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29'’ September, 2022 Appellant in person present. Mr. Asif Masood Ali Shah, 

Deputy District Attorney alongwith Mr. Muhammad Pervaiz Khan, 

Senior Research Officer for respondents present.

Appellant seeks'^adjoufnment on the ground that his counsel is 

indisposed today. Adjourned. To come up for arguments on 26.10.2022 

before the D.B at Camp Court D.l.Khan.

(Salah Ud Din) 
Member (Judicial) 

Camp Court D.l.Khan

(Kalim Arshad Khan) 
Chairman

Camp Court D.l.Khan

, - . 26'” Oct 2022 Appellant in person present. Mr. Kabir Ullah Khattak, 
Additional Advocate General alongwith Parvez Khan SRO for'
respondents present.

K
Lawyers are on strike today. To come up for arguments 

23.11.2022 before D.B at Camp Court, ,D.l Kha^ 

parties. ^

on

given to the

\

(RozmFRehman) 
Member (J) 

Camp Court, D.l Khan

(Kalim Arshad Khan) 
Chairman

Camp Court, D.l Khan
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,17.12.2021 Appellant with counsel present.

Noor Zaman Khan Khattak learned District Attorney alongwith 

Malik; Saadullah Administrative Officer and Parvez Khan SRO 

for respondents present.

Forjmer submitted rejoinder with a request for adjournment. 

Request is accorded. To come up for arguments on 21.02.2022

before D.B at Camp Court, D.l.Khan.

CPrt(Rozina Rehman) 
Member (J) Camp Court, D.l.Khan
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Mr.Learned counsel for the appellant present. 
Muhammad Adeel Butt, Add): AG alongwith Mr. Muhammad 

Pervaiz Khan, SRO and Malak Saadullah, Admin Officer for 

respondents present.

28^’’ June 2022

Learned counsel for the appellant sought adjournment to

prepare the case. Adjourned but as a last chance. To come up
28.07.2022 before D.B at camp courtfor arguments ; on

D.I.Khan.

AV
(Kalim Arshad Khan) 

Chairman
Camp Court D.I.Khan

(Mian Muhammad) 
Member(E)

5-,

,,r



\

•J'-• J

Counsel for the appellant present. Mr. Asif Masood Air Shah, 

Deputy, District Attorney for the respondents present.

Reply/comments on behalf of respbhdehts No. 1 to 3 &. 6 have 

already been submitted.

30.09.2021

{

; Learned Deputy District Attorney sought time for submission of 

written reply/comments. Respondents No. 4, 5 & 7 are directed to furnish 

repty/comments within 10 days. In case the respondents No. 4, 5 & 7 

failed to submit reply/comments within stipulated time from today, they 

shall have to seek extension of time through written application citing 
sufficient reasons. Otherwise, their right for submissi(^^ of 

reply/comments shall stand ceased. To come up for arguments ^ore the 

D.B on 26.11.2021 at Camp Court D.I. Khan. In the meanwhit^ operation 

^ of the impugned order would remain suspended, if not acted upon earlier, 

till the date fixed.
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(ATIQ-UR-REHMAN WAZIR) 
MEMBER (EXECUTIVE) 

CAMP COURT D.I.KHAN
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Junior to counsel for the appellant and Mr. Noor 

^ :: Zaman Khattak, Addl. AG alongwith Malak Saadullah A.D

and Pervez Khan, SRO for the respondents present.

\ >%

: 26.11:i2021 •• {;■
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Representative of the respondents has furnished 

reply/comments, which is placed on file. To come up for 

arguments on 16.12.2021 before the D.B at camp court, 

D.I.Khan. In the meanwhile, operation of the impugned 

order shall remain suspended, if not acted upon earlier, 

till the date fixed.

(ibarrman
Camp Court, D.I.Khan
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25.03.2021 Counsel for the appellant present. Mr.
Muhammad Rashid, DDA alongwith Malik Saad Ullah, 
Administrative Officer for respondents No. 1,2,3, and 6 

present.

• --'ys/^y...

Representative of respondents No. 1,2,3, and 6
-s'

has submitted written reply/comments which is placed 

on file.- Notices be issued to respondent No. 4,5 and 7 

for submission of written reply/comments.

Adjourned to 24.05.2021 before S.B at camp 

court D.I.Khan. In the meanwhile, operation of 
impugned order would remain suspended, if not acted 

upon earlier, till the date fixed.

(Mian Muhammad) 
Member(E) 

Camp Court D.I.Khan
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28.10.2020 Appellant is present ir 
Senior Clerk 

Ghani,

in person. Mr. Muhammad Farooq, 
on behalf of respondent No. 6 and, Mr. Usman

District Attorney, for all the respondents are also present
Learned District Attorney:'on behalf of respondents No. 1 to 

7 is seeking time to contact the respondents and furnish written
on the next date of hearing. Time is given. File 

up for written reply/comments

reply/comments 

to come 

S.B at Camp Court, D.I.Khan
on 25.11.2020 before 

■ In the meanwhile, 'operation of 
remain suspended, if not actedimpugned order would 

jearlier, till the date fixed.
upon

(MUHAMMAD JANWrXFTAWJ
MEMBER'.'.

CAMP COURT D.I.KHAN

25.11.2020 Appellant in person and Mr. Muhammad Jan, 
alongwith M/S Abdul

learned DDA 

Saad UllahQayum Director and 
Administrative Officer for respondents present.

Written reply/comments 

submitted.
on behalf of respondents 

Representatives of respondents seeks time to
not

submit
reply/comments. To come up for reply/comments on 21 12 2020 

before S.B at Camp Court, D.I.Khan. In the meanwhile, operation
of impugned order would remain suspended, if not acted upon
earlier, till the date fixed.

(Atiq-Ur-Rehman) 
Member (E)

^ Camp Court, D.I.Khan
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Form- A%

form of order sheet
Court of

1 nOnR /2020
Case No.'.

Order or other proceedings with signature of judge
Date of order 
proceedings

S.No.

3
21

Muhammad Akram Khan received today by post

be entered in the-

the Worthy Chairman for proper order

The appeal of Mr. 

through Mr. Muhammad Iqbal Kundi Advocate may

Institution Register and put up to

31/08/2020 '1-

please.

REGISTRAR >
S. Bench at D.I.Khan for2- is entrusted to touringThis case 

preliminary hearing to be put up there on

CHAIRMAN «

PreliminaryCounsel for appellant present
arguments heard. File perused. , ,

. 24.09.2020

consideration. Admitted to 

all legal objections. The
Points raised need

regular hearing subject to
directed to deposit security and processappellant is

fee within 10 days. Thereafter notices be issued to
. To come uprespondents for written reply/comments 

for written reply/comments on _28.10.2020 before S.B

at Camp Court, D.I.Khan.
for restraining respondents froAn application

reGOvery. of tFe'disputed amount.was also filed 

meanwhile, operaticSn of impugned order-would remain

. In the
V V,

9--

SGOUut^
suspended, if not acted upon earlier.

ehmai^ 
Memb^O) 

Camp Court,

(Rozin

I.Khan
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BEFORE SERVICE TRIBUNAL KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA PESHAWAR 
CAMP OFFICE DERA ISMAIL KHAN

SERVICE APPEAL No. 1^00"^ 2020 „ _
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BEFORE SERVICE TRIBUNAL KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA PESHAWAR 

CAMP OFFICE DERA ISMAIL KHAN

SERVICE APPEAL No. I QDO ? ' 2020
Kiiybei P;.!;lil,..ihW!a 

eVJOunal

Muhammad Akram Khan S/0 Muhammad Umar

PRO Entomology Section Agriculture Research Institution DIKhan

R/0 Basti Kanaria Noor Abad Colony Sheikh Yousaf A'^dda DIKhan

t)inry N..

APPELLANT

V/S

1) Govt, of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa through Chief Secretary K.P.K Peshawar.
2) The Secretary, Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries and Co-operative Department, 

Govt, of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.
/ 3) The Director General, Agriculture Research Govt, of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

Peshawar.
4) The Secretary, Provincial Assembly Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Provincial Assembly 

Secretariat Peshawar.
5) The Chairman Public Account Committee (Agriculture) Provincial Assembly 

K.P.K Peshawar
/6) Director, Agriculture Research Institution Ratta Kulachi District DIKh 

7) Secretary Public Accounts Committee (Agriculture) provincial assembly KPK 
Peshawar.

/*

/

,3

an.

RESPONDENTS
SERVICE APPEAL UNDER SECTION 4 OF KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA

^day ^ ^ ---------- ---------------
SERVICE TRIBUNAL ACT 1974

?i ^I'^prayer /

ON ACCEPTANCE OF INSTANT SERVICE APPEAL THIS HON’BLE TRIBUNAL 

MAY BE PLEASED TO PASS AN ORDER FOR SETTING ASIDE THE IMPUGNEI) 

ORDER No. 359/962/DAR(DK) DATED ARI D.I.KHAN THE 10-03-2020 VIDE 

WHICH OFFICE ORDER BEARING NO.SO(ACCTT) AD/PAC/2014-15 DATED 

PESHAWAR THE FEB: 24™ 2020 OF SECTION OFFICER (AB & A) CONVEYED 

TO APPELLANT IN RESPECT OF FIXING 20% RECOVERY OUT OF TOTAL 

RECOVERABLE AMOUNT" FOR RS. 930750/- ASSESSED BY ALLEGED 

ENQUIRY COMMITTEE ON ACCOUNT, OF LOW PRODUCTION OF 

SUGARCANE UNDER CESS, WHILE'^CONDUCTING DE-VOVO ENQUIRY AND

r-.
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APPELLANT MAY BE EXONERATED FROM THE PENALTY IMPOSED UPON 

HIM IN THE INTEREST OF JUSTICE. AND THEY MAY FURTHER BE DIRECTED 

NOT TO RECOVER THE ALLEGED RECOVERY FROM APPELLANT TILL 

DISPOSAL OF INSTANT SERVICE APPEAL.
Respectfully Sir,

While aggrieving from the office order No.3 59-962/DAR(DK) AR/ dated 

10/3/2020 passed by the Respondent No.7 vide which 20% of total alleged embezzlement 

/ negligence amounting to Rs.930750/- assessed by alleged Enquiry Committee during 

De-Nove Inquiry was imposed/fixed upon him. Appellant filed Review 

Petition/Departmental Appeal on 07/4/2020 against ibid impugned order dated 10/3/2020 

appellant then receive^a jetter No/3?7-f^0;?/DAR (DK) dated 20/07/2020 issued by 

Director ARI D.LKhan|in,which reference of letter No. PA/KP/PAC/AGRI/F-UP/2014- 

15/20/8164 dated 15/06/2020 in respect of declining the appeal of appellant on the 

ground that appeals again decision of public accounts committee can not be entertained, 

given. Hence instant Service Appeal is being filed before this august Tribunal inter 

alia on the following facts and grounds.

BRIEF FACTS OF THE CASE

was

The appellant was posted as Farm Manager from

26/04/2011 to 26/11/2013 at ARI DIKhan vide office order No.

1427/31 dated 26/04/2011 respectively. It is pertinent to 

mention thaicmmg season of Sugar Cane Crop for the year 2010-2011 ended on 

15/04/2011 and sugar cane produce obtained from cultivated area of 10 Acre was 

dispose off / soldi in March 2011 which reveals that during tenure of appellant as 

I&n manager Sugar Cane Crop was neither crushed not sold^L Period of posting 

period of Appellant is available in Para No.7 of alleged De-Novo Enquiry report. 

Copy of the Posting orders are enclosed and marked as Annexure ASA^

11. That according to para 2.4.7 of the audit report for the year 2010-11 it was alleged 

that 830 Monds of Sugar Cane produce was obtained on 14 Acres Land which is 

less than standard produce of 650 to 800 monds per Acre as per audit report and 

charge of misappropriation of Extra produce 2723 monds was leveled against 

appellant and other officers. Reply of ibid Audit Para was submitted in which it

I.
A-fl

was stated that allotted Land for Sugar Cane Crop was 10 Acres and not 14 Acres, 
li^uly admitted by alleged inquiry committee in his alleged DE-NOVO inquiry 

report. According to the decision of DAC the alleged mis-appropriation was
subjected to production of the record of Flood effected land for verification

£



f within 2 weeks. The decision of DAC was complied. Details of land of 10 Acres 

was given and amount to the tune ofRs/p.9S^J- deposited 

were provided to the high ups as well as audit Department. Copy of Audit Para, 

Decision of DAC and second reply with detail of land and deposit receipt receipts 

are enclosed and marked as Annexure B, B/1 to B/3

That ibid matter was referred to Public Accounts Committee (PAC) Provincial 

Assembly KPK. Who directed the competent authority to Constitute Committee 

comprising on Zaheerullah Khan Distt. Director Agriculture Kohat and Amanullah 

Distt. Director D.I.Khan and Jahanzeb Khan member of internal Audit to probe 

into the matter who submitted detail report regarding subject matter vide which 

certain suggestions in the shape of conclusion and recommendations, duly 

reproduced as under:-

1) “The Director General Audit Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar is advised to 

direct his staff for actual inspection of record instead of setting of Audit para 

on verbal discussion with the department as mentioned in their advance para.

2) All the inputs relating to sugarcane crop has been issued by office of Director. 

Sugarcane Institute Mardan & the Director A.R.I DIKhan did not maintain the 

accurate receipt/issued record.

3) Record of Sugarcane Section at A.R.I DIKhan is still incomplete since 2007 till 
to date.

4) The financial year and status of the para neither explained by the department 

nor audit department during DAC & PAC meetings.

5) Further recommended that the audit office may be directed to collect complete 

^record of CESS Project inputs issued by Director Sugarcane Institute Mardan

to ARI DIKhan and conduct detail audit in presence of sugarcane experts.

6) The audit office, also be directed to collect the detail of funds provided under 

regular budget by Provincial Budget for Sugarcane Section since 2007 till 
todate.

7) At present the responsibility of loss could be fixed due to misunderstanding in 

between the concerned department and audit department and meaningless and 

time wasting correspondence made by the department on the DP No.2.4.7” 

Copies of direction of PAC and P* enquiry report are enclosed and marked as 

Annexure (C&D).

That despite acting upon the recommendations of P* enquiry Report being proper 

and correct for just conclusion Respondents preferred to conduct De-Novo inquiry

III.

IV.



t
on the subject matter and another Enquiry Committee comprising on Akhtar Ali 

Shah (BPS-19) project Director Certification Project Agriculture Department as 

Chairman and Abdul Rauf (BPS-17) Section Officer (AB & A) Agriculture 

Department as member, was constituted to conduct De-Nevo Enquiry into the 

matter, who conducted the ibid enquiry at their own without giving an opportunity 

to the Appellant to participate in the proceeding of alleged enquiry committee for 

defending himself even no any questionnaire was given to him to answer the 

but abruptly responsibility was fixed upon him in his absentia to the extent of 20% 

of the total alleged loss of Rs.930750/- as per para 6 of the De-Novo Inquiry report 

without taking into the consideration the non posting of Appellant Finn

Manager at the time of crushing season of sugar cane which ended on 

15/4/2011 even as a time of disposaf of produce of sugar cane in March 2011. As 

appellant had been performing his duty on post of Farm Manager Since 

26/04/2011 to 26/11/2013 meaning thereby ibid responsibility was wrongly fixed 

upon Appellant to the extent of 20% out of total alleged loss to the tune of 

Rs.930750/-. It is pertinent to mention that one Inayafi^iS^swas holding the post 

of Farm Manager at the time of Crushing Season of Sugar Cane in 2010-2011 as 

well as at the time o^sugar cane produce meaning there by crushing season as well 

as selling period of sugar cane came to an end prior to taking over the charge of 

Farm manager by appellant detail of posting of officials are available in para 7 of 

DE-NOVO inquiry report. Copy of De-Novo inquiry report is enclosed as 

(Annexure-E).

That direction was issued by the Assistant Secretary PAC Provincial Assembly 

KPK to implement the recommendation of alleged De-Novo inquiry committee 

report and also take disciplinary action against the responsible for non production 

of record of CESS fund at SCRI Mardan vide letter No.PA/KP/PAC/Agr/D.P 

2.4.7/2014-15/20/4517-19 dated 18/2/2020. Copy of letter dated 18/2/2020 is 

enclosed and marked as Annexure-F.

same

V.

VL That Section officer (AB&A) directed the Director General Agriculture to i 

charge sheet and statement of allegation against the delinquent officials who
issue

were
allegedly held responsible of alleged loss of Rs.930750/- due to low production of

sugarcane vide letter No.SO(Acctt) AD/PAC/2014-15 dated .24/2/2020 but neither 

any charge sheet nor statement of allegation were served upon appellant by 

Competent Authority even no any departmental inquiry was conducted by 

respondents in this regard & respondents straight away demanded recovery from



appellant and other officials vide letter No.3448-49/Audit/OGAR dated 27/2/2020 

on the basis of alleged DE-NOVO inquiry committee report. Copies of letter dated 

24/2/2020 and 27/2/2020 are enclosed as Annexure -G&H 

That Director ARI DIKhan served letter No.459-62/DAR(DK) dated 10/3/2020 

upon appellant and demanded proportionate recoverable share @ rate of5j5% of 

total loss of Rs.930750/- from the appellant without charge sheeting him and 

serving statement of allegation upon him. Copy of the letter dated 10/3/2020 is 

enclosed and marked as Annexure-I.

That being aggrieved from the impugned letter No. dated 10/3/2020 of Director 

ARI DIKhan review Petition / Departmental Appeal was filed by the appellant on 

7/4/2020. Copy of the Review Petition is enclosed & marked as Annexure-J.

That Director General Agriculture Research was informed by the Section officer 

^\B&j^that appeal against Public Accounts Committee can not be entertained at

VIL

VIIL

IX.

this stage vide letter No.SO(Acctt) /AD/PAC/2014-15/8164 dated 15/6/2020 duly 

received vide diaiy No.2196 dated 17/6/2020. 

ion 12020 was issued by Director ARI D.LKhan

directed the appellant by respondent No.6 to deposit his proportionate recoverable 

share, c:% received by him on 27/7/2020. Copy of the letter dated 15/6/2020 and 

20/7/2020 are enclosed and marked as Annexure-K&L.

X. That feeling aggrieved from the order dated 20/7/2020 received on 27/7/2020 an 

instant Service appeal is being filed in this Hon’ble Tribunal against office order 

dated 24/2/2020 and 10/3/2020 inter alia on the following grounds:- 

GROUNDS OF SERVYCF APPEAL

a. That impugned order dated 24/2/2020 & 10/3/2020 passed by the Competent 

Authority is wrong void and not according to Law vide which proportionate 

recovery to the extent of 20% of the total alleged loss of Rs.930750/- 

recommended by alleged inquiry committee was fixed upon appellant thus the 

same is liable to be set aside.

b. That according to para 5 of alleged DE-NOVO inquiry report dated 17/12/2019 

ARI D.LKhan is comprising on varous sections which indicate that sugar cane .
section is a separate entity being managed and controlled by incharge sugar

section and Farm Management is different entity being managed and controlled 

by Farm Manager. As Appellant was Farm Manager at ARI DIKhan From



26/04/2011 to 26/11/2013 had no concern with affairs, deeds and misdeeds of

sugar cane section so how proportionate responsibility was fixed upon him by 

alleged DE-NOVO inquiry committee?

c. Appellant was not holding the post of Farm Manager during the crushing 

period of sugarcane (i.e 15-04-2011) and at the time of disposal/selling of 

produce of sugar cane for the year 2010-2011 even neither any assignment nor 

any direction was given to him in this regard. Thus he had wrongly been 

induced by the alleged inquiry Committee while fixing responsibility of 

proportionate recovery to the extent of 20% of the total alleged loss of 

Rs.930750/-. Thus order dated 24/2/2020 and 10/3/2020 passed by the 

Competent Authority in respect of ibid recovery is liable to be set at naught.

d. That the period commencing fi-om 26-04-2011 to 26-11-2013 being posting 

period of appellant on the post of Farm Manager was neither crushing period 

of Sugarcane nor se/Jing time of sugar cane^hat is Mareh 201 ^which had come 

to an end prior to his posting as Farm Manager (26/4/2011). It is pertinent to 

mention that sugarcane produce had already been sold by incharge Sugarcane 

Section in March 2011 (Prior to his posting as Farm Manager). So it is not 

understandable to the prudent mind that how he was held responsible in such 

alleged matter which had not occurred during his posting period as Farm 

Manager and how proportionate recovery to the extent of 20% of the total 

alleged loss of Rs.930750/- was fixed upon him? it thus clearly indicates that 

the recommendation of alleged inquiry Committee as well as order dated 

24/2/2020 and 10/3/2020 in respect of fixing of responsibility for recovery of 

proportionate amount is wrong and withoutful Authority. Hence the same is 

liable to be set aside/reealled.

That neither any charge sheet nor statement of allegations were issued to the 

appellant in respect of ibid matter nor any proper departmental inquiry 

conducted against him despite the fact PAC and respondent No.2 had directed 

the upper Echolon to take appropriate action against delinquent officials within 

period one month but respondent failed to do so and just relied upon the 

recommendation of alleged a DE-NOVO inquiry report submitted ibid 

inquiry Committee on the direction of PAC. Thus the order dated 24/2/2020 

and 10/3/2020 are not tenable under the Law and is reliable to be set aside.

That neither any show cause notice nor opportunity of personal hearing was 

given to the appellant by competent authority before passing of order of

e.

was

f
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proportionate recovery to the extent of 20% of total alleged loss of Rs.930750/- 

meaning thereby that appellant had been condemned unheard.

g. That impugned recovery of Rs.930750/- was fixed in excess by the alleged 

inquiry Committee if it is presumed to be true because the rate of sugarcane 

was fixed to the tune of Rs.l45/- per mond in the year 2010 & 2011 by the 

government, so in this way if alleged less sugarcane crop of 3723 monds is 

multiplied with Rs.l45/- Per Mond then the impugned recovery will come to 

Rs.519.835/- (i.e 3723x145= 519835).

h. That similarly alleged inquiry Committee had not taken into account the 

quantity of seeds of sugarcane supplied to the various growers out of the 

produce but the quantity of said seeds were not reduced from the alleged 

misappropriated produce of 3723 monds. Despite the fact proper details in this 

regard had been provided by Director ARI DIKhan to the alleged inquiry 

committee thus the assessment as well as the recommendation of the alleged 

inquiry Committee in respect of misappropriation of 3723 monds of produce is 

wrong and incorrect.

i. That alleged loss sustained by the government on low production of sugarcane 

yield under CESS fund had wrongly been calculated by the alleged inquiry 

Committee in their alleged report as neither details of seed supplied to the

of the member Mr.Abdur Rauf Section Officer AB&A (BPS-17) ofThat one

Alleged inquiry Committee is below the rank of appellant (BPS-19) was not 

competent to conduct inquiry against appellant thus alleged inquiry Committee 

constituted by the PAC and Competent Authority was illegal and incompetent 

and said Committee was not authorized to conduct alleged inquiry against 
appellant.

k. That respondents have erred in Law while not taking into consideration 

in'^respect of not fixing responsibility upon Director sugarcane Institute Mardan

as well as Inayat Hussain Shah the then Farm Manager at ARI DIKhan. They 

have further erred that the alleged inquiry Committee did not direct the Audit 

Office to collect complete record of Cess Project issued by the Director 

Sugarcane Institute Mardan to ARI DIKhan as well as not re-auditing of a ibid 

matter in presence of Sugarcane expert.

l. That recommendation of the P- inquiry Committee was proper and according 

to Law. The alleged De-Novo inquiry Committee was required to take into
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%

consideration the reeommendation of P' inquiry Committee before concluding 

the De-Novo inquiry but they failed to do so. The alleged De-Novo inquiry 

report is full of flaws and based on malafide just to enrope the appellant in the 

alleged allegation.

m. That impugned order dated 24/2/2020 and 10/3/2020 are not tenable under the 

Law thus the same are liable to be set aside.

In view of above submission it is humbly prayed that instant appeal 
of appellant may be accepted as prayed for in the heading of the Appeal.

Yours faithfully,

X

roui

AFFIDAVIT

I Muhammad Akram Khan S/o Muhammad Umar R/o Basti Kanara Noor Abad Colony 

Sheikh Yousaf Adda DlKhan . Solemnly affirm on oath and state that contents of appeal 

are correet and nothing has been concealed from this honorable Tribunal.

724 VrlftO 9:/ <* \ Deponent
\

■* 73



BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL
PESHAWAR

f

Civil misc Petition No. 
In service Appeal No.

72020
72020

Muhammad.Akram Khan Versus Govt of KPK and Others

APPLICATIONS FOR RESTRAINING THE RESPONDENTS NOT RECOVER THE 
PROPORTIONATE AMOUNT OfI^^^^^OF THE TOTAL LOSS OF RS. 930750/-

Respected Sir,
1. That instant application is being filed along with service appeal and 

contents of service appeal may be treated piece and parasol of this 

application.

2. That applicant has good prima facie case and balance of convention 

also tilts in favor of applicant.

;?
3. That applicant will suffer irreparable loss if the impugned recovery is 

made from applicant the appeal of the applicant will become 

infructious.

4. That this Honouarbale tribunal has ample power to grant status quo in 

this regard.

In wake of submission mad above it is humbly prayed that the application 

may kindly be accepted and status quo may be granted to application in 

respect of nonpayment of 20% of the total loss to the tune of Rs 930750/- 

till disposal of his service appeal.

Your Humble Applicant

^^^^^g^kra^Khan

Cer-y?

Y>y>

r
%
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^/^pEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTONKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL
PESHAWAR

72020
72020

Civil misc Petition No. 
In service Appeal No

Muhammad Akram Khan Govt of KPK and OthersVersus

APPLICATION FOR CONDO NATION OF DELAY.!

i

Respected Sir, ;

;

1. That appellant had received copy of impugned order No. 
SO(Account)AD/PAC/2014-15/8164 dated 15-06-2020 section Office (AB+A) 
from the office of director ARl D.I.Khan on 27-07-2020 which was 

accompanied with letter No. 140407/DAR/DK D.I.Khan dated 20-07-2020.

2. That the appeal of the appellant is within time as impugned order dated 15- 
06-2020 has been received on 27-07-2020; if period from 15-06-2020 to 2^- 

07-2020 is deducted then appeal of the appellant is within time.

r ■

3. That d,ue to COVID 19 Supreme Court has passed Notification that period 

spent during COVID 19 is to be condoned and appeal may not be dismissed 

on the point of limitation and cases are to be decided on merit.

4. That the departmental appeal had been filed on 07-04-2020 against 
impugned order dated 10-03-2020 and then al the provincial offices as well 
as courts remained close from 26-03-2020 till 25-07-2020. Therefore copy 

of the impugned order dated 15-06-2020 and 10-03-2020 were received on 

2^-07-2020 therefore period from 'j!S-0f-202Q till 2^-07-2020 are 

condonable.

>.

5. That this honorable Tribunal has ample power to condoned the delay.

vl



*• ■“ A In view of above submission made above it is humble prayed that appeal 
filed by applicant may be treated within time and if the appeal of the

j

appellant is time board in to interest of justice.

/
'4

Your Humble Applicant

Muhammad Akram Khan'

Though Counsel
A

■

(
Ad^cate HifnCourt

i

:v •

AFFIDAVIT

\, Muhammad Akram Khan S/0 Umar Khan Do herby solemnly affirm and declare 

on oath that the contents of the application is true and correct to the best of my 

knovyledge and belief and nothing has been concealed.
</‘'0

7W\A Deponent 
^ \ 1 \
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AGRICULTURAL ,RESEARCH IN^STITL- -Jj' * '
DERA ISMAIL KHAN - KHYBER PAKHTOGN. r: il'

V: , ^=^.p966-740416 
a r Id i k hV h .@.y a li o o Jc o it|^

.jl'’

■•'i i'-i‘il: :, ■

•!• =ri- ■•-•w.-
n j

*7

1

mjPhone. Lines :i^:- . - ;
, I0966 - 740090 

0966-740184. 740046 li.; •!i • I;IiissitS- I
i i - ■• i

.1;•:I/
Dated: /iLL/201:l’;./DAR[Dl<],ARl,D.I.Khan• No.. j? Ii” I;

rif ■. \
. «

} t

i!* , * . I *;
OFFICE ORDER ? 1

!'• iM ;
I

f In continuation to this office order No. 1404-8/DAR dated 23..04.2011 follow,ii^ 
additional duties are'revised / assigned to following officers as mentioned be] 
immediateieffect in the best interest of public service..

g.changes.in
■I 'll)w:iwith: i : t .;i -•:
►•Ir- ;;;/• I !1‘

L
i ( ' ,1 Ii. i. »

j:. »..
■.il* • 1.

t •
^ I I' I

:1Duties assigned 1% ' • Name of Officer/Official
Mr. Abdul Majeed, Asstt Botanist Rice ;

\S/No I
i

Vehicle Pool1 IV
IPI$
:Lf

Farm Management, howevi rhe wiji. jj 
continue his additional dutit stbf colony'' 1; ; 
work. i -

Mr. Muhammad Akram Khan 
Research officer

2S'

i

Chairman Purchase & auction Committee;^
• *!

Mn. Muhammad ArnJad'Nadeem 
Research officer

3 ' ’I-I/' t

1
I

:
;

•Mr. Inayat Hussain Shah Research 
office'r

Agronomist'4 • r ...•
I : •

\ ■^1
f • I :

i

I
s

;I;
i

(•;■

■.--SdT-:, *.> I - t! •
!

DircctdrI : !
: *

1 ■ -ij
Dated \ V^6 / l~\ : / ^W' /

•5- i

: /A^Tiv^DAR (D1<) 1

: . : •

> i
Cc to; '•

kt

1. The Director General Agriculture Research Khyber Pakhtun Khawa, Peshawar for his 
Information please.

2. All concerned for compliance.
3. Circulate among all staff.

N
I

i:
'll ^r-i^Wj/h

DirectoP' /

I'\ •r
•I

i'u%L 1

PL I
t !,11 . I:

;
K

■ i

X^ P-if >V/f

; '7 ,■2-6
I

:
I
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DRAFT PARAN0.2:4.r. 2A.:> 
DEPARTMENT AGRICULTURE (RESEARCH WING) 

YEAR 2011-12. • :.4s
Caption of para Decision of the 2“^. Reply of the department in ; 

response to the DAC decision
_Comments of 
Finance 
Department

Comments of the
Audit Ofiice «

Recommendation 
Of PAC ,D.A.C M.

r/isspprcpriation of Rs.1542500/- Due of non account of
Minutes of, the D.AC meeting 
on Advance Para for. the 
year 2011-12 held on 3-4-5 
and • 6 September, 2013 
under the chairmanship of 
Secretary .Agriculture, k?K, 
Peshav/ar

According to the crop-register four- 
(4)*“acfe ^ Sugarcane' varieties 
(Ratoon) v/as maintained as seed 
under ‘CESS’ program v^ich was 

. 50% affected by the floods du.dng. 
2010 (Copy of crop register and 
flood report is aUacf.ed), the 
remaining two sere v/as harvested. 
The Officer inchargs has bean 
retired in 2014. However, there is 
no evidence in (he record that any 
land was acquired from Aghc. 
E/dension. 04 acre ratoon crop 
was maintained _ and yield 
recovered wes/^l^mor^ 

amount is oeposited in the 
Government treasury vide receipt 
No. 161,162, 124 and 181 (Copy 
attached) as rsporled by Inayat 
Hussain Shah, Incharge 
Sugarcane.

sugarcane quantity

Para 23 of the Genera! Financial Rules Volume 1 requires that e\-ery 
Government OScer should realize fully and dearty that he wifi be 
field petsonaD)- responsible for any loss sustained by Government•CS■i

through fraud or n^ligence on r>!s part or on ‘Jia pan of his
. ; ■/'T' subordinate staff.

-■m

* y.'' _ • ...
During scrutiny of acauhts record of DlrecWf. ARI, OlKhan for 
financial year 2011-12, ft was come lo holies fliat Ifie’indiafge of

-Miss appropriation pf 
Rs.1.543 miliion due to non '

sugarcane section cultivated 14 acres (as paverbally mentioning by accountable of sugarcane
inchcf3e.node',33»?3givenincrcprecisteroflandforsowingof quantity. Para settled

i sugarcane crops, but it was asiwiished to nos that only a few mond subjected to"'^ud30fi .of 
■ i.e. 530 mond of si^ar shovm as ? produce d the same while

•a-fe-'n

. t

'•t
record of flobd^eciedland
ou^'to ^udil” ofrlce fw

V . standard produce of sugarcane is 650 mond'bSOO mend per acre. 
It seemed that the remaining produced was rosappropriated it is 
essential to brought to the ro'ice ot hgher ops &i3l a huge quantit)' 
of sugarcane v.es not shenvn on concerned cop register end

•• T-■I

. ■ w verification within 2 weeks

1 i
misa.opropriaied.

The same needs an inquiry at appropriete levs! to fix responsroiliiyf-> I and insure recovery unde.- intimatkm to audit
and

When pointed out in February 2013. it v/as r^ed that the a.'ea 
under Suoercane CESS projetS v/es 10 acresand not 14 acres 
which can be confirmed from SCRI.'Mardan bom v/hirA 5 acres land 
was received from Agriculture Extension. v.'hkfi was barren area and 
notajllh.-aled since 12 years. Therefore, theserminatbnof 
Sugarcane wssfaled. The p.'Oduce came irem only 5 acres from 
this produce also seed uses for fhe SKvm. "11610 of crao is

.1

I

m
satisiactory.

Reply is not satisfactory, the matEr is repo.-tai-to Ihe noiice of higher- 
ups for information and necessary acflo.n urete- inilmation to audit.

/

V"- 'f'T
fI

f f??*"lOC 0

DinlbroR
Agricultur; .■. • ::rch InstitutE

- el-



2^^-^^^L^i^eoionstratiof^^ -
CESS" m 201Q-n

^'^mQ.P^Jj'o.wer iS.
Location■f f •- Area of Date of 

- --LP/PL°il.l Sowing
No Seed

Used
•nputs usedÎ ■ 1

Varieties041 Raza Muhammad OAP-ibag 
Urea 1 bag 
Potassium 1

Shorkot Kanal 20.09.2010 1 50 Mon

bag
...

Puradon 1
bag042 Atta Muhammad Oeyal

Kanal—SO MonI
-do-rf - 04Sotin Kh'in Z.'ilar.il); Kanal1 12.10.20.10 50 Mon -do-d'i

%
04 18.10.2010 I 50 Mon^ I Abdul Rasheed

Gara
Hayat

.Kanal
-do-

04 15.10.2010 I 50 MonS iMalikGhulam 
I Shabbir Band

Korai
Kanal

-do-I'

04 22.10.2010 50 MonRamzan -do-Ghabby Kanal

S' •

¥ ! /TO'^^^'SRO Sd'ga^cane
/

;r. i
D i -

-•T-' • •
!~T-

V . . * r^! jr.



^^i^iLof_demonstra^o n
P^ots under .*

102.011-12
s.

Area of 
Locntion D/p(ots

No of Grow Date of 
Sowing

Seed
Used

or

.i^put^jsed 
I DAP-lb;]g 

50 Mon ; Urea 1 bag 
Potassium 1

04I VarietiesUaji Jamshed Malik
Muqeem
Shah

Kanal 21.10.2011k

bag
Furadon 2 
bags042 Malik Javed

Ketch Kanal 24.10.2011 50 Mon -do-04:i Ftippti
Uikhra Kanal ^">•10.2011 50 Mon -do-044 Qasim
Muqeem
Shah

Kanal 15.09.2011 50 Mon------- ^-----------
I

Uashim 

^ , Yasin

•do-
04 * 
KanalShor Kot

16.09.2011 50 Mon -do-
Gomal j

15.10.2011 50 Mon ~do-
■ *J.____ 1., fT. '

*. T

• -'-irrT

SRO Sug.3fcane

D./'Khan
-■ .....................................................

■■ ^

- ^

.A tCi ■v;

■ ''.y-HiiTM

r
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:i1 f I IRTTT------ :' m.A-*i 1 s_

Immr
■* .1

gt‘ P(l\ll^I5?
cultivatepIarea atari,

Kt£:4 1fe-l

m dikhan in 2009-10,
2010-H & 2011-12,

Cultivated A
] 2010^

JUjM~ATirnvi
4 10"^

irea I
2009-10m I

2011-12
~A~rirfi^
loTfs

AlOl
^'^02

fN;fe
Up?

Farm:IVianager ■

Ffortieulture^SectiorT hi h
______ I * I

Agrpnomy Section 

Wheat Section
I I : I

- * « f I I

I Oil Seejj Section

103 88 5 0
'0

s 17 4 0 17 4 0
02 5 0 01 2. 0 6 6I I12U/ 3. '|U£ ,

;

------- L,

IP j
I Cultivated A

0 9 6 ^^Ti To
01 0 O' oijo n

•yj
1 15 0 1 12 ^ 'I Nil Nil

01 0 5! 0 5 oi 0 13
105 1 0 06 5 0 07 1 10

rea 145 1 5 125 4 12 140 I 3 [24

!*;■

1
’ •i -

August 2010 a 

lfe^^°^rceioflrri
■p^'Thereforeduetonon 

,, irrigation duri
■'

,:' :{:i'

* 'very huge flood hit the D I Kh 

rngation i.e. Chashm an District and
a Right Bank Canal

availability of irrigation water

^as tube well.

1 \Was •

, the'ng this year( ;I I
cf->' » !•'

II I
I

■ ■

■

W '•'m-
'Xl}y :{■“••.

I
1;

!■• •
I

‘ . X '. i
V;; - '•'
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►account of audit report for the financial year 2014-15,in respect of Director Agrii'.Research institute,D.l.Khan Govt: of Khyber Pakhtunkhwajrking paper
2"'' Reply of the department in 
response to the pAC decision

Decision of the 
D,A.C

Decision Of PAGGist of Observation 1st reply of the . department in 
response to audit observations.

3 ■ ■ ........................

Reply of the DeptbVn'response of PXC decision
■“6

542

, Misappropriation of Rs.1542500/- Due of non account of 
sugarcane quantity

Fata 23 of !he Generai Financial Rules Volume 1 requires 
that every Government Offirar should ealize fuiiy and. cjearty 

.that he, will be held petsonally-'res^nsjble for any loss 
sustained by Government through fraud or negligence on his 
part or on the part of his subordinate staff. •

During scrutiny of accounts record of Director, ARI, DlKhan 
for financial year 2011-12, it was come to notice tfiat the 

' incharge of sugarcane section cultivated 14 acres (as per 
' verbally mentioning by incharge, no detail was given in crop 

register of land for sowing of sugarcane crops, but it was 
astonished to note that only a few monds i.e. 830 monds of 
sugar shown as a 'produce of the same while standard 
produce of sugarcane is 650 monds to 800 monds per acre. 
It seemed that the remaining produced was misappropriated 
it is essential to brought to the notice of higher ups that a 
huge quantity.of sugarcane was. not shown on concerned 
crop register and misappropriated.

The same needs an inquiry at appropriate level to fix 
responsibility and insure recovery under intimation to audit.

When pointed out in February 2013, it was replied that the 
area under Sugarcane CESS project was 10 acres and not- 
14 acres which can be^confirmed from SCRI, Mardan from 

.which 5 acres land was received from Agriculture Extension, 
which was barren area and not cultivated since 12 years.

- Therefore, the germination of Sugarcane was failed. The 
' produce came from only 5 acres from this produce also seed 

Lised fcrthe sowing. Yield of crop is satisfactory.

Reply is not satisfactory, the matter is reported to the notice' 
of higher ups for information and necessary action under 

' intimafion to audit

'i

!n Pursuance of the recommendations of th 
Accounts Committee meeting held on 16, 
tiv> competent authority constituted an ( 
committee comprising of Mr.ZahirulIah Khar 
District Director Agriculture Kohat, Mr.Ar 
(DS-18) * District Director Agriculture E: 
department ,D.I.Khan, and MrJehanze 
member of the internal Audit cell Agric.l 
probe into the matter and submit the repo 

vide

It is stated that in this Para auditor 
shown 10 acre area but according to 
the record 04 acre sugarcane varieties 
sere maintained as Ratoon crop in 
2010 under “CESS‘ program from 
which 50 % crop was damaged by 
floods. The officer inchatge noted it in 
on DSR page (copy attached). The 
following yield was recovered from the 
remaining crop.500 monds seed was 
used for sowing of demonstrative plots 
with farmers under 'CESS' program 
and 684 monds seed was sold for • 
Rs.88920/-which was deposited in 
Govt, treasury vide receipt No.162,124 
and 181 (copy attached).The total yield 
recovered from the crop was 1184 
monds not 800 monds. This is the 
actual position according to the office 
record.
Reply is sound, therefore. It is 
requested that the Para may kindly be 
dropped.

According to the crop register four 
(4) . acre. .Sugarcane' varieties 
(Ratoon) was maintained as seed 
under "CESS" program which was 
50% affected by the floods during 
2010 (Copy of crop register and 
flood report is attached), the 
remaining two acre was harvested. 
The Officer Incharge has been 
retired in 2014. However, there is 
no evidence in the record that any 
land was acquired from Agric. 
Extension. 04 acre Ratcon crop was 
maintained and yieid recovered was 
1184 monds and amount is 
deposited in the Government 
treasury vide receipt No. 151,162, 
124 and 181 (Copy attached) as 
reported by Inayat Hussain Shah, 
incharge Sugarcane,

Minutes of the DAC meeting 
on Advance Para for the year 
2011-12 held on 3-4-5 and 6 
September. 2013 under the 
chairmanship of Secretary 
Agriculture, KPK, Peshav/ar

k? i;

The committee directed 
the .department to conduct 
inquiry
responsibility against the 
person at fault. Para 
stands. Prcgrass be 
reported to PAC within one 
(1) month.

fixand

NolMiss appropriation of 
Rs.1.543 million due to non

days
No.SO(AB&A)AD/PAC/2Q14-15{KC: dated 17 
(copy attached).
The commifiee visited to ARI,DlKhan all the 

• record/correspondences related to the cc 
audit para.was.produced and they investig

accountable of sugarcane 
Para settled...» : quantity, 

subjected to production of 
record of flood effected land 
due to Audit office for 
verificafion within 2 weeks

matter in detail.

.After completion of the enquiry proceedii 
Committee submitted its report alongwith 
to the Competent Authirity (as attached).
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government ofiKhyber Pakhtunkhwa, Agriculture Extension D

Iepartment
I

District Kohat :

/Vi

a enquiry report , FOLLOW UR ACTION OF DP NO.2^4.7 FOR THE YEAR 

|| 2014-15 IN RESPECT OF AGRICULTURE RESEARCH INSTITU TE oil KHAN

i r

m
Conducted by: ‘ Iiw I

I
I • Ii :

■P ZahirullahKhan Amanullah
||strict Director Agriculture District Director Agriculture

a
; •J

IJehanzeb Khan 

Audit Officer 

Internal Audit Cell 
Agri: Department 
KPK Peshawar

' I
D.l Khan Iis

liU fo?! •
i>v I

(
• ^

i

1

I
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YEAR* WISE SUGARCANE CROP SOWING RECORD SINCE 2007 TO TILL 2010-11
./
I

II •

I Table 1“

Area 
sown in

Year Date of 
Sowing

. Remarksyariety
Sown

New plantation 
NP) or Ratoon crop

acre
Germination of 02 acre 
coropletely failed (Annex-3)
Germination of 01 acre

04 11/20071 2007-08; JBU-r NP
i &
2008-09 CSSG'66S- 

676 ■
01 • 10/2007! NP t

partially failed;

Germination satisfactory02 12/2007NPCPHS-35
Germination satisfactory02 11/2007SP-302 •; NP
Harvested . & sold for 
crushilng due. to poor 
performance 

022008-09 BU-II !

Harvested & sold for01• CSSG 668-r .!crushing due to poor 
perfo[;mance

676

Harve'sted. Produce sold02Ratoon Crop2008-09 , CPHS-35
as seed to farmersI
Harvested. Produce sold
as seed to farmers

02Ratoon CropSP-302

Sovymat Farm2.5 Not2009-10 ; Variety not 
m*entiohed

■ NP!
mentioned

Sown at Farm2.5 NotNP: Variety not 
mentionec mentioned

issued to 05 Nos farmers 
for demonstration plots 

(Annexure-4)

2009-10 Variety not 
mentioned

2.5 Not
mentioned

1.5kanal 2/9/2008 NUV\T (experimenta) 
plot)

2008-09 Variety not 
. ! mentionec.

Ratoon

Provincial Set-! 
(experimental plot)
Provincial Set-ll 
(experimental plot)

Ikanal 11/9/200SVariety not 
mentionec

Ratoon
I

1 kanal 18/9/2008Variety not 
mentionec

Ratoon

1.5 kanal 12/9/2009 . NUVYT
(experimental plot)

NP2009-10 Variety not 
, mentioned ,

1.5 Kanal 11/12/2010 Provincial scheme F.V.TNP2010-11 Variety hot 
mentionec (1^)

01 Acre 15/12/2010 NUVYTNP2010-11 Variety not 
mentionec (experimental plot)

I

t

A
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■ CORRESPONDENCE:- (l/c Sugarcane, Director ARl D.l Khan & DGA (R) KPK Peshawar)

The germination of variety BU-I in twp acre of area of
I

Year wise explanation of Table l”;- 

ivariety BU-I was completely failed & one acre area of variety CSSG-668-67,6 was partially

\
•:

ifailed as reported by l/c Sugarcane to director ARl D.l Khan vide his office letter No. 215 

dated 6.12.2008 and further mention about the poor performance of varieties BU-1 &

ICSSG-668-676 & requested the uprooting / ploughing the area measuring

>
I
I

52+1, 3 acres
!

I and ploughing of• respectively which he approved •& permit the l/c sugarcane for uprooting 

-field; During one year harvesting stage the l/c Sugarcane.ARl D.l Khan further reportejj the
t

poor performance of variety BU-I (02 acre) & CS5G-668-676 in a few Kanal and 

i recomm'ended.the uprooting of both varieties which was accepted. (Anncxure-5)
I

f

i

in area of 04 acre 

growth period the

The remaining two varieties CPHS35 & SP-302 measuring 

• (each 02 acre), maintained as Ratoon crop up to harvesting. During crop 

l/c Sugarcane, ARl D.l Khan & Director ARl D.l Khan made a series of correspondence 

regarding excess water flow from minor 2 disty 5 to the crop standing fields &

s

I-

infrastructure’of ARl D.l Khan (Annexure-6).

Responding the correspondence the Director Agriculture Research, System 

Khyb.er Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar wrote a letter to DG ARl Tarnab and alh.Directors /■ Station

Incharge, of Agriculture Research Stations Khyber Pakhtunkhwa vide his letter No.123'3-35
■! ‘ ■ 

dated 3.8.2014 to constitute a committees at their stations for assessm.ent of damaged at

their stations.

t

I
II

!|n light of that the Director ARl D.l Khan constituted a'Committee, of, four 

officers vide his office order No.350-54 dated 9.8.2010 t

t

i.

in report of damaged assessment the committee mentioned the dama'ge of 

;'.sugarcane crop in seed production & experimental blocks without mentioning the 

percentage of damage to sugarcane. The l/c sugarcane ARl D.l Khan stately recorded 50% 

idamage to sugarcane crop on 17.8.2010 vide crop register page No.142 (Annexure-7),

I

i r

I I
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which was further verified from the record of the District Director Agriculture D.l. Khan that 

52% damage occurred to sugarcane crop during heavy flood water in July 2010 (Annexure-8)r

During checking of record of financial year 2009-10 orly 2.5+2.5 acres 

■jsugarcane crop sown at farm mentioning no detail of variety and seed sburce at crop 

[register vide page No. Nil & only one acre sugarcane crop sown under NUVYT on 

115.12.2010 at crop Register vide page No. 154, having no record of produce. Similarly a 
. |-very little area of one Kanal sown at Farm during 2008-09, 2009-10 1 2010-11 as 

experimental plots & nothing was recorded about performance at crop regis er vide Page# 

147,148;143, 150 153. The enquiry committee noted with great concern that the varieties 

of experimental plots were not mentioned

The overall available record of sugarcane at crop register page No.l00,14j,146,147,148, 

! 149,150,151,152,153,154,155,155,157 is as reflected at Annexure-5

I

1

No record was found in crop register after 15.12.2010. it Is vefy astonishing 

* to note that the area of 01 acre
!

on 15.12.2010 while reflected at crop 

No.157 for the year 2012-13 instead of 2010-11. The variety wise weight St amount

sown register page

; deposited detail Is reflected at table 2. 

Table 2""
I

Year wise Sugarcane crop production & amount deposited since 2007 to till 2010-11
: Year Sold / seed or crushing Amount deposited! Rem.3tl<s

2008-09 1200 96000 Sold for crushing
2009-10 1334 187420 Sold for Seed! 2010-11 797 141954 Sold for Seed
2011-12 300 32000 Sold for crusiiiri[;
Total 3381 424874
Amount deposited detail is as under Annexurei9A to 9D
Rs. 96000/- deposited through 05 Nos Challan on a/c of 1200 kg produce sold during 2008-09 (Annex-9-A) 
Rs. 187420/: deposited through 08 Nos Chaila a/co 1334 kg produce sold during 2009-10 (Annex-9-B)
Rs. 141954/- deposited through 07 Nos Challan on a/c of 797 kg produce sold during 2010-11 (Annex-9-C)
Rs. 32000/- deposited through 03 Nos Challan on a/c of 300 kgs produce sold during 2011-12 'Annex-9-D)
Note one Chalian of Rs. 32500/- on a/c of 250 kgs seed wasnot provided however the amount deposited vide 
Re'ceipt'No. 162/Challan No. 04 dated 24.12.2009

n on

♦
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Furthermore there is variation in rates of per 40 kg seed in different dates,of 

deposited &'the department could not produce the rate fixation notification or other

• documents about rate fixation. ■

Conclusion & recommendations:-

I

I
I

1. The Director General Audit Khyber Pakhtunkh\A/a Peshawar is adv sed to direct his 

staff for, actual inspection of record instead of setting of Audit Para

discussion with the department as mentioned in their advance Para

All the inputs relating to sugarcane crop been issued by office of Di 

Institute Mdrdan & the Director ARI D.l Khan did not maintain the 

issued record.

on verbal
4

2. ector, Sugarcane 

accurate receipt/

3. Record of sugarcane section at ARI D.l Khan is still incomplete since 

,4. The financial year and status of the Para neither explained by the department

audit department during DAC & PAC meetings. \
{

5. Furfher .recommended that the audit office may be directed tojcoilect complete 

project inputs issued by Directpi>3Sugarcane,ln:rtitute ’'{Ibrdarl to AR,i 

D.l Kharj and conduct detail audit in presence of sugarcane

2007 till to date.
i ■

nor!
!

expe'-ts.,
6. The audit office also be directed to collect the detail of funds provided under regular 

budget by-’provincial budget? for sugarcane section since 2007 till to d.ite.

At present the responsibility of loss could not be fixed due to misur ierstanding in 

between the concerned department & audit department

\
■

and mc:.iningless/ time
wasting correspondence made by the department^on the DP No. T^y

d.

\

Am 1
Dipict Director Agriculture ' District DirectW Agriculture 

kohat

Zahiruliah Khan (BPS-19) l-^nsnzr't Khan 
Audit r ficcr

D.l Khan lr.1.ornr .\uditCcll 
Ai;i iC! = re '■’Qpartnient
KPK (■<• lawnr

|V

1
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: government OF KJiYBER PAKHTUNKHWA

AGRICULTURE'LIVESTOCK Sf. COOPERATIVE 
DEPARTMENT

eJi 091-9211228, A 091-9210033,

■ • 1y:
'

♦

1^• ^ scctionofficciab;)@sinflil-coin. .\
■ 'I4

No.SO (Acctt)AD/PAC/2014-15 
Dated Peshav.^ar, the Decerfiber.27^'', 2019t >

J.

t

To
ii rThe Assistant Secretary-PAC,
! Provincial.Assembly,
■ Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

i OF THE MFETTIMG OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTS:
: fltimT RtjpQRT FOR THE YEAR 2014-15 AND FOLI.OW-!UP BUSINESS.

\
%

\

COMMITTEE ONSul'iect:
i
i \

i I am directed to refer to your letter No. PA/K.P/PAC/Min:/2C 14-15/19/11756-62

a copy of de-novo . 
{

necessary' adtion as

t

} I
ciked 04.11.2019 on the subject noted above and to enclose.herewith
’■ M' ■ ■

in'quii^ (hvorightaO against Para 2.4.7 for the year 2014-15 for further 

desired please.

) i
// ■7\ • I /IUj1

t
' (ASDUR RAUF)/ ‘ /' 

SECnOM OFFICEr<:(A3&A)
' t

1
:• »

Kndst; No. gc Dfrte Even;
Copy b; forvvarded to the: - _ ^
‘ il. Syeq A*khtar Aii Project Director (Certification Project) Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries 

Cooperative Department. ; ‘ .
2. director General Agriculture (Research) Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar alongwith one set

of inquiry report for information please. !
3. P.S to Secretary Agriculture, Livestock & Cooperative Department Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, 

• Peshawar.
4. p.A to Adr.i;donal Secretary Agriculture, Livestock & Cooperative ; Department Khyber 

Pakhtunki'iwa, Peshawar.
5. Fi.Aito Deputy Secretary Agriculture, Livestock & Cooperative Depciitmenc Khvbe-- 

■Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.
6. •'■•Master File.

;

• •»

1 :
I

fhi : r

i ij-S
'^ITTTON OFFICER (ABFi.'X)

.0I

/I Mg. ._/Acctt:/DGAR;

R "I::'®"'*!’ "'Staining -.f CS pnga. iorwnr.|ed l.ru-
lor Ai..i(. Ru..?atc.-i insVr.ute, Ratta Kt/.adnl D.LKhan for inl'nnviat

D.-ot.ed Pash: the4
• Ii

t

Cl;-.?.
1ion and re.(:o.'’c!

f

/,
1 c.'u ■ • I/•i } O-•5.:'

/
Ros'Gyrrb

Pakhtunlr-iVA^T, 
/7,/

I

G-shawa.”( 9 ? V...... ' 'k /
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INTO . 1.543

SgD»S5ii3S5I, while discussing the inqoiry reports

WgYt of the PAC 

follow-up

meeting held on 29.10.2019

the inquiry committee co
The PAC Vn its

u np No 2 4.7 submitted by
nstituted in 

PAC business given
1.

PAC

recommendations as under (Annex 1).

Mter detailed deliberation, the committee

recommendations of PAC as , ^ ,
SO(AU3rA)AD/PAC/2014-15/KC dated 07.1

With the PAC

Committee

ntioned in the 

3.2017. AS 

well as 

the PAC 

with initiation 

. Para stands.

observed that the Inquiry 

well as TORS me
did not follow the

tal Notification No.Departmen recommendations is

regard, therefore, 

the matter coupled

not in line
the department

wasthe inquiry report
issued by

in this
notification

a de-novo inquiry into
officers of the inquiry committee

recommended to conduct

action against theof disciplinary rrrrrr^c,... CO.—
— ‘ r:“

nt of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

Notification 

! following inquiry

No.'
vides2.

Agriculture
SO(Acctt.)AD/PAC/20l4-l5

committee for de-novo 

|s/lr. Akhtar -

'"“LTetiTsection Officer (AB.A), Agric. Department.

dated

, into the matter 

Ali Shah (BPS-19) Project Director,
Chairman

I

Member

2. Mr

TORs^ ice of the procedureI under cultivation, price
ill check the total land, area

on the farmers.
1. The Committee

pact of the research activities
and submit report within on

wi

e month after receipt of this notification.& im

2. Fix responsibility tl9
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3. AUDIT OBSERVATIONS:

MIS APPROPRIATION OF RS. 1542500/- DUE OF NON ACCOUNT OF SUGARCANE QUANTITY.

'Peira 23 of the General Financial Rules Volume 1 require’s that every Government Officer 
should realize fully and clearly that he will be Md personally. respj)i!sibleJgianyjo;^usta^^ 

iVy Gqvernn^ejil^through fraiidjjr negligence on his part o_r cn the pa.;rt of his subordinate staff.

' During scrutiny of the accounts record of Director ARI Di Klaan for financial year 2011- 
1'2.. it|Avas come to notice that the in-charge of sugarcane sectionicultivated 14 acres (as per 
■.'.■iroally‘mdi'.tloning‘by in-charge,* no detail was given in crop'register'of land of sowing of 
Si.s;2r[:unc crop, but if was astonished to note that only a few mounds i.e. S30 mounds of 
'!i/C^i’cane sKc>v.m as a p/.oduce of the same while siandard|produce ofisugarcane is GEO mounds 

■ oer.a'cre. it seemed, tl^at .the remaining produce v/as mis-appropcialcd. It is
'toicrecghtinto the notice of higher ups that a'hpge quantity of sugarca ne was not

or conc'^^necicrop registerand mi-sappropristed.

The same needs an inquiry at appropriate k-vefta frK'responsiliiitty and ensure recove- '. 

intimation to audit.

I

;
t • '

iUS'! do
. !

. !
I! 4. • BRIEF FACTS-QF THE CASE..I

i

CESS means the sugar - cane and Sugar-beet development CESS, levied' under I . 

Section 3 of the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Finance Ordinance, 1982, ThejSugarcane CESS fund is the
tnxab e ainount received from the farmers and Mill owners by the Government. This fund Vs -__

(;oIIgc 
liopai

i
I

1

ted at district level and is further deposited in the Government; treasury. The food 
tnient distributes this amount as per foilowingjdetail: (Ru!e,8(^|) of CESS Rdles, 2015 and is 
:d through a committee constituted under CESS; rule's*ty-Food Department) j

It
>

-1 1 ;
70%District Committee concerned;

: 15%Higi'way Authority;
j 110%; Sugar Crops ResearchI

!I I

i-ood Department 3%
1

» t2%ru-anc* Department 1;
• f

I ■•. .
; CESS'.Fund was_g(^ved_for Sugar _Cro££.£esk4r^ln5-ut^ ;M>rd.aa vfJ-: 

V.r;.'drn!n’--r}t'Ticiiiics'tion No. S/13^/'X31&5^^^atedj^.l9^ ^
I

j
: ! II

I!
I

I

t
It

I

1I
i 1 ;

I
I

1'

»;
i

;1

I
i

I
t 1 •;It 1 \: ;I I ;

A I
i

I
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i 5. The Agricultural Research Institute (ARl) Di Khan was established>

as Maize farm
in 1958, which was upgraded to Agricultural Research Station during 1961 and AR! during 

It IS a multi disciplined institute with the following sections i.e. Horticulture Section, Agronomy

Iy
1986.

Section, wheat section, Entomology Section, Soil Chemistry Section, Oil Seed Section, Sugarcane 

Section and Farm witti the following land availability: !

I

I. Total Area of the Institute

II. Area under Crops cultivation 
!

Area under Horticulture Crops 

Area under GPU Tropical 

Non Cultivatecl'area

251 Acres.=
I

I
145.5 Acres.

ill. 19 Acres.
IV. 30 Acres.S

V. 55 Acres.=-1
;VI. Area under Water pond. 1.5 Acres.

I
5. PROCEDURE/XDOPTFn

Diiector ARi Di Kh.ip was requested (Annex-3) to provide detail.^ o: land, input used 

produce cbvamed at ARi Di Kiian, Wlrereas Director Sugar Cro

to l2rov.iciej^ofJ^uts provided t.g_ARi Di Khan i;nder CESS oroiprf AuriL 2009-10

and

ftSjiesearch Institute was a.skud

2010-11 

2li v^Tis provided by 

non 3vaiiabiii..y/at the station (Annex- 

confi adictory .and nci propet !y

cro_ss_examine (Annex-4T How-ever no information / detii! 

OIrector Sugar Crop:: Research Institute, Mardan due to

5). The information orovidtyJ by Director ARi Di Khan is also

iviointained. ' >

TDRttl. THE COP/IMiTTeE WILL CHECK THE '

PRICE OP THE PRODUCE & IMPACT OF THE 

FARMERS.

;
lOIAL LAND, AREA UNDER CUl.TIVATiON 

research .ACTO/'ITIEf;: ON ryr

I c
As .per statement prrjvidod. by Director AP.i DI Khon (AnnGK-G,7.?(fi) .

1. Toril land
- 251 Acres'.

2. Area under Cultivation 

; • • a. 70Q9-1P', - 145 Acres• 1

(
i1

t

\
\' 2"

i/.-

r'iiI

' ;!
\ /■\ I

I
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:;ostitub'provided by Director ARI for the current pern nn,. 

> ipnra ZhillAnnex-S), are quite different for the same year ns given:
i: . 

"•
Ul'.Ci'i’provided . under j Details provided

Para 2.4.8 during 201:L-:l:!
•j

fvlarl.':-. ‘

Details 

Para 2.4.7 during 2011-12‘

SectionS<!

KanalsKanals...:.. Maria's Acrjes.;“T i Acres:
iI

>
!' \ i far:’!; Section ' 104 . 6 71 •0

____ !____
17.

: I 58;04: -5. I HG.-‘ii.*AdtuTe Section.
. i • •

4- 4—. J citgt'jT^rrrrv/Sca'jcn ^0 b
I

: O ;1r 03

"Tiyr'
Ii Wheat SectionI

1.1, }I;

T250; Er.tO'T'blOoV Section i

■ Chctfois-tr*/ l O

1 • r-; ‘

I 00“■'T5S.I
1 }1: !

‘

i i
t

I

Seed Section .
________ -f .- -■■

Sugarcane section j 07.

I > Nil; -■ .18■ Q '..I i« >l "kT

33J101’

4-. I03i\ . \i Nii\ Rice9. I .

I'”':- Physiology O.l'\ Mi!.i 0:
i

• i'Nil 01'
PUnnt Pathology . 

Buildings, roads etc.

: i:i.II hrr 58
i 12.

1L.. i
!I * •

IMi
. 14 23-3140' ' 3•Total.• ■; 

....)_____ \
I

r 2008-09,- and 20C9-10, where: 
germin^jtipn and pi6ugn:ng durm.

:ii. on■ I

:!ie statement provided and record show.n is n 

record Bannu varieties ha:; h-.’-' n shewn p'..M>r

,nd flood durinn 2C,i'i da.r.agiuc tire crop, wh.ch, does not corre;,

But

i tm:
.:i: I0.:h-I ;

I! I : 2008-09
I tit

pic if-nt pan;..(

I

1
j

:

/'vN!

^ S*
V '

1

t

I' , t
*

I

1 •(

t

I

"t J( «t \
l

I i

i
i[I 1 1

: I

i ' •
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I
Iif If 4. As pei; statement provided by ARl, Di Khan 5 acres of S,ugarcane was grown under

program; during 2011-12 and 2acres. and 1.5 Kanal under provincial iprogram. As per
* I I ^ •: !! j

understanding-of the committee Sugarcane crop is planted in one year, which takes an

year long for maturity and are maintained as ratoon crop .for the- next year. As per ; |
I. ‘ ■■'■'] !

incomplete record available, 5 acres of land has been sown under CEsS program at the 
' i ^ ■ • I •

institute during 2009-10 and 10 acres during 2010-11. So the: area as bin pointed by the .
■ ' i ■ ^ ‘ '

. 1 Auditlas’lO acres is correct.

5. The standard production of 700 mounds per acre is also justifiable as progn^ssive
I ,

farmers) are obtaining the same production. However, as per report 
departi^ent approved,- by the Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, ithe av'erage

I ■ ■ : '

production.of sugarcane for district Di Khan (Annex-10).is as under:

460.27 mounds.

455.28 mounds.

455.28 mounds.

If jcaicuiated on the basis of average approved production of the disti ict the production 

of th*e -farm (10 acres) becomes to 4553 mounds instead of 7000 noun.ds minus the 

produce reported by the audit party 830 mounds. The produce for 2011-12 becomes 

3723! mounds and its value becomes 3723 *250= 930750/-. ■ i

7^ The Sugarcane seed produced at ARl DI Khan under CESS program was mostly used for
• ' i ''Demonstration piots with growers under CESS program and also supplied to farmers ns 

seed, but the record and their names'and location has not ibeen maintained by the 

. institute, so can't be assessed properly.

I

t
i )•

!
I

i

!
• t

of the Statistical
I

. I

I
2009-10

2010-11
iSi- 201.1-12

6.

»
r

t

3. Fix r;GSPonsibilitv and submit report within one month after recetat of this notification-;
1. Detail of officers posted as Director ARl Di Khan, Farni Manager and Inchafge Sugar cane 

section from 2008 to 2015 are as under( - m;
. ;

t ;

,7 I 9
t

I

I
■ \ i

} I

/ /
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directors ARl DI KHAN.
»
I

■

tTo.From rName .SU I.1:6.12.200801.01.2008Or. Ahmad Bakhsh (Late) ■w
1. ‘ *

.26.01.200917.01.2008Mr. Kazim Shah •2. I
16.06.201027.01.2009Mr. Ghulam Shabbir Shah I3. II 31.08.201017.06.2010Mr. Kazim Shah .•4... :
•04;l0’.201p ■01.09:2010 i ■

D.r. Sanaullah Khan.(L.I
S.'

• ?4-.07-.20il.:05.10.2010 tt 1Mr. Kazim Shah6.
[17.05.2012I 25.07.2011 i

Mr. Abdul Majeed Khan 

Mr. Muhammad Aki .'im Khan

/ 7. j
• 26.11.201318.05.2012

i , 23.11.201527.11.2013 .Mr. Kazim Shah 19.
( 61.12.201524.11.2015Mr. Abdul’Majeed Klian 110. t

‘

I
FARM MANAGERSI

■:

18.08.200905.03.2008 {Mr. Inayat Hussrii n .‘ihah 

Mr. Muhammad A k: .’

1.
21.T1L^010—I-

19.03.2009s: 25.04.20111 .2:’.lT.7v)l0 IMr. Inayat Husjaii > S’ -■3. I« 26.11.2013V

20.04.2OliMr. Muhammad .nn Khan !
I

31.12.2015./.11.2013Mr. Shahid Iqh:Khaltak5.

Jr SUGARCANE SE H ON.-Ch--1

01.10‘.2014
)0"S i. Mr. Ghulam. Ra'ic* '

31.12.2015. i1__ l’o2.:io.2P.'4 IMr. Inayat I •;‘I 2.

;

I

>,it «.• f .I
;

/
.i

:/I

i .
i I

I I

i( i
t 1
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i\ lemert/('egV\sence!io(*e\ow«
omted by the Audit party.

5,0%. •

1
I I

I. I nsibleforaHegedembeii:
, The follUmg officers are respo

' atARlDiKhaefocthevear
' ‘ I 2011-12 as pinp 

Sectionproduc):ion
a. iMr. GhuianaRasoo

1 incharge Sugarcane

Khan farm Manager
20%

I. Muhamrnad Akram

Abdul'Wlaieed Kharr Director

15%. -
b. Mr

15%. ;
c. Mr.

•,m Shah Directord. Mr-kaz'm -
9 ocr.COWIENDMfgHS. 

direction

thepersorrsshowrratParahas

low production

proportion

ducting the inquiry ofof the PAC after
nsible for the alleged embet

con
element / -regligence ir.1. As per

red from thern as perbeen found respo 
sugarcane under CESS and the

nt may be recoveamou

record 

action is
,-,de para 8(21 above. Khan nor any; 

disciplinarv 

CESS fund at SCW,

niaintained at ARl Dt 

. Hence

of record o

given

2. {No proper

i available at Sugarcane
■ used against responsible for

of CESS Fund has been
Research Institute (SCRi),

record

non provision
!t also prop
t

i tviardan (Annex-5).

; \

O (ABDURRAUF)/
SECTION OFFICER (AB& A) ^

n.riiiTURE LIVESTOCK, FlSHERlES^v*
COOPERATION DEPARTMEfn/.

/

i

\

1 *
(
i

i

c. 1
I

1
1
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Previntial Assembly ol KlyiiPaklitunkliwa^
No.PA/KP/PAC/Agri:/DP-2.4.7/2bl4-;5/20/
Dated Peshawar, the Ij q 1/02/2020. | j

■ ■ Oiaryii'Jo'_;^'A!

I•'S
i

;
I

t iI t

I To

T^e Secretary to Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, 
Agriculture, Livestock and Cooperation Department.

So.ciion v...•-•.•!I AI

lyirNUTES OF THE MEETING OF PAC ON AUDIT REPOT^T rnn thP
YEAR 2014-15 AND FOLLOW-UP BUSINESS.

•Subject; -
;

Dear Sir,
\l am directed to refer to your letter No.SO(Acctt)AD/PAC/201?4T^ed ? 

27-12-2019 on the subject cited above and to say that inquiry involved into above 

‘mentioned Draft Para received with your letter under reference, it considered by the

competent authority and agreed' to the recommendations of Inquiry Report. ;

You are, therefore, requested to implement the recommendations of itie 

I inquiry Committee and to recover the amount from the held responsible (s) and also take 

.disciplinary action against the responsible for non production ofj record of CESS Fund at 

■SCRI, Mardan and report progress to this Secretariat immediately, so that the same could 

be placed before PAC for its final decision.

I

i

(A/Vmk laiAN) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY-PA C 
Ij Dated^/02/2020, 

Copy of the above is forwarded for information and necessary action to:-

The Secretary to Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Finance; Department.
The Director General, Audit, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshajwar.*
Tlic PA to Addl: Secretary-PAC, Provincial Assembly of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa

I
It

E.;No.PA/KJVPAC/Agri;/DP-2.4.7/2014-15/20/

1.
. 2.A

3.
I
I

La
ASSISTANT SECRETARY-TAC

4 5

i
J

i

\

A
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' iL :• ;: !r'rrGOVERNMENTOFKffreERPAKHraJNKHWA r: ^ ' i/Oj

' AGRICULTURE LIVESTOCK & eOOPERATiVE " [rj
DEPARTMENT ♦ !!

mA
y

^ sectiQnofficeraba(5)Qmall.corrii^ 091-9211228, Er ;
091-9210033;i

I

I! N 0. SO ■ (Acctt) AD/PAC/2b 14-15 j 
Dated Peshawar, the February 2'4‘^ 2020!

; f
I

i

To: i \iy^I

; The Director General,
. Agriculture (Research),
: Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

! 1 .MINUTES_0F THE MEETING OF PAG ON AUDIT REPORT FOR THE YEAR
I j 20014-15 AND FOLLOW UP BUSINESS.

; am directed I to refer to the subject noted above and to e

provincial Assembly letter No. KP/KP/PAC/Agri:DP-2.4.7/2014-15/20/4516 da

and to state the recover the amount per proportionate from the following officer / official as

hquiry report which has already been sent to you and submit charge sheet aid statement of

allegations .against those ^delinquent officer / officials reflected within a month time. In order to

submit implernentation reportlo Provincial Assembly:

; >[ Mr. Ghulam Rasool Incharge Sugarcane Section 
, >: Mr. Muhammad Akram Khan Farm Manager 
. ^1, Mr. Abdul Majeed Khan Director 
i >: Mr. Kazim Shah Director -

k

. Subject:

iclose hereviith

ted 18.02.2020

ler

50%
20%
15%
15%

i

I ' issuance of charge sheet and statement of alleoation to the following:

1 >; Mr. Noor ul Haq Farm Manager SCRI Mardan 
i >1 Mr. Habib ur Rehman Accountant 
j >j Mr. Maqboo! Ahmad Storekeeper

\
\

r
i

I
\

Ends. As Above:
i

i
I I

n2mI\
(ABDUR RAUF) /

SECTION IPFFICER {A8&A);
1

' Endst’ 'Noi. 8c Date Even:
i Copy Is forwarded ;to the: -

1. Assistant Sedretary-PAC Provincial Assembly of Khyber Pakhtunkhwaj :Peshawar for
i inforrrtationiw/r to his letter referred to above. -i .

2. Secretary Agriculture, Livestock & Cooperative Department Khyber Pakhtunkhyva,

; 3, P.A to Additional' Secretary Agriculture, Livestock & Cooperative Department Khyber 
Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar. y

4. P.A to ^Deputy Secretary Agriculture, Livestock & Cooperative ^ Department Khyb/
Pakhtu'khwa, Peshawar., ■ • .

5. Master File.
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No. /DAR [OK] dated ARI, DIKhan the/<=^-o3- nmn '
!To I .

I

,1. Mr. Ghulain Rasool 
■ ' Ex Incharge Sugar Cane Section ARI, 
i/2. Mr. Muhammad Akram Khan •
/ . Ex Farm Manager ARI, DiKhan 

. 3. Mr. Abdul Majeed Khan 
Ex Director ARI, DIKhan 

4. Mr. Kazim Shah
Ex Director ARI, DIKhan

!
I

DIKhan I

f

t

I MINUtES-.QF THE MEETINGi.PAC ON AliniT 
t : ' 20_14-I5 and FOLLOW IIP Riicikircc • ~

Memo;:: ■;!
report for THE:YEAR

I
1 ‘

Reference to the Section Officer (AB&A) Govt of KP Peshawar 

SO(Acct;t:)/AD/PAe/2014.,5 dated 24.02.2020 with reference to Assistant! Secretary 

PAC P,rov,ncial Assembly of KPK letter No. PA/KP/PAC/DP/2,4,7/2014-ll5/20/4516 ' 

dated 18.02.2020.and Director General Research letter No. 3348-49/Audit/DGAR dated ^ 

27.02.2020;Copies attached. •

etter No.

in this regard: yqo are hereby informed that as directed by the Assistant Secretary PAC 

in his above referred letter to implement the recommendations of inqui.y Committee 

regarding recovery of amount of draft para No. 2.4.7 for the yeaf 2014-15 

■ propornondte recoverable share mentioned in the Section Officer (AB &A) letter 

referred above are narrated as follow for your information.

Ghulam Rasool Ex Iricharge Sugar Cane 

Mr. Muham.mad Akram Khan Ex F.M

jMr. Abdul Majeed Khan Ex Director .
. Mr. Kazim Shah Ex Director
• i • ’ ^ •

S

1. Mr.
50%

2..
-.20%

: 3.
15%^ '4. .f :15%

1 •I

sury,./:;

\ •
»

Director.• i

CpRy.td-,
VVocthy Birectpr General_.Agriculture Research System 
please

'i - ■

KPK Peshav/ar for Information
1.

11 :
1- ; \ '

. 1 I •
1;

I ;»
i

I
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I The Worthy Chief Secretary 
^_^Agricult^re, Livestock, Fisheries and Cooperative Department 

• ' Government of.Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 
Civii Ser -etariat Peshawar

!
!

Subject REVIEW PETITION /DEPARTMENTAL APPEAL

Respectfully sheweth,,

■ The appellant/ Petitioner being Farm Manager has been aggrieved from the.:alleged office 
: ■ order Ho. 459-962/DAR{DK) ARI D.t.Khan dated 10-03-2020 while imposing penalty upon him
' for recovery of 20% of total alleged loss amounting of Rs. 1.543 Million sustained by
■ : Governifie’nt Exchequer due to low production of sugar Cane yield,at Agriculture^Research 

institute D.(.Khan. Therefore instant Review Petition/ departmental appeal; is ibeing 
■ against the impugned order/letter dated 10-03-2020 inter alia on the following grounds.- | 
1. . That laccording to Para 5 of alleged De-Novo enquiry report dated 17-12-2019 ARI, 

D.I.khari is comprising on the following Section. ^^
Oil Seed Sectiont^ortjculture Section 8.,1.
Sugarcane Section9.Agronomy Section2.
FARMS Section10.Wheat Section3.
Food Technology Sectiop11.Rice;Section4.
Physiology Section ■ 
Pathology Section

12.Maiz&Milet5;
13.Entomology Section6.

Soil ’Chemistry Section7.
!

A/hich is beingWhich clearly indicate that sugar cane Section is separate entity 
njianaged and Supervised by tncharge sugarcane Section? As appel ant/ Petitioner

for the periodhad been performing duty as Farm Manager ARI Dera Ismail Khan 
commencing from 26-04-2011 to 26-11-2013 and he was neither given any 
assignment/mandate in respect of sowing and production.of sugarcane yield under 
CESS Fund Program nor the said project/Section comes under the comaln of Farm 
Manager where as incharge sugarcane.Section was wholly sol responsible to manage,

Dera Ismailcontrol and dispose off the yield under the supervision of Director ARI 
Khan. Therefore Petitioner/ Appellant had been wrongly induced in the alleged 

. by alleged Enquiry Committee and had wrongly imposed recovery, of 20% of the 
; alleged loss upon him. Thus on this sole ground Petitioner/appellant is not liable to

case

pay the ibid penalty.

2. That as Petitioner /appellant was neither posted as Farm Manager at the time of sowing 
of sugarcane yield nor at the time of crushing and its disposal so it is notunderstandable 
thathow he was involved in the alleged case by the alleged Enquiry Committee and how 

: penalty has been imposed upon him? Thus on this ground also penalty imposed upon; 
i Petitioner /appellant is without lawful authority and is liable to be recalled.

3. That alleged enquiry report is based on presumption and alleged Enquiry Committee has 
just relied upon the oral assertion/information of Audit report they have neither 
collected the correct information nor have gone through record while conducting alleged 
Enquiry, even independent enquiry, has not been conducted by alleged enquiry

committee.

That while conducting alleged De-Novo Enquiry Petitioner /appellant was neither called
any question-are was given to him for

.4.
to appear before alleged Enquiry Committee
explaining his position in respect of so-called losses sustained by the Government 
Exchequer due to low production even, no any show cause Notice has been;;served upon 
him by the competent authority in this regard. So in this way Petitioner /appellant ts

nor

J
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I

hI
condemned unheard thus in such a situation findings and recommendations of alleged i ‘ 
Enquiry Committee for Imposing responsibility and imposing penally upon Petitioner 
/appellant (is wrong, incorrect and against the facts and circumstances even^ without j 
•lawful authority.

I

I (
j 5. jThat all thp facts and figures given by the alleged Enquiry Committee in their alleged 

jEnquiry Report is not based on facts but based on presumption and here say thus no any 
Ipenalty can be imposed on such flimsy and incomplete report. ;*

I

6. IThat no anyrole has been given to the Petitioner /appellant being Farm Manager by the :
I alleged Enquiry Committee in their alleged report even it does not disclose any ■ 
■ j ( ■ ' I '
irregularity, irresponsibility as well as misappropriation on the part, of .Petitioner
’/appellant, so how he has been penalized on the basis of alleged Enquiry; Report by

. competent authority?
i

I
»

: 7. Th'atl alleged loss sustained by the Government Exchequer on low production pf 
-sugarcane yield under CESS has wrongly been calculated by the alleged Enquiry 
Committee in their alleged report as neither yield in the shape of seed^^rovided to the 

farmers'have been mentioned nor the exact cultivated land has been ;jiveniin alleg’d
, report.

I- 8. That. Petitioner /appellant being innocent, beyond any shadow of doupt, has wrongly
been enroped n the alleged case therefore he deserves to be exonerated from the ibid 

: penalty imposed upon him.

9.' That Petitioner /appellant has been performing his duty with zeal and zest and is hav ng 
' unblemished record. He does not think to'involve himself in such like activities which are 

harrhful and damaging for the institution.
t

'■!

In view of the above submissions it is hymbly requested that Petitioner^/appellant may 
• be exonerated from all the alleged charges and penalty imposed upon him may be. 
; recalled in the interest of Justice.

* ;
I-

.u
i

■ the Petitioner /appellant remains Sir.
Thanking You. J

©20
I

Muhammad Akram Khan 
PRO Entomology Section 
ARI Dera Isrnail Khan

/
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' !The; Worthy S&ci;etary
I Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries and Cooperative Department 
[Government pf Khyb'er Pakhtunkhwa 
i Civil Secretariat Peshawar

!

I •

r
Subject 

Respectfully sHeweth,:

: REVIEW PETITION./DEPARTMENTAL APPEAL

i , Thd afjpellant/ petitioner being Farm Manager has been aggrieved from the alleged office ■ 
; order ^o; 459-962/DAR{DK) AR! D.l.Khan dated 10-03-2020 while imposing penalty upon him 

I for'recovery of 20% of total alleged loss amounting of Rs. 1.543 Million suWained by 
; Government.Exchequer due to low production of sugar Cane yield at Agriculture Research 
: Institute [D.l.Khan. Therefore instant Review Petition/ departmental appeal is 'being filed 
; against the impugned order/letter dated 10-03-2020 inter alia on the following grounds:-

That according to Para 5 of alleged De-Novo enquiry report dated 17-12-2019 ARl 
, D.l.Khan is comprising on the following Section.

;!•

iHorticultufe Section1.! Oil Seed Section8.
2.^ Agronomy Section 9. Sugarcane Section

Wheat Section3. 10. FARMS Section
iRice Section Food Technology Sectfpq4.:, 11.
iMaiz & Mjlet5.1 Physiology Section12.
^Entomology Section6.!. Pathology Section13.

7.i [Soil Chemistry Section

.!Which clearly indicate that sugar cane Section is separate entity which is being
• I

, managed and Supervised by Incharge sugarcane Section? As appellant/: Petitioner 
. had ibeen performing duty as Farm Manager ARl Dera Ismail Khat for the period 

commencing from 26-04-2011 to 26-11-2013 and he was nei:her given any 
: assignment/mandate in respect of sowing and production of sugarcane yield under
' CESS Fund-Program nor the said project/Section comes under the Bomain of Farm

’ iManager \yhere as incharge sugarcane Section was vyholly sol responsible to manage, 
control and dispose off the yield under the supervision of Director ARl Dera Ismail

I •

Khan. Therefore Petitioner/ Appellant had been wrongly induced in [the alleged case 
by alleged Enquiry Committee and had wrongly imposed recovery of 20% of the 
alleged loss upon him. Thus on this sole ground Petitioner/appellant is hot liable to 
pay the ibid penalty. ;;

2. That as Petitioner /appellant was neither posted as Farrh Manager at the time of sowing 
of sugarcane yield nor at the time of crushing and its disposal so it is not^ understandable 

: that^how he was involved in the alleged case by the alleged Enquiry Corpmittee and how 
penalty lhas been imposed upon him? Thus on this ground also .penalty imposed upon 
Petitioner /appellant is without lawful authority and is liable to be recalle'd. •;

■ t . I 1 i

(

i.

3. That alleged enquiry report is based on presumption and alleged Enquiry Committee has 
, just! relidd upon the oral assertion/information of Audit report they have neither 

collectedithe correct information nor have gone through record while conducting alleged 
Enquiry, even independent enquiry has not been conducted by .alleged enquiry 
committee.

4. That while conducting alleged De-Novo fnquiry Petitioner /appellant w.as neither called 
to appear before alleged Enquiry Committee nor any question-are was given to him for 
explaining his position in respect of so-called losses sustained by the Government 
Exchequer due to low production even, no any show cause Notice has been served upon 

' him by the competent authority in this regard. So in this way Petitioner /appellant is
I

I
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!y
condemnsd unhGard thus in such a situation findings and recommendations of alleged 
Enquiry. Comm'ittee for imposing responsibility and imposing penalty upon Petitjoner 

/appellant, is wrong, incorrect and against the facts and circumstances even without : 
lawfulauthority.

;

5. j T^hat ail the facts and figures given by the alleged Enquiry Committee in their alleged

Enquiry Report is not based on facts but based on presumption and here say thus no any 
I ^ * * •

pjepalty dan beimposed on such flimsy and incomplete .report.

6. That no any role has been given to the Petitioner /appellant being Farm Manager by the 
alleged Enquiry Committee in their alleged report even it does hot disclose any 
irregularity, irresponsibility as well as misappropriation on the p^rt of Petitioner 
/appellant so how he has been penalized on the basis of, alleged Enquiry Report by 
competent authority?

t

t

!
7. That alleged loss sustained by the Government Exchequer on lo' 

sugarcane yield under CESS has vyrongly been calculated by the
V production of 
alleged Enquir/

Gopnmittee in their alleged report as neither yield in the shape of see 1 provided to; the 
farmers have been mentioned nor the exact cultivated land has beef given in alleged 
report.

1

8. That Petitioner /appellant being innocent, beyond any shadow of doubt, has wrongly 
I been enroped n the alleged case therefore he deserves to be exonerated from the ibid 

penalty imposed upon him. I
!

. 9. That Petitioner /appellant has been performing his duty with zeal and zest and is having 
unblemished record. He does not think to involve himself in such like activities wHicii are 
harmful and damaging for the institution. |

In view of the above submissions it is humbly requested that Petitioner /appellant may 
be exonerated from all the alleged charges and penalty imposed upon him may be 
recalled in the interest of justice. i

The Petitioner/appellant remains Sir.

Thanking You. I

■ u rFaUh Fully ^
U.I

Your

2.
Muhammad Akram Khan. 
PRO Entom'olog'y Section 
ARI Dera Ismail Khan
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governme nt of ICHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA • ,
AGRICULTURE LIVESTOCK & COOPERATIVE 1 > ’ 

^ DEPARTMENT'
^^091-9211228, [ft 091-9210033,

• \
M.

I

sectionofriceinbnf??)omnil f.niw___
No.SO(Acctt^^^.PAfe)^Tyi^ :̂ 

Dated P.esiia>var<'tiie' l 5“’ June. 20i^

!I

To: 0,

Tl)c Director General,
Agriculture (Research),
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar. j, ■ -------- / i. ..

MINUTES OF THE IMEKTiNC OF PAn r^^l aUOTT REPORT 
20014-1:3 AND FOLLOW Tn> RmmFcc-------:------------- klAIKi

ma* t
I \
1 » •

v:--. V

Subject:
-/

t 1 I
I

I am,(ii,cctcd lo refer to your letter No. ^40/Acci/DGAR dated 04.65.2020 
, siibjoet noted above and to state that appeals against decision of Public Ac 

ciitcrrained at this stage.

*
on the ' 

ipunt Committee cannot he

*

^■1 \ DA(ABDURI 
:ti:on or-Ti

i'):•!. i.i
SE :i::r (ab&a)

. Lntlstr Nc. Uato. Evnn- 
Copy is f<ir'v;;rded to the- - 

■ 1. 'SlmilCpS™ "" “""t”
|SKr£”'.,trr 

!' lE-zsiiSr® ““ ,K.
4.* [Master File.

Khvbcri

»
itive Department Kliyher

'O'Oer

K"it)-
SECTION OFFiCER (ABiA)

.. U'i Xj/ /i /7 /Acett/DGAR:r
No. Oited Peshav.'ar the „ /2020rl ■ t I

I

Copy of the above is forwarded to:- !
I.\

. The Director Agricultural Research Institute O.I.Khan:

. Mr. Noor-UI-Haq Senior 'Research Officer Sugar Crop Research Institute Mardan. 
For their information.

I

(\ ■ n

. -.r
r

AssistJMiJ,.<<^B(5t?nt Officer 
Director General, 
Agril: Research • 

^^hyber Pakhtunkliwu

U

o /
!, •

74S1
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Agricultural Research Institute, D.l,Khan

ff'hofui: (0966) 740 046, 740 090 ^acc: (0966) 740 415w.-——-
No. [3'9 V) ...■’ Vo-6/oaR IDK]

>1

ARl, DlKhan the<??D —ay- / 7.020

;
0

1. Mr. Ghularn Rasool
Ex Incharge Sugar Cane Section ARl, DlKhan 

1. Mr. Muhammad Akram Khan 
Ex Farm Manager ARl, DIKhari

3 Mr. AbduL Majeed Khan 
Ex Director ARl, DlKhan

4 Mr. Kazim Shah •
Ex Director ARl, DlKhan , ' . '

'1

‘

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF PAG ON,AUDIT REPORT FOR THE YEAR 2014-15
AND FOLLOWUP BUSINESS

Subject;

4‘Aemo:
Kindlv refei to worthy Director General Agriculture Research Khyber Pakhtunkhwa letter No. J 

7Si6-r//Accu./0GAR dated 25.06.2020 on the noted subject as above.

rncio^-Kj please rind a copy of the letter issued from section Officer (ABaA) vide No 

S0/Accrt.,/AD/PAC/2014-15 dated 15.06.20^ (Copy attached), Ip the subject letter he stated 

ihat Gopeais against decision of Public Account Cpmrnit,tee’ cannot be entertained at this stage ; 

for your information please. .

i

;;
V

>
i'.

i

,g
Director

/.p/ -
/2020.ARl, DlKhan the./I VAR U')K1i'iO.

, Copy to: ■

Director Gpijcral Agriculture Research System KPK Peshawar for information please ?

'1

• r
t

Directorf i

\

7^vcv i

]

7

S
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! • li

I
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GS&PD.KP-2558/4-RSt-20’.000* Forms-69.07.2018/P4(Z)/FsPHC Jobs/Form A&B Ser. Tribunal

“B”

KHYBER PAKHTUMHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL, PESHAWAR.
JUDICIAL COMPLEX (OLD), KHYBER ROACi,-^

PESHAWAR.

A

7^5
No. 2^

1 of 20 .Appefil No

Appel^nt/Petitioner

^spondent

Respondent No

Notice to:

WHEREAS an appeal/petition under the provision of the North-West Frontier ■ 
Province Service Tribunal Act, 1974, has been presented/registered for consideration, in 
the abpy^ase by the petitioner in this Court and notice has been ordered to issue. You are 
hereb^i^&rme^ tfiat '^^said appeal/petition is fixed for hearing before the Tribunal

. *on...................................................... at 8.00 A.M. If you. wish to urge an5dhing agmnst the
appellant/petitioner you are at liberty to do so on the date fixed, or any other day to which 
the case may be postponed either in person or by authorised representative or by any 
Advocate, duly supported by your power of Attorney. You are, therefore, required to file in 
this Court at least seven days before the date of hearing 4 copies of written statement ^ 
alongwith any other documents upon which you rely. -Please also take notice that in 
default of your appearance on the date fixed and in the manner aforementioned, the 
appeal/petition will be heard and decided in your absence. ^

Notice of any alteration in the date fixed for hearing of this appeal/petition will be 
given to you by registered post. You should inform the Registrar of any change in your 
address. If you fail to furnish such address your address contained in this notice which the 
address given in the appepl/petition will be deemed'to be your correct address, and further 
notice posted to thi$,CirtlSress by registered post will be deemed sufficient for the purpose of 
this appeal/petj;bf|$n.

• Copy Of appeal is attached. Copy of appeal has already been sent^tiryeu->Tide thisI

dated.office Notice No,

Given under my hand an^he seal of this Court, at Peshawar t^is 

................................................................... ....................20 . frDay of

Registrar,
Khyber Pakhtunkhw Service Tribu 

Peshawar.
Note: 1. The hours of attendance in the court are the same that of the High Court except Sunday and Gazetted Holidays.

2. Always quote Case No. While making any correspondence.

/


