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KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No.UPLOK-2/DE/75/2019/ARE-11 Muilti Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560001
Date: 23rd May, 2022.

RECOMMENDATION

Sub: Departmental Inquiry against Shri S.L.Mohan
Kumar, Executive Engineer, Upper Bhadra
Division-3, Ajjampura, Tarikere Taluk,
Chikmagalur District (presently Executive
Engineer, Kada, Division No.l, Naragunda,
Gadag)-reg.,

Ref: 1) Government Order No. oy 81 2w 2018,
Bengaluru, dated: 25/02/20109.

2) Nomination Order No.UPLOK-2/DE/75/2019,

Bengaluru, dated: 02/03/2019 of Upalokayukta,
State of Karnataka, Bengaluru.

3) Inquiry Report dated: 21/05/2022 of

Additional Registrar of Enquiries-11, Karnataka
Lokayukta, Bengaluru.
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The Government by its order dated: 25/ 02/2019 initiated
the disciplinary proceedings against Shri S.L.Mohan Kumar,
Executive Engineer, Upper Bhadra Division-3, Ajjampura, Tarikere
Taluk, Chikmagalur District (presently Executive Engineer, Kada,

Nivision No.1, Naragunda, Gadag) (hcreinalter referred (o as
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Delinquent Government Official, for short as DGO) and entrusted

the Departmental Inquiry to this Institution,

. This Institution by Nomination Order No. UPLOK-2/ DE/75/20109,
Bengaluru, dated: 02 /03/2019 nominated Additional Registrar of
Enquiries-11, 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.

. The DGO, Shri S.L.Mohan Kumar, Executive Engineer, Upper
Bhadra Division-3, Ajjampura, Tarikere Taluk, Chikmagalur
District (presently Executive Engineer, Kada, Division No.1,

Naragunda, Gadag) was tried for the following charges:
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4. During the pendency of the Inquiry, advocate for DGO filed
application under Section 151 CPC seeking to drop the

proceedings against DGO for lack of jurisdiction.
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5. On perusal of the decision laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme
Court in 1998(A)SCC 103 State of Karnatake and others V/s.
Kempaiah and on consideration of the totality of cire unstances, it
is held that, the allcgation made against the DGO in this Inquiry is
only with reéspect to amassing of wealth which does not come
under the meaning of the word ‘action’ i.e., administrative action
taken by way of decision, recommendation or finding or in any
other manner and includes willful failure or omission to act and all
other expressions (relating to) such action. Moreover, the report
submitted by I1.0. i.e., Deputy Superintendent of Police, Karnataka
Lokayukta, Chikkamagalur and in Articles of Charges there is no
imputation that the DGO has purchased/acquired property
without permission from the Competent Authority and has not
disclosed the same in his assets and liabilities statement. Hence,
complaint against the DGO with respect to amassing of wealth is
not covered under the definition of the word ‘action’ ie.,
administration action as contemplated under Section 2(1), 2(2) and
7 of the Karnataka Lokayukta Act which cannot be interpreted to
mean actions which have no nexus to any administrative action.
Hence, the instant proceedings against the DGO do not survive for

consideration.



“The proceedings initiated against DGO, Shri
S.L.Mohan Kumar, Executive Engineer, Upper Bhadra
Division-3, Ajjampura, Tarikere Taluk, Chikmagalur
District (presently Executive Engineer, Kada, Division
No.1, Naragunda, Gadag) needs to be stopped as this

Authority has no jurisdiction”.

6. Therefore, it is hereby recommended to the Government to accept
the report of Inquiry Officer and to close the proceedings agaﬁnst
DGO, Shri S.L.Mohan Kumar, Executive Engineer, Upper Bhadra
Division-3, Ajjampura, Tarikere Taluk, Chikmagalur District
(presently Executive Engineer, Kada, Division No.1, Naragunda,

Gadagy).

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

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

/f I
e
(JUSTICE KN.PHANEENDRA)

~— UPALOKAYUKTA-2,
STATE OF KARNATAKA.



— T

W

rE



UPLOK-2/DE /75/2019/ARE-11
KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

NO. UPLOK-2/DE/75/2019/ARE-11 M.S.Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560 001,
Date: 21/05/2022.

“REPORT::

Sub: Departmental Enquiry against Sri. S.L.Mohan
Kumar, Executive Engineer, Upper Bhadra
Division-3, Ajjampura, Tarikere Taluk,
Chikkamagalur District (Ppresently
Exwecutivée Engineer, KADA, Division No.l,
Naragunda, Gadag) -reg.

Ref: 1. Government Order No. &goa 8lZexad 2018
Sonsny,. bawes 25/02/2019.

2. Nomination Order No. UPLOK-
2/DE/75/2019, Bengaluru, Dated
02/03/20109.

L £ 2

il The Departmental Enquiry is initiated against Sri. S.L.Mohan
Kumar, Executive Engineer, Upper Bhadra Division-3, Ajjampura,
Tarikere Taluk, Chikkamagalur District (Presently Executive
Engineer, KADA, Division No.l, Naragunda, Gadag, hereinafter
referred to as the Delinquent Government Official, in short
DGO ) on the basis of the complaint dated 22/07 /20 13 filed by
the complainant, Shri. Neelakantappa H.S. Bettadahalli post,
Tarikere Taluk, Chikkamagaluru District. The allegations in the

complaint is that the DGO _is a corrupt official and amassed
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UPLOK-2/DE/75/2019 /ARE-11
wealth and acquired disproportionate assets to his known

sources of income.

2. Hon’ble Upalokayukta invoking power vested under section
9 of the Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984, took up investigation
and the matter was referred to Additional Director General of
Police, Karnataka Lokayukta, Bengaluru. In turn, as per the
instructions of Additional Director General of Police, Karnataka
Lokayukta, Bengaluru, Deputy Superintendent of Police, KLA,
Hassan investigated the matter and submitted the report. In the
said report, disproportionate assets acquircd by DGO was found.
For further detailed enquiry, matter was referred to Dy.
Superintendent of Police, Anti-corruption Bureau,
Chikkamagaluru and after investigation Dy. Superintendent of
Police, Anti-corruption Bureau, Chikkamagaluru has submitted
report that on credible information, it is found that the DGO has
acquired disproportionate of assets to his known sources of
income. On the said report, DGO has submitted his comments
denying the allegations of complainant stating that complainant
is an agriculturist and the allegations made by him is done with

malafide intention to harass him and they are far from truth.

3. On perusal of complaint, investigation reports, and
comments of DGO and other documents, Hon’ble Upalokayutka
found prima facie case and forwarded report dated 10/04/2018
U/s 12(3) of Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984 recommended the
competent authority to initiate disciplinary proceedings against

the DGO and to entrust the enquiry to the Hon’ble Upalokayukta,

o
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UPLOK-2/DE/75/2019 /ARE-11
Karnataka under Rule 14-A of the KCS (CC& A) Rules 1957. The
Government by order dated 25/02/2019 entrusted the matter to
the Hon'ble Upalokayukta.

4. The Hon’ble Upalokayukta by order dated 02/03/2019

nominated Additional Registrar Enquiries-11 to conduct the

enquiry.

5. The Articles of charge as framed by this Additional Registrar
Enquiries -11 is as follows:
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Oe0% 04/05/1984 TOW XTooDE BHODOBTTHN FFD ReFR Xed
1992 233 SROMOTREE, I0TT 1994 BILOD IIT EAADIVCTOVIIR
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BRODY DTFBIMIINTHECO.

6. The statement of imputations of misconduct as framed by this

Additional Registrar Enquiries-11 is as follows:

OROWOF-2

BRcRERCTS
BRWTVCTE  BFHNGRD  BSoDh 3033 SoORIT  BIJRITRD
VWOROIDT B T DX DEVFOTT UTH RO JRI-10Y
QJ008 22/07/2013 Soh SRS, &"&ﬁ&@eﬁmg xom;ﬁ A, T
QR ZHa  DHem VT, WOL IMT SO0 T BLOR
zom&%cbgeoe WROLRTON e'babe ébcbz;p BTOA )

msé &'owei@eaa‘mi OTJW® BR[0T, égsrmo&‘m: WTOMTROT

&) o\.)?j\ TOOF BT

~

0



UPLOK-2/DE/75/2019/ARE-11
Spego0dng  YTUTEE @@fiﬁ@ﬁ ARV < LR M o[ATeMI NN O[O
BTICDATH) 3TN zs-.imnwaazs SReTOOINT Udzﬁ SOTRHEFTTO
TOOOIR, FOATY, ¥ [OOLORT, TOSDA SecEeRn Oy DWTNTIY,
TOMBIOWRYTH ~ FOWWOT  FIE Y TOLOR, LoBRYLD
FHOTOFOD TR RTERCTOOINTITHT  eTPFIZ  WOOD
DH[TT  BLZ0DF, TBA TTOORI, RORTOE  WFRNAROT
ERIRC AN® TYES  SUTE WQEFTOR  BTeTB, QeRT), ©TToI
BFNAROT  ITHIRT  ANT TP ©UEE  wQEgIn 3RS JBR
WF W, XOTA OT00T 1908/2017 T STOODI, FYAH, DA
WHOF 20 BIOS BOB3, TPIZ D02 BIOI WNW, 8OTFO3
DO VRO W, TINIRT  SOW BROT BRI, AW, SN
DHHIRRAT, D, 0T WH TR MIJTU, deP 1985 Fo»
TRHNCROT  BFowT 2016 T ©0BW IIT TRIVAW 19,20.334/-
BeBTRT, IROWELD wOSVR, e, WIS ZACONPOT TN
20T ST00% SRDRe 10.00,000/- n¥osww, 1984 QRWNON0T 1916
o BRowT woIHW IIF DWW, S e 25,00,000/- SN
DOTLR, D, WIF DTHLRA DB @dﬁﬁ HOOTTy, D2 THTOON
15,00,000/- ©A3 Q0BOR, I, AT D DeDE TIRToON
10,00.000/— ©&NT HOBLR, Y TRODT TOBING AWE BT dzi
ST 4.00.000/— SRS DH030WR, JFY NPATOT 203 55’905
SO 93.50,000/- RFNTR D, D0 AREBB DR Potcle
DHERYY TR 55,00,000/- TITRNTSY 2t A, VA NS NWES
533?05 Szt 1.48.50,000/— NERNTR ewy NPT BTIOR
ey 1.01,20.334/- NNty QET TROLTT &2:‘9“&'56 BTOONT
TP, TR 47.29.666/~ neaNsy RBO BT WREROT

BROID Bes® 46.73 SN TOW WOHT  HOLTONOHW, dIR 27
O DALRFT e momeeRd Bgod IOT TERT BReees

hl

Y



UPLOK-2/DE/75/2019/ARE-11
Ho 15/ @By 16 0Y  QTWFT  wees 98 2030w, THO
ORI WL008T 8 DFS 24 MHoed BENEVIT), BoBSR 23ZT0NE
BSOOD VVIDT NS Bessed ROS5, 5730 BB 57-4 TY

20030800, 44 BB R DB, 60 W& DAFT AT 03

G~

457 662053 =03 50935 3202 39X demeo® 30,00,000/- :’@@p
VRO TReERAS SN0 0.4 TEReAOHY A, OO BTORA
2OBoBLw, OTWOB  06/01/2016 SO0 TP HHITTOI
ﬁj%)gofimod} Lodozwr. 01/06/1997 Too m?lr_acoc‘n BRHOL
DT ToII  BVLP0ZT AR woIo3es, AT, weaRy
LoD 750 MOFTT  BRTT  TRTOOW 12,00,000/- @@5@’
2OMOTT WBINW BWoH0ZUR, ©0m0Ed HBERTI 262 IS
SRR 15,000/— a@@éw zﬂ% ao‘ng\’%b QRIdoBTOR, TRTION
10,00,000/- 5@@5&’ R @eemodeen JIWAD  aBodozere, T,
20T DeWR W, WR.DOT TONL WYTVORNT  LROFNY ﬁs?@é
Swemocls 40,00.000/~ 2038k e VAT,

TRNTT BROIDVT ﬁﬁmdﬁﬁvmx BASVHTD 20TB
WEENYLT TR0 Anm ©Yd TOFT YUTOOITITL AYAT
SOOOBI, BB Jewy AQABE  SBeTHBRYI DXL
NTARETIOINTTH  BROODTON TOSeDY  SZ0e@edn Q)
TS, eimeajwﬁalmﬁdageb DOTN abeeiraqeéa% BomLonT
BQ00HTOOONTD TONAT AOTY HOONLR0QR DT

&5 BETHBO, TOSeDTVA AR &BeTRBORS) Qo)
e = & Py )
BIRTNQ[oLTRA Doy IO Qe e oﬁmﬁéafg

DOWTVAN E&)G@QG&E; O WOOT, D) TIFLFE  Sonod

Aesnies (IBI) ROBT 1966 3 AodT 3 (1)(i) 0T (iii)

%

g3



UPLOK-2/DE/75/2019/ARE-11
olrJevviv) cﬁaérdéoﬁoﬁﬁhd&%@om SoeSR,ee38 RReETTONTY, &
5o0EN AW, WG BAT I 3RegRedord  TRCRIRE
PUBSREFTIOINTTH REOFTY, WOHONT), IYAT 20edR FTOFTR)

e QUGeDAIT BReBTY DI, DT, AT0AM MIOB IBRD
SRS DB, T30, MOTILT NTBLFTOINTTRI, Chile
WOTBD, WeROHBAGR-11  TFOR I, TR TRBRETFONIY,

=
BP0 BERET HICRODT, IB SO, IYFLD BRWATY,

LTNTTOD Z)aﬁae é)daqp =4 a”)oee%océ BT BRCT,

7 Notice of Articles of charge, statement of imputation of
misconduct with list of witnesses and documents was served
upon the DGO. In response to the service of articles of charge,
DGO entered appearance before this authority on 25/03/2019
and engaged advocate for defence. In the course of first oral
statement of the DGO recorded on 25/03/2019 he pleaded not
guilty and claimed to be enquired. The date of retirement of

DGO 31/03/2019.

8 The DGO has filed Written Statement dated 02/07/2019
contending that in order to provide drinking/irrigation water to
the draught prone areas of Chikamagalur, Chitradurga, Tumkur
and Kolar Districts State Government under took Upper Bhadra
Project on 15/09/2008 so that the drought prone area (1,07,265
hectars) would get water speedily. The execution of the said
project in particular at beginning reach i.e., Terikere Taluk was
tedious. Since this DGO has the experience of working at in

similar type of projects at Indi and other places he was

s
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UPLOK-2/DE/75/2019 /ARE-11
translerred from Davanagere to Ajjampura as Executive Engineer
in the office of the Upper Bhadra Froject division No.3, Ajjampura.
He further contended that in order to help the farmers of
Tarikere Taluk, the Irrigation Department with the active
assistance of DGO took steps and got approval from the
Government in the year 2011 to irrigate 5471 hectares of land
and filing up of 52 tanks partially. Later, the Detailed Project
Report (DPR) was revised wherein it was proposed to irrigate
22,189 hectars and filing up of 81 tanks partially in Tarekere
Taluk. The Government has accorded administrative approval to
this DPR in the year 2015. The complainant and others who were
having vested interest and with political motivation were
seriously opposing the above said project. They held various
dharna, protest and agitation not only in front of the Irrigation
office but also at various places. They filed W.P.No. 47599/2011
and 25255/2012 challenging the above said project on various
grounds. Subsequently they approached National Green
Tribunal, Southern Zone Chennai challenging the above said
project. The Green Tribunal dismissed their Application on
various reasons and with a finding that they have filed the said
cases with a malafinde intention and with an intention to avoid
acquisition of their lands indirectly. Because of these above
reasons the complainant filed this complaint with malafide
intention to harass him. Further he has given table with details
of the assets actually owned /possessed by him and contended
that he had the income of Rs.1,22,09,112/- available during the
check period. He further stated that he had surplus income

Rs.32,47,859 /- and whereas the pecuniary resources and assets
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held by him cannot be said to be disproportionate to the known
source of income and prayed to drop him from the said

proceedings.

9. The disciplinary authority has examined complainant as

P.W.1 and got marked ExP1 to ExP3 documents.

10. On 18/004/2022 the Advocate for DGO filed application
under section 151 CPC seeking to drop the proceedings against

DGO for lack of jurisdiction.

11. On 02/05/202 the Learned Presenting Officer filed
objections to the above said application stating that by filing the
said application DGO is challenging the Government Order before
this enquiry. Further stated that if he is aggrieved by the
Government Order he has got remedy somewhere else. The
enquiry is already commenced long ago. Now the application is
filed to drag the matter and prays to reject the application filed by
the DGO.

12. After hearing both sid¢s on the above application Lhe orders
was passed on 07/05/2022.

13. Following order dated 07/05/2022 is placed before Hon'’ble
Upalokayukta which is as under:

>
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“l. The DGO has filed application U/S 151CPC
seeking to drop the proceedings as this authority
has no jurisdiction.

2. The DGO has sworn to the affidavit annexed
to this application contending that that
Lokayukta has no jurisdiction to entertain the
complaint in question as per Section 7(2) of the
Karnataka Lokayukta Act. That the Lokayukta
gets jurisdiction to enquire into a complaint
made against a public servant only in respect of
the complaint involving a grievance of an
allegation as required under Section 7(2) of the
Karnataka Lokayukta Act. The complaint in
question is not pertaining to a complaint
involving a grievance or an allegation made in
respect of such action. Hence the very inquiry
initiated by the Hon’ble Upalokayukta and the
consequential report submitted by the Anti
Corruption Bureau is one without any
authority of law. Further contended that the
report submitted by the Hon’ble Upalokayukta
and the order passed by the Government
authorizing the Upalokayukta are not
maintainable. Hence the proceedings in
question for holding enquiry against him is

not maintainable and it is liable to be dropped

0
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as this authority has no jurisdiction as held by
the Hon’ble Supreme Court in 1998 (6) SCC 103
(State of Karnataka and others V/s Kempaiah).
Hence on these grounds prays to drop the
proceedings against him.

3. The Learned Presenting Officer has filed
objections dated 25/04/2022 contending that,
in the above case on the basis of 12(3) report,
Government Order has been issued entrusting
this institution to conduct Departmental
Enquiry against the DGO. At the relevant stage
DGO has not taken such a plea. Now by filing
the above application DGO is challenging the
Government Order before this enquiry. However
it not a proper forum to challenge he
government Order before this authority. That if
he is aggrieved by the Government Order, he
has got remedy somewhere else. The enquiry is
already commenced long ago. Now this
application is filed to drag the matter. Hence

on these grounds prays to reject the application.

4. The points that arise for my consideration are as

follows:
1. Whether the disciplinary authority has got

jurisdiction to conduct enquiry?

Ok
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2. What order?

5. Heard both side.
6. My findings on thc above point is as follows:-

1. Negative.

2. As per final order for the following:-

REASONS

7. It is  alleged by  the complainant
H.S.Neelakhantappa Siddappa Hosuru,
Bettadahalli Grama, Tarikere against the DGO
Sri.S.L.Mohan Kumar, that while he working as
Exccutive Engieer, Bhadra Upper Project,
Division-3, Ajjampura, Tarikere, Chikkamagaluru
District  that he has amassed  assets

disproporticnate to his known scurces of income

8.  The Deputy Superintendent of Police.ACB,
Chikkamagaluru has submitted his report stating
that the total asset of DGO is Rs.93,50,000/- +
expenditure Rs.55,00,000/- = total income
Rs.1,48,50,000/-. But, the declared income of
DGO is Rs.1,01,20,334/— and additional income is
47,29,6066/-. I'his shows that the DGO has

acquired more assets than his income.

9. The DGO has submitted his comments on the
report of Investigating Officer, He denied the

allegations and contended that the complainant

¥
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is having ill-will against him and filed false

complaint against him.

10. Since said facts and material on record
prima facic show that thc DGO has committed
misconduct under Rule 3(1) of the KCS Conduct
Rules, 1966, recommendation is made under
section 12(3) of the Karnataka Lokayukta Act, to
the Competent Authority to initiate disciplinary
proceedings against the DGO and to entrust the
inquiry to this Authority under Rule 14-A of the
Karnataka Civil Services (Classification, Control
and Appeal) Rules, 1957.

11. The Government after considering the
recdmmendation made in the report, entrusted
the matter to the Honble Upalokayukta to
conduct departmental/disciplinary proceedings
against the DGO and Hon’ble Upalokayukta has
nominated this Additional Registrar, Enquiries-11
to—frame the —articles of charges-and-to-conduct
departmental enquiry against the DGO.

12. Articles of charge was served upon the DGO
and he appeared before this authority on
25/03/2019. First Oral Statement of DGO was
recorded and he pleaded not guilty. DGO filed

written statement denying all the allegations in

s
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the Articles of charge. Complainant was
examined as P.W.1. At this stage, Advocate [or
DGO has filed application stating that Lokayukta
has no jurisdiction to entertain the complaint in
question as per Section 7(2) of the Karnataka
Lokayukta Act. That the Lokayukta gets
jurisdiction to enquire into a complaint made
against a public servant only in respect of the
complaint involving a grievance of an allegation as
required under Section 7(2) of the Karnataka
Lokayukta Act. The complaint in question is not
pertaining to a complaint involving a grievance or
an allegation made in respect of such action.
Hence the very inquiry initiated by the Hon’ble
Upalokayukta and the consequential report
submitted by the Anti Corruption Bureau is one
without any authority of law. Further contended
that the report submitted by the Hon’ble
Upalokayukta and the order passed by the
Government authorizing the Upalokayukta are not
maintainable. Hence the proceedings in question
for holding enquiry against him 1S not
maintainable and it is liable to be dropped as
this authority has no jurisdiction as held by the
Hon’ble Supreme Court in 1998 (6) SCC 103
(State of Karnataka and others V/s Kempaiah).

*
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Hence on these grounds prays to drop the

proceedings against him.

13. On perusal of the decision laid down by
Hon’ble Supreme court in 1998 (6) SCC 103
State of Karnataka and others V/s Kempaiah
wherein it is held :-
A. Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984 (4 of
1985)- Ss.2(1),(2(2) and 7- “Action” -
Meaning of - Held, amassing of wealth
by public servant not covered -
Expression “In any other manner” in
S.2(1) cannot be interpreted to mean
actions which have no nexus to any
administrative  action-  Definition  of
“allegation” in S.2(2) not relevant for
interpreting the word “action” — Words

and phrases.

8. The definition of the word “action”
in section 2(1) of Karnataka

Lokayukta Act reads as under:

“2.(1) ‘action’ means
administrative action taken by way of
decision, recommendation or finding or
in_any other manner and includes

-«

O
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willful failure or omission to act and
all other expressions (relating to) such

action shall be construed accordingly.

9. It 1s further observed the definition
of “allegation” in section 2(2) which is
couched 1in very vide terms but, as
noticed above for purposes of section
7(2), the scope of investigation is
confined to a grievance or allegation
made in respect of an action within the
meaning of Section 2(1) of the Act. No
support can be had from the definition

of “allegation”.

10. In as much as the Upalokayukta
initiated  tnvestigation against the
respondent on the basis of an
unsigned letter forwarded by the
Under Secretary to the Governor of
Karnataka to the Registrar, Lokayukta
the scope of investigations by the
Upalokayukta under Section 7(2) has
to be limited to “action” as explained
above.

11. In this view of the matter, we

are in entire agreement with the view
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expressed by the High Court. The
appeals are devoid of any merit, SO

they are dismissed.”

14, DPlacing rcliancc on thc abovc dccision, sincc
allegation made against the DGO in this enquiry is
only with respect to amassing of wealth which does
not come under the meaning of the word “action”
i.e., administrative action taken by way of decision,
recommendation or finding or in any other manner
and includes willful failure or omission to act and
all other expressions (relating to) such action.
Moreover, the report submitted by 1.0. i.e., Deputy
Supermtendent of Police, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Chlkkamagalur and in AOC there is no imputation
that the DGO has purchased/acquired property
without permission from the competent authority
and has not disclosed the same in his assets and
liabilities statement. Hence complaint against the
DGO with respect to amassing of wealth is not
covered under the definition of the word “action”
i.e., administration action as contemplated under
section 2(1), 2(2) and 7 of the Karnataka Lokayukta
Act which cannot be interpreted to mean actions
which have no nexus to any administrative action.
In view of the above findings I answer the point

No.l & 2 accordingly. =
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In view of the above discussion,
if My Lord approves, the proceedings
against the DGO may be stopped as

this Authority has no jurisdiction”.

14. Hon’ble Upalokayukta on 16/05/2022 approved para 14 of the

order portion stated above and ordered to close the case.

15. Hence, this report is submitted to the Hon’ble Upalokayukta- 2 in a
Jon in the matter.

sealed cover for kind perusal and for further a

(J.PZ Aré]
Additional Registrar (Enquiries-1 1),
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bangalore.
ANNEXURES

List of witnesses examined on behalf of the Disciplinary
Authority:-

PW1:- Sri. Neelakantappa H.S.

List of witnesses examined on behalf DGO:-N IL

List of documents marked on behalf of Disciplinary

Authority:- ) -
( Ex P1 Original complaint of the complainant
dated 22/07/2013 -
Ex P2 Original Form No.1 dated 22/07 /2013.
ExP3 Original Form No.2 dated 22/07/2013.

[ L
(J .P.Ar‘f:ﬂﬁ‘{;

Additional Registrar (Enquiries-11),
Karnataka Lokayukta, Bangalore.



