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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

ND:UPLOK-2/DE/429/2016/ARE-9 M.S.Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru - 560 001.
Date: 25.11.2021

: : ENQUIRY REPORT : :

:: Present ::

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

Sub: Departmental Enquiry against (1)
Sri.H.B.Vaidyanath, Retd., Special
Tahasildar (2) Sri.Vishwanath Poojari,
Retd., Village Accountant, (3) Sri.
Seetharam  Hebbal, Retd., Village
Accountant, (4) Sri.Koragappa Hegde,
Revenue Inspector and (5)
Sri.Gundakatti Ramanna Gowda
Kenchanagowda, Village Accountant -
all of them were working then in
Kadaba/ Savanuru Grama, Puttur
Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District - reg.

Ref: 1. G.O.No. RD 62 ADE 2016 dated:
14.9.2016.
2.Nomination Order No: UPLOK-2/
DE/429/2016/ARE-9 Bangalore dated:
3.10.2016 of Hon’ble Upalokayukta-2.

‘k***@****

This Departmental Enquiry is initiated against (1)
Sri.H.B.Vaidyanath, Retd., Special Tahasildar (2)
Sri.Vishwanath Poojari, Retd., Village Accountant, (3) Sri.
Seetharam  Hebbal, Retd., Village Accountant, (4)
Sri.Koragappa  Hegde, Revenue Inspector and (5)

Sri.Gundakatti Ramanna Gowda Kenchanagowda, Village

'
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Accountant — all of them Wwere working then in Kadaba/
Savanuru Grama, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District
(hereinafter referred to as the Delinquent Government

Officials for short “DGO-1 to 57).

2. In pursuance of the Government Order cited above at
reference No.2, Hon'ble Upalokayukta vide order dated
3.10.2016 cited above at reference No.2 has nominated
Additional Registrar of Enquiries-9 (in short ARE-9) to issue
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 is as under :

ANNEXURE-I
CHARGE
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5. The copies of the same were issued to the DGOs
calling upon them to appear before the Enquiry Officer and to

submit written statement of defence.

6. DGO No. 1 to 5 appeared on 28.1.2017 before this
inquiry authority in pursuance to the service of the Article of
charges. Plea of the DGO No. 1 to 5 have been recorded and
they pleaded not guilty and claimed for holding enquiry.

7. DGO No. 1 to 5 filed written statement and have
admitted that an extent of 3 acres 18 guntas in Savanur
village has been granted to Abubakkar S/o Abbas in the
name of Abubakkar S/o Badava Kunhi by using form No.54
filed by Abubakkar S/o Cheyyabba. But have denied that

they are responsible for the same.

8. DGO No.l has admitted that he was on additional
charge as a Special Tahsildar at Kadaba between 17.12.2012

Az
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to 16.1.2013. He has stated that the committee in 1ts
resolution had sanctioned the land in the name of Abubakkar
S/o Badava Kunhi. Accordingly, he issued Saguvali chit as
per the procedure. That he has not committed any
misconduct as alleged. That one Ismail has challenged the
grant order in NCR.SR No.159/199 1-92. Same is pending for

consideration before Assistant Commissioner, Puttur.

9. DGO No.2 has admitted that, he was working as
Deputy Tahsildar between July 2009 to 73.12.2012. Saguvali
chit has been issued after subordinate officials prepared
record. Village Accountant had prepared rough sketch, had
conducted mahazar, had attached photograph of applicant
taken at the land concerned. Same was approved by the
Revenue Inspector after spot inspection. After all these
procedure, he verified the record and submitted before the
committee. He has not committed any misconduct as alleged
against him. He further submits that grant order is
challenged before the Assistant Commissioner and same is

pending consideration.

10. DGO No.3 has admitted that he was working as
village Accountant on additional charge during the period of
allegation at Savanur. He submits that he met with an
accident and was on medical leave for more than 5 months.
Thereafter, he joined duty, suffering B.P, depression. Hence
he had applied for Voluntary Retirement from Service (VRS)
on 27.4.2012. During the pendency of his application for
VRS, he was entrusted with additional responsibility. He was
directed to complete the pending file with regard to Akrama

Sakrama of the lands where the permanent Village
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Accountant had prepared complete reports including sketch.
He had prepared only the statement of Abubakkar S/o
Badava Kunhi on the basis of the file already prepared by the
permanent Village Accountant. He has not made any orders.
No documentary proof showing he has committed any error in

discharge of his duty.

11. DGO No.4 has admitted that he was Revenue
Inspector of Savanur Village between 20.10.2012 to
30.10.2012. He has not prepared any report/documents
pertaining to NCR 159/91-92 in respect of 3 acre 18 guntas
in Sy. No.111/P. Village Accountant of same village had
prepared complete file including sketch, mahazar, etc.,
Thereafter, Tahsildar had spot inspected and submitted the
record before the committee. Thereafter, on remittance of the
file to him, he published Form No.54 in the notice board of
the village office. After 15 days, he reported regarding due
publication of Form No0.54 and as to not received the
objections. Village Accountant had not prepared report when
he was incharge of Revenue Inspector. Complete record was
not placed before him for publication of Form No.54. Only
Form No.54 was placed before him. His duty was only to
confirm regarding the publication of Form No.54 on notice
board.

12, DGO No.5 has admitted that he was working as
Village Accountant at Savanur village during the period of
allegation. He has stated that Village Accountant has
prepared complete file including sketch, mahazar, etc.,. He
had just taken affidavit of Abubakkar S/o Badava Kunhi in

presence of villagers. He has not committed any irregularity.
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He has taken affidavit in presence of villagers not at secret
place. The act alleged in the charge has been done by other
DGOs not by him. With these reasons, all DGOs prayed to
drop the charge leveled against them.

13. The disciplinary authority has examined the
Sri.Naveen Chandra Jogi, Police Inspector, Karnataka
Lokayukta Mangalore as PW _1 and Sri. B.K.Manjaiah, Police
Inspector, Karnataka Lokayukta Mangalore as PW-2 they got
marked documents at Ex.P-1 to Ex.P-37.

14. The Second Oral Statement of DGO No.1 to 5 have

been recorded.

15. Therefore, opportunity has been provided to them to
lead evidence. In pursuance to the same, DGO No.4 and 5
have given evidence as DW-1 and DW-2 respectively and have
got marked document at Ex.D-1 and Ex.D-2. Questionnaire
U/s 11(18) KCS (CCA) Rules 1957 of DGO No.l and DGO
No.2 have been recorded. DGO No.3 not led evidence inspite

of opportunity provided.

16. Heard submission of PO, DGO No.1 to 5 filed written
arguments. Perused the entire record, [ answer the above

charges in AFFIRMATIVE for the following;

REASONS

17. There is no dispute as to Abubakkar S/o
Cheyyabba, Abubakkar S/0 Badavakunhi, Abubakkar S/o
Abbas are different persomns. Further there is no dispute as to
in respect of Sy.No. 111/P, 3 acres 18 guntas has been

granted in the name of Abubakkar S/o Badava kunhi in

N ,\}Q N\
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NCR.SR No0.159/91-92 to Abubakkar S/o Abbas on the
epplication filed by the Abubakkar S/o Cheyyabba. But as
oer Ex.P-8, the statement of Abubakkar S /o Badavakunhi, he
has not filed any application for grant of 3 acres 18 guntas in
Sy.No.111/P of Kurthala Village, Puttur Taluk. He does not
Lave information about this property having been granted in
his name. He is not in possession of above said property. As
per Ex.P-7 Abubakkar S/o Cheyyabba has stated that he
had filed an application for grant of 3 cent in Sy.No.187 of
Savanur village. He has not filed any application for grant of
Sy.No.111/P to an extent of 3 acre 18 guntas of Kurthala
village, Puttur Taluk. Further there is no dispute that
Abubakkar S/o Abbas and Abubakkar S/o Badava Kunhi
were attested as one person under an affidavit before DGO
No.5. Further there is no dispute with regard to DGO No.1
being Special Deputy Tahsildar and DGO No.2 being Deputy
Tahsildar at Puttur Taluk and DGO No.3 was Village
Accountant on additional charge, DGO No.4 was I/c Revenue
Inspector, DGO No.5 was Village Accountant during the

period of allegations for Savanur village jurisdiction.

18. The defence of the DGO No.1 is that he had issued
Seguvali Chit on the basis of the resolution passed by the
committee by following procedure. Thus, he has admitted
that, he has issued Saguvali chit in favour of Abubakkar S/o

Badava Kunhi.

19. The defence of DGO NO.2 is that the Village
Accountant has prepared rough sketch, had conducted

mahazar and had attached photograph of the applicant taken

—L"\
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at the land. Revenue Inspector had approved the said record
after spot inspection. Thus after all these procedure, he had
verified the record and submitted to the committee. In this
way, he has admitted that he had verified and submitted the

record to the committee.

20. The DGO No.3 has stated that he was directed by
the Tahsildar to complete the file where permanent Village
Accountant had already prepared sketch, mahazar, etc., He
had just recorded the statement of Abubakkar S/o Badava
Kunhi and that he has not passed any orders. Thus, he has
admitted that he has recorded the statement of Abubakkar
S/o Badava Kunhi.

21. DGO No.4 has stated that he has not prepared any
documents of the record NCR 159/91-92. He had only
published Form No.54 on notice board of village office. At the
time of publishing Form No.54, record was not placed, only
Form No.54 was placed before him. Thus he admits that he
had published Form No.54 which was filed by Abubakkar S/0
Cheyyabba in the notice board of village panchayath.

22. DGO No.5 has stated that he has taken the affidavit
of Abubakkar S/o Badavakunhi in presence of villagers.
Thus, he has admitted that he has attested the affidavit
sworn by Abubakkar S/o Abbas that he is Abubakkar S/o

Badava Kunhl.

23. PW-1 has stated about conducting investigation
and finding that DGO No.l to 5 committed misconduct as
alleged in the charge.

I
e N
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24. During Cross examination, it is suggested by the
counsels for DGO No.1 & 2 that the property in question is
still a Government land, that the grant order in NCR SR
159/91-92 is questioned before A.C. and it is still pending
consideration. It is further suggested by counsel for DGO

No.1 that DGO No.1 has written as “zanecd éemfaéﬁ” in the

file of grant pertaining to Abubakkar S/o Abbas. Said
suggestion is admitted by PW-1. As same, counsel for DGO
No.3 suggested that DGO No.3 completed file which was
already prepared by permanent Village Accountant. This was
denied. It was further suggested that it was the duty of
Tahsildar to inspect the spot and then to pass orders of grant.
Same is admitted by the witness. It is further suggested that
the allegation against DGO No.3 is that without inspecting
the spot he has filled Form No.54. This suggestion is admitted
by the witness. Counsel for DGO No.4 has suggested that
except attesting Form No.54, he has done nothing in the file.
Same is denied. It is suggested by the Counsel for DGO No.5
that, DGO No.5 has not created any document and not

committed any misconduct. This is denied by the witness.

25. PW-2 the then Inspector of Mangalore Lokayukta
Police has stated that on the complaint filed by one
K.S.Ismail, he has registered FIR and filed Charge Sheet
against DGO NO.1 to 5 for the offences P/U/S 166, 167, 419,
420, 463, R/w Sec 34 of IPC and Section 7 of P.C. Act.

26. During Cross examination, it is suggested that the
allegations whether grant documents referred in this case are

created is yet to be proved. It is also suggested that since the

Y
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grant order is questioned, the property in question is still
Government land. For the above suggestions, he has pleaded

ignorance.

27. In addition, DGO No.4 & 2 have been examined as
DW-1 & 2. DW-1 has stated that the Village Accountant
prepared file and placed before Deputy Tahsildar, he has not
prepared file and he has not inspected the spot. He has
signed the report of publication of Form No.54. At the time
he signed, complete record was not placed before him. During

cross examination, he has stated as follows:

“1009-103¢ TOTY 3@ DI @Ql@ﬁb 3R BRWIONY
o Foweod DOEFTIIN 307 ATF AT, FRENTY TRRY WTT
SN 2T TIRRT TRINT  PBFOT Z3e ol & 39 3
o33 18 mHodd XFTFO mERETR VB, JCO AT BOWOT
2RV DT @S DOW ORT BEPIONT, T WRWDBROBY.
=33 ECORTONY 33e3TO3 TR 6@1@@%% 3ehdad TBRITY
25y, Be9s, HBEO SoRe TOWFHRY [FWE TN Ied-54 3
dﬁeﬁdsa aia'o@ziaeé 20TH R VRBTLS. 300003 JOeFTIAN DI
SN =00 WOT  BWIITY Dodeod =B VTF ©,Resde
AN EIANCDIAVCTS QO3 %0.”

28. DW-5 has stated that he has attested affidavit in
presence of villagers, he has not prepared sketch, mahazar,
statement. He has not published Form No.54. He was on
leave when these documents Were prepared. During cross

examination, he has stated as follows:

“y =34 T e RO 129 pog 131 oRTVR AT TRI-

28(1)T HOB 3B MoE0TRCrIzce KO % TPAEDT B IITE

)\/r\\‘ﬁf)\
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QPIT HOTWT HO. VRWEDT VT WRETPOTY BT I DO
VWRWTD® WS WD TR e TEmce BB, ToD T ReFTro
QeBRZES 0BT MR OITIR,  MIFAFOOT DD K
ST e:.”

29. At the outset, DGO No.l & 2 have putforth the
defense that the grant order in NCR. 159/91-92 being
challenged and pending consideration, the land in question is
still a Government land. But this defense does not survive for
consideration because this is the inquiry on the allegations
that the DGO NO.1 to 5 have created grant documents to
favour Abubakkar S/o Abbas in the name of Abubakkar S/o
Badava Kunhi by using application of Abubakkar S/o
Cheyyabba. The question for consideration in the appeal
challenging the grant order would be different. Where the
question whether grant is in accordance with law or not
would be decided. The order in the said appeal does not
impact this inquiry. The question to be determined in this
case is whether DGOs committed misconduct by creating
documents to favour one Abubakkar S/o Abbas in the name
of Abubakkar S/o Badava Kunhi by using the application
filed by Abubakkar S/o Cheyyabba. The question to be

considered in both cases are different.

30. It is also putforth by DGOs that the allegations that
whether documents are created or not is yet to be proved in
criminal case. But this defence also does not survive for
consideration as criminal proceedings are different from this

enquiry proceedings. Same are to be tried independently.

fj(.\\-“""\
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31. The defence of DGO No.1 that on his subordinates
preparing the records, he issued Saguvali Chit also cannot be
taken into consideration because he being a Special
Tahsildar, his duty is to verify the records and then to

proceed with the case.

32. The defence of DGO No.2 that on Village
Accountant and R.L. preparing record, he placed them before
grant committee; that he has not committed any misconduct
cannot be accepted for the reason that as Tahsildar, it was
his duty to verify the record before submitting the same to the

committee.

33. The defence of DGO No.3 that on the direction of
his higher authorities he completed the file already prepared
by the permanent Village Accountant also cannot be
accepted for the reason that it was his duty to verify the

record and to proceed with the case before processing it.

34. The defence of DGO No.4 that he published Form
No.54 in the village office notice board; entire record was not
placed before him for publishing the Form No.54 also cannot
be accepted for the reason that it was his duty to receive the
record, verify them and then publish Form No.54 and submit

the report in this regard.

35. The defence of DGO No.5 that he attested affidavit
in the presence of villagers also cannot be accepted, because
he has not properly examined whether Abubakkar S/o Abbas
was different from Abubakkar S/o Badava Kunhi. Such

verification in the village could have revealed the truth.

5\5\)\
o
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36. Overall examination of the record shows that the
DGOs 1 to 5 have taken bald and vague defence. Being
Government officials it was their duty to verify the record and
proceed in accordance in law with the file. All the DGOs have
failed to place any convincing evidence about their innocence
whereas the allegations have been proved by the Disciplinary
authority by producing cogent evidence. Hence, I proceed to

record the following:-
FINDINGS

37. The Disciplinary Authority has proved the

charges leveled against DGO Nos.1 to 5.

38. Date of retirement of DGO No.1 is 31-05-2013 ,
DGO No. 2 is 31-12-2012, DGO No. 3 is 28-02-2013, DGO
No. 4 is 30-5-2027 and DGO No. 5 is 02-04-2047.

/!
M, LY EREN|
(PUSHPAVATHI.V)
Additional Registrar Enquiries-9
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.
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i) List of witnesses examined on behalf of

Disciplinary Authority.

PW-1 [Sri.Naveen Chandra Jogi, Police Inspector,

Karnataka Lokayukta Mangalore original

= |

Sri. B.K.Manjaiah, Police Inspector, Karnataka
|| Lokayukta Mangalore original

|

ii) List of Documents marked on behalf of

Disciplinary Authority.

\_Ex.Pl_ B EX.P—_l_isH;.e_ written statement dated: 5.4.2014 |

' of Sri. N.G.Jaganath Rai

;_E%TFTQ_ — | Ex.P-2 is the written statement dated: 5.4.2014
of Sri. K.Gopala

fE-);PTS_F_P- "Ex.P-3 is the 1 written statement dated: 5.4.2014

' | of Sri.V.Shivanna

Ex.P-4 Ex.P-4Ts-t—he__ written statemaft—dgt-ﬁ.Q.QOMr
of Sri.Krishnappa Poojari and Sri.Hamja byari

ExP5 | Ex.P-5 is the letter dated: 9.4.2014 from special

| Tahasildar, Kadabha to Police Inspector,
-, e g Kama_tal&a_lLlokaLukta_Mangalore =
Ex.P6 "Ex P-6 is the letter dated: 24.4.2014 from
| ] special Tahasildar, Kadabha to Police Inspector,
L | Karnataka Lokayukta Mangalore |
Ex.P7 "Ex.P-7 is the written statement dated:15.5.2014
of Sri. Abubkkar

) I ——— e e ——— -
Ex.P8 Ex.P-8 is the written statement dated:15.5.2014

' of Sri. Abubkkar
'Ex.PO Ex.P-0 is the written statement dated:21.5.2014
" |ofsdBeliyappa
Ex.P10 "'Ex.P-10 1S the written statement
| dated:21.5.2014 of Sri. Shivanna gowda.
Ex.P-11 TEx.P-11 1is the written statement dated:

i 1 21.5.2014 of Sri. Abdulla
Ex.P-12 ' Ex.P-12 is the written statement dated:
l 21.5.2014 of Sri. Ashraph

.E.PTE'  Ex.P-13 1s the written statement dated: |
' ] 5.?.2(_)_14_of_S_ri_. Shoumen s L
| Ex. P-14 is the written statement dated:

AN NS :
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[ 5.7.2014 of Sri. Jayaprakash

‘ Ex.p-15 'Ex.P-15 is the written statement dated:

, | 5.7.2014 of Sri. C.B.Shivappa

| Ex.P-16 | Ex.P-16 is the written statement dated:

! S5.7.2014 of Smt. Lalana Kumari

' Ex.pl7 Ex.P-17 is the written statement dated:

| 5.7.2014 of Sri. Manjunatha

| Ex.P-18 Ex.P-18 is the written statement dated:
| 5.7.2014 of Sri. P.Balanna

' Ex.P-19 | Ex.P-19 is the letter from H.B.Vidyanath to
| Police Inspector, Karnataka Lokayukta

| | Mangalore

| Ex.P-20 Ex.P-20 is the letter dated: 25.7.2014 from

| Vishvanath  Poojari to Police Inspector,
| Karnataka Lokayukta Mangalore

f Ex.P-21 is the letter from Sri. Karadappa Hegde

'to  Superintendent of Police, Karnataka

Lokayukta Mangalore

iEX.P—QQ |EX.P—22 is the letter dtd: 23.7.2014 from

' Ex.P-21

| Tahasildar to Police Inspector, Karnataka
‘ Lokayukta Mangalore

Ex.P-23 | Ex.P-23 is the letter dtd: 31.7.2014 from
| Assistant Commissioner to Deputy

commissioner D.K.District, Mangalore.

Ex.P-24 Ex.p-24 is the letter dtd: 4.8.2014 from
 Tahasildar Puttur to Police Inspector,
| Karnataka Lokayukta Mangalore

Ex.P-25 Ex.P-25 is the letter dtd: 11.9.2014 from
| Assistant Commissioner to Deputy

. |commissioner Mangalore. |
’7E)x.p—26 ' Ex.P-26 is the letter dtd: 6.9.201 from special

| Tahasildar, Kadabha to Police Inspector,
| Karnataka Lokayukta Mangalore

‘EX.P—27 Ex.P-27 is the letter from DGO No. 3 to SP
_ Karnataka Lokayukta Mangalore

| Ex.P-28 Ex.P-28 is the letter from DGO No. 5 to SP
I S Karnataka Lokayukta Mangalore -
Ex.P-29 Ex.P-29 is the complaint of Sri. K.S.Ismail Haji,
‘ Puttur Taluk

 Ex.P-30 Ex.P-30 is the memo dated: 4.6.2013 of III

Addl. District and Sessions and Special Judge
D.K Mangalore.

Ex.P-31 Ex.P-31 is the First Information Report
Ex.P-32 Ex.P-32 is the check list Annexure-B Part-I
'Ex.P-33 Ex.P-33 is the suspension mahazar ‘dated:

A~
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3.7.2013

! Ex.P-34 | Ex.P-34 is the letter froﬁi_special Tahasildar,
' Kadabha to Assistant Commissioner, Puttur
| Sub Division

Ex.P-35 | Ex.P-35 is the suspension Mahazar dated:
| | 4.7.2013
| Ex.P-36 Ex.P-36 is the letter dated: 13.9.2013 from

' special Tahasildar, Kadabha to Police Inspector,
| Karnataka Lokayukta Mangalore

-| Ex.P-37 | | Ex.P-37 is the spot mahazar dated: 4. 5.2014

iii)  List of witnesses examined on behalf of DGO.

" DW-1 | DGO No. 4- Sri.Koragappa Hegde, Revenue Inspector |
Kadaba/ Savanuru Grama, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina
| Kannada District

DW-2 | DGO No. 5- Sri.Gundakatti Ramanna Gowda
| Kenchanagowda, Village Accountant —Kadaba/
Savanuru Grama, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada
| District J

iv) List of documents marked on behalf of DGO

|_E;.D;_1_ —"Or_der__co_py of judgemenf in Special Case No. I

106/2015 ‘
| Ex.D-2 | Copy of the service book of Sri.Gundakatti Ramanna '
‘ ‘ Gowda Kenchanagowda (DGO No. 5) ’

r
P Vot
(PUSHPAVATHI.V)
Additional Registrar Enquiries-9
Karnataka Lokayukta,

Bengaluru.




GOVERNMENT OF KARNATAKA

-

KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No.UPLOK-2/DE/429/2016/ARE-9 Multi Storied Building,

Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi
Bengaluru-560 001
Date: 26/11/2021

?

RECOMMENDATION

Sub:- Departmental inquiry against;
(1) Sri H.B. Vaidyanath, Retired Special Tahsildar,
Kadaba, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District;
(2) Sri K Vishwanath Pujari, Retired Deputy Tahsildar,
Kadaba, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District;
(3) Sri Seetharam Hebbar, Retired Village Accountant,

Savanur Village, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada
District

(4) Sri B. Koragappa Hegde, Revenue Inspector,
Kadaba Hobli, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada
District;

(5) Sri Gundagatti Ramannagowda Kenchanagowda,
Village Accountant, Savanur Village, Puttur Taluk,
Dakshina Kannada District - Reg.

Ref:- 1) Govt. Order No. RD 62 ADE 2016, Bengaluru dated
14/9/2016.

2) Nomination order No.UPLOK-2/DE/429/2016,

Bengaluru dated 3/10/2016 of Upalokayukta, State
of Karnataka, Bengaluru

3) Inquiry Report dated 25/11/2021 of Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-9, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru

The Government by its order dated 14/9/2016 initiated the
disciplinary proceedings against (1) Sri H.B. Vaidyanath, the then
Special Tahsildar, Kadaba, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada
District (Presently retired); (2) Sri K Vishwanath Pujari, the then
Deputy Tahsildar, Kadaba, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada
District (Presently retired); (3) Sri Seetharam Hebbar, the then
Village Accountant, Savanur Village, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina

Karnada District (Presently retired), (4) Sri B. Koragappa Hegde,
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Revenue Inspector, Kadaba Hobli, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina
Kannada District and (5) Sri Gundagatti Ramannagowda
Kenchanagowda, Village Accountant, Savanur Village, Puttur
Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District (hereinafter referred to as
Delinquent Government Officials, for short as DGO-1, DGO-2,
DGO-3, DGO-4 and DGO-5 respectively) and entrusted the

Departmental Inquiry to this Institution.

2. This Institution by Nomination Order No.UPLOK-2/DE/429/
2016 Bengaluru dated 3/10/2016 nominated Additional Registrar
of Enquiries-9, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru, as the Inquiry
Officer to frame charges and to conduct Departmental Inquiry
against DGOs 1 to 5 for the alleged charge of misconduct, said to

have been committed by them.

2 The DGO-1 Sri H.B. Vaidyanath, the then Special Tahsildar,
Kadaba, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District (Presently
retired); DGO-2 Sri K Vishwanath Pujari, the then Deputy
Tahsildar, Kadaba, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District
(Presently retired); DGO-3 Sri Seetharam Hebbar, the then Village
Accountant, Savanur Village, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada
District (Presently retired), DGO-4 Sri B. Koragappa Hegde,
Revenue Inspector, Kadaba Hobli, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina
Kannada District and DGO-5 Sri Gundagatti Ramannagowda
Kenchanagowda, Village Accountant, Savanur Village, Puttur
Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District were tried for the following
charges:-
“9.3.P300o (1) & Q. dddéa?az;s‘, D] NFeRA

NTBBIeRT’, (2) IFTP® T2 AR Z wTEHSeRT® (3)
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ACTOTORT Bepe, AR MRS, @) METTOWODS, (4)
D. 3ROAT  INd, Fomeod 0TI, FBW  (5) aveleik)
TowEPB  FOUITRR, MOWMSINATNT MR BoWoHS,
TWIRT ey, G3e3IW B @ ey TOODF AT ST
ATRIND T DIY 00IHE B 0. 11— 39 3
DB 18 ™Hotd Fvord umesm‘& Zbdae @@mw:% DTN
TRAZROW, B¥IT  WIPCT  XBTT3H0OR BT,
CIANOIAL oY zéoda&g) O®0 ©8Fod $mesny) CIANCIAY (o Sy
WBEDRO0Y TFT BIOR GoDTSNTZY, &R SEONCIAL o CTAEy
0RO oDBRODT0Z SR & IPNI0I T3F 3,
SReTRRNTELD.

I8¢ ©.3.3°80000 8¢ 3.0. a’écfamc;sf - ey 2008 53¢

9IIPCT ABTOTRHOON VRTTBI), DTTodeert BBAZHOB
@&xraw'oid A dodaéz% ORT BFOD Slapielalsiinate) 2IONBIY,
BHURVIDT VT WBR H0Y TH3 BROR ADENGELI T AR
VRWITT VY WL TBROR ODBRENTTOZ &G CEON
SReTRRNATHEED.

23¢  @9XTPTo0R DI TeReD - Dy 1Se ©AZPTS

RRWI0N03 PWRWIDT VI WEITDOY  IRT  BIOR
VTDITHBRONY  WORATIT 3-18 2T wWAT  IBITY
SRT BODOD), B03WOR, HOSCVN WRBEe RWTT® D
Staproy O@OR  Copworvmod  TTwoN R X008 33F I,
SReTRBNTEO

38¢ ©RITTRT  AeTT0  BRF -~ Jey I8¢ ©FIPTT
B3T3 LWRWTTT WY wBBDOW  ORT  BIOR
OTRITBRONGD  WDOBRTIT 318 HFT VWS IBITY
QWD TP, WIFT WO, PO, TR [VD TTRI 543,
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B23ed ésa;zé @mw@zf WBIR0Y TIT ée@éoﬁamel 3035004,
o3ow)cse zj;; TOBeOT ZEDe swswm& 30330023
emd@esmwrémﬁ @mw%&cf I SXApiey o=On

ONBROTONTOZ Jo =08 63?&5 d@ewﬁmdo%ea

43¢ »xIPToom . 6.@67133 INB — AT D REST® /DR EST —

159/91-92 B9 BRRWITT T _0BBHOY OB[TR,  D20R.
e, DJRON, WIFHIT TILB SRS 543, 53D e3TedR
& BPRT), 0IPIe 0e80H TWOLOF IBIJe SIANCIAL: oy
VY 0T TIOR  wzwendmod ©RTT  HTo3een
TRATROW IBITY, 03O 33F e SReTFINTLSO

53¢ e9xTZPcoer norss OB FOUTTPB - deey) B3

XO:  AFRGT /DFEST-159/91-92 T OLWREIN 3 ReBOA
R&0HIR, T CIANCIAL (o Iy CIAREIENEIAVEA DM BURWIT
WY WBRDOY DOTN BEIR @mwﬁﬁcf R X TRon
pfssnlenvInn avn o] w%@a’wd;%mh @meawm‘i 303500
3RIG T =R 33F a3, eTBRNTHECO

BHO0T, ©.3.303C00E ey TORERIT  FPFSTON N, T,
IVFBRONY  dF AT Tonwe 33r, SeeTBIN  Fooreds
DoN0es oo (IBS) DODIPBC 19663 3(1) (i) dow (iii) e
‘@&)oqiéofmmc1 POYOPY TRIFES BIATeD.”

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 above charges
against DGO-1 Sri H.B. Vaidyanath, the then Special Tahsildar,
Kadaba, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District (Presently
retired); DGO-2 Sri K Vishwanath Pujari, the then Deputy

Page 4 of 6



No.UPLOK-2/DE/429/2016/ARE-9

Tahsildar, Kadaba, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District
(Presently retired); DGO-3 Sri Seetharam Hebbar, the then Village
Accountant, Savanur Village, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada
District (Presently retired); DGO-4 Sri B. Koragappa Hegde,
Revenue Inspector, Kadaba Hobli, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina
Kannada District and DGO-5 Sri Gundagatti Ramannagowda
Kenchanagowda, Village Accountant, Savanur Village, Puttur

Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District.

3. On re-consideration of inquiry report and taking note of the
totality of the circumstances of the case, I do not find any reason
to interfere with the findings recorded by the Inquiry Officer. It is
hereby recommended to the Government to accept the report of

Inquiry Officer.

6. As per the First Oral Statement submitted by DGOs 1 to 5;

(1) DGO-1 Sri H.B. Vaidyanath has retired from service on
314572013; |

(2) DGO-2 Sri K. Vishwanath Pujari has retired from service
on 31/12/2012;

(3) DGO-3 Sri Seetharam Hebbar has retired from service on
28/2/2013;

(4) DGO-4 Sri Koragappa Hegde is due to retire from service
on 30/5/2027;

(5) DGO-5 Sri Gundagatthi Ramannagowda Kenchanagowda
is due to retire from service on 30/4 /2047

7. Having regard to the nature of charges proved against DGO-
1 Sri H.B. Vaidyanath, the then Special Tahsildar, Kadaba, Puttur
Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District (Presently retired); DGO-2 Sri K
Vishwanath Pujari, the then Deputy Tahsildar, Kadaba, Puttur
Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District (Presently retired); DGO-3 Sri

Seetharam Hebbar, the then Village Accountant, Savanur Village,
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Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District (Presently retired), DGO-
4 Sri B. Koragappa Hegde, Revenue Inspector, Kadaba Hobli,
Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District and DGO-5 Sri
Gundagatti Ramannagowda Kenchanagowda, Village Accountant,
Savanur Village, Puttur Taluk, Dakshina Kannada District, it is
hereby recommended to the Government for imposing penalty of;

(i) Withholding 5% of pension payable to DGO-1 Sri
H.B. Vaidyanath for a period of 2 years;

(i)  Withholding 5% of pension payable to DGO-2 Sri
K. Vishwanath Pujari for a period of 2 years;

(i)  Withholding 5% of pension payable to DGO-3 Sri
Seetharam Hebbar for a period of 2 years;

(iv) Withholding one annual increment payable to
DGO-4 Sri Koragappa Hegde with cumulative
effect;

(v) Withholding one annual increment payable to
DGO-5 Sri  Gundagatti Ramannagowda
Kenchanagowda with cumulative effect.

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

Authority.

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

Ealey w6/t )2
(JUSTICE B.S.PATIL)
Upalokayukta,
State of Karnataka,

Bengaluru
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