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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No.UPLOK-2/DE/59/2018/ARE-13 M.S. Building,
Dr.B.R. Ambedkar Road,
Bangalore-56001
Date: 31/10/20109.

+ Present:

Patil Mohankumar Bhimanagouda
Additional Registrar Enquiries-13,
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bangalore.

ENQUIRY REPORT ::

Sub:- Departmental Enquiry against,

1. Sri K.T. Subrayagowda, Assistant
Executive Engineer and I/c Executive
Engineer, Cauvery Neeravari Nigama
Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub-Division,

Holenarasipura, Hassan District
(now retired).

2. Sri Hanumanthappa, Assistant Engineer,
Cauvery Neeravari Nigama Limited, No.3,
HRBC Sub Division, Holenarasipura,
Hassan District.

Ref :-1) Report u/s 12(3) of the K.L Act, 1984 in
Compt/Uplok/MYS/7624/2015/DRE-5,
Dtd.15/06/2017.

2) Govt. Order No. asdoy 125 Jegd 2017,

Bengaluru, dated:09/10/2017 and its
Corrigendum dated: 03/04/2018.

3) Nomination Order No.UPLOK-2/DE/
59/2018, Bengaluru, Dated :
08/02/2018.
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1. This departmental enquiry is directed against 1) Sri K.T.
Subrayagowda, Assistant Executive Engineer and I/c Executive
Engineer, Cauvery Neeravari Nigama Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub-
Division, Holenarasipura, Hassan District(now retired) and 2) Sri
Hanumanthappa, Assistant Engineer, Cauvery Neeravari Nigama
Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub Division, Holenarasipura, Hassan
District (herein after referred to as the Delinquent Government

Officials in short “DGOSs”).

9. After completion of the investigation, a report U/sec. 12(3) of
the Karnataka Lokayukta Act was sent to the Government as per

Reference No-1.

3. In view of the Government Order cited above at reference-2,
the Hon’ble Upa Lokayukta-2, vide order dated 08/02/2018 cited
above at reference-3, nominated Additional Registrar of
Enquiries-4 of the office of the Karnataka Lokayukta as the
enquiry officer to frame charges and to conduct enquiry against
the aforesaid DGO. Additional Registrar Enquires-4 prepared
Articles of Charges, Statement of Imputations of mis-conduct, list
of documents proposed to be relied and list of witnesses proposed
to be examined in support of Articles of Charges. Copies of same
were issued to the DGO calling upon them to appear before this

authority and to submit written statement of their defence.
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4. As per order of Hon’ble Uplok-1 & 2/DE/Transfers/2018 of
Registrar, Karnataka Lokayukta Dated 06/08/2018 this enquiry
file was transferred from ARE-4 to ARE-13.

S. The Articles of Charges framed by ARE-4 against the DGO is

as below:
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18. The DGO No-1 and 2 appeared before this Enquiry Authority
on 21/05/2018 and on the same day their First Oral Statement
was recorded U/Rule 11(9) of KCS (CC &A) Rules 1957. The DGO
No-1 and 2 pleaded not guilty and claimed to hold an enquiry.
Subsequently the DGO No-1 and 2 have filed their written
statement of defence by denying the articles of charge and

statement of imputations contending that, there is no such



evidence to prove that they have committed misconduct U/Rule
3(1) of KCS (Conduct) Rules, 1966. Accordingly, prayed to

exonerate them from the charges framed in this case.

19. In order to substantiate the charge, the Disciplinary
Authority examined two witnesses as PW-1 and PW-2 got marked

the documents at Ex.P-1 to P-12 and closed the evidence.

20. After closing the case of the Disciplinary Authority, the
Second Oral Statement of DGO No-1 and 2 was recorded as
required U/Rule 11 (16) of KCS (CC & A) Rules, 1957 and wherein
they have submitted that, the witness have deposed falsely against
them. The DGO No-1 and 2 got examined themselves as DW-1
and DW-2 and produced the documents at Ex.D-1 to D-9 and
closed their side. Since the DGO No-1 and 2 got themselves
examined as DW-1 and DW-2, the questioning of the DGOs as
required U/Rule 11(18) of KCS (CC & A) Rules, 1957 was

dispensed.

21. The Defence Assistant for DGO No-1 and advocate for DGO
No-2 filed their written submissions. Heard the oral arguments of

Learned Presenting Officer.

59/%
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22. Upon consideration of the charge leveled against the DGO
No-1 and 2, the evidence led by the Disciplinary Authority and
DGOs by way of oral and documentary evidence and their written
brief/submissions, the only point that arises for my consideration

is as under:

Whether the Disciplinary Authority has
satisfactorily proved that the DGO No-1 Sri
K.T. Subrayagowda, who was working as
Assistant Executive Engineer and I/c
Executive Engineer, Cauvery Neeravari
Nigama Limited, No.3, Hemavathi Right Bank
Canal Sub-Division, Holenarasipura, Hassan
District and DGO No-2 Sri Hanumanthappa,
who was working as Assistant Engineer,
Cauvery Neeravari Nigama Limited, No.3,
Hemavathi Right Bank Canal Sub Division,
Holenarasipura, Hassan  District, were
entrusted with the work of executing the Cc.C
drainage work at the cost of Rs.9.99 lakhs in
S.C colony of Kallenahalli Koppalu Village,
Holenarasipura Sub Division, District Hassan
and the contract was awarded to the
complainant Smt T.K. Nagarathna, however

while executing the work, both the DGOs have
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pressurized the complainant to do additional
works in the temple and also additional C.C
drainage work to the extent of 30 meters
which was against the estimate and action
plan, and payments were not paid to the
complainant and DGO No-1 and 2 had not
taken prior approval for the extra work and
deviations in the estimate and thereby failed
to maintain absolute integrity and devotion to
duty, which act is unbecoming of a
Government Servant and thus committed mis-
conduct as enumerated U/R 3(1)i) to (iii) of
Karnataka Civil Service (Conduct) Rules,
1966.

23. My finding on the above point is held in the “Affirmative’’ for
the following:

. REASONS ::

24. Point No-1:- The case of the Disciplinary Authority in brief is
that,

The complainant Smt. T.K. Nagarathna, Class-I contractor has
been examined as PW-1. She has reiterated the facts stated in the

complaint. She states that, in the year 2012-13 and 2013-14 the
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Government had sanctioned grants to construct C.C drainages in
Schedule Caste Colony of Kallenahalli Koppalu Village of
Holenarasipura taluka for an estimated cost of Rs.10 lakhs. She
had applied for online tender and the tender was awarded to her.
As per the estimate 600 meters of C.C drainage was to be
constructed in Schedule Caste Colony of Kallenahalli Koppalu
Village. However the DGOs have showed another site and directed
her to execute the work in different places. She further submits
that, she has executed 150 meters of C.C drainage in Schedule
Caste Colony and 80 meters of C.C drainage in the locality where
general category people are residing. She furthers states that, the
DGOs were present at the time of execution of the work. She has
executed the work and laid the concrete where ever the DGOs had
directed. She further states that, the DGOs directed her to lay
concrete in Lord Shani Temple and accordingly she has executed
the work. The complainant further states that, the DGOs asked
her to carry out the works of C.C drainage in the areas where
general category people were residing. The complainant/PW-1
further states that, these works were not included in the estimate.
As per the tender she was supposed to carry out C.C drainage

work in Schedule Caste Colony to the extent of 600 meters.

25. The complainant/PW-1 further states that, she requested
the DGOs to pass the bills for the works executed by her.
However, the DGOs have passed the bills for Rs.6.00 lakhs only
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and they have not paid the remaining amount. The DGOs went
on postponing the payment of balance tender amount. Hence, she
was constrained to lodge this complaint. The complainant has
identified her complaint and Form No-I and II at Ex.P-1 to P-3.
She has produced the copy of work order which is at Ex.P-4. The
tender agreement is at Ex.P-5. The estimate is at Ex.P-6. The
complainant has produced 8 photographs of the work done by her

and they have been commonly marked as Ex.P-7.

26. The investigation officer i.e Sri S. Srikanth, Assistant
Executive Engineer, TAC, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru has
been examined as PW-2. He states that, from 2013 to 2016 he
has worked as Assistant Executive Engineer, TAC, Karnataka
Lokayukta, Bengaluru. In this case directions were issued by
ARE-5 to investigate into the matter and submit the report. The
Chief Engineer, TAC, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru appointed
PW-2 to investigate into the complaint and submit his report. PW-
2 further states that, he has issued notices to the complainant
and the DGOs and directed them to furnish the documents. He
further states that, he has collected the documents pertaining to
the work from the concerned department. He has secured the

documents from Cauvery Neeravari Nigama Limited.
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n7.  PW-2 further states that, the Managing Director of Cauvery
Neeravari Nigama Limited on 29/03/2016 has given the

explanation pertaining to the said work and it is as follows,

a. In the year 2013-14 Rs.10 lakh was sanctioned
for the construction of the C.C drainage in

Harijana Colony of Kallenahalli Koppalu Village.

b. The work should have been done only in the area
where the technical approval and estimate was
approved. There is no provision to carry out the

work in any other place.

c. The work order approved for Harijana Colony
has to be implemented only in Harijana Colony. It

cannot be carried out in any other place.

d. The work order has to be carried out as per the
estimate and without prior approval of the
competent authority, the work cannot be shifted

to any other place.

n8. PW-2 further states that, he has conducted the investigation
and submitted his report as per Ex.P-8. He has produced the

documents secured from the Executive Engineer which are at
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Ex.P-9. The clarification obtained from Executive Engineer,
Hemavathi Right Bank Canal, Holenarasipura dated 29/02/2016 is
produced and marked as Ex.P-10. The letter issued by the
Managing Director, Cauvery Neeravari Nigama Limited dated
29/03/2016 has been marked as Ex.P-11. The enclosures have

been commonly marked as Ex.P-12.

29. PW-1 and 2 have been cross examined at length by the
advocate for DGO No-1 and 2. I have carefully gone through the
entire cross examination of PW-1 and 2. However, nothing
material has been elicited in the cross examination, so as to
discredit their testimony. The DGOs have themselves admitted
that, the tender works have not been executed as per the
estimate. The DGOs have admitted that, extra work was carried
out in Lord Shani Temple and C.C drainage work was constructed
in general category locality. They have further admitted that, the
entire C.C work approved for Harijana Colony was not carried out

in Harijana Colony.

30. The DGO No-1 and 2 have got themselves examined as DW-
1 and DW-2. The DGO No-1/Sri. Subrayagowda has got himself
examined as DW-1. He submits that, the charge and imputation
of misconduct issued against him are vague and not specific. He
admits that, the complainant is a class-Il contractor and the

Cauvery Neeravari Nigama Limited had awarded the contract for



16

construction of C.C drainage at an estimated cost of
Rs.9,99,000/. He further submits that, the work has been
executed as per the sanctioned estimate in S.C. Colony of
Kallenahalli Koppalu. He further submits that, during the
execution of the said work, additional work has been executed as
per the request of the beneficiaries and without causing any
burden to the Contractor/ Complainant. The complainant has
been paid the bills for the works executed by her. No extra
expenditure has been incurred by the complainant and hence,
there was no necessity to obtain approval from the competent
authority. The DGO No-2 has measured the work and entered
them in measurement books. The DGO No-1 has check measured
the entries and he had proposed for the payment of bills
submitted by Contractor/ Complainant. DW-1 further states that,
while the work of C.C drainage was in progress, the water was
logging in some places and hence, the local leaders requested for
construction of extra 30 meters of C.C drainage. Accordingly, to
address the grievance of the local leaders, extra work was carried

out.

31, DW-1 in support of his contention has produced the

following documents.

a. Ex.D-1 is the Letter of Executive Engineer dated
29/02/2016.
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Ex.D-2 is the request letter of locals to the
Assistant Executive Engineer dated 24 /07/2014.

Ex.D-3 is the request letter of locals to the
Assistant Executive Engineer dated 25/06/2014.

Ex.D-4 is the letter of Assistant Executive
Engineer to Executive Engineer dated

18/08/2017.

Ex.D-5 is the letter of Executive Engineer to
Superintendent Engineer dated 19/08/2017.

Ex.D-6 is the Xerox copy of enquiry report of
ARE-9 in DE No. UPLOK-2/DE/617/2016 dated
05/05/2018.

Ex.D-7 is the copy of the recommendation sent

to the Government dated 08/05/2018.

Ex.D-8 is the proceedings of the Government of
Karnataka dated 01/06/2019.

I have carefully gone through the documents at Ex.D-
1 to Ex.D-8.

59/1¢
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82 The DGO No-2 Sri Hanumanthappa has got himself
examined as DW-2. He submits that, the complainant has
accepted the modified estimates and works. She has accepted the
payments and hence, her grievance does not subsist. DW-2
further submits that, in this regard the Superintendent Engineer
has written a letter on 18/01/2019 and the complainant has not
properly attended the tender work and hence, the bills have been
partially passed. He submits that, he has not committed any

misconduct and hence, he prays for exonerating him.

33. DW-2 in support of his contention has produced the xerox
copies of running accounts bill of the said work and they have
been commonly marked as Ex.D-9. DW-1 and 2 have been cross

examined by the Learned Presenting Officer.

34. The Defence Assistant for DGO No-1 has canvassed his
arguments and he has drawn the attention to the documents at
Ex.D-6 to D-9. He submits that, already an enquiry has been
conducted and punishment has been imposed on DGO No-1 and
hence, this second enquiry is not maintainable. However, this
contention of the Defence Assistant for DGO No-1 cannot be
accepted. I have carefully gone through the documents at Ex.D-6
to D-8. It is pertinent to note that, both these enquiries arise out

of two different complaints and two separate reports U/s 12(3) of
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Karnataka Lokayukta Act 1984. Hence, this contention of the

Defence Assistant for DGO No-1 cannot be accepted.

35. I have carefully gone through the oral and documentary
evidence adduced by the Disciplinary Authority and the DGO No-
1 and 2. It is the specific charge of the Disciplinary Authority
that, a tender was called for construction of C.C drainage work in
Harijjana Colony of Kallenahalli Koppalu Village at the estimated
cost of Rs.9,99,000/-. The contract was to be executed as per the
work order and tender agreement as per Ex.P.4 and P-5. The
tender was called for construction of C.C drainage in Kallenahalli
Koppalu (Harijana Colony). The tender was allotted to the
complainant and she has executed the tender agreement as per
Ex.P-5. The complainant was supposed to execute the tender for
the construction of C.C drainage in Harijana Colony of
Kallenahalli Koppalu Village. However, it is an admitted fact by
the DGOs that, part of the tender work i.e construction of C.C
drainage was made in Harijana Colony. The remaining work of
C.C. drainage was done in general category locality. It is also an
admitted fact that, concrete work was done in Lord Shani Temple
of the said village. The DGO No-1 and 2 themselves have admitted
that, as per the request of local leaders and local people, they
directed the complainant to do extra work in general colony and
in Lord Shani Temple. The DGO No-1 and 2 have themselves

admitted that, no prior approval of the competent authority was
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obtained and no revised estimate was prepared. It is well known
fact that, as per the KPWD Code, the tender work has to be
executed at the site for which the tender was called for. The
execution of the work should be as per the estimate, tender
agreement and work order. However, it is pertinent to note that,
the DGO No-1 and 2 have directed the complainant to deviate
from the estimate and they have got the work done in other places
without prior approval from the competent authorities. The DGO
No-1 and 2 have not prepared any revised estimate, no revised
tender agreement has been executed and no approval of the
higher authorities is obtained. The DGO No-1 and 2 have
themselves admitted that, they issued directions to the
complainant to carry out C.C. drainage work in general category
colony and concrete works in Lord Shani Temple. The DGO No-1
and 2 without obtaining prior approval from the competent
authority have made the complainant to carry out the works in
general category colony and in Lord Shani Temple. As per the
tender agreement, the entire stretch of 600 meters of C.C.
drainage was to be constructed only in Harijana Colony of
Kallenahalli Koppalu Village. However, due to the pressure from
the locals, the DGO No-1 and 2 have directed and made the
complainant to carry out part of the construction in other areas
i.e in general category colony and concrete work in Lord Shani
Temple. In this case, the DGO No-1 and 2 have themselves

admitted that, as per their request the complainant has
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undertaken C.C drainage work in general category colony and
concrete work was done in Lord Shani Temple. The DGO No-1
and 2 have not obtained approval for deviation in the tender work
from the competent authority. They have not prepared revised
estimate, revised tender agreement and revised work order for
making deviations from the tender agreement. The DGO No-1
and 2 have themselves directed the complainant to carry out
extra work without the revised estimate, revised tender agreement

and revised work order.

36.  On careful perusal of the evidence and report of the 1.0 ie
PW-2 who is the Assistant Executive Engineer, TAC, Karnataka
Lokayukta, Bengaluru, it is observed that, in Ex.P-8 report, the
I.O has categorically reported that, the DGO No-1 and 2 have
committed dereliction of duty by making deviations in the work
order already issued. PW-2 has stated that, the DGO No-1 and 2
ought to have got the tender work executed only in the Harijana
Colony of Kallenahalli Koppalu Village. However, the DGO No-1
and 2 have deviated from the tender agreement and work was got
executed in general category colony and concrete work was done
in Lord Shani Temple. Apart from the evidence and report of PW-
2, the DGO No-1 and 2 have themselves admitted about the
deviations with regard to the estimate, tender agreement and
work order. The DGO No-1 and 2 have categorically admitted
that, they had directed the complainant to execute part of the
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work in general category colony and concrete work in Lord Shani
Temple. It is also an admitted fact that, no prior approval was
obtained by the DGO No-1 and 2 for the said deviations. Hence,
the conduct of the DGO No-1 and 2 amounts to dereliction of

duty and misconduct.

37. For the reasons stated above the DGO No-1 and 2, being the
Government/Public Servants have failed to maintain absolute
integrity besides devotion to duty and acted in a manner
unbecoming of Government servants. On appreciation of entire
oral and documentary evidence, I hold that the charge leveled
against the DGO NO-1 and 2 is established. Hence, 1 answer point
No.1 in the “Affirmative ”.

:: ORDER ::

The Disciplinary Authority has proved
the charge against the DGO No-1 Sri K.T.
Subrayagowda, Assistant Executive Engineer
and I/c Executive Engineer, Cauvery Neeravari
Nigama Limited, No.3, Hemavathi Right Bank
Canal Sub-Division, Holenarasipura, Hassan
District (now retired) and DGO No-2 Sri
Hanumanthappa, Assistant Engineer, Cauvery

Neeravari Nigama Limited, No.3, Hemavathi
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Right Bank Canal Sub Division,

Holenarasipura, Hassan District.

38. This report is submitted to Hon’ble Upa Lokayukta-2 in a

sealed cover for kind perusal and for further action in the matter.

Dated this the 315t d:ﬁv of October 2019

%\\\6\\‘\

(Patil Mohankumar Bhimanagouda)
Additional Registrar Enquiries-13
Karnataka Lokayukta
Bangalore
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ANNEXURES

Witness examined on behalf of the ]
Disciplinary Authority

PW-1: Smt T.K. Nagarathna (Original) —

PW-2: Sri S. Srikanth(Original)

Witness examined on behalf of the Defence
DW-1: Sri K.T. Subrayagowda (Original)

DW-2: Sri Hanumanthappa (Original)

"Documents marked on behalf of the Disciplinary
FAuthority
Ex. P-1: Compliant (Original)

Ex. P-1(a): Signature of the complainant.

Ex.P-2: Form No.I (Original)
Ex. P-2(a) : Signature of the complainant.

Ex. P-3: Form No.ll (Original)
Ex. P-3(a) : Signature of the complainant.

Ex. P-4: The copy of work order (Xerox)

Ex. P-5: The tender agreement (Xerox)

e
Ex. P-6: The detailed estimate for construction of
C.C. drainage in Kallenahalli Koppalu (Xerox copies)

Ex. P-7: 8 photographs(Original)

Ex.P-8 : Investigation report of 1.0(Xerox)

Ex. P-8(a): Signature of the 1.O.

Ex.P-9. Letter addressed by Executive Engineer to
Chief Engineer, Karnataka Lokayukta, M.S.Building,

Bengaluru dated 25/01/2016, page no. 156-159
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originals, page no.160 xerox, page no.161-167
Attested copies, page no.168-169 xerox copy, page
no.170 -174 Attested copy, page no.175 original,
page no.176-177 attested copy, page no.178 xerox
copy, page no.179-182 attested copy, page no.183 -
190 originals, page no.191-209 attested copies.

Ex.P-10. The letter from Executive Engineer to the
Chief Engineer dated 29/02/2016, (Originals)

Ex. P-10(a): Annexure -3

Ex.P-11. The letter of Managing Director, Cauvery
Neeravari Nigama Limited dated 29/03/2016
(Originals)

Ex.P-12: The enclosures (Xerox copies)

Documents marked on behalf of the DGO

Ex.D-1 is the Letter of Executive Engineer
dated 29/02/2016 (Xerox)

Ex.D-2 is the request letter of locals to the Assistant
Executive Engineer dated 24/07 /2014 (Xerox)

Ex.D-3 is the request letter of locals to the Assistant
Executive Engineer dated 25/06/2014(Xerox)

Ex.D-4 is the letter of Assistant Executive
Engineer to Executive Engineer dated
18/08/2017(Xerox)

Ex.D-5 is the letter of Executive Engineer to
Superintendent Engineer dated 19/08/2017(Xerox)

Ex.D-6 is the Xerox copy of enquiry report of
ARE-9 in DE No. UPLOK-2/DE/617/2016
dated 05/05/2018 (Xerox)

Ex.D-7 is the copy of the recommendation sent to
the Government dated 08/05/2018 (Xerox)
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Ex.D-8 is the proceedings of the Government
of Karnataka dated 01/06/ 2019(Attested

copy)

Ex.D-O is the Xerox copy of covering letter
and running account  bills dated
05/07/2019, page no.250 original, page
no.251 attested copy, page no.252 X€rox,
page no. 253-255 attested copy, page no-
256 xerox, page no.257-258 attested copy,
page 10.259-260 xerox copies, page no.261
attested copy.

Dated this the 31° day of October 2019

(Patil Mohank

' A \é\\”\

himanagouda)

Additional Registrar Enquiries-13
Karnataka Lokayukta
Bangalore.



KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No.UPLOK-2/DE-59/2018/ ARE-13 Multi Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001.
Dated 05.11.2019.

RECOMMENDATION

Sub:-  Departmental  inquiry  against (1)  Shri
K.T.Subrayagowda, Assistant Executive Engineer
and in-charge Executive Engineer, Kaveri Neeravari
Nigama Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub-division,
Holenarasipura, Hassan District and (2) Sri
Hanumanthappa, Assistant Engineer, Kaveri
Neeravari Nigama Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub-

division, Holenarasipura, Hassan District - reg.

Ref:- 1) Government Order No. WRD 125 SEV 2017
dated 09.102017 and Corrigendum
dt.03.04.2018.
2) Nomination order No. UPLOK-2/DE-59/
2018 dated 08.02.2018 of Upalokayukta,
State of Karnataka.
3) Inquiry report dated  31.10.2019 of

Additional Registrar of Enquiries-13,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru.

P P o o

The Government by its order dated 09.10.2017 and
Corrigendum dt.03.04.2018, initiated the disciplinary proceedings
against (1) Shri ~ K.T.Subrayagowda, Assistant Executive

Engineer and in-charge Exetutive Engineer, Kaveri Neeravari

£4/1e



Nigama Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub-division, Holenarasipura,
Hassan  District and (2) Sri Hanumanthappa, Assistant
Engineer, Kaveri Neeravari Nigama Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub-
division, Holenarasipura, Hassan District, [hereinafter referred
to as Delinquent Government Officials, for short as ‘DGOs 1 and
2’ respectively] and entrusted the departmental inquiry to this

Institution.

2. This Institution by Nomination Order No. UPLOK-2/DE-
59/2018 dated 08.02.2018 nominated Additional Registrar of
Enquiries-4, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru, as the Inquiry
Officer to frame charges and to conduct departmental inquiry
against DGOs for the alleged charge of misconduct, said to
have been committed by them. Subsequently, by Order No.
UPLOK-1&2/DE/ Transfers/2018 dated 06.08.2018, Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-13, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengalury,
was re-nominated as the Inquiry Officer to continue
departmental inquiry against DGOs for the alleged charge of

misconduct, said to have been committed by them.
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3. The DGO1 -Shri K. T.Subrayagowda, Assistant Executive
Engineer and in-charge Executive Engineer, Kaveri Neeravari
Nigama Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub-division, Holenarasipura,
Hassan District and DGO -2 Sri Hanumanthappa, Assistant
Engineer, Kaveri Neeravari Nigama Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub-
division, Holenarasipura, Hassan District, were tried for the

following charge:-

“1 B 9Dod3 IToed FOTTTR 1) Se F.e9. T2UYOIPB,
IHo0adT  Boodedwords  @podo3ddD  Ferlw  H[gied
Fo0EdToE BB 290H0BTR, Tox3ed Qevexkd Aried dodhaws,
30.3, Bexodd 2OTOB Mo YVB DPeri, BRYITeTT,
BoIx 2g (FNI Ay3) Ferte 27e ¥HodY TToed JFOFT0W
2) 8¢ BDT0IP, IFo0DHT ©PaPOBTD, FTosled devomd
A Qohaw3, 0.3, BeTeDe DOTOB Teeto LUT DgIer,
BRYITeeHT, T3S 8. &8 JeHritd BlesdERZPen MYd
BOaT Bebod 4.0 Bydew duboced Tobred 9.99 oMY
Dlelnpt el CINIACEA L oV VY Qe@eINI, Fooeevedd
®OoweeRe BONBITES gﬁ'déab& BRTVDJBY &Jed g%}rﬂ'}g
Emabrwoabm& odroR)Be sHeeTo®Eedny owos Dedowende
3y godrecdeeadod wRbEedNoRY, HHugHs d3ee B33
[OZ), GUYOPd  TorRONYRY  FrieoddIad.  Hue
Boedped e deaﬁm-%rdd 281 T BRI BeworDS
[oce 30T FPATVIRNDIE. T WWPFTRE Bowoe DS
[0V FoDdmed Fylegew ToodewmooT 9290300333303
0HTBIDNPBY R Foa0medad @Rbmgaidg odrodude
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Bedod RacbeRnT oTTZIDOY DR w3 JYTE
T  dTFcdTen BPHT  eded  dedDDI) 333
d?gd?uppaﬁ# QBeeBBR OIS ROR)  o0QOd  Je)rivh
8TIOT TEoed TP Fooried Frieodd) S C3e BRI
WZew Ao, TosdDhE dTFoD DB 30 Wesv T
éaﬁgda e\ido@odaab01 &&os&d)@dab& mssg—a"n% eI
DO a;{gﬁ;asgoarb@@gg. @003 eReh Tome 2B /T d
ﬁeai@oaﬁdg. Qa,rie F3cdy Woodabe [OBseor T3e g
QFODT, BedIW, ToPrads Jerd B0TYT  Bedodey
VBDBROR BIoc3d IFoed Bewo (xgsm) dodbh Ty

1966 T Qobad 3(1) dor (iii) e QOFBODTY, VO
DIeBI3 amﬁdg. e De5o0wo WP TOOT 20ods

De5o0EriedaBrd3edord e toemodoens.”

4. The Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of Enquiries-13)
on proper appreciation of oral and documentary evidence has
held that tﬂe Disciplinary Authority has proved the charge
against DGO 1 - Shri K.T.Subrayagowda, Assistant Executive
Engineer and in-charge Executive Engineer, Kaveri Neeravari
Nigama Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub-division, Holenarasipura,
Hassan District and DGO -2 Sri Hanumanthappa, Assistant
Engineer, Kaveri Neeravari Nigama Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub-

division, Holenarasipura, Hassan District.”
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5 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.

6.  As per the First Oral Statement of DGOs furnished by the

enquiry officer,

i) DGO 1 - Shri K.T.Subrayagowda, has retired
from service on 30.09.2017;

ii)DGO -2 Sri Hanumanthappa, is due for
retirement on 30.5.2027.

7. Having regard to the nature of charge ‘proved” against DGO
1 - Shri K.T.Subrayagowda, Assistant Executive Engineer and
in-charge Executive Engineer, Kaveri Neeravari Nigama
Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub-division, Holenarasipura, Hassan
District and DGO -2 Sri Hanumanthappa, Assistant Engineer,
Kaveri Neeravari Nigama Limited, No.3, HRBC Sub-division,

Holenarasipura, Hassan District,

i) it is hereby recommended to the Government
to impose penalty of ‘withholding 10% of
pension ~ payable  to DGO 1
K.T.Subrayagowda- for a period of five
years.’
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ii)  itis hereby recommended to the Government
to impose penalty of ‘withholding 4 annual
increments  payable to DGO 2
Hanumanthappa with cumulative effect.’

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

Authority.

Connected records are enclosed herewith,

!/>
§\J-
(JUSTICE N. ANAN DA)
Upalokayukta, g‘ ( /
State of Karnataka.
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