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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No. UPLOK-2/DE/ 684 /2017 / ARE-14 Multi Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001.
Dated 30.09.2019.

RECOMMENDATION

Sub:- Departmental inquiry against (1) Shri Chaluvaraju,
Sub-Registrar, K R.Nagara, (2) Smt.Rajeshwari, Case
Worker, KR Nagara TMC, Mysore District and
(B)Sri.Chikkanan]aiah, the then Chief Officer,
K.R.Nagara TMC, Mysore District - reg.

Ref:- 1) Government Order No. RD 75 SRS (2) 2016
dated 23.01.2017 and (2) No.UDD 190 DMK 2016
dated 20.04.2017.

2) Nomination order No. UPLOK-2/DE /684/2017
dated 23.05.2017 of Upalokayukta, Gtate of
Karnataka.

3) Inquiry report dated  25.09.2019 of Additional

Registrar of Enquiries-14, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.

The Government by its orders dated 23.01.2017 and 20.04.2017,
initiated the disciplinary proceedings against (1) Shri Chaluvaraju,
Sub-Registrar, K.R.Nagara, (2) Smt.Rajeshwari, Case Worker, KR
Nagara TMC, Mysore Disirict and (B)Sri.Chikkananjaiah, the then

Chief Officer, K.R.Nagara TMC, Mysore District [hereinafter referred



to as Delinquent Government Officials, for short as ‘DGOs 1 to 3’
respectively] and entrusted the departmental inquiry to this

Institution.

2. This Institution by Nomination Order No. UPLOK-
2/DE/684/2017 dated 23.05.2017 nominated Additional
Registrar of Enquiries-1, 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 Nomination Order No. UPLOK-2/DE/2017
dated 04.07.2017 Additional Registrar of Enquiries-7,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru, was re-nominated and
finally, by Nomination Order No. UPLOK-
1&2/DE/ Transfers/2018 dated 06.08.2018 Additional Registrar
of Enquiries-14, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru, was re-
nominated as the Inquiry Officer to continue the said
departmental inquiry against DGOs for the alleged charge of

misconduct, said to have been committed by them.
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3. The DGO 1 Shri Chaluvaraju, Sub-Registrar, K.R.Nagara,
DGO-2 Smt.Rajeshwari, Case Worker, KR Nagara TMC, Mysore
District and DGO-3 Sri.Chikkananjaiah, the then Chief Officer,
K R.Nagara TMC, Mysore District, were tried for the following

charges:-
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4.  The Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of Enquiries-14)
on proper appreciation of oral and documentary evidence has
held that the Disciplinary Authority has ‘failed to prove’ the
charge framed against the DGO 1 Shri Chaluvaraju, Sub-

Registrar, K.R.Nagara.

5. Further, the Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of
Enquiries-14) on proper appreciation of oral and documentary
evidence has held that the Disciplinary Authority has * proved’
the charge framed against the DGO-2 Smt.Rajeshwari, Case
Worker, KR Nagara TMC, Mysore District and DGO-3

Sri.Chikkananjaiah, the then Chief Officer, K.R.Nagara TMC,

Mysore District.

6.  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 and to
exonerate DGO.1 Shri Chaluvaraju, Sub-Registrar, K.R.Nagara,

Mysore District, of the charges framed against him.

7.  As per the First Oral Statement of DGO 2 and the

information furnished by the Inquiry Officer,
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i) DGO 2 - Smt.Rajeshwari, has retired from
service on 30.9.2015;

ii) DGO-3 Sri.Chikkananjaiah, has retired
from service on 31.5.2017.

8. Having regard to the nature of charge ‘proved’ against
DGO 2 - Smt.Rajeshwari, Case Worker, KR Nagara TMC, Mysore
District and DGO-3 Sri.Chikkananjaiah, the then Chief Officer,
K.R.Nagara TMC, Mysore District,
) it is hereby recommended to the Government to
impose penalty of ’ withholding 10% of pension

payable to DGO.2 Smt.Rajeshwari, for a period of
five years;

ii) it is hereby recommended to the Government to
impose penalty of * withholding 10% of pension
payable to DGO-3 Sri.Chikkananjaiah, for a period
of five years.

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

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

N9 .
(JUSTICE N. ANANDA)
Upalokayukta, 3 5
State of Karnataka. 5
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No.UPLOK-2/DE/684/2017/ARE-14

KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No.UPLOK-2/DE/684/2017 /ARE-14 M.S. Building

Dr.B.R. Ambedkar Road
Bangalore-560 001
Date: 25/9/2019

ENQUIRY REPORT

Present : Smt. K.Bhagya, Additional

Sub:

Ref:

Registrar of Enquiries-14
Karnataka Lokayukta
Bangalore.

Departmental Enquiry against (1)Sri. Chaluvaraju,
Sub-Registrar, K.R.Nagar (2) Smt. Rajeshwari, Case
Worker, Town Municipal Council, K.R.Nagar Taluk,
Mysuru District and (3) Sri. Chikkananjaiah, the
then Chief Officer, Town Municipal Council,
K.R.Nagar, Taluk, Mysore District(Prtly, Project
Director, District Urban Development Cell, Office of

' the Deputy Commissioner, Mysore) -reg.

1. Report u/s 12(3) of the K.L Act, 1984 in
Compt/Uplok/MYS/3081/2015/DRE-4,

Dtd.,29/11/2016.
2 Government Order No.goa 75 s3dweeRe(2) 2016

Bonged. £:23/1/2017.

3. Government Qrder No. Sew 190 808 2016,
Sonswds, 8:20/4/2017.

4. Nomination Order No:UPLOK-2/DE/

684 /2017, dated: 23.5.2017 of
Hon’ble Upalokayukta-2, Bangalore.

5. Order No.Uplok-1/DE/2017, Bangalore,
dtd:6-7-2017 of Hon’ble Upalokayukta.

6. Note No.Uplok-1&2/DE/Transfers/2018
Dt: 6.8.2018.

* x k%

e

The complainant by name Smt. Mahadevi W/o. late Rama,

Kantenahalli,

2

Ashraya Layout, K.R.Nagar Town, Mysuru District has filed
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the complaint against this DGOs alleging misconduct and dereliction of

duty.

2. After completion of the investigation, a report was sent to the
Government u/s 12(3) of the Karnataka Lokayukta Act as per reference

No.l. In pursuance of the report, the Government of Karnataka was

pleased to issue the G.O. Dtd., 23.1.2017 and 20.4.2017 authorizing the

Hon'ble Upalokayukta to hold enquiry as per reference No.2 and 3. In
pursuance of the G.O., the nomination was issued by the Hon'ble
Upalokayukta-2 on 23.5.2017 authorizing ARE-1 to hold enquiry and to
report as per reference No. 4 and this file is transferred from ARE-1 to

ARE-7 and ARE-7 to ARE-14 as per reference No.5. and 6.

3. On the basis of the nomination, the Articles of Charge against the
DGO, framed by the then Additional Registrar of Enquiries-1 which
includes Articles of Charge at Annexure-I and Statement of Imputation of
Misconduct at Annexure No.II are the following and the same was sent to

the DGO, on 25.5.2017.

ANNEXURE-I
CHARGE:
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Therefore, you DGOs have failed to maintain absolute integrity and
devotion to duty and committed an act which is unbecoming of
Government Servant and thus you are guilty of misconduct under Rule

3(1)(i) to (iii) of KCS (Conduct) Rules 1966.

ANNEXURE-II
STATEMENT OF IMPUTATION OF MISCONDUCT
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23. The DGOs had filed their comments. The DGO No.l had contended
that, when he was working as Sub-Registrar of K.R.Nagar, he had got
registered the sale deed as document No. KRN-1-4245/201°4-15 CD
No.KRND-89 on 21.1.2015. While registering this document he had,
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gone through all the relevant documents, which he had to go through as

per the circular No. 3o o 344 Sodweee 2008 HIwoz: 6.4.2009. Neither the

provision of Registration Act nor any of the Government Circular direct
him to go through Mother Deed while registering a document. He had no
power to reject to get register a document when a mother deed was not
produced by him. As per the Karnataka Registration Act, ‘it shall form
no part of the registering officers duty to enquire into the validity of a
document brought to him for registration or to attend to any written or
verbal protest against the registration of a document, provided execution
is duly admitted. It is very clear that, Sub-Registrar has no authority to
decide any such validity/genuineness and is only bound to register the
deed when the deed in question has satisfied all the requirements of
provisions of registration Act, 1908. The registering officer has no power
or authority to decide upon the title to a property, which is held in 1991
(2) ILR(Kar) 1804. It is also held that, the Sub-Registrar is entrusted
with the duty of registering the documents in accordance with the
provisions of the Act, and he is not authorized to go into the genuineness
or otherwise of the documents presented before him. If complaints are
received, action may have to be iniliated against the guilty, the Sub-
Registrar can atmost be a witness and also he is not competent under
any law to decide regarding the Right, Title and Ownership about any
property. No officer of registration department is competent to do so, it is
the jurisdiction of the civil court to decide about the ownership and title
of the property. By contending like above, the DGO No. 1 had relied
upon many decisions regarding his powers under Registration Act.
Thus, he had contended that, when the document was produced before
him for registration by the said Gangadhar, he got it registered by going

through the relevant documents as required as per the Government
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Circulars. Thus, he prayed to exonerate him from the present

proceedings.

24. The DGO No.2 was working as a case worker during the said period.
She had also contended in her comments that, when she was working as
case worker in Municipality Office, K.R.Nagar, one Gangadhara S/o.
N.M.Achar has filed an application along with some documents to change
the khata of a site which was in the name of one Rama S/o
Chikkanayaka. After perusing the said application she had put up the
same by entering the notes to change the khata before the Chief Officer.
He had in turn directed Revenue Inspector Sri. Prabhu to inspect the
spot and to give report and after submitting his report, to put up the
same before him for changing the khata. Thereafter, she had entered the
same in the necessary registers and put up before the Chief Officer,
K.R.Nagar. Further, regarding the same property, one Smt. Meena W/o.
Ramesh also filed an application to change the khata of the said property
in her name. And after receiving the same, the Chief Officer directed the
Revenue Inspector to inspect the spot and give his report. He had also
directed that, after receiving the R.I.report in respect of the said property,
directed to change the khata and as per his order by making necessary
entries in the relevant registers, she had put up the same before the
Chief Officer. Thus, she had contended that, she had not at all
committed any dereliction of duty but acted in accordance with law and
as per the direction of the Chief Officer, K.R.Nagar. Hence, prayed to

exonerate her from the present proceedings.

25. The DGO No.3 Chikkananjaiah, who was working as Chief Officer of
Municipality, K.R.Nagar also contended that, on 22.1.2015 one Smt.

Meena W/o. Ramesh had filed an application and a registered sale deed
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along with Form No.15 praying to change the right in the property of
Municipal Assessment No. 9550/39 in her name from the name of
G.A.Gangadhar S/o. M.T.Achar. The concerned Case Worker Smt.
Rajeshwari had sent the file to the Revenue Inspector Sri. K.Prabhu on
22.1.2015 for his report. As the said Revenue Inspector submitted his
report regarding the said property, the case worker put up the file to
change the Right of the property bearing Municipal Assessment No.
9550/39 in the name of Smt. Meena. As the report as well as the
documents were in accordance with law, he had changed the Right of the
property in the name of Smt. Meena for the purpose of payment of tax.
In the municipality, the name will be changed just for the sake of
payment of tax, it would not transfer any right in the property. Nobody
would get any right over the property through the municipal documents.
Regarding this aspect, the circular of the Government dated 31.5.2004
states as, “WOFLNRYOT WS IHNWI-3 TITT BRI IRy, TRVTREOHOT R
Bposend  wmme  ShHE3 noﬂ@oa)'ari@e ERORITEY” Further, Karnataka
Government Circular dated 26.2.2003 also says as, “30wwod Aeg30d0 4

saoh Hed  3on DoRSTOR  ofRRTe  Ved0DH  WRITIT  BIW, 3,ReTORZOY™.

Thus, he had done his duty as per law and as per Government Circulars.
He had not committed any dereliction of duty. So, he had prayed to

exonerate him from the present proceedings.

26. The Disciplinary Authority has examined the complainant as PW-1
and Ex.P1 to P11 got marked. The Second Oral Statement of DGOs
under Rule 11(16) was recorded. The DGO No.1 to 3 got examined as
DW-1 to 3 and Ex.D1 to D6 got marked on behalf of the DGOs.

27. The points that arise for my consideration are:

4,
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Point No.1 : Whether the charges framed against
the DGOs are proved by the
Disciplinary Authority?

Point No.2 : What order?

28. Heard, perused the entire case record and the written brief filed by

the DGO No.1 to 3.

29. My answers to the above points are as here under:

Point No. 1 : Disiplinary Authority had failed
to prove the charges levelled against
DGO No.1 but proved the charges against
DGO No. 2 and 3.

Point no. 2 : As per final order for the following ;

REASONS

30. Point No.l1 : Here, as already observed above, the complainant by
name Smt. Mahadevi W/o late Rama, Kantenahalli, Ashraya Layout,
K.R.Nagar Town, Mysuru District filed a complaint against the DGOs

alleging misconduct and dereliction of duty.

31. The complaint of the complainant is that, the K.R.Nagar
Municipality had allotted a site measuring 20 X 30’ under Ashraya
Scheme in her husband Ramu’s name 20 years back. Four years back
when she had visited the spot, after the death of her husband, somebody
putting up the foundation in the said site. When, she said that, it is her
site which is in her husband’s name, one Meena said that, she had
purchased the said site from her husband. Then she had gone to

Municipal Office of K.R.Nagar and gone through the documents and
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came to known that, one Gangadhara had sold out the said site to Smt.
Meena. But, herself or her children or her husband never executed any
sale deed either in the name of Gangadhar or in the name of Meena.
But, still the Sub-Registrar of K.R.Nagar got registered the said sale deed
in the name of Smt. Meena. The DGOs by colluding with each other got
changed the name in the Municipal documents in the name of Smt.

Meena. Thus, the DGOs had committed dereliction of duty.

32. The Complainant Smt. Mahadevi got examined as PW-1. She had
deposed in her Chief Examination like above only. The written
complaint given by her to this institution is marked at Ex.P1. Form No. I
and II are got marked as Ex.P2 and P3 respectively. The Xerox copy of
the Hakkupatra which is in her husband’s name is go't marked as Ex.P4.
The Xerox copy of the Sale deed executed by Gangadhar in the name of
Smt. Meena is marked as Ex.P5. The property Register extract in the
name of Smt. Meena is marked as Ex.P6. The death certificate of the
complainant’s husband is marked as Ex.P7. The Khata extract of the
site in the name of Rama is marked as Ex.P8. The Xerox copy of Ration
Card is marked as Ex.P9. The Xerox copy of khata registered which is in
her husband’s name is marked as Ex.P10. The Endorsement given by
the Chief Officer of K.R.Nagar Municipality is marked as Ex.P11. The
comments sent by DGO No.l to 3 are got marked as Ex.P12, P13 and
P14 respectively. These are all the documents on which the complainant

had relied upon.

33. Here, all three DGOs had appeared and filed their comments and
also written statement. As already observed above, the Ist DGO, the
Sub-Registrar had contended that, whenever a document is produced

before him, by going through the relevant documents and after collecting

g,
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the necessary fee, he has to register the said document. He is not
required to ask for Mother Deed. Moreover, he is not required to enquire
into the validity of a document brought to him for registration. So, he
had got registered the sale deed executed by the Gangadhar in favour of
Smt. Meena. There was no dereliction of duty from his side. He had

relied upon many decisions in this regard.

34. DGO No.2 and 3 contended that, the DGO No.2 being the case
worker had put up the file before DGO No.3 after submitting the report
regarding the said property by the concerned Revenue Inspector. The
DGO No.3, after perusing the report of Revenue Inspector and by going
through the documents produced by Smt. Meena had changed property
in the name of Smt. Meena, just for the sake of payment of tax only. Any
changes/entries made in the documents of Municipal Office would not
transfer any Right to anybody. Thus, they prayed to exonerate them

from the present proceedings.

35. By going through the documents produced by the complainant it
reveal that, a site measuring 20X30 feet allotted by the Municipal Office,
K.R.Nagar on 18.7.1993 to one Rama of K.R.Nagar. The Death
Certificate of Rama reveal that, the complainant Mahadevi is his wife.
The Property Register extract also reveal that, the said property earlier
was in the name of Rama S/o. Chikkanayaka. Later, it changed in to the
name of V.A.Gangadhar. Form No.15 reveal the name of
V.A.Gangadhara. The latest property Register Exract reveal the name of
Smt. Meena. Thus, it is clear that, the said site was allotted to the
husband of this complainant under Ashraya Yojane on 18.7.1993. But,
later, one V.A.Gangadhara and his wife, son sold out the said site to one

Smt. Meena W/o. Ramesh for Rs.1,35,000/-. There is no document to

%
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show how the said V.A.Gangadhara got Right over the said property.
Here, the DGO No. 1 to 3 also got examined as DW-1 to DW-3 and
deposed in their chief examination whatever the contention taken by
them in their comments as well as in their written statement. Further,
they have also produced the property register extract, which is marked
as Ex.D1 which is in the name of V.A.Gangadhara, S/o. M.T.Achar. The
sketch of the property is marked as Ex.D2. The certificate issued by the
Chief Officer, Municipal Office, K.R.Nagar to V.A.Gangadhar is marked as
Ex.D3. The Tax receipt which is in the name of V.A.Gangadhar is
marked as Ex.D4. The affidavit executed by Smt. Meena and
V.A.Gangahdar is got marked as Ex.DS. The circular of the Karnataka
Government dated 31.5.2004 is got marked as Ex.D6. These are all the
documents on which the DGO No.1 had relied upon.

36. The DGO No. 2 and 3, on the basis of an affidavit only got changed
the name of V.A.Gangadhara in the place of Ramu for the sake of
payment of taxes. Here, it is very important to note that, the DGO No.2
had put up the file before the earlier Chif Officer for change of khéita.
Regarding this aspect thc DGO No.2 i.e., Smt. Rajeshwari who was
working as Case Worker got examined as DW-2, who had been
thoroughly cross examined by the Presenting Officer. In the Cross

Examination she had admitted as, “8: xgoron 1z Semw & vomb w® WiTecsh

IFNTTT_DHOSYZH MR 0. ToIT TEOOHET FTOROT 30630 IIwe TIW $ren

el e J.o.nomgd ExRlerevis] THOR 503 WBTRRIBRRORHLIT ORI XO.  Jpckd

TEere WUZE om0 98 wECemEmh  Som tswré_@goul_ e  d.2.menoe,

ThosTR.QT0NH, TUKY, 3.50°.8MC TN KEMoN wHoRAT SMFIE MO,  Seewd T

TST  Boedn e 08 WTOINE  SRBWIED Q0 ITBODI, T

SREOHFOCRTT WO TLreh WIPBL FIEDT, CeeT  AINDIE LD FOODY.

&
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Hezhd Inedn Ae0 OREHTED BR0ud IONTFTE $outn HHed ITO IIT
0030DT, VBT SRR WBCPNMAEATBRED DO BROFWD HPWT FO. G DR
DHOP AFBITON BRCLORTIN FEIBT, T0deII[e, JeH weTe Be0. TFeITIT
BRON 2503 WTESOCWTWITD DOTX  SFTPOTAY 56&0&)3{{ mmsﬁ)?m@ojawbemﬁ momd@
SRFT X0, ToF BOOTNFITH DBOIXTT. ©.5739-3 T T3 LWTOORH  BIVTTUIND
DOTH OWRRCOATD OB, 8 083 TDTENII, BOOLIZT  NTODWR, FORA
33rey, e RFNVZEDT AR FOODY". Thus, the DGO No.2 had clearly

admitted that, only on the basis of an affidavit the Khata had been
changed and she had only put up the file for changing of khata on the
basis of an Affidavit without perusing other documents. Here, the DGO
No.3 had changed the khata of the said property on the basis of the note
put up by DGo No.2. The DGO No.3 had deposed in his cross

examination as, “83 TITHT TIX F0LOTTEIOL BII-2 TBT> ORATH LT rIonay,

2

3300H00T  TeDRINGRODA ¥ [RET S Lemeswms  BION 2wl

TOEDHB o8

&L

LTSV RBRLIDBES DR FOODY.  DeDTRINTRL, DOSeDRTIC
83F R, deel HANHIES DI FOCDY”. Thus, the DGO No.3 being the Chief

Officer of the said Municipality, before changing the Khata in the name of
Meena he had to go through the relevant documents. But, here it is very
important to note that, only on the basis of an Affidavit, they had
changed the khata in the name of V.A.Gangadhar. Thus, here because of
the negligence act of DGO No. 2 and 3 the said things took place. Of
course the complainant had deposed in her cross examination saying
that, Meena had filed a suit before the jurisdictional court against her
and they got compromised the matter in between them and in view of the
said compromise the suit was decreed. Now, the said site is in the
possession of Meena only. Now, after the compromise, they are in cordial
relationship. Further, she had also deposed as, “WBBROTHILTONL:

ooy 0630 FIEW, BeeT FANHPOY HOW [ROT FOIR WF IBO DBVeTTB,

I22) A

N
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XOW ORI, DY DRDCENYT), TOBDTRATOOT OTH JeeoTEd FSPRDTYT OF,ZTHT”.

Here, the defence of DGO No.1 is also that, as per Rule 73 of Karnataka
Registration Act, 1965, it is not the duty of Registering Officer to enquire
into the validity of a document brought to him for Registration. So, he
had deposed in his Cross Examination as, “S5eeomtd Soms S8, Sowo Rew,
;T WP AW TR RBC  DoowdnTRh I0deOZ  FoIT  FohIISW, sweeowsed
SREBeFNTHT D5, TIETFNZ, QO TRRT TOBR WY, RV TNSOHTY, (éﬁdmﬁ
BE’) ATo T Jecomrd TR WOF, SRBECERH IMPT TOCHY. NPT IR
DTSRI, TR TOORY AT, T RerrFRy Secdde Jew FohIII, Jp0wd
TRRDID Q0 WE: [RRT TOIR W, EC WNgE S0y AW ITYS. & AYIQY TR

B3I, Seem FANTHIZES SR WOCBHY”™. In this regard he had relied upon

many decisions. In 1991(2) ILR(Kar) 1804 it is held, “Registering
Officer has no power or authority to decide upon the title to a
property. Nor he is required or expected to verify or satisfy himself
about the title of the executants of the document to the property
which is the subject matter of the document. If a duly stamped
document is presented for registration with required registration fee
with supporting enclosures, the Sub-Registrar will proceed to
register the document, if there is a compliance with the statutory
requirements under various laws deciding questions of the title is in
the realm of civil courts and not the Registering Officers under the
Act”. He had also relied upon another decision i.e., 2001 (1) KLJ 213A,
in which, it is held as, “When the document was presented for
Registration fulfilling all the requirements the Sub-Registrar has no
option but to Register the document unless the document is not in
conformity with the provisions of the Indian Registration Act of
1908 & the relevant rules. The Sub-Registrar was entrusted with

the duty of registering the documents in accordance with the

%
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provisions of the Act & he was not authorized to go in to the
genuineness or otherwise of the documents presented before him?”.
He had drelied upon another decision reported in 1990(3) KLJ 408A: ILR
1991 Kar 1804, in which it is held, “it is quite patent that the Sub-
Registrar is required to make an enquiry whether the document has
really been executed by a person who purposes to execute the
document, and further as to the identity of the executants or his
representative who appears before him. It is well settled that the
question as to the validity of the document is alien to such an
enquiry. If the executants admits having executed a document, the
Sub-Registrar must order for Registration of the document if
presented in accordance with the provisions of the Act”. Thus, as per
the above decisions, and as per the provisions of Karnataka Registration
Act, the Sub-Registrar’s act of registering a document restricted to the
provisions of the said act only. Here, in the present case also the DGO
No. 1 had registered the sale deed by going through the relevant
documents he had to go through under the said Act and after enqduiring

the parties to the sale deed.

37. Thus, in this case, it can be said without any hesitation that, the
DGO No. 2 and 3 only had committed dereliction of duty and misconduct
while discharging their duties because of their gross negligence. Hence,
I answere point No. 1: The Disiplinary Authority had failed to prove
the charges levelled against DGO No.l1 but proved the charges
against DGO No. 2 and 3”.

38. Point No. 2: For the reasons stated above, I proceed to pass the

following;
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ORDER

The Disiplinary Authority had failed to prove the
charges levelled against DGO No.1 i.e, Sri. Chaluvaraju,
Sub-Registrar, K.R.Nagar Taluk, Mysuru District but
proved the charges against DGO No. 2 Smt. Rajeshwari,
Case Worker, K.R.Nagar Taluk, Mysuru Disrict and DGO
No. 3 Sri. Chikkananjaiah, the then Chief Officer,
K.R.Nagar Taluk, Mysuru District.

This report be submitted to the Hon'ble
Upalokayukta-l in a sealed cover Sorthwith.

Dated this the 254 September, 2019

Gt

(K.BHAGYA)
Additional Registrar Enquiries-14
Karnataka Lokayukta
Bangalore.
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ANNEXURES

i
1?(1). Particulars of Documents
1 Witness examined- on behalf of the Bfécipliga_ry A11£—hority __
PW-1: Smt. Mahadevi (Original)
2 Documents marked on behalf of the Disciplinary Authority

Ex.P-1 to Ex.P-14
Ex P-1: Complaint (Orlgmal)

Ex. P-2: Form No. [(original).

Ex. P-3: Form No. II (Orlgmdl)
Ex. P-4: Title deed in the name of Sri. Rama (xerox)

Ex. P-5: Sale deed(xerox)

Ex. P-6: Extract of | Property Tax Reglster (xerox)

| Ex. P-7: Death Certificate (xerox).

Ex. P-8: Extract of tax Book No 21 Page 61 (xerox)
Ex.P-9: Ration Card (xcrox)

Ex.P-10: Proforma 15 (xerox)

Ex.P-11: Acknowledgement dated 30.1.2016 (xerox)

Ex.P-12: Letter dated 25.11.2015 addressed to DRE- 4(xerox)

|Ex.D1: Extract of Pr Propert; Tax chlster

Ex.P-13: Lr. Addressed to DRE-4 by Rajeshwarl (xerox) N

Ex. P 14: Lr. Addressed to DRE-4 by Ch1kkananja1ah(xerox)
' Witness examined on behalf of the DGO.,

DW-1: Sri. Cheluvaraju, DGO No.l(Orlgmal) B 1
DW-2: Smt. Rajeshwari, DGO No.2 (Original)
DW-3: Sri. Chikkananjaiah, DGO No.3( Original)

Documents marked on behalf of the DGO

Ex.D2: Scketch

Ex.D3: Certificate dated 23.10.2014

Ex.D4: Challan datd 21.10.2014

| Ex D6 : Circular dated 31 5 2004

Ex.D5: ( : Certificate site - given to Srnt Meena

Dated this the 25th September, 2019

Lo\

(K.BHAGYA)
Additional Registrar Enquiries-14
Karnataka Lokayukta
Bangalore.
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