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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA M

No.UPLOK-2/DE/670/2017/ARE-13 M.S. Building,
Dr. B.R.Ambedkar Road,

Bangalore-56001
Date: 10/01/20109.

ENQUIRY REPORT ::

Sub:- Departmental Enquiry against,
Sri. Prakash E, Deputy Director of
Land Records and Technical Assistant
to Deputy Commissioner, Tumkur
District.

Ref : 1) Report u/s 12(3) of the K.L Act, 1984 in
Compt/Uplok/BD-3457/2014 /ARLO-2,
Dtd. 29/07/2016.

2) Govt Order No.soa 30 gwewmeie(l) 2016,
Songedd dated :18/04/2017.

3) Nomination Order No.UPLOK-2/DE/
670/2017, Bangalore, Dated :20/05/2017
of the Hon’ble Upalokayukta-2.
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1. This Departmental Enquiry is directed against Sri. Prakash
E, Deputy Director of Land Records and Technical Assistant to
Deputy Commissioner, Tumkur District (herein after referred to

as the Delinquent Government Official in short “DGO”

respectively).

2. 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.

6.

In view of the Government Order cited above at reference-2,
the Hon’ble Upalokayukta, vide order dated 20/05/2017 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 Article 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 Article of
Charges. Copies of same were issued to the DGO calling upon
him to appear before this Authority and to submit written

statement of their defence.

As per order of Hon’ble UPLOK-1 & 2/DE/Tranfers/2018
Dated 06/08/2018 this enquiry file was transferred from ARE-
4 to ARE-13.

The Article of Charges framed by ARE-4 against the DGO is

as below:
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15. The DGO appeared before this Enquiry Authority on
07/08/2017 and on 07/08/2017 his First Oral Statement was
recorded U/Rule 11(9) of KCS (CC &A) Rules 1957. The DGO
pleaded not guilty and claimed to hold an enquiry. Subsequently
the DGO has filed his written statement of defence by denying
the articles of charge and statement of imputations contending
that, there is no such evidence to prove that he has committed
misconduct U/Rule 3(1) of KCS (Conduct) Rules, 1966.
Accordingly prayed to exonerate him from the charges framed in

this case.

16. In order to substantiate the charge, the Disciplinary
Authority examined one witness as PW-1 and got marked

documents at Ex.P-1 to P-8 and closed the evidence.

17. After closing the case of the Disciplinary Authority, the
Second Oral Statement of DGO was recorded as required U/Rule
11 (16) of KCS (CC & A) Rules, 1957 and wherein he has
submitted that, the witness has deposed falsely against him. The
DGO got himself examined as DW-1 and produced the
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documents at Ex.D-1 to D-11 and closed his side. Since the DGO
got himself examined as DW-1, the questioning of the DGO as
required U/Rule 11(18) of KCS (CC & A) Rules, 1957 was

dispensed.

18. When the case was posted for submission of written brief,
the Defence Assistant for DGO submitted written brief and in
addition the arguments submitted by him was heard and

Presenting Officer also submitted his oral arguments.

19. Upon consideration of the charge leveled against the DGO,
the evidence led by the Disciplinary Authority by way of oral and
documentary evidence, the only point that arises for my

consideration is as under:

Whether the Disciplinary Authority has
satisfactorily proved that, the DGO who was working
as Deputy Director of Land Records, Tumkuru, even
though the complainant repeatedly approached the
DGO for rectification and settlement of boundary
dispute of Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of Swandenahalli Village
of Tumkuru taluka, the DGO went of postponing the
same on one or the other pretext, he shirked his
responsibility by giving an endorsement on
05/01/2015, that the complainant has to approach the

ADLR, the DGO without giving necessary directions to



the ADLR, went on postponing the rectification and
settlement of boundary dispute of land bearing
Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of Swandenahalli Village of Tumkuru
taluka and committed dereliction of his duty 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.

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

REASONS ::

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

The Complainant by name Sri. S.V. Srinivasmurthy S/o

Venkatachala resident of Swandenahalli of Tumkuru taluk has
been examined as PW-1. He has reiterated the facts stated in the
complaint. He states that, he knows the DGO who was working
as DDLR in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Tumkuru. He
states that, he had approached the DGO for rectification and
settlement of boundary dispute of land bearing Sy.No.9/1 and
9/2 of Swandenahalli Village of Tumkuru taluka. However the



DGO went of postponing the same on one or the other pretext, he
shirked his responsibility by giving an endorsement on
05/01/2015, that the complainant has to approach the ADLR.
PW-1 further states that, the DGO without giving necessary
directions to the ADLR, went on postponing the rectification and
settlement of boundary dispute of land bearing Sy.No.9/1 and
9/2 of Swandenahalli Village of Tumkuru taluka.

22. PW-1 in support of his contention has produced the
following documents. Ex.P-1 is the Complaint. Ex.P-2 is the Form
No-1. Ex.P-3 is the Form No-2, Ex.P-1(a) to Ex.P-3(a) are the
signatures of the complainant. Ex.P-4 is the Letter of Assistant
Commissioner Tumkur to the DDLR Tumkur dated 14/11/2013.
On perusal of this letter, the Assistant Commissioner has
directed the DDLR to carry out the measurements of Sy.No.9/1
and 9/2 of Swandenahalli Village and rectify the mistake as per
law. Ex.P-5 are the comments of DGO/DDLR Tumkur dated
23/01/2015. Ex.P-6 are the documents submitted by DGO along
with his comments. Ex.P-7 is the Rejoinder of the complainant
dated 23/11/2015 to the comments of DGO. Ex.P-8 is the Xerox
copy of the documents submitted by the complainant along with
his rejoinder. PW-1 has been cross examined at length by the

Defence Assistant for the DGO.

23. On the other hand the DGO has got himself examined as
DW-1. He states that, from 2012 to 2016 he was working as
DDLR Tumkur, he has submitted his comments to the complaint

(5] 1
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of complainant. He further submits that, he has not committed
any misconduct. He further submits that, as per section 140(2) of
Karnataka Land Revenue Act 1964, the Learned Tahsildar alone
has the powers to rectify the boundaries of Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of
Swandenahalli Village. He further submits that, only after the
Learned Tahsildar takes action U/s 140(2) of Karnataka Land
Revenue Act 1964, the DGO can act under Rule 36 of Karnataka

Land Revenue Rules 1966 and he can rectify the records.

24. DW-1 further submits that, the Learned Tahsildar is the
competent person to deal with the matter U/s 140(2) of
Karnataka Land Revenue Act 1964. DW-1 further states that,
the Writ Petition filed by the complainant bearing
No.W.P.18653/2003 has been dismissed. He categorically denies
of having unnecessarily delayed the application of the

complainant.

25. DW-1 further states that, for rectification of the boundaries
of Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2, he is not the competent person and the
work has to be done by Learned Tahsildar Tumkur. DW-1 has
narrated in detail as to why he was unable to carry out the

rectification of boundaries.

26. In support of his contentions the DGO/DW1 has produced

the following documents.
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Ex.D-1 endorsement issued by Deputy Commissioner’s
office (Land Records Section) Tumkuru, dated 28/01/2016. On
perusal of this document, it is observed that, the DDLR Tumkuru
has given an endorsement that the power to rectify the
boundaries is with the Tahsildar Tumkuru U/s 140(2) of
Karnataka Land Revenue Act 1964.

27. Ex.D-2 is the reminder No-1 issued by the Commissioner
for Land Records, Bangalore to the Tahsildar Tumkuru taluka
dated 04/03/2015. The Commissioner has issued a reminder to
the Learned Tahsildar Tumkuru to rectify the boundaries of
lands bearing Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of Swandenahalli Village.

28. Ex.D-3 is the letter issued by the Commissioner for land
Records, Bangalore to the Tahsildar Tumkuru taluka dated
15/12/2016. The Commissioner has directed the Learned
Tahsildar, Tumkuru to rectify the boundaries of lands bearing

Sy.N0.9/1 and 9/2 of Swandenahalli Village.

29. Ex.D-4 is the Xerox copy of order of Hon’ble High Court of
Karnataka in W.P. No.18653/2003(KLR) dated 26/05/2003. On
perusal of this document it is observed that, the present
complainant Sri.S.V. Srinivasamurthy had filed the Writ Petition
against The Joint Director of Land Records, Bangalore Division,

Bangalore.

53 /5
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30. The Hon’ble High Court has rejected the Writ Petition,

however in the body of the order it has been observed as follows:

“ It is open to the petitioner to urge all the grounds

before the Assistant Director of Land Records(ADLR) ”.

31. Ex.D-5 is the reminder No-3 issued by issued by the
Commissioner for Land Records, Bangalore to the Tahsildar
Tumkuru taluka dated 28/01/2016. The Commissioner has
issued a reminder to the Learned Tahsildar, Tumkuru to rectify
the boundaries of lands bearing Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of
Swandenahalli Village.

32. Ex.D-6 is the letter addressed by The Joint Director of Land
Records, Bangalore to the Tahsildar, Tumkuru taluka directing
him to take action U/s 140(2) of Karnataka Land Revenue Act
1964 in respect of Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2.

33. Ex.D-7 is the letter of the Commissioner for Land Records,
Bangalore addressed to the Principal Secretary, Revenue
Department, Government of Karnataka, Bangalore dated
2/01/2017. The Commissioner has observed that, the Learned
Tahsildar Tumkuru has to take action U/s 140(2) of Karnataka
Land Revenue Act 1964 in respect of Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of
Swandenahalli Village and he has requested not to take any

action against Smt.R. Yasmin banu, ADLR Tumkuru.
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34. Ex.D-8 is the letter of the Commissioner for Land Records,
Bangalore addressed to the Principal Secretary, Revenue
Department, Government of Karnataka, Bangalore dated
20/03/2017. The Commissioner has observed that, the Learned
Tahsildar, Tumkuru has to take action U/s 140(2) of Karnataka
Land Revenue Act 1964 in respect of Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of
Swandenahalli Village and he has requested not to take any

action against Smt.R. Yasmin banu, ADLR Tumkuru.

35. Ex.D-9 is the letter of the Commissioner for Land Records,
Bangalore addressed to the Principal Secretary, Revenue
Department, Government of Karnataka, Bangalore dated
06/05/2017. The Commissioner has observed that, the Learned
Tahsildar Tumkuru has to take action U/s 140(2) of Karnataka
Land Revenue Act 1964 in respect of Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of
Swandenahalli Village and he has requested not to take any
action against Smt. R. Yasmin banu, ADLR Tumkuru.

36. Ex.D-10 is the letter addressed by the office of
Commissioner, Land Records, Bangalore to the Learned
Tahsildar, Tumkuru dated 06/07/2017, directing him to take
action U/s 140(2) of Karnataka Land Revenue Act 1964 in
respect of Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of Swandenahalli Village.

37. Ex.D-11 is the letter addressed from the office of

Commissioner, Land Records, Bangalore to the Learned

L2
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Tahsildar, Tumkuru dated 24/11/2017, directing him to take
action U/s 140(2) of Karnataka Land Revenue Act 1964 in
respect of Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of Swandenahalli Village.

38. The Defence Assistant has submitted his arguments that,
the DGO is not having any powers for rectification of boundaries
and U/s 140(2) of Karnataka Land Revenue Act 1964, the
Learned Tahsildar, Tumkuru is the only competent person to

rectify the boundaries.

39. On the other hand the Learned Presenting Officer has
canvassed his arguments that, there is responsibility on the DGO
to pursue the matter with the Learned Tahsildar and he should

have attended to the grievance of the Complainant.

40. I have carefully gone through the oral and documentary
evidence adduced by both the sides. The complainant had
approached the ADLR, Tumkuru and later on the DDLR,
Tumkuru i.e the present DGO for rectification and settlement of
boundaries of land bearing Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of Swandenahalli
Village. However the ADLR and the present DGO have went on
postponing the same on one or the other pretext. The Defence
Assistant has submitted his written submissions and the only
contention taken up him is his that, the DGO is not the
competent person to rectify and settle the boundaries of land

bearing Sy.No0.9/1 and 9/2 of Swandenahalli Village. He has
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drawn the attention to section U/s 140(2) of Karnataka Land
Revenue Act 1964. He submits that, the Tahsildar, Tumkuru is
the competent person to deal with the matter. He has drawn the

attention to the documents at Ex.D-1 to Ex.D-11.

41, However the contentions of the Defenece Assistant for DGO
cannot be accepted. It is pertinent to note that, the complainant
has been made to wander to several offices to get the fruits of the
decree passed in 0.S.No. 943/93 and 0.S.No.301/93 on the file
of Civil Judge, Tumkuru. The DGO has issued an endorsement
on 05/01/2015, directing the complainant to approach the ADLR
Tumukur .

42. It is pertinent to note that, the complainant has knocked
the doors of several authorities, i.e. ADLR, DDLR, Joint Director
of Land Records and Commissioner for Survey and land records.
All these authorities have tried to put the blame on one another

and they have never redressed the grievance of the complainant.

43. It is pertinent to note that, the complainant being fed up
with the attitude of the DGO and the ADLR Tumkur, had
approached the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka twice.

44. He had filed W.P.No0.23219/2004(KLR-Res). The Writ
Petition was filed by the complainant Sri.S.V. Srinivasmurthy

against the ADLR Tumkur Sub Division.



16

45. The Writ Petition has been disposed of with a direction to
the respondent authority to consider the application filed by the

petitioner and do the needful at the earliest.

46. The Hon'ble High Court has also directed the Civil Court at
Tumkuru to dispose of 0.S.N0.943/93 and 0O.S.No.301/93

expeditiously.

47. Thereafter the complainant again approached the Hon’ble
High Court of Karnataka in W.P.No.18653/2003(KLR). The
present complainant Sri.S.V. Srinivasamurthy had filed the Writ
Petition against the Joint Director of Land Records Bangalore

Division, Bangalore.

48. The Hon'’ble High Court has rejected the Writ Petition

however it is observed in the body of the order as follows:

“ It is open to the petitioner to urge all the grounds

before the Assistant Director of Land Records(ADLR) ”.

49. The complainant was not able to enjoy the fruits of the
decree. It is pertinent to note that, even the Hon’ble High Court
of Karnataka in the above referred Writ Petitions had directed the
ADLR to dispose of the matter expeditiously. The Hon’ble High
Court of Karnataka had also directed the Civil Court to dispose of
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the Civil Suits expeditiously. Inspite it the DGO and the ADLR

Tumkuru have not attended to the work of the complainant.

50. The Defence Assistant for the DGO has submitted his
written submissions and he has laid much stress on section U/s

140(2) of Karnataka Land Revenue Act 1964.

Sl. I have carefully gone through Section U/s 140(2) of
Karnataka Land Revenue Act 1964 and also Rule 36 of
Karnataka Land Revenue Rule 1966.

52. It pertinent to note that, technically the ADLR and the
DDLR i.e the present DGO are the competent persons to carry
out the survey work and rectification of boundaries of
Agricultural lands. No doubt the Tahasildar is the person who
has to initiate the proceedings. However the actual work is done
by the DGO and his Department. Instead of addressing the
grievance of the complainant, the DGO has shirked from his
responsibility by giving an endorsement to the complainant on

05/01/2015, to approach the ADLR, Tumkuru.

53. It is pertinent to note that, since 2014, the complainant is
moving from pillar to post to get the rectification and settlement
of boundaries of Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2. The complainant has
approached the ADLR, DDLR, Joint Director and even the

Government. Instead of attending to the file of the complainant,

[z NiZ;
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the DGO and other officials have given lame excuses and
postponed the same on one or the other pretext. The DGO ought
to have issued necessary directions to the ADLR Tumkuru to
work in association with the Tahsildar Tumkuru and carry out
the rectification and settlement of boundaries of land bearing
Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of Swandenahalli Village. The DGO instead of
issuing the endorsement on 05/01/2015, he should have taken
steps by contacting the Learned Tahsildar Tumkuru and ADLR
Tumkuru to settle the matter of the complainant. Instead of it
he has just issued an endorsement to the complainant to

approach the ADLR.

54. It is pertinent to note that, the complainant has tried to get
the rectification and fixation of boundaries of land bearing
Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of Swandenahalli Village since 2014. He has
knocked on the doors of all the Government Officials concerned
i.e. up to the level of the Commissioner of land records,
Bangalore. Inspite of it the grievance of the complainant was not

redressed.

55. The Defence Assistant for the DGO has tried to canvass his
arguments that U/s 140(2) of Karnataka Land Revenue Act 1964,
the Tahsildar alone is the competent person for determination of
boundaries of land bearing Sy.No.9/1 and 9/2 of Swandenahalli
Village. However this contention of the DGO cannot be
accepted. The ADLR works in co-ordination with the Tahsildar
Tumkuru. The DGO is the next superior officer of the ADLR.



19

When the complainant had approached the DGO, he should have
directed the ADLR to work in co-ordination with the Tahsildar
Tumkuru and redress the grievance of the complainant. The
DGO and the ADLR should have acted promptly to address the
grievance of the complainant. It is pertinent to note that, the
complainant had approached the Hon’ble High court of
Karnataka in two writ petitions referred above. Even the Hon’ble
High Court of Karnataka had directed the complainant to
approach the ADLR for resolving boundary dispute of Sy.No.9/1
and 9/2 of Swandenahalli Village. Even the observations of the
Hon’ble High Court have been ignored. Hence for all these
reasons I am of opinion that, the Disciplinary Authority by cogent
evidence has substantiated the charge that the DGO instead of
redressing the grievance of the complainant has prolonged the
matter by issuing the endorsement on 05/01/2015. Hence, [ am
of the opinion that the DGO has committed dereliction of duty by

not attending to the file of the complainant.

56. For the reasons stated above, the DGO being the
Government/Public Servant has failed to maintain absolute
integrity besides devotion to duty and acted in a manner
unbecoming of Government servant. On appreciation of entire
oral and documentary evidence I hold that the charge leveled
against the DGO., is established. Hence, I answer point No.1 in

the “Affirmative ”

(r )l
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:: ORDER ::

The Disciplinary Authority has proved the
charge against the DGO Sri. Prakash E, Deputy
Director of Land Records and Technical
Assistant to Deputy Commissioner, Tumkur

District.

57. 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 10" day of January 2019

’\é\\\\o\

(Patil Moha mar Bhimanagouda)
Additional Registrar Enquries-13
Karnataka Lokayukta
Bangalore
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ANNEXURE

Witness examined on behalf of the
Disciplinary Authority

PW-1: Sri.S.V. Srinivasamurthy (Original)

Witness examined on behalf of the Defence

DW-1 : Sri. Prakash E (Original)

Documents marked on behalf of the
Disciplinary Authority

Ex. P-1: Complaint dated 13/10/2014
(Original)

Ex. P-1(a): Relevant entry in Ex.P-1.

Ex.P-2: Complaint in Form No.1 dated
13/10/2014(Original)
Ex. P-2(a) : Relevant entry in Ex.P-2

Ex. P-3: Complaint in Form No.2 dated
13/10/2014 (Original Copy)

Ex. P-3(a) : Relevant entry in Ex.P-3

Ex. P-4 : Letter of Assistant Commissioner Tumkur
to the DDLR Tumkur dated 14/11/2013(Xerox)

Ex. P-5 : The comments of DGO/DDLR Tumkur
dated 23/01/2015(Xerox)

Ex. P-6: The documents submitted by DGO along
with his comments (Certified copies) (12 pages)

Ex.P-7: The Rejoinder of the complainant dated
23/11/2015 to the comments of DGO(Original)

Ex.P-8: The Xerox copy of the documents submitted
by the complainant along with his rejoinder

Documents marked on behalf of the DGO

Ex.D-1: Endorsement issued by Deputy
Commissioner’s office (Land Records Section)
Tumkuru dated 28/01/2016

Ex.D-2: The reminder No-1 issued by the
Commissioner for land Records Bangalore to the
Tahsildar Tumkuru taluka dated 04/03/2015

Ex.D-3: The Letter issued by the Commissioner
for Land Records Bangalore to the Tahsildar
Tumkuru taluka dated 15/12/2016.

(] 19
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Ex.D-4 : The Xerox copy of order of Hon’ble High
Court of Karnataka W.P. No. 18653/2003 (KLR)
dated 26 /05/2003(Attested copies)

Ex.D-5 : The reminder -3 issued by issued by the
Commissioner for Land Records Bangalore to the
Tahsildar Tumkuru taluka dated
28/01/2016(Attested copies)

Ex.D-6 : The letter addressed by Joint Director of
Land Records Bangalore (Attested copies)

Ex.D-7 : The letter of the Commissioner for Land
Records, Bangalore addressed to the Principle
Secretary, Revenue Department, Government of
Karnataka, Bangalore dated 2/01/2017 (Attested
copies)

Ex.D-8 : The letter of the Commissioner for Land
Records, Bangalore addressed to the Principle

Secretary, Revenue Department, Government of
Karnataka, Bangalore dated 20/03/2017 (Attested

| copy)

| Ex.D-9 : The letter of the Commissioner for Land

Records, Bangalore addressed to the Principle
Secretary, Revenue Department, Government of
Karnataka, Bangalore dated 06/05/2017(Attested
copy)

Ex.D-10 : Letter addressed from the office of
Commissioner, Land Records Bangalore to the
Learned Tahsildar Tumkuru dated
06/07/2017(Attested copy)

Ex.D-11 : The letter addressed from the office of
Commissioner, Land Records Bangalore to the
Learned Tahsildar Tumkuru dated 24/11/2017
(Attested copy)

Dated this the 10% day of January 2019
A

(Patil Mohan ar Bhimanagouda)
Enquries-13
Karnataka Lokayukta

Additional Registrar

Bangalore
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No.UPLOK-2/DE/670/2017/ ARE-13 Multi Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001.
Dated 14.01.2019

RECOMMENDATION

Sub:- Departmental inquiry against Shri E. Prakash, the
then Deputy Director of Land Records and
Technical Assistant to the Deputy Commissioner,
Tumakuru District - reg.

Ref:- 1) Government Order No. 3o 30 gewese (1) 2016

dated 18.04.2017.

2) Nomination order No. UPLOK-2/DE/670/2017
dated 20.05.2017 of Upalokayukta-2, State of
Karnataka.

3) Inquiry report dated 10.01.2019 of Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-13, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.

It ot (A P I el ek [l e ek ol ot

The Government by its order dated 18.04.2017 initiated the
disciplinary proceedings against Shri E. Prakash, the then
Deputy Director of Land Records and Technical Assistant to
the Deputy Commissioner, Tumakuru 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/670/2017 dated 20.05.2017  nominated Additional



Registrar of Enquiries-4, Karnataka Lokayukta, 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.
Sui)sequently, by order No.UPLOK1&2/DE/Transfer/2018
dated 06.08.2018, Additional Registrar of Enquiries-13,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru, was re-nominated to

continue the said departmental inquiry against the DGO.

3 The DGO - Shri E. Prakash, the then Deputy Director of
Land Records and Technical Assistant to  the Deputy
Commissioner, Tumakuru District was tried for the following
charge:-
“emy)/sTR03  RFFO  080/dea.  TFe,
BARBPTS 00T ATOOPT  ToTwe GUANAVCJIEANC
SoNSBRE T JBeFTI,  WURRTONY B23¢d,
DRI BE €T IR HIIRD  TVRB
AOTIETIHE, AT RRE T0.9/1 B2 9/28 Wi}
Hronde ADS TYOPOORRY TN T8 w02
F9,037000DTY TISeanH RPREOBIIT.
BRTHTRTT BRODROZ RV  WENRT BT, WA
HoR,  endeTn, AT, B2 GT OV
IREWEDD  ©03  JeR)-8ToRE  WFFO Rd:ieleN
Bm08 05.01.20158 %0TITY LA, 2,00 ¢
2.B3.00°.80TIDH BRTITTT ReDFODE, TVOBORIE
RoeSd ©RT  eCRDTONRTT  Jewy  ©F[OR AT
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ABeEBT VR BPTOTT FOX BRBRWW  WPTT
BroOZIR B oexse FW Fregde dmo Ig
aﬂ@asadcﬁ@qo&e BE), RO O w8
BRDRTOR  TOD  FARWRY DFOT2NGED.
SEO0T, dey e, BE [T IRTE BTN RPBTIC
Qorg 3 3pe0T3e0. AeP—3T0NZ  XFFD 0BT
RooFD  ReIToONT, DR, B TooIohQ
BORprer F3F R, DFODY, 30edRTI, WREEIT Feain
3OBYT  0e80NY  IBDBRORT, IIoFUT AFFO
Ao (RGBFS) dodaPSe 1966 3 3(1) 008 (i)
Se  JWOPNODI, WVYOPR WIFRS N,
DT TRPTOE  [NOTW  QFTBRRITRSBOD
3 BczpBeeTH.”

4.  The Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of Enquiries-13)
on proper appreciation of oral and documentary evidence has
held that, the Disciplinary Authority has ‘proved’ the above
charge against the DGO - Shri E. Prakash, the then Deputy
Director of Land Records and Technical Assistant to the

Deputy Commissioner, Tumakuru District.

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.

Page 3 of 4

77 l@r



6.  As per the First Oral Statement of DGO furnished by the
Inquiry Officer, DGO - Shri E. Prakash is due for retirement on
31.10.2026.

7.  Having regard to the nature of charge ‘proved’ against
DGO - Shri E. Prakash, the then Deputy Director of Land
Records and Technical Assistant to the Deputy Commissioner,
Tumakuru District, it is hereby recommended to the
Government to impose penalty of ‘withholding four annual
increments payable to DGO - Shri E. Prakash with cumulative

effect’.

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

Authority.

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

)

(JUSTICE N. ANANDA)
Upalokayukta,
State of Karnataka.
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