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ANNEXURE-I
CHARGE

“You the DGO, Sri.Govindaraju while

working as Assistant Commissioner, Zone-5
of Mysuru City Corporation, has committed
irregularities while selecting beneficiaries
under “Namma Mane” scheme and the
details of the irregularities so committed in

selecting the beneficiaries under the said

\,

scheme, are as follows;
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Out of the 9 beneficiaries selected
under the said scheme, the site/property
owned by 3 beneficiaries viz.,, Sri. K.
Srinivasa Rao, Smt.Reshma and Sri.N.
Nagaraju, arc situated in Shadonahally
village and those sites are revenue sites,
situated outside the Mysuru City Corporation

limits.

But as per the “Namma Mane — ISHUP”
scheme introduced by Central Ministry of
Urban Development and Poverty Alleviation
Department, Central Government s
providing loan to poor people to the extent of

Rs.1.00 lakh to Rs.160 lakh under “onmow
LEBH0 TSN 20§ FBoohEF odecmd and as

per the conditions incorporated in the
circular No.HD 37 HAH 2009, dated:
17/11/2009, a beneficiary who is eligible to
get the benefit under the said scheme,
should own and possess a site within the
limits of Local Authority/Municipality
/ Municipal Corporation. But the benefits to
the above named 3 beneficiaries have been
provided, by selecting them as beneficiaries
under the said scheme, though they are not

possessing sites within corporation limits of

Mysuru City. L
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Further, the title deeds/sale deeds
produced by the beneficiaries Smt.Reshma
and L.Nagaraju are defective since not
registered but attested by Notary Public and
hence those documents will not confer any
right, title and interest in their favour over
the said property and without verifying the
documents produced by beneficiaries
properly, benefits have been provided to
them by selecting them as beneficiaries,
though they are ineligible to be selected as
beneficiaries and thereby you the DGO is
responsible for selection of ineligible
beneficiaries and without verifying the title
deeds properly, benefits under the ISHUP
scheme have been provided to them on the
basis of unauthorized and illegal title deeds
and in contravention of guidelines and
regulations of the scheme, thereby you were
negligent in discharging your duties as
public servant since acted in a manner
unbecoming of a Government Servant thus
guilty of misconduct under Rule 3(1)(i) to (iii)
of KCS (Conduct) Rules 1966.”
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N0.UPLOK-2/DE/431/2018/ARE-15

KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

NO:UPLOK-2/DE/431/2018/ARE-15  M.S. Building,

Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,

Bengaluru - 560 001.
Date: 16/03/2023.

.. ENQUIRY REPORT :-

Sub:- Departmental Inquiry against Sri.
Govindaraju, Assistant Commissioner,
Zonal Office-05, Mysore Mahanagara
Palike, Mysure — regarding.

Ref:- 1. Government Order No.
309%9/69/2220/2018, Songedd, HTos: 30/08/2018.
0. Nomination Order No. UPLOK-
2/DE/431/2018, Bengaluru dated
12/09/2018 of the then Hon’ble
Upalokayukta.

-

The Departmental Enquiry is initiated against
Delinquent Government  Official Qri. Govindaraju,
Assistant Commissioner, 7onal Office-05, Mysore
Mahanagara Palike, Mysure (hereinafter referred as DGO

in short).

2. In pursuance of the Government Order cited
at reference No.l above, the then Hon’ble Upalokayukta
vide order dated 12/09/2018 cited at reference No.2
above, has nominated the Additional Registrar of
Enquiries-3 to frame Articles of Charge and to conduct

the inquiry against the aforesaid DGO.
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No.UPLOK-2/DE/431/2018/ARE-15
3. Hon’ble Upalokayukta-2 on perusal of prima facie
material submitted Report Dated: 07/04/2018 under
Section 12(3) of Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984, to

initiate disciplinary proceedings against DGO.

4. The ARE-3 had issued the Articles of charge,
Statement of Imputations of Misconduct, List of
Witnesses proposed to be examined in support of the
charge and List of Documents proposed to be relied upon

in support of the charge.

S. The Article of charge issued by the ARE-3

against the DGO is as under;

ANNEXURE-I
CHARGE

“You the DGO, Sri. Govindaraju while

working as Assistant Commissioner, Zone-5
of Mysuru City Corporation, has committed
irregularities while selecting beneficiaries
under “Namma Mane” scheme and the details
of the irregularities so committed in selecting
the beneficiaries under the said scheme, are

as follows;

Out of the 9 beneficiaries selected under
the said scheme, the site/property owned by

3 beneficiaries viz., Sri. K. Srinivasa Rao,
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Smt. Reshma and Sri. N. Nagaraju, are
situated in Shadonahally village and those
sites are revenue sites, situated outside the

Mysuru City Corporation limits.

But as per the “Namma Mane — ISHUP”
scheme introduced by Central Ministry of
Urban Development and Poverty Alleviation
Department, Central Government is providing
loan to poor people to the extent of Rs.1.00
lakh to Rs.160 lakh under “aonos e @aso

THSMRN g FBoobET ocdeeasd“ and as per the

conditions incorporated in the circular no. HD
37 HAH 2009 dated: 17/11/2009, a
beneficiary who is eligible to get the benefit
under the said scheme, should own and
possess a site within the limits of Local
Authority / Municipality / Municipal
Corporation. But the benefits to the above
named 3 beneficiaries have been provided, by
selecting them as beneficiaries under the said
scheme, though they are not possessing sites

within corporation limits of Mysuru City.

Further, the title deeds/sale deeds
produced by the beneficiaries Smt. Reshma
and L. Nagaraju are defective since not
registered but attested by Notary Public and
hence those documents will not confer any
right, title and interest in their favour over the

said property and without verifying the
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documents  produced by  beneficiaries
properly, benefits have been provided to them
by selecting them as beneficiaries, though
they are ineligible to be selected as
beneficiaries and thereby you the DGO is
responsible for selection of ineligible
beneficiaries and without verifying the title
deeds properly, benefits under the ISHUP
scheme have been provided to them on the
basis of unauthorized and illegal title deeds
and in contravention of guidelines and
regulations of the scheme, thereby you were
negligent in discharging your duties as public
servant since dacted in a manner unbecoming
of a Government Servant thus guilty of
misconduct under Rule 3(1)(i) to (iii) of KCS
(Conduct) Rules 1966.”

6. As per order of Hon’ble Uplok-
1&2/DE /Transfers/2018 of Registrar, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru, dated: 02/11/2018 this Enquiry file was

transferred from ARE-3 to this Section i.e., ARE-15.

7. In pursuance thereof, the DGO appeared before this
Enquiry Authority. On 05/01/2019 his First Oral Statement

was recorded and he pleaded not guilty to the charge.

4|Page
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8. On 14/01/2020 DGO filed his written statement
by denying the allegations made against him. When he
was working as Zonal Commissioner, MCC, Mysore, the
Government had introduced a scheme namely Interest
Subsidy Scheme for Housing the Urban Poor/Namma
Mane in co-ordination with Municipal and District
Administration. As per the guidelines, the Ashraya
Committee headed by jurisdictional MLA and other
members had selected/finalized the list of beneficiaries
and financial assistance was given to such beneficiaries
after approval of the District Commissioner. He had no
role in selecting the beneficiaries and therefore the
allegations made that he selected 3 beneficiaries who are
residents of Srirangapatna Taluk and sanctioned
financial assistance to them are false. His role was
limited to approval of the Estimate and Sketch after other
Revenue Officials had made spot assessment. During the
above period about 2600 applications were received and
amongst them the Ashraya Committee had selected 650
beneficiaries within MCC limits. None of them are outside
the jurisdiction of MCC or resident of Srirangapatna as
alleged in the complaint. It is stated that the complainant

is a RTI activist and has lodged this complaint without
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verifying the true facts. Since he has not committed any
misconduct or dereliction of duty, he has prayed to

absolve him.

9. In order to prove the charge, the Disciplinary
Authority has examined the complainant as PW-1 and got

marked five documents at Ex.P-1 to Ex.P-5.

10. Thereafter, the Second Oral Statement of DGO was
recorded on 22/06/2022. DGO expressed his intention to
examine him and thereafter came to be examined as DW-1

and got marked 8 documents as Ex.D-1 to D-8.

11. Heard the arguments on both sides and also

perused the material on record.

12. In the aforesaid facts and circumstances, the

points that arise for consideration are as follows:

1) Whether the Disciplinary Authority
proves that the DGO, who served as Zonal
Commissioner, Zonal Office-S, Mysore
Mahanagara Palike had selected 3
ineligible beneficiaries under Namma
Mane/ISHUP Scheme without verifying
the documents and sanctioned financial
benefits in contravention of the
guidelines of the scheme incorporated in
the Circular No. HD/37/HAH/2009, dated:
17/11/2009 and thereby committed

misconduct or dereliction of duty and
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acted unbecoming  of Government
Servants and not maintained absolute
integrity thereby violating R.3(1)(i) to (iii)
of K.C.S. (Conduct) Rules, 196672

2) What Finding ?

13. My findings to the above points are :

1. In the Negative,
2. As per Finding for the following;

REASONS:-

14. Point No.1l:. In the year 2010-11 the Mysore

City Corporation (‘MCC’ for short) introduced a scheme
Interest Subsidy Scheme for Housing the Urban Poor’

(ISHUP), also known as “Ia, WI” to assist the urban

poor to construct houses on their pre-owned plots within
the MCC limits. As per the scheme, the Applicant should
own a vacant site, khatha allotted by MCC and ought to
have paid upto date tax to MCC. Such applications will
be scrutinized by the Ashraya Committees headed by
jurisdictional MLA and loans sanctioned after the
approval of the Deputy Commissioner, Mysore.
According to the scheme the selected beneficiary should

contribute Rs.30,000/- government Subsidy of
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Rs.50,000/- and Bank Loan of Rs.50,000/-

(Rs.1,30,000/- in all).

15. The present complaint relates to the
applications received by various beneficiaries in
Chamaraja Legislative Segment of Mysore. It is not in
dispute that the DGO served as Zonal Commissioner,
Zonal Office-5, MCC from 04/05/2011 till 10/02/2014.
The Complainant/Sri.K. Puttaswamy has alleged in his
complaint that the title deeds of the beneficiaries were
not properly verified and those owning plots outside the
jurisdiction of MCC were selected as beneficiaries and
loans were sanctioned without following the guidelines of
ISHUP Scheme. The name of the DGO/ Sri. Govindaraju
or his role in the allegations made in the complaint is not
forthcoming in Ex.P-1 complaint dated: 26/05/2014. His
name is mentioned only in From Nos. I & II, marked as
Ex.P-2 and P-3, wherein one line allegation is made that

guidelines of ISHUP Scheme are not properly followed.

16. The complainant came to be examined as PW-1.
He has deposed that the DGO who was the Zonal

Commissioner, MCC had not properly verified the
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applications and selected the beneficiaries without
following the ISHUP guidelines and sanctioned financial
assistance to persons who were not residing within the
jurisdiction of MCC. According to him three beneficiaries
from Shadanahalli of Srirangapatna Taluk were selected
and financial assistance were given to them. He has
however not named the said three beneficiaries and has
not produced any document or material to show that
Shadanahalli Village is situated in Srirangapatna Taluk

of Mandya District.

17. In the course of cross-examination of PW-1,
suggestion put to him that Shadanahalli Village is
situated within the limits of MCC is denied by him. The
Registered Gift Deed dated: 06/08/2009 executed by one
Sri. Srinivasa in favour of his wife Smt. Veena Bai;
Registered Mortgage Deed dated: 01/10/2012 executed
by Smt. Reshma in favour of Rajiv Gandhi Rural
Housing Corporation Limited and another Registered
Mortgage Deed dated: 03/10/2012 executed by Sri.
N.Nagaraju in favour of Rajiv Gandhi Rural Housing
Corporation Limited came to be confronted to PW-1

during his cross-examination that came to be marked as
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Ex.D-5 to D-7. The sites which are subject matter of the
above Registered Deeds are all situated in Shadanahalli
Village, Mysore Taluk and PW-1 admits that all the
deeds are registered in the Office of Sub-Registrar,
Mysore North. In view of the admission made by PW-1
and that the above Registered documents disclosed that
Shadanahalli Village is situated in Mysore Taluk and
within the limits of MCC, the allegations made by the
complainant that the said village is situated in

Srirangapatna Taluk holds no water.

18. In the course of scrutiny of the complaint No.
Compt/Uplok/MYS-1705/2014/DRE-4, by virtue of
Orders passed by Hon’ble Upalokayukta, matter was
referred to the Mysore Lokayukta Police to probe the
complaint allegations and submit report. The Report
dated: 16/07/2014 submitted by Sri. K.B. Swamy
Kumar, Dy.S.P., Karnataka Lokayukta, Mysore to DRE-4
is at Pages 26 to 28 in Ex.P-5. The said Report also
came to be confronted to the Complainant/PW-1 during
his cross-examination which is marked as Ex.D-2. The
operative portion/opinion recorded by the Investigation

Officer reads as follows;
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“Zs BTy WREEOTE STOADTOT T, NS’
035062 BONTY, WAL SHooIAT wodFosD 2010-11 Je
039 @mmbsﬁfa@?%d%, T 5000NARY TN
8 03RenIoNBONY FORDPIND RTINS TeDFOD
OFIR  weTEITReD. ToORIND  BOI ReTI
BROD T JNFABRY, Z0w0oH3 TOOR 3e3eONPOT
@OTOIITL, WY 9B RCOT  ITZ0DIY, JB,
RORLeDR. s5d & odeemdodrody werE'r  §0.26
(ole]a] @oﬁggomd 9 POORRPOINPH WROTFT O DB
N;é% T AFABROBTOTVT. BOINT oD WOWOT
& cdnemdodhd  olemde  0e30 ﬁém/méwmd
OBATY  RPBDPOY  TONR DI, AW
TRRPPOY TN Sﬁ%&"g’)/godawg/ma’

DEBEONHRDOYTIOTD FoOTY 393020003IT.

19. Further at the time of scrutiny, it appears that
a report was also sought from the Commissioner, MCC
regarding the allegations made in the complaint. Ex.D-8
is the Report dated: 07/07/2017 submitted by the
Commissioner, Mysore City Corporation to DRE-4
stating that the allegations made by the complainant
against the DGO are baseless. Relevant portion with the
opinion of the Commissioner states as follows;

“BRTTH TBROTY HODT OB SO3NBTT
3 0. RACOTTOENTHT DT, BT QeRTHZIT.
0B NTION TR INE eﬁoﬁ%odaaﬁocL WHEBT  ATNFOT0
20037 THNTOD  ROTFeITHT0, BBNTOR @zpdg@@

Beod Forie RO BoWID  TOSDA J083  &BOD
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TS B[NOT OB, TR0 BHN[HTS JBX J03T
BUYOTONVOT  ODRRTI B8 Jo30  deems
DDIMIRRWIL.  STOOT  ReYOB®  ARODTY  &¢
D0.2. TREDOTTV), HOOT FJOOH SOITW, VOO
5e3¢0-05 [T 3oy e e.—aaﬁéamd% CDEDR RSN EIADLe
DI esBeeD a’beeiraaleés% RO DO FOBWWOODROY
DO FNS0IN T[TD JeRT), AWO [TOONT, 83 BB
ORSAT IR, OBWBIN  IYRTY,  BFTLTZY

BOTODRPPELD 300033«

19.1 As the Mysore Lokayukta Police and the
Commissioner, MCC have given clean chit to the DGO in
their Investigation Reports, I am of the opinion that the

charge framed against the DGO is without any basis.

20. The complainant/PW-1 is unable to explain the
role of the DGO in selecting or finalizing the list of
beneficiaries of ISHUP Scheme. In Para-4 of his cross-
examination, he has expressed his ignorance about the
role of the DGO in the above process and further admits
that merely because he was a Zonal Commissioner, he

was named as respondent in the complaint.

21. In Para-5 of his cross-examination, PW-1
admits that on 10/05/2000 the State Government has

framed proceedings reconstituting Ashraya Committees.
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Copy of the said proceedings which was confronted to
him came to be marked as Ex.D-1. It is not only
admitted by PW-1 but also clear from the contents of
Ex.D-1, that a Zonal Commissioner of a City Corporation
is not a Member of Ashraya Committee which is headed
by the jurisdictional MLA. In fact, Ex.D-1 proceedings
reflects that it is the Commissioner of City Corporation

who shall be a Member of the said Committee.

22. DGO/Sri. Govindaraju examined him as DW-1.
He has explained his role in ISHUP Scheme that his
Zonal Office only received the applications under the
scheme and forwarded the same to the Ashraya
Committee. After receiving all the applications from
various Zonal Offices, the Members of Ashraya
Committee will select/finalize the beneficiaries as per the
Government guidelines and therefore he had no role
whatsoever in selecting the beneficiaries or sanctioning
financial assistance to them. He has further stated in his
affidavit filed in lieu of his chief-examination that the
Assistant Revenue Officer and the concerned Revenue
Inspector will make spot inspection and his duty was

only to approve the Estimate and Sketch for
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construction of houses under the Scheme. The above
procedure explained by the DGO/DW-1 in his affidavit is
not disputed by the Disciplinary Authority. No material
is placed before this Enquiring Authority that the DGO
had any role in finalizing or selecting the beneficiaries
under ISHUP Scheme or for that matter he had
sanctioned financial assistance to three beneficiaries
who were not residents within the jurisdiction of MCC.

Moreover, the Circular No. HD/37/HAH/2009,
dated: 17/11/2009 mentioned in the Articles of
Charge is not produced on behalf of the Disciplinary

Authority.

23. Since the Disciplinary Authority has failed to
prove by preponderance of probability that the DGO has
selected beneficiaries outside MCC limits and selected
ineligible beneficiaries under ISHUP Scheme and
sanctioned financial benefits in contravention of the
guidelines of the scheme and committed dereliction of
duty, I am of the opinion that the charge framed against
the DGO 1is not proved. Hence, I proceed to record the

following.
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~FINDING:-

The Disciplinary Authority has not proved the charge
leveled against the DGO.

Submitted to Hon’ble Upalokayukta for further action.

2%

.C)
Additional Registrar of Enquiries -15,
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.

ANNEXURE
List of witnesses examined on behalf of Disciplinary

Authority.
PW-1 Sri. K. Puttaswamy (Complainant) Original

List of Documents marked on behalf of Disciplinary
Authority.

Ex.P-1 Copy of complaint dated: 26 /05/2014 (Original)

Ex.P-1(a) Signature of PW-1

Ex.P-2 Complaint Form No.I (Original)

Ex.P-2(a) Signature of PW-1

Ex.P-3 Complaint Form No.II (Original)

Ex.P-3(a) Signature of PW-1

Ex.P-4 Copy of complaint addressed to
Commissioner, Mysore Corporation (Xerox)

Ex.P-5 Copy of Endorsement dated: 14/03/2014 and its
enclosures (Xerox)

List of witnesses examined on behalf of DGO

DW-1 Sri. M.B. Govindaraju (DGO) Original
List of documents marked on behalf of DGO

Ex.D-1 | Copy of Government proceedings dated:
10/05/2000 (Xerox)

Ex.D-2 | Copy of investigation report submitted by
Dy.S.P., Lokayukta, Mysore dated:
16/07/2014 (Xerox)
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Ex.D-3 | Copy of representation given by PW-1 to the T
Commissioner, Mysore Corporation (Xerox)

Ex.D-4 | Copy of letter dated: 26/05/2014 given by
PW-1 to Mysore Lokayukta (Xerox)

Ex.D-5 | Copy of Gift deed dated: 06/08/2009 (Xerox)

Ex.D-6 | Copy of Mortgage deed dated: 01/10/2012

(Xerox)
Ex.D-7 | Cﬂoy_of_aﬁah&'ﬁor%tgage deed executed by N.

Nagaraju (Xerox)

' Ex.D-8

Copy of Report dated: 07 /07/2017 submitted
by Commissioner, Mysore Corporation

2 i

(CHANDJ(:JE%AR .C)
Additional Registrar of Enquiries -15,

Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.
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