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ANNEXURE-1

CHARGE:
That you DGO Sri.S.Ravikumar, Revenue Inspector, Begur

Circle, Bengaluru South Taluk demanded and accepted a
bribe of Rs.50,000/- on 29/11/2011 near a building under
construction by the side of Kariyappa Stores in front of Gali
Anjaney Swamy Temple, Bengaluru from complainant
Sri.Krishnappa. M, S/o late Munirappa, R/at: No.108/6,
Dileep School Building, Beelekalli, Bannerghatta Main Road,
IIM Post, Bengaluru-560076 for making khata of land in
respect of Sy.No.18/2, Billekahalli in terms of the order in
0.5.N0.2153/2006 of City Civil Court, Bengaluru that is for
doing an official act, and thereby you failed to maintain
absolute integrity and devotion to duty and committed an act
which is unbecoming of Government Servants and thus you
are guilty of misconduct under Rule 3(1)(i) to (iii) of KCS
(Conduct) Rules 1966.
L
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LOK/INQ/14-A/309/2013/ARE-11

KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

NO. LOK/INQ/14-A/309/2013/ARE-11  M.S.Building,

Sub:

Ref:

1. The Departmental Enquiry is initiated against Sri. S.Ravikumar
S/o0 Subbanna, Revenue Inspector, Begur Circle, Bengaluru South
Taluk (hereinafter referred to as the Delinquent G‘dvernment
Officials, in short DGO) on the basis of the complaint dated
20/11/2011. The allegation in the complaint is !'that Sri.
S.Ravikumar while working as Revenue Inspector of Bééur Circle

at Bengaluru South Taluk in the year 2011 has demanded bribe of

Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,

Bengaluru-560 001,
Date: 24/08/2023.

“ENQUIRY REPORT:

Departmental Enquiry agaﬁnst
Sri. S.Ravikumar S/o Subbanna, Revenue
Inspector, Begur Circle, Bengaluru South
Taluk -reg. -

I

Report under section 12(3) of the KLA Act.
1984 in No.Compt/Uplok/BCD/2369/
2012/ARE-10, dated:01/04/2013.

Order No. 3o 21 2B 2013, BoRKR,
£:09/07/2013.

Nomination Order No. LOK/ING/14-
A/309/2013, Bengaluru, dated

29/07/2013.
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Rs.50,000/- from complainant for attending to the application
dated 16/06/2011 filed by the complainant in the Taluk Officeof
Benguluru (South) for making khatha of land bearing Sy.No.18/2
of B]llekahalh to the extent of some guntas of land under litigation
as per the order in 0.S.No.2153 /2006 of City Civil Court,

Bengaluru

. As tTle complainant was not willing to pay the amount, after
contacting Lokayukta Police, Bengaluru City Division lodged
complaint before Police Inspector, Karnataka Lokayukta Police
Stat10n Bengaluru City Division, Bengaluru (hereinafter referred
to as “Investigating Officer”. On the said complaint Investigating
Officer registered case in Cr.No.61 /2011 against the DGO for the
offences punishable under section 7, 13(1)(d) r/w 13(2) of P.C.Act,
1988.

. The Ihvestigating Officer took up investigation and on 29 /11/2011
DGO was caught red handed while demanding and accepting
111ega1 gratification of Rs.50,000/- from the complainant in his car
bearing No.KA-51 /MA-6867, near a building under construction
by the side of Kariyappa Stores in front of Gali Anjaneya Swamy
Temple, Bengaluru. DGO has failed to give satisfactory or
convincing explanation in this regard, when questioned by the said
1.O. After completion of investigation the investigating officer has
filed charge sheet against the DGO in the concerned jurisdictional

Court.

4\\ 4
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4. The Hon’ble Upalokayukta invoking power vested under section
7(2) of the Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984, took up investigation
and on perusal of complaint, FIR, Mahazars, and other
documents, found prima facie case and forwarded report dated
01/04/2013 U/s 12(3) of Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984
recommended the competent authority to initiate disciplinary
proceedings against the DGO and to entrust the enqﬁiry to the
Hon’ble Upalokayukta, Karnataka under Rule 14-A of the KCS
(CC& A) Rules 1957. The Competent Authority by order dated
09/07/2013 entrusted the matter to the Hon’ble Upalokayukta.

5. The Hon’ble Upalokayukta by order dated 29/07/2013, nominated
Additional Registrar Enquiries-03 to conduct the enquiry.

6. The Articles of charge as framed by Additional Registrar

Enquiries-3 is as follows:
ANNEXURE-1

CHARGE:

That you DGO Sri.S.Ravikumar, Revenue Inspector, Begur
Circle, Bengaluru South Taluk demanded and accepted a
bribe of Rs.50,000/- on 29/11/2011 near a building under
construction by the side of Kariyappa Stores in front of Gali
Anjaney Swamy Temple, Bengaluru from complainant
Sri.Krishnappa. M, S/o late Munirappa, R/at: No.108/6,
Dileep School Building, Beelekalli, Bannerghatta Main Road,
IIM Post, Bengaluru-560076 for making khata of land in

N
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respect of Sy.No.18/2, Billekahalli in terms of the order in
0.8.No.2153/2006 of City Civil Court, Bengaluru that is for
doing an official act, and thereby you failed to maintain
‘absolute integrity and devotion to duty and committed an act
which is unbecoming of Government Servants and thus you

are guilty of misconduct under Rule 3(1)(i) to (iii) of KCS

' (Conduct) Rules 1966.

7. The

statement of imputations of misconduct as framed by

Additional Registrar Enquiries-3 is as [ullows:-

ANNEXURE-II
STATEMENT OF IMPUTATION OF MISCONDUCT:

The complaint Sri.Krishnappa. M, S/o late Munirappa,

' R/at: No.108/6, Dileep School Building, Beelekalli,
' Bannerghatta Main Road, IIM Post, Bengaluru-560076,
'Bengaluru Urban District filed a complaint on 29/11/2011

" before the Police Inspector, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bangalore

_' City Division alleging that, Sri.Ravikumar.S, S/o0. Subbanna

' Revenue Inspector of Begur Circle in Bangalore South Taluk

demanded a bribe of Rs.50,000/- from the complainant for
'attending dt.16/06/2011 filed with the Taluk Office, South
- Taluk for to the application making khatha of land of Sy.

i

No.18/2 of Billekahalli in terms of the order in
0.S.No.2153/2006.

B
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As the complainant was not willing to pay any bribe to
the DGO, he went to Police Inspector, Karnataka Lokayukta
Bangalore City Division on 29/11/2011 and lodged a
complaint. On the basis of the same a case was registered in
Bangalore City Division, Lokayukta Police Station Cr. No.
61/2011 for offences punishable under sections 7, 13(1) (d)
r/w section 13(2) of the P.C. Act, 1988 and FIR was

submitted to the concerned learned special judge.

After registering the case, investigating officer observed
all the pre trap formalities and entrustment mahazar was
conducted. The DGO was trapped on 29/11/2011 near a
building under construction by the side of Kariyappa Stores
in front of Gali Anjaneya Swamy Temple, Bangalore by the
Investigating Officer after demanding and accepting the bribe
amount of Rs.50,000/- from the complainant in the presence
of shadow witness and the said bribe amount which DGO
had received from the complainant was seized under the
seizure mahazar after following the required -post trap
formalities. During the investigation the IO has regorded the
statements of Panchas and other witnesses and further
statement of the complainant. The I.O. d:i;ring thé
investigation has sent the seized articles to thé; chemical
examiner and obtained the report from him and h¢ has given

the result as positive.

The materials collected by the I.O. during the

investigation prima facie disclose that the DGO, demanded

et

3\4 ;
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and accepted bribe of Rs. 50,000/- from the complainant on
29/11/2011 for doing an official act i.e., for attending to the
. application dt. 16/06/2011 filed with the Taluk Office, South
Taluk for making khatha of land of Sy. No.18/2 of
_.Billekahalli in terms of the order in 0.S8.No0.2153/2006. Thus
the DGO, has failed to maintain absolute integrity and
< devotion to duty and this act on his part is unbecoming of a
Government servant. Hence, he has committed an act which
: :amounted to misconduct as stated under Rule 3 (1) (i) to (iii)

of KCS (Conduct) Rules 1966.

In this connection an observation note was sent to the
‘DGO and DGO has submitted his reply which, after due
consideration, was found not acceptable. Therefore, a
recommendation was made to the Competent Authority
~under Section 12(3) of the Karnataka Lokayukta, Act 1984,
‘to initiate Departmental Proceedings against the DGO. The
. Government after considering the recommendation made in
. the report, entrusted the matter to the Hon'ble Upalokayukta
;to conduct departmental/ disciplinary proceedings against
- you, the DGO and to submit report. Hence the charge.

8. Notice of Articles of charge, statement of imputation of misconduct
with'list of witnesses and documents was served upon the DGO. In
response to the service of articles of charge, DGO entered
appearance before the ARE-3 on 05 /12/2013 and engaged

advocate for defence. In the course of first oral statement of the
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DGO recorded on 05/12/2013 he pleaded not guilty and claimed
to be enquired. As per order of Hon'ble Upalokayukta—l
dated:14/03/2014 this file was transferred to ARE-11. The date
of Retirement of DGO is 31/07/2029.

. The DGO has filed his written statement denying the allegations
made in the articles of charge and statement of impﬁﬁtations of
misconduct. DGO further contended that, complainant has given
application dated 16/06/2011 to the taluk office seeking for
change of khata in the name of the applicants as per orders
passed by the court in 0.S.No.2153/2006 dated 22i/11/2010.
That the said application has gone to RRT case worker from the
tapal section and from the case worker it has come to him on
01/07/2011. That on 07/07/2011 he has submitted report to take
steps as per orders of the court. That after he has __s‘igned the
report on 07/07/2011 the file was in the office till 01/10/201’;
i.e., for three months. That the said file has not come to him from
07/07/2011 to 29/11/2011. That the said file is penciing before
the Village Accountant at the stage of issuing form No.21 notice in
the village for change of khata for publication of the s?,jne for 30

days and for calling report with respect to service of n(;t;ice under

form No.12 to the interested parties.

DGO further contended that, GPA has been execﬁt"ed by thé
original khatedar on 07/04/1990 in favour of M.Ramaswamy S/6
Late Muniveerappa and Erappa S/o late Muniswamappé:. The said
GPA has not been registered. That the said Erappa and

M.Ramaswamy after getting the unregistered GPA from the original

B
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khatedar S.Vishweshwaraiah have executed agreement to sell in
favour of Sri.Kanthilal Patel S /o Kethu Sri Patel with respect to 18
guntas of land in Sy.No.81/12 of Bilekahalli Village and have also
entered into agreement to sell with the original Kkhatedar
S.Vishweshwaraiah. Sri.Kanthilal Patel S /o Kethu Sri Patel has
ﬁled;_gb.S.No.2153/2006 dated 15/03/2006 for not executing sale
deed from 2013 to 2016 by original khatedar S.Vishweshwaraiah,
seekiflg direction to get sale deed executed in their favour. That the
said suit was compromised by filing compromise petition on
22/11/2010 agreeing to execute the sale deed in favour of
Kanthilal Patel or any person to whom he says. That Erappa and
Rame}swamy without executing the sale deed in favour of Kanthilal
Pateia by giving false information that 18 guntas is given to
Kanthilal Patel in the decree, had filed application for change of
khata.

DGO further contended that, Bilekahalli Village is one
kilometer away from Jayadeva Hospital and comes within the
limiﬁs of BBMP in 1995. But, since there is agreement for 18
gunt;fé.s with Kanthilal Patel 0-0.1 gunta 1089 feet i.e., 19.602 feet
comé: within 18 guntas. That since the area come within the BBMP
limitjs; and the transaction is in the year 2011, the S.R. value was
Rs.5t OOO/ - per Sq ft and registration fees would come to
9 80 10,000/-. That since the Kanthilal Patel had to pay
Rs. 7o ,60,750/- to the Government in order to avoid payment of
reglstratmn fees they have entered into compromise petition
vmthout registering the document and have filed false application

for change of khata.

, g\,\\
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DGO further contended that, in the year 2011 éﬂy person
who has to purchase agricultural land should belong to the family
of the agriculturist doing agriculture from 1973 and the annual
income should be less than 2 lakhs and if the above said rules are
violated and sale deed is executed for Rs.9,80,10,000/- it amounts
to violation of Sec.79(A)(B) of Karnataka Land Reforms Act and
A.C., has every right to confiscate the land. That by zcg:iving falsé:

information they have filed compromise petition.

DGO further contended that, he informed the corgnplainant
that if he executes sale deed in favour of Kanthilal Patel with
respect to 18 guntas and give the sale deed then as per the orders
of the court khata would be mutated in their name for'; which the
complainant had asked 2-3 days time. That the complainant has
not executed any sale deed in favour of Kanthilal Patel as pe.‘i‘
compromise petition filed before the court and on 29/11/2011 he
has called the DGO and told to meet him stating that 'he would
give the registered sale seed executed in favour of Kanthilal Patel.
So, DGO told the complainant that he was coming to Sri Gali
Anjaneyaswamy Temple and he would meet him there. That when
he went near the temple the complainant came in a carjand asked
him to sit inside the car and he would give the document and ha':;;
forcibly tried to give the amount to him then the DGO refused to
receive the amount and pushed it and tried to get out of the car by
that time the lokayukta police surrounded the car and got him
down and got hold of his hands and checked his shirt ppcket and
both pant pockets and asked him where the amount is,ithat when

they did not get the amount they enquired the complainant and



10
LOK/INQ/14-A/309/2013/ARE-11

the complainant showed the amount by putting it on the driver
seati That even though he has told all the above facts to the 1.0.
and given written explanation in this regard, they have not listened
to him. That the 1.0. has not drawn any mahazar in his presence
and . have not washed his hands. That they have seized the
documents through Thasildar. That when he has brought true fact
to the notice of the complainant that without sale deed khata
cannot be changed and he cannot change the khata illegally the
complainant has filed false case against him by giving false
complaint in the lokayukta police station. That lokayukta police
have not taken the sample voice of the DGO and have not secured
the voice analysis test report from FSL. That the 1.O. has not
subrﬁitted Sec. 65(B) certificate. That 1.O. has not produced any
docﬁrﬁent to show that the work of complainant was pending
before him. That colluding with complainant the 1.0. has filed false
charge sheet against him and prayed that he may be exonerated
from the imputation of charges leveled against him in the interest

of justice and equity.

- 10. The boints that arise for consideration are as follows:-

1. Whether the disciplinary authority proves
that the DGO Sri. S.Ravikumar while
working as Revenue Inspector of Begur
Circle at Bengaluru South Taluk in the
year 2011, has demanded bribe of
Rs.50,000/- from complainant for
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attending the application dated
16/06/2011 filed by the complainant in
the Taluk Office Benguluru (South) for
making khatha of land bearing
Sy.No.18/2 of Billekahalli to the extent
of some guntas of land under litigation as
per the order in 0.S.No.2153/2006 o.:t"City
Civil Court, Bengaluru and , the
complainant not willing to pay the said
amount, lodged complaint before Police
Inspector, Karnataka Lokayukta l;’plice
Station, Bengaluru City Division, who
registered case in Cr.No.61/2011 :and
took up investigation and on 29/11/2011
DGO was caught red handed while
demanding and accepting illegal
gratification of Rs.50,000/- from: the
complainant in his car bearing NQ.KA-
51/MA-6867, near a building ;1:nder
construction by the side of Kariyfappa
Stores in front of Gali Anjaneya Syéamy
Temple, Bengaluru. and DGO has i‘ailed
to give satisfactory or convifﬁ.cing
explanation in this regard, when
questioned by the said 1.O. and by this
the DGO has committed miscoré&uct,

dereliction of duty, acted in a manner

<
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unbecoming of a Government Servant and
not maintained absolute integrity,
violating Rule 3(1)(i) to (iii) of
K.C.S.(conduct) Rules, 1966?

2. What findings?

11. (a) ’I;I:1e disciplinary authority has examined Sri.Krishnappa N./
Complainant as PW-1, Sri.S.Nandish /Panch Witness as PW-2, one
Sri.MiNarayana as PW-3 and Sri.Puttaswamy H.P./ Investigating
Officer as PW-4 and got exhibited Ex.P-1 to 15 on it’s behalf,

(b) The DGO has not examined himself, but got exhibited ExD1

document.

(c) Since DGO has not adduced evidence by examining himself or
anybody, incriminating circumstances which appeared against
him 'in the evidence of PWs 1 to 4 are put to him by way of

questionnaire.

‘12, Heard both side arguments and perused the written argument filed
by the counsel for the DGO and all the documents.
13. The answers to the above points are:

1. In the Negative.
2. As per final findings for the following:-

o~

Vé\ ¥
41\4;\ "
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REASONS

14. Point No.l:- (a) PW-1/Complainant Sri.Krishnappa: N. has

deposed in his evidence that, DGO was working as: Revenue
Inspector in Begur Circle, Bangalore South Taluk in the year 2011,
that as per the compromise decree passed by the court with
respect to the land in survey No 81/2 Bilekalli village the Khathz;
had to be mutated. That case was filed with respect to their
ancestral property and it was sold to some persons and; they had
compromised in the partition suit. That on 16/2/ 20;;.11 he has
filed application before the Tahasildar for change of Khafha that he
has gone to the office for 05 months but the work was not done.
That he was told to go to Village Accountant as the file hé_,s come to
him, that he went 03 times but the file was kept in the. Compute‘%r
Section and he went to the Tahasildar office computer section,
there a lady staff by name Shyamala told that the file h_(:;lS gone to
Village Accountant. That he went to the Village Accountant several
times, but he was dodging the matter. That on enquiry to the staff
in the office they told the file is sent to Revenue Ins?éctor and
when he went to Revenue Inspector office on enquiry the::y told that
the work will be done if money is given. That he told ;tilis to his
friend Narayan and he told not to give money and tolcilé.that they

will lodge complaint before Lokayukta Police Station.

PW-1 further deposed that, on 28/11/2011 he went to
Lokayukta Police station and told the matter and Inspector has

given him one voice recorder and asked him to record conversation

2%
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and come. That on the same day he went to the Revenuc Inspector
ofﬁce‘and he talked with the staff and he demanded Rs.50,000/ -

bribe'and he recorded the conversation and went to Police station
and : gave the recordings on the same day. After hearing the
recordings the police asked him to come the next day. That on the
next day he lodged complaint as per Ex.P-1. That the Police called
for one Beeresh and Nandish panchas to the police station and
played the voice recording and made them hear the same. That
since" he was not having Rs 50,000 /- the police only gave him the
amoant to lay the trap i.e 22 notes of Rs500 /- denomination and
39 ndtes of Rs 1000/- denomination i.e. » Rs 50,000/-. The 1.0. got
the number of the notes noted in a sheet. That the [.O. got
smeared powder on the notes and one Biresh counted and the
same and kept it in his shirt pocket and his hands were dipped in
the solution and it turned to the pink colour. The Inspector gave
him jifnstructions and has drawn pre-trap mahazar as per Ex.P-2.
That fhe called DGO and asked him where he was and DGO told
that he is in the Tahasildar office and all of them went there at
3: OO p m. and he was not there and again he called him and DGO
told to come near to TR Mill at 5 :00 p.m.

- PW-1 further deposed that, all of them with panchas went to
the ﬂy over. That he went near Gali Anjenaya Temple near flyover
and parked his car. That the DGO came their and Inspector had
1nstructed him to switch on the parking light and give signal after
DGO ‘accepted tainted notes. That when he was near the temple

DGO icame alone in his Active Honda and he called him inside the

%
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car and he came and sat inside the car. That he gave tainted
notes to DGO and gave signal by switching on the parking light.
That the Inspector came and caught the hands of DGO. That
later on he got out of the car and it was 6.30 p.m. to 7.30 p.m. The
hands of DGO was washed in the Car and Inspector has brought
the DGO and others to the Lokayukta Police Station. : That the
notes were tallied by Biresh which was tallying and thé'Inspectoi‘
enquired about his documents to the DGO and he told that he has
sent it to the Tahasildar office. That Tahasildar was asked to bring
the documents to the police station and Inspector seized the same.
The Inspeclor seized (e shitt of DGO and the Inspector, had given
one voice recorder before going to the trap and he had recorded th(‘?
conversation. That the Inspector has drawn trap mahazar in this

regard as Ex.P-3 and signed it.

(a) PW-2/Panch Witness Sri.S.Nandish has deposed in hlS
evidence that, he was working as Peon at BBMP office from 20 10
He was told to go to Lokayukta Police station by his hlgher ofﬁcer
along with his colleague Biresh and he went to the Pol;ce statloq.
That he came to know that complainant has lodged complaint:.
That at 12.30 p.m. all of them left in Maruti Omni car tc;);Thasildair
office situated near Mysore Bank circle and Beeresh anclI lilokayukteii

police went inside the office and came out.

PW-2 further deposed that, the Inspector has takeh} him near
Gali Anjenaya Temple and the car was parked 150 feet away fronfl

the said temple and it was 6:00 p.m. and complainant, Biresh and

2%
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DGO went forward and after 15 minutes the lokayukta police took
him near a car which was 200 feet away and there complainant,
Biresh, lokayukta police and DGO were present. The complainant
and DGO were inside the car and Rs.50,000/- was on the driver
seat.. The Inspector has seized the notes. The Inspector has
washed the hands of DGO in solution and it turned to pink colour
and Inspector seized the solutions and all of them returned to the

Lokayukta Police station that he has signed in Ex.P-2 and Ex.P-3

mahazars

(b) At this stage learned Presenting Officer treated PW2 as hostile
and - cross examined him suggesting the Disciplinary Authority
case but nothing is elicited from him in support of the Disciplinary
Authority case, PW2 has denied the suggestions put forth by the

learned Presenting Officer.

(a) PW-3/Sri.M.Narayana has deposed in his evidence that, he
knows the complainant and he is from his village. That on
25/11 /2011 the complainant met him near Bilekal village and told
that DGO has demanded Rs1.00 lakh and change bribe amount
for Change of Khatha and on bargain reduced it to Rs.50,000/-.
That ‘he told him to give complaint before the Lokayukta Police

Statlon

‘PW-3 further deposed that, on 28/11/2011 he and
complainant went to Lokayukta Police station, Bangalore city

division and met the Investigating Officer and informed him so the

A
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Investigating Officer enquired whether there is any recording of
conversation between the complainant and DGO for ﬁszvhich the
complainant told that there is no recordings. That Investigating
Officer gave one voice recorder and asked him te get the
conversation recorded and come. That on the same day in the
afternoon the complainant went to the office of DGO s1tuated at
Mysore Bank circle and talked with DGO and he stood E}ifeet away
from the complainant and there were other persons. ! That the
complainant talked with DGO and DGO told that if hei}calks with
empty hands, the work will not be done and complainanﬁ told that
he would come on the next day with the money and caﬁe out of
the office. That later on the same day, he and the cofrnplaina_n..:t
went to the Lokayukta Police Station and complainan_tj- gave the
voice recorder to the Investigating Officer and after hearing the

recording the 1.0. asked the complainant to come on the next day.

PW-3 further deposed that, on 29/11/2011: he and
complainant reported before the 1.O. in the Lokayukta Police
Station, Bangalore City Division and complainant produced 22
notes of Rs.500/- denomination and 39 notes of Rs 1000 /
denomination. The 1.0. got the number of notes noted in shee-t
and got smeared phenolphthalein powder through his staff That
the 1.O. got the notes put in the shirt pocket of cemplamant
through one Biresh and got his both hands washed in the solutlon
and the solution turned to pink color and I.O. has seized the same.
That 1.O. has drawn pre-trap mahazar as per Ex.P-2 W{lth respect

to the above proceedings and he has signed it and 1a?.€er on the

VA
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compiainant, Biresh and Nandish and 1.0). and his staft went ncar
the M‘ysore Bank Circle and reached DGO office and the DGO was
not present there. That the 1.0. called DGO and he told that he
wou]d come near T.R. Mill at Mysore Road in the evening. That
later ‘on all of them went near T.R. Mill at Mysore Road and
reacned there at 5.30 p.m. That complainant called DGO through
his mobﬂe and DGO told him that he is near Sri Gali Anjaneya
Swamy Temple that since the I1.O. had suspicion, he asked the
complamant to go alone in his car near Sri Gali Anjeneya Swamy
Temple and meet the DGO. The complainant went near Sri Gali
Anjenaya swamy Temple and parked there near shop which is to
the left side of the road and Sri Gali Anjenaya Swamy Temple is to
the right side. That all of them stood there without causing any
suspicion. That at 6:00p.m. to 6.30 p-m. the complainant switched
on the parking light and 1.O. and his staff surrounded the car and
complainant showed the DGO who was inside the car and 1.0. got
him down and caught hold of his hand. At that time DGO took the
amount of his left side shirt pocket and threw it on the driver’s
seat.: The 1.O. has drawn mahazar in that place and has got
prepared Sodium carbonate solution and taken the sample of the
same; and got both the hands of DGO washed separately in the
bowls and the solution in the bowls turned to pink color and I.0.
has seized the same. That since many people started gathering I.0.
has taken all of them to Lokayukta Police Station, Bangalore City

Division.

@ P
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PW-3 further deposed that, 1.O. called for the Tahasildar to
the Police station and seized the shirt of DGO and got thé pocket of
the shirt washed in the sodium carbonate solution and itjturned to
pink colour. The Investigation Officer seized the solution and the
shirt of DGO. That I.O. played the voice recorder which was with
the complainant and the higher officer i.e., Tahasildar, and Spl.
Tahasildar identified the voice of DGO in the said recor{:lling. Tha%t
the 1.0. enquired DGO about the file of the complainant and he
told that it is in his car which is parked near T.R. Mill and 1.0. has
taken the explanation of DGO. The I.O. took DGO and all of them
near the T.R. Mill and DGO gave the file pertaining to the
complainant to the 1.O. and he has seized the same and brought
all of them to the Lokayukta Police Station and has drawn trap

mahazar in this regard.

(a) PW-4 /Investigating Officer, Sri.Puttaswamy H.P. has erosed in
his evidence that, he was working as Police Inspector, :I.E,okayukta
Police Station, Bangalore City Division from Augusfc; 2011 to
September 2015. That on 29/11/2011 at 1:00 p.m. the
complainant came to the station and told that DGO was
demanding bribe and he has received the complaint as r}er Ex.P- ]
and he has received the voice recorder produced by the
complainant and played it and heard the demand of b;ibe in thé
conversation and he has registered the case in Crime f1{10' 61/ 1'-t
for the offence punishable U/sec., 7, 13(1)(d) R/w 13(2] of PC Act
and has prepared FIR as per Ex.P-4 and sent 1t to the

jurisdictional police station. That later on he called for _o_ne B1resL1

Pl
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shadéw witness and Nandish panch witness and asked them (o

act as panch witness for which they have consented.

'PW-4 further deposed that, complainaﬁt produced 39 notes
of Rs 1000/- denomination and 22 notes of Rs.500/-
denomlnatlon total Rs.50,000/-. That he has noted the number of
notes through computer as per Ex.P-5. That he has got recording
tranééribed as per Ex.P-6 and he got phenolphthalein powder
applied on the notes through his staff and made Biresh to keep the
said. notes in the left side shirt pocket of complainant and he got
plbpdred sodium carbonate solution in two bowls and taken the
samp_le of the same. That he got the hands of the Biresh washed
in the sodium carbonate solution and the solution turned to pink
colour and he has seized the same. That he has got the recording
turned to CD and seized the same. Further he stated that he
instructed complainant to give the amount only on demand and

after acceptance to give signal by wiping his head.

_i PW-4 further deposed that, he gave one voice recorder and
butté{n camera to the complainant and told him how to operate
and éelsked him to switch it on while meeting the DGO and asked
Nandish to accompany the complainant and act as Shadow
witness and to watch what transpires between the complainant
and DGO That he has drawn pre- trap mahazar with respect to
the above proceedings as per Ex.P-2 and has taken video of the
proceedlngs That later on all of them washed their hands
thoroughly and left the Lokayukta police station and reached the

(@\/
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Tahasildar office, Bangalore south at 3.05 PM. That ds per his
instruction complainant and Nandish went inside thfef office of
DGO and after some time the complainant came out and told that
DGO was not present in the office and the complainant called
DGO through his mobile and he received it and told to come near
T.R. Mill, Chamarajapete at 6:00 p.m. That later on all of them
returned to the Lokayukta Police station and at 5.20 pm as pel~
his instruction complainant called DGO through his rqobile and
DGO told that he is near T.R. Mill situated at ChamaraJpet
Bangalore Town. That all of them left the Lokayukta Polyce station
and camc ncar T.R. Mill situated at Chamarajpct, Bangulore Town
and again as per his instructions the complainant called the DGO
and he told that he is in Bangalore-Mysore Road near Sri Gali
Anjenaya Swamy Temple and asked him to come there. That later
on all of them went near Sri Gali Anjenaya Swamy ,temple at
6.10 p.m. That at 6.20 p.m. the complainant gavez :signal by
switching on the parking light and he along with tha’staff and
panch witness went and enquired complainant about the
happening. That the complainant showed person s1tt1ng at the left
side of the driver seat and told that he has given Rs.50,000/- tQ
him and he has received it and kept it in his left side P;)cket and
he came to know that the said person is DGO. i |
-

PW-4 further deposed that, as soon as complainar_‘:l"t told him
the happenings DGO took out the amount from his lef'ﬁc;shirt and
kept it in front right side pant pocket and later DGO removed the

note from his front right side pant pocket and threw it on the

0
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driver scat of the car. That he « wught the hands of DOO and hie
1ntroduced himself to DGO and told him the purpose of coming
and &sked him what work he is doing.

- PW—4 further deposed that, DGO prayed that he is due for
promot1on and asked them to leave him. That he got prepared
sodlum carbonate solution in two bowls and taken sample of the
same and has got both the hands of DGO washed in the solution
separately through his staff and the solution in both bowls turned
to pmk colour and he seized same separately. That he got the
notest removed through Biresh and got tallied it with Ex.P-5 sheets
and they were tallying with each other and he seized the notes.
That he has got the driver seat of the car swiped with cotton and
seized the cotton. That since it was dark and people had gathered
and he found that it was not feasible to continue the mahazar at
the f:lace, so he took all of them to Lokayukta Police Station,
Bangélore.

PW 4 further deposed that, he called Puttegowda, Tahasildar
South and informed him about the trap and asked him to come to
Lokayukta police station. After he reached the Police station
Puttegowda, Tahasildar came to the station and he asked him to
identify the voice of DGO for which he told that he has taken
charée of the office only two days ago. So, he asked him to call
Smttjli—larishilpa, Special Tahasildar, Bengaluru South.
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PW-4 further deposed that, he asked DGO about: ::the file of
PW-1. That DGO stated that he has left the file in the car of his
sister and told that it is parked in T.R.Mill of Chamarajpete. That
he has taken the panchas, DGO and Puttegowda, Tahasilidar to the
said spot and reached there at 8:30 p.m. The DGO shovivéd the car
and opened it’s door and got the file of PW-1 and he has ‘seized the

same after obtaining the copies as per Ex.P-7. That all of them
returned to Lokayukta police station at 9:15 p.m. That he has
seized the shirt and pant of DGO by maklng\ ~alternate

arrangement.

PW-4 further deposed that, he took the spy camera and voice
recorder from PW-1 and got the same played in presence of panch
witnesses, Puttegowda, Tahasildar and Smt.Harishilpa, Special
Tahasildar and transcribed the same and transferred it ito CD. In
the conversation at the time of trap, there was deﬁia.nd and
acceptance of bribe as per Ex.P-8. That Smt.Harishilf)’a Speciai
Tahasildar identified the voice of DGO and he has g1ven report in
this regard as per Ex.P-9 and he has taken report of Puttegowda
Tahasidar as per Ex.P-10. That he took the explanation from DGO
as per Ex.P-11. PW-1 and 2 on seeing the explanation $a1d that 1-_t
is false. That he has drawn trap mahazar from 07:25‘5;0 p.m. to
12:45 a.m. as per Ex.P-3. That he has drawn rough sl<§e_:tch of thé
spot and has taken the video of the above proceedings' and got it
burnt to CD. That he has seized the CD. That he arrested the DGO

and followed the arrest procedure and recorded the stattpments of

0
e
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;:PW-4 further deposed that, on 18/01/2012, he received the
sketrh which is prepared by AEE, BBMP as per Ex.P-12. That he
sent the articles for chemical examination and received the report
dated 09/12/2011 as per Ex.P-13 and collected the service details
extract of DGO as per Ex.P-14. That he has taken the CDRs of
DGO and complainant as per Ex.P-15. The Special Tahasildar has
glven report that DGO was using mobile no. 944837 1958 and he
had attended duty on that day as per Ex.P-9. That he has filed the
charge sheet against DGO after obtaining sanction and has

iden tlﬁed the DGO.

On over all evaluation of the oral and documentary evidence
adduced by both the parties, PW-1/complainant has not
specifically deposed anything about DGO demanding bribe for the
change of khata. According to PW-1 he has stated that a staff in
the DGO office has demanded bribe of Rs.50,000/- and he has
recorded the conversation between him and the staff. Further PW1
has stated that he has not given Rs.50,000/- amount to 1.O. as it
was not with him and 1.0. has arranged the amount. In the chief
examination of PW-1 he has stated that after DGO sat in the car
he gave the tainted notes and has switch on the parking light. But,
he has not deposed anything with respect to demand of bribe
amount and acceptance of the same by DGO from PW- 1/
complalnant In the cross examination of PW-1 he has stated that
he has not got the sale deed registered in favour of Kanthilal Patel
and has not paid the stamp duty in this regard. That as per the

%
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court decree the sale deed is not executed till date. Further in the

cross examination of PW-1 he has deposed as follows:
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From' the above evidence of PW1, it reveals that DGO has told
com}IJlainant that since Form 21 is not published he has asked the
complainant to get the publication done. Further he has stated
thatfsome staff of DGO office told that if money is given the work
will be done and he has told this to the police. Further he has
stated that he has told his friend Narayana that one of the staff is
asking the bribe amount. Further he has gone to the extent of
depo‘éing that DGO has not demanded Rs.50,000/- bribe amount
from him and he has not recorded the conversation between him
and the DGO. Further he has deposed that the panchas were
alreei(:iy present in the lokayukta police station when he went to
the lokayukta police station. Further he has deposed that he has

not read the pre-trap mahazar and signed it.

Further PW-1 in his cross examination by DGO counsel has

deposed as follows:
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21. Fromf the above evidence of PW1, it reveals that he himself has
called DGO stating that he is near Gali Anjaneyaswamy Temple.
Further he has admitted that he was alone in the car and it was
dark and the DGO came there and asked him why he has called
him and he told that he has called him to talk with him and asked
him to sit inside the car and when DGO enquired him about the
sale deed he told that it is not there with him and tried to keep the
tainted notes in the shirt pocket of DGO and the DGO refused it
and ?pushed his hands and suddenly he has switched on the
park1ng light and he has put the tainted notes on the car seat and

showed it to the police. Further he has stated that he has not seen

-
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Beeresh removing the notes and giving it to 1.O. and he has not

seen the hand wash of DGO.

PW-1 further has deposed that the Thasildar has produced the
documents and he has signed the mahazar on the next day.
Further he has deposed that the 1.O. has seized the documents

from Thasildar and not from the car of DGO.

PW-1 further has deposed that his work was not pending with
DGO and since he has not produced the registered sale deed it was
pending in the Thasildar office. That to get his work done at the
earliest on the say of Narayana he has lodged the complaint. PW-1
has not deposed anything about demand and acceptance of bribe
amount by DGO for his work. Further he has unequivocally
deposed that his work was not pending before DGO and he himself
has tried to forcibly give the tainted notes to DGO Wthh he has
refused. As such from the evidence of PW-1 it can be gathered that
there is no demand and acceptance of bribe amount by;DGO from

PW-1. , :

PW-2/Panch Witness has turned hostile and he has depijqéed in hiés

chief examination as follows:
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25. From: the above evidence of PW-2 it can be gathered that
Rs. 50 ,000/- amount was on the driving seat of the car and
complamant has not told anything in this regard to the I.O.
Further he has deposed that he has not seen those amount earlier.
Further he has deposed that he has signed Ex.P-1 and 3 in the

lokayukta police station and I.0. has not seized any documents in
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his presence and he has not taken him to any other place before

returning to lokayukta police station.

26. PW-2/panch witness has completely turned hostile and anything
is elicited from his cross examination by the learned lis’resenting
Officer in support of the disciplinary authority case. He lhas denied
all the suggestions put forth by the learned Presenting O}f:ﬁcer.

07. Further PW-2 in his cross examination has deposed as follows:
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08. From the above evidence it can be gathered that as per the
instructions of the 1.0. DGO has removed the notes from the car
and from his left shirt pocket and both pant pockets. Further he
has stated that he does not know the contents of the mahazar.
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From the evidence of PW-2 /panch witness it can be gathered that
he has not deposed about the seizure of documents from the car of
DGO and conducting mahazar in this regard as per Ex.P-3.
Furt:h:f;er he has deposed that on the say of .O. DGO has removed
the notes from car. As such it Creates doubt as to the recovery of

the dpcuments and notes from the possession of DGO.

PW—370ne Narayana and PW-4 /1.0. further deposed about coming
to the spot after receiving the signal and they have deposed about
seizure of tainted notes from the car seat and about hand wash
and fShirt pocket wash of the DGO in the sodium carbonate
solution and change of colour of the solution to pink colour and
have also deposed about recovery of the documents from the car of
DGO. Their evidence is not helpful with respect to demand and
acceptance of bribe by DGO because they came to the spot only
after jgetting signal from PW-1. Admittedly PW-1 was alone in the
car and he was not accompanied by the shadow witness and he is
the é’ple witness to depose about the demand and acceptance of
bribé:by DGO. PW-1 has unequivocally deposed that DGO has not
deméfhded any bribe amount from him and he has forcibly tried to
put 5ti’1e tainted notes to his shirt pocket which was refused by

DGO. So, he has put it on the driver seat and given signal.

There is material contradiction in the evidence of PW-3/Narayana
he has deposed that he has not signed Ex.P-1 to 15 and there was
not fprediment for him to sign the same. Further PW-4 has also
admifted that he has not taken the signature of PW-3 /Narayana in

2%
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Ex.P-1 to 15. It creates serious doubt as to the presence of PW-3 at

the spot at the time of conducting Ex.P-2 and 3 mahazar.

Evidence of PW-4/1.0. is also inconsistent and he has admitted in
his evidence that there is no demand of bribe by the DGO from the
complainant in Ex.P-8 transcription of the voice recordings given
to PW-1 at the time of trap. He has deposed that he has instructed
PW-2/Nandish to act as shadow witness and that PW-2 has
accompanied the complainant which is not at all the case of the
disciplinary authority. On perusal of Ex.P-2 pre-trap mahazar it
reveals that PW-4 has instructed one Biresh to act as shadow
witness. From the evidence of PW-3 and 4 it reveals only recovery
of the tainted notes. But, there is no iota of evidence placed by the
disciplinary authority to show demand and acceptance of bribe
amount by DGO from PW-1. As such the disciplinary authority has
failed to prove demand and acceptance of bribe amount by DGO
from PW-1 for change of khata by placing clear, cogent convincing

evidence.

It is specific defence of DGO that he received the file of
complainant on 01/07/2011 and he has put up the file to také
steps as per the orders of the court on 07/07/2011 and sent the
report and that the said file was not before him and it was in the
office for want of registered sale deed executed by complainant in
favour of Kanthilal Patel and there was no work of complainant

pending before him as on date of the filing the complaint. As such

.
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there! is no question of demanding illegal gratification for any

official work.

34. PW—%I /1.0. in his cross examination has deposed as follows:

“I have not taken statement from Puttegowda,
" Tahasildar with respect to work of complainant pending
:before DGO. 1 know about the documents seized. I

have not written any letter to Sub-Registrar with respect
" to transaction taken place by the complainant. I have
| verified the court order. There is Court decree in favour
. of the complainant and bage no. 53 of Ex.P-7 it is

written in the check list that as per the order of the
- court and the file is put up. The said note is written on
..07/07/2011 and it is written by Revenue Inspector. It
1"‘is forwarded to Tahasildar office, South. I have not

secured documents with respect to file pending before

DGO after 07/07/2011.”

'35. From the above evidence of PW- 4 it can be gathered that the work
of complalna_nt was already done by DGO on 07 /07/2011 and the
I.O. has not produced any document to show that the file of
PW1 / complainant was pending before DGO. As such the
dlsc1p11nary authority has failed to prove that the work of PW-1
with. respect to change of khata was pending before DGO and he

has demanded illegal gratification for official favour.

A ]
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36. The DGO has taken up defence that the complainant called him

37.

38.

near Gali Anjaneyaswamy Temple in the guise of giving the
registered sale deed and when he went there he asked him to get
inside the car and when he asked for the sale deed he has forcibly
tried to put the tainted notes in the pocket of DGO and DGO
refused it and pushed it and the complainant has putiit on the
driver seat and has switched on the parking light of tfué car and
the 1.O. has come and trapped him. The DGO has given
explanation in this regard immediately after the trap as per
Ex.P-11. PW-1/complainant in his cross examination has
unequivocally admitted the explanation given by the DGQO. As sucl;}
this probablises the defence of the DGO.

!

PW-4/1.0. has deposed about receiving voice recording from
PW1/complainant and playing the same before the panchas and
transcribed it as per Ex.P-6. The complainant has told that I.O.
has given one voice recorder to record the conversation between
him and DGO and he has recorded the conversation between him
and staff in the office of DGO. Wherein the staff has dem?nded thé
bribe amount of Rs.50,000/- from him for his work i.e., change of

khata. '

On perusal of the evidence of PW-4/1.0. he has deposed that the
complainant has produced the voice recordings along with Ex.P-1
complaint and he has not deposed about giving the voice recorder
to the complainant. In his cross examination he has stated that

the complainant came to his police station on 29/1 1/20,1 1 at 1.00

-
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p-m." for the first time and produced voice recorder with him.
Further he has stated that he does not remember that the voice
recorder was given from the lokayukta police station. This creates
ser1ous doubt as to whether the voice recorder was given by the
complainant or PW-4/1.0. has given the voice recorder to
com?pﬁlainant to record the conversation. The oral evidence of
PW1/complainant and PW-4 /L.0. is inconsistent in this regard. As
such the Ex.P-6 transcription with respect to the above said
recordings cannot be relied upon. Further PW-4 /1.0. has admitted
that there is no demand of bribe in the voice recordings given by

PwW- 1 at the time of trap which is transcribed as Ex.P-8.

PW-4/1.0. has deposed in his cross examination that:

“it is true it is mentioned in pre-trap mahazar that
-.complainant told that he would go alone because DGO
_.might get alert but I have sent shadow witness. In

' ‘Ex.P-5 there is no sign of complainant.”

PW4 has further deposed that he has played the voice recordings
before Smt.Harishilpa, Special Thasildar and she has identified the
voice -of DGO and given report in this regard as per Ex.P-9. As
discussed earlier PW-1 himself has stated that he has not recorded
the -voice of DGO and PW-4 /1.0. has admitted that Ex.P-8
transcription with respect to recordings taken place at the time of
trap. ithere is no demand of bribe by the DGO from the

complainant. As such the identification of the voice of DGO by

[N
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Smt.Harishilpa, Special Thasildar is not helpful to the disciplinary
authority case and it cannot be relied upon.
X

Thus, this Additional Registrar Enquiries, finds that, é\lridence of
P.Wsl1 to 4, Ex.P-1 to P-15, as reasoned above, not prové;i that the
DGO had demanded and accepted bribe of Rs.50,000/- from the
complainant on 29/11/2011. The disciplinary authori?:y has not
proved the charges against the DGO. Accordingly, th1§ point i;_;

answered in the Negative.

Point No.2 :- For the aforesaid reasons, this Additional i Registrar

(Enquiries) proceeds to record the following.

FINDINGS
The disciplinary authority has not proved the charges

against the DGO.

The date of Retirement of DGO is 31/07/2029..

Submitted to Hon’ble Upalokayukta for kind approval, and

necessary action in the matter. .

O
(J. Arch%na)

Additional Registrar (Enquiries-11),
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bangalore.
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ANNEXURES

List of witnesses examined on behalf of the Disciplinary
Authority:-

PW 1:- Sri. Krishnappa N.
PW2:- Sri. S.Nandish
PWa3:- Sri. M. Narayana

PwW4;- Sri. Puttaswamy H.P,

List of witnesses examined on behalf of the Defence:-

t

NIL:

)
HON
H

List of documents marked on behalf of Disciplinary Authority:-

Ex P1 ( Attested copy of complaint dated
129/11/2011. S -
 Ex P2 | Attested copy of pre trap mahazar dated
_ |29/11/2011. S
Ex P3 | Attested copy of trap mahazar dated |
L 129/11/2011." -
| Ex F4 | Attested copy of FIR in Cr.No .61 /2011,
Ex P? Attested copy of another list of currency
. notes dated 29/11/2011.
Ex P6 | Attested copy of Transcription.
Ex P7 Attested copy of documents pertaining to
T PW-1.
| Ex B8 Attested copy of Transcription.
Ex P9 Attested copy of report of Special
Thasildar,
Ex P10 Attested copy of report of Thasildar. 1
ExE11 Attested copy of statement of DGO dated 1
' 29/11/2011.
Ex P12 Attested copy of sketch of the spot J
prepared by AEE, BBMP.
Ex P13 Atiested copy of Chemical Examiner’s
L report.
| Ex P14 | Attested copy of service details of DGO.
Ex P15 Attested copy of CDRs of DGO and
L Complainant.
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List of documents marked on behalf of Defence:-

Ex D1 Attested copy of application filed by PW-1'
on 16/06/2011.

‘\._,

7 )
/@W
(J.P:Afchana

Additional Registrar (Enquiries- 1 1),
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bangalore.
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