No. UPLOK-2/DE/916/2017/ARE-9

KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

NO:UPLOK-2/DE/916/2017 /ARE-9 M.S.Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru - 560 001.
Date: 16.4.2022

: : ENQUIRY REPORT : :

:: Present ::
(PUSHPAVATHI.V)
Additional Registrar of Enquiries -9
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru

Sub: Departmental Enquiry against Sri.
Lakshmikantha, Supervisor and I/c Section
Officer, Brahmasandra Branch, BESCOM,
Kallambella = Hobli, Shira Taluk, Tumkur
District (presently  City sub  division-1,
Chikkapete Bevikam, Tumkur) - Reg.

Ref: 1. G.O.No. Kavipraninik /b21/69865/2017—18
Bangalore dated 7.6.2017.

2. Nomination Order No: UPLOK-2/DE/916/2017/ ARE-
9 Bangalore dated: 31.7.2017 of Hon’ble
Upalokayukta-2

****@****

This Departmental Enquiry is initiated against Sri.
Lakshmikantha, Supervisor and I/c Section Officer,
Brahmasandra Branch, BESCOM, Kallambella Hobli, Shira
Taluk, Tumkur District (hereinafter referred to as the

Delinquent Government Official for short “DGO™”).

2. In pursuance of the Government Order cited above at
reference No.2, Hon’ble Upalokayukta vide order dated

31.7.2017 cited above at reference No.2 has nominated
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No. UPLOK-2/DE/916/20 17/ARE-9

Additional Registrar of Enquiries-9 (in short ARE-9) to issue
Articles of charges and to conduct the inquiry against the
aforesaid DGO.

3. This Authority (ARE-9) has issued the Articles of
charges, Statement of imputations of misconduct, list of

witnesses Proposed to be examined in support of the charges

the DGO is as under :

ANNEXURE-I
CHARGE

2) & 0% 5003, A lelat wossarde§5 DD Teed pRenlatolel B0
5083, 5%3083%3 BRCWY, B So0RTF, DINZAD BY & Ry —

D W0} m&g)odoé a-zewosobmoﬁ
20063¢  OY ERBIDOBY  Sewd omm x 0.24890hs3
BRI e3peTa3er BR0AT) RBO BregEern DN F0 Torw Sy
mﬁcﬁoi.@%f%d Jezon cira.16,000/—71%35&)01 6@565% OII T Fozg
ng)wassa’)d N BRADVDC~ 22, %, BROBRTITTES ée?j\ 0%y Song
Yeln B, BWEAIR  Bow Tonw 66553% @ﬁ@d% O0Y  wwe
SRADYOY, o BPRZRBT0I BEIOT 8.9 gedeon Ten

R)?.)Demq 6%5‘ WoE &Wj’\ devmon o 1771072015 Doz Sﬁoe 56,30030@2

s

ot
N\_Lp'



No. UPLOK-2/DE/91 6/2017/ARE-9

QOIPETNTOTOOT  3eTzwoN 821,500/~ ©083 55@%& 2.3000% O
19/10/15 Towd e FBF AREBREDD  FLEO TS csgsaw

-0

RREEOH DSONY  JedeweN 20IPERDTBO0T ST T & IR
DBFRTORT  BROFI 815,00/~ ©OBT BOTTY — BHEOD
QTLBOOT  ©OWT Jeow  AEBOR DSEBBOD),  TOTWR BFRTT
BRCORTELO. B3 ROWOT BB 23 BOF BB X TYOIROODTY
3ooreds BReFo0dnE VRO Tom DB @ns F e Jod/S o]0}
so0 7. 13)@) #e3R 13(2) 008 BTG Foond 19880 ©R0DY

BRerBReRmD BLOPD, DI, DTG, RORSONT.

BHOOT, DI 33F S ReTAN XEoFD PE3OR  e0dBRYT
DedoNY IBTBROT DHIEBIN0T  WEFA 0T DONDT  REO

noriey  (S@8) 1966 doped (1) () 80 (iii) @Y
BRI ZNLO-

ANNEXURE-2

STATEMENT OF IMPURATIONS OF MISCONDUCT

D ENSEI wxg DROLT WHTO JEFTID, Fooreis  SeeTodng,
BONBRTY FIT BTERTY BReT0oINT BROeRT DDEFIT (A=,
F00B  “3370QTO” DO 3B0DOFBT) IV RTD DR
R0L0DAT TODSRARODN OO0, BOATY; XEO WOROPTED
BHRBRT  BS  dT2  TDOR 3goely, TR @m0 D0l
WBBOTH WodooFeesT WO BIADLe FOTOSRT & B
©3 503 (s ZN0T STR0e XD I0TT “BR0” QO
330HVTTT) THD SohTRtoen B #.28.WROBRTRT DT Se

rb&ggod:s B RONTY, ﬁ@oaﬁ% BRCWD, ST THORW, HFBRT B

Y &

AR , s
Kot



No. UPLOK-2/DE/916/2017/ARE-9

(AW, B0OT “BRTHTBI” womD 56053@3)553338) TXO0B XBord

6@?3%6 ©0BT asawmel B ssrwé ST DBATDTYT:

dsedraoleés@ ﬁodawo@%@ocﬁ, T 838 eirae@ojaog 0008 19845
320 7(2)BZ0 FORO  Fe0F TR  AORER0E 383
InvBeomon, o  on BePDE  Forensd daedmole@sﬁ
SOdaudogd.

V) BRVZTST Zod 200689 B0 SORR  ERed ﬁea&da‘%

MORT FBF T0.2409 wdeed@er BRTAT), DTE ROTBF TN

05.16,000 /- ﬁ%faﬁgt ﬁ&éc:i%, Clnte] 2OOSUQ E:?ﬁcb TR BROOT
J0BC TWRTTTD QeI AW oW OV @dﬁﬁ DT
ROTWIE  QJewed  esmP dwamq RNOTIEATON, TP Sz
C».1500/- T RT3 ENUDICS méae ROTBE  JerDI)Ton
BeVTI 003, OB, BB o3 BHOLZRB Fedh NQrTRT.

) TRDTOR ©o0BE B BRBD QARDONIe,  RTDBRI
c?uaeaao:bai TBdexr oomr  @Eoeh B TID  ©o8T m@
LEHOVAT  OTODT, Bew, e THO AP TID ©ouEs =
SeRF QT d@eﬁdoag of.ole o m@qu s%mad;

Q
V) B8 T IE0 Bedex TBODNY  BRTFD  70.11/2015
300 7, 13(1)© 33 300 13(2) 22 Boond, 1988 3@ ez &)doc;p
TFOo DI,

) &: 19/10/2015 SO as"@rj\ 9.20 noedt BRTHTTT ToNR
ST ROYTRTT & P, mademg OR @AI? TID B,
OBF0RET WRAOY a0 waBeDd Tgeo DT Recdod =R
BIP FEDBROB BReH, ©0233 feof10) 8@@&3%, BRI X
O®T i%ﬂ" riua.1,500/—4‘14‘.#5301 mam@. €.-DE:5F\5':’Ql BRI T méows
&oens HesQ @&aaﬁ;ao@a%d ON BAIWOTORD =X S=o

e maaaaﬁ;

W) ©TO0E, @O ©0u¥E = 0».1,500/- mfaba1 SE Ol eI oTateln]
BT 59@5{% aﬁsw%&imo&m%& s W DDOTRA TR
0N oImPBe TeHom RS V3T, DWTR T Q3i§ QeRQY.

W) &N B0 3P ONoon Beds mwm@l BT FRRBHORE
FTOWT AT TOBTO zsdmf%cr%d.

m’/
XNt
Ne*



No. UPLOK-2/DE/916/2017/ARE-9

) 30 F[TROD QTONF, BOBORON, SFSP TR FIoF 3T
BreEoodng TN, 1984 OO 2(6)8 T[FoT RFOFD FTTTINTY,
eogde DAORTE 2(2)T08 TIEW, HvTo3een TBIBROW B,
ISRIALTNIRARCI RS QRN OF) T wIDRAD BTE TONR)TO
oW

2) el BeOT TTRTN BIT® THT 2063 HR) TN QO
QBT IBRED BoWOPTE3 @Cp@dﬁﬁ DT 53500RY
RPBLRTTHR ALY =3P CO0E Fo0e [WONLD  [ODCFTHD
£3TEBOTY =3P CROR  BHHRTONS, BRI TR TWONETFDD
3B 3, WITII AW,  ©TY, SRR TXW QeRTES
ZTTY, el ébdoc%d STRPODD), %dwwoo/myxmoun/

IOPONTT TOTLD B0eDRAQYTWO @2;)@033% 20CCONT3.

3) 3ESTYOD  BONSNT  Tore TRDRENYOT, @RI ATFO/
PRERIT SOTCTIN TOBPLF WIS, ROTRLE 33F 3, 3
S ATFO AeEITON 3BROT 030N IEBEROR DREBES/
DR eSR, LT, BOTWTIT.

4) SRR B TS HowoododY  IFCPZY 36T,
ﬁée‘sséeiraewdm, DREIES 3000, FONE WAB/ATOED SOBTON
3TBQT 0e30RQY SBRBRORVTYT dse&a&m%& ﬁoabzoda%da@daocs,

sord Toroee e (SEY) DoPI 19668 doda 3(H) @Iy (1)

TPYH &R 3R £RG0ONTTITOT BORRODT, YA THT QT

BAT I FRAYLD Sone STOELE onoes Hewo ([NEFBTED, AWEFOT

L

BB BeOI) DoAY 19578 oD 14— TRODY EPs Ll einle)
QWG BT DEFTHODTY, IEID AEIOrRIN] TSR EFONTTHTO
XTOFTY, WO, ROAT HedR BForTey) e wLGeDAT ClalZialv]
QeI  QE0H  IBRLD WS QeRTIT. ©E808, PTmOS

R
\\9 AL _r\ﬁ-\/\/



No. UPLOK-2/DE/916/201 7/ARE-9

ema;’eiraefmomgdwdo, ¥IT dwosy, NITRNAD~09 BZOR Q50
SBR STRDY, IYFeD RRBATT, BGo0T, 8 Beerwidnems.

S. The copies of the Same were issued to the DGO
calling upon him to appear before the Enquiry Officer and to

submit written statement of defence.

6. DGO appeared on 20.12.2017 before this inquiry
authority in pursuance to the service of Article of charges.
Plea of the DGO has been recorded and he pleaded not guilty

and claimed for holding inquiry.

7. DGO filed written statement. In the said written
statement, he has denied the allegations made against him in
Article of charge and contended that the amount which was
seized by the Karnataka Lokayukta police was given by the
complainant to him to hand over the same to one Muthuraju
the electric contractor. The Lokayukta police seized the said
amount pretending that it is bribe. He has not received bribe
from the complainant and he has not committed any
dereliction of duty and worked honestly. Hence he prays to

drop the charges leveled against him.

8. The - disciplinary authority has examined the
complainant Sri.J.G.Vasanthkumar, S/o Late Gubbaiah as
PW -1 and Sri. Rangaswamy, the then Police Inspector,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Tumkur as PW-2. Sri. S.Mahadevappa
S/o Late Sanjeevaiah, FDA, Taluk Health Office, Tumkur as
PW-3. They got marked documents at Ex.P-1 to Ex.P19,

9. The Second Oral Statement of DGO has been recorded,
wherein he submitted that he has got evidence.

A
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10. Therefore, opportunity has been provided to him to
lead evidence. In pursuance to the same, DGO has given
evidence as DW-1 and also got examined Sri. H.B.Muthuraj
S/o Kariyappa, Electrical contractor as DW-2 and got marked
documents at Ex.D-1 to Ex.D-2.

11. Heard submission of Presenting Officer. The DGO
filed written arguments. Perused the entire rccords. I answer

the above charge in AFFIRMATIVE for the following;

REASONS

12. The undisputed facts are that between 10.10.2015
to 19.10.2015, the DGO was working as supervisor at
Bhramasandra BESCOM Branch, Sira, Tumkur District.
Thus, it is admitted that as on the date of trap, the DGO was
working in Bhramasandra BESCOM Branch. Further it is not
in dispute that the complainant’s father Sri. Gubbaiah had
filed an application during 2006 for electricity connection to
the bore-well situated in his land bearing Sy. No. 24 of
Jodivevara halli and as on the date of trap i.e., 19.10.2015,
no steps were taken on the said application. The DGO has
admitted in the written statement that the complainant has
paid Rs. 1,500/- and said amount has been seized by the
Karnataka Lokayukta police (trap team) on the alleged date of
trap. Thereby, the allegation that the amount of Rs. 1500/~
is seized by the Karnataka Lokayukta Police (trap team) on
the alleged date of trap from the DGO is proved. It is the
contention of the DGO that said amount was paid by the

complainant to hand over the same to Muthuraju the electric

R
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contractor. So, it is not niecessary to go into the point of proof
of trap process and about seized amount of Rs. 1500/ - from
the DGO.

13. Now, the point that is left for consideration is that

whether the amount seized from DGO is bribe or not.

14. In view of pendency of the work of complainant
before O/o DGO as on to the date of trap, and the tainted
amount of Rs. 1500/- was seized from DGO given by the
complainant to DGO on 19.10.2015, the initial presumption
that can be drawn is that Rs. 1500/ - received by DGO was
towards bribe. Of course, CW-1 the complainant turned
hostile and stated that the amount paid to DGO on
19.10.2015 was not towards bribe and it was the amount
which had to be handed over to Sri.Muthuraj, the contractor
for extra materials used for the alleged work. But, he admits
Ex.P-1 is the complaint given by him wherein, he has stated
that DGO had demanded bribe and hence he approached
Karnataka Lokayukta police. PW-1 has turned hostile even to
the complaint contents. But he says in his chief examination
itself that he had been to DGO’s office on Saturday, ie., on
17.10.2015 and approached the DGO to get his work done,
with Rs. 1500/-. But, DGO did not respond, hence he
approached Karnataka Lokayukta office. Here, he did not
deny the trap process & his participation in the trap, about
the amount paid to the DGO and about amount seized from
DGO by the Lokayukta Police. This witness did not say why
DGO did not receive the amount on 17.10.2015. So, here

there can be only two probable reasons for DGO for not
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receiving the amount on 17.10.2015. One among which is,

the DGO might have assured complainant that without bribe
he would complete the alleged work of complainant. The 2nd
reason might be bribe amount offered by complainant was not
upto the satisfaction of DGO. In case of 1st reason, that if the
DGO had assured the complainant that he would complete
his alleged work without bribe, there was no necessity for the
complainant to approach Lokayukta. In this case, the
complainant had approached Karnataka Lokayukta. So, the
DGO might have refused to receive the amount for the reason
it was not upto his satisfaction. Except this there cannot be

any other probable reason.

15. The complainant further says that Karnataka
Lokayukta police got his signatures to his statement,
mahazar etc., But he did not say that Karnataka Lokayukta
Police forced him to put his signatures to the above said
documents. Further, he says he did not know the contents of
the above said documents. This cannot be believed. Because,
he says when DGO refused to receive the amount on
17.10.2015, he approached Karnataka Lokayukta. This
shows that he is a prudent person having knowledge to
approach Karnataka Lokayukta if a government servant
refuses to do work which was to be done by him. So, his say
that without knowing the contents of statement, mahazar,
etc., he puts his signature before Karnataka Lokayukta Police
cannot be believed as an ordinary prudent man would know
the contents of the documents and put his signature to any
papers. Further, here, a doubt obviously arise as to why

Karnataka Lokayukta Police should target DGO. The DGO
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has not established the reasons as to why Karnataka
Lokayukta police has targeted the DGO. Even otherwise, as
payment of Rs. 1500/- by complainant and receipt of the
same by DGO on the date of trap is proved, the burden shifts
to the DGO to prove that the said amount is not towards
bribe. In order to prove the same, the DGO got examined
himself as DW-1. He, in his chief examination has stated
that he has not received bribe from the complainant, the
complainant had given Rs.1500/- to hand over to one
Sri.Muthuraju, and while he was receiving the said amount,
Lokayukta Police caught the DGO and seized the amount
pretending it as bribe. He has further stated that he was
working as supervisor in the Bhramasandra BESCOM
Branch, he was just following the instructions of Section
Officer. There was a scheme of regularizing the electricity
connection to the bore-wells of farmers. The farmers used to
submit applications. On the instructions of section officer he
used to receive the application along with fee of Rs. 50 /- and
register the application. Thereafter the work of wiring would
be handed over to contractor on tender basis. The contractor
had to give completion certificate to the Assistant Executive
Engineer. Thereafter, Assistant Executive Engineer used to
call for report from inspector (electrical). Thereafter on the
basis of report of inspector, Assistant Executive Engineer
used to provide electricity connection. The fee for fixing TC
was to be borne by the applicant. He has further stated that
he does not know about the complainant’s father filing
application for electricity connection to his bore-well situated

in his land bearing Sy. No. 24 of Jodi Devarahalli and no
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contractor had given completion certificate during 2015 with
regard to the completion wiring in connection to
complainant’s father’s application. Even the complainant had
not given any application before him. Even Assistant
Executive Engineer BESCOM Sub Division had not passed
any orders to give electricity connection to the bore-well of
complainant. The complainant did not meet him at any time
in connection with eleclricity connection to his borc well. The
complainant did not even contact him in this regard over

phone, much less on 17.10.2015.

16. But during the cross examination, he has admitted

as follows;

“oR DHo3  DTPOTIOOR  ©owm  Teowen  Swe.  1500/-nERy,
aesazmn DHROLT TR WOw 655:91 LRTHEROT % BR$HT ﬁaboﬂ:cseg
2Hhee3 Beod mcmmmd éﬁaw%d SHOT3 WO,

17. In this way DGO himself has admitted that the
amount Rs.1500/- received by him from the complainant is a

bribe.

18. DGO has not claimed this as stray admission.
Even to treat this as a stray admission, the DGO has not
placed supportive materials to substantiate his oral evidence.
Of course, he has also examined one Sri.Muthuraju as DW-2.
In his chief examination he has stated that he had told
complainant to hand over Rs.1500/- to DW-2. The said
amount was to be paid by the complainant to him towards
extra materials used for connecting electricity to the bore-well

which was situated in complainant’s land. During the cross
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eéxamination, he has stated that on Saturday i.e., 17.5.2015,
he told complainant to hand over the amount to DGO. On
that day itself, he had handed over the amount to DGO. The
DGO received the same on the same day, DGO paid the same
to him after 5-6 days of receipt. Here there is lot of
contradiction in the evidence of DW-1 and 2, According to
DW-2 he told the complainant to pay the amount on
17.10.2015. On the same day DGO received the same and
paid to him after 5-6 days.

19. But according to DW-1, he received the amount on
19.10.2015 and Karnataka Lokayukta Police seized it. This

shows the evidence of DW-2 is not trustworthy.

20. Oof course, DGO has taken contention that the work
was not pending before him. But DW-2 his own witness says

as follows;
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21. If his cross examination is read with the say of
DGO that he was the supervisor of the Brahamasandra
BESCOM branch, the probability is that the section officer
had entrusted the work of giving electricity connection to the
borewell of complainant and the said work was in the hands
of DGO, and that the application of the complainant was
within the knowledge of DGO.

292 In addition to this, the witness of DGO himself i.e.,
DW-2 has stated that Rs.1500/- was with regard to extra
materials used for the alleged work of the complainant and it
was within the knowledge of DGO. During the cross
examination he says that DGO did not tell him about
permission had to be taken from the department to take the
amount for extra materials. Further normally the Rule is that
the project should be completed in accordance with

estimation. If any extra materials are required the concerned
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officer / engineer should take permission from the
department by submitting re-estimation or additional
estimation. In this case, as per the evidence of DW-2, he had
fixed 4 angles, 3 clamps, 6 boards in addition to the materials
shown in the estimation and he cannot say the names of
materials shown in estimation, First-of-all, as said above, he
has to obtain permission from the department to use extra
materials by submitting revised estimate /additional
estimate. There is no Rule to collect amount from the
applicant directly for the extra materials. The defence of the
DGO that Rs.1500/- is collected from the complainant
towards extra materials is not established. Under these
circumstances, the probability is collection of Rs. 1500/- from

the complainant is nothing but the bribe amount.

23. The overall evidence before this authority
establishes that through contractor, the DGO has demanded
bribe from the complainant, when the complainant
approached the DGO with Rs.1500/- on 17.10.2015, the
DGO refused. Hence, the complainant approached Karnataka
Lokayukta Police. On 19.10.2015, during trap, Rs.1500/-
which was given by complainant to DGO was seized. Later,
the complainant by colluding with DGO has turned hostile.
The DW-2 being contractor of the electricity department, and
who knows the DGO has deposed falsely in order to help the
DGO.

24. Overall, evidence placed by the disciplinary
authority established the charge. Hence, I proceed to record

the following:-
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FINDINGS

25. The Disciplinary Authority has proved charge
leveled against DGO.

26. Date of retirement of DGO is 31.6.2028

Pt Voo Y
(PUSHPAVATHLV) o
Additional Registrar Enquiries-9
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.
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i) List of witnesses examined on behalf of

Disciplinary Authority.

Sri. J .G.Vasanthkumar, S/o Late Gubbaiah,'
Agriculturist, Jogihalli, Sira Taluk, Tumkur
District original

Sri. Rangaswamy, S/o Late Huchappa, CPI,
Gubbi Circle, Gubbj original.

Sri. S.Mahadevappa, S/o Late Sanjeevaiah,
FDA, THO Office, Tumkur Original

i) List of Documents marked on behalf of

Disciplinary Authority.

Ex.P1

Ex.P-1 is the written statement dated:
17.10.2015 of PW-1

Ex.P-2 Ex.P-2 is the entrustment mahazar dated:
17.10.2015
m Ex.P-3 is the mahazar dated: 19.10.2015
Ex.P-4 Ex.P-4 is the trap mahazar dated: 19, 10.2015
Ex.P5 Ex.P-5 is the statement containing currency

note details like note Numbers etc.,

Ex.P6 Ex.P-6 is the letter dtd: 19.10.2015 to Police
Inspector, Karnataka Lokayukta, Tumkur from
PW-1

Ex.P7 Ex.P-7 is the attendance register and other
documents.

Ex.P8 Ex.P-8 is the written conversation dated:
17.10.2015

Ex.P9 Ex.P-9 is the written conversation dated
19.10.2015

Ex.P-10 Ex.P-10 is the kacha plan prepared by
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Investigation officer P

Ex.P-11 Ex.P-11 is the pakka plan prepared by
Investigation officer

Ex.P-12 Ex.P-12 is the photographs taken at the time of
trap

Ex.P-13 Ex.P-13 is the FIR copy

Ex.P-14 Ex.P-14 is the letter dated: 17.10.2015 of Police

Inspector, Karnataka Lokayukta Tumkur to
Assistant Commissioner, Tumkur Sub Division

Ex.P-15 Ex.P-14 is the letter dated: 17.10.2015 of Police
Inspector, Karnataka Lokayukta Tumkur to
District health officer, Tumkur

Ex.P-16 Ex.P-16 is the letter dated: 18.10.2015 from
Investigation officer to Executive Engineer,
BESCOM Madhugiri.

Ex.P-17 Ex.P-17 is the letter dated: 19.10.2015 from
Investigation officer to AEE BESCOM Rural Sub
Division, Sira

Ex.P-18 Ex.P-18 is the letter dated: 20.2.2015 from
Investigation officer to PDO, Chennenahalli grama
panchayath, Sira Taluk.

Ex.P-19 Ex.P-19 is the letter from Chemical Examiner, to SP,
Karnataka Lokayukta, Tumkur

i
ie

) List of witnesses examined on behalf of DGO.

DW-1 | DGO Sri. Lakshmikantha, Supervisor and /¢
Section Officer, Brahmasandra Branch,
BESCOM, Kallambella Hobli, Shira Taluk,
Tumkur District original

DW-2 Sri. Muthuraj H.B., S/o Kariyappa, Hosakote,
| Koratagere Taluk, Tumkur District original
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iv) List of documents marked on behalf of DGO

Ex.D-1 |Ex.D-1 is the letter from AER (ele) BESCOM

Sira to Police Inspector, Karnatakg Lokayukta,
Tumkur

(PUSHPAVATHI.V)
Additional Registrar Enquiries-9
Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.
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GOVERNMENT OF KARNATAKA

Ny

KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA

No.UPLOK-1/DE/162/2018/ARE-9 Multi Storied Building,
Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Veedhi,
Bengaluru-560001
Date: 21st May, 2022.

RECOMMENDATION

Sub: Departmental inquiry against Smt/Shri-

(1) H.D.Hunugunda, the then Block Education
Officer, Devadurga, Presently working as Senior
Lecturer, DIET, Yadgiri and,

(2) Chennamma, Head Mistress, Kasturaba
Residential School, Alkod, Devadurga Taluk-
reg., '

Ref: 1) Government Order No.ED 01 DGO 2018,
Bengaluru, dated: 16/02/2018.

2) Nomination Order No.UPLOK-1/DE/162/2018,
Bengaluru dated: 23/03/2018 of Upalokayukta,
State of Karnataka, Bengaluru.

3) Inquiry Report dated: 30/04 /2022 of Additional

Registrar of Enquiries-9, Karnataka Lokayukta,
Bengaluru.

N—

The Government by its order dated: 16/02/2018 initiated
the disciplinary proceedings against (1) Shri H.D.Hunugunda, the
then Block Education Officer, Devadurga, Presently working as

Senior Lecturer, DIET, Yadgiri and (2) Smt. Chennamma, Head



Yadgiri and DGO No.2, sSmt. Chennamma, Head Mistress,
Kasturabg Residentia] School, Alkod, Devadurga Taluk were tried

for the following charges:

ANNEXURE-1
==L AURE-1
CHARGE

and SBM Bank of the schoo] and an amount of
Rs.8,71,438 /- was in the S.B. Account of Pragathi
Grameeng Bank and Rs.5,29,196/ - in SBM Bank account.
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Including bank interest and other grants deposited
in SBM, account, there was an amount of Rs.24,05,720/-
in SBM Account. You-DGO have spent Rs.12,75,597/- out
of it towards maintenance of the school and other
expenses. You-DGO have spent Rs.4,63,302/- towards
food for the hostel students and You-DGO have paid
Rs.3,45,044/- to Mahalakshmi Agency towards supply of
food. Totally you-DGO have spent Rs.8,08,346/- towards
food for 99 students and the amount spent each month
works out to Rs.1,46,972/-. But in the attendance register
average attendance of student is only 75 students every
month. Therefore you-DGO have shown excess expenses

for 24 students every month i.e., Rs.35,629.25/-.

2) You-DGO have withdrawn Rs.1,50,000/- on 05/05/2015
through cheque Nos. 708425, 708426, and 708427 in the
names of two persons and you-have redeposited the
amount on 7.8.2015. Though You-DGO-2 stated that You-
have withdrawn the amount for purchase of Computer,
there were no records for having processed for purchase of
computers. Therefore, you-DGO-2 have temporarily

misappropriated Rs.1,50,000/-.

3) You-DGO No.1 being Supervising Officer of the above said
act of the DGO No.2 you have not taken any action against
the DGO No.2 even though you-DGO aware of the above
said illegality committed by the DGO No.2.

Thereby you DGOs have failed to maintain absolute
integrity, devotion to duty and committed an act which is

unbecoming of a government servant and thus you are
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guilty of misconduct under rule 3 (1) (i) to (iii) of
Karnataka Civi] Service (conduct) Rules 1966~

4. The Inquiry Officer (Additional Registrar of Enquiries-9) on proper

appreeiation of org] and documentary evidence has held that, the

Disciph'nary Authority has ‘proved’ the charges No.1 and 2

Cross-examination of DGO No.2 she has infact admitted the
allegations made against her. Byt she pleaded that, she had no

experience on administration side. Because of that reason, she



has committed certain mistakes. She also gave explanation that,
teachers and parents of the students, who have visited the school
to see their children also used to eat food and therefore in order to
manage that, she has written the said aspects to adjust the
amount. Therefore, looking to the above said explanation given by
her, the said cxplanation cannot be accepted as rightly appreciated
by the Inquiry Officer. However, same can be taken into
consideration while imposing penalty on her.

Further, appreciating the entire materials on record, the

charges 1 and 2 leveled against DGO No.2 has been established.

. On re-consideration of Inquiry Report and taking note of the
totality of the circumstances of the case, I do not find any reason
to Mipterfere with the findings recorded by the Inquiry Officer.
Therefore, it is hereby recommended to the Government to accept

the report of Inquiry Officer.

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

Officer, DGO No.1, Shri H.D.Hunugunda is retired from service on

31/08/2018 and DGO No.2, Smt. Chennamma is due for retire
v

from service on 30/06/2045. '

. Having regard to the nature of charge against DGO No.1l, Shri
H.D.Hunugunda, the then Block Education Officer, Devadurga,

Presently working as Senior Lecturer, DIET, Yadgiri ‘Not proved’



1. Tt is hereby Tecommended to the Government to
Impose penalty of ‘Withholding two  annuaj
increments to DGO No.2, Smt. Chennamma, Head

Mistress, Kasturabg Residentig] School, Alkod,

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

Connected records are enclosed herewith.

:-'D—IL(I>}‘H"

.N.PHANEE‘NDRA)
UPALOKAYUKTA-2,
STATE OF KARNATAKA



