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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

NO:UPLOK-1/DE/162/20 18 /ARE-9 M.S.Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru - 560 001.
Date:30.4.2022

. : ENQUIRY REPORT : :

:: Present ::

( PUSHPAVATHI.V )
Additional Registrar of Enquiries -9
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru

Sub:; Departmental Inquiry against (1)
Sri.H.D.Hunugunda, the then Block
Education Officer, Devadurga, presently
working as Senior Lecturer, DIET,
Yadgiri and (2) Smt.Chennamma, Head
Mistress, Kasturiba Residential School,
Alkod, Devadurga Taluk - reg.

Ref: 1. G.0.No. ED 01 DGO 2018 Bengaluru
dated: 16.2.2018
2.Nomination Order No: UPLOK-
1/DE/162/20 18/ARE-9 Bangalore
dated:23.3.2018 of Hon’ble
Upalokayukta-1

x % k(g HEF

This Departmental Inquiry is initiated against (1)
Sri.H.D.Hunugunda, the then Block Education Officer,
Devadurga, presently working as Senior Lecturer, DIET,
Yadgiri and (2) Smt.Chennamma, Head Mistress, Kasturiba
Residential School, Alkod, Devadurga Taluk (hereinafter
referred to as the Delinquent Government Official for short

“DGO No. 1 and 27).
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2. In pursuance of the Government Order cited above at
reference No.1, Hon’ble Upalokayukta vide order dated
23.3.2018 cited above at reference No.2 has nominated
Additional Registrar of Enquiries-9 (in short ARE-9) to frame
Articles of charges and to conduct the inquiry against the
aforesaid DGOs.

3. This Authority (ARE-9) has issued the Articles of
charges, Statement of imputations of misconduct, list of
witnesses proposed to be examined in support of the charges
and list of documents proposed to be relied in support of the
charges.

4. The Article of charges issued by the ARE-9 against
the DGOs are as under :

ANNEXURE-I
CHARGE

1) You-DGO No.2 working as Asst.Teacher in
KGBV Alkod School from 30.11.2013 to 19.8.2014 and
working as head Mistress from 30.9.2014 and You have
incharge of entire school from 30.9.2014. You DGO

have taken charge of account of Pragathi Grameena
Bank and SBM Bank of the school and an amount of
Rs.8,71,438/- was in the S.B. Account of Pragathi
Grameena Bank and Rs.5,29,196/- in SBM Bank
account.

Including bank interest and other grants
deposited in SBM, account, there was an amount of
Rs.24,05,720/- in SBM Account. You-DGO have spent
Rs.12,75,597/- out of it towards maintenance of the

school and other expenses.  You-DGO have spent
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Rs.4,63,302/- towards food for the hostel students and
You-DGO have paid Rs.3,45,044/- to Mahalakshmi
Agency towards supply of food. Totally you-DGO have
spent Rs.8,08,346/- towards food for 99 students and
the amoumnl spent cach month works out to
Rs.1,46,972/-. But in the attendance register average
attendance of student is only 75 students every month.
Therefore you-DGO have shown exccss eXpenscs for 24
students every month ie., Rs.35,629.25/-.

2) You-DGO have withdrawn Rs.1,50,000/- on
05/05/2015 through cheque Nos. 708425, 708426,
and 708427 in the names of two persons and you-have
redeposited the amount on 7.8.2015. Though You-
DGO-2 stated that You-have withdrawn the amount for
purchase of Computer, there were no records for
having processed for purchase of computers.
Therefore, you-DGO-2 have temporarily
misappropriated Rs.1,50,000 /-

3) You-DGO No.1 being Supervising Officer of the
above said act of the DGO No.2 you have not taken
any action against the DGO No.2 even though you-
DGO aware of the above said illegality committed by
the DGO No.2.

Thereby you -DGO have failed to maintain
absolute integrity, devotion to duty and committed an
act which is unbecoming of a government servant and
thus you are guilty of misconduct u/r 3 (1) (i) to (iii) of

Karnataka Civil Service (conduct) Rules 1966.
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ANNEXURE - 2
STATEMENT OF IMPUTATIONS OF MISCONDUCT

On the basis of complaint filed by Sri.Chennappa
Gowda, s/o Soogana Gowda, Alkoda, Devadurga Taluk,
Raichur District (hereinafter referred to as ‘complainant’ for
short) against Chennamma S — Head Mistess, Government
Kastur Ba High School, Girls Residential School, Alkod,
Devadurga Taluk, Raichur District, (hereinafter referred to as
DGO No.2) alleging that the DGO has committed misconduct,
an investigation was taken up after invoking Section 9 of
Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984,

ACCORDING TO THE COMPLAINANT:
When DGO No.2 was working as Head Mistress,

KBGG High School, Alkoda, she has misappropriated amount
which was to be paid to the students. She has shown excess
number of students in the attendance register for mid day
meal and misappropriated the amount.

DGO No.2 has submitted comments stating that she
took charge on 20.10.2014 and she has spent Rs.8,08,346/-
towards food for the students of the hostel and salary for the
cook since the date of taking charge and she has not shown
excess students in the attendance register. Salary has been
paid to the teachers and staff regularly. There was no
procedure for calling tender in the hostel for the supply of
food for the hostel students and therefore the amount spent
for the food is entered in the cash book and Rs.4,63,302/- is

.
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spent towards food for the hostel students till 31.3.2015.
Thereafter tender was called for and the tender of
Mahalakshmi Multipurpose Rural and Urban Education
Society, Koodligi were accepted. An amount of Rs.1,50,000/-
has been withdrawn from the bank by herself and President
of SDMC and amount was paid to one Hussain Basha and
Anjaneya [or supply of computers . Since thcrc was delay in
supplying Computers, amount has been redeposited to the
bank on 7.8.2015. She was not aware that quotation was to
be called for purchase of computers and therefore she has not
called for quotation.

Report was called for from S.P., Karnataka Lokayukta,
Raichur on the Complaint. Investigation has been conducted
by Police Inspector, Karnataka Lokayukta, Raichur ( 1.O. for
short) and he has submitted report dt:27.7.2017 .

The report of I.O. is that:

(i) The DGO No.2 was working as Asst.Teacher in KGBV
Alkod School from 30.11.2013 to 19.8.2014 and she was
head Mistress from 30.9.2014 and she was incharge of entire
school from 30.9.2014. Respondent has taken charge of
account of Pragathi Grameena Bank and SBM Bank of the
school and an amount of Rs.8,71,438/- was in the S.B.
Account of Pragathi Grameena Bank and Rs.5,29,196/- in
SBM Bank account.

(i) Including bank interest and other grants deposited
in SBM, account, there was an amount of Rs.24,05,720/- in
SBM Account. The DGO No.2 has spent Rs.12,75,597 /- out of
it towards maintenance of the school and other expenses.

The DGO No.2 has spent Rs.4,63,302/- towards food for the
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hostel students and she has paid Rs.3,45,044/- to
Mahalakshmi Agency towards supply of food . Totally she has
spent Rs.8,08,346/- towards food for 99 students and the
amount spent each month works out to Rs. 1,46,972/-. But in
the attendance register average attendance of student is only
75 students every month. Therefore she has shown excess
expenses for 24 students every month.

(iii) The DGO-2 has withdrawn Rs.1,50,000/- through
cheque Nos. 708425, 708426, and 708427 in the names of
two persons and she has redeposited the amount on
7.8.2015. Though the DGO stated that she had withdrawn
the amount for purchase of Computer, there were no records
for having processed for purchase of computers. Therefore,
she has temporarily misappropriated Rs.1,50,000/-.

(iv) (1) Ramanjaneya, DDPI (Admn), Raichur, (2)Mallikarjuna,
Dy. Director (Development), District Institution of Educational
Training , Yaramaras, Raichur, (3)Hunugunda H.D., DGO
No.1 BEO, Devadurga and (4) Hanumantharaya, President,
SDMC.KGBV Alkod School have not taken any action against
DGO No.2 though they were aware of the illegalities
committed by the DGO No.2.

After receiving the report from I.0., (1) Ramanjaneya ,
DDPI (Admn) Raichur, (2)Mallikarjuna, Dy. Director
(Development) District Institution of Educational Training ,
Yaramaras, Raichur, (3)Hunugunda H.D., DGO No.1 BEO,
Devadurga and (4) Hanumantharaya, President, SDMC,
KGBV Alkod School have been impleaded as Respondent
Nos.2 to 5 and copy of report of .O was sent to DGO No.1
and 2 and Ramajaneya, DDGP (Admin), Mallikarjuna, Dy.
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Director and Hanumantharaya, president SDMC, KGBV
Alkod school for their reply/comments.

Ramanjaneya, DDPI (Admn), Raichur, Mallikarjuna, Dy.
Director, DGO No.2 and Hanumantaraya have submitted
comments. DGO No.l has not submitted comments though
he has received our letter.

DGO No.2 has submitted comments slating that shc
was working as Asst.Teacher from 0.11.2015 in KGBV in
Valkandinni, Sindhanur Taluk, Raichur District. Earlier she
was working at KGBB in Alkoda on deputation basis. She has
spent Rs.8,08,346/- towards the salary for cook and towards
daily food for the students of the hostel. She has not shown
09 students as students present every month. The number
shown by her includes the cook, cooking staff, teachers and
the 10 member of staff to whom food is supplied. She has not
worked as Head Mistress anywhere earlier. When she worked
as Head Mistress in KGBV , Alkod she had no knowledge of
School administration and she has not committed any illegal
act. That an amount of Rs.1,50,000/- was drawn for
providing computers, but the Computers are not supplied by
the supplier, and therefore an amount of Rs.1,50,000/- was
re-deposited to the bank account on 7.8.2015. She was not
aware that quotation had to be taken for purchase of
computers.

Ramanjaneya has submitted in his comments that BEO
is the disciplinary authority in respect of primary school
teachers and BEO had to take action against DGO No.1. That
on receiving Complaint on 3.11.2015, he enquired about the

allegations made in the Complaint in the presence of the
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Complainant. He ordered for joint enquiry by R.Indira,
Education Officer and Heerabai, Subject Inspector. During
the progress of enquiry he was transferred and relieved on
21.2.2017.

Mallikarjuna has submitted comments dt: 21.9.2017.
He has submitted that he worked for 2 months 17 days as
Dy.Director Admn), Raichur from 22.4.2015 to 9.7.2015 and
he had no knowledge of Complaint against DGO No.2.

Hanumantharaya, President, SDMC has submitted
comments stating that the food was supplied to the school
through agency and amount was paid to the agency through
cheque. Respondent No.1 has not misappropriated the
amount. An amount of Rs.1,50,000/- which was withdrawn
for purchase of Computer was re-deposited on coming to
know about the purchase procedure and rules to be followed
in purchase of computer.

In view of the report of 1.O. the comments submitted by
DGO No.2. and Hanumantharaya are not acceptable to drop
the proceedings against them,

Ramanjaneya, DDPI has explained that he took action
to appoint Joint committee consisting of R.Indira, Education
Officer, and Heerabai, Subject Officer to enquiry on the
allegations made in the Complaint. Mallikarjuna, Deputy
Director has explained that he worked only for 2 months 17
days as Deputy Director and he was not aware of Complaint
against DGO No.2. Hence report against Ramanjaneya, DDPI
is dropped.

Since the said facts and materials on record prima facie
show that DGO No.1- Hunugunda H.D., Block Education

fo oo
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Officer, Devadurga Taluk, Raichur District and DGO No.2-
Chennamma S — Head Mistress, Government Kastur Ba High
School, Girls Residential School, Alkod, Devadurga Taluk,
Raichur District, have committed misconduct under Rule 3(1)
of KCS (Conduct) Rules, 1966 recommendation is made under
section 12(3) of Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984 to the
Compelent Authority to initiate disciplinary proceedings
against DGO No.2-Chennamma S - Head Mistress,
Government Kastur Ba High School, Girls Residential School,
Alkod, Devadurga Taluk, Raichur District, DGO No.1l-
Hunugunda H.D., Block Education Officer, Devadurga Taluk,
Raichur District and to entrust the inquiry to the Hon'ble
Upalokayukta-1 under Rule 14-A of Karnataka Civil Service
(Classifications, control and Appeal) Rules, 1957. Further it is
also recommended to take action against Hanumantharaya
s/o Shivaraja, President, SDMC, Alkod, Devadurga Taluk,
and Raichur District in accordance with law.

Since said facts and material on record prima-facie
show that the DGO has committed misconduct, now, acting
under section 12(3) of Karnataka Lokayukta Act,
recommendation is made to the Competent Authority to
initiate disciplinary proceedings against the DGO and to
entrust the inquiry to this Authority under Rule 14-A of
Karnataka Civil Service (Classifications, Control and Appeal)

Rules, 1957. Hence the charge

5. The Article of charge was issued to the DGOs calling
upon them to appear before this authority and to submit

written statement.
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6. The DGOs appeared before this inquiry authority in
pursuance to the service of the Article of charges. Plea of the
DGOs have been recorded and they pleaded not guilty and
claimed for holding inquiry. Thereafter, they submitted

written statement.

7. DGOs No. 1 and 2 have submitted written
statement. DGO No. 1 in his written statement has denied
the allegations made against him. He has stated that the
head master of Kasturba Girls Residential school is
responsible for management of the said school, that he has
got no responsibility. The funds will be directly transferred
from District and State Officers to the schools. In this regard,
he do not get any information. He has further submitted
that, the expenditure of funds transferred to school should be
in accordance with the permission of SDMC in a meeting.
The school authority should maintain the accounts in this
regard. The District and State Officers will have power to
inspect the accounts with regard to expenditure of funds
above said. He has further stated that he has got no powers
to inspect the accounts with regard to expenditure of above

said funds.

8. He has further stated that he has reported to DDPI
on the allegations against DGO No. 2 soon after he received
complaint and he had sought for disciplinary action against
her through a letter dated: 2.11.2015. he had also taken
action by directing DGO No. 2 to handover the charge of the
school above said to Smt. Usha Rani, Assistant Teacher on
28.3.2015. He has further stated that, it is the DDPI who has
got power to take disciplinary action against DGO No.2.

&
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Inspite of he had written letters twice, DDPI did not take
steps. With these grounds, he prayed to drop the charges

leveled against him.

9. DGO No. 2 in her written statcment, has denied the
allegations made against her. She has stated that, she was
newly appointed as Assistant Teacher in Kasturba
Government Girls Residential school, Alkod from 29.11.2013
to 19.8.2014, that she had worked for 9 months as Assistant
Teacher before she transferred to Kasturba Girls Residential
school. She has further stated that this enquiry is hit by
principles of double jeopardy. She has further submitted that
there is no misappropriation. She has further stated that,
she has not done any wrong or acted for any monetary gain
during her tenure. With these grounds, she prayed to drop

the charges leveled against her.

10. The disciplinary authority has examined the
complainant Sri.Chennappa Gowda, S/o Soogana Gowda, as
PW.1, Investigating officer Sri.H.Doddanna S/o
Hanumanthappa the then Police Inspector, Karnataka
Lokayukta Raichur as PW-2 and got marked documents as

Ex.P-1 to ExP-7.

11. Thereafter, second oral statement of DGOs No.1
and 2 have been recorded. DGOs No.1 and 2 submitted that
they have got evidence. So, opportunity was provided to them
to adduce evidence. Accordingly, DGO No.1 has got examined
himself as DW-1 and DGO No.2 has got examined herself as
DW-2 and got marked one document as Ex.D-1 to Ex.D-26.
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12. Heard submissions of Presenting Officer. Perused
the entire records, the only point that arise for my

consideration is:

Whether the Disciplinary Authority proves
the charge framed against the DGOs ?

My finding on the above point is in the PARTLY
AFFIRMATIVE AND PARTLY NEGATIVE for the following:

REASONS

13. There is no dispute with regard to DGO No. 2 was
incharge of head master of Kasturba Government Girls
Residential school, Alkod, the DGO No. 2 was BEO during the
period of allegations. The allegations in the 1st charge is that
the DGO No.2 spent Rs.4,63,302 /- towards food for the hostel
students, she had paid Rs. 3,45,044/- to Mahalakshmi
Agency towards supply of food for 99 students which works
out to Rs. 1,46,972/- for each month, totally she had spent
Rs.8,08,340/- towards food, but the attendance show that
only 75 students in average were present every month.
Thereby, the DGO No. 2 has shown excess expenses for 24
students every month. This allegation is only against DGO
No. 2. She has not taken any specific defence in the written

statement in this regard.

14. In connection to this allegation, PW-1 has stated
that, in the above said school, the attendance of students out
of 100/- were only 76. But the DGO No. 2 had shown
attendance of students as 99 and had shown expenditure of
(Rs. 50/- per student) Rs. 37,500/ - for excess of 25 students.

During cross examination, counsel for DGO No. 2 suggested
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that, she was not given training either by BEO or DDPI till
the date of evidence, for which he has shown ignorance. He
has specifically denied the suggestion that there were 99

students. Except this nothing elicited from this witness.

15. PW-2, the investigation officer has stated that DGO
No. 2 had spent Rs. 4,63,302/- for 3 months towards food to
hostel students, she had shown that she paid Rs.3,45,044/-
to Mahalakshmi Agency towards supply of food. The amount
has been paid through cheques. Totally she had spent
Rs.8,08,346/- for 5% months. In the attendance book, it was
shown that, she had spent amount for food in the month of
October for 5 days, in the month of April for 10 days and from
November to March whole month. If expenditure of Rs.
8.08,340/- is taken into consideration, she had spent
Rs.1,46,972/- per month for 99 students. But as per
attendance book from October-2014 to April 2015, the
average strength of students who were present was 75 out of
100. Average 25 students were absent every month. He has
further stated that, this show the allegations of complaint are

true.

16. During cross examination, this evidence is not
attacked. Of course, the counsel for DGO No. 2 by suggesting
to this witness that, DDPI had taken action and had
suspended DGO No. 2 for 6 months 12 days and had after
enquiry sent recommendation to withhold Y salary for 4
months, to withhold full salary for 2 months. This way, he
has attempted to prove that this enquiry is hit by principles of

double jeopardy. But not submitted any documents. Further

A~
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by suggesting to PW-1 that 99 students present in the hostel,
he has taken new contention that, the DGO No. 2 has not
spent excess amount for 25 students. In the written
statement this defence is not taken. Further, he has not
placed any materials to prove this defence. Even otherwise,
DGO No. 2 has filed her affidavit of chief examination as DW-
1 and she has stated that as per the tender approved by
DDPI, she had paid amount to Mahalakshmi Multi Purpose
Rural and Urban Education Society, the amount was fixed by
district level officers. But she has not placed any materials in
this regard. In fact, during cross examination, she has stated

and admitted as follows;

" BRRT o wed8 THE S0HY  £:20/8/2014
oow 28/3/2015 dadﬁ O IBFHATES. ATO  ToB0H
DOTREDE BWIWYO WOTT BLoTOAT ww—odmm LSRR
SRR ?OaiFawz% 20T3 X0, S Nouoqbwwoé Ine
MOACEd  ROT B OFF.0.. DOFNYY  INVT Y
N0T3 X SO mcﬁoda a?dw?n afaorqiraoca'en* Gt
TIO0CED moa% .. méoda@ dra871 438/ nehd B
DA.2.00. moa‘*‘a’@ ow.5,29 196/- N }[R) 20T3 ~©
J08T A=) aﬁaé’a DRTOINGR,  WINROE  IFF.2.00.
2ROFRY dra2405 127 /- ned esda@ ROWS [D. oD
@dd@ ziralz 75,597/~ RoR, emc?odo AREBHBA WY 9T
93253?7#@.97? DDF BRRT, @odd J0 dra463 ,302 /-
ned, #[RE odod wm&)?m e:smdd DWDE DO
éu‘aeéﬁud ROWZ  &O. ma’a 0%.3,45,044/- ﬁeéssa (SFple
*‘daacaa:o SRR TN DTOY £ DB dwon i’iraésci’ Palelale)
0. mone a,&,o ama’o d!3808 346/— nes, &s—adﬁah 99
WTRHEODOT éoﬁ%ﬁﬁ 0R.1,46,972/- ©o3 ;DaéoF &raeaﬁ:ﬁ
@owd 0. ToRT0E WRTAY  Femwo 75 am@rmﬂ
ToHRTIE VB Q0T AD. m%caé AT ToRe awmﬁ
BRBET HOWS O,  TOWOE TWRIBEY BT ©OJNed
N0 QYR QOWT O, &N [od 24 BYS Naptalytdy
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SoneR  ©®.35.629.25/~ NER), STTTYN D DWF
BRRTES Q0T BREDATI S @odd X0. &:emﬂ SDISVIRCEE)
aﬂaa&cﬁ;@ QOTS RO TR BeERBeI0T3 eﬁmd
wwacﬂt—-ﬁ@é:n 23R BSTWH). é:b—'a@m@éo DI, D, ot
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TOROIBIBLRC @a"&e AN Sl m@,oaﬁe%om
RedsdQ. Tomen 3T d. TR ABOFBOITN FOR
aSaacebéd IO FEI® *w BRRRBHE awsﬁa BIRRET
3 mmm@oﬁazﬁa 330 BN ST BB 2073, am;ﬁ%
3TIY. 33 aorﬁ SR 3623@8 @ %@&36@@ Clolelela
3zonss”

17. From this, it is clear that this DGO No. 2 has
admitted the allegations of charge No. 1 that she has shown
in the records that she had spent amount for excess students
of 25. But her defence is that, the teachers and parents of
students who were visiting to see their children used to eat
food, due to lack of experience and training she could not
manage the same. But this explanation/ contention is not
taken either in written statement or in her chief examination.
Only during her cross examination by saying voluntarily she
has taken this contention. Even otherwise, this explanation
cannot be accepted. Because, an ordinary prudent man
know how to keep records of expenditure. She being the
Government servant should have knowledge about how to
spend Government funds. This is common knowledge which
requires no experience and training. At least, she could have

verify the earlier accounts ledger or could have taken advice

of her seniors. She has not done so. So, I am of the
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opinion that, the charge No. 1 is proved against DGO No.
2.

18. 2nd charge is also against DGO No. 2. The
allegations in the 2nd charge is that, DGO No. 2 has
withdrawn Rs. 1,50,000/- on 5.5.2015 through cheques No.
7084425, 708426 and 708427 in the names of two private
persons and SDMC respectively and later re-deposited the
same on 7.8.2015, that it has been shown that the cheques
were issued towards purchasing computer. But there were
no documents / records for having processed for purchase of

computers.

19. In this regard, PW-1 has stated that DGO No.2 had
issued 3 cheques of Punjab Gramena Bank, Devadurga for
Rs. 50,000/- each and had misappropriated the said amount.
During cross examination it has been suggested that DGO
No. 2 had no training by BEO or DDPI till the date of
evidence, that SDMC would take decision with regard to
expenditure of funds. For which, PW-1 has pleaded

ignorance. Except this, nothing elicited from this witness.

20. PW-2 has reiterated charge allegations and has
relied upon his report marked at Ex.P-7. During cross
examination, the counsel for DGO No. 2 has been suggested
that amount is re-deposited within 3 months, the amount of
Rs.1,00,000/- is withdrawn to purchase computers.
Rs.50,000/- was withdrawn for other small expenditure of
school, that even president of SDMC had put signatures to
alleged cheques. Thereby the counsel on behalf of DGO No.

2by suggesting as above said, has admitted the allegations of
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ond charge. Further, in the affidavit of chief examination,
DGO No. 2 has stated that she has not misappropriated the
said amount, she had withdrawn the said amount to
purchase computers, as there was delay in supplying
computers. She re-deposited the same. But during cross

examination she has stated and admitted as follows;

8:5/5/2015 3o 00.1,50, 000/—71%36’)3 233° X0:708425,
708426 & 708427 T od 30 T.50,000/- To3 23¢3
f&&)d d%rﬁ@é BRON ) OF°.B.20.3. R Xed ﬁm@sd Q0T3
Nb *’db TEOTWIY ws &:7/8/2015 Jo mda Bemed
[RRT, DOTT  RO. B BBy FOBRYT DoeQMmN
éﬁ@ds DOTH  BEVTY, ofma@de m@)@ﬁmfo [T,
Noaoo@fodOé 309Y @odd 0. TR BERR)TEIOTT é%
BB, PF.B.20.2 WEROTTRY BBV JRID 23%9635
BRET @03:3@ @mmmﬁm aoeéfo%@@éde Relal) NﬁaFdé
OB/ Zoezsaﬁeﬁarbéd esdaocﬁ eSen aoeéﬁodoé
Qde%—zﬁsd:o RPN TN ae@dda Slafeleln T To3od
EO-_ONUO&'JOCS FOTRLT”  D0ED a’mcsen BRI, REEALON
w%ﬁ%" BRON dJB’O OF.R.00.%. IION &J’Dwd 3(5503(5
da 3@ QOT é@?m T T BB m@d QT IIN
@mwm 3HTIONOT  WRAD, ABTY dodacﬁwﬁem
}0OY.

21. This way, she has admitted the allegations of 2nd
charge and has taken defence that due to lack of experience,
she did so. But this defence do not stand for consideration.
Because, she being the government servant having
responsibility of school management including financial
affairs should have to know how to handle financial affairs of
the school. Her say that due to lack of experience did so is
not good defence for consideration. Hence, I am of the

opinion that charge No. 2 is proved against DGO No. 2.
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22. With regard to 3t charge, this allegation is against
DGO No.1. As said above, there is no dispute with regard to
he was working as BEO during the period of allegations. His
defence is that, he has taken steps against DGO No.l after
receiving complaint against her. He has also stated that after
receiving complaint, immediately he withdrawn charge from
DGO No. 2 and had handed over the same to Assistant
Teacher Smt. Usharani. He has further stated that he had
reported the same to DDPI through a letter dated: 2.4.2015.
But DDPI did not take steps inspite he had reported twice on
the matter. He has further stated that, he had no power to

inspect the accounts of the school.

23. PW-1 has stated nothing against him. Infact,
during cross examination, he has stated that his allegations

is only against DGO No. 2 and not against DGO No. 1.

24. PW-2 during his chief examination has stated that
DGO No. 1, being BEO did not take steps against DGO No. 2.
During cross examination, counsel for DGO No. 1 has
suggested that after complaint DGO No. 1 served notice to
DGO no. 2 personally and transferred her to different place,
Smt.Usharani was deputed to said post. For which, this

witness has pleaded ignorance.

25. Counsel for DGO No.1 had also suggested that, the
head master and the management of school have got
exclusive responsibility of school, same has been denied. He
has further suggested that, the funds will be directly

transferred to school account from head office, the audit of

;

N 'q\'

the school accounts will be done by the Auditor, Head Office.
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It is has also been suggested that, DGO No. 1 after receiving
complaint had reported to DDPI on 22.6.2015, DDPI did not
take steps against DGO No. 2, inspite of letters by president,
members of SDMC following which a personal visit, DDPI did
not take steps, DGO No.1 again on 2.11.2015 reported to
DDPI, on which DDPI transferred DGO No. 2, enquiry was
conducted on these allegations by DDPI against DGO No. 2.
For all these suggestions, PW-2 has pleaded ignorance. He

has stated that he did not collect report of enquiry from DDPI.

26. DGO No. 1 who is examined as DW-1 in his chief
examination reiterated his defence. In support of his
evidence, he has relied upon Ex.D -1 to 9. Among these
documents, Ex.D-1 is copy of the complaint dated: 28.3.2015
filed by SDMC president and members, Ex.D-2 is the copy of
order of DGO No. 1 withdrawing charge from DGO No.2 and
handing over the same to Smt.Usharani. Ex.D-3 the copy of
transfer order dated: 16.10.2015 where DDPI has transferred
DGO No. 2 to Valkamdemi Junior Primary school. Ex.D-4 is
the copy of another complaint dated: 18.6.2015. Ex.D-5 is
the copy of the report of DGO No.1 to DDPI seeking to take
disciplinary action against DGO No. 2. Ex.D-6 is the another
complaint given by SDMC dated: 2.11.2015. Ex.D-6 is the
copy of the report of DGO No. 1 reporting to DDPI dated:
2.11.2015. Ex.D-7 is the copy of the order of DDPI
nominating enquiry officers to conduct enquiry against DGO
No. 2. Ex.D-9 is the copy of order suspending DGO No. 2.
During the cross examination, it is suggested that this
witness has not taken steps against DGO No. 2 with regard to

misappropriation of amount. But Ex.D-5 and 7 are the

A
Pt
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reports of DGO No.1 to DDPI which shows, he has reported to
DDPI and requested to take disciplinary action with regard to
misappropriation of amount two. This shows, DGO No. 1 has
taken steps against DGO No. 2. Thus, I am of the opinion
that Charge No. 3 is not proved against DGO No. 1

27. Thus, overall examination of the evidence on record
shows that the disciplinary authority has established the
charge No.1 and 2 leveled against DGO No.2. Further the
disciplinary authority has not established the charge No.3
leveled against DGO No.1. Hence, I proceed to record the
following:-

FINDINGS

28. The Disciplinary Authority has proved the charges
No.1 and 2 leveled against DGO No.2

29. Not proved the charges No.3 leveled against DGO
No.1. Hence, this report is submitted to Hon'’ble
Upalokayukta for further action.

30. Date of retirement of DGO No.1 31.8.2018, DGO

No. 2 is 1.6.2045.
%.L&.
(PUSFIPAVATHLY)

Additional Registrar Enquiries-9
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru.
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i) List of witnesses examined on behalf of

Disciplinary Authority.

PW.1 Sri.Chennappa Gowda, S/o Soogana Gowda,
Alkoda, Devadurga Taluk, Raichur District
original

PW-2 Sri.H.Doddanna S/o Hanumanthappa the then
Police Inspector, Karnataka Lokayukta Raichur
original J

L

ii) List of Documents marked on behalf of

Disciplinary Authority.

Ex.P1 and 2 Ex.P-1 and 2 are the complaint in Form No. 1
and 2 submitted by PW-1 in Karnataka
Lokayukta office

Ex.P 3 Ex.p-3 is the document submitted by PW-1
along with complaint

Ex.P-4 Ex.p-4 is the comments submitted by DGO No.
2

Ex.P-5 Ex.P-5 is the report dated: 27.7.2017

Ex.P-6 ExP-6 is the documents enclosed to the report

Ex.P7 Ex.p-7 is the report dated: 31.7.2017

iii) List of witnesses examined on behalf of DGO

DW-1 | DGO (1) Sri.H.D.Hunugunda, the then Block
Education Officer, Devadurga, presently working
as Senior Lecturer, DIET, Yadgiri original

DW-2 | DGO (2) Smt.Chennamma, Head Mistress,

St
")Os\-\u\,u—m/
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Kasturiba Residential School, Alkod, Devadurga
Taluk original

iv) List of documents marked on behalf of DGO

Ex.D-1 | Ex.D-1 is the complaint dated: 28.3.2015 from
President and member of SDMC KGBV School

Ex.D-2 | Ex.D-2 is the order copy dated: 28.3.2015 passed by
DW-1

Ex.D-3 | Ex.D-3 is the transfer order dated: 16.1.2015 from
DDPI

Ex.D-4 | Ex.D-4 is the complaint copy dated: 18.6.2015
submitted by PW-1

Ex.D-5 | Ex.D-5 is the letter dtd: 22.6.2015 written by DW-1 to
DDPI.

Ex.D-6 | Ex.D-6 is the complaint copy dated: 2.11.2015
submitted by SDMC

Ex.D-7 | Ex.D-7 is the letter dtd: 2.11.2015 written by DW-1 to
DDPI

Ex.D-8 | Ex.D-8 is the official memorandum dtd: 6.11.2015
from DDPI

Ex.D-9 | Ex.D-9 is the suspension order dtd: 31.11.2015 of
DGO No. 1 from DDPI

Ex.D-10 | Ex.D-10 is the official memorandum dated:
29.11.2013

Ex.D-11 | Ex.D-11 is the official memorandum dated: 28.3.2015

Ex,D-12 | Ex,D-12 is the extract of bank pass book

Ex.D-13 | Ex.D-13 is the letter dtd: 30.11.2018 from Head
mister to BEO

Ex.D-14 | Ex.D-14 is the official memorandum dated: 12.6.2019
from DDPI

L |

’\_)'0
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Ex.D-15 | Ex.D-15 is the official memorandum dated: 13.6.2019
from BEO to Head mister.

Ex.D-16 | Ex.D-16 is the statement regarding the salary credited
to DGO-2

Ex.D-17 | Ex.D-17 to Ex.D-19 is the receipt and payment for the
to Ex.D- | year 2013-14 to 2015-16 of Kasturaba Gandhi Balika
19 Vidyalaya Alkod Deodurga

Ex.D-20 | Ex.D-20 to Ex.D-23 is the list of payment made from
to Ex.D- | 1.4.2014 to 31.3.2015 & consolidated reccipts and

23 | payments from 1.10.2014 to 31.3.2016 from 1.1.2015
to 31.3.2015 of Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan Raichur KGBY
Alkod

Ex.D-24 | Ex.D-24 is the reconciliation statement of Sarva
Shiksha Abhiyan Raichur as on 31.3.2015

Ex.D-25 | Ex.D-25 to Ex.D-26 is the Internal Audit compliance
to Ex.D- | report 2014-15 IIl and IV quarter of KGBV Alkod
26 Devadurga.

Pustne
(PUSHPAVATﬁV) 2%y I
Additional Registrar Enquiries-9
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.
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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No.Uplok-2/DE/916/2017 /ARE-9 Multi-storeyed Building,
Dr.B.R. AmbedkarVeedhi,

Bengaluru, dt.22.4.2022.

RECOMMENDATION

Sub:-Departmental inquiry against Sri. K.Lakshmi-
kantha, Supervisor and I/c. Section officer,
Brahmasandra branch, BESCOM, Kallambella
Hobli, Sira Taluk, Tumkur District-reg.

Ref:- 1) KPTCL Order No. s2s03/221/69865/2017-18, Bengaluru

Dated 7.6.2017.

2) Nomination order No. Uplok-2/DE /916/2017
Bengaluru dated: 31.7.2017 of Upalokayukta,
State of Karnataka.

3) Inquiry report dated 16.4.2022 of Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-9, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.

The KPTCL by its order dated 7.6.2017 initiated disciplinary
proceedings against Sri. K.Lakshmi-kantha, Supervisor and I/c.
Section officer, Brahmasandra branch, BESCOM, Kallambella
Hobli, Sira Taluk, Tumkur District [hereinafter referred to as
Delinquent Government Official, for short as DGO’ and

entrusted the departmental inquiry to this Institution.

2. This Institution by Nomination Order No. Uplok-
2/DE/916/2017 Bengaluru dated: 31.7.2017 nominated

Additional Registrar of Enguiries-9, Karnataka Lokayukta,
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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.

The DGO - Sri. K.Lakshmikantha, Supervisor and I/c.
Section  officer, Brahmasandra branch, BESCOM,
Kallambella Hobli, Sira Taluk, Tumkur District was tried for

the following charges:-

ANNEXURE-1
CHARGE

8¢ ©3,05008, g, TOT BoRETT B, Feeo
DoLoRTO0, T  esd, ?%’;025%’; BReW?, BT BOOWT,

BEVBTRD VS & Jegy -

e JFoF 0 SOFToNT) V&,

TNTTOIREN DRV TR0 @gwo weawqu OB emz:é’aea’&ocf

VR TV,

BUEVTRT0 VS, 800 THOWRTY i&’%’;oaﬁ’; TR, d@eﬁﬁ% &304
™02) 039 FeesosDmY 3 20065 e TITS, zé’uae@deﬁd@% @eess
MEw & $0.2408 B&3 230eATS) eJueeTese TROAT) IO
BReOBeFT DB, Fow worke G DFTTRVE  Feoveen
C2.16,000/-53¢'S, TE @8 00m T3 ™02 03e38 83073
DRDTRC- ¥, . BT0BTIBNOTE3 |l TOgy 8ony &od
B,  WEDT  Fow O ST, DFRT) VDT, WORE
BRRCYDQ), WRE DPRTHEE0T PI?|, V0T ¥.9.2) TeFedrs
BN &)aﬁoémoz es’éae IO aon'{‘) TeRwmons &: 17/10/2015 Sowd
@"aioé) E’G,O’OOJOQ% 0ITFTLRT00w  SeTeed Tw.1,500/- 023
DT, 2.8 00 &: 19/10/15 Sow Desy) Fores; Jerong doss

e3¢0 3830603 WELHW e TN Tedeen
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D9,03PO0NTE), FTFEF SweEaodnT, HRORE TF BITOTRRD
[PT T w0 0.11/15 8 soo T, 13(1)(B) w3 13(2) o023
DB Tocod 19880 @B Tectselecmme @000, V&),

DG, B TSRO,
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ee3TBY T 0e80d) TWTTROED DOREBSANOT  BEFA

FoortdT ©orOF Tewo DoPSNP (B@SB) 1966 dodsn 3(1)
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4. The Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of Enquiries-9) on
proper appreciation of oral and documentary evidence has
held that, ‘the Disciplinary Authority has ‘proved’ the
charges levelled against the DGO ‘Sri. K.Lakshmikantha,
Supervisor and I/c. Section officer, Brahmasandra branch,

BESCOM, Kallambella Hobli, Sira Taluk, Tumkur District.

5. The Disciplinary Authority examined 3 witnesses, i.e., PW1
to PW3 and got marked documcnts Ex.I’1 to P9. Thc DGO
also examined as DW1 and one more witness examined as
DW2. In fact the complainant and PW2 have supported the
case and established the demand and acceptance of the
bribe amount by the DGO. The receipt of the tainted
currency notes and recovery has also been established.

DW2 has also admitted the existence of the work of the
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complainant with the DGO. The defence pleaded by DW1
that, he has collected the money towards cost of extra
materials has not been established. Therefore, the findings

of the enquiry officer is proper.

. On re-consideration of report of inquiry, 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.

. As per the First Oral Statement of DGO furnished by the
Inquiry Officer, DGO - Sri. Lakshmikantha, is retired from
service on 31.5.2028.

. Having regard to the nature of charge ‘proved’ against the
DGO ‘Sri. K. Lakshmikantha and on consideration of the

totality of circumstances-,

it is hereby recommended to the Government to

impose penalty of Dismissal from service to
DGO Sri. K. Lakshmikantha’.

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

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

STICE K.N.PHANEENDRA)
Upalokayukta-2,
State of Karnataka.



