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I

ORDER Appellant alongwith his counsel Mr. Taimur AM Khan,; 
Advocate, present. Mr. Muhammad Raziq, Head Constable 

alongwith Mr. Kabirullah Khattak, Additional Advocate General : ; 
for the respondents present. Arguments heard and record 

perused.

06.12.2021

f

Vide our detailed judgment of today, placed on file of 
Service Appeal bearing No. 11140/2020 titled "Muharhmad Sajid 

Versus The Provincial Police Officer, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, 
Peshawar and two others", the appeal in hand is allowed by 

setting-aside the impugned orders and the appellant is reinstated 

in service with all back benefits. Parties are left to bear their own 

costs. File be consigned to the record room.
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ANNOUNCED
06.12.2021 i'
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(Salah-ud-Din) 
Member (Judicial

(Ahmad Sultan Tareen) 
Chairman
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Counsel for the appellant and Mr. Kabirullah Khattak, Addl. 
AG alongwith Muhammad Raziq, H.C for the respondents 

present.

15.07.2021

Respondents have furnished reply/comments. The appeal 
is entrusted to D.B for arguments on 06.12.2021.
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Appellant present through counsel. Preliminary arguments 

heard. File perused.
22.12.2020

Points raised heed : consideration. Admitted to 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 written 

reply/comments. To come up for written repiy/comments on 

22.02.2021 before S.B.

PiocessFea *^Security*

\'

(f^ina Lehman) 
/ Memb^(J)

.; •
22.02.2021 Junior to senior counsel for appellant is present. Mr. 

Kabirullah Khattak, Additional Advocate General for the 

respondents is also present.

Neither written reply on behalf of respondents submitted 

nor representative of the department is present, therefore, 
learned Additional Advocate General is directed to contact the 

respondents and furnish written reply/comments on the next 
date of hearing. Adjourned to 07.04.2021 on which date file to 

come up for written reply/comments before S.B.

(MuhammacTJamaLKhan)
Member

07.04.2021 Due to demise of the Worthy Chairman the Tribunal is 

defunct, therefore, case is adjourned to 15.07.2021 for the 

same as before.
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FORM OF ORDER SHEET
Court of

III k k /2020Case No.-
V-.oD-___ ^ -

- ®HSa300?^?,iy.;.y54Date of order 
proceedings

S.No. Order or other proceedings with signature of judge
;•

1 2 3 ■?v.

The appeal of M. Muhammad Zahid resubmitted today by Mr. 

Taimur Ali Khan Advocate may be entered in the Institution Register and put 

up to the Worthy Chairman for proper order please\

22/09/20201-

---------*REGISTRAR
This case is entrusted to S. Bench for preliminary hearing to be put2-

up there on

s

CHAIRMAN26.10.2020 Appellant present in person.

Lawyers are on general strike, therefore, case is adjourned

to 23.12.2020 for preliminary hearing, before S.B.

(Rozina*Rehman) 
Member (J)
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The appeal of Mr. Muhammad Zahid Ex-Head Constable No. 3739/549 received today i.e. 

on 17.09.2020 is incomplete on the following score which is returned to the counsel for the 

appellant for completion and resubmission within 15 days.

1- Annexures-B, E, F, G and I of the appeal are illegible which may be replaced by 
legible/bettdr one.

2- Annexures of the appeal may be attested.
3- Wakalat nama,is blank which may be filled up.

JS.J,

72020

REGISTRAR
SERVICE TRIBUNAL 

KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA 
PESHAWAR.

Mr. Taimur All Khan Adv. Pesh.

7^
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BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL

PESHAWAR

APPEAL NO. /2020

v/s Police Deptt:Muhammad Zahid

INDEX

PAGEANNEXURES.NO. DOCUMENTS
Memo of Appeal 01-051.
Copies of the FIR and judgment 
dated 16.3.2015

A&B2.

Copies of charge sheet and reply to 
charge sheet

C&D3.

Copy of inquiry report E4.
Copy of de-novo inquiry report

3h3T
F5.

Copies of order dated 20.1.2017, 
order dated 09.03.2017, order 
datedlO.08.2017 and judgment dated 
02.07.2018

6:

I
Copies of order dated 31.10.2018 and 
order dated 16.01.2019

K&L7

Copy of judgment dated 02.12.2019 M8.
N,0,P,Q&RCopies of order dated 20.01.2020, 

statement of the appellant, order dated 
03.07.2020 departmental appeal and 
order dated 27.08.2020

h7-S~5

MMVakalat nama9.

APPELLANT

THROUGH:
(TAIMUR ^LT KHAN) 

ADVOCATE HIGH COURT,

(ASAD MAHMOOD) 

ADVOCATE HIGH COURT
&

ABDUL WAHID 

ADVOCTE
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BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL,
PESHAWAR.

APPEAL NO. /2020 SCUyhei- PakhtisJ^hwa 
Scrr icc

/p^73Di'.sry rs'o

Muhammad Zahid Ex- Head Constable, No. 3739/549, 
Capital City Police, Peshawar.

DuU-ii

(APPELLANT)

VERSUS

1. The Provincial Police Officer, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.
2. The Capital City Police Officer, Peshawar.
3. The Superintendent of Police, Headquarters, Peshawar.

(RESPONDENTS)

APPEAL UNDER SECTION 4 OF THE KPK SERVICE 

TRIBUNALS ACT, 1974 AGAINST THE ORDER DATED 

27.08.2020, WHEREBY THE DEPARTMENTAL APPEAL OF 

THE APPELLANT HAS BEEN REJECTED AGAINST THE 

ORDER DATED 03.07.2020, “WHEREBY THE APPELLANT 

WAS DISMISSED FROM SERVICE” FOR NO GROUNDS.

PRAYER:
THAT ON THE ACCEPTANCE OF THIS APPEAL, THE 

ORDER DATED 27.08.2020 AND 03.07.2020 MAY KINDLY BE 

SET ASIDE AND THE APPELLANT MAY BE REINSTATE

iledto-aSs-y

INTO SERVICE WITH ALL BACK BENEFITS AND 

CONSEQUENTIALBENEFITS. ANY OTHER REMEDY, 
WHICH THIS AUGUST TRIBUNAL DEEMS FIT AND 

APPROPRIATE THAT MAY ALSO BE AWARDED IN 

Re-sAbmttted to -dayFAVOUR OF APPELLANT.
ed.and

■v
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RESPECTFULLY SHEWTH:
FACTS:

1. That the appellant joined the police force in the year 2002 and 

completed all his due training etc and also have good service record 

throughout.

2. That the appellant was charged in criminal case vide . FIR No. 218 

datedl8.06.2014 U/S 9CCNSA/15AA in PS Sardheri Charsadda in 

which the appellant''was acquitted by the Honourable addl: Sessions 

judge -I/JSC Charsadda vide judgment dated 16.3.2015. (Copies of 

the FIR and judgment dated 16.3.2015 are attached as Annexure- 

A4&B)

3. That the appellant was placed under suspension and issued charge 

sheet to the appellant due to the above mentioned reason which was 

properly replied by the appellant in which he denied all the
allegations. (Copies of charge sheet and reply to charge sheet are 

attached as Annexure-C&D)

4. That inquiry was conducted against the appellant in which the inquiry 

officer recommended that the appellant deserve to be released from 

suspension provided u/r 16.17 PR 1934 and the instant inquiry may be 

filed without any further action. (Copy of inquiry report is attached 

as Annexure-E)

5. That without giving reason of not agreeing with the recommendation 

of previous inquiry, de-novo inquiry was conducted against the 

appellant in which no proper opportunity of defence was provided to 

the appellant despite that the inquiry hold responsible the appellant 
although he was acquitted from charges by the competent Court of 

law. (Copy of Denovo inquiry was attached as annexure-F)

6. That the appellant was dismissed from the service under Police Rule 

1975 vide order dated 20.1.2017 and his departmental appeal and 

revision were also rejected on 09.03.2017 and 10.08.2017 

respectively. The appellant then filed service appeal No.993/2017 in 

this august Service Tribunal which was heard on 02.07.2018. The 

august Service Tribunal partially accepted the service appeal, set aside 

the impugned order of dismissal of the appellant and reinstated him 

into service and the respondent department was directed to conduct 
de-novo inquiry according to the prescribe law and rules. (Copies of 

order dated 20.1.2017, order dated 09.03.2017, order dated 

10.08.2017 and judgment dated 02.07.2018 are attached as 

Annexure-G,H,li&J)



7. That de-no VO inquiry, was conducted against the appellant in which 

again no opportunity of defence was provided to the appellant and the 

appellant was again dismissed from service on 31.10.2018 and his 

departmental appeal was also rejected on 16.01.2019. (Copies of 

order dated 31.10.2018 and order dated 16.01.2019 are attached 

as Annexure-Ki&L)

8. That the appellant again field service appeal No. 176/2019 in this 

august Service Tribuhal which was finally heard on 02.012.2019. The 

august service Tribunal partially accepted the service appeal along 

with the connected service appeal No.175/2019, set aside the 

impugned orders and directed the respondent department to conduct 
de-novo inquiry in the mode and manners prescribed under the Police 

Rules 1975 and the appellant be fully associated in the inquiry 

proceeding and should be provided opportunity of cross examination 

and also sent the inquiry report along with show cause notice. (Copy 

of judgment dated 02.12.2019 is attached as Annexure-M)

9. That in the compliance of judgment dated 02.12.2019, the appellant 
reinstated into service vide order dated 20.01.2020 for thewas

purpose of de-novo inquiry, but charge sheet was not communicated 

to the appellant and the appellant submitted only his statement to the 

inquiry officer , on the direction of inquiry officer in which he denied 

the allegation and gave the real facts about the situation and in de- 

novo again no opportunity of defence was provided to the appellant as 

neither statements were recorded in the presence of the appellant nor 

gave him opportunity of cross examination and without issuing show 

cause notice along with inquiry report to the appellant as per direction 

of this Honorable Tribunal and on the basis of that irregular, the 

appellant was once again dismissed from service vide order dated 

03.07.2020 and against the dismissal order, the appellant the filed 

departmental appeal on 15.07.2020, which was also rejected for no 

good vide order dated 27.08.2020. (Copies of order dated 

20.01.2020, statement of the appellant, order dated 03.07.2020, 
departmental appeal and order dated 27.08.2020 are attached as 

Annexure- N,0,P,Q&R)

10.That now the appellant comes to this Honourable Tribunal on the 

following grounds amongst others.
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7. That de-novo inquiry,was conducted against the appellant in which 

again no opportunity of defence was provided to the appellant and the 

appellant was again dismissed from service on 31.10.2018 and his 

departmental appeal was also rejected on 16.01.2019. (Copies of 

order dated 31.10.2018 and order dated 16.01.2019 are attached 

as Annexure-K&L)

8. That the appellant again field service appeal No. 176/2019 in this 

august Service Tribuhal which was finally heard on 02.012.2019. The 

august service Tribunal partially accepted the service appeal along 

with the connected service appeal No.175/2019, set aside the 

impugned orders and directed the respondent department to conduct 
de-novo inquiry in the mode and manners prescribed under the Police 

Rules 1975 and the appellant be fully associated in the inquiry 

proceeding and should be provided opportunity of cross examination 

and also sent the inquiry report along with show cause notice. (Copy 

of judgment dated 02.12.2019 is attached as Annexure-M)

9. That in the compliance of judgment dated 02.12.2019, the appellant 
was reinstated into service vide order dated 20.01.2020 for the 

purpose of de-novo inquiry, but charge sheet was not communicated 

to the appellant and the appellant submitted only his statement to the 

inquiry officer on the direction of inquiry officer in which he denied 

the allegation and gave the real facts about the situation and in de- 

novo again no opportunity of defence was provided to the appellant as 

neither statements were recorded in the presence of the appellant nor 

gave him opportunity of cross examination and without issuing show 

cause notice along with inquiry report to the appellant as per direction 

of this Honorable Tribunal and on the basis of that irregular, the 

appellant was once again dismissed from service vide order dated 

03.07.2020 and against the dismissal order, the appellant the filed 

departmental appeal on 15.07.2020, which was also rejected for no 

good vide order dated 27.08.2020. (Copies of order dated 

20,01.2020, statement of the appellant, order dated 03.07.2020, 
departmental appeal and order dated 27.08.2020 are attached as 

Annexure- N,0,P,Q4&R)

10. That now the appellant comes to this Honourable Tribunal on the 

following grounds amongst others.

L



X. A GROUNDS:
A) That the impugned order dated 27.08.2020 and 03.07.2020 are against 

the law, facts, norms of justice and material on record, therefore not 
tenable and liable to be set aside.

B) That de-novo inquiry was not conducted according to the Police Rules 

1975 and as per direction of this august Tribunal as the Honourable 

clearly mentioned in its judgment dated 02.12.2019 that de-novo 

inquiry should be conducted in the mode and manner prescribed under 

the Police Rules 1975 and the appellant be fully associated in the 

inquiry proceeding and should be provided opportunity of cross 

examination, but despite that no proper opportunity of defence was 

provided to the appellant, because neither statements were recorded in 

the presence of the appellant nor gave him opportunity of cross 

examination, which is clear violation of the law and rules as well as 

direction of this august Tribunal. Therefore the impugned is liable to 

be set aside on this ground alone.

C) That no charge sheet was served to the appellant before passing the 

impugned order of dismissal, which is violation of law and rules.

D) That show cause notice was not served to the appellant before passing 

the impugned order of dismissal from service which is against the 

norms of justice as well as direction of this august Tribunal as this 

august Tribunal mentioned in its judgment that show cause notice 

should be sent to the appellant along with the inquiry report, therefore 

the impugned orders are liable set aside.

E) That in first inquiry the appellant was exonerated and the inquiry 

officer recommended that the appellant deserve to be released from 

suspension provided u/r 16.17 of police rules 1934 and the instant 
inquiry may be filed without any further action, but despite that the 

appellant was dismissed from service on the basis of de-novo inquiry 

although the appellant was acquitted from charges by the competent 
Court of law in the criminal case on which he was charged.

F) That the appellant was acquitted by the competent court of law in 

criminal case in FIR vide No. 218 dated 18.4.2014, therefore there 

remain no ground to penalize the appellant on that charge.



G) That even inquiry report was not provided to the appellant which is 

clear violation of the direction of this august Tribunal as well as rule 

and law.

H) That the appellant has been condemned unheard and has not been 

treated according to law and rules.

I) That the appellant seeks permission to advance others grounds and 

proofs at the time of hearing.

It is, therefore most humbly prayed that the appeal of 

the appellant may be accepted as prayed for.

/Y).
APPELLANT

Muhammad
THROUGH:

(TAIMUR ALI KHAN) 

ADVOCATE HIGH COURT,

(ASAD MAHMOOD) 

ADVOCATE HIGH COURT

WAHID
ADVOCTE
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%fc * .* •: ■lire« •a/IN THE COURT OF
KHALID KHAN ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE 

 CHARSADDA

m Ifcmm■

-//JSC• 4•ill
i

• il Hi- CNSANO:
Date of institution; 
DATE OF DECISION;

45/14OF2014C ; f' 

22.09.2014 
. 16.03.2015

c

lifli
r

iiicV'!;

1
.THE STATE... VERSUS... Floor Mohammad aged about 

29/30 Years s/o Mir Rahman 2. 
Jamdad aged about 25/26 Years 
s/o Ramdad both r/o Sarband 

Peshawar 3. Sajid aged about.29/30 

years s/o Ayub, 4. Muhammad Zahid 
aged about 29/30 years S/o Gul 
Khan . residents of Matdni District 
Peshawar.

W"i'j • / ‘hyy- '{

«.. - /ivi i -1‘ 'i
I

■-.'iSi im-- ./
i

'Id-m: :
•■s..

(Accused facing trial).

Charged vide FIR # 218, Dated 18.06.2014, U/S 9-C CNSA, 
.............. ........ 1 station, Sardheri.

■:: 4I mla

ip:
f:

- U D G M E N T;•

O

S".. 'Ji- Accused named above faced trial in case FiR # 2] 8, 

'/ 18.06.2014 u/s 9-C CNSA Police Station, Sardheri.

?
■I 'i1

C'

mi->s [i-
Si

re\V:, TV ri. ;•
Brief facts of the,, prosecution case are that on 

18.06.2014, the complainant during mobile patrolling 

received information about smuggling of narcotics in the 

shape of chars on Palosa road towards Nisatta.

!•
. t

sJliF ;

I
On this.u *

-hi;::-, informatibn, the. .complainant alongwith other police 

officials conducted Nakabandi on the spotted, place. In 

a M.o.tor car bearing No.B-6017/Peshawar

a:;
■ '-S..mi

■--I'"-'M.':
. .-ij:.;

the meanwhile•u i*; '

it;

r
. A-

/V Tfmmm •
;2-5nC^■■i • •

•<7
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; was stopped for. the

cl'SGlosed hi 

seat as Nbor 

in the

A
purpose of 

IS name as Jamdad, 

Muhammad

checking. The

fhe person sitting in front 

whereas, two/.
young boys 

names as Sajid and
H rear seat disclosed their 

search, the

r
Zahid. Upon 

t5ore pistol 

from the

V

f • complainantliiiiKI recovered, a 30 

containing 15 |,Ve

a

tiiir aiongwith charger
rounds 

whereas, during 

recovered 05 

seat, 05 packets

possession of 

.search of, the' Mot
occused Zahid,

l-gM vgn; car, the,

packets charas .from ben
complainant

f eafh the driver

eneathseatofNoorMoham

1

-d'l- from b
mad, 05 packets 

and .Sojid.. Each
eachMng near accused Zahid

packet wasNWeighed and was of 1000 

complainant took into
giams (total 20000 

possession the

motorcar and

grams). TheI .

?t7 V
:.V-i' ..-1

' ■ contraband,

drafted the 

cose F.I.R Was

arms9nd ammunition

■■^<jrasila, c
as well as

on the basis of Which

/
•*' ■

IV
^he instant I

i
registered. ^ ■c. i’-

■ ■■ 3. ■ .After Conclusion

up for trial, During the t

accused u/s 265-c

■of investigation 

rial, relevant

*. r,
r!

' case in hand came

copies were provided

PC. Formal
Sr'to the

Charge ••was 

facing- tripl 

face trial.

framed Pri 13.10.2014, wherein, 

allegations an"d

il.

accused • :i
denied . thei- .•; ;

u!opted to 

allowed to

,v'

Prosecution

evidence.

i)'^as, therefore
produce its 'd

h

-.■r.« '
,£Q.3'.1

'j' 'li
gg-i. hr'd

. eX'A?^5f:iFR - y
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■ • .4. Prosecof/on c
produced

substantiate the
and examined 05-PWs, . in

^^bsfan

order to

Thedeposit! ce of their's g/ven below:

PW-i;

He has

5.
'^^inieershah Kh

- stated* that

°'°ngwith Shehriyar a 

Haqa. He 

narcotics i 

silver 

Palosa 

nientioned

an ASI;

clay .Of 

Danyai were
occurrence he

Mobileon
Qoshf of 

^nnoggiing

®-^0l7.Peshaw

received i'nformation
about, the

a vehicle Of
registration No.

" '''b

laid Nako Bondi

colour, o? • ar ofitlln::t ■

ey came to ,,
under pass

I
v After some time

signaled to

above'vehicle

slopped.

ptsi/W5:^:1® 1

arrived and
which stopMe (.jfv^b

onirieci thetiial from 

during 

Ndbl

aecuseel foci/the said igvehicle and made Ihei,-
searchsearch and

as Jamdad,

Nothing

^^ey discio
sed theiri. •

names 

Zahid.

of .the 

o 30 bore 

^hereafter, 

dr/v/ng

recovered

3aj/d and• •
^'iwvered , tern, the vvas 

accused 

a/ongw/th 15.

^ohicle

person

accuse Zahid
howi three®^er, from

/iVe pistolI'.
sounds Were

recovered.

during
thesearched, and Was . 

of driver 

dnet from the

: the front

recovered while 

Pocket from

'®°mh, from
Jamdad 5

Packets chars

Noor A^eham

seat With the

' »'

Were

rnad who ■ Was

Pocket chars
coated i

driver 5. nr

of Sajid

HBO ■

from the Was

QPcI Zahid[ chars 5/5
r J

v»{. S *,

'■"'VVfr'
,C-. ■■

M.^iii-aAgsncy Br

■CAAAPA:;;-' ."...sj c:

f
i;
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^iyS; -eQch accused 

each.

•n--^

recovered. He 

and each

^^PQrQfe(j ^

packet Was r
^ g/'ams frompocket 

g^ams chars. He , ^°f^taining jooo
coaled, fh® same in-SsV;-:--"

parcel No. I fo 20 fthe Purpose of F5L

^ere sealed in 

^Qid chars vide 

rnargina)

or
Qnd.fhe remaining 19900-■ '

gram charsjj p
parcel No.2l.rf fT

''te took into
possession themf:l0 recovery memo Ex. 

witnesses
in the!'■ .

Of•i

presence 

orid Shehriyar. The

P produced 

he. drafted 

through 

case. The

°P his instance

mM
*■: <1

namely, Oanyal 

info .
case property sealed 

court which i

a-^Ex. PA/1

Parcel No. . 2] ;r riliP before the
/s Ex. p-i.. ^

thereafter, 

^urasila

^ j
fhe Murasit 

constable
and

Shehriyar for the re
sent the

registratiof- ,v-*' n of the ;tnvestigrilinr,I' ■

'XI Offic

Pn’tl poinfation 

■Ore correct

t

■O' I’r'-Vuieail u . 

■ hie above
s'te pia,-,

"'lenlfoned dhhr-ffp oeumenls. Which .ft ond correctly beV. \\
or his si 

Ajmeer Shah
Signatures.,/ *'• A

,, 'Pn 13.02.2015; 

Sordheri Charsadd
:N;Or / - ■ 'SSF^-.X:..''

'^han ASI Pofce Sf

stated that vide 

samples of chars to

; 'i-
ation

Q Was re-examined. He
his application Ex. 

fhePSL-f
P^i/2,he! sent the

or Chemical 

- h Danyal No.

examination
6. PW-2 i

.Police Slofocwhctta

g ^he d

i
He has 

posted at 

Witness, to the 

occurrence, he i

stated that durin
Ciys of OCCUr- Was rrence he

- rnarginoi 

On, the day

;•
PolicehV' ■■ Sfolion Sardheri

eri. He i 

PW2/1.

company of Ajmir Sh

recovery memo Ex. 

in the

• I

Ofi

it

oh Xhan and•-'C

r' -

o /i
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• -i "
,>;>i|^bther officials were on gashf and Ajmeer Shah . Khan had

Iglip-; received some, information 

Nakahandi, in

upon which they made

the meanwhile motorcar
came which was 

upon the said search chars 

of the accused 

Zahid accused

stopped and searched

weighing 5/5 Kg beneath the feet of each

was recovered, 

who was having 

possession which was without 

down driver Jamdad/then

They also brought down

o pistol alongwith 15 rounds . in his

number. Then they brought 

they brought down accuseds

.Noor Muhammad from the front 

the rear seat.
seat and then Sajid from:,

i:r mit: • r

The complainant prepared
recovery memo

!
Ilioi) IIley look 11•• , ■

lo suino lo Iho t'olice Slalion.r:'- ’f'i .w
|hey tookOs

the motorcar to the Police
Station. All the proceedings 'I

■■ ••

hdve been completed in 40/45 minuted His statement 

r. The motorcar is

/ /• /-wo recorded by the Investigating Office 

P-2, while the 30 bore pistol alongwith 15 live 

(570 by the defense

I;.

I
■ r

i
i

rounds is P-3. f

■TV- : • i
I'.- counsels strongly objected 

is not the case 

case lather, the case

i- the i

exhibition of motorcar P-2 that it i
property

i-e. motorcar of the hstant 

of another

exhlbitionl. The above mentioned

correctly; bears his signature 

signature of other marginal witness.

ri

property
%

case

recovery memo which!

IS correct and .as well asr* .

i'. nl:-> If . ■

.'A.--''"'1 !!
J

■ EXAMINER 

:c:-l

'/A'. I.S'.

f

• .!
-f .•
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4 ^

7. PW-3 is Shujat Khan,-•i ■ Inspecior:■y'

stated Ihatdur/n

CO (Circle 

inferrogatecJ 

^hile on the follow/

/> 9 fhe days of occurr 

Quarter

ence he
Officer) Head

Charsadda. 

the Police

He
accused facing trial i:•/

ti'- i;*

fe:^.,
Station

20.06.2014 he pro-duced thewing day i.e.

accused before the 

which Was turned 

Judicial lock

r court for further 

down and 

'-'P vide

five days custody 

ordered to ■

®i|i- ■
M-C

(9i accused Were

. application ExPW3/I. 

the departm

i-ya Vide‘Application ExPW3/2 

against
He sent a letter-to 

t^ohammad
1 ent•#;

3 : accused 

anticorruptioh Peshaw

i*

Saj'id

ar- Mohammad Zahid No
■I No.2577
! i

{ .1791 HC.- ■ •7'*stale,„e,„
N of ncci Knd l^nrlr;, 161¥ ■PC\ Thereafter admiff

iiDrl
H/?!'/-harsadda.

Cl.
flc ed fhe=3

occused facing trial to SubO'u

above me ^'■'oned documents.<? t

whichcorrect and correctly bears his si
signature.8. is Qaisar Khan'J AS! Police station, Sardheri

Charsadda;
i

. He has stated that on 

correctly incbrporat 

correct and

is Ijaz Khan SHO P

receipt of Murasila,
he has 

• PA which is

!t-
Ji..!I ed its contents into FIR Ex

; .
correctly bears his si■1

S' i signature•y I
9..

11 al'ce Station Ch: i:!' I- arsadda: f
I

»:1
<
♦

Copying A^sncv \
v;

—ill'

' ■••• -vifi

■ :hv\

t

j
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He has sfafed that during the 

jp v- vvas posted as SHO Police . Station 

registration of the FiR,

.oays of occurrence he

' Sardheri. Afteri..

copy of the same was handed' 

to him and so he started investigation
over

in the instant case

and proceeded to the 

PB at. the instance of

spot and prepared the Site plan Ex.

complainan}-{0, recorded 

Cr. PC. Vide.his application 

accused facing- trial before

■

y

Ims
, statements of the.PVVs u/s 161 

Ex. PW5/1, he produced the 

the judicial magistrate 

clay custody was granted by the 

was, in positive was received h 

is Ex.PK.

w'

%

lOi 5 doys police..custody, but one 

court. FSl report'which
••

Qaisar Khan Si/ClO which 

After completion of investigation he submitted

\/

...r-w. •

tiiSTV^ ..complete challan against the
accused facing trial. TheJh-. - ■

documents / y/hichV'. are. connect and'.r. ■'

(i
tiy. beaf his signatures.

^ith the statement of 

evidence, therefore, staterrienl

■■ 1
V- m

■ - i ■ •

or (PVV-05), prosecution closed its
■ 'i.
t-: ■ .. of. the accused'L-' ■ ■ was

!.
recorded u/s 342 Cr. PC. Accused did 

evidence in his defense 

oath, Hence, ■

Prosecutor,-and learned

not opt to produce 

nor op-fed to be examinedi on

arguments .of the learned Assistant Public 

. , b counsel for accused already

5i :
."T<

: r
heard and record perused

V.
' 4

'lijV Ob ;:ntt

OoreIr
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■;;

wsmy - 11. . Learned state counsel has argued that recovery of 

huge quantity of narcotics effected from the vehicle

accused facing trial were, present and'wherein all the four
■

• v
u.

the said recovery also effected form the seats of all the 

accused. That the recovery witnesses 

but police officials

’4• n

are police officials, 

are as good witnesses as others. Thats^•

a
PWs are consistent on the .point of recovery and other 

material points of other proceedings and despite lengthy 

cross-examination on the PWs nothing has been..brought 

on record in favour of the accused. That FSL 

in positive wliich suppoii.s 

no question of false implication

.s

r'I'W u: V

f -..WB:. t
z:

".■KCifiis;: report Is also
: ■•••- ■ •

pioseculion case. That there is 

as there is no reason for

. I /wlW ’

j.- fqls^ implication of the accused. That not giving the 

de|qits of motorcar on record is of no use to the accused.
r -

■ ^V' ••• 1

. .- I;.' S-■ hr.' ,•
:r '\
prosecution has proved its case against accused 

trial beyond shadow of i 

accused may be convicted 

accordance with law;

<•».

.■ -Ir:
■ Ic: reasonable doubt.- That?■ !

- vS

i
3
f

and sentenced in :

.1.1 .12.; On the.other, hand learned 

facing trial has

counsel for .the accused .'1
v!

argued that from the ;
very inception 

on the point of alleged 

contradicting each other 

where it Ts stated that from beneath

s';

^_B_i3rosecution case; is doubtful

orepfsSSStlxi”"*"'*'!*
, as t\ -( N

as some.'w

i

the seats of all the d.

•t.) V•• .'V ' ; .

Y

....... ;m.. ^

v;>.vS'"-•>;
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accused th©r- recovery effected 

recovery effected
■■ stated that

Qnd some where it is 

near the accused. Thafif is 

accused have had the 

manner and that why 

-'.accused. That it

*° "1°' Why oil the ,0

alleged narcotics i

i ur

■' - '^■such anO'- equal
. .Mk ■

Jw- p
WPp- ■

the ' hept open by me

also not clearis-
on record that who

amongst the PWs has
effected the alleged recovery. That -rr

Si- m
■complainant has 

also alleged that one 

over Murasila for

shown with him tw

of that

o officials and if is

officials '^os handed 

registration'of case, 

have taken two vehicles 

Police Slulioi

Police

then how the two officials
Station for

l!’-ij'l'

N.

<1 es shown 

II lu alleged place of

ond four accused tofP tho
*■ t'OMi.

‘'^^^~^.^here is no occurrence
resistance O'" struggle by the

s/^ ■ \- ^edf'i accused for
m which 

^foce.
suggests that no 

^he alleged site plan
occurrencec

of all has ■ 

only points 

there but the

olso showsft
Qccused Of

plan is 

details, thus

•r and though some points 

silent about that other th 

^he site

arer;

j
ree points and other 

supporting. the
plan is also not

prosecution case. That 

•Sfotion for
on the point of leavi:

,1: mg the Police

,, , ^PipIPinonMs
T'''"®9®Wonlyna,c„faa„dp„m,

“"“ed ond ndming else emer m

st

gosht the
I

- I. '■ contradictory.

recovered ;from the Was
(•

. ;aid onrecovery was recovered from the
occused. ThatJL'• i-

r:
; I

Ccpti»a Asency Ws____ot Distt & Sessions Judfl* —
*

a J•■are
. 1

'J

.*■.
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accused who

.^;fe‘'
wM'

allegedly driving the. was
car at the 

was not identified in the court
'time of alleged recovery he 

by PW-2 the alleged
marginal witness to the alleged.y

recover. That the alleged narcotics
were weighed in the 

alleged recovered packets 

995 grams. That complainant

fm court but none of the 

■ ^pOO grams or 

to show that how

were of

Kl': ■. IJ# 
*■»»

was not able 

many slabs were there in the alleged 

recovered pochets. thot details o, the vehicle I.e. chossis

xmi'i
■S

1/

f®-
if ^■f

11
I BiK---

and engine number have not been ai 

any investigation was
given on record nor'

carried out with respect to the 

report is delayed

t'

sold
vehicle. That FSLa? That prosecutionone.
case is lull of doubis and prosecuti 

. its case
has badly, failed to 

accused facing trial. That 

may be acquitted of the charges, 

per FIR Ex.

ion
j;?. •fs'- against the

»p !
^gpbys^d facing trial

‘i
•i-i ■ ' 

' ■

/.ilG.r As// PA, complainantci i *

olongwith constables Shehriyar 

was on gosht of iHaqa 

receiving information about 

narcotics he mad 

motorcar bearing No. 

came and stopped, for 

checking. That the ' 

disclased. their

. u.'
and Danyal

ivhan .
and on

smuggling ofr

Nakabandi,r/ P ■■ meanwhile 

B-6017, Peshawar
Z>

s
the purpose of

. 1 i'
f persons in the 

names and

f ■; car■ I::'A.
1 .

on their personal

u
i'

/!
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search nothing was recovered from the

three persons while from one Zahid 30 bore

pistol and 15 rounds were recovered.'That

then the car was searched and from

beneath seat of driver and other front seat

5/5 packet chars were recovered and
/

similarly from the rear seat 5/5 packets near
t

the accused Sajid and Zahor recovered.

Complainant of the case was

examined as PW-1 who in his examination in

chief has stated 'that he de-boarded the

accused.facing trial from fhe said vehicle:•% .
•

and made their search. Further has stated•:

\,.i

:that the vehicle was searched and duririg!I.
■

! search . from the driving seat of driverj'
I' ■ I

i. i Jamdad 5 packets chars was recovered
t yl: I

and from the seat of Noor Muhammad 5-5
1,

packets chars was recovered and similarlyi

i
1. .

h froim the seat of Sajid and Zahid 5/5 packets
4

J from each accused was recovered. In theI }I t.
FIR form front seat beneath the recovery was

allegedly effected but in court statement it is

ithat from the seat of Noor
r

-'
I:'

'k*

•••
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Muhammad and Jamdad 

made instead of saying of the recovery from 

beneath the front seat. Similarly, in the rear 

seat near two of the accused the

recovery, was

recovery is

alleged, but in court stptennent it is stated

that from seat of Sajid and Zahid 5/5 packets 

from each accused was recovered. It is also 

not stated by PW-1 in his examination in chief 

that who effected the lecovery, but lo cross 

examination this PW has statedi
that he

S;

rnade search of the

contilribiof. fill* tuiy.j,

vehicle through 

iJaiiyui and lie 

was also present with them. That he was told 

^ :^y constable Danyal 

of chars

II l< .I

;•
V;
i Khan about the-'A-

presence in. the vehicle.N-' )
■ ■

■ /'Volunteered; that he was personally

observing the some. The foregoing discussed

i
•i

i.'

dh.'5

r. situation iIS very much clear that complainant 

himself has not effected the
• 'S:

/ •...-dh--
recovery and

the situation-also suggest that he himself has

r witnessed the

h •5
y< h'-:-
k

actualr recovery as

alleged in. the FIR. Similarly, PW~2 who

f

■i is'the

Witness to the recovery hos also not; 4: fed?' ^ .i ft

. ■,.'i[•

f ■dSiEili;::.".:/.

D
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F V . .

■/K:-
0^

i3

b3Stated in his.r.-'.V examination in chief that who 

recovery, rather, PW-2 haseffected the 

- ■ stated in his examination in chief that 

search chars weighing 5/5

••'1. upon ■ 

packets beneath ■
mw'- ■■

sc
■ -iSl

the seats of the 

PW-2 has also stated i

accused was recovered. This

in his
m

examination in . 

down driver ' 

accused Noor Muhammad, 

so has stated of 

in his

de-boorded the

:f
Chief that they brought 

Jamdad, then 

then Sojid and

Zahid. PW-l has stated 

chief that he

f '.am Vi '*• •; 3fm
ll'Ji accusedf»j: examination in

1-'

accused
foriiKj |,i, ,1

" *hu- -aid vohicl^'v-

aucl made
'■. .. their search but PW-2 in . his

eljQ^olion hos stated ,hut he Signed the

and that he

f •1. cross-
t.
f

i

JL- to stop
(ACj^ X F

Qtj^^cused. That he himself 

from the

.•

searched the
-!

•' ; fecovered pistol 

accused Zahid; So the PWs are also

contradicting each other on- the point of■t: i

I

personal1

■ search of the accused,
boarding them from the said car as 

point, of alleged

de-■ I

tr will as oni.

recovery of pistol.

cross-
PW-l In/

examination has stated that h 

constable Danyal

N

JI e toldI
by - the

about the> 9

rutt -

1

u ■ /:

L
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•W'-'’.-- -■, <• w'
1I i*

piesence of the chars i/•> in vehicle and that 

brought out from 

Khan and

■ -r

some of the packets 

the vehicle

were-:rl'.
/5-

t by .constable Danyal
• K- j . ■

■ of the charsi

was brought out by
constable- Shehriyar Khan' which 

clarifies that the

* a'

/r-•
further

complainant himself has not

>’f.i mm.

r-:. ©ffected alleged 

say that wherefrom

recovery and so he cannot

or from whom the
alleged recovery, was effected 

.not case of the

Mi.
iilibi'i i
,fi

i

and this also

prosecution that alleged 

■said cnnstnhir;'', rw i

I
1

recovery, effected by

in his cross-

I
'--i

I

examination has stated that he 

^as on gahst of the lllaqa from 

' ''.t5.urjust after the 

’^stdfdd that he

.1

1

! DJS 12:00 noon, 

sentence this PVV has 

left the Police Station

f

said:
P/ If

in thea’ ■ . c:- 'I
I

^pany of constable 

ehriyar Kha

^ ■ rr Danyal Khan 

n and driver Manzoor

i:
and

vaa'4!$)
at 1705i-

. hours cf ■■

as per DD of Police Station vide 

No. 17. So, this PW-1 

his'stance

I

Madi I

has himself contradictedi

of receiving information about the

alleged smuggling and being

noon. This PW h

I : . ^'BO .
on gasht from 

as also for the first time 

another official driver Manzoor as

;
!

, ■ t
introduced

h't •

y•.

h..u
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piM
m^ig^

mi //
r ‘^' # / ^.». ‘v

'<-;g
i>

* h
’i-t ^

-■'''r
<*■

•5r~

II••
,V.-•

iv»\5

ifC-i

.several slabs or

m in his cross-

a v>/as sent through 

■ Ppnstoble to the
iT'i

vv 'h-.^lS.::M Police

I e has met
mmXi -I at about 1945 hours:r\

»^|p8■ m0Mp^sm»r-'-'

I'

;jv;and site plan prepared on theI

spot, but PW-2 ’! '
r.'

in his cross-examination has- stated•:
that ther'

■nolo/ceil wu:. diiyii

'.?;'■ tpobile while Ihe

'!'! I-’V Ihe clriver.ot the 

(Tiobile vehicle

^.
i

\ m ■

'■ . h'''^
was driven 

ASI alongvvifh the -

-».'. .v-*t • j . ,_ay Ajmeer Shah Khan
• -. \ K ■•

iv}.
}

I • ■ Ih
■V\\ <r.\^

f ' ■ ■ W‘^
^^%^S°-Plaino„t o, alleged and

aqcused facing trial. Wheni '
I

PW-5 has joined V
\

Y:

prepared
the site plan as alleged, then why he was 

company for laking the 

Police Station, 

or mobile and driver is not

!•a •?

not shown in the'!. i
■ ?'V !:a

accused and vehicle to the

- While presence ofy
7 hc-^

‘ ■

mentioned in the FIRjbut is introduced i

court statement by PVW] 

cross-examination has

in the

: I and PW-2. PW-2 in ■/
'--I? i • . his‘f stated that he . !

r'* Pi’ ■
C- ‘■" --•v'"

■ A i 2

f?' . I

, .X .:YU\Yv

.‘•.Uii .

»!l
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'•->-’^-i-.v.'-K ..■&\-A ■. V ■* .

»V';:5&^g:^Pi'?hdt,5^the saidi^Siiwftas 

'■■■

he cannot identify the

that who was driving the vehicle.

mmvr: ■

m ■ ■

■F^F'- .%
*■ ■■^'is 

::,'¥fc^V

• *m •. ' •

II ■^- ,:<■_
S' •

y-pM&
3?€^m

■car was.vitz or

stated in • his cross-ik

recovery was effected'**•' .fi

V'* accused Noor Muhammad and
illSi hk accused present,ij

' -.PW-S has stated in his cross-examination that 

he has not examined the

NifA-

vehicle as the
/

same was not shown to him.

So from the above discussion.it is clear 

that PWs have not only contradicted 

olher on the poini ol allo.jod recovery but 

also on other alleged proceedings.

r
Vv ’

'• v- - I

'* ■'• ••'!"••

■. f' -■

?

eachi '

•;!

1.
V ‘f*^.

■ So far as the site plan of the alleged• / A
; cj

place of occurrence is concerned the same

PB and in the same there are only threei •

^points except the accused shown i
1-
1 • I \iI !

in a cari'**I ;
■and the said other three 

been explained and

points have not
1.
t

no. other point given to 

' show the presence of mobile vehicle.

5
I .

■

police

officials etc, thus the site plan Ex. PB also noti
^ t

supporting ' the prosecution case. As

'S \ %M
ri

■ Ccr:pr.'ii>.ryi'^^r:
> ^cTP.

i,

, < ' 5
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«

##t’ 'K's'f'-'-
*«. gfcussed above thb piece of evidence also

'j r-ii :*'•
fe

j

PVV-l and PW-2.
*

i';:»

^y. In the instant case PW in whose custody 

were til! sending to FSL

-iJ

W:aiieged sampies 

#»■

V r
i

%

was not examined and similarly the 

who has alleged taken' the 

. FSL for report has also

person
f

samples to the..mmlira not been examined, 

recovery effected

/.m f>!

whereas, the alleged 

18.06.2014, while the samples 

FSL Peshawar on 03.07.2014 and 

considerable delay in the FSL

i.

on
i\

w 'j

™li'
received in the

so there is a

I f ^ report which is

nn-nxpininpd und U‘ H.:. ayuiiibl I he
I

prosecution.I

MM

tr
I

Even otherwise it is not appealable to 

prl|lbnt mind that why all the four 

^y/d have had such 

alleged narcotics in their 

■even on' Nakabandi the 

thrown.away.

f
.-'•I

d \
J

1 'k.I

accused
I V.

equal quantity of•c
^'v

i
possession . and

same was not
/,id/

} fr;:4 i
-IF In the light, of overall above

situation, prosecutiorr has failed to

case against the 

beyond shadow

t

discussed
i-j.'7 1 prove its •^ ■

i :
i• 1 accused facing trial 

reasonable doubt,

i

X-/;■ ! t of Jy lpDI/ re
Ai .. JV' i

tt i \♦ it-T’ w *

cO

•' ,r i;

; x'i-:
—'r

I
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ffl:■mz therefore, by extending benefit 

accused facing trial, they 

of the charges leveled 

are in custody, they be 

required in any other case.

Case

m
of doubt to

imm0 the

fi
|5

are acquitted 

against them. They 

set free, if not

u
■i

lliilMZ-
m

14. property confiscated to the state 

including the motorcar bearing No. B-6017- 

Peshawar

recovery : of said 

whereas, no. other person 

record'as

nolice. be i';'.i (r., (

Provision,s of Coiiliol 

Act ! 997. .

iim
^8:

lil": as accused have denied the

■Ii motorcar from them,

mentioned on theStiili
owner of the some to whom

(‘-'ilh-d by (|„3

^'''oroolics Substan

i!^ ‘ I.'. ' I
r

ces
■if .

. s**'!:•

»^signed to the RR after its compleii^n.:b -1

ibtpb:-. !.■

;? fm
t ^ vi 

: V
; • ■■ j:-' AddI; Sessions Judgeg/JSC 

Charsadda
• t' •

■ 'i. • Cer«f^'
/ It IS certified that

(eighteen) pages
wherever it was

evervT!^ 18

me.

b V' \
AddI; SessioFtrjud^-l/Jsc' 

Charsadda
ctED -■C, ATT •c ' ,4r
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. ' -r-•i, ..'I
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Penvo Proceedinqc;
'Mk

CHARGE SHFFT«|r'-
I, 'Superintendent,of .Police, 

Peshawar,
S3 Headquarters, Capital City; Police 

hereby, .charge ■ that 
No:2577 of Capital . Qty

S: as a competent authority, 
hLC Muhammad. Zahid No.l7Q1 & PC Sajiri
Police Peshawar with the following irregularities.

tC-: '

"That you_fo!iowinQ Constables wKiio 
each their, names ppsted mentioned against 

W in a crrmii;ial case vide FIR No.218
dated 18.06.2014 U/S 9CCNSA PS SanfiiiwdVi'

s ■# Name & No. Posting .01 HC Muhammad Zahid 1791 
FC Saiid 2577

PS Daudazi
02 . Anti .Corruptionr

This amounts to gross misconduct 
the discipline of the force."

on your part and is against

Ifc
You are, therefore, required to submit your written defence within 

: seven days of the receipt of this charge sheet to the Enquiry Officer 

committee, as , the case may be.

Py .r:

'■1

Your written defence. if any, should '■ reach the Enquiry 
Officer/Committee within-the specified period, failing which it shall be

^2

.presumed that have no defence to put in and in that case exparte 

'. y action shall follovv' against you.
) ••;.i

...1 ( HL'
-sc-.i

Intimate whether you desire to be heard in person. Si5

11III
A statement of allegation is-enclosed. 11111. i •

li-i
m NT Of POLICE, 

HEADQUARTERS,/eSHAWAR iTiIfS: ■

!iI
I i
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OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SUPfiHiNTE WDENT OF POLICE
;,> SUBURB aRClFr^<HAa/AR

// s. DATED: 201^

. underruti* fifVl nolirp t-nl^ i o^c
Zahrdl79l agamgiconstable Saifd No ?«;77 HCMuhmm:.ri

Ajo -ii.2______
^ : 2-/5 '

fffr^r, it'" f: : — ^ 05.9.2012, m orua lo ascertain the misconduct
tttcers, they, being reportedly mvafved In a cri:ninaJ. r^e •

Sardherf. Dr^ictCharsadda

/•gainst, the above , 
nde FIR 213 dt:13.6.2Qi4 u/s 9CCNSA PS ^

o

,j

,; : sh6n ^
. PafTie-y l^obn Muhammad and jamdad 

6017/PesHawa’r ahd'v

sb ted abused officers, in the company of co-accusPd 
were fc und, .{Taffic.dng narcotics in^ . a f^otnr. car R.C No B-

^ were held during Naka BaTdr, on,-the spotted place. Charras total 20 oack-ts
e.gh ng 20 KGS were recove.ncd, they were booked by iocct police PS Sardheri u/s'gcCNSA vide' '

cnmniar 5 ^ “ere aoSS and ^
ompLtionormvestigation, they were committed to iudidaflcckup.

FIR.mentioned

■ r n. -accused police officials faced trial in the cpun of learned Additional
Judge Charsadda and vide order dated 16.3.IS 
narcotics. . ...

Oi?-:rTct and Session 
a:qui,ttad from the alleged charge'of traffickingwere

Ths enquiry proceedings, referred to this office were I

■ atom copy of the court judgment which
- the evi.dence of thT '=“"’'™d/conaulted. It would be appropriate to clarify that if

■ t e ew Jence-of the criminal case are recorded in this office, i,- sf,all net serve the cure
learned judge has shattered the integrity and vecacfty cv these
untrustworthy/unbelievable witnesses. '

'.•./.r.-.H/r:?-. ..

ih it^re : ratherwocth of clorifi^vcna the Hon'able Supreme Court of Pakistan

^:hs re^rted judgnnent PU 2011 SC Page 28S has clearly observed that there is no shades'in acquittal 
.and every acqutttal ,s honorable acquittal. Moreovenjiuto lu.3 PR 1934 provides that anv personal 

. . ^qurtted by the cnmnal court, shall not be punlshetfilepartnientaliTixE^ihe provisos, contained 
^ ..therr ,0- The court judgment do not indicate any ^eptlon, contained in the prcvisns:of rule 16.3 

therefo'e-.noGonsrderatfon.can fae extended, to take any.evkJence in the case.'

-, ; ln.Ofcunistances, this office recommends that subject accu^d ofncials deserve to'be released

provided u/r 16,17 PRimandthe-rnstam nied „jtH out anv further '
' ■'.actron.'.'.■'u.'’’;,!'--'/''..-r— ' .

kept -pending till the disposal of afofe

'».sp oecause the 
? PWs, therefore they have been, termed

h
Ail-feleyant documents are .Enclosed herev/lth,V-:

r:>:• ••
\
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DEPUPf SUPERINTENDENITOF POLICr 

SUBRUB CIRCLE PE3HAWAR^5^^\ CM, I . .!.
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\• The Superintendent of Police, 
Hors: Peshawar.

i
■'N •!!;

. SUBJECT: DENOVE ENQUIRY AGAINST HC ZAHID MG. 1791 AND FC SAJID NO, 2577.

Memo:
t

Please refer to your office end: No. 1?8/E/PA dated 16.09.2015 on the subject cited

above.
...r

ALLEGATIONS;

It is submitted that the denove enqui';^ has been marked to the undersigned by

competent authority against the following Constables namely HC Muhammad Zahid'No. 1791 of PS

Daudzai and FC Sajid No. 2577 of PS Anti-Corrup Jon as they committed a criminal case vide FIR No. 218,

dated 18.06.2014, u/s 9C‘CNSA PS Sardehri Cistt: Charsadda. In this respect the undersigned was

appointed as enquiry officer to scrutinize the coi duct of.tjie above accused officials. '
8 !

;

I
' K.I*'
'i:u,:i; .■

PROCEEDING:

i
. It is submitted that in this connection first of all the undersigned called all the officials

ASI Tajmeer Shah, Constable Shahriyar No. 201, Constable' Danial No. 1056 PS Sardehri pistt: Charsadda 

as well as the accused Constable Sajid No. 2577 and Muhammad Zahid No. 1791 and also recorded their 

• statements, while are placed on enquiry file.
1

In this regard the undersigned visited.to PS Sardehri Distt: Charsadda vide DD No. 06, 

dated 07.11.15 accordingly and the undersigned checked all the matter record as well as the Motor Car 

Alto B/No, B-6017 in the limit of session Court. The case, file has been sent to DPP vide receipt No. 

609/21 dated 10.09.14, while the case property (Charas) has been deposited in to the PM Malkhana vide 

receipt No. 163/19. ■ . . .

.

STATEMENT OF ASI AJMEER SHAH.
••

He stated in his statement that on the same day'he was informed about the smuggling 

of Narcotics by someone. However, he alongwith ether police party was rushed to the spot and 

conducted Nakabandi at under pass Palosa Sardehri. During Nakabandi one Motor Car.Vitz Silwar Color 

Bearing registration No. B-6017-Peshawar; was comingsrushly toward Palosa was signaled to stoppS3 

the Car for checking. However,* he conducted search of the Vehicle and also recovered .20-Kgs Charas 

containing 5/5Kgs of every person, Lateron, they all .along with vehicle Motor Gar ^Vitz No. B-6017-
:-'f ' ' ' '

Peshawar and also registered a proper case vide FIR No., 213, dated 18.06.2014,,u/s 9C-CNSA PS 

Sardehri. During search'Driver disclosed his name, as Jam Dad s/o Imdad, at the front seat disclosed his 

Noor Muhamrriad.s/o Said Rahman rs/o Sarband and also at the near sated person disclosed his 

Sajid s/o Ayoub r/o Sarband and as Zahid, s/o Gul Khan r/o Mattani.: Now the case is 

investigated by the investigation unit PS Sardehri Distt:. Charsadda.

name as

name as

■

!
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TrnrriT pf f ^hahriyar_and dany^ '
Wioth suppled the version of e statens.nt of the AST^pn^ Shah khan of PS

-''Sardehri.

^tatFMENT of constable ihaMMAD SAJia 

Constable Sajid stated his

fi^p.

Statement that he alongwith Constable Zahid and others were 

and also falsely implecated’by ASl Ajmeer Shah 
. He further stated that .no any thinks 

falls FIR'. He further disclosed

proceeded to Palosa and'also they chased by the police ^

The ASl in-question involved falsely in the Narcotics

»red bv the ASl Aimeer Shah but he wrongly Nominated in the
with constable Zahid confined in Distt: Jail Charsadda about 09 Months 

covered with'him, while the said quantity charas has taken into

recovery 20.Kgs

case
Khan.

was recov

that in this connection he along 

accordingly. No any Narcotics was, re 

possession by local police vide
Charas and also the said recovered charas has been showed with them 
.formed through his advocate that the said recovered Charas and M-Car Alto

property of the another case vide FIR No, 676 

for ready reference.

I
676, dated 18.12.2013 u/s 9C-CNSA,

. He further stated that he
in ease FIR No. was

is the previous case 

attached here with, dated 18.12.2013, photo copy of FIR is

■ '

I

ctatpmfMT of CONSTABlEIAm 

He ci.ppnrted the statement ofcgnstabffi Saiid.

FINDING: , far reveals that a huge quantity charas 20-Kgs has

namelyi'-Muhammad Sajid.. and

d Jamdad'.s/p Imdad containing 5/5

.Keeping in view the enquiry conducted^so 
recovered' from the above mentione<|!iaccused

Muhammad s/o Mir Rahman an

Constables
been
Muhammad Zahid, accused Noor 

packet from every accused 

vide FIR No. 218, da

. 6.017 silver color and also registered a proper

found that in.
j in the Motor Car Vitz B/No
ted 18.06.2014 u/s 9C-CN5A;PS Sardehri. During enquiry it was

: and Chases No. of the in-questioncase

the registered F!R against the 
Motor Car. While the undersigned found a 

B/No. 6017, Eng: No. 377749 and Chases No. 9.]

no any entry of Eng 

Motor Car Alto Silver color on 

. 916284 parked in the limit of session

whicfr'installed a Number plate

1 court Charsadda.!

\s,ubi&t.matt|f.k:ase^ath;thejC^naablg^ ,

Furthefmo^yyit,,waiijintarnn?d~tliat.

investigation oiThe case. Therefore, in this

initiated that why the 
case

mended that in theNevertheless, it is recom
found .guilty:.Jmm:ythe chargg. !eyel,.;^^thgy

the p

■ ... the investigation unit PS Sardehri may be
respect an enquiry about the poor investigation. While during registering

„ „.... „ ... •"

both the

oor

No proper information 

mention with FIR. All statements are

please. (\\\. - 
’ (MUHAMfeE>“YASEEN KHXN] 

dewy superintendent OF POLICE 
SADDAR CIRCLE, PESHAWAR

i

uf cp/Hnrs: Peshawar^^leg^

/PA. r ..No. :I
:>-A N

>■%
Dated J

0
’1

■...........

...... ... 4-..'

’mm
l1v>
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This Office order relates to Jhe
aqainst HC JdL!haiItffiSd-la!]^.N-.^-—Corruption

a-
i'i
■Ittiia

aitc^^\ i. ■mmm-m InM-Wi ■(

w deserve to be r 
•“mU/s" S07,07.a015.f/w

mi ■W.

„p,„ .»e nn« »'r'°;„rjr'c:s°orss4 “ .s
leniency narcotic^

No.
m-:.fi He opined th^t 

exoneration of a
charged accusedthat ' . ^ ^

the discipline of the 
members of the force

force.
for indulgence in

notice which theycause,m ■ issued, final show
Upon which they werem. s

received replied.
TM matter was f “f aa“"

,. “r op4f
“SS/PA 4 i9.05,7016.

vi!

m
hfiV.

.issued final s'^^oWof E.O, they were ;vsthe findingi On receiving 
notices which they rec eived replied.

The opiPion ol| DSP DPS>Dj'»‘/|j."e,jnmcla'ls' gS''he
cause

. ''r .

poor 
charges 
deem appropriate. but their explanation fpund^

called ariheard in personThey were ca

In the light of-rlcommendations to^conclusion that
&un-satisfactory.

f;

other
the
dismissed—frorru
irpmpdiate effecL 7*a.rt't's

Thawar, m SUP UARTERS, PEHEADV
OB. NO. ; L ,J_JZ017

Capital City police Officer
5SP Op.erations, Peshawar ...
OSP;HQrS,Pe»CBFtaCaioP9-

prned.

h'

;■ Peshawar.
/

// with complete departmental file. i/
/ Pay Office,

i-
; _ I- f'r.nr

r ^.
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OFFICE OF THE /
capital city police officer,

PESHAV^
Phono No. 091-9210989 

Fax No. 091-92 I 2597
OROLR

I Ju.S ulin\- DIlli, /

' ''i's ■iWiirdLHl llic Piini.slinicnl 

I'PPPDiy,

I:: ,. 

Is®
No. 179/ 

F'om .service o/ider J'
‘P ^ Ci', I'v'.lrtw;,)- \\||,

''-''■'S-' I’} SI' IK,,,,.
2

levelled Kin,

^ iiIl- I-IK iVi 

C'li;

lh;il he olnng wiih 

■ d;i(ed l.S.6.2.')I.J ,,/s P-C 

''i.-iv recovered li

were dircclly ciun-iied ^‘Hisiohlc Sojid 

d'N.SA I’S

■I
'll enMiiii;i| 

"■•'iuld 2d K,(

e;ise (>
Sardheri di.sirici di;

while J ■'.iiM [heirdleinpliio’ t,i .sniupele d 

aiont; will] tidier ;

P>'s;,cssH)n

ft?®' ■ Nn. h!)17/H (V.shuwor. liulh [he ;

dn N'iilwihjiiidi I’ni
■ 1 ■

[.'ikeji in[t)

ir
icciiscil 

- I'un on Ihildso rood 

pes.ses.sion hy (he local

a-’eoiiipliee.s, were . 
lowaiUs Ni.s;ilia and i|,c allcucil 

Police.

''■'vsicil retl handed

. 1 ' o\ ereil eharas• f
I

. 3. •ftwianienial
P'-oeeechnos' were inilialed j «•

aaains[ him and Mu!,arninad Yaseen.......................... .............. ................................
^■ddinry loinul hini ami I'C 

w:rs issiietl [o him h\ SP-IK ), 

"'i,sa(i,s(ae[orv as such ;

• j

and al.so heard i 'Sh'llhis reply waslonnd
''''■iideil [he a!JiKijor pnnislimeni. mo\e!

/
d. ^ he rcle\ an[ reeorti h;! I" h^’en perused and (he ,

• /?; appellaiu Was heard iO-I^on 1/3/2017 .He "1 pers.ofi in •was provitled ('[ill/ 'Wmuniiy u, defend hini.seirhui I 
la\ oitr, ( in.

fi
lo produce : 

been

miserahls' failed 

‘PP^s.l has eoaiciided ll,;,i he l.as

le
»\V copeni reason i,, hi 

iieqii'i'Ued by eouri ^■itle jutf

.J 4 ■il’peliaiii i/I I,is ;• Bir
‘'ider daled 6.2.2015 - ill ihe e/iniinal2 ‘■^'in.slaicmeni in serN iee, S,. (i

ha.s held dial (he

and has pra wd Id,-

1,1 variuus jiideinenls

eraihl's.

i'..

11 .i.N coUl I (uili^iiieiK i

^■'iininal and depaiinienial
3 eoneerncil. (he Ape.x

.J

a,elwod,[fe,ei,(

oqjartmenial proeeedinps. Therefi

reiiiii,i||M difleivm 

■ I eiN'il
'-'( K.-ad I,)

‘'W his aeqainal i,, erimiiial
‘-■•sotieraliDi, 1)

•'■'•■'Aaril ii;

^ii.se hy e.xtendiiie heneiil of d^ada h; 

ood(is[i|jea[ion io ;

no binding over die di.sn• st ISn.s-sal oi'der f,-,,,,, service. There i 

- IV'shawar.

■.:h1
nierfere in (he order 

P''(H-ed. ihs

•; passed by SP-llo,-sfe
l--llcd aoai„M Kin,

T2'g|4.;.®ft.-: ^'^f^^'t^n in iTIiee

:, fp:|/ ■ Y':'■t^ecledAi/cd.
.ser\ ICC IS llof

'■e-ms(aleiiien[ ,,,' •sciaiee is

y/t ^
■ TW• J''^1.'

(MIJIIAMIVIAI) TAIIlIiu.si.

cai'i i ai. erry I’oi,
I'KNIIAVVAK.

.a

iCL Ol'TlCIsK,fti - /?si ■ J.

No.' , /PA daial Pesh; 'I®'/’ J /21)17.auar
v4ri|y

-s
Copies for Inlonnali

SP/MQlLs:, Peshawar.
PMC along wi[li iwt.

PO/OASI/ cue along ^Hdi N.K.dl.

.'i,

r'gtem dion and not (o die-
1.

• /
P I'
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OFFICE OF THE

TNSPECTO|R GENERAL OF POLICE
KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA 

PESHAWAR.
/17, cated Peshawar the ^ /'^^/2017

i;;

No. S/^ • J

ORDER
//A>' A
/j " \ This order is hereby passed to dispose of departmental^ appeal under Rule I'l-A of 

Khyber.Pakhtunkhwa Police Rule-1975 ^iibmitted by Ex-HC Muhammad''Zahid 

appellant was dismissed from
No. F791,. The 

19,01,2017 onservice by SP/HQrs: Peshawar vide OB No. 316, dated
the allegation that he alongwith Constable Sajid were directly charged in criminal caslvide FIR No. 

218, dated
Si*

station Sardheji District Charsadda. 20 Kgs contraband 
/ chars were recovered from their possession while altemptiifg tO^iR'STsiine in Motor cTno’ 

6017/B Peshawar. Both the accused aloligwith other accomplices were arrested red handed 

Nakabandi.point on Palosa road towards Nisatta and the alleged 

possession by the local police.

His appeal was rejected / filed by Capital City Police Officer,

Endst: No. 413-18/PA, dated 09,03.2017.

Meeting of Appellate Board was held on. 25.05.201 7 wherein petitioner

person. During hearing petitioner contended that he has been acquitted by the Court vide judgment 

dated 06,03.2015.

mllPfSt
on

recovered chars was taken into

m
Peshawar vide orderw

f was heard in

Petitioner was dismissed from

FIR No. 218, dated 18.06.2016 u/s 9-C CNSA Police Statibn Sarderi District Charsadda. Petiti 

was acquitted fVom criminal case by extending benePtpf doubt by the Court. Opinion of trial 

based on principle of benefit of doubt is Irot binding on departmental authority. His service record 

also contams.06 bad entries^ Therefore, his.petition is hereby rejected.

This order is issued with the approval by the Competent Author!

the allegation of directly charged in caseservice on

oner

court

T- ' ■i
t
a
.1: di

-.4ap

givi 
adili 
add] I 
aotii-: M 
Wsi

• AIG/Est^blAh 
For Inspector of I^olice

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,
' ■ Peshawar.

j;

//A/?.-No. S/ /!7.--
. i

Copy of the above is forwarded to the:
;

i¥■
.4 ’

1. Capital City Police Officer, Peshawar. ' ,
2. Siipdt:ofPolice,HQrs:CCP Peshawar.
3. PSO to IG.P/Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, CPO Peshawar,
4. PA to Addl: TGP/HQrs: KbybenPakhtunkhwa, Peshawar,
5. PA to DIG/HQrs: Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.
6. PA to AIG/Legal, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.
7. Office Supdt; E-TV CPO Peshawar. , |

' "4
Cfice IA
i: I

■41i

tybf.
■

s.-V

t, ■

ni.incii nms 2ni7\Ori1i!rtMjy\25.05.2<li7.(i

r

N:."o4 4 n •• t

N^ ^ ■-•-]

.Tj .
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BEFORE KHYBERPAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL.
PESHAWAR.

SERVICE APPEAL NO. 993/2017

Date of institution ... 18.08.2017
Date of judgment 02.07.2018

Muhammad Zahid Ex-Head Constable No. 1791, 
Police Station Daudzai,

... (Appellant)

VERSUS

1. The Provincial Police Officer, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.
2. The Capital Police Officer, Peshawar.
3. The Superintendent of Police, Headquarter, Peshawar.

(Respondents)

X APPEAL UNDER SECTION-4 OF THE KHYBERs. PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL ACT. 1974 AGAINST
THE ORDER DATED 10.08.2017. WHEREBY THE REVISION OF
THE APPELLANT UNDER POLICE RULES 1975 AMENDED IN
2014 AGAINST THE ORDER DATED 09.03.2017 OF THE CCPO
PESHAWAR HAS BEEN REJECTED FOR NO GROUNf^S
WHEREIN THE CCPO PESHAWAR UPHELD THE ORDER
DATED 20.01.2017 OF THE SP HEADQUARTER PESHAWAR.

Syed Noman AirBukhari, Advocate.
Mr. Muhammad Jan, Deputy District Attorney

For appellant.
For respondents. '

MR. MUHAMMAD AMIN KHAN KUNDI 
■ MR. AHMAD HASSAN ,

MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 
MEMBER(EXECUTIVE)

TP
r L, JUDGMENT

MUHAMMAD ■ AMIN KHAN KUNDI, MEMBER: Learned tounsel
^esjiavvv.jr

for the appellant present. Mr. Muhammad Jan, Deputy District Attorney for the 

respondents also present. Learned counsel for the appellant submitted
}

rejoinder, which is placed on record. Arguments heard and record perused.

/ .

1.
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2. Brief facts of the case as per present service appeal are that the appellant

was serving in Police Department as Head Constable and during service he 

dismissed from

alongwith others

was
service vide order dated 19.01.2017 

were involved in case FIR No.

on the allegation that he 

218,dated-18.0^.2014 under 

Charsadda. The appellant 

was rejected on 09.03.2017 and

/
• \

sections 9CCNSA/15AA Police Station Sradheri, 

filed departmental appeal (undated) which

thereafter he filed revision petition under rule M-A of Police Rules, 1975 on

17.03.2017 which was also dismissed 10.08.2017 hence, the present serviceon

appeal on 18.08.2017.

3. Learned counsel for the appellant 

serving in Police Department. It was further contended that during service the

®PP®““t was involved in case FIR No. 218 dated 18.06.2014

contended that the appellant was

‘I under sections 

Charsadda. It was further contended 

accused were acquitted by the competent 1

It was further contended that 

service vide order dated 19.01.2017. It was

9CCNSA/15AA Police Station Sradheri,(N
that the appellant alongwith others co-

vide detailed judgment dated 16.03.2015court

the appellant was dismissed from 

further contended that the appellant also filed departmental appeal yas weir as
revision petition within time but the

was also rejected. It was further 

contended that_ initially inquiry officer recommended that the

same

appellant was
acquitted by the competent court therefore, inquiry may be filed without

any
further action vide inquiry ^report recommendation dated 

competent authority again' directed to conduct de 

appellant and the appellant was dismissed from 

inquiry. It was further contended that during 

officer has recorded the statement of the wi

07.07.2015 but the

-novo inquiry against the 

service on the .basis of de-novo 

de-novo inquiry, the inquiry

V

witnesses including statemmt o 

riyar and Danyal but the appellant ^Ajmir Shah, Constable Shahri
was Tiot given



3

opportunity to cross examine the aforesaid witnesses. It was further contended 

that the appellant was also issued show-cause notice by the competent 

authority but the copy of the inquiry was not provided to the appellant with the 

final show-cause notice therefore, the appellant was condemned unheard and 

the impugned order of dismissal of the appellant is illegal and liable to be sfet- 

aside and prayed for acceptance of appeal.

4. On the other hand, learned Deputy District Attorney for the respondents 

opposed the contention of learned, counsel for the appellant and contended that

'X. the appellant was direct charged in the FIR of aforesaid criminal case. It was 

r\ further contended that he was caught with red handed alongwith other while 

IX proceedings in the motorcar! It was further contended that the acquittal of the 

appellant in criminal case has no effect on the departmental proceeding/inquiry 

and the respondent-department has rightly proceeded the appellant under 

disciplinary proceedings. It was further contended that all the codal formalities 

of inquiry were fulfilled by the inquiry officer therefore, the appellant was 

■ rightly dismissed from service.

5. Perusal of the record reveals that the appellant was serving in'Police 

Department and during service he alongwith three others were charged in the 

aforesaid criminal case for taking Chars/and Pistol in the motorcar. The record 

further reveals that the appellant alongwith others co-accused was arrested-by 

the local police on the spot. However, after facing trial the competent court vide 

detailed judgment dated 16.03.2015 acquitted the appellant alongwith others 

and they were released from the custody. The record further reveals that initially

V

i

J

the inquiry officer submitted report dated 07.07.2015 to the competent authorityI
^^^^jiquiry pending against the appellant be filed without any further action1

J
i■'i

fainly on the ground that the appellant was acquitted by the competent courtf;



fj>- /

P-.

47<,r^ ■
but the competent authority did not agree with the report of the inquiry officer 

and directed to conduct de inquiry. The record further reveals that the de--novo

novo inquiry was conducted by the inquiry officer and the inquiry officer 

recorded the statement of ASI Ajmir Shah,
also

Constable Shahriyar and Danyal

regarding the involvement of the appellant in the aforesaid criminal case but
/• there is nothing in the inquiry report or other available record to 

appellant was provided opportunity of cross 

witnesses. Furthermore, the copy of the final show

show that the

examination against the aforesaid

-cause notice available oh 

record also shows that the copy of the inquiry was also not handed over to the 

appellant with the show-cause notice therefore, the appellant 

unheard and the respondent-department has violated the
was condemned

requirement of natural
justice therefore, the impugned order of dismissal of the 

is illegal and liable to be set-aside. As such 

reinstate the appellant into service.

appellant from service

partially accept the appeal and 

However, respondent-department is directed 

to conduct de-novo inquiry according to prescribe law and rules within

we

a period
of 90 days from the receipt of this judgment. The issue of back benefits shall be 

subject to the outcome of de-novo inquiry. Parties are left to bear their
own

costs. File be consigned to the record room.

ANNOUNCRP 
■ 02.07.2018

•c: (MUHAMMAD AMIN KHAN KUNDI) 
MEMBER

AHMAD HAS SAN) 
. MEMBER

Certified tiire copy

• Tot-iiv .....

___^____________
DiEtQ pf of ___^

75>ak‘ cf De.l5Yc'ry of Copy,

Khyber F^htm^Jchwi
Sewice Tribunal. 

Peshawar 417
'7 2^'
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dcpanmcntal appeal prel*rel by 

awarded the major punishment of “ Dismissa! h
This order will dispose off the

Muhammad Zahid No.3779 who was
vide No.3314, dated 30-10-2018.l?y SP/HQrs Peshawar

he- while posted at Police Station 

18-06-2014 Ws 9C C-n1S./\ PS Sardherl
him were thatThe allegations levelea against 

Daudzai involved in criminal case 

Charsadda which Tvas ended into 

dopartmcnuil appeal which
krvices Tribunal Hhyber Pakhtunkhwa by rilling 

with the direction to conduct denovo enquiry into the matter.

2-
vide FIR No.218, dated

:V(:d ni'-Olie rcnlin;,'his dismissal from service,
ellant sought v mtedy at Honorable 

u .cidecl in his favour
;jected by this office and the appe!

service appeal which v/as
was re

conducted against the ay ellant by Inspector
A denovo departmental cnquiiy was

3-Nia. Muhammad on the order of SP/i-lQrs Peshawar. The enquiry ofneer afi ■ conducting proper

, enquiry submitted his mding while recommending the appellant for

fccoinmcndaiion ol the enquiry

H.y.
i-cd him the major

major pc
officer aa's’a

tlicauthority ai'tci examining 

I'.iunishment of dismissal.
% -.cd'along v;ith his 

. Tim ;rbre his appeal lor
in O.R. The relevant record per 

submit any plausible explanation
He was heard in person4-.'

explanation but the appellant failed tofa
^emstatement in service is hereby dismisscd/rcjcclcrhiS \

' }- i
^ . ■vt'i

: (OAZl .lAMlL Ijv: kEHMAN)PSP
capital city P' iUCE OFT !v.L.-i

1‘lsSiS.A VVAl^
/PA dated Peshawar the_------------------ 201^

Copies for information and ii/a to the:-

1 SP/HQrs Peshawar.
BO/OASl/CRCTor making 

. 3. FMC alon'g with FM ■
■ -4. Official concerned.

necessary entry in his S.Roll.
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BEFORE THE HON^BLE CHAIRMAN, KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA
SERVICE TRIBUNAL. PESHAWAR Khyber Pakhtukhwa 

-Service Tribunal

126.Diaii-y N;>.

Service Appeal No.

Muhammad Zahid Ex-Head Constable No. 1791, Police.,Station Daudzai, 
Peshawar.,

/2019
OatecJ

1.

'■■n

APPELL^#^?'
77

r
VERSUS j

'fJ ^ I
The Provincial Police Officer, Government of Khyber Pakhtunkh^^!^

\

1.

'2. The Capital City Police Officer, Peshawar.

The Superintendent of Police, Headquarter, Peshawar.3.

RESPONDENTS

APPEAL UNDER SECTION 4 OF THE

KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE 

TRIBUNAL ACT, 1974 AGAINST THF. . /F’lledto-iday

IMPUGNED ORDER DATED 30-in-20tS!gis|r^ '
PASSED BY THE SUPERINTENDENT
OF POLICE HEADQUARTER
PESHAWAR (RESPONDENT NO.

WHEREBY THE APPELLANT WAS

AWARDED MAJOR PENALTY OF

DISMISSAL FROM SERVICE AGAINST

WHICH A DEPARTMENTAL APPEAT

WAS FILED WITH THE CAPITAL CITY

POLICE OFFICER (RESPONDENT N0.2I

ON 16-11-2018 BUT THE SAME WAS

REJECTED ON 16-01-2019 .

■^?hsv,ar' \

A
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1 '

PI Service Appeal No. 176/2019If
02.12.2019 Counsel for the appellant and 

Attorney for the respondehts 

perused. .

Mr. ZiauNah,^ 

present. Arguments h^

Vide our detailed judgment of today consisting of five pages placed 

in connected Service Appeal No. 175/2019 titled "Muhammad Sajid 

Versus The provincial Police Officer, Government of Khyber Palkhtunkhwa 

and others", we partially accept the appeal, set-aside the impugned order 

and direct the respondent-department t
0 conduct de-novo inquiry in the

mode and manners prescribed under the Police RV:
ules 1975. The appellant5 '

be fully associated in the inquiry proceeding and he should be provided

opportunity of cross examination and also be sent the inquiry report
alongwith show-cause notices. The issue of back benefits shall be subject
to the outcome of de-novo inquiry. Parties

are left to bear their own
costs. File be consigned to the record

ANNOUNCFn
02.12.2019

room.

(MUHAMMAD AMIN KHAN KUNDI) 

member .

\

* ■

(HtrSSAlN SHAH) 
MEMBER

.f.
ai-e

ft:,
iJate 'of

Number Worch---------

/■

Copyir5,g Fee---------!:& r

Urgesst-------- —-

---- -----------
.NsRDcnrCcisyl'.e'-

Oale of Compkcl'on oj 

Pate of Delivery of Copy-------
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before the khyber pakhtunkhwa servtcf tribunal. PKSHAWAB
h - ■

SERVICE APPEAL NO. 175/2019

Date of institution ... 06.02.2019 
Date of judgment ... 02.12.2019'

Muhammad Sajid Ex-FC No. 2577, Police Station Anti-Corruption,
(Appellant)

VERSUS

1. The Provincial Police Officer, Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.
2. The Capital City Police Officer, Peshawar.
3. The Superintendent of Police, Headquarter, Peshawar.

(Respondents)

APPEAL UNDER SECTION-4 OF THE KHYBER PAKHTTTNT^MWA 
SERVICE TRIBUNAL ACT. 1974' AGATN.ST^ __________  THE IMPIJONFr)
ORDER DATED 30.10.2018 PASSED RV Trrp ^TTPT.PTXTxi:xn^x7xr^
OLPOLICmEADOUARTER PESHAWAR rRESPONDFNT NO 
.WHEREBY THE APPELLANT WAS AWARDED MA tot? [ yy \ 
OF DISMISSAL ----------------from—SERVICE AGAINST WHICH A 
DEPARTMENTAL APPEAL WAS FILED WITH THE CAPITA!, 
CITY POLICE OFFICER (RESPONDENT NO. 2) ON 16 11 201S RTTT 
THE SAME WAS REJECTED ON 16.01.2010

\

Mr. Rizwanullah, Advocate 
' Mr. Ziaullah, Deputy District Attorney For appellant. 

For respondents.

Mr. MUHAMMAD AMIN KHAN KUNDI 
MR. HUSSAIN SHAH .. member (JUDICIAL) ■ 

.. MEMBER (EXECUTIVE)

JUDGMENT

Muhammad AMIN khan kundi. member: - Our this

judgment shall dispose -of aforementioned service appeal as well as Service

Appeal No. 176/2019 titled “Muhammad Zahid. Versus Tlie Provincial Police 

Officer, Govermnent of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and others” as common question 

of law and facts are involved in both the.service appeals. ATTESXED

"C3,
£.

ISiyber Pakhtun.khwa 
Service Tribunal. 

Peshawar
■j
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2. Counsel for the appellants and Mr. Ziaullah, Deputy District Attorjjey for 

the respondents present. Arguments heard and record perused.

Brief facts of both the service appeals are that the appellants were 

serving in Police Department. They were imposed major^pehalty of dismissal 

from service on the allegation that they were involved in case FIR No. 218 

dated 18.06.2014 under section 9CCNSA Police Station Sardheri .(Charsadda). 

After availing departmental, remedy they filed the- service appeals which were 

partially accepted, the appellants were reinstated in service however, the 

respondent-department was directed to conduct de-novo inquiry according to 

the prescribed law rules within, a period of 90 days from the date of receipt of 

■•copy of judgments and the issue of back benefits was also ordered to be subject 

. to the outcome of de-novo inquiry vide judgment dated 02.07.2018 passed by 

this Tribunal. After conducting a de-novo inquiry, the appellants were again 

imposed major penalty of dismissal from service vide order dated 30.10.2018.

. The appellants filed separate departmental appeals on 16.11.2018 which were

^ rejected vide order dated 16.01.2019 hence, the present service appeals on

/•

/
/ • •

3.
/

I

06.02.2019.

4. Respondents were summoned who contested the appeals by filing of 

. written reply/comments.

,5 Learned counsel for the appellants contended that , the appellants 

serving in Police Department. It was further contended that during the service, 

the appellants were involved in case FIR No. 218 dated 18.06.2014 under

were

section 9CCNSA Police Station Sardheri (Charsadda). It was further contended

that the appellants alongwith other co-accused were acquitted by the competent 

iled judgment dated 16.03.2015. It was further contended that the

applll^s were dismissed from service and after availing reme^^ of.

i
k
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departmental appeal they properly filed service appeals which were partially

accepted and the department was directed to conduct de-novo inquiry in the

mode and manners prescribed under the Police Rules 1975 but neither the 

respondent-department has conducted the de-novo inquiry .in the mode and 

manners prescribed under the Police Rules 1975 nor the appellants/were

/

associated in the de-novo inquiry proceeding nor opportunity of cross

examination was provided to the appellants nor the appellants were provided of 

personal hearing nor any final show-cause notices -vvere issued to the appellants.

. It was further contended that on one hand the inquiry officer has stated in the

de-novo inquiry report dated 31.10.2018 that there is a lot of contradiction in

the statement of complainant and eye witness while on the other hand he has

recommended the appellants for major punishment. It was further contended

that the de-novo inquiry report bear date 31.10.2018 under the signature of
■ . inquiry officer whereas the impugned orders of dismissal from service of the

^ appellants were passed by the competent authority on 30.10.2018 one day prior 

to the inquiry report on the basis of aforesaid de-novo inquiry report which as 

per his contention is not tenable. It was further contended that neither any show-:

cause notices were issued to the appellants nor copy of inquiry report were'

issued to the appellants nor the inquiry officer has conducted the inquiry in the 

light of direction of this Tribunal therefore, the appellants were condemned 

unheard which has rendered the whole proceeding illegal and liable to be set- 

aside and prayed for acceptance of appeals. In support of his arguments learned

counsel for the appellant relied on judgments reported as 1989 SCMR 1690,

1997 SCMR 1073, 2008 SCMR 1406, 2010 SCMR 1554, and 2019 SCMR 640.

6. On the other hand, learned Deputy District Attorney for the respondents 

^ppsed the contention of learned counsel for the appellants and contended that
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the appellants were serving in Police Department. It was further contended that

the appellants were involved in the aforesaid criminal case. It was further

contended that they were caught red handed alongwith other while proceeding,
■ii'i

in Motorcar with huge quantity of Charas. It was further contended that the 

acquittal of the appellants have no _ effect on the departmental 

proceeding/inquiry and the respondent-department has rightly proceeded the 

appellants in de-novo inquiry after fulfilling all the codal formalities and prayed 

for dismissal of both the appeals.

Perusal of the record reveals that the appellants were dismissed from 

service by the competent authority on the allegation that they were involved in 

the aforesaid criminal case. After availing departmental remedy both the 

appellants filed service appeals which were partially accepted vide judgment

« .

: /

7.

was directed, to^ conduct de- 

novo inquiry in the mode and manners prescribed under the rules. The record 

further reveals that earlier this Tribunal vide judgments dated 02.07.2018 

, directed the respondent-department to conduct de-novo inquiry mainly on the 

^ ground that opportunity of cross examination was not provided to the appellants 

and copy of inquiry report was also not handed over to the appellants with the 

show-cause' notice. The record further reveals that as per direction of the 

judgment of this Tribunal, the respondent-department conducted de-novo 

inquiry which bear date! 31.10.2018 under the signature of inquiry officer but

\

»

i

!,
■t-

the competent authority has imposed major penalty bf dismissal from service on
^ ■ •■ ■■ -A’.

the basis of said de-novo inquiry on 30.10.2018, therefore, the same is not 

understandable and is not believable to prudent mind that how the competent 

authority passed the impugned orders of dismissal from service of the appellants 

^^yide order dated 30.10.2018 on the basis of de-novo inquiry report dated
■4’ ■

■

■ ■

;
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31.10.2018. Furthermore, in the previous departmental inquiry this Tribunal 

aside the impugned orders of dismissal from 

the ground that the

set-

service of the appellants mainly 

copy of inquiry report was not sent/dispatched to the 

appellant with the final show-cause notice but in the present de-

■4 on
V-

■•i

novo inquiry

what to talk /say sending of copy of inquiry report with the show

Even the competent authority did not bother to issue show-cause notice to the 

appellant, therefore, the appellants

-cause notice.

again condemned unheard and thewere

respondent-department has not conducted the de-novo inquiry in the light of 

judgment of this Tribunal. Therefore partially accept the appeals, set-aside 

the impugned orders and direct the respondent-department to conduct de

, we

-novo

manners prescribed under the Police Rules 1975. The

inquiry proceeding and they should^e 

provided opportunity of cross examination and also be sent the inquiry report

inquiry, in the mode and
I'

appellants be fully associated in the i
I

alongwith show-cause notices. The i of back benefits shall be subject to theissue

outcome of de-novo inquiry. Parties are left to bear their 

consigned to the record room.

own costs. File be

ANNOUNCFD
02.12.2019

i

(MUHAMMAD AMIN KHAN KUNDI) 
MEMBER

1^\i

(HUSSAIN SHAH)
member

■
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OFFICE OF THE
CAPITAL CITY POLICE OFFICER 

PESHAWAR
Phone No. 091-9210641 

Fax: No. 091-9212597

!

ORDER

As per the Judgment of Hon’able Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Services Tribunal,

Peshawar order dated 02.12.2019 passed in Service Appeal No. 176/2019 dully approved 

by the CPO authorities vide AiG/Legal letter No. 169/LpgaI, dated 09.01.2020 and opinion 

ot DSP/1.cgal Peshawar. The impugned order issued vidp OB No. 316 dated 9J)1.2017 by 
SP/Saddar Circle Peshawar in respect of Ex-Head Consiable Muhamma^jNo. 1791/3779

oi Capital City Police Peshawar is set aside and the appellant is reinstated in sendee for the 

purpo.se of de-novo enquiry with immediate effect. Tiie issue of back benefits shall be 

siihjcci 10 the imlcome of de-novo enquiry strictly in accordance with law/rules.

The original enquiry file along with the copy of judgment i.s forwarded to 
ihe IVpuiy Inspector Ocneral of Police, Internal Acc.oi|f^ibility Branch CPO Peshawar for 

cic-no\'o cnquir\’.

For Capital City Police Officer, 
Peshawar

OB No.

Dated l'7l/Pf /202Q

No. /CRC, dated Peshawar ih 

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

1. Capital City Police Officer, Peshawar

2. DlG/lnternal .Accountability Branch CPO Peshawar (along with E/File & 
copy of Court order)

3. AIG/Legal CPO Peshawar w'ith above cited reference.

4. DSP/Legal, Capital City Police Peshawar

-■5. Budget Officer, Capiial City Police Peshavyar

6. Assistant Director, LT, Capital City Police Peshawar

7. PO. OASI & FMC

8. Official Concerned.

/2020.

1

::

■■

!Malik SaadShahegd Police Linls. Psshawar-Tpi OQi-QPin?':^? fax.
D.\C«C tC.fit.lC.iTfer.it P..N...r|\OrSeri\l>(lt( .iMf Stwtunburnljudjm.m.doa J7.Ot.JO20
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y■s O R D E R1-
H This office order relates to the disposal of de-novo enquiry 

. Mo.H rnn..f;.hiw 7ahid -No.SyyQ/S^Q of-Capital City Police 
: Peshawar on the^ allegation that he involved in criminal case vide FIR 

No.218 dated. :-,18X6.2bl4 ' u/s 9C-CNSA PS Sardheri District

Charsadda . ‘

f

#-v.
&•

■ Inflight of: the directions of Hon'ble, Service Tribunal, 
■■ Khyber Pakbtunkhwa v de service appeal -No.176/2019 followed ^by 

instruction df IGP,-Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, HC Zahid No.3779/549 has 
re-instated in service. The court judgment along with enquiry ble has 

to the'Addl: IGP Internal Accountability Branch CPq
I i '■

been forwarded 
Peshawar fordenovo departm^ental enquiry.

F.-S -

5

AddI: . '.Inspector. , General of i^lice- Internal 
Accountability, Khyber , Pakbtunkhwa,-.Peshawar, has directed that^ 
"CCPO Peshawar, kindly, institute an officer/comn'iittee for denovo 
enquiry in the,matter" yide letter N0.156/CPO/IAB dated 27.01.2020.

- - The
.0

;
;1

..
?1

SP-Cantt was appointed as E.O.'He conducted'the enquiry-
proceeding & submitted his feport/finding that alleged o.fficial involved 
in immoral and illegah activities which have ruptured the image o; 
Police department to irreparable extent and allegations leveled against 
him are proved. The E,0 further recommended, major P^^'^hment for- 
the.defaulter official vide Enquiry Report No.748/PA dated 27.04.2020.

s ^
lv|'

t9.

t The GPO authorities has already issued instruction to the 
effect "being competenlt.authority in the matter may pmceed further in 
light of the recommendations of the Enquiry '.irncer vide letter 

N0-.629/CP0/IAB dated 01.06.2020."

'fi .

f'
k-‘

h ■ :Tn light Ofithe recommendation of E.a^:direction5 of DIG 
Tnle.rnal AccounlRhilit7 Khyber Pakhtunk,hwa and._kind 
r.rpn Peshawar.. Head .Constable Muh_^imgd Zahid- No.3779/549 is 
hereby dismissed'from service with immediate effeo.^

1. /
II'

/I
H . i

SUPERINTENDENT OF POLICE 
HEADQUARTER^ PESHAWAR■C

f;i

/.Dated- j/ 7 / '/2020
1 l' ' - • ■ 0

/PA/SP/dated Peshawar the

■ Copy of abovd, is forwarded for informatioivb.

/ Capital.City Police Officer, Peshawar.
■ ^ DS.P/HQrs,.Peshawar. i

Pay Office, O.ASI, CRC & FMC along-with comi3iete departmental
~ file. ■■ ■

V Official concerned. .

OB. NO.
1 ^/.. J20 

action to:/ -
^7- No.

^■A r'1a *• V v-*

't-
v'
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OFFICE OF THE 
CAPITAL CITY POLICE OFFICER . 

PESHAWAR
Phone No. 091-9210989 
Fax No. 091-9212597

•fl

3

JRDER. ;

Thfs order will dispose off the departmental appeal preferred by Ex-Head Constable
I . ^

Muhammad Zahid No,3779/549 who was awarded the major punishment of “Dismissal from 

service” by SP/HQrs Peshawar vide OB No.1493, dated 02-07-2020.

He while posted in Police Station Daudzai, found involved in a criminal case vide FIR 

No.218, dated 18-06-2014 U/S 9C-CNSA Police Station Sardheri District Charsadda. He was 

awarded the major punishment by the competent authority. Then he preferred a departmental appeal 
to the appellant authorityHor consideration, which was also rejected. The appellant filed service 

appeal before the court of Honorable Sevice Tribunal Peshawar which was decided and remanded 

back to the department with the direction to conduct denovo enquiry.

i2- .

A Denovo Departmental enquiry was ordered to be conducted in compliance with the 

judgement of Honorable Court conveyed through CPO with the direction that the judgement may be 

implemented. The competent authority conducted denovo departmental enquiry through SDPO 

Suburb. The enquiry officer after conducting proper enquiry proceedings submitted his finding and
recommended the appellant for major punishment. The competent authority after perusal tif the __

findings of the enquiry officer issued him Final Show Cause Notice. His reply to the Final Show 

Cause Notice w^as ibund unsatisfactory hence he was awarded the above major punishment.

3-

:
fir •He was heard in person in O.R. The relevant record perused along wiih his 

explanation but he failedifto defend himself. Therefore his appeal for reinstatement in seivice i.s

dismissed/rejected.

4-

(MUHAMMAD ALI KHAN)PSP 
CAPITAL CITY POLICE OFFICER, 

PESHAWAR
42^020/PA dated Peshawar theNoi 37^

Copies for information and n/a to the;-
1. SP-HQr: Peshawar.i-
2. BO/OSI/CRC.
3. FMC along with FM
4. Official concernediu 0

<A
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BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL PESHAWAR.

Service Appeal No.11144/2020,

Appellant.Muhammad Zahid Ex- Head Constable No. 3739 of CCP, Peshawar

VERSUS.

Provincial Police Officer, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar and others. Respondents.
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BEFOM the KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA service tribunal PESHAWAR,

Service Appeal No.11144/2020,

Appellant.Muhammad Zahid Ex- Head Constable No. 3739 of CCP, Peshawar

VERSUS.

Provincial Police Officer, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar and others. .Respondents.

REPLY BY RESPONDENTS NO. 1. 2. &3.

Respectfully Sheweth:-

PRELIMINARY OBJECTIONS.

1. That the appeal is badly barred by law & limitation.

2. That the appeal is bad for mis-joinder and non-joinder of necessary parties.

3. That the appellant has not come to Hon’able Tribunal with clean hands.

4. That the appellant has no cause of action and locus standi.

5. That the appellant is estopped by his own conduct to file the instant appeal.

6. That the appellant has concealed the material facts from this Honorable Tribunal.

7. That the appeal is not maintainable being devoid of any merit.

8. That this Hon’ble tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the appeal.

FACTS:-
1- Correct to the extent that the appellant was appointed as constable in the year 2001 

in the respondent department. He has not a clean service record and contains 08 

bad entries on different occasions in his service, (copy of list as annexure A)

2- Para No.2 is incorrect. In fact, the appellant along with constable Muhammad 

Sajid were directly charged in a criminal case vide FIR No. 218 dated 18.06.2014 

u/s 9-C CNSA PS Charsadda by recovering 20 KGs Chars from their possession 

while attempting to smuggle the same in Motor Car bearing registration No. 

6017/B Peshawar.
3- Incorrect. The appellant was issued charge sheet with statement of allegations to 

which he replied, but his reply was found unsatisfactory.

4- Incorrect. The enquiry was conducted by DSP/Suburb and after completion of all 

codal formalities submitted his fmdings/recommendation report to the competent 

authority. However the recommendation of enquiry officer is not binding upon 

competent authority.

5- Incorrect. De-novo Enquiry was conducted against him. During the course of 

enquiry, the appellant failed to rebut the charges and the enquiry officer conducted 

thorough probe into the matter and found the appellant guilty of the charges. After



' .1

fulfilling of all codal formalities, he was awarded major punishment of dismissal 

from service by the competent authority. The appellant being a member of a 

disciplined force, committed gross misconduct. So under the law, acquittal from 

criminal cases cannot entitle him for reinstatements.

6- Incorrect. After fulfilling all the codal formalities he was awarded the major 

punishment of dismissal from service. The appellant filed departmental appeal 

which after due consideration was filed/rejected. The appellant then sought 

remedy from Honorable Service Tribunal in Service Appeal No. 993/2017. The 

Honorable Service Tribunal partially accepted his appeal and remanded it back to 

the respondent department to conduct de-novo enquiry.

7- Para No.7 is incorrect. In light of the court judgment the appellant was re-instated 

in service and de-novo proceedings were initiated against him. Inspector Niaz 

Muhammad was appointed as enquiry officer. He conducted detail de-novo 

enquiry in accordance with law/rules, and proper opportunity of defense was 

provided, to the appellant. The allegations were reported, proved beyond any 

shadow of doubt by the enquiry officer. After fulfilling of all the codal formalities, 

he was awarded major punishment of dismissal from service as per law/rules. The 

appellant then filed departmental appeal which after due consideration was 

filed/rejected because the appellant failed to submit any plausible explanation.

8- Incorrect. The appellant then filed service appeal No. 176/2019 before the 

Honorable Service Tribunal. On 02.12.2019 the Honorable Service Tribunal after 

hearing the arguments remitted the case to the department for conduct and 

conclude de-novo enquiry.
9- Incorrect. In compliance of court direction, de-novo enquiry was initiated, and SP 

Cantt: was appointed as enquiry officer. The enquiry officer has conducted detail 

de-novo enquiry in accordance with law/rules. The allegations were reported 

proved beyond any shadow of doubt. Presence of such black sheep in police force 

and any kind of leniency will encourage the misuse of authority. The appellant

found guilty of misconduct. After fulfillment of all codal formalities he was 

awarded major punishment.

10- That appeal of the appellant being devoid of merits may kindly be dismissed on 

the following grounds.

was

GROUNDS:-

A- Incorrect. The punishment orders are just legal and have been passed with 

law/rules. Therefore liable to be upheld.

r-
■



B- Incorrect. The appellant was associated with the enquiry proceedings and proper 

opportunity of defense was provided to him but he failed to defend the charges 

leveled against him. The whole enquiry was conducted purely on merit and in 

accordance with law/rules. The enquiry officer after detailed probe into the matter 

reported that the charges against the appellant were proved. The punishment order 

passed by the competent authority as per law/rules.

C- Incorrect. Proper charge sheet with statement of allegation was serve upon him. 

Detail de-novo enquiry was conducted in accordance with law/rules, and proper 

opportunity of defense was provided to the appellant. After fulfilling of all the 

codal formalities, he was awarded major punishment.

D- Incorrect. Proper final show cause notice was issued to him. De-novo enquiry was 

conducted and the enquiry officer reported that the charges leveled against the 

appellant were proved, therefore the punishment orders were passed. The 

punishment orders are liable to be upheld.

E- Incorrect. During the course of enquiry, the appellant failed to rebut the charges 

and the enquiry officer conducted thorough probe into the matter and found the 

appellant guilty of the charges. The charges leveled against him were proved, 

hence the punishment orders were passed. Acquittal in a criminal case would not 

ipso facto lead to exonerate Civil Servant in departmental proceedings.

F- Incorrect. Para already explained in detailed in the above para. Furthermore,

, acquittal from criminal cases cannot entitle him for reinstatement into service.

G- Incorrect. Proper de-novo proceedings were conducted against him in accordance 

with law/rules. Appellant was found guilty and the punishment orders were passed 

in accordance with law/rules.
H- Incorrect. The appellant was associated with the enquiry proceedings and proper 

opportunity of defense was provided to appellant. He failed to defend the charges 

leveled against him. The enquiry officer after detail probe reported that the 

charges were proved. Proper opportunity of defense was provided to the appellant, 

but he failed to defend himself
I- That respondent may also be allowed to advance additional ground at the time of 

hearing of the appeal.
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PRAYER,

It is therefore most humbly prayed that in light of above facts and submissions, 

the appeal of the appellant being devoid of merits and legal footing, may kindly be 

dismissed with cost please.

Provincisu/f olice Officer, 
Khyber^khtunkhwa, 

Peshawar.

V

Capital City Police Officer, 
Peshawar.

Supermtendent of Police, 
HQrs: Peshawar.
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BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL PESHAWAR.

Service Appeal No.11144/2020,

Appellant.Muhammad Zahid Ex- Head Constable No. 3739 of CCP, Peshawar
*

VERSUS.

Provincial Police Officer, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar and others. .Respondents.

AFFIDAVIT

We respondents No. 1 ,2 & 3 do hereby solemnly affirm and declare that the 

contents of the written reply are true and correct to the best of our knowledge and belief 

and nothing has concealed/kept secret from this Honorable Tribunal.

f

Provinc^l Police Officer, 
KhybprWakhtunkhwa, 

IPes^awar.

; ^

Capital City Police Officer, 
Peshawar.

\

1

SupemiTendent of Police, 
HQrs: Peshawar.

‘
,1^' v<
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MUHAMMAD ZAHiD No.1791 S/0 GUL KHANName of Official
R/0 Mattani Pasani Distt: Peshawar 

19.07.1982Date of Birth 

Date of enlistment 

Education 

Courses Passed 

Total qualifying service 

Good Entries
8. Punishment (previous)

Bad Entries (L.W.O Pav. E/Drill & Warning)

23.07.2001
10th

Recruit
15 years. 01 Months & 07 days.

i

01

1. 01 day leave without pay vide OB No. 705 dt: 13.03.2004
2. 01 day leave without pay vide OB No. 810 dt: 27.10.2004
3. Warning be careful in future vide OB No. 2831 dt: 04.10.2004
4. 01 day leave without pay vide OB No. 2968 dt: 15.10.2004
5. 01 day leave without pay and E/Drill vide OB No. 200 dt; 14.01.2013
6. 01 day leave without pay vide OB No. 1281 dt: 12.04.2005
7. 01 day E/Drill vide OB No. 4040 dt: 10.11.2015
8. 01 day E/Drill vide OB No. 588 dt: 11.02.2013 

Minor Punishment
Nil

Major Punishment
1. Dismissed from service vide OB No.316 dated 19.01.2017 by SP/HQrs Peshawar 

and re-instated in his service vide OB No.2807 dated 13.09.2018 by SP/HQrs 
Peshawar

2. Dismissed from service vide OB No. 3314 dated 30.10.2018 by SP/HQrs 
Peshawar and re-instated in his service vide OB No.211 dated 17.01.2020 by 
SP/HQrs Peshawar

09. Punishment (Current)
• Awarded punishment of dismissed from service vide OB No. 

1493 dated 02.07.2020 by SP/HQrs Peshawar.

10. Leave Account

BalanceAvailed leavesTotal leave at his credit
700 Days20720 days

;
/

W/CCPO

// 8-
r.-


