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17.08.2022 - The execution petition 6f Mr. Niaz Hussain submitted today by Mr.
Taimur Ali Khan Advocate. It is fixed for implementation report before Single
Bench al Peshawar on _ . Original file be requisitioned. AAG has
noted the next date. The respondents be issued notices to submit
compliance/implementation report on the date fixed.
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BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TLUBUNAL

o PESHAWAR.
iz/
Execution Petition No M l /2022
In Service Appeal No.1524/2019  nyber Palhtuiatva
DBiary Nu.__‘.D.Li‘—
_ —R-202°2-

Niaz Hussain, Inspector (BPS-16), pawaLf=E2TE2

Counter Terrorism Department, Mardan Range Mardan.
PETITIONER

i
B
VERSUS N

‘ 1
1. The Inspector General of Police, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

2. The Deputy Inspector General of Police, CTD, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,
Peshawar.

3. The Senior Superintendent of Police CTD, Central Zone, Khyber
Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

RESPONDENTS

EXECUTION PETITION FOR DIRECTING THE
RESPONDENTS TO IMPLEMENT THE
JUDGMENT DATED 05.01.2022 OF| THIS
HONOURABLE TRIBUNAL IN LETTER l ‘ID
SPIRIT. S :

‘ l

RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH:

1. That the petitioner has filed service appeal No0.267/2018 in the
Honorable Tribunal against the order dated 09.11.2017, whereby the
petitioner was dismissed from service. (Copy of memo of service
appeal No.267/2018 is attached as Annexure-A)

2. The said appeal was heard and decided by this Honorable Service
Tribunal on 03.05.2019. The Honorable Service Tribunal partially
accepted the appeal of the petitioner, set aside the impugned order and
reinstated the petitioner directed the respondent to %congluci de-novo

B
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A

inquiry as per Police Rules, 1975. (Copy of judgment dated
03.05.20219 is attached as Annexure-B)

That in the compliance of the direction of this Honorable Tribunal
given in the judgment dated 03.05.2019, de-novo inquiry was
conducted against the petitioner and was again removed from service
vide order dated 23.08.2019 against which the peﬂitioner filed
departmental appeal which was also rejected on 07.}0.26]*9!. (Copies
of order dated 23.08.2019 and order dzxte‘dj 07.?10.2019 are
attached as Annexure-C&D)

That the petitioner then again filed service appeal No.1524/2019 in
the Honorable Tribunal against the order dated 23.08.2019, whereby
the petitioner was removed from service and against the order
07.10.2019, whereby his departmental appeal was rejected. (Copy of
memo of service appeal No.1524/2019 is attached as Annexure-E)

That the said appeal was heard and decided by this Honorable Service
Tribunal on 05.01.2022. The Honorable Service Tribunal accepted the
appeal of the petitioner. The impugned order dated 23.08.2019 and
07.10.2019 were set aside and the petitioner was reinstated into
service with all back benefits. (Copy of judgment dated | 15.;01.2022
is attached as Annexure-F) . | t r |

That in pursuance of judgment dated 05.01.2022, the petitioner was
reinstated into service by the respondent department vide order dated
04.02.2022, but he has granted back benefits in the shape of salaries/
arrears with effect from 23.08.2019 instead of 09.11.2017 i.e the date
on which he was first dismissed from service as the petitioner was
dismissed from service on 09.11.2017 against which he filed service
appeal No0.267/2018 in this Honorable Service Tribunal which was
decided 03.05.2019 in which the impugned order was set aside and
the petitioner was reinstated into service with the direction of de-novo
inquiry. The de-novo inquiry was conducted against the petitioner in
which he was again removed from service on which he again filed
service appeal No.1524/2019 which was decided on 015.'l0|172022 in
which the impugned order were set aside and th} pé}t"tioner was
reinstated into service with ali back benefits which means that the
petitioner is entitle for back benefits from the date when he was first
dismissed from service i.e 09.11.2017 as petitioner has dismissed on
09.11.2017 and removed on 22008.2019 from service on the basis of
same allegation and both the orders of dismissal and removal order



10.

: S
were set aside by this Honorable. (Copy of order da*ed 04.02.2022 is
attached as Annexure-G)

That the petitioner was dismissed from service on 09.11.2017 on the
basis of criminal case vide FIR 492 U/S 419/420/468/171 PPC /15AA
dated 29.07.2017 and the prosecution itself sought discharge the
petitioner from FIR on the ground that nothing tangible was proved
against the petitioner to connect the petitioner with the commission of
offense and upon request of prosecution, the petitioner was discharged
from FIR vide order darted 12.10.2017 by the competent court of law,
which means that the petitioner has been dismissed from service on
09.11.2017 on presumption basis and nothing has been proved against
him and has deprived to perform duty in the department for no fault
on his part, therefore, it is the legal right of the petitioner to grant back
benefits from the date of his first dismissal éfomE Service i.e
09.11.2017 instead of 23.08.2019.

That petitioner was first dismissed from service on 09.1 1.2017 on the
basis of some baseless allegation which was set aside by the
Honorable Tribunal in its dated 03.05.2019 in appeal No.267/2018
with the direction of de-novo inquiry to the respondent department
and after de-novo inquiry the petitioner was again removed from
service on 23.08.2019 on the same allegation which means that the
order dated 09.11.2017 was merged into order dated 23.08.2019,
which was also set aside by the Honorable Tribunal in its judgment
dated 05.01.2022 in appeal No.1524/2019, therefore the petitioner is
entitle for back benefits from the date i.e 09.11.2017 when he was
dismissed from service and not granting back benefits to the petitioner
from the date of 09.11.2017 by the respondents after, passmg the
judgment of this Honourable Service Tribunal, Ts totally illegal
amount to disobedience and Contempt of Court.

That the judgment is still in the field and has not been suspended or
set aside by the Supreme Court of Pakistan, therefore, the department
is legally bound to obey the judgment dated 05.01.2022 of this
Honorable Service Tribunal in letter and spirit.

That the petitioner has having no other remedy except to file this
execution petition for implementation of judgment dated 05.01.2022
of this Honorable Tribunal.



It is, therefore, most humbly prayed that the respondents may

. kindly be directed grant back benefits from the date of 09.1.2017

?j instead of 23.08.2019 by fully implementing the judgment dated

05.01.2022 of this Honorable Service Tribunal in letter and spirit. Any

other remedy, which this august Service Tribunal deems fit and
appropriate that, may also be awarded in favour of petitioner.

Niaz Hussaj

THROUGH:

(TAIMURFALI KHAN)
ADVOCATE HIGH COURT

AFFIDAVIT
It is affirmed and declared that the contents of the execution petition are true
and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.
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% .. IN THE SERVICE TRIBUNAL K.P.K PESHAWAR
‘ SCW]CCAppCal NO‘-———:ZZé /2018 . : .. 'v . 'ﬁ(h)’?";q*:' 'Swni.;'tzraﬁ‘i«-h Wwa
: ' L - ’ o ' Servies Tribrenat-

Shah Zali Khan R/0 Rustam District Mardasiases Z,gé 9\ j\o/ %

Nlaz Husqam 5/0

................

Appellant

ZVERS‘US

‘1.'lhspector" .‘Cren'eral of Khyber Pukhtoonl{hwa, Central “Police ~ Officer,
Peshawar o

2. Deputy ll’lprCtOI‘ General of Police CTD KP Peshawar

...............

Respondents

SERVICE APPEAL U/S 4 OF KHYBER'PAKHTU-NKHWA_
" SERVICE TRIBUNAL ACT 1974 AGAINST THE ORDER .
 VIDE NO_13146-53/PA DATED 09-11- 2017 Of DEPUTY
- INSPECTOR GENERAL OF POLICE CTD KP PESHWAR

Prauer in Appeal

ON ACCEPA’I‘N(,E OF THIS APPEAL THD ORDER. VIDE
NO  13146- ‘5”—5/PA DATED 09-11- 2017 Of DEPUTY
INSPE(,TOR GENERAL OF POLICE CTD KP PE SHWAR
MAY KINDLY BE SETASIDE AND THE APPELLANT MAY
\”“‘4“’“—“7‘9137 GRlClOUSLY BE REINSTATE ON l-ll% POST WlTH ALL,
BACK BENIFIT ' : : :

"'."""r"u

irar

9 Respectfu llu Sheweth

T

-w»_

RBe
;_(,

. l.‘ That the appellant was appomted in Pollcc Department n thc. year 2006.
2. That the appellant as s SHO police station CTD' I\/Iardan was performmg
his services with the entlre Satlsfactlon of their l’llCl’l -ups.
3. That the appcllam well performed l’llS duty but he was blamed for the
alleoatlcma which is as under: . C N
- charged in the FIR No 492 U/S 419/420/468/47‘PPC/ lSAA Dated 29—:
. 07- 2017 ' o o v '
- Dlrcctmg hls cunman namely Ishfaq- Ullah No.182 received the NCP .
' ,. vehicle from one. Haji Hayat Khan for. transportatlon Lo..sk-hakot.'. ‘
» Poor Perlormance as SHO CTD Mardan. '
(Statement of - allegatlon, Fmal Show Cause &.
charge sheet is Attached as annexure A,B&C)
4. That departmental 1nqu1ry was mmaled against Lhe appellant appellant
produecd a complchcnslvc reply beforc the inquiry officer and forwarded
his detailed rccord of his performance " ' | '

Lo (Copy of reply is Attached as’ annexure D) |



&

5.-A’l“hat after conducting . the 1nqu1ry on ‘said baseless. allegation the
'-respondent No 2 passed an 1mpugned Order No. 1\)146—‘33/PA Dated 09-

11- 2017 by awardmg maJor pumshments Dlsmlssal from service.
‘ (Copy .of 1mpugned order is attached as ‘
| | L _ annexure E) o A
6. ’l‘hat’ the appellant filed- dcpartmental appcal before the respondent no 1
which met HO TeSponse.. _ L c
[T | N (Copy of - Depa‘rtmental Appeal is
attached as annexure F) |
That bemg aggrleved from the sald orders passed Approachcd this

Honourable Trlbunal on the followmg Grounds.

GROUNDS

A That the 1mpugned order is 1llegal unlawful and agamst natural _]uSUCC
B That all the allegatlons leveled against the appellant due to thc above
' sald concocted FIR No 492, that’s why the prosecutlon submltted an
_apphcatlon for the d1scharge of appellant. . '
- C. That the appellant was not present at the time of occurrence and he was

~on spec1al duty in charsadda on 29-07-2017.
) (Copy of Daxly Da1r1es are Attached as

o _ | A annexure G & H) _ ‘
- D. That the appcllant was dlscharge by the: Learncd Jud1c1al Mamstratc
Takht Bha1 on 12- 10- 2017. S0 base of the 1nqu1r\/ was quashed by the
| Learned Maglstrate but thls aspect is totally 1gnored by the respondents
' and the alleged mqulry e far conducted ag,amst the appellant is agamst
| the norm ofJustlce _ |
' (Copy of Dis,oharge ‘Order is Attached
v - , as annexure I) - -
E..’Il‘hat the- appellant was: blamed and charged on the false stateme-nt of
) constable. .Ishfaq who was suspended from hlS post on 4- O7 2017 andv.
appellant. has no ‘concern with the sald constablc and there Is no
evidence‘av’ailable ag,cnnst him except -oral d“Cngthl'lS |
o ' (Copy of Da1ly Dairy is Attached as
_ . annexure Jl
F. That the appellant was serving ‘the department since. 2006 dnd hls all -
service tenure shows that no complamt nelthcr crlmmal proceedmgs nor' '
~any departmental mqun‘y has been conducted agamst him. _
G. That the 1mpugned order is totally unfair, blased and not accordmg to»

c1rcurnstanccs of the casc in hctnd



%

."l‘hat the. 1rnpugned order 1s totally unfalr blased and not accordmg to
”C1rcumstances of the case in hand '

. That durlng eoulae of departmental 1nquiry' neither any evidence was
'broughtj' agamst the appellant neither any perslon was examined to
“gustain the alleg,atlon nor any opportunity g,wen for cross exammatlon
That the allegatlon agamat appellant 1s ba%eless and without-any proof
‘bt awarding major pumshment which is against the basic prlnuples of
. service rules. ' | '

. That enquiry offlcer has not exammed even a smg,lc witness against the

: appellant to support Lhe basele%s alleuauon and the alleged inquiry sO far

condu'cted against the appellant is agamst the norm of justice.

"._ That the appellant was not propcrly adopted the way of mqulry which' 18
'unjust and against the law. ' '
. That the harsh punlshment awarded by respondent is not according to

the Law and it is no where mentxoncd in either- pollce or other service

rules..

. That the appellant has not been: Lreated in -accordance with law as
A prowded and guaranteed under the constltutlon of 1973. :
. That any other ground may be forwarded at the tlﬂ'l@ of argumcnts with -

‘the kind permlssmn of thlb,HOl’l ble court.

- It is Lhelefore hurnbly praycd Lhat ori acceptance
-of this appeal the order v1de no 13146- ‘33/PA Dated
- 09-11-2017 of deputy 1nsp<,ctor general of police CTD~
KP PESHWAR may kmdly be setaside and the
. appellant may gr1c1ously be re1nstate on. his post with
all back benefit. '

' AND Any other 1emed\ “which the

~ court dee€ms, fit & proper may also be granted In
favour of the petitioner against the respondenls'
with cost. : ' g

p {“_q}_,
o ~ Appellant
_ Th»rough /
' RAHMAN ULLAH :

- S I ' A Advocales



UNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL, PESHAWAR -

orore THE KHYBER PAKHT

' SERVICE APPEAL NO. 267/2018

Date of institution ... 26.02:2018
Date of judgment ... 03.05.2019

' Niaz’HusSain S/o Shah Zaii Khan
" R/o Rustam Dist. ict Mardan |
' ' (Appe_llant)

VERSUS

1. Inspector General of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Central Police Officer. Peshawar.

2. Deputy Inspector General of Police CTD Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.
' o (Respondents)

- APPEAL UNDER SECTION-4 OF KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA.
SERVICE TRIBUNAL ACT. 1974 AGAINST . THE "ORDER
VIDE NO. 13146-53/PA DATED 09.11.2017 OF DEPUTY
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF POLICE CTD KP PESHAWAR.

For appellant. -

Mr. Rahman Ullah, Advocate.
Mr. Riaz, Ahmad Paind_akhel, Assistant Advocate General .. For respondents.
. Q‘\\Mr MUHAMMAD AMIN KHAN KUNDI .. MEMBER (JUDICIAL)
s\ N MR. AHMAD HASSAN ' ' .. MEMBER (EXECUTIVE)
N ' . : e .
NI . DISSENTING JUDGMENT

MUHAMMAD AMIN KHAN KUNDL MEMBER:' _ . Counsel for the

appellant présent. Mr. Rjai Ahmad Pairid.akhel,l 'Assistaﬁt Advdcaté General
aiongwith Mr. Wajid Aii, ASI for the rgépondf;hts present. Afgumems- heard
aﬁd récord’ perused. o | | |
2. l- | Brief facts of the case as"per present sé&ice"app.éal are that the appellant

~ was serving in Police Départrﬁent és.Inspector.’ Hé.was impdséd_ major penalty .

of dismissal from_service vide order dated 09.11.2017 'by» the Depufy Inspector

General of Police on the allegation




j(l) that he was reportedly 1nvoled in the transportatlon and smugg_ling of Non

Custom Paid (NCP) veh1cles v1de FIR No. 492.' under sections'

419/42,0/468/471/17lPPC/lSAA dated 29.07. 2017 PS Lund Khwar District

~ Mardan.

(11) That on h1s d1rect10n hlS gunm'an namely Ishfaq Ali‘__No. 182 received the
NCP vehic-le from one. Ha_]l Hayat Khan r/o Bara Khyber Agency for ,4

transportatlon to Sakhakot

(111) That h1s performance as- SHO CTD Mardan remalned poor

“The appellant ﬁled departmental appeal before the Inspector General of Khyber

' Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar on' 15. 11. 2017 Wthh was not responded Wlthlrl the

stipulated period. hence the present serv1ce appeal on 26. 02 2018

*

3. Respondents were summoned who . contested the appeal by ﬁlmg of -

wr1tten reply/comments

4. Learned counsel for the appellant contended.' -that, the appellant -yya_s

servmg as Inspector in Pollce Department It was further contendedthat the

appellant was unposed maJor penalty of dlsmlssal from serv1ce V1de order dated

09.11.2017 by the Deputy Inspector General of Pohce on - the aforesald

' allegatlons It was further contended that the departmental proceedmg agalr_lst '

the appellant was 1n1t1ated mamly on the grounds that he was involved in the
aforesald criminal case but the appellant ‘was totally 1nnocent in the sald
criminal - case that is why that " the prosecutlon submltted apphcatlon for |
dlscharge of the appellant 1n the sald criminal case before the competent court f
which was accepted and the appellant Nalz Hussam was dlscharged from the -

aforesaid crumnal case vide. deta11ed order dated 12.10. 2017 passed by the -

~ Judicial Magistrate Takht Bahi. It was further contended that the appellant was

rvmg in Pollce Department since 2003 but there was not complamt agalnst the

appellant nor. ‘any erlmmal -proceedmg or any departmental proceedmg \”E‘
. : o N i) r-D




nitiated till the present de

partmental proceeding. It was further contended that

as per schedule

was DPO/SSP but m the present departmental proceedmg, charg_e sheet,

" statement of allegatlon and show cause notice was issued to the appellant by the

- Deputy Inspector General of Polrce and the 1mpugned order was also passed by

, vimpugned order is illegal an

the Deputy Inspector General of POllCC ‘instead of- DPO/SSP therefore the

d vord It was further contended that the allegatrons

agalnst the appellant are baseless and without' any proof It was further

' contended that neither proper inquiry was conducted nor the appellant was

assomated in the so—called 1nqu1ry nor opportumty of cross exammatlon,

personal hearmg and defence was provrded to the appellant “therefore,’ the o

appellant was condemned ‘unheard Wl‘llCh has rendered the whole proceedmg'

illegal and liable to be set—asrde and prayed for acceptance of appeal

5. On the other hand learned Assistant Advocate General for the

respondents opposed the contentton of leamed counsel for the appellant and

contended that the appellant was servmg in Polrce Department as Inspector. It

was further contended that a proper departmental proceedmg was initiated

against the appellant on. the aforesard allegatlon It was further contended that .
.the cr1m1nal proceedmg has no bearmg/effect on the departmental proceeding

therefore the dlscharge of the appellant from criminal case does not help the'

appellant in departmental proceedmg It was. further contended that proper
07"

‘ 4
regular department proceedmg was conducted and after fulfilling: all the codal

fonnallttes the appellant was rtghtly 1mposed major penalty of dlSlTllssal from

service on the recommendatron of 1nqurry comrnlttee report It was further

contended that though charge sheet statement of allegatron and show cause

" notice was issued by the Deputy Inspector General of Police and the major

o~

penalty was alo. imposed to the appellant by the Deputy Inspector General of

e,

first Pohce Rules 1975 the competent authonty of: Ilnspector'

'\“l\itq Y, “I”I‘I‘W
'l'”nl T

o
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,r»Pollce and as per schedule first of Police Rules, 1975 ‘the competent authority of

the _lnSpectOr/appellant was DPO/SSP but the order of hlgher authorrty should

always be maintained and the impugned_ order cannot be set-aside only on thi's

- ground and prayed for drsmrssal of appeal

6. Perusal of the record reveals that the appellant was servrng in Police

cod

Department. as’' Inspector. The record further reveals that departmental

proceedmg was 1n1t1ated agamst the appellant on the aforesald allegatron " The

' .record further reveals that 1nqu1ry was conducted by the 1nqu1ry corn1n1ttee and

§
\N

'}// L1

the inqu

iry co1nm1ttee have recorded the statement of witnesses namely Zaklr

.Khan S. I Incharge Chowkr Umer Abad, Mazhar Ah ASI I.O case FIR No. 492

under sect1ons 419/420/468/471/17lPPC/lSAA dated 29 07. 2017 PS Lund

Khwar Drstrrct Mardan and Khan Muhammad ASI Muharrar PS CTD Mardan.

Copy of the statement of the aforesald w1tnesses were also fumrshed by the

representatwe of the department at the time of arguments whrch shows that the

statements of sa1d wrtnesses were recorded by the mqu1ry cornmrttee durlng the
inquiry proceedmg cn 09 08. 2017 and 16. 08 2017 but the appellant was nelther

pr0V1ded opportumty of cross examlnatron nor the statement of w1tnesses were

' recorded by the 1nqu1ry commlttee in the presence of the. appellant therefore, the

- the appellant has been depnved from hlS defence through Cross- exammatlon-

appellant was condemned unheard as opportunlty of cross examination to the

appellant on. the aforesard wrtnesses was the fundamental right of the appellant

therefore, the 1nqu1ry commlttee has V1olated the pr1ncrple of natural justice and

whrch has rendered the whole proceeding illegal and liable to be set a51de AS

such we partrally accept the appeal, set- a51de the nnpugned order relnstate the .

appellant 1nto serv1ce with the direction to the respondent-department to

conduct de novo 1nqu1ry in the mode and manner prescrrbed by rules.

: 1 ARMRLELE L SEP
2endes '”“'T’NP




“4 Before pal’tlng with the Judgment

5

it 1s o'bserved that since the service

f

‘appeal has been partlally accepted and the department have- been dlrected to

conduct de-novo 1nqu1ry and as per Polrce Rules 1975 first schedule the

competent authorlty to the extent of rank of mspector is DPO/SSP therefore, 'it

would be proper to drrect concerned DPO/SSP to issue charge sheet statement

~of allegation as well as fmal show-cause notice and pass order deem approprlate

in de-novo inquiry. Partles are left to bear therr own costs F11e be con51gned to

the record room." . '

//'A’MM'%%A/ %7/7/’”
(MUHAMMAD AMIN KHAN KUNDI)
A MEMBER

AFMAD HASSAN)
'MEMBER

4 /5/ 11—
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;\.’n/{’ F)‘Y? - IECICTH . Dated l_’cslu’m':n' the (2 ;)7/&571’2(”‘) ' , ‘5‘»"5.?"
. A '

B g ‘DLI’UTY lePECTOR L.I NERAL OF POLICT, //' '
COUNTP R TERRORISM DEPARTMEN r, e
kHYBI‘ R PM\IH b\H\HWA PESHAW AR b

t

OR')ER

R ompli'mu \Vllh the llldeCl]T cf- HOHOIHNL SCI'\’ICC Tribunal announced i oservice appeal
No 67201 S and also convy ed by CPO. Peshawar vide his office Endst: No "7(V*/[,un1| (Lmd 23.63.2019 so far

Trelates to-Fix- Inspector Niaz, Hussain of this Unit who has been dnamnmd from his sérvices.on the following

allegations vide this omu, ondcn Endst: No 13146-53/PA datgd 09.11. 70!

i That he w as reportedly inv olved in the tl.mspox(.mon and smu'mimg of
Non Custom P.ud (NCP) Vehicles vide FIR No 491 u/s
'419/420/468/471/171 Pl’(‘ /15AA dated 29. 0/ 2017 PS Lund Khwuar
District Mardan.

i ‘That on his dlrumm his yunman namely Ashi .lq-/\’li NO 182 reeeived -
that NCP Vchicle from One Haji Khan /o Bara l\hvl)c “Ageney for
iransport: mm‘ 0 Sdkh.ll\(lt

i, Th it hl‘« pc'fmmancc A4S u“() (‘TD Mardau ncm.unu! pom

v [n consequence he was proce eeded depdmmnmllv bv issuing him Charge \h- et
alongwith summery ol alle oaiton vide this office 3709~ 13/PA dated 61.08.2017  Dismissal from
Gerviews” Later On, bz also submitted an appeal before Worthy Inspector Ciererd! of Pulice. l\h\‘hcr
Pakliunkhwa but the appeal was rejecied vide this office order Endst: No G/1066- 7418 dated

SISO

Fecling aggreioved. the dc!auhex officer filed service appical .No 267/2018 m
Service Tribunal Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. On 03.03.2010 Service Tribunal partial mC(_pll,d the appwl :
and anhounced Judgiagnt wherein it was directed that “the «.mzccnwd DPO/SSP 1o issue charee

sheer. staiement of a//euam‘m as well as final show cause nofice and pass order aeen appropriate in.

the o «)\{i(/h/lllll '

In conseyuence upnn the ;uduvcnt of Hunoxal)k Service Tnbun.d the undersigned
nerused his previouse Service record and m-xwd with the xwom.mmldtmn of the enquiny otfica
stating lhuun that "Major Punishment” mw be awarded to the said Inxpu,mr for keeping such ke

criminal mindiad craracic \\'\U[rlhlt as gunman, which shows his negiigence and dack of

supervision on his part.

Now, | bENIOR UI’FRINTENDEVT OF POL[CE,CLN]R AL /’01\! CTh,

PESIL \\\ AR being a sompetent dmhonw in exercise of the powers vested in me vide Batee Rules.

1075 (amendinent 2014) is hereby ordered io award him “Major Punishment of Removal from

.;5‘(4.,ch (él,{ P(Ig‘lfs - /*\ -

anmr upcnntuulun of Police, )
CTl) Central Zone. : P
/‘ Peshawar, - '
; . ¥;\; ¥

a8

Copy ol ahove s for widcd for in ib'num()n’ and necessary action o thei- : ;Cr/'( e
i. Worthy lmmcml (vcnuul ol Pol ce. Khvber Pakhtuiikinwa Peshawar wi'r a/_*'—/&:'bf,. o
(o his office memo No 2686/CPO/MAS 3/( &E dated 30.07.2019. T ’,/(.\
CAIG. lcg(u UU Peshawar. b AT e
' . . g o M x('»\
X . - [ ) ‘/j 1 ~ &
N .“’b A
Crel et -
J1 A7



‘fb o L ORDER

- ’ In comphance wuh .the- Judgment of Honorable Servwe Tribunal
“announced . in service- appeal No 267/2018, Ex-Inspector Niaz 'Hussain of this: Unit was
proceeded departmentally by Senior Superintend ant of: Police; CTD Central Zone Peshawar
vide his -office order issued under Endst No 11227- 28/EC dated 23.08.2019 on the following

score of allegations that

He was reportedly mvolved in the transportatlon and smugglmo of
Non Custom Paid (NCP) Vehicles vide FIR No. 492 wu/s
419/420/468/471/171 PPC 15AA dated 29, 07 2017 PS Lund Khwar

, Dlstrlct Mardan

i ‘That on h1s dlrectlon his gunman namely Ashfaq Ali No 182
received that NCP Vehicle from One Haji Khan r/o Bara Khybcr

| _Agency for transportatlon to Sakhakot
R iil. That his performance as SHO CTD Mardan remamed poor

After completion of all codal formahtles and perusal of relevant records, Scmor
Supeumendant of Police, CTD Central Zone Peshwar awarded him MdjOl pumqhment of

“REMOVAL FROM SERVICE” '

: Feehng aggrleved The appellant Mr. Niaz Hussam Ex- Inspector submltted an
appeal for withdrawal of Major Punishment awarded to him. The under. signed gone threugh the
enquiry ﬁle / relevant record in detall but his reply / conten’uon was not found satlsfactory

: Therefore in exercise of power conferred upon me. I DEPUTY II\SPECTOR
GENERAL OF POLICE CTD KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA PESHAWAR, being a
competent authorlty, his appeal is- hereby 1ejected / filed, and the pumshmem awarded to him

A/\ //"‘z/:»/

Deputy Inspector»Ge’neml. of Poiue, .
" CTD, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,

Peshawar. o/,

qhall stand as it 1s

No ’ 2 8 “53 - /EC/CTD - . - Dated Peshawar the07 / {/20"9
| " Copy of above is forwarded for information and necessary actlon to all

“concerned in CTD Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar,
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Y BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL,
‘ 2 ¥ . . PESHAWAR o
- ; o - o gk or E,.a;l,nr doew
S APPEAL NO. |Sol jz019 e
‘ 7 ‘ C gmiac ey __1_51_._
M. Niaz Hussain, Ex-Inspector (BPS-16), . . - s 0[ (1219
Counter Terrorlsm Department Mardan Reglon at Mardanv

APPELLANT

- VERSUS

" 1- The Inspector General of Police, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar. |
2- The Deputy Inspector General of Police, CT D, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa ,

Peshawar.
3- The Senior Superlntendent of Pollce CTD, Central Zone, Khyber

Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar

RESPONDENTS

~ APPEAL UNDER '_5_I_E_CTIQN'4 gF Tlﬂi KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA
SERVICE TRIBUNAL ACT, 1974 AGAINST THE IMPUGNED
ORDER DATED 23-08-2019 WHEREBY THE APPELLANT HAS
BEEN REMOVED FROM SERVICE -AND AGAINST __ THE

APPELLATE ORDER DATED 07-10-2019 WHEREBY THE
DEPARTMENTAL APPEAL OF THE APPELLANT IS REGRETTED '

- WITH NO GOOD REASONS

PRAYER .
That on acceptance of thls appeal the |mpugned orders dated

-23-08-2019 and 07-10-2019 may very kindly be set aside
-_,' da and the appellant may be re-instated into service with all
Fijedto- yback benefits. Any other remedy which this august Tribunal

%eo\ deems fit that may also be awarded in favor of the appellant

Y:\ R/SHEWETH:
ON FACTS:

Brlefs facts qi wnq rlse to the Qresent aggeal are as

follows:-

/ﬁl

Sh A

]

LRI i\ \ 2l awmrpiaswyd

2 1) That the appellant while posted as SHO Pohce Statlon Counter

7 . Terrorism Department, Mardan was charged in the FIR No.492 dated

-29-7-2017 U/S 419/420/468/471/171/PPC and 15AA P.S Lund Khwar
in an offence not committed by the appellant but was incorporated

" by his ex: gunman namely Ishfaq Ali. (Copy of the FIR is attached as

annexure lllllll ‘....l'-lllllllll.l llllllllllllllll KRR NNERENANNERNY) ARRRARNNN) 'I'l"llllll A).

5 #
Wa{/@ .
' &“s mas
ABP- D2 Pd3sli.ijic

- 2) That it is pertinent to mentlon here that constable Ishfaq Ali No. 182
was suspended through Mad No.9 dated 4-7-2017 by the oral
direction of DSP Operatlon as an mqunry was Inltldted agalnst 4




L
:
¢

e

*_ Constable Ishfag Ali. (Copy of the Mad No.9 is attached as
‘{kr annexure.'.l'.l!......'.-.I'.-lll....."..'.."....'.ll.......lII.'I"‘ lllll ] I"l .......... B)I

3) That vide order dated 12-10-2017 the Honorable Judicial Maglstrate _
Takht Bhai discharged the appellant from the above mentloned FIR.

(copy of the dlscharge order is attached as annexure.. ............ .C).

4) That on the basis of the mentloned FIR a Show cause notice was’
issued, wherein the following charges were Ieveled agalnst the

appellant.
i)

That he (appellant) is reportedly in va/ved in the
transportation and smugglmg of Non Custom Paid
(NCP) Vehicles vide FIR No. 492 u/s 419-420-468-
471 -171/PPC/ 154A, dated 29-07-2017 PS Luna'

- Khwar, Mardan. .

if) That on his dlrectlon, his gunman namely Ishfaq
- Ali No.182 received the NCP Vehicle from one Haji
Hayat Khan r/o -Bara Khyber Agency far |
- Transportation to Sakhakot. |

jif) That your performance as .S'HO CTD Mardan
remained poor.( Copy of the show cause notice is

attaChed as annexurelul-i-l-u, lllllllllllllll 'Ivlll.lllllllllllll!D)

5) That followrng the show cause notice major penalty of dismissal from
service was imposed on the appellant vide order dated 09-11-2017.
That feeling aggrieved from the mentioned order the appellant
preferred departmental appeal followed - by Service Appeal
No0.267/2018, which was partially accepted and the appellant was re-

“instated to his service, however, the respondents were directed to -
conduct' de-novo inquiry in to the matter vide judgment dated -

13.5.2019. (Copies of the dismissal order, Departmental appeal &
Judgment is attached aS ANNEXUr€usssrasssesnsranssasaea everesne E, F & G)

6) That in compliance wrth the Judgment of the august Servrce Tribunal
the  competent authority initiated De-novo . inquiry. against  the
appellant. That an inquiry was initiated in to the matter to dig out the
real story and culprits in the matter. (Copies of the charge sheet,

- statement of allegation and reply <attached as annexure
susssnssNnES '._ ------------------- llI‘lv-lllIllll;;ll!Illl-ll'llllllllli ------------- H & I)

7) That followmg the mqurry report and recommendatlons therein
astonishingly and surprisingly the competent authority award major -
punishment of removal from service to the appellant vide order dated
23-08-2019. (Copy of the impugned order dated 23- 08 2019 is

attached 3S ANNEXUIE.urssrssssssrssnssssamssnssnsinnssnnaes PPTTOPRFPRIRFAFAN ) B

8) That feellng ‘aggrieved _frem 3the impugned rem‘dval order dated
- 23.08.2019 the appellant preferred Departmental-appeal before the
Deputy Inspector General of Police,- CTD, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,



L
N
-
-
e

A.

Peshawar but the same was rejected vice order dated 07.10.2019.
Copy of the -departmental appeal and rejection order dated
07.10.2019 are attached as. annexure.....i..,.'....-...l... ....... K & L).

fo 9) That appellant feellng aggneved from the impugned orders and |

having no other remedy preferred the mstant appeal on the following .
grounds amongst others »

Grounds.

That the impugned orders dated 23.8.2019 and 07.10.2019 are
against the law, facts, rules, norms of natural justice and materials on -
the record hence not tenable and llable to be set. asrde ' ‘

That appellant has not been treated by the respondents Department

_in accordance. with law and rules on the subject noted above and as

| ~'such'the respondents vrolated Article 4 and 25 of the Constitution of -
Islamic Republlc of Paklstan 1973. o .

That the removal wa_s~solely made on the ground of negligence and
lack of supervision on the part of appellant but it is pertinent to .
mention here that negligence is not come within the definition of mis-
conduct; therefore, on the ground of negligence major punishment
cannot be awarded. The same view has been laid down by the -

Supreme Court and ngh Courts in a number of Judgments .

That the appellant was not assocrated wrth the mqurry and the whole

proceeding is conducted ex-party, therefore the. |mpugned order.
| dated 23.8.2019 and 07.10. 2019 are |llegal and void ab anitio.

That no chance of personal hearlng and personal defense has been
provided- to the appellant and the whole inquiry proceeding. is
conducted in the absence of the appellant | :

| That no show cause notice has been served on the appellant prior to

the issuance of impugned orders dated 23.8.2019 which is glarmg

N illegality on the part of competent authority..

. That no regular mqunry has been conducted in the matter of the

appellant, which is as per Supreme Court Judgments is necessary in -
punltlve actions agalnst the Civil servants. S

. That it is lmportant to mentron here that accordrng to the
- Fundamental Rule-54, where an accused civil servant is acquitted

from the charges he shall be re-instated into services; But the most
important point in the instant case is that the appellant was
discharged from all the allegations leveled in the FIR and the case is
not even put in court for regular haring. Hence the whole story in the




FIR against the appellant was false, Frivols', and baseIeSs. There ore if |

+ there is no case than there should be no departmental punishment.

I. That the appellant'ihsbite of discharge‘ 'flrom,the above mentioned FIR

has been declared guilty departmentally and has been imposed Major
_penalty of ‘Removal” from service. That this act of the competent

~authority is -the clear violation. of the judgments on the point that
. “when th |

ere is no.convi ntal

ction there would be no Departme
punishment”. | | -

e "“That in the Denovo prbceédings ‘the appéllaht has beén exonerated

from the allegations by the inquiry officer but the respondents
without taking into consideration . the inquiry report and

" recommendations straight away imposed major penaity of removal

from service. Copy of the report is attached as anNEXUre wsweses: M.

K. That the ihﬁpugned order dated 23.8.2019 is based on conjecture and

surmises and as such the Department failed to establish any of the
allegations leveled against the appellant. I |

It is th’e_refore,_ most 'humbly préyed‘ that the appéal‘ of thé_
appellant may be accepted as prayed far. - . o

MIRZAMAN SAF
" ADVOCATES
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'BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL.

i - PESHAWAR = |
' ;i : ,J b : | . . . '  : S : o Es':é“':"‘:'i‘.'-fc::'.I{T;}::;.",._&:ttinh‘i:t ‘;’*"6’1
i - APPEALNO._|S3-4 /2019 UM
:2 - . ' ) ‘ . _ . . ' . iy Nu_liz_é:— .
Mr. Niaz Hussain, Ex-Inspector (BPS-16), el (172219

- Counter Terrorism Department, Mardan Region at Mardan > »
S | e APPELLANT. -

v ' , . // . '~\'.',‘,’:_
- VERSUS s g

‘1,

[/

' 1- The Inspector General of Police, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pes‘ha'.'v{/a'r.\, LSS
2- The Deputy Inspector General of Police, CT D, Khyber Pakh”c\\uql"(hﬂa:',. ‘_/
~ Peshawar. o 3 S
3- The Senior Superintendent of Police, CT D, Central Zone, Khyber
- Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar. = . -
- e RESPONDENTS

APPEAL UNDER SECTION 4 OF THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA
SERVICE TRIBUNAL ACT, 1974 AGAINST THE IMPUGNED
ORDER DATED 23-08-2019 WHEREBY THE APPELLANT HAS
- BEEN REMOVED FROM SERVICE AND AGAINST  THE
APPELLATE ORDER DATED 07-10-2019 WHEREBY THE
DEPARTMENTAL APPEAL OF THE APPELLANT IS REGRETTED
WITH NO GOOD REASONS o S

PRAYER: = - - o o | |
' ~ That on acceptance of this appeal the impugned orders dated
23-08-2019 and 07-10-2019 may very kindly be set aside
| and the appellant may be re-instated into service with all
"2 ?dt""daybatk'benefits. Any other remedy which this august Tribunal |
O deems fit that may also be awarded in favor of the appellant.

R@szfx‘c‘ar‘ .
e\
) R/SHEWETH: . _ 5
ON FACTS: - o - o j | P
5 A o Briefs facts g iving‘ rise_to the present appeal afé as

follows:-

™

LY

1) That the appellant while posted as SHO Police Station Counter
Terrorism Department, Mardan was charged in the FIR No.492 dated
- 29-7-2017 U/S 419/420/468/471/171/PPC and 15AA P.S Lund Khwar
‘in an offence not committed by the. appellant but was incorporated
by his ex: gunman namely Ishfaq Ali. (Copy: of the FIR is attached as
ANNEXUICuressensrnssees evars Crererserreenrrrrararans rvetnrrererresaes creees A).

Kop- 02 ponsita gas.-

2) Thatitis pertinent to mention" here that constable Ishfaq Ali N&.<

was. suspended through .Mad No.9 dated. 4-7-2017 by the oralZ
direction of DSP Operation as an inquiry was initiated  against




BEFORE THE KI KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL PESHAWAR

\ - C 0 Senvice Appeal No. 1524/2019
" ‘Dateoflnstitution..  01.11.2019
Date of Decision ... = 05.01.2022

Mr. Niaz Hussain, Ex- Inspector (BPS-16), Counter Terrorlsm Department, Mardan -

Kegion at Mardan (Appellant)

VERSUS

| The Inspector General of Pollce Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar and two others.:
: ~ (Respondents)

Taimur Ali Khan, -

Advocate . " For Appellant

laved Uiah,

Lssistant Advocate General For respondents:

AHMAD SULTAN TAREEN © ... = CHAIRMAN’
ATIQ-UR-REHMAN WAZIR .. MEMBER (EXECUTIVE)

JUDGMENT | |
ATIQ- UR-REHMAN WAZIR MEMBER (E):- " Brief facts of the

. case are that the appellant whll_e servmg.as SHO of a pollc'e station, was charged
in l:IR Dated 29-0742017 U/Ss 419/420/468/471/171PPC/15AA The appellant was
” departmentally proceeded agalnst on the same charges and was ultlmately
dismissed from “service v1de order-. dated 09 11- 2017 The appellant filed |
departmental appeal followed by service appeal No.267/,2018. This tribunal vide |
its judgment dated'03-.QS'-2.019.' re-instated the appellant with -direction to the
respondentslto conduct. de—‘n.ox'/o inouiry. .Because of de—nol/o proceedings, the

o appeilant was agaln removed from. service vide: lmpugned order dated 23-08-

201 9. lhe appellant. Fled departmental appeal agalnst the |mpugned order Wthh

-was aiso reJected vide order dated 07 10- 2019 but in . the meanwhlle \the



{/ : appellant was acqmtted of the charges by a competent court of law vide order

dated 12 10 2017 hence the mstant serwce appeal with prayers that the

d orders dated 23 -08- 2019 and 07-10- 2019 may ‘be set aside and the

4 lmpugne

appellant ma_y,be re-lnstated in servnce wrth all back benef ts

- 02. | Learned counsel for the appellant has contended that the impugned

orders are agalnst law fact and nofms. of . natural Justlce hence not tenable and‘
Ilable to be set asnde that the appellant has not been treated in accordance with
law as such the respondents vrolated Artlcle 4 and 25 of the Constltutlon, that -
the removal was solely made on  the ground of negllgence and lack of superwsnon
on part of the appellant but negllgence does not come wuthln the deﬁmtlon of
mlsconduct therefore on the ground of negllgence maJor punlshment cannot be
' awarded that the appellant was not assoaated wnth the process of mquury and'

"the whole proceedlngs were conducted ex-parte therefore the |mpugned orders

and vo:d ab mltlo, that no chance of personal heanng and personal

' are |lle

~defense - has been afforded to the appellant and the whole lnqulry proceedmgs
were conducted in absence of the appellant that no show cause notlce has been”
served upon the appellant prior to |ssuance of the lmpugned orders; that no
| _regular inquiry -has been conducted Wthh is must before |mposmon of major
penalty of dlsmlssal that the appellant was dlscharged from FIR vide judgment
dated 12 10 2017 as the whole story of FIR agalnst the appellant was false
: frlvolous and baseless that once the appellant was acqultted of the crlmlnal
charges he cannot be penallzed for the same charges departmentally, that as per
FR 54, where an aCCL sed civil servant is acqultted of the charges, he shall be -
| lnstated in serwce but the appellant was not treated in accordance with law, that'

xl“*r in the de- novo lnqurry the appellant has been exonerated from the charges by the

/ inquiry ofﬂcer but the respondents without taking- into consideration the inquiry
h!llkﬁwn

‘Aorllniuu'
, report and recommendatlons, lmposed maJor penalty of removal from service;

[T R LR
. L
o

. -i».,
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- respondents faile

proceedlngs were |n|trated agalnst the appellant and

that the lmpugned order is based on. conJecture “and surmlses as such the

d to establrsh any of the charge leveled agarnst the appellant

03. Learned A55|stant Advocate General for the respondents has contended :

~that in’ pursuance of Judgment dated 03 05- 2019 of thrs tnbunal de-novo-

ctatements of the wrtnesses'

were. recorded in presence of the appellant and after establlshlng the charges,'the

appellant was awarded wrth approprrate punrshment of removal from servrce vnde '

order dated 23- 08- 2019 that whlle conductlng rnqulry agamst the appellant the

ppellant has been treated in accordance wrth Iaw wrth no violation of any right of
the appellant nor provrsron of Constltutron, that proper opportunlty of defense
was afforded to the appellant and the appellant was not left unheard that proper -
rnqurry to thrs effect was conducted where charges Ieveled agarnst the appellantv

had been proved and he was found gurlty of the mlsconduct

We hav'e,heard vI"eal'ned counsel - for the parties and have perused the

record.

05. 'In order' tolsensitizé‘ .the respondents about dep'a'rtmental proceedings, it
would be expedlent to pornt out some mherent flaws in disciplinary proceedmgs
by polrce department where actlons are lnltrated |n blatant wolatlon of law and'.
ruIe In the rnstant case berng rnvolved ina cnrmnal case, the respondents were
requrred 0 suspend the appellant from servrce under section 16:19 of Police
Rules 1934 WhICh specrfrcally provrdes for cases of the hature Provrsrons of Civil
Servrce Regulatrons-194 -A also supports the same stance ‘hence- the respondents .

were requrred to wait for the conclusron of the cnm.nal case but the. respondents B
hastlly |n|t|ated departmental proceedmgs agarnst the: appellants and dlsmrssed

- him from servrce before conclusion of the crrmmal case. It is a settled Iaw that |
dlsmlssal of civil servant from servrce due to pendency. of cnmrnal case against

hrm would be bad unless such offcral was found gunty by competent court of l;w '

. C_ontents of FIR would. remain unsubstantiated 'allcg;stro_ns, and based on the



A2

same, maximum penalty could not be imposed upon a civil servant. Reliance is

placed on PLJ 2015 Tr C (Servuces) 197, PUJ 2015 Tr. C (Services). 208 and PUJ

2015 Tr.C. (Serwces) 152 The respondents however dld not honor their own

rules and dlsmlssecl the appellants in violation of rules.

06. - The appellant was re-instated for the purpose of de-novo lnqulry. andvv

_ because of de novo proceedlngs, the appellant was agaln removed from service

: lnsplte of the fact, that he was exonerated of the charges by competent court of

law from the same charges, upon Wthh he was proceeded agalnst and was

| ultlmately removed from servrce It'is pertlnent to mention that prosecutlon itself .

s'ought dlscharge of the appellant from FIR on the ground that. nothlng tanglble

was proved against the appellant to connect the appellant wnth the commussron of

offense and upon request of prosecutlon, the appellant was dlscharged from FIR

wde order dated 12-10-2017 by the competent court of law. In- 2012 PLC (CS)

_502, l ' as been held that if a person lS acqurtted of a charge, the presumptlon

ould be that he was lnnocent Moreover, after acqulttal of the appellant in the

crlmlnal case, there was no matenal avallable wrth the authorltles to take actlon

- and lmpose major penalty Rellance is placed on 2003 SCMR 207, 2002 SCMR 57

and 1993 PLC (CS) 460.

07.- As per provrsuons contalned in Sectlon 16:3 of pollce rules, 1934, the

: respondents were bound to re- lnstate the appellant after earning acqunttal from '

the same charges upon whlch the appellant was dlsmlssed from service, but the
lespondents despite hlS acqwttal removed hlm from. servrce and dld not take into

COl‘lSlderathl‘l the verdlct of the court as well as of Police Rules, 1934. The

| respondents also wolated sectlon -54 of Fundamental Rules by not re- mstatlng the

appellant after earnlng acqu1ttal from the crlmlnal charges In a manner, . the

appellant was lIIegaIIy kept away from performance ‘of his duty Needless to

| mentlon that the charges so leveled are based on presumptlon as nothlng has

A

been proved agalnst the appellant whereas an accused cannot be conwcted on




N A

presumptions. Prosecution has to prove the guilt of an accused beyon'd all
reasonable doubt. Reliance is placed on 1991 SCMR 244 and 2002 PLC (CS) 503.

Record is silent as to wh‘ether. ahy de-novo inquiry ‘was conducted as no inquiry

report is avarlable on: fi le to ascertaln as to how the appellant was proceeded

1

against. In case of charge of mlsconduct a regular mqurry was to be conducted

- which had not been done in case of the appellant. In cases of awarding major

' penalty, a proper rnqulry was to be conducted in accordance with law, wherein a

full opportunlty of defense was to be provrded to the civil servant otherwrse, the

whole proceedrngs would be lllegal ‘and nullity in the eye of law. Reliance is

. placed on 2004 SCMR 316 Respondents however cannot absolve themselves

from provmg the charge beyond any reasonable doubt and the burden shifted to
the accused only when the prosecutlon succeeded in estabhshlng the presumption

of guilt. Reliance is placed on 2021 SCMR 408.

08. We are of the consrdered Opll‘llon that the appellants has not been treated

in accordance with law and he was illegally kept away from performance of duty
- as he was acqultted of the same charges by the competent court of law as well as

| nothing was proved against him departmentally In view of the foregoing, the

mstant appeal is accepted The |mpugned orders dated 23 08-2019 and 07-10-

2019 are set’ aside and the appellant is re- mstated in service Wlth all back -

beneﬂts.y Parties are left to bear ,thelr own costs. File. be .consigned to record

room.
ANNOUNCED

05:01.2022

/\A/\/S)z' w \f/M
. (AHMAD "AN TAREEN) Fogereges L 2 (ATIQ-UR-REHMAN WAZIR) |
- CHAIRMAN - ' MEMBER (E) '
i ;«4 LD har ‘ |
wice b o g
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Vs VAKALAT NAMA

NO. /2022

NTHE coURTOF KPP Lezutite T8 bl Selaney
/\//éi/z, 2.0 (Appellant)

(Petitioner)

(Plaintiff)
VERSUS
M 72 M % ’ (Respondent)
/" (Defendant)

W, Moy Shskatn

Do hereby appoint “and constitute Taimur Ali Khan, Advocate High Court
Peshawar, to appear, plead, act, compromise, withdraw or refer to arbitration for
me/us as my/our Counsel/Advocate in the above noted matter, without any liability
for his default and with the authority to engage/appoint any other
Advocate/Counsel on my/our costs.

I/We authorize the said Advocate to deposit, withdraw and receive on my/our
behalf all sums and amounts payable or deposited on my/our account in the above
noted matter. The Advocate/Counsel is also at liberty to leave my/our case at any
stage of the proceedings, if his any fee left unpaid or is outstanding against me/us.

Dated /2022 m/ﬂ’

7/ (CLIENT)

AOC@TED

TAIM Caﬁ(/ KHAN

Advocate High Court
BC-10-4240

CNIC: 17101-7395544-5

Cell No. 0333-9390916




