}/7538/21

28" Oct., 2022

Counsel for the appellant present. Preliminary

augments heard and record perused.

Points raised need considefation. The appeal is
admitted for regular hearing subject to all legal objections.
The appellant is directed to deposit security and process fee
within 10 days. Thereafter, notices be issued to respondents
for submission of written reply/éomments. To come up for

written reply/comments on 07.12.2022 before S.B.

WL

(Fareeha Paul)
Member(E)



16.05.2022 Junior to counsel for the appellant present and
requested for adjournment as senior counsel for the
appellant is not available today. Adjourned. To come

up for preliminary hearing on 21.07.2022 before S.B.

vy OIS T
(SEANNED

EERNA

> o - . *
KPST |
‘Eoeshawar

(Mian Muhammad)
Member(E)

21.07.2022 Learned counsel for the appellant present and requested for
adjournment on the ground that he has not gone through the record.
Adjourned. To come up for preliminary hearing on 19.09.2022 before
S.B.

(Mian Muhammad)
Member (E)

19.09.2022 Mr. Muhammad Amin Ayub, Advocate submitted
his Wakalatnama and stated at the bar that he has been
engaged fresh so he has not gone through the relevant

file/documents, therefore, requested for adjournment.

Member (E)
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Form- A

FORM OF ORDER SHEET

Court of
Case No.- 7938 /2021
S.No. Date of order Order or other proceedings with signature of judge
proceedings
1 2 3
1- 28/12/2021 The appeal of Mr. Muhammad ismail presented today by Mr.
¢ Muhammad Saeed Khan Advocate,,may be entered in the Institution
Register and put up to the Worthy Chairman for proper order please.
\"Lw
REGISTRAR -
7. This case is entrusted to S. Bench at Peshawar for preliminary
hearing to be put up there on_1& {09/1}27/.
- CH AN
18.02.2022 Due to retirement of the Worthy Chairman, the
Tribunal is defunct, therefore, case is adjourned to
'
~ 16.05.2022 for the same as before.
Reader
/
~
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EFQRE THE PROVINCIAL SERVICE TRIF':JNAL, KPK, PESHAWAR.
\

=k
. Service Appeal No./zq.53 /2021

~M.u_hammad Ismail...... | e eeeeeneeteestetesranaabre e rrearanaerenee Appellant
Versus
Govt of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, through Ctief Secretary & others
- e Respondents
\ | L INDEX
: !"S.Lo. Description of documents. | Annexure | Pages.
. 1. '"| Grounds of appeal. , ) 1-7
2. | Affidavit. _ 8
*- 3. | Addresses of the parties. , 9
_.4. | Copy of show cause notice A 4o
5. | Copy of reply to the show cause B =LY
' '6..~ | Statement  of allegation and C-D W6—1%
| charge sheet '
7. | Copy-of reply to charge sheet E 19 —25
S. | Copy of Inquiry report _ F L4—-3%
9. |Copy of notification dated G 3%
- 31.08.2021 _ .
.1 10. | Copy of departmental appeal R H o —U1
11, | Wakalatnama. ' - Ugs
L l N . ‘L 5 Lt . B

 Dated: 27.12.2021
i Appellant

Through

odate Supreme Court

& 2
?/%/

Jurfatd Islam
Advocate High Court
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7 , and Call deposit of the concemed contractor for which the

contractor has already committed in his written statement to the

enquiry committee already conducted in the case.

E) That in the instant case, there invclves no inefficiency and
malafide as alleged and also no lcse to the government is

C o caused as the scheme is not closed/ completed, as yet. Security
‘ "\ and call deposit etc of the contractor are also in the custody of
the Divisional Office. In the circums.ténces, the previous paid
bills from the contractor can be easi.ly recovered by existing

enginecrs/ staff from the next/ final biil of the contractor.

-F) "That the appellant has caused no loss to the govemmént ex-

~

chequer as all the payment procedure has been completed as per

rules and regulations.

: ‘f'"\: G) That jpayment to the contractor has teen made as per the AS/

TS and enhanced cost and no excess over the approved cost has
i
been- made. The misunderstanding has been created as the

L

_ Authority has taken into account the bid cost and estimated
" quantities thereby ignoring the cnhahcement issued by the
competent authority. In the case under ~onsideration, no excess
| payment i.e. over and above the apprcved/ enhanced cost has
been made. Payment to the contractor was made for the work
done whnch was properly pre-audited by the Divisional

Accounts Ofﬁcer physically checked/ mspected by the District

-

= Momtormg * Committee constltuied Ey the Deputy
e | - Commissioner. All these formalities indicate that payment
:made to the contractor for the work done is legal and fair where

‘no loss, whatsoever, to  government ex-chequer has been

' caused, in any form.

H)  That the appellant is technically sound, efficient and never put
the department in an embarrassing pusition. In fact the project

‘ in question was planned and executed, applying therein every
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o : '-—.\ = and full technical input. The work ir. progress was properly

K)

§

R '\started by the provincial_authority on a letter of
. Karak. The XEN wrote such letter for his vested interest

persona

_ to satisfy his inner. In fact,

supervised time and again by the ippellant and guided the
conceme_d contractor to maintain quelity of work. That is why
the quantity and quality of work would hardly be objected by

any authority/ corner.

Thgt the verification of the prescribed ‘coded profc;r‘ma by
Deputy Commissioner and physical verification and site
inspc—cgon by Assistant Commissiorie: Takht-e-Nasrati show
the'ir satisfaction and there rise nc Juestion whatsoever of

embarrassing position, as alleged. The provincial departmental

"authorities have initiated the disciplinary proceedings at their

own i.e. without consultation and association of the real owner

of the project, which is inappropriate in the eyes of law and

justice,

That the work done at site was regularly supervised/ checked .

and verified not only by the appellan’ but also it was physically
checked by the District Government Authorities i.e. the
Assistant Commissioner Takht-c-Nasrati along with the

appellant and shown his satisfaction.

That after all this process and proced';:lre the payment was made
By the competent ‘authority 1.e. YEN PHE Karak after proper
verification by the District Accounfs Officer Karak, which
shows.. authenticity of the case. Besides the Deputy
Commissioner Karak has raised no objeCtioh on the contractor’s

bills. So, it is not correct that payment was made without

verification of work done at site.

" It may be added that'the.disciplinafy proceeding has been

sitting XEN of PHE

s as well as

1 grudges with his colleagues to cre:xxté} problems for them and

« ¢
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‘ i}bgglity, if any, to the .Deputy Commissioner i.e. the Princi‘paf

' KcCounting,O.fﬁcer who is well aware of tte project activities. The'
sitting XEN through his letter, has botrayed the Provincial
-Departmental Authorities thereby'putting thera to the wrong direction,
which action of the officer tantamount in-g:liscipline'd attitude on his
Jpart thus liable to discipiinary action against him under the relevant

" rules.

|
|
|

Keeplng in view, the overall circ umstances during the
proceedmgs no incriminating material has oeen brought on record
] ‘ against the appellant viz-a-viz the allegations contained in the show g

cause notice, therefore, it becomes crystal ciear that the findings of
Inqulry Ofﬁcer regarding guilt of appellant are based on non-reading,
" misreading, surmises, conjectures presumption and non-applying his !

1

. =~ independent judicial mind to the facts, circumstances, allegations and

the evidence, resultantly arrived at perverse, arbitrary conclusion.

\

i e

o \ Keepmg in view, what has been staLed above, therefore, it is,

humbly submitted that the impugned notl*u atlon dated 31.08.2021
may grac1ously be set aside and the appellant be exonerated from the

false and baseless charges leveled against him :n the show cause notice

!

Any‘oth.er relief though not specifically asked for may also be

T D D R o e B B A B A o ey RS

granted.
— |
| : Appellant
Lo . Through (/Q
Lo — px
Muhayparad Saeed Khan 5
R | y:m ate Supreme Court
F Lo o
; Lo ~
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“oath that the contents of the Appeal are tiue an

'BEFORE THE PROVINCIAL SER\ _ KPK, PESHAWAR
BEFORE THE PROVINCIAL SERVICE TRIBLIVAL. KK, PESHAWAR,
\

Service Appeal No. /'202.1

Mu’hammad ) 323 1= 11 RUTOTRR U OrRpPU U PPPVPTOR Appeliant

Versus

Govt. of Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa, through Chief Secretary & others
Respondents

AFFIDAVIT

CE

" 'i,- Muha.mmad Ismail Sub Engineer

En'ginee.ring Division Nowshera do hereby affirm and declare on
‘d correct to the

Public Health

best of my knowledge and belief and nothing has been concealed

from this Hon'bie Tribunal.

Depdnent
CNIC No.17102-1020725-1
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N Service Appeal No.__ /2021
: 1% —_—
i G ~ .
i R Muhammad Ismail........cccooooommriiioesceieeeee) Appellant
¥ oo o . Versus
3 ‘ - 1,Govt. of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, through Chief Secretary & others
‘. - | OO Respondents
i o ADDRESSES OF THE 2ARTIES
| /APPELLANT:
: Muhammad Ismail
§ Sub Engineer _
| ) Public Health Engineering Division Nowshzra
|
RESPONDENTS: |
\ , 1) Govt. of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, through Chief Secretary,
P S Civil Secretariat, Peshawar.
i 2)  Govt. of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, thraugh Secretary Public
j Health Engineering Department, Civil Secretariat,
P ' Peshawar,
i v
i 3) Executive Engineer Public Health Engineering Department,
i Nowshera.
q 4) - Superintending Engineer, Public Health Engineering Circle {
a ‘ - (PHE Circle), Peshawar. :
. '5)  Chief Engineer (South) Public Health Engineering
_ Department, Khybér Pakhtunkhwa, Hayatabad, Peshawar g
, . | N
Appeilant f/\ : ’
Through \ )
" Muhamiad Saeed Khan ;
Advocate\Supreme Court ¥
- B
’ e 2 ‘7
L | Juﬁﬁ;lam
- _S D ‘ . Advocate High Court :
' Dated: 27.12.2021 ;}’:‘
; |
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SHOW‘

I, Mahmood Khan, Chief Minister, Kayber Pakhtunkhwa, as Competent

J _'Authonty, under the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Governinent Servants (Efficiency & Discipline)

Rules, 2011, do hereby serve you Mr. Muhamnad Ismail, the then Sub Engineer
PHE Division Karak now Sub Englneer PHE Division Nowshera, as follows -

1. (ij that consequent upon completnon of njuiry conducted against you by the
‘ Inquiry Committee for which you were given opportunity of hearing vide
communication No.207/DC.K/2020 de ted 15-09-2020; and '

(i) - Ongoing through the findings and re: o nmendations of the Inquiry Officer/
Inquiry Com'mitte_e, the materia! or. racord and other connected papers
including your defe'nse before the sait! “nquiry Officer/Inquiry Committee;

I am satisfied that you have comr mitted the following  acts/omissions
specvf” ied in rule -3 of the said rules:- o

(@) Inefficiency;
\ + (b) Misconduct and- -
.—\ —(c)  Corruption .

2. As a result thel‘edf,‘ I, e’s the competent authdrity, have tentatively decided

to impose upon you the following b’e’nal_t_y'/ penaltie 5 under rule 4 of the said rules.

a. "Recovery-of Rs. 685,752/-"

- ., . N ) vy ' ’ '.' ’4 st e UL "'f' ““!’A. s
. . b, § 1‘” 4 {\.{m,{.i:{ Lt i el B A b e Gy "r’" v EEAE
) A ¥ '
o Y o
R > You are, therefore, required to show cause as.to why the aforesaid Penalty

should not be imposed upqnwym_l enq.also intimat whether you desire to be heard in
person. ' '

: &L If no reply to thlS notlce is recelved mthm seven days or not more than

_fifteen days of its dellvery,‘lt shall be presumed thet you have no defense to put in and

" in that case an ex- parte actlon shall be taken against vyou.

5° .11 Acopy of the fi f'ndmgs of the i mol iy of‘lcer/lnqwry commlttee is enclosed.

- /7'

SR - S (MAHMOOD KHAN)
T R i CHIEF MINISTER
- o KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA

Mr. Muhammad Ismail,

!

. Sub Engineer PHE Division Nowshera

U arfes STED




(o (4)
GOVERNM NT OF 1 :HYBER PAKHTUNKHWA
PUBLIC HEALTH ENGG: DEPARTMENT

No.SO(Estt), PHED/8-55/2019/02
Dated Peshawat, “he November 30, 2020

 Subjectt. -

MOST IMMEDIATE

Mr. Muhammad Ismail,
y CX Sub Engineer, Public Health Engg: Dmsn b g Nowshera

- OF THE_EXECUTIVE ENGINEER PHE DIVISION KARAK IMPRINTED ON
L QHEQUE CLASSIFICATION CODE PROFORMA.

e I am directed to refer to the subject no ed above and to enclose herewith
two copies of ‘the Show Cause Notice containing fentative- minor pena!tles each of
“Recovery of Rs. 685,752/~ & “Withholding of two (02) annual mcrements for
two years" duly signed by the competent authority (Chief Minister Khyber
Pakhtunkhwa) alongwrth inquiry report conducted by an Inquiry Committee comprising
of Mr. Mahmood Aslam (PMS BS—19), Deputy Commussioner Khyber and Engr. Naveed
Khan, Executive Engineer (BS-18) C&W Division Kohet &nd to state that second copy of

) the, Show Cause Notice may be returned to this depa “tment after having signed as a

token or recelpt |mmed|ate|y

! 1 o
2. | You are directed to submit your reply, f any, within 14- days of the issue

of thns |etter otherwise it will be presumed that you have nothing to advance in your
defence and that ex-parte action will follow.

Y

3. " 'You are further directed to intimate whether you want to be heard in
person or otherwise.

Enc|'s: Aé above.

" SECTION OF

c D6 10" 2D
ENDST: OF EVEN NO. & DATE - = el

Copy forwarded for information to the:-

1. PSO to Chief Minister Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Pechawar.
2. PS to Secretary PHE Department for informaticn.

., . SECTION OFFICER (ESTT)
AT'@STED -

DE-NOVO INQUIRY REGARDING PAYMF-NT UNDER FAKE SIGNATURE
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éw’ @‘é\‘}/ 1. Section Officer (ESTT) Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa |

e de

" Public Health ENGG: DEPARTMENT.

\
| |[i v

SUBJECT: REPLY TO THE SHOW CAUSE NOTICE

- Respected Sir,

il . © I have the honor to enclose herewith parawvise replies to

the Shqw Cause Notice for your kind perfisal and favorable

consideration please.

/ (Muhamma mail),%] ?7’/ 7
f “Sub Engineer,
e \., m:' - PublicH'ealth'E.ngineering Division
Nowshera
o ‘ATQ"?"’"” |
U _ ) -
L
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®

1. Honourable Chief Minister of Khyber Pakhtﬁnkhwa

Through Proper Cienal

SUBJE T: REPLY TO THE SHOW CAUSE NOTICE

Reference: - Rgﬁy to the show Cause Notice dated 30/11/2020 - Containing

Réspeéted Sir,

tentative minor penalties each of “ROCOVERY OF RS. 685,752/- AND
"WITHHOLDING OF TWO (2) ANNULA INCREMENTS FOR TWO
YEARS”

A: Béékéround,

1. The Replying officer remained posted as Sub Engineer in PHE Karak for

| $1: NO' | Name of Scheme Cost (In million)
1 WSS Pionoor Koroona N 1.748
2. WSS Adnan Koroona - K 3.047
3. | WSS Habibullah Kasteer - 3.466
4. . | WSS Lajmir Koroona ' 2.051
5. | WSS Maulana Pir Ghumlam Koroona 3.479
"l.'6." | WSS Wanki Suraj Khel Koroona 3.225
1@*3'4 S , Total | 17.016
NS

il

Six years i.e from 2013 to 2019, During his stay in PHE Karak, he
orked—as Sub Engineer in different Suy Divisions of the Divisional

S
-:Téfﬁk:er. In the year, 2015-16, a project titied” Developmental Schemes

‘out of Production Bonus funds” consists oi following six different Water
Supply 1 Schemes was administratively approved and technically
sanctioned by  the competent authority at the cost of 16.800 and 17.016
million respectively. the project was funded out of Production Bonus

' (Gas Royalty District Karak):-

A v, L L

L

2. Contract of the project was awarded to Mr. Habib-Ur-Rehman Govt:

Contractor. The Project pertains to the District Government funds and the
deputy Commissioner Karak is the principai accounting officer, in the
administrative discipline and financial control in the utilization of these funds.
The charge sheet has been issued to the Roplying Officer by the worthy
Secretary PHED instead of the Deputy Commissioner Karak i.e. the owner

. and ‘custodian of funds relating to the district Government.

After having explained the abo§e facts, the Replying officer however, has the
honor tor refer to the PHE Secretariate Letter under reference and to submits
his parawise to.the charges leveled against him, as under:
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i) . The charge is baseless dnd false hence denied. In fact, the
contractor’s claims were properly piepared by the Replying Officer duly

| examined/supervised by the SDO ccn:erned and Accountant in-charge of the

Account Branch of the Divisional Officc. After thorough checking /
examination, the contractor’s claims “wvcre cleared on receipt of funds from the
concerned quarter. The payment was made within the AA/ TS and enhanced
cost and there involve no excess payrient in the case.

- ii) As regards the approved hid cost, the same was enhanced by the
competent authority and payment for the work done was made accordingly to
.cover the site requirements. Moreo e, the Replying Officer has prepared the
1* and not the 2™ running bill of +he contractor, in light of the demand for
funds made by the Xen PHE Karak vide his letter dated 15/04/2019 addressed
to the DC Karak (Annexure-A). In the relevant column of the said letter the
payment made to the contractor undcr Water Supply Schemes Lajmir Koroona

' and Suraj Khel Koroona has been shown as “nil”. The Account Branch has

also raised no objection on the bill. The Replying Officer, being new comer in
the Sub Division, therefore, prepared 1™ running bill of the contractor which
was cleared accordingly. It is pertinent to mention that Replying Officer has

\ " not prepared/ cleared the 2" running bill, as alleged. Therefore the question of

C

o ,ATG’ZE%TED

retrenchment of the previous paid bili to the contractor does not arise.

(i) " Itis also added that the Replying Officer has retrenched the previous
payments made to the contractor uncer the schemes i.e. Pionoor Koroona,
Adnan Koroona, Habibullah Kastee: 1nd Maulana Pir Ghulam Koroona, as
payment to the contractor was shov/n against these schemes in the official
record. Moreover, the work is not yet closed and is going on and the previous
payment, if made, to the contractor car. be retrenched at any time by the XEN
PHE Office Karak from his next/ final bill and even from the security and Call

"deposit of the concerned contracto for which the contractor has already
committed in his written statement to the Enquiry Committee already
conducted in the case (Annexure-B).

iv) In the instant case, there involves no in-efficiency and malafide as
alleged and also no loss to the Government is caused, as the scheme is not
"closed/ completed, as yet. Security and- Call Deposit etc: of the contractor are
also in the custody of the Divisional Office. In the circumstances, the previous

© paid bills from the contractor can be easily recovered by existing Engineers/
—Staff from the next/ final bill of the confractor.

v) In light of the above narration, the Replying Officer has caused no
"loss to the Government ex-chequer as' all the payment procedure has been
completed as per rules and regulations.

—y e e e e
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3)

4.

1) The charge is baseless hence denied in toto. As stated in the earlier
paras, payment to the contractor has beea made as per the A.A/ T.S and
. enhanced cost and no excess over the ¢ paroved cost has been made. The
misunderstanding has been created as tt:e Authority has taken into account the
bid cost and estimated quantities theriby ignoring the enhancement issued by
the competent authority. In the case under consideration, no excess payment
i.e. over and above the approved/ enha 1ced cost has been made. Payment to the
contractor was made for the work done v-hich was properly pre-audited by the
Divisional Accounts Officer physicall:* checked/ inspected by the District
Monitoring Committee constituted by tae Deputy Commissioner (Annex-C).
- All these formalities indicate that payr 1ent made to the contractor for the work
_ done is legal and fair where no loss, ‘vhat-so-ever, to government ex-chequer
has been caused, in ahy form:

i) It is totally wrbng that the Replying Officer is technically poor,
neglxgenT and has put the Department in an embarrassing position. In fact the
prOJect in question was planned and e::ecuted, applying therein every and full
technical input. The work in progress was properly supervised time and again
by the Replying Officer and guided the concerned contractor to maintain
quality: of work. That is why the quantits and quality of work could hardly be
objected by any authority/corner. '

i) The verification of the pz*e:-.ﬁcribed coded proforma by Deputy
Commissioner and physical verificetion and site inspection by Assistant
Commissioner Takht-e-Nasratti show their satisfaction and there rise no -
question, what-so-ever, of embarrassing position, as alleged. The Provincial
Departmental authorities have initiated: the disciplinary proceedings at their
‘own ie. without consultation and asscciation of the real owner of the project,
which is inappropriate in the eyes of lew and justice.

i) It has been alleged in the charge sheet that the payment was
—authorized by the Replying Officer without verification of work done at site

and also the work over and above the approved quantity was not approved by

any authority/ forum. In this connection, it is submitted that work done at site

Le . 'was regularly supervised/ checked and verified not only by the Replying

" Officer but also it was physically checked by the District Government
Authorities i.e. the Assistant Commissioner Takht-e—Nasrattl alongwith the
Replying Officer and shown hlS satlsfacnon (Annexure-D)

"{’ ™ (}M TE r .n) ~ After all this process and pm,edure the payment was made by the»

I

competent authority i.e XEN PHE Iaarak after proper verification by the
District Accounts Officer Karak, which shows authenticity of the case. Besides
the Deputy Commissioner Karak has raised no objection on the contractor bills.
So, it is not correct that payment was made without verification of work done

at site. fg
oG :
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It may be added that the disciplir.ary proceeding has been started

- by the provincial Authority on a letter of sitting XEN of PHE Karak (Annexure-

E). the XEN wrote such letter ‘for: hIS vested interests as well as personal

the Deputy Commlsswner i.e. the Prmc1pal Accounting Officer who is well
aware of the project activities. The sitting XEI" through his letter, has betrayed

_the Provincial Departmental Authorities thereby putting them to the wrong
direction, which action of the officer tantamount in-disciplined attitude on his . -

part thus liable to disciplinary action against hin under the relevant rules.
Moreover, the Replying Officer desires to be heard in person.

In view of the aforesaid mentioned facts it is prayed that the

Replymg Officer may kindly be exonerated from the false and baseless charges
leveled agamst hlm in the Show Cause Notice.

i ..

- A lot of Thanks. ' /(

' — | FV“ _,,,.,v,,..‘..,! ‘.—vﬁ 0((4}“4’)/7

M

~ Sub Engincer,
TR B Public Heaith Engineering Division

Nowshera
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~ Dear Sir,

’ PUBLIC HEALTH ENGG: GEPARTMENT

No.SO(Estt)/PHED/5-45:2019
Dated Peshawar, the Fedraary 13, 2029

. HOST IMMUIATE - CONFIDER AL

1.7 1 Mr. Mahmood Aslam (PMS BS-19),
| \ . Deputy Commissioner, Khyber

i, Engr. Naveed Khat,,

. © . Executive Engineer (BS-18) C&W Division Banny
. Subject: . WW!MME@JN&L&GMBM&

- EXECUTIVE ENGINEER PHE DIVISION KAR/ K_I{ERINTED QM _CHEQUE
IREX gw;us;xmg_u.gp_mmw ' '

I am dcirected to refer to this department lettar of even number dated
07-01-2020 on the subject noted above and to state that the Exe-ulive Engineer PHE Division
Karak informed that the report of Accountant General Office Peshawar shows the name of
accused Sub Engineer ns Ajmal Khan, however, actually, Mr. Muhamiad Ismail, Sub Engineer

* has remained posted at. PHE Division Karak and Mr. Ajmal Khan has never been posted at PHE

Divisiari Kar'ak during the said tenure. Subsequently, the PHE Dapartment withdraw the charge
sheet and statement of allegations already issued in the name of MriAjmal Khan Sub Engineer
and got revised the same to be served upon the actual Incumtent i e. Mr. Muhammad Ismail,

" the then Sub Engineer PHE Division Karak presently posted at PHE Division Nowshe-e.

2 * Consequently, the Competent Authority has further been pleased to appoint you

as Inquiry Committee to investigate the charges/conduct a de-rovo inquiry under the provision
of the said Rules agalnst the actual incumbent Sub Ernincer AMrMunammsd Ismall, the than
Sub Engineer PHE Division Karak presently posted at PHE Divis'or Nowsehra in light of the
attached Cinarge Sheet/Statement of Allegations, with the requast to submit your findings/

recommendations/ report within stipulated period.
Yours faithfully,

Encls: As above
. ENDST: OF EVEN NO. & DATE
Copy, forwarded to the:-

SECTION OFFICER (ESTT)

1. Acchuntant Generai, Khyber pakhtunkhwa Peshawzi w/r X0 hig office ietter No.Admn-
1/Inquiry/ PHE Divi Karak/1091 dated 02-09-2019.. o a,
2.- Chief Engineer (South) Public Health Engg: Department Peshiwar. : -
3. Executive Engineer Public Health Engg: Division Karac, He ‘s directed to provide all
relevant recort G the 'Inquiry Committee as anc whun raauired to tem during the
inquiry proceesings. _ S
. ,/4. Mr. Muhammad Ismail, Sub Engineer FHE Division Nowshe:-z. He is hereby served with
N Charge Sheet & Statement of allegations, with the directior. to appear befo-a the Inquiry
. Committee_ on the date, time and venue fixed by them, “or the purpcse of inguiry
L p.r,bceeding§ rd submit his reply to the Inquiry Commitiee witiin stipulated time.
- 5. PS to Chief Secretary Khyher Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar. S
6. P5 to Secretary Public Health Engg: Departméi’s Fusiv o

GOVERNMENT OF KHYBIR PAKHTUNKHWA /=775 77
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DISCIPLINARY ACTION

e AL SIS
W s

ER I, Df Kazin Niaz, Jnief Gecratans Knyhar varhtunichwa, 3s the Competant
: -\?/ Authority, am of the oplnion that Mr. Muhammad “smail. the then Sub Engineer
(BPS-12) PHE Division Karak presently posted at FHE D :
himself liable tc be proceeded against as he ~as commire” “he folowin g actsfominsiors
within the meaning of Rule-3 of the Khyber Pakhtur kv 2. faovt, Sarvants (Erfu; ency &
Discipline) Rules, 2011:-

ol Nowsh e, hae renciarard

E STATEMENT OF ALLEGA L3NS
. |j -“That he falled o p]‘operly OrEya 2a 2 axam ne the C.C‘ﬂér'd':.;:':;i'.'}

claims, taking into consideraton rha goproved bic cost, the amount
actually payable and retrenchment of the previous 2aid bills from tne
e —— second running bills, Thus huge 12ss€5 0 the Govl. exchegner were
. : caused due to his 1groran(e, ineff cienty and mala- de intentiong

' - iy  That he made/allowed payments to tre contractor cver & aiove the
) permissible limit on bid cost & est'matect guartities dus 'o his
ignorance, inefficiency and mala-fide 1+ Lentinns, and the Government

exchequer sustained huge loss.

) . i) That due ¢ his poor techaice! inputs, waatigente, ackoh riowtadee
. and such aptitude in pertorra. - STy G Be o the
' ) _ department 1 embarrassing o7
iv) That he authorized payment WItR LT L2 ratoe T ek dong ot sity
. because the work over & above GpLre . Lo suantiy \zaS not mmoves
. — by any authority/ forum.™
2 For the purpose cf £ inquiry ageinst tha Ralle accused with referenzz o the

aboye allegatu-. s, an inquiry offlcer/inquiry comn'ttee consisting of the following, is
g
constltuted under rule 10 (1) (a) of tha ibld rules.

' " - i) M. /] akarry rveals A% 45_23'5/“({;1'(£~J&:(’7/,'W"'

I m.ff,zs/ey.g@e.@. ....... ALY ’w'”wwo

ST

3.« The inquiry officer/inguiry commitiee sihall, in accordance with the
orovisions of the-ibid ruias, provide reasonable opportunity of hearing to the accused.
record its findings and submit report within thirty deys;of the receipt of this order.

4. ' “he arcused and a well conversant repre:e ttative of the department shail
' Jom the proceedlncs on the date, time ard place fixed by the inouiry officer/inquiry
crnmmlttee / '
. //‘1 :_
v S Uy
L / (D ZIM NIAZ\ y

CHYEF SECREARY
!’.HYBtR BAKHTUNKHWA
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CHARGE SHEST

1, Dr. Kaziw Niaz, Chief Secretary Khytar Pakhtunkhwa, as Competent
o =‘_'A‘Aut:_t*.o'r'rty;- under the Khyber Pakhtunkiwa Govarament Servants (Efficiencs &
.'i - e - [Discipiine) «Rules, 2011, hereby charge you, Mr. Muhammad Ismail, the thern Sub
o . 'Enf:nee-r (BPS-12} PHE Duvision Karak presently posted at PHE Division Nowshers, as
4o -, foliopws:id - . -

: P Sl " That you while posted as Sub Enginee- (£P3-12) PHE S b Division Takht-
. e-Nasrati Karak, committed the followira i-reqularities:-

|

" oo . ’
: ?!‘ o _ i “That you failed to properly prepa. e and examine the cortracior's
| ‘ R , claims, taring inte corsiderati-: tae approved bid cost, the amount
I | Co actually psysble and retrenchraent of the previcos paid bills from
Px _the second running bills. Thus riLge i0sses to Lne Govt. exchequer
i . were caused due to your ignoarce, inefficenzy and mals-fide
? ‘ - intentions.
i
|

4 : . " i That vou made/cICWEL pSy nenis 0 cortractor over & above the
“j A . , permissiple Hmiv on bid cost & scamatec quantities due o your
) e L . ~ignorance, inefficiency anc mFlas fo intentions, and the Govi,
' : _* exchequer sustainec huge 10s5.

i1y That due to your poor techrical .nputs, negiigence, iacic of
knowledge and such aptitude in g2t ‘crmance Of gavernment duty,
you put the department in embarr 3630 nosition.

. 1
ivi That you authorized payment wi'k 2.t werification 2f work done at
site because the work over & abe -ooprovex fuantity was no
" aporoved by any authority/ forum.”

i : 2. By reason of the above, you eppoar tr he oot of inefhcienae
' misconduct and corruption under rule 3 of the <Hyher Pakhrunkywa Governmeert
; ' Servants (Efficiency & Discipline) Rules, 2011, and have “endered yeurself naple o al or
| ' " “any, of the penalties specified in rule 4 of the rule it

B PN CIPRRS SIS E

} 3 ~ You are, therefore, required to submit your written defense within seven
. days of the r'eceipt of this Charge Sheet to the inquirv aﬁ.’ﬁcer,’inqn_ﬂrv committee, as the
; o case may be. .' ‘ |
| 4, ' Yf)'u‘r writter defence. b any, -r:h-::«zf",‘f.-v:;f cme e, TP eeing s
i ~ammrittee within the speciiied cerind, faitin -!'!:_‘;- N (oG AN IS L PR A
l no cefense to bt inand in that case ex-oz 'tA,- e aclingy «=ra ,‘ NI ALICNI I S a
‘ 5. - Intirate whethar you desive Lo 0@ neain in person.

:[ 6. - A statement of aHe"]',n:,r.;; is enclosed

. /Lu(

/(
l
- | (g} KazIM N1AZY
TE HIEF SECREARY
"t KHYBER PAKHTUNKAWA
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To

S 1 M Mahmood Aslam (PMS BS-19),
Deputy Commissioner, Khyber

Engr. Naveed Khan,
Executive E'ngir)eer (BS-18) C& N Division Bannu.

b )

SUBJECT:-  REPLY TO THE CHARGE SHEET.

" Respect Sir,

. 1 have the honor to enclose herewith parawise replies to the Charge

and favorable consideration please. P

-

sheet for your kind perusal

(Muhamma /mail)
Sub Engineer,
‘Public Health Engineering Division,

Nowshera.
AT@E—@TED
. - .
by
oo
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‘I, “Mr..Mahmood Aslam (PMS B3. 19),
Deputy Commissioner, Khybe:-

2. Engr. Naveed Khan,
Executive Engineer (BS-18) C&W Division Bannu.

Subject: = REPLY TO THE CHARGE, SHEET.

Iief,_e_r nce; = Section Officer (Estt) PHE Depz'irtment Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
T Peshawar letter No. SO (Estt)/PHE/8-55/2019 dated 13/02/2020
addressed to your good self an 12 copy thereof endorsed to the

Replying Ofﬂce_r.
. Respected Sir, |
~ A: Background. ' | o :
Y " The Replying Officer remained posted as Sub Engineer in PHE

Karak for Six years.ie. from 2013 to 2019. During ais stay in PHE Karak, he worked as
' Sub Engineer in different Sub Divisions of the Divisional Office. In the year, 2015-16, a
"p;r'cﬁect' titted “Developmental schemes out of Production Bonus funds” consists of
following six different Water Supply Schemes -vas administratively approved and
technically, sanctioned by the competent authority at the cost of 16.800 and 17.016
million respectively. The Project was funded out of Production Bonus (Gas Royalty

" District Karak):-

SI:No. | Name of Scheme Cost (in million).

L. WSS Pionoor Koroona - 1.748

2. WSS Adnan Koroona 3.047

3. WSS Habibullah Kasteer 3.466

-[4. -] WSS Lajmir Koroona R 2.051

S WSS Maulana Pir Ghumlam Koroona 3.479

6. - | WSS Wanki Suraj Khel Koroona. - 3.225

N Total - 17.016

T R Contract of the project was awarded to Mr. Habib-Ur- Rehman Govt:

Nontracidr: Theé project pertains’ to the Districc Jovernment funds and the Deputy
Comuhissioner Karak is the Principal Accounting Officer, in which capacity he is
responsible for looking-after and maintenance of the administrative discipline and
financial control in the utilization of these funds. The charge sheet has been issued to the
Replying Officer by the worthy Secretary PHEL : nstead of the Deputy Commissioner
Karak i.e. the owner and custodian of funds relating to the District Government.

L 3) : Aﬁér having explained the above facts, the Replying Officer
_ however, -has the honor to refer to the PHE Sccretariat letter under reference and to
submit his parawise replies 10 the charges leveled against him, as under:-

22-
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1) The charge is baseless ard false hence denied. In fact, the

contractor’s claims were properly prepared by the Replying Officer duly
examined/supervised by the SDO concuraed and Accountant in-charge of the

: Account Branch of the Divisional Officc.. After thorough checking /
- ‘examination, the contractor’s claims were cleared on receipt of funds from the

concerned quarter. The payment was riade within the AA/ TS and enhanced
cost and there involve no excess paymerit in the case. )

Cil) As regards the approved bic cost, the same was enhanced by the

competcht authority and payment for the work done was made accordingly to
cover the site requirements. Moreover the Replying Officer has prepared the
1* and not the 2" running bill of the contractor, in light of the demand for
funds made by the Xen PHE Karak vice ais letter dated 15/04/2019 addressed
to the DC Karak (Annexure-A). In th: rclevant column of the said letter the
payment made to the contractor under "V 1ter Supply Schemes Lajmir Koroona
and Suraj Khel Koroona has been shcwn as “nil”. The Account Branch has
also raised no objection on the bill. The I':leplying Officer, being new comer in

" the Sub Division, therefore, prepared 1* running bill of the contractor which

was cleared accordingly. It is pertinen’ to mention that Replying Officer has
not prepared/ cleared the 2™ running bill, as alleged. Therefore the question of
retrenchment of the previous paid bill to the contractor does not arise.

iii) It is also added that the Replying Officer has retrenched the previous
payments made to the contractor under the schemes i.e. Pionoor Koroona,
Adnan Koroona, Habibullah Kasteer and Maulana Pir Ghulam Koroona, as
"payment to the contractor was shown against these schemes in the official
record. Moreover, the work is not yet ~losed and is going on and the previous

" payment, if made, to the contractor car be retrenched at any time by the XEN

PHE Office Karak from his next/ final biﬁl and even from the security and Call
deposit of the concerned contractor for which the contractor has already
committed in his written statement to the Enquiry Committee already
conducted in the case (Annexure-B).

iv) In the instant case, there involves no in-efficiency and malafide as
alleged and also no loss to the Goveraiacnt is caused, as the scheme is not
closed/ completed, as yet. Security and Call Deposit etc: of the contractor are.
also in the custody of the Divisional Office. In the circumstances, the previous
paid bills from the contractor can be casily recovered by existing Engineers/
Staff from the next/ final bill of the contractor.

V) In light of the above narration,;f the Replying Officer has caused no

loss to the Government ex-chequer as all the payment procedure has been
completed as per rules and regulations. ’

3.
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i) _ The charge is-baseless hence dznied in toto. As stated in the earlier

| . paras, payment to the contractor has bee1.nade as per the A.A/ T.S and

3)

3 4?‘\‘

enhanced cost and no excess over the approved cost has been made. The

misunderstanding has been created as tl.e Authority has taken into account the
bid cost and estimated QUantitics therety ignoring the enhancement issued by
the competent authority. In the case under consideration, no excess payment
i.e. over and above the approved/ enhance cost has been made. Payment to the
contractor was made for the work done -vLich was properly pre-audited by the

Divisional Accounts Officer physically checked/ inspected by the District
Monitoring Committee constituted by .he Deputy Commissioner (Annex-C).
"All these formalities indicate that paym :nt made to the contractor for the work

" done is legal and fair where no loss, whet-so-ever, to government ex-chequer

has been caused, in any form.

i) It is totally wrong that the Keplying Officer is technically poor,
negligent and has put the Department i1 an embarrassing position. In fact the
project in question was planned and executed, applying therein every and full
technical input. The work in progress was properly supervised time and again
by the Replying Officer and guided th: concerned contractor to maintain

| quality of work. That is why the quantity and quality of work could hardly be-

objected by any authority/corner.

ii) The verification of the prescribed coded proforma by Deputy
Commissioner and physical verification and site inspection by Assistant
Commissioner Takht-e-Nasratti show their satisfaction and there rise no
question, what-so-ever, of embarrassing position, as alleged. The Provincial
Departmental authorities have initiated the disciplinary proceedings at their
‘\own.i;e. without consultation and associztion of the real owner of the project,
which is inappropriate in the eyes of lav and justice.

T) It has been alleged in the charge sheet that the payment was

authorized by the Replying Officer without verification of work done at site
and also the work over and above the approved quantity was not approved by

" -any authority/ forum. In this connection. it is submitted that work done at site
was regularly supervised/ checked and verified not only by the Replying

Officer but also it was physically checked by the District - Government
Authorities i.e. the Assistant Commissioner Takht-e-Nasratti alongwith the

~Replying Officer and shown his satisfaction (Annexure-D).

!

-

ii) After all this process and procedure the payment was made by the
competent authority i.c XEN PHE Kaak after proper verification by the
District Accounts Officer Karak, which shows authenticity of the case. Besides
the Deputy Commissioner Karak has raised no objection on the contractor bills.
So, it is not correct that payment was made without verification of work done

~ at site.

-4-
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. It may be added that the disciplinary proceeding has been started by

'i the Provincial Authority on a letter of sitting XEN of PHE Karak (Annexure-E). The
j XEN, wrote such letter for his vested interests 1s well as personal grudges with his.
i col_lgggues tocreate problems for them and to saisfy his inner. In fact, he should have
rep‘ov ed the irregularity and illegality, if any, © the Deputy Commissioner i.e. the
[ . Ptincipal Accounting Officer who is well aware o: tae project activities. The sitting XEN
|

through his letter, has betrayed the Provincial Departmental Authorities thereby putting
them to the wrong direction; which action of h: officer tantamounts in-disciplined .
attitude on his part thus liable to disciplinary actior: against him under the relevant rules.

I3

Moreover, the Replying Officr desires to be heard in person.

Praxl er. —

11 o T In view of the aforesaid mentioned facts it is prayed that the
Replying Officer ‘'may kindly be exonerated from the false and baseless charges leveled

+ “against hinll in the charge sheet.

R A lot of thanks.

(Muham ail)
‘ : Sub Engineer,
R : Public Health Engineering Division,
T _ Nowshera.
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L. INQUIRY REPORI

BUBJECT:-.': DE-NOVO INQUIRY REGARDING PAMENT UNDER FAKE
SIGNATURE OF THE_EXECUTIVE ENGINEER PHE DIVISION

O TR KARAK _IMPRINTED_ ON _ CHEQUE CI.ASSIFICATION CODE
: PROFORMA

1. Background:- -

The Competént Authority vide letter No. SC(ESTT)/PHED/8-55/2018  dated
07/01/2020 (Annex-l) notified the inquiry somprising..0 Mr. Mahmood Aslam
(BPS-19), Deputy Commiss sioner Khyber and anr Nave 2. Khan (BPS-18), the
Exeuutlve Engmeer C&W Division Bannu to c‘onduct a «e-novo detailed inquiry
agamst the followmg offcers/offlmals of PHED Karak under e Khyber Pakhlunkhwa
Sovt. Ser\{ants (effICIency and dlsc1phne) rules 2011. :

.. Mr. Amil Muhammad, the then XEN PHED~Kar‘"'Jk
i, Mr. Asif Faruq the then SDO PHED.Sub Dlvmon BD )hah Karak
jii.  MR. Azuz ur Rehman the then SDO PHED Takht-e N israti Karak
iv. MR, Ajmal Khan, Sub Engineer PHED Karak
v.  Mr. Farid Khan, Ex SDA PHED Karak
The details of charges as per char_ge sheet and s-iaté'r.nént of allegations of th:.: above

accused’s are' as under:-

Name of 6fficer/ Allegations
Officials

| Karak ~ intentions and the Govt. exchequer sustained huye 1)ss.

‘i, That you- failed to properly prepare and examine the
contractor's claims, 1z¥ing into considerations the approves |
bid cost, the amount actuaily payab's and entrenchurnont of ;
the' previous paid bills from the 2" rurning bills. Thus huge
losses to the Govt.' Exchiequer wee causod due 1o your
ignorance, inefficiency and mala-fide intentions.

MrAmil . i. That you made/allowed payments to contractors over and
Muhammad, the above the permissible limit on bii cost and eslinated
then XEN PHED- quantities due to your ignorance, inefficiency and mala-fide

! iii. That due to your poor technical inpt s, negl:qonu lack of

) knowledge and such aptitude in performance of Govt. duty

\ \ ___you put the department in 2mbarrassing. position.

" " iv. That you authorized payment WIthout verification of work
done at site because the work over and above approved

quantity was not approved by any autho*zty/forurn

Mr Asif Farug, i. That you bypassed the SDO PHE Sub Division Takht-e- |

the theh SDO Nasrati Karak and XEN PHED Kamlf and illegally issued

’

*Page 1 of 15
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PHE Sub Division
BD Shah Karak

cheque amounting to Rs 1),z 25,574/ vide choque No A

~ 701292 dated 19/QB/2619'b syond your jurisdictions in favor

of Mr. Habib Ur Réhman .(3cvt. Contracter with mala-fide
lntentlons without consentl )e'massmn of the silling XEN
PHED Karak and ! .)O PHI :ub ‘Division Takht-e- Nasrati,

while you were in- uharge of ’HE Sub Division 31 Shah and |

you have no cor.ern whatso 2ver with the affairs of olher sub
division. .

that you managed to pase fake/bogus signature of the
SIttmg XEN.and DAO PHED Karak without pre -audil by the
sitting DAO ;

That you illegally . |ssuej 1he aforesaid cheyus on
19/06/2019 prior:to: amount/s heque of production bonus
paid into treasury, as the ¢ 7¢ que bearing No A-58580670
dated 19/05/2019 to the tu1e -of Rs 9,852,755/~ issued by
the DC Karak was_depositrd by the XEN PHLD Karak on
20/06/2019 under productic 1 bonus.

: TakhtiefNasr\ati

| Engineer, PHED

‘Mr "Aziz Uq

That you failed’ to prope ly prepare and examine the

¢ontractor's clalms takmg intc considerations lhe approved
bid cost, the amount actual’y Jayable and entrenchment of
the previous paid bills from the 2™ ; running bills. Thus huge
losses to the Gowvt. ExcheqLer were caused due {o your
ignorance, inefficiency. and imala-fi de intentions.

.Rehman, the
thenn SDO PHE
Sub .- - Division

That you made/al'owed pay rHents to contractors over and
above the permissible llmt on bid cost and eslimated
quantities due to your ignoranse, inefficiency and mala-fide
iftentions and the Govt. Exshequer sustained huge loss.

Karak

That due fo your poor techr.ical inputs, negligence, lack of
knowledge and such aptituicz in performance of Govt.
" duty, you put the departrnent in embarrassing pusilion

iv.

That you authorized paymerii withsut verification of work
done at site because the wor_< over and above dpprovcd
quantity was not approved by any authority/orum.

Mr Ajmal
- Khan/Muhammad

That you failed to properly, prepare and examine the |

contractor's claims, taking into considerations the approved
bid cost, the amount.actually payable and entrenchment of
the previous paid bills from the 2™ running bills Thus huge
‘lgsses to the Govt. -Exchecurr weré caused due lo your
ignorance, meffncxency and ma a-fide intentions.

[smail, Sub.

Karak

-

. That you made/allowed pay nt: nts to contraclors over and
above the permuss:ble limii on bid cosl and eslimated
quantities due to your ignorance, inefficiency and mala-fide
intentions and the Govt. exchequer sustained huge louss.

That due-to your poor techn:cz|.inputs, negligence, lack of
Khowledge and such. aptitude in performance of Govt.

Page 20l 15
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duty, you. put the department in embarraSsmq position,

iv..  That you author|2ed payment vitout Vel’lrl(,d“()n ol work

' ‘done, at~ sate becauSe ther work sver and above approved
' quantlty Was'not; approx/ed by an “authority/forum.

i.  That you-i-failed * to - properiy pfeo'are and examine the
IR contractors cfalms. taklng into considerations the apptoved

MrFarid - bid costy the amount actually paya sle and entrenchment of

Khan/Muhammad - the preVIous pald bl"S from the 29 running bills. Thus huge
Ismail, the then i Iosses to the- Govt Exchequer vere caused due fo your
SDA PHED " ignorance; lnefﬁCIency and mala- ice intentions.

Karak —|..ii. ~ That due to your poor technical infuts, negligence, lack of

Sl T _ ‘knowledge and such aptitude n performanco ol Govt.
o duty, ybu put the department in et )arrassxng posilion.

U

2 Proceedmgs ' - " ;1:"

' In  pursuance of the?é. SO(Estt) PHE Deptt Peshawar letler No
SO(ESTT)/PHED/B 55/2019 dated 07/01/2020 “the "com. mttee rc’quc.sled XEN
PHED Karak to provide the attested reCord of 6 No WSS Srhemes, under Production
Bonus ; und vnde Xen C&W DlVlSlOl‘l Bannu Letter No 2312/78-E(}) (Anncx-li) dated
23/01/2020 followed by _Bemlnder-l 2613 E(l) dated 14/72/12020 (Annex-lll) and
subsequent reminder-lI, 2805- E(I) dated 28/02/2020 (Annex-'V).in response the Xen
PHED-Karak submitted the relevant record vrde his office | :tter NO 01/W-102 dated
27/02/2020 (Annex-V) whereln :'a; host of mformauon such as [’rocurement
[)Eocume'ntsL and details pertainlng to'- financial transacticns to the conlractor
concerr‘edlwefe missing. These documents are ot yet provided lo the inquiry
commlttee till finalization. The report was delayed due to outbreak of pandemic
COVID-19, and rmariy other factors L

Nonetheless the lnqmry commlttee conducted the .iie vnsuts along with the
fleld formatlon of PHED Karak - on 06- 07 August, 2020 tc ¢scertain the executed
works in light of the Admmlstratlve Approval (AA)/T echnicai Sancllon (1S), work

sone payment made to the contractor and the allegatlons/charge shcr‘

Consequently, the Inquiry: commlttee |ssued 9 No q.le’st‘lonnan(‘s (attached
as Annex-VI) to the concerned. offlcers/off cuals of PHED <arak Vide lctler NO
00205/DCK/2020 dated 15/09/2020 (addressed to Mr. Amil ifuthamad, the then XEN
PHED- Karak) 00199/DCK12020 dated 15/09/2020 (address =d to Mr. Asif I-arug, the
then SDO BD Shah PHED Karak), 00204/DCK/2020 dated 'L)/OQ/)O)U (addressed
to Mr. Aziz Ur Rehman, the_' then * SDO, Takht-e-Nasrati  1°HI)  Karak),

; ) Pape J ol 1S
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00207/DCK/2020 dated 15/09/2020 (add essed to Mr ML wammad ismail, Sub
Engmeer PHED Karak) 0020J/DCK/2020 dated 15/09/2020 (zodressed o Mr. Farid
(“ ¢han, SDA PHED Karak), 00202/DCK/2020 dated 15/09/21)20 (addressed to Mr
Rafi Ullah, mCumbent XEN PHED Karak), 00201/DCK/2020  dated 15/09/2020
(addressed’ to Mr _Obaid Ullah Jan, incumbent DAO PEED Karax), 00200 NDCK/2020
dated 15/09/2020 (addressed to Mr Muhammad Tarig, the then'DAO PHED Karak),
00206/DC}K/2020 dated 15/09/2020 (addressed to Mr. Atif auf Niazi, incumbent
SDO Takht-e-Nasrati PHED Karak).The * respective - reples. of the aforesaid
officers/officials Ecvf \PHED Karak- Submitted their. replies to ‘hz inquiry caommittee
(Replies attached as Annex-VIi). .
Moreover, the inquiry committee also give personal apg serance to Mr. | lafeez
Ullah, the thehvSDA, Sub Division BD Shah and Mr..Muharirmad fFarid Khan, the
then SDA . Takht-e-Nasrati PHED Karak on dated. .22/09/2020 to solicit
explanatioris/clarifications regarding various quarries related to the questionnaires
and oﬁieial record/documentations. Both officials of- PHED. Karak appcared before

the inquiry committee and submitted additional clarifications/wiitten slatement.

3. Findings:-

1. The instant inquiry covers 7 No WSS s\,hemes perammg to PHED Karak
which were approved by Deputy Commlssmner (D(,) Karak vide No
27681/DCK/DA/DDC dated 05.08.2016 and 2673/DCK/MADLC dated
28/07/2016 for Rs 20.50 M under production bonusg royalty fund 2015-16.

. 'The ensuing procurement process resulted in the award of contract/work
order to M/S Habib ur Rehman with total bid cost of 7 No WSS schemes
for Rs 1-2.6.2 M.The T.S of 6 out of 7 Schemes was accorded by the then
XEN \PHE[i?arak (Mr. Muhammad Amil) for RS 17.016 M. Fund for 7

'Ischemes amounting to Rs 20.582 M was released 2y DC Karak and total

payment of Rs 18.246 M was made to the contraci >t on account ol 6 out

Aof 7 No schemes. The scheme-wise detail is preserted in the table T-01
(Attached as Annex-VIil).

2. The name of Mr. Ajmal Khan Sub Englneer PHED Karak was orroneously

intimated as site m-charge/sub engineer of the projec:s-to whorn the charge

sheet/statement of' allegations was issued. However, Mr. :/-\jmal Khan, Sub

Engm\Ter was not involved in these schemes and PHED Péshawar wilhdrawn

(7/ @ . ) : | | Page d ol 15
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cha'rge- sheet and ‘dllegation statement ‘n the ins.ant inquiry vide Section
Officer Establishment PHED Peshawcf letter No SO (F—STT)/PI IE:1)/8-55/2019
dated 12/02/2020 (attached as Ann sx-1X) issued tc h m earlier. After perusal
of record, it was revealed that Mr. .JIuhamrnad lsmall Sub Engincer was the
concerned sub engineer of the schemes at PHED Palak and accordingly Mr.

Muhamrhad Ismail was served upon with the directicn to submit annotated

o replies to the questionnaires.

3. The approved scope of work for 6 WSS Schemes reflected al S.N 1,

3 4 5 |n tabte-T-01 compnsed of Tube Well and Funplng Chamber and no

provvs on for pipe distribution system was made. Th 2 pipe dislribulion system

‘(total pipe length of 15,233m) was included in the T.§ estimale for 5 out of 6

schemes reflected at S.No 2.3.4.5 and 6 table'T-01. &cheme-wise cosl of the

" work orders and approved T.S estimates are showr i Table T-01 and Work

orders are attached (Annex-X) s ' .

Funds amohntlngto Rs 2.00 M for the scheme "WSS Kamran Kuoroona

Chokara” was released by DC Karak vide 1% relezse letter No 9464/DC/DA
dalle 21/09/2017 (Annex-Xl) at the disposal of XEM PHED Karak. However,

" ‘the|same has neither been reported in utilization’ statement (Annex-XH) for
the work nor surrendered to DC Karak. Moreover the XEN PFIZD Karak failed

to provlde ‘any relevant document i.e Tender documents, M.B .ad running

bills etc

The. total bid cost of 6 out of 7 schemes amountng to'Rs 10.222 M was

enhanced to Rs 6.7878 M due to site requirement dy the XEN PHIEED Karak

‘ ~ being Engineer'ln-charge of the projects (Copy of contract Ennhancement

notification/order-attached as Annex-Xill) and the enhanced tost/scope of

work was in excess by more than 15% above bld cost as per KPPRA rules

2014 and paid to the same contractor WIS Habib ur Fehman The same was

endgrsed through the questlonnalre g reply. ,

r-rom -the perusal of record what so mace avallablv and field

- measurement revealed that an overpayment of Rs 5 486 014/- had been

“made to the contractor on account - of ove:pavment madce duce (o re-

measurement as wel! as for unexecuted work.
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Table T-02 (Overpayment)

I

o Recovery Recovery |
' . 77 | amount Rs amount.’ Rs/-|_ ' .
) T due to due Totzl
_.No  Name of Work i . y Amcunt”
. overpayment | unexecuted Rs/.
L [HRe - | distribution
» : measurement} | system o
WSS Lajmic Khel '

1 ajmir Khel 1,032524 1,0.2 524
Warana ) N .
WSS Wanki Siraj Khel, . PR

2| Kotka Zardad Khan 168’955 ' ?11'737 1,450,692
WSS Maulana Habib EOEE

5 | Ullah Koroonaasteer - 950,863 . | 950,£63
Banda Lo )

[ ) ‘ .
WSS Piao Noor : .

4 Koroona Tattar Khel - _5.24'784‘ | 524,784

| WSS Maulana Pir | K R B

5 | CGhulam Koroona Ghani - 240,821 . 24(,821

2 finad BN
WSS Adnan Koroona ‘, .
Ghundi Killa - 1,256,330 1,253,330
Total Recovery Rs | 1,801,479 3,684,535 5,485,014

Remarks

()verpaymént Due to
re-measurement in
Tube Well
()verpaymé'nt.['jl'féntb
re-measurement in
lube well and
unexeculed distribution
syslem

| Overpayment Due to

re-measurement in
lube well and
unexecuted distribution
system

()verpaym ent Due to
unexecuted distribution
systemn
Ovcerpayméﬁt"D'u'é to
unexeculed distribution
system

Ovc—:rpaymént Due to
unexecuted distribution
systemn

7. It is evident from the record and the statement of officars/officials concerned
that the collectlve failure of PHED Karak to follow SOP s and codal formalities

has caused a host of problems at varlous’ Ievels ‘

A. The cheque classifi catio'n proforma was processed in advance along with

runnmg bill which was submltted to DC Karak for re| nbursemvnt which led

to advanced payment to contactor

~

Pape 6 of 15
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© After the funds were released by DC Kar :k the same proforma

. made it possrble to lssue the cheque ard excess amounl was

credited to the contractor.

Mr. Amil Muhammad, the then XEN PHED Karak admilled his
signature o\n.,jcheo,ue classification profcrma and bill whereas all
other officers/officials i.e. incumbent Xi:N and incumbent DAO
denied in their annotated replies that signature on cheque

classification proforma were affixed (not criginal).

‘The issuer o’f the cheque also tried to jusiif- his deed based on the

-same proforma which he alleged was du y signed by Lhe lhen and

* incumbent XENs/DAOs which seems to 1:3' wrong.

The entnes/partlculars of the proforma ¢ Sntain such details that it
should not be processed in ebsence o funds and duly verified

-work.

The Cheque issuer Mr. Asif Farug, SDC ED Shah maintained in
his. reply to the questionnaires that duly verified bills along with
cheque classification proforma: (duly},._'ls_énged by the lhen and
incumbent XENS/DAOs) was delivered tc him from DC Karak
Office “through Contactor” along with trre ‘ir'structions to issue the
cheque whico neither falls in the domain »f DC Karak nor such like
instructions can be issuad by DC Karak. /\s the scheme did not fall
in the purview of the SDO PHED Karak who issued cheque, the
stance sheds light on the fact that the crtical financial record 'was

allowed in the hands of unauthorized persornel.

v Such slackness in dealing with official 12cord may have given a

~ —window of opportunity to & culprit to forge: signatures at any stage

of the process while documenrations movernent among the offices

of PHED Karak, DC Karak and Treasury leads to processing the

. ' cheque- classrfrcatlon proforma in advanc= and overiooked the

payment beyond 15% above bid costs aptly shows that the

accelgts—sectlon of PHED Karak was not functioning properly.

Page 7 of 15
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- revealed that Mr Muhammad Ismatl sub -engineer -failed
' entnes/detarled measurement for Subhead “Pumprrg Charnbvr The same

B. 'Th | .
| e 6 WSS schemes running bills were, ser t- 1o DC Karak for re

. L:wabursement of fund along with cheque class fication proforma which
o :;:zzo;iy I:1tta<:hed by XEN, who was tra iferred before the fund
) arak. After the recerpt of fund s 3, SDO BD Shah PHED
Kdrak released payment without bnnglng release ¢ f fund and payment to
: contractor into the ,knowledge of Jncumpent XEN by countersigning the
;;:\;oeunst tklrILOSnItJr:CZ? Shah misus’ed«his powers .y allowing. the wrong

C: The'cheque bearing ‘No A-701292 dated 19106 2019 amounting to’Rs
- 8, 325 5741- was |ssued to MIS Habrb ur Rehman hy SDO 131) Shah PHED
Karak on account p’f/2"d Running Bill of 6 WSS sc he: mes However, these
schemes fall in the Junsdrctron of SDO Takht-e N as*atr PHED Karak who

. Was neither on leave nor absent from his dutres as >er annolated reply of
ln\cumbent XEN PHED Karak. The mcumbent XEN also denied any
lnstructlons/approval to SDO BD Shah to issue th: e above cheque -on his
behalf It once” more reflects on improper cogrdination/disposal  of
documentatlon while deahng with official/financial matter. It is perlinent to

- mention that 2n Running bill of 6 WSS schemes were. sent lo DC Karak
for reimbursement and was not for makmo payment to contractor on the
same bill as the measurements were’ not properly entered Therelore, the
issuer of chequé i.e. SDO BD Shah: was supposed to check work done
and submit a fresh bill to incumbent XEN PHED Karak for allowing

payment which he couldnt do. It gave the mala-fice ‘nterdions of sSHDO BD

. Shah to throw responsrbrhty of measurements on the: then SDO/XIFN, and
further the instant bill if so consrdered as- contractar bill then it was not

| (:ounterSIgned by the mcumbent Xen/DAO and SDO concerned al lhe time

' - of issuance of cheqUe

The perusal of MB of 2" Running bill of WSS Wanki Siraj Khol Kotka Zardad
Khan, WSS Maulana Habib Ullah Koroona Kasteer Baada, WSS Piao Noor

Koroona Tattar Khel, WSS Maulana Prr .Ghulam ‘Koroona Ghani Abad
y enter record

was endorsed in abstract. of relevant M.B

(\f\/ %
| - ATTE
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| he record reveled that cheque bearrng No A-58580 i70 dated 19/05/2019 for

Rs 9, 852 -
755/- was issued by DC Karak Wthh was ¢redited into 1?HED Karak

. PWD-
:b . Il account on 20/06/2019 whereas' the che jue for Rs 8,325,574/-
~ bearing No A 701292 dated 19/06/201F was issue i by the SDO BD Shah

PHED Karak before crediting the amount ir: XEN account.

R

1A0. The persona| appearance of Mr. Hafe« 2z Ullah, the thar. SDA, Sub Division BD
—Shah, PHED Karak was conducted on 22/G9/2020, re appeared before the

inquiry committee, he subrhitted his weitter . statemeni t the inauiry committee

S .
(Copy of'statement and relevant documents atta h2d as Annex-XIV) and

it v'vas revealed that he was on leave on 19 June, 2(:20 as his molher was

-seriously il and he took"his mother for medical check-up to HMC ’eshawar

L TR SR

[,

T U T e

and was adriitted in HMC Peshawar: and he was unaware ol wriling cheque
to the contractor as cheque book was- Iyrng wrth SDO BD Shah.

11.The personal appearance _ot Mr. Farid Khan, the then SUA, ‘sub division Takht-e- i g
Nasrati. PHED Karak was conducted on 22/09/2020, he appeared before the i
inquiry . committee and he submitted his written 'statament to lhe inquiry

commrttee (copy of writteh statement attached as Annex -XV) thal he was
posted as SDA Takht- e-Nasratl w.e.f 28/05/2018 till -0 11/2018, cheque was

nuther prepared/ drawn by him nor cash*ook was maintained by him dunng the

R

above mentioned period. However 2™ R pifl was arithmeti-ally scrutirnzed by him
and 1% R/Bill was not deducted from 2™ R/Bill of 2 WSS schemes.

Conclusions:-

The following conclusions are drawrt.-
CT T Table T-03 Conclusions
Mr Amil Muhammad, the then XEN PHED Karai
—mf\'lieqatronslcharge Conclusion | Qeasons
That you, failed to properly prepare B Overpaymrmt due to
and examine the contractor's claims, | - re-measurement
taking mté\) considerations  the . allowed in 2™ running

b

b e 0o

approved =-bjd cost, the amount ‘ pils of v No WSS
» actually paya le and entrenchment of | Charge proved. | schemes.

'- the previous paid bills from the 2™ - Le Signing of Cheque
running bills. Thus huge losses to the . classificalion proforma
Govt. Exchequer were caused due to| - . in absence of work
Lyour |gh_o_rence inefficiency and mala- ' ;.

ﬂ/" R o :
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fide intentions.

N

L -
~That you made/allowed payments to
contractors ‘over and above the
permissible limit on bid cost and
estimated quantities due’ to your
igiorance, inefficiency and mala-fide
intentions and the Govt exchequer
sustained huge loss.

That due to your poor technical inputs;
negligence, -lack of khowledge and
such aptituqe in performance of Govt.
duty. you. put the department in
embarrassing position. ‘

~

That yau authorized payment .without
verification of work done at site
pecause the work over and above
approved guantity. was not approved
by any authority/forum.

o L

.C‘harge bartially
proved. ‘
Charge proved.
|
Charge proved. |

|

v Asif Faruq, the then SDO PHE Sub Division 3

That you bypassed the SDO PHE Sub
Division Takht-e-Nasrati Karak and
XEN-PHED Karak and illegally-issued
cheque amounting to Rs 8,325,574/-
vide' cheque, No A 701292 dated
19/06/2019 beyond your_jurisdictions
in favor of Mr.Habib Ur Rehman Govt
Contractor with mala-fide intentions
| without  consent/permission of the
| sitting . XEN -RHED Karak and SDO

s A ~ S /i A

"

%

.4“”"’*:*' o |

W AT

Chargé proved.

done  and

cone and available
funds which leads to

‘edvance payment.

E.nhancement allowed
Leyond 14% limit of
criginal contract cost
as ‘per KPPRA Rule
2014 sub rule 18 (c)
(1) (d), however,
estimaled  quantities
have beer covered in
TS estimale.

"'(T\Earpaymcnt in shépe

of improper re-
measurement and
unexecuted works was

“allowed.

“he running bill was
cent to DC Karak for
re-imbursement
whereas Cheque
classification proforma
inabsence of work
‘ available
funds which leads to
advance payment '
Advance payment
allowed to conlraclor.

D Shah Karak

Violation of jurisdiction
and issuance  of
cheque , while
;oncemed SHO was

- presenl and no
. instructions in writing

nad been issued by

" incumbent XTN which
+ resulted in
~+‘advanceminl
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PHE: Sub Divisiuon Takht-e-Nasrati,

l

..oncern’ whatsoever with the affairs of

whi\e you were in-charge of PHE Sub
~.ision BD Shah and you have no

other sub division.

That you managed to paste
fake/bogus signature of the sitting
XEN and DAO PHED Karak without
pre-audit by the sitting DAO  —

l —

Charge could
not oe proved.

i Karak

That you'illegally issued the aforesaid
cheque on 19/06/2019 prior to
amount/cheque of production bonus
paid into treasury as the cheque
bearing No A-58580670 dated
10/05/2019. to the tune of Rs
9,852,755/ issued by the DC Karak
was deposited by the XEN PHED
onk 20/06/2019 under
- -sduction bonus.

Charge preved.

Mr Aziz UriRehman, the then SDO P

fide mtentrons ‘

! That_you - .failed to properly prepare
and examine the contractor's’ claims,
taking into consrderatrons the
approved bid:. cost, the amount
actually payable 4nd entrenchment of
the previous paid bills from the 2"
running bills. Thus huge losses to the
Govt. Exchequer were caused due to
your ignorance, inefficiency and mala-

B e R

Charge proved.

e o e e

|
|
|

That you madelallowed paymemts to
contractorsq, Aver and above the

Charge proved L‘

-

o

AT

payment.

'Nn

. teshnical agancy.

As cheque  issued
before  crediting  the
amount  intn  actual

“aliowed in 2%

~ advance payment.

Ag no 'expertiée .
jvailable with inquiry
sc nmittee to

nuestigale the matter |
regard to !

\e/boqus signalures.
However, PHE
Jupartment Peshawar
niy investigale the
matter through some

grcount.

HE Qub DIVISIon Te‘(ht-e Nasrali Kdldk

Overpaymenl due to
re-measurement
running
bils ol 2 No WSS
schemes.

S.gning ol running bill
i absence ol work
done and available
funds which leads to

Failed lo carry out
check measurement to
ensure rocord entries
of purnping chamber
of 4 WSS scheines
Fayment
recommended beyond |

Page |1 ol 15
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'per_rhissible limit on bid cost and
v:astlmated gquantities due to your
| ggnorance, inefficiency and mala-fide
4 Iintentions. arLud the Govt exchequer
sustained huge loss. - S

':2‘314, however, TS
~ sbnctioned by  the

15%  limitation  of
o»figinal contract cost
a3 per KIPPRA Rules

neglfgehce,"!ack of knowledge and

; such aptltudg in performancg (;f Goyt, allowed in 2™ running
gﬁ duty, you put the department in bills of 2 No WSS
g embarrassing position. ' schemes “
f. Charge proved. | « ¢o .
| R « Signing of running bill
-: ' " i3 absence of work
‘ cone and available
! funds which leads 1o
i . ' ddvance payment.
. | That you authorized payment without | . 9 “Advance payment
E iiverification of work done at site i ~ allowed to conlractor.
! | because the work over and above Charge Proved. | '
‘ l approved gquantity was not approved
i \ by any authority/forum. ’ . L
i ' Mr. Muhammad Ismail, concern Sub Engineer PHED:Karak (Mr Ajmal Khan,
1 Sub Engineer was erroneously communicated o the Competent Authority)
a 3 That you failed to properly ‘prepare T Te Dverpayment due to
'} . |and examine, the contractor's-claims, “e-measurement

taking  into considerations  the

approved bid' cost, the ‘amount

actually payable and entrenchment of ‘

ihe- previous paid bills from ‘the 2"

running bills. Thus huge losses to the | . |
Govt. Exchéquer were caused due to | Charge proved.

your ighoran%;‘e, inefficiency and mala-
fide intentions.

That you made/allowed payments to
contractors. over and  above the
' permissible limit on - bid _cost and
‘estimated guantities due fo your
'ignq‘rancé, inefficiency and mala-fide
\jwf_r_wtio"ﬁs .Ang the Gowt exchequer

Pl

1 ‘ - Competent Authori
That due t6 your poor technical‘inputs, e ppotent Auhoy:

‘:a\'lllowed in 2™ running
oills of 2 No WSS

‘done and available
~ funds which jeads to

Cverpayment due to

ra-measurement

schemes.
Signing of running bill
in absence of work

advance payment.

Failed lo carry out
check measurement to
ensure record entries
of pumping chamber

_of 4 WSS schemes
. Payment

* (ecOmn\er1(ied beyond

. "1"5% limitation ~ of
_ ofiginal contract cost
“as per KPPRA Rules

o

pPage 12 of 15
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“sustained huge loss.

' ‘sanctioned by

hat due to your poor technical inputs,
negligence, lack of knowledge and
such aptitude"in performance of Govt.
duty, you put. the department in
embarrassmg position.

| \
A ——
PR 24

Charge proved.

That you -authorized payment without
verification of work done at site
because the work over and above
approved quantity was not approved
by any authonty/forum

Charge proved.

“"Mr Muhammad Farid Khan, the then SDA

“aoproved \ybid

That you failed to properly prepare
and examine the contractor's claims,
taking  into consideratiens  the
cost, the amount

. actually payable and entrenchment of

the previous paid bills from the 2"
running bills. Thus huge losses to the
Gowt. Exchequer were caused due to
your |gnoranoe inefficiency and mala-
fide intentions.

I

Chafge: proVed.

That due to your poor technical inputs,
negligence, lack of knowledge and
such aptitude in performance of Govt.
duty, you plt the department in

| embarrassing position.

Cnarge not
proved -

Recommendations:-
e

e
the |
Competent Authority.

_EWerpaymont due to
r 2-measurcment
¢ llowed in 2" running
tills of 2 No WSS
wchemes.
Higning of running bill
in absence of work
done ar! available |
*Jnds which leads to
1dvanc,cﬂ payment.

. }\d.van( e payment
allowed to conlractor.

however,

PHFD Kardk -

Overpaymvnt allowed
due to non-ceduction
S5f 1% R/l from 2™
-unning bills of 2 No
‘NSS schemes.

The, SDA s
-esponsible  for
arithmetic  check  of
slaims  submilied by
contractor and writing
of cheque to enler in
cashbook ctc.

only

1. Th'ei‘.\'(vork on 6 WSS schemes was actually carried aut on the basis of MRS-

: _201'6 but'now the recovery needs to be made on currént MRS 20720 which is
Happroximétey_ 25% higher than MRS 2016 so the amounls rceds (o be

— @

Page (3ol IS

N arfberen




TotalRs) | 6,857,517

Sharz (%) | Amount (Rs)

857,517) to avoid

’

3,428,759

857,190
857,190
1,028,628

685,752 ‘

Remarks By
Higher Ups

.
£ recovered 6,857,517 (5,486,014+25% of 5,486,01¢ =5,
any losses to the Govt.™ o
: ~ 2. Apart from dlsmplmary actlon against offcers/ofﬁcua s of PHED Karak, the
y recovery amountmg to Rs 6,857,517/- as per followmg tanle shall be made from
the contractqr and responsnble officers.
o Table T-04 -
(% Sharelrecovery amount of Responsible OfflcerIDlﬁcaals & Personnel,
: Designation e
'S.No ’ ResponSIble Officer/Officials &- .
' Personnel, Designation . . |
1 Contractor share as major defaulter 50.00
! 2 ‘Mr. Muhammad Amll the then XEN PHED 12.50
v | Karak :
RASdhasi. o
3 Mr A2|z-ur-Rehman the then SDO Takht- 12.50
‘ | b-Nasrati PHED Karak “__
b 4 | Mr. Asif Farug, the then SDO BD Shah 15.00.
i PHED Karak ' '
: .
& !
; 5 Mr Muhammad |sma|| Sub Engineer | 10.00
( PHED Karak .. b
3. Following disciplinary action against the accused tfeld staff of PHED Karak
* as mentioned in charge sheet is proposed:- L
Table T-05 -
. |__Proposed action on OfflcerIOfflmals of PHED Karak &. Personnel Designation
s Name of Ofﬁcer/Ofﬁci_al Penalty Proposed
‘!' . 0 x N ) -
e —
i Mr. Amil Muhammad, | Minor Penalty
i] 1 jthe then XEN PHED
i Karak. L
b Mr. Aziz Ur Rehman Minor Penalty ‘
9 the then SDO Takht-e-
D ‘Nasrati PHED Karak. .

N

b
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“"Mr. ASif Farug, the then
| SDO BD Shah PHED:

Ka‘rak.,

roie
|

As Mr. Asif Farug, SDO BD 3kah,
PHED Karak stands. retired from
service on.02/01/2020. the efore
disciplinary ac*on shall be @xen
against him a- per service rJi:s |
recovery bz made thcigh
[ anticorruptisn establishment

-Mr. Muhammad Ismail,
"Sub  Engineer
Karak.

PHED

Minor Penaliy

Mr - Farid Khan, the
then SDA sub Division
Takht-e-Nasrati ' PHED
Karak ’

Minor Penaity .

Mr. Muhammad Tariq,
the then DAO, PHED
Karak

The then DAO PHED Karak oeing
Federal Govt. employee, case
shall be referred to Account
General Office Peshawar for
action.

M/S Habib Ur Rehman
Contractor’ )

Blackiisting the firm for execuion

of developmental works.

Engr. Naveed
Xen C&W Division Kohat.

Member Inquiry Committee

Ran (BPS-18)

Mir. Maamood Aslarm (13125-19y

Deput Commissior=r Khyber.

L

~ Memher Inquiry Cominiltee

I3
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S : : : B v
o ' L ' - :
g OFFICE OF THE CUIEF ENGIAEER (SOUTID
X PUBLIC HEALTH ENGG: DEPTT: KUYBER PAN ITTUNKIWA, PESHAWAR

V091213788 Eay 210912923296 Lol Qe s pler ped I gmareons, Plot 30 S for: L1015 eV Jlayatalind, Pesbas ag (Nawaly

No._ [ L f/J:'/f’mZﬁ?/PHE,

! T : Dated Peskavar, the 3/ o8 12021,
1 T Too . ‘
- oo . . The Superintending Engincer

: e : ) : PHE Circle Peshawar

.y 2. _The Superintending Engincer

: ) PHE Circle Kohat

' ‘ 3. The Superimendin‘g Fngineer {Sonthern)

‘ : [ ' — PHE Circle Kohat (M.A)

. i IR ) ' (Superintending Engineer Orakzai)

i ” '

j o - L‘ . P

} i \g g ' -Cubllccl:‘ ) NOTIFICATION.

WL © - ‘

i il‘(cif:. . Seerctary PHED Motitication No.SO(EST Y PHT D =25 2009 dated 16,.08.2021
3 ‘u’ . '
Nt

o E‘«; Enclosed find herewitlt a copy of the subject noii iciiion as referred above. received from
i( }r’ <. . Secretary to Govt. of Khyber Pakhitunkhwa Public Health Engineer ng Depariment Peshawar “which is
i 1 ~ . :

]{E _self-explanatory™.

j . RN ~ Your attention is invited to the subjeet notitication for strict compliance as per dircction

- ! . . .
-of the worthy Secretary PHED. Withholding of Two annual increnerts for two years and recovery of the

following amountsas noted against each to which they submitted their replies:-

S.No Name & Designation of the accused Penalty

i . Mr. Amil Muhammad,
1. Executive Engincer (BPS-18)
PHE Division Qrakzai .

“Recovery 0f Re. §37.190 - and withholding of two
annual incremerts for twe wears”,

Mr. Muhammad [smail - .
R N U “Recovery of Ry, 683.752/- and withholding of two
- LA The then Sub Engineer O =

A annual increrser s {or two years™.
. PHE Sub Division Karak i ¢ ¥

Mr. Farid Kha . . .
Farid Khan “Withholding. 0! two annual increments for two

.
. L] 5. The then SDA PHE Sub Division Takht-c- cars®
3 . ) Nasraiti Karak . years . B
In view of the above, you are directed to provide cenies of Challan on which payment is
T made and entry of withholding of two increments for two scars it Pesonal file Service Book of the
: | iaccused officer/officials may be provided to this oftice for clarificutic n and onward submission to quarter
' I
concerned. : . ; i .
! s
D.A/As above Chicf Engincer {(South)
W Copy for information is forwarded to:
X - 1. The Accountant General, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.
§§ 1 2. The District Accounts Officer Concerned.
© . 3. P.Sto Sccrctary PHE Department. Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshass: -
5 4, ; : '
§ " a. Mr. Amil Muhammad, Executive Engincer PHE {+iv.sien Orakzazai.
" - . . e
Y B \v"'b.  Mr. Muhammad Ismail the Then Sub Engincer PHE Division Charsadda.
375 - ) c. Mr Farid Khan the then SDA PHE Sub Division "azhi-c-Nasratti Karak.
. .. They ate directed to submit their replies for their pefalties as noted above against cach. at
_2. : the earlicst to the quarter concerned as well as te tlis office for further necessary action
' : . *accordingly. < /
L "
.i: B
;Nf’: . /lﬂﬁ-‘l“/i
4 "re
i3 o , . CHief ,__mcm' (South)
| AT |
i . ] :
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| OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE ENGINEER
PUBLIC HEALTH ENGINEERIN®G DIVISION NOWSHERA

— 584 .nsrven@gmail.com ‘ 0923-9220455
Nc. 02 / L2 '

_ The Superintending Engineer -
_ PHE Circle Peshawar:

Sub’jéét:- DEPARTMENTAL APPEAL IN RESPECT OF NOTIFICATION
NO.13/F/13/SOUTH /PHE/ DATED 31-08-2021

Please refer to the above the requisite appeal in respect of Mr. Ismail Sub

_ En'ginger is sent herewith for further necessary acticn as desired.
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- Subject:

- (Gas Royalty District Karak):-

The Supermtendmg Engineer
‘Public Health Engineering Circle (P —I Cir cle)

Peshawar.

Departmental Appeal avainst the impugned notification
- dated 31.08.2021 whercby the penalty of recovery of

Rs.685,752/- and withholdiag of two annual increments
_for two years was imposed_.ipon the appcellant.

P o " Respectfully Sheweth;

- With profound respect the undersigned/ apse’lant submits as under:

That the. appellant remained posted as Spb Engineer in PHE Karak
for SlX years.i.e. from 2013 to 2019. During his stay in PHE Karak,
he worked as Sub Engineer in difierent Sub Divisions of the

Divisional Officer. .2015-2016 a project titled

In the year,
“Developmental Schemes out of Preduction Bonus Funds” consists

Watar was

of - following six different Supply Schemes
administratively approved and technically sanctioned by the
competent authority at the cost ¢f 16.800 and 17.016 million

respectively. The project was funced bout of Production Bonus

Sr.Noj' Name of scheme - 1 | Cost (in million)
1 WSS Plonoor“f(oxoona R 1 74§ T
2 WSS Adnan Koroona T 3.047 '

[3 | WSS Habibullah Kasteer - 3466
4 —| WSS Lajmir Koroona T 12051
5" TWSS Maulana  Pir  Ghumiam | 3.479

Koroona .
< 6 WSS Wanl<1 Suraj Khel Koronna | 3.225
. Tntdl 17.016

That contract of the project was' a\x."arded to Mr.Habib-ur-Rehman

Govt. Contractor. The Project pertain’"s to the District Government

* o e
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\ funds and the Deputy Commissiore: Karak is the principal
accourttitig office, in the administrativ: discipline and financial
@ , , :’\ ~—— control in the utilization of these funds. The charge sheet has been
’ | issued to the appellant by the worthy Secretary PHED instead of

| Deputy Commissioner Karak i.e. the owaer and custodian of funds

relating to the district government.
v ! . o
- 3) '_ That the appellant was served with 2 show cause notice dated
30.11.2020 calling for the reply of the undersigned for allegations
' ", contained therein i.e. (a) Inefficiency (b) Misconduct ahd (c)
Corrilgéion. As a result thereof, the competent authority have
tentatively decided to impose upon the appellant penalty/ p‘enalties
of‘each “recovery of Rs.685.752/- and withholding of two (2)

i, ' " annual incréfents for two years™.

4).  That the appellant submitted his detailed reply dated 24.12.2020 to
| ‘the show cause notice "by refuting;, denying the allegations
" contained in the referred show cause rotice mentioned in para

No.3.

B
3) That inquiry committee was constituted in which disciplinary

proceedings were initiated and calling “he report from Inquiry
, Committee and statement of allegation nd charge sheet were also

issued.

6) - That the appellam submxtted his detailed reply to the charge sheet
by u,futmo dv.nymv the allegations Lontamcd in the referred

statement of allegation and charge sheet”

7)  That"inquiry was conducted and inquir’ report was submitted in
wh.ichv recommendation was made foi. ‘mposing penalties and
T fecoveries. '

That the competent authority imposed/. Clnef Enomeer (South)

~Public Health Engineering Department mfmd a notification dated

31.08.2021 vide which imposed the pemit\ of “recovery of

PRERTACES 2 xv~ vhas
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Rs.685,752/- and withholding of two (2) annual increments for two

" years” upon the appellant.

9) That the appellant feeling aggrieved and dissatisfied with the
impugned notification prefers the insiant departmentél appeal on
the before the appellate authority on the following amongst other

grounds:

sROUNDS:

It is stated that the charges are baseless and false, hence denied.
In fact, the contractor’s claims werd properly prepared by the

appellant duly examined/ supervisec: L.y the SDO concerned and

~ Accountant in-charge of the Account Branch of the Divisional

Office. after through checking/ exarination, the contractor’s

claims were cleared on receipt of fiunds from the concerned

quarter. The payment was made- within the AA/ TS and

enhanced cost and there involve no excess payment in the case.

It is further élariﬁed that as regard to approved bid cost, the
same was enhanced by the competent authority and payment for
the work done was made accOrdi“ngly to "cover' the site
requirements. Moreover, the abpellunr has prepared the 1% and
not the 2™ running bill of the contractor, in light of the demand
for funds made by the Xen PHE Karak vide his letter dated
15.04.2019 addressed to the DC Karai:.(. In the relevant column

of the said letter the payment made:to the contractor under

* Water Schemes Lajmir Koroona and iSuraj Khel Koroona has

been shown as “nil”. The Account Bianch has also raised no
objection on the bill. The appellant‘t‘ei.—flg new comer in the Sub
Division, therefore. prepared 1% rlurming bill of the contractor
which was cleared accordingly. It 1k pettinent to mention that

appellant has not prepared/ clearec. i 2" running bill, as
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alleged. Therefore, the question of -ezrenchment of the previous

paid bill to the contractor does not : rise.

i)~ It is alsb added that the appellant h:s retrenched the previous
pay'r“h'elnt's made to the contractor ur dor the schemes i.e. Pioneer
Koroona, Adnan Koroona, FHabibul ah Kasteer and Maulana Pir
Ghulam Koroona, as payment to the contractor was shown

against them schemes in the official '1_'(;001'd. Moreover, the work

¢

~

"is not yet closed and is going on a1d the previous payment, if
made, to the contractor can be ret erched at any time by the
AXEN’F’HE office Karak from his ne ./ final bilf and even from
the security and Call deposit of th: concerned contractor for
which the contractor has already committed in his written
Lo, statement to the enquiry committec already conducted in the

case.

iv) In the instant case, there involves nc ii1e.l‘l1ciellcy and malafide
as alleged and also no loss to the gc vurnment is caused, as the
| Scheme is not closed/ completed, Y vet. Security and call
dep”(;gi't.eic' of the contractor are a so in the custody of the
Divisional Office. In the circumstancei, the brevious paid bills
from the contractor can be casily recovered by existing

"o,V engineers/ staff from the next/ final biil of the contractor.

e V) In light of the above narration. the appellant has caused no loss

to the government ex-chequer as all the payment procedure has

been completed as per rules and regulitions.

[
|

Secondly, -

0) Charge is baseless, hence denied in toto. As stated in the earlier
paras, payment to_the contractor has teén made as per the AS/
TS and enhanced cost and no cxcess over the approved cost has
‘been made. The misunderstanding has been created as the
Authc‘)rity‘ has taken into account the bid cost and estimated

quantities thereby ignoring the enhancement issued by the

TR T T
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competent authority. In the case urd2r consideration, no excess
payment i.e. over and above tliev:,.pg)royed/ enhanced cost has

been made. Payment to the contrz stor was made for the work

v done which was properly pre-avdited by the Divisional
Accounts Officer physically check:¢/ inspected by the District
Monitoring ' Committee  const:tuted by the  Deputy

' Comrhissioner. All these formal'tizs indicate that payment
|~ ade to.the contractor for the work done is legal and fair where
no loss. whatsoever. to governiient ex-chequer has been

caused, in any form.

i) It is totally wrong that the appelant is technically poor,

! - negligent and has put the departricut in an embarrassing

position. In fact the project in 7 cstion was plapned and

executed, appiying therein every a1 full technical input. The-

work in progress was properly supe vised time and again by the
appellant and guided the concerre! contractor to maintain
quality of work. That is why the qntity and quality of work

would hardly be objected by any autnority/ corner.

iii)  The verification of the prescribed ccded proforma by Deputy
Commissioner and physical verificition and site inspection by

Assistant Commissioner Takht-e-Nzsiati show their satisfaction

" and there rise no question whatsocver of embarrassing position,

as alleged. The provincial departmental authorities have
initiated the disciplinary procecdings at their own i.e. without
consultation and association of the ral owner of the project,

which is inappropriate in the eyes of lav and justice.

it has been alleged in the charge stcct that the payment was
authorized by the appellant withou: verification of the work
done at site and also the work over ‘and above the approved
-~ \ quantity was not approved by any: éuthority/ forum. In this
connection. it is submitted that work cone at site was regularly

B

supervised/ checked and verified not only by the appellant but

s B g S
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also it was physically checked by the District Government

Authorities i.c. the Assistant Ccmnissioner Takht-e-Nasrati

o along with tae appellant and showr h's satisfaction.

'

Q) ‘ After all this process and procedurs the payment was made by
- the competent- authority i.e. XEN PHE Karak after proper
verification by the District Acccunts Officer Karak which
shows authenticity of the czse Besides the Deputy
Commissionér Karak has raised nc ¢bjection on the contractor

. bills. So. it is not correct that payment was made without

verification of work done at site.

. It may be added that the disciplinary ar')ceedino has been started

_ \ by the-provincial authorlty on a letter of sitting XEN of PHE Karak. The

kXLN wrote such letter for his vested interests as well as personal grudges
with his colleagues to create problems for theia .ind to satisfy his inner. In

fact. he should have reported the irregularity ard illegality, if any, to the

' Deput\ Commissioner i.c. the Principal Acccunting: Officer who is well

’

£ aware 01 the pl‘OJeCt activities. The slttmo >EN thxough his letter, has

, betrayed the Prov1nc1al Departmental Authori-i jes thereby puttmg them to

-

the wrong direction, which action of the ofhcm tantamount in-disciplined
attitude on his part thus liable to disciplinary action against him under the
relevant rules.

i -
Keeping in view the overall circumstan :e+ during the proceedings,

4;'11;0 .itigl'i111i11a1ti11g material has been lﬁ‘(.)tlght on record against the appellant
‘viz-a-viz the allegations contained in the shovy cause n-otice, thél‘ef01'e, it
becbmcs crystal clear that the findings of Inquuy Officer regarding guilt
of the undersxgned are based on non-reading, misreading, surmises,
conjectures, presumption and non-applying h]< i:dependent Jud1c1al mind
to the facts, circumstances, allegations ancl the evidence, resultantlv

mwed at pelvemb arbltrauy conclusmn

1
3

| Undersigned being innocent, vehement:y dcnies the vague, non-

specific and unsubstantiated allegations as contained in the show cause/
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tnquiry and the impugned notification. the efore. it is, humblY'submitted
that- the impugned notification dated 31.0.2021 may graciously be set
aside and-the appellant be exonerated from th: false and baseless charges

leveled against him in the show cause notice

Any other relief though not specificaily asked for may also be
granted.

Appellant-in-Person

o ‘ | : ) \\g\ "

—_— Muhammad
' Sub Engineer™
Public Health Engineering
‘Division Nowshera
el

- Dated: /6 /g/ 2/ - - . _

P e s
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| . | "PzSGt:—dlMH»ESTJZ,OOO Forms-22.09.21/PHC Jobj{f VP Aj&ﬂ Ser. Tribunal/ip2
4~ _ : ‘K" B

6 g B -
KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIB UNAL, PESHAWAR, .

JUDICIAL COMPLEX (OLD), KHYBER ROAD,
PESHAWAR .

. : e
Jematl
RLTTITTPPIIPPS Mut’ a ‘M YM.A&[ . \95”453 I ............... Appellant/Petitioner

(h' g/e | Yersu[ o
................ ! ef.i’ ....;.(?.‘f%;..%.é.‘./.:;.;.............Respomlem

1)

Respondent No.....N." .72,

!

Not‘iceto:._@‘e’;.{' "/‘f #WL 'i'mﬁll C//lféf "7 ﬂ;ﬂ(wv&/.

WHEREAS amr appeal/petition under the provision of‘the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa

hereby:-info ‘that: the said: appeal/petition is fixed for hearing before the Tribunal
73?’022/ ........... s @t 8.00 AM. If you wish to urge-anything against the
appellant/petitioner-you:are atiIilyerty to do so on the date fixed; orany other day to which
the: case may-be postponed either in person or by authorised representative or by any
Advocate, duly supperted by yeur power of Attorney. You are, thercfore, required’to file in
this. Court at least sexen 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
defamlt of your appearance on the date fixed and in:the. manner aforementioned, the
appeal/petition willbe hcard and decided in your absence. :

Notice of amy alteration in the date fixed for hearingof this appeal/petition will be
given: te you by registered post. You should inforn; the Registrar of any change in your
address. If you faik to furnish such address your addicss contained in Lhis notice which the
address given in the appeal/petition will be deemedito be your ¢orrect address, and [urther
notice posted to this address by registered post will be deemed sufficient for the purpose of
this appeal/petition. -

v
Copy of appeal is attached. Gmﬂfmrtm*madybemmmm-vidc this
office Notice No.....cowueuceveeecrneeeeoeoo dated......cooaieeeeeeeeee /
Given under my hand and the seal Qf'tli-is Court, at Peshawar this...... d’ .................
Day of..(\‘(o' ................. ssnnseennaneas aveesnseeenntane 2 0) 2’ ,

M‘g)..% .

Registrar,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Serviee Tribunal,
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.
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KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIB UNAL, PESHAWAR. B
JUDICIAL COMPLEX (OLD), KHYBER ROAD.
PESHAWAR. B

No. 74? 8 ?
t” ............................... 0f 20 1—1
Y R

....................... M . (.MM W.M ceeea SWO/ ceveeneeAppellant/Petitioner

; Versus

g 7 €) ey
............................................................................ Respondent

PP

gu—

\"33»:""-“1,?{’ S//é ’?u[?//c /"7(',/, -, [~ h "neev!

Notice to: __

1

jg,f;f( el il Gl Dobaars

/i

¢
4

WHEREAS an: appeal/petition under the provision of the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
Pro.vince_;Service-'Eribunal;Act",, 974, has been presented/registiered for consideration, in
the.above case:by the petitioner in this Court and notice has been ordered Lo issuc. You are
her.eby.;i‘n?) e(? tl‘%t;‘_ the: said appeal/petition is fixed for hecaring before the Tribunal
*on........ o.1.012.. R X A ~at 8.00 A.M. If you wish -to urge:anything againét the
appellﬁnt/petitibnéx:yomare at'liberty to do so on the date fixed; orany-otherday to which
the: case may be postponed either in person or by authorised representative or by any
Advoeate; didy supported by your power of Attorney. You are, th erefore, required:to file in
- this. €burt at least seven days before the date of hearing 4: copics. of written statement,
alongwith any other documents upon which you rely. Please also take notice that in
defanlt of your appearance on the date fixed and in the manner aforementioned, the
appeal/petition willbe heard and decided in your absence.

Notice of amy alteration in the date fixed for hearing-of this appeal/petition will be
given te you by registered post. You should inforn:; the. Registrar of any change in your
address. If you fail to furnish such address your addicss contained in this notice which the
address given in the appeal/petition will be deemed:to be your correct address, and further
notice posted to-this address by registered post willbe deemed sufficient for the purpose of
this appeal/petition. /

Copy of appeal is attached. comwmmmmac this

Office NOtice NO...c.oerrereveceerer oo dated......cooaiineeeee
. . . (4P B
Given under my hand and the scal of this Court, at Peshawar this....... o %
Dayof..N‘w ....... sateetesatsensateaeranreannnns 202’2.

ol L.

L

- Registrar,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Service Tribunal,
: : 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.
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KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL, PESHAWAR, |

JUDICIAL COMPLEX (OLD), KHYBER ROAD .
o - PESHAWAR.
No(zé)/P §_,B
4% of20 24

Appeal No...................7°2 ..

M( jﬁma?/‘

........................................................................ Appellant/Petitioner

Versus, l,
=4 ¢
N S f = MGV ........... Respondent

Respomleni No...... ( 3 )

Notice to: E\‘f,‘}"f' ‘{;’”& ’: n ;helf’)’ ﬂ,é/,‘i ‘ ,f}_ﬁ /m E‘qj;né\”’;‘
\_Dz Jog [ e {\:'owg’be/(n. | i

WHEREAS am appéaJ.Zpetit’ion under the provision of the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
Ero_vince;Servic.e"ﬂribuna;lfAcﬁ“,, 1974, has been presented/registered for consideration, in
the.above-case:by the petitioner in this Court and notice has been ordered Lo issue. You are
hereby-informeq that the said appeal/petition is fixed for hcaring before the Tribunal
*oni.....3. 3113, Ml?’..at 8.00 A.M. If you wish to urge-anything against the
appellant, petitibner*yowareiaxﬁ;liiherty to do so on the date fixed; or-any-other day to which
the: case mray-be postpomed either in person or by authorised representative or by any
Advocate, duly suppeorted by your power of Attorney. You are, there fore, required.to file in
this Court at least seven days before the date of hearing 4. copics. of written statement
alongwith any other documents upon which you rely: Please also take notice that in
défanlt. of your appearance on the date fixed and in- the manneyr aforementioned, the
appeal/petition wiltbe heard and decided in your abscemce.

Notice of amy alteration in the date fixed for hearing of this appeal/ petition will be
given te you by registered post. You should inform, the Registrar of any change in your
address. If you faif to furnish such address your addicss contained in this notice which the
address given in the appeal/petition will be deemed:to beyour correct address, and further
notice posted tothis address by registered post will be deemed sufficient forthe purpose of
this appeal/petition. ° v ' )

al has alréady béen sorr < tbe-this

Copy of appeal is attached. Co

office Notice No.....coveriueeeeneeeeeeeeeeeo, dated..canenreeeeeeeeeen.
. : : s . 00X
Given under my hand and the seal of this Court, at Peshawar this.... %%
Day of e, NOV ........................................... 20 72

o,
74 ' ol —
| - Registrar,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Service Tribunal,
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.
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KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL, PESHAWAR,
JuDIclAL COMPLEX (OLD), KHYBER ROAD,
\q PESHAWAR. S B

No. %

1

~
............................... /A
A / of
\ai
taeeenenianas Appellant/Petitioner
[ awel .
...................................... Respondent

Notice to: __ ' ( .
/

" ' ~ ek '
Fna (’)IV(,‘(:Z ID/LN; . ?V-’-/‘f’) p?:’géa,w{h’.
- : /

WHEREAS amr appealipetition under the provision of<the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
L»’rov:ince:Servic.e-fl?ribuna],:Ac_ti,, 1974, has been presented/registered f or considcration, in
the:above caseby the petitioner in this Court and notice has been ordered to issue. You arc
hereby: i o{f:{?ét 'Lhﬁ said: appeal/petition is fixed for hearing before the Tribunal
*on........ RO A SOURIN & teerenertseettresnennun -at 8.00 A.M. If you wish -to urge-anything against the
appellant/petitioneryou are at liberty to do so on the date fixed; oranyotherday 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, there fore, required to file in
this €ourt at least: sexen days before the date of hearing 4: copics. of written statement
alongwith any other documents upon which you rely: Please also take notice that in
defaunlt. of your appearance on the date fixed and in.the manner aforementioned, the
appeal/petition wiltbe heard and decided in your absence.

Netice of amy alteration in the date fixed for Hcaring of this appeal/petition will be
given te you by registered post. You should inforni; the Registrar of any change in your |
address. If you fail to furnish such address your addicss contained in this notice which thoe
address given in the appeal/petition will be deemedito be your correct addfess, and further
notice posted tothis address by registered post will be deemed sufficient for the purpose of
this appeal/petition. - —

Copy of appeal is attached. Copyof appeal has: already been sent to youvide Lhis

office Notice NO.....cvwereeeeaereeeneeeooon, dated.....ooaenireeeeereeeneen.
‘ : ' 02
Given under my hand and the seal of this Court, at Peshawar this.................___
Nov '
DAY Of e anesesarsacscansnsennnnnnsnnn 20 7.)/
- E ' '
for £9 A
//7 ' | Wl L
' - . Registrar,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Service Tribunal,
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.




| “"B ” -
KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIB UNAL, PESHAWAR, ;

JUDICIAL COMPLEX (OLD), KHYBER ROAD,

?) y PESHAWAR. B
No.Qp 8¢~
2 1434 2
e, oz ................ 5 / .......... of 207 .
¢
'”m”’.’a ......... ;Wfﬂ/ ........... Appellant/Petitioner
g/ ¢ Versus ﬁ) IZU,W /.
.......................... seneresseessessennn L Respondent
j s
;’Respondelzg\ NO..ooo
/J[ -~ - \ / /R .'Ar, r ,‘I[ 2 /
Notice to: __ '\ i | L’Vl e ey /SOU//,'/ ;,vt t:,.__ : (f? ,1* ///(.
] .

HU llfl“ué( oy

WHEREAS an: appeal/petition under the provision of<the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
Province Service ‘Eribunal Act;, 974, has been presented/registered for consideration, in
the above case:by the petitioner in this Court and notice has been ordered to issuc. You arc
hereby-infoxmed that; the said: appeal/petition is fixed for. hearing before the Tribunal
*om....... d. Jl.?f 20?".2(....at 8.00 A.M. If you wish -to urge anything against the
appellant/p titioneryou.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 representalive or by any
Advocate; dily supperted by yeur power of Attorney. You are, therefore, required to fj lein
this Court at least seven days before the date of hearing 4 copics of wrilten 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 willbe heard and decided in your absence.

Netice of amy alteration in the date fixed for Kcaring of this appcal/petition will he
given te you by registered post. You should inform; the Registrar of any change in your
address. If you fail to furnish such address your addicss con tained in this notice which the
address given inthe appeal/petition will be deemedito be your correct address, and further
notice posted to this address by registered post will be decmed sufficient forthe purposc of
this appeal/petition.

Copy of appeal is attached. Copy-of nppeal hus already been sent to you vide this
office Notice No......couvueeeeeeeemereeooo dated......ocaniveen

Given under my hand and the seal of this Court, at Peshawar this..............__

Day of e /\ ‘/0 v

---------------- 'S4 Meserascttasnrtstsatnsananne

E\Z,f-,/’; E 'J wil_ o

- Registrar,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Service Tribunal,
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.




