements and have
failed to effectively participate during the enquiry. The
evidence given by the Complainant/PW.1 is not challenged
by DGOs 1 and 2 by cross examining them. Hon’ble

Supreme Court in the case of Anita Sharma Vs New
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India Assurance Company Ltd., (2021) 1 SCC 171 has
observed that failure to cross examine the witness by the
Respondents to confront him with their version despite
adequate opportunity, must lead to an inference of tacit
admission on their part. In the given circumstances, it is
necessary to ascertain whether the chief examination of
the Complainant is sufficient to come to a conclusion that
Disciplinary Authority has proved the charges against the
DGOs 1 and 2.

22. PW.1 /Manjunath Reddy has stated on oath
that the connectivity road to the Apartment Complex is
only 35 ft., wide but he has not given evidence about the
width of road required for the connectivity. Ex.P6 is the
copy of sketch of the Ananda Apartment Complex. The
main road passing opposite the entrance of the Apartment
Complex is mentioned as Sri.Matha Sharadadevi road
which is 12.20 mtrs wide. This is a public road and the
Promoters of Ananda Residential Apartment have no right
over it. As per the Revised Master Plan 2015, produced by
PW.1 which is annexed to Ex.P6 sketch shows that if the
plot size is above 4000 Sq. Mtrs upto 20,000 Sq. Mtrs,
then the road width should be above 30 mtrs. Such road
width would be provided within the Apartment Complex.
There is no evidence or material produced by the

Complainant that the road width within the Apartment
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Complex is lcss than the prescribed width. As such the
evidence given by PW.1 that approach road to the
Apartment Complex is only 35 ft., has nothing to do with
the requirements as mentioned in the Revised Master Plan
2015. In other words the said Plan does not prescribe any
approach road of particular width but only speaks about

Floor Area Ratio and Ground Coverage in Residential Area.

23. PW.1 has further stated setbacks are not
provided as per the Approved Plan. Table 9 in Revised
Master Plan 2015 states that if the building is above 50
mtrs in height, the front, rcar and side setbacks should be
minimum 16 mtrs. Ex.P6 sketch clearly reflects that
provision of 16 mtrs setback road is provided on all sides
of Apartment Towers. Therefore, the evidence given by the
Complainant that requisite setbacks are not provided,

holds no water.

24. He has further given evidence that the
Promoters have not obtained No Objection Certificates
from Statutory Bodies such as Fire Department, Pollution
Control Board, Slum Clearance Board, Air Port Authority
etc. However, there is no material to substantiate the
above allegation. It is pertinent to note that the
Complainant admits that Ananda Residential Apartment
Complex is an approved project and the Promoters are

permitted to construct two towers of 18 floors each. In the
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complaint marked as Ex.P3, except stating that there are
major violations in putting up high rise buildings of two
blocks, there is no corroborative material placed before

this Authority.

2. Coming to the documentary evidence produced
by PW.1, Ex.P4 (pages 7 to 9) consists of photographs
(photo copies) of the Apartment Complex. Ex.P5 is the
rejoinder which is nothing but replica of Ex.P3 complaint.
Ex.P6 is the copy of the Approved Sketch and Revised
Master Plan 2015. The contents of these documents do not
reflect that there are any deviations or variations in
putting up the Apartment Complex against the approved
plan or license. Therefore, in the above circumstances,
even though the DGOs 1 and 2 have not effectively
participated in the enquiry proceedings and have not cross
examined PW.1, this Authority cannot come to the
conclusion that Disciplinary Authority has proved its case
only on the basis of chicf examination of the

Complainant/PW.1.

26. The Disciplinary Authority relies only upon the
evidence of PW.1. There is nothing to infer or presume that
the Promoters of Ananda Residential Apartments have put
up construction of 18 floors Apartment Complex on Mata
Sharadadevi Road, 5% Main, Bull Temple Road,

Kempegowda Nagar, Bengaluru against the sanctioned plan
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and without obtaining No Objection Certificates from
statutory bodies and that the DGOs 1 and 2 have failed to
visit the spot and remove the unauthorized construction
and take action against the concerned u/s 321(1) to (3) and
Section 462 of Karnataka Municipal Corporations Act and
have thereby committed misconduct or dereliction of duty
as alleged in the Articles of Charge. Under these
circumstances, this A.R.E. finds that Disciplinary Authority
has not proved the charges against the D.G.Os 1 and 2
beyond probability. Therefore, this point is answered in the

Negative.

27. Point No.2 : In view of the above discussion,

reasons stated and finding given to Point No.1 this A.R.E.

proceeds to record the following :

FINDING

The Disciplinary Authority has not proved
the charges against the D.G.Os 1 and 2.

Submitted to Hon’ble Upalokayukta for
kind approval and further action in the
matter.

; o
(C.CHAND EKHAR
Additional Registrar bf Enquiries-15,

Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.



19

ctANNEXURES::

LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF D.A:

PW1

Manjunath Reddy dt:20.7.2019

LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF DGO:

DW1

NIL

LIST OF

DOCUMENTS MARKED ON BEHALF

OF

DISCIPLINARY AUTHORITY:

Ex.P1&2 | Complaint Form I and II given to
Ex.Pl(a)& | Lokayukta

2(a) Signatures of PW.1

Ex.P3 Copy of complaint dt:6.8.2016

Ex.P3(a) Signature of PW.1

Ex.P4 Copy of documents attached to the complaint
Ex.P5 Copy of Rejoinder dt:25.2.2017

Ex.P5(a) Signature

Ex.P6 Copy of documents attached to the rejoinder

LIST OF DOCUMENTS MARKED ON BEHALF OF DGO:

Ex.D1

NIL

2\
(C.CHANDRA SEKHAR)

Additional Registrar of Enquiries-15,

Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.
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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No.UPLOK-1/DE.980/2017/ ARE-15 Multi Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001.
Dated 01.06.2022.

RECOMMENDATION
Sub:- Departmental inquiry against (1) Sri
B.Ravindranatha, Assistant Engineer, South
Zone, Town Planning and (2) Sri S.Manjunatha
Reddy, Executive Engineer, Chickpet Division,
Bruhath  Bengaluru = Mahanagara  Palike,
Bengaluru- reg.

Ref:- Government Order No.UDD 311 MNU 2017
dt.22.07.2017.

2) Nomination order No. UPLOK-1 /DE.980/2017
dated 06.09.2017 of Hon'ble Upalokayukta,
State of Karnataka.

3) Inquiry report dated 30.05.2022 of Additional

Registrar of  Enquiries-15, Karnataka
Lokayukta, Bengaluru.

'l'he Government by its order dated 22.07.2017 initiated the
disciplinary proceedings against (1) Sri B.Ravindranatha,
Assistant Engineer, South Zone, Town Planning and (2) Sri
S.Manjunatha Reddy, Executive Engineer, Chickpet Division,
Bruhath Bengaluru Mahanagara Palike, Bengaluru, [hereinafter

referred to as Delinquent Government Officers, for short as



‘DGOs 1 and 2’ respectively | and entrusted the Departmental

Inquiry to this Institution.

2. This Institution by Nomination Order No. UPLOK-
1/DE.980/2017 dated 06.09.2017 nominated Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-4, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru, as
the Inquiry Officer to frame charges and to conduct
departmental inquiry against DGOs for the alleged charge of
misconduct, said to have been committed by them.
Subsequently, the matter was transferred to Additional

Registrar of Enquiries-15 to continue the said inquiry,

3. The DGOs were tried for the charge that, during their
tenure, they failed to take action against construction of a
building in violation of sanctioned plan and thereby

committing misconduct.

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

has held that, the Disciplinary Authority has * not proved’ the
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above charge against the DGO 1 Sri B.Ravindranatha, Assistant
Engineer, South Zone, Town Planning and DGO 2 Sri
S.Manjunatha Reddy, Executive Engineer, Chickpet Division,

Bruhath Bengaluru Mahanagara Palike, Bengaluru.

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 1 Sri B.Ravindranatha,
Assistant Engineer, South Zone, Town Planning and DGO 2 Sri
S.Manjunatha Reddy, Executive Engineer, Chickpet Division,
Bruhath Bengaluru Mahanagara Palike, Bengaluru, of the

charges leveled against them.

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

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

ol 1612
(JUSTICE B.S.PATIL)

Upalokayukta-1,
State of Karnataka.
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