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BEFORE KPK SERVICE TRIBUNAL PESHAWAR

S.A No. /2022

Irfan Khan S/0 Jehangir Khan, 

Ex Sub-Inspector / SHO,

Police Station Prang,

District Charsadda, Now 

Assistant Sub-Inspector 

FRP Hqrs: Peshawar................ Appellant

VERSUS

1. District Police Officer, 

Charsadda.

2. Regional Police Officer, 

Mardan, Region Mardan.

3. Provincial Police Officer, 

KP, Peshawar................ Respondents

»< = ><»< = >0< = >0<=:><:>

APPEAL U/S 4 OF SERVICE TRIBUNAL ACT. 1974

AGAINST OB. NO, 265 DATED Q4-03-2Q22 OF R. NO.

01 WHEREBY MAJOR PUNISHMENT OF REVERSION

TO THE RANK OF ASSISTANT SUB-INSPECTOR FROM

THE RANK OF SUB^INSPECTOR WAS IMPOSEP'UPQN 
HIM OR OFFICE ORDER NO. 4^89-92/ES DATED 23-

0_6_!:2022 of R, no. 02 WHEREBY DEPARTMENTAL

APPEAL OF_ APPELLANT WAS REJECTED OR OFFICE
ORDER NO. 2874-80/22 DATED 25-11-2Q22 OF R.

NO. 03 WHEREBY REVISION / MERCY PETITION OF

APPELLANT WAS REJECTED. YET PERIOD WAS

SPECIFIED FOR TWO YEARS FOR NO LEGAL
REASON.

O < =5 >»< = ><:>< = > < = > O



' ^
I 2

Respectfully Shewefh!

1. That on 05-01-2022, Mst. Fehmida wife of Wisal R/o Saeed Gul 

Quarters Charsadda submitted application to appellant, that Wasif 

S/0 Mujahid R/O Gulabad Sardheri without permission entered in 

to her house started altercation, became annoyed, beated her and 

open pistol and threatened for killing. He be arrested and legal 
action against him be taken. The said application was marked to 

ASI Fazal Nabi for necessary action on the said date. (Copy as 

annex "A")

That on 17-01-2022, Murasla was scribed by ASI Wajid Khan at 

DHO Hospital Charsadda under section 302/34 PPG for killing the 

said Mst. Fehmida and Mst. Amina. Bacha Khan S/o Asiam Khan, 

Kashif S/o Mujahid Khan were charged for the commission of 

offence by Wisal Khan S/o Behramand Khan. (Copy as annex "B")

That the said Murasla* was incorporafed in to FIR Noc 34, dated 

17-01-2022, PS Praang, under section 302/34 PPG. Complainant 
Wisal khan reported the matter to SHO as under:-

He was present in village Hamid Gul, got information of the 

incident that his wife Mst. Fehmida and her sister-in-law, 

Amina are lying dead in his home. He, after completion of 
investigation and satisfaction, charged accused Bacha Khan S/o 

Asiam Khan and Kashif Khan S/o Mujahid Khan". (Copy 

"C")

2.

3.

Mst.

as annex

4. That on 21-01-2022, appellant was suspended from service for in
efficiency and charge of corruption. (Copy as annex "D")

That on 26-01-2022, the iegal heirs of Mst. Fehmida deceased 

patched up the matter with accused was Wasifullah S/o Mujahid 

Gul, Muhammad Khadim Uilah S/o Mehmood Khan and Izzat Ullah 

S/o Safdar All. It seemed that their names have become 

surface in the matter during investigation of police. ^ (Copy as 

annex "E")

5.

on
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6. That on 26-01-2022, appellant

Notice by R. No. 01 with allegation that he
was served with Show Cause 

while posted as SHO 

Khan, etc, being irrelevant 

and favored accused 
best known to him which act was contrary to 

the rules and discipline by indulging in gratification and unfair 

means. (Copy as annex “F")

PS Praang charged accused Badshah 

instead of accused Wasif in the said FIR 

Wasif for the reason

7. That on 27-01-2022, after patching Op the 

party, the said Badshah Khan submitted appiication before 

01 for initiating legal proceedings against appellant by misusing 

his power and facilitated real culprits, so he be proceeded legally 

for the same. (Copy as annex "G")
[

That on 03-02-2022, appellant submitted reply to the Show Cause 

Notice by denying the allegations relying upon the contents of the 

Murasla and FIR. (Copy as annex

That on 11-02-2022, R. No. 01 served 

Sheet and Statement of Allegations 

contained in the Show Cause Notice. (Copy as annex 'T")

10. That the said charge sheet was replied by appellant in the 

aforesaid manner as of Show Cause Notice. (Copy annex "J")

matter with accused 

R. No.

8.

9.
appellant with charged

on the same charges

11. That inquiry in to the matter was initiated and after completing 
the same, the Inquiry Officer submitted enquiry report before the 

authority on 28-02-2022 and recommended appellant for suitable

punishment under KP Police Rules, 1975. ASI Fazal Nabi 
found guilty for not taking prompt action 

application/complaint of Mst. Fehmida. (Copy as annex "K")

was also 

on the written

12. That on 03-03-2022, appellant was served with Final Show Cause 

Notice on the aforesaid allegation which was replied by denying 

the same as was done in the Show Cause Notice-and charge 

sheet. (Copies as annex "L" & "M")

13. That on 04-03-2022, major punishment of reversion from the 

rank of Sub-Inspector to the rank of Assistant Sub-Inspector 

Imposed upon the appellant by R. No. 01. (Copy
was

as annex "N")
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1-^. That on 16-03-2022; appellant submitted comprehensive 

I representation before R. No. 02 for restoration to the original rank 

of Sub Inspector with ail consequential benefits. (Copy 

■0")
as annex

15. That on the representation of appellant, De-Novo enquiry

conducted by SP (Inv) Mardan on the direction of R. No. 02 and 

then he was recommended for nninpr punishment vide enquiry 

report dated 27-05-2022. (Copy as annex "P")

That representation of appellant was rejected on 23-06-2022 by 

R. No. 02 for no lega) reason, despite the fact that he 

recommended for minor punishment. (Copy as annex "Q")

That in the progress report, appellant has shown his efficiency as 

SHO of the PS since June, 2021 tijl January, 2022. (Copy as 

annex "R")

was

16.

was

17.

18. That on 05-07-2022, appellant submitted Revision / Mercy 

Petition before R. No. 03 which was rejected on 25-11-2022. 
(Copies as annex "S" & ”T")

Hence this appeal, inter alia, on the fpllowjng grounds:

GROUNDS!

That the matter was reported to:the Police Station by complainant 
Wisal Khan, husband of deceased Mst. Fehmida and appellant

a*
was

legally bound to register FIR as per his versions and not
otherwise.

b. That no favoritism was made to anyppe by appellant in the 

matter. ‘

That very strange, in the Show Cause Notice and Charge Sheet, 

R. No. 01 leveled allegations of ]n-eff}ciency and corruption 

against appellant and not of influence of someone. In the 

statements recorded by Inquiry Officer, Iftikhar Ali, Kashaf, 
Wasifullah, Khadim Jan, etc. stated in categorical manner. That 

gratification was ever made to appellant.

c.

no
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That when none demanded any gratificatipn, then how appellant 
was termed guilty.

d..

e. That recommendation of I.O In respect of appellant was in total 
disregard of the statements of both the parties recorded in the 

matter.

f. That no opportunity of cross examination over the witnesses 

ever provided to appellant, being mandatory, 

punishment was suggested by the Inquiry Officer for appeilant.

was
No ■ rnajor

g. That appellant carried out all the proceedings according to 

law/ruies and no negligence, in-efficiency or dishonesty was 

shown nor was pointed out by the I.O in the inquiry report.

That Murasla was scribed by ASI Wajid Khan in DHQ Hospital 

Charsadda by compiainant Wisaj Khan duly verified by Khadim 

Jan. Appellant only converted Murasla in to FIR as per Law.

h.

That the authorities miserably failed to take the stance of 
appellant narrated in the Show Cause Notice and Chargd Sheet 
but with closed eyes passed replies the impugned orders which 

not only sustainable under the law but are against the rules.are

That former / first enquiry dated 28-02-2022 and subsequent 

enquiry dated 27-05-2022 created doubts in resp'ect of 
punishments and then benefit of doubt shall go In favor of 
appeilant and not to the department. He shall be exonerated from 

the base less charges.

k. That no personal hearing was afforded to appellant so both the 

orders are not per the mandate of law rather based on rpalafide 

and discrimination while the impugned orders of the respondents 

are not per the mandate of law.
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It is, therefore^ most humbly prayed that on acceptance of 
the appeal, orders dated 04--03-2022, 23-06-2022 and 25-11- 

2022 of the respondents be set aside and appellant be restored to 

the rank of Sub-Inspector with aii consequentiai benefits, with 

such other relief as may be deemed, proper and just in 

circumstances of the case.

Appellant

Through

Saadullah Khan Marwat

C w
Arbab Saiful Kamal

Dated; 12-12-2022 Amjad [Maw^ 

Advocates

*
C E R T I F I C A T F/

!As per instructions of my client, S. A. No. 1096/2022 has earlier 

been filed by the appellant before this Hon'ble Tribunal which 

withdrawn as Revisional order came into force by modifying the 

impugned / former orders.

was

V.
Advocate

AFFIDAVIT

I, Irfan Khan S/0 Jehangir Khan, Ex Sub Inspector / SHO, Police Station 

Pftang, District Charsadda, Now Assistant .Sub-Inspector FRP Hqrs: 
Peshawar (appellant), do hereby solemnly affirm and declare that 
contents of Service Appeal are true and correct to the best of 
knowledge and belief

my

deponent
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adda (the then SHQ Ps p

SghaU
authority underi

competent 
y. serve you, SI 

^ang)^ as Ibllovv;

■ i Jrfan Kh

You SI Irfan Khan, 
" BacHa khan etc
Mujahid r/o Sheikhan

FIR No:34 dated 

accused Wasif for the

while posted 
being irrelevant

as .SHQ PS Pr
aJig, charged accused .

accused instead of accused Wasif s/o
IV 1 2022. / o '’y “"’Plainant'i

°"2^/s 302/34 PPC:ps.p,^„^

to you. Your this

Abad Sardheri as
in the

favoured 

act is not only
your indulgence in

reason best known
Mntrary to the- ruies and 

■ gratification and
c^iscipline but also ’ shows

unfair means.

2.

' L as competent , 
-™‘' »“ m=Mo„rt- Under the- above

• As a '
y decided to impose 

mentioned rules.
• 3. . You 3^re therefore

not be imposed 

- -in. person-. -

required, to-' show

. upon you aji’d also i
• penalty should capse as to (-.he aforesaid 

intimate whethedesire to be heard i
r >'ou

4. If no reply to this notice is r

normal course of circumt^fo
. itshaiJ'be

put m and in that

i

received within se'.'in the 

no defen'se 

against you.

ven 07-days of ifo delijvery.
presumed .that you h'ave.-

Parte action, shallcase as ex-
be taken.

SOHAIl|, iflSAIJD
■ ^^2™ct^olice Opf 

04ARSADDA

IPSPJ

fCER-
/PA Dated Jl^/±1/2022

I
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. OFFICE OF THE

Thai you SI Irfan Khan, while posted a«;‘^wn no D
accused Bacha Khari etc bein^ irrelevant Ir T- •"®-' ,

the case FIR No. 34 d^cd ,7 n, .noT Complainant in
.- '’^^ofed accused Wasif for the reason'd I'^ ^ 302/34 RPC PS Prang and-

■ 2. You aro therefore, directed to submit your written defense

Officer, Sheet to the
. 3. Your written defense, if any should reach to

Within the specified period, in 
that you have

1975
I,

■ . !••

•i
. ;

> •

was

1

i
i

i

within . 
Enquiry

— to the enquiry bfficcr
case of failure, it ahafi be presumed

no defense to put-in and in that 
- against you.

whether you desired to be heard in

I

case an ex-parteaction shall follow 
:' 4. Intimate:

person. ;,:■••:•

r'i

.DiSI IdCI* PjoLlClS OPFiClCR 
•Cmar&Adda

(
:
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i
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. OFFICE OF TOE
district POLICE OFFICER, ClrlARSADDA 
PHONE# 091-9220400 FAX#p91-9220401 

EMAIL: chEirsaddadoo@vahoo.com

1'

. ,! \ •

f
■i:DISCIPLINARY ACTION UNDER KPK POLICE RULES -1975 '

Sohail Khalid, District Police Officer Charsadda, as
competent authori^ am of the opinion that SI Irfan lOiEin, has rendered 
himself liable to be proceeded ag^nst as he has comitted the following 
acts/omissions within the meaning of section -02 (iii] of KPK Police 
Rules-1975.

-! ,iy
A

• f

STATEMENT OF ALLEGATIONS
That, he SI Irfan Khan, while posted as SHO PS Prang, pharged 

accused Bacha Khan etc-being irrelevant accused instead of accused Wasif 
s/o Mujahid r/o SheUchan Abad Sardheri as nominated by Complainant in 
the case FIR No. ,34 dated I7.6l.2022 u/s 302/34 PPG PS Prang and 

I. ' favored accused Wasif for the reason best known to him. His act is not only 
' contrary to the rules and discipline bxit. also ‘ shows his indulgence in

show cause notice wasigratification and unfair means. In this regard a
issued to him but reply to the show cause notice was found unsatisfactory.

misconduct on his part, wsurantingThis amounts to grave
. Departmental, action against him.

scrutinizing the conduct of tlie said official, Mr..For, the purpose
Sajjad lOian SP Investigation Charsadda,. is hereby deputed to conduct 

departmental enquiry against the aforesaid official, as contained in 
of the afore mentioned rules. The enquiry officer Eiftcr

. I

.*:•
. proper

• section -6 (1) (a) ........ . ,,n»
completing all proceedings shall submit his verdict to this office within (10)

•days. SI Irfan Khan, i.s directed to appear before the enquiry officer on the • 
time and placed fixed by the later (enquiry officer) a slalr.mcnt of

7 '
,1

'1-..
date,

•• charge sheet is attached herewith.
■ ■'

\ a\ I
I

A
District PckiEE Ofrcer

CMARtoDA ,
■ • .

■ . • No. I '■ I /HC,.dated Charsadda the ■^\J202'2

Sajjad Khan SP Investigation Charsadda (Enquiry Oflicer)
CC:’ I-

I;1. Mr.
2. SI Irfan IChan

I

;•
/ j

11
\1

V,

■■I

A.
■ -r . •

;
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DEPARTMENTAL ENQUIRY AGAINST 51 IRFAN KHAN ffHE THEN SHO PS PRANG), 
PRESENTLY POUCE LINES CHARSADDA.

I

The . instant enquiry against .51 Irfan Khan . was. ordered vide Endst: 
.0. 191/HC dated 11-02-2022, with the allegation that he while posted as SHO PS Prang 

charged accused Bacha Khan etc being irrelevant accused instead of accused Wasif s/o 
. Mujahid r/p Sheikhan Abad Sardheri as nominated by complainant in the case FIR No. 34 

datedl7.01.2022 u/s 302/34 PPG PS Prang and favored accused Wasiffor the reason best 
• known to him. His act is not only contrary to rules and discipline but also shows his 

ind uigence in gratification and unfair means. In this regard a show cause notice was issued 
, to him liut reply to the same was found un-satisfactory.

i

i. i

•M..

il
He was charge sheeted to'-gather with staterheht of allegations and the 

. undersigned was nominated as enquiry officer. ,

>: PROCEEPINGS:-

■ During the course of enquiry, the alleged Sllrfan Khan was called to the 
• office of the Undersigned.. He was heard in persbn and his statement was recorded.

> Statement of Si Irfan Khan (the then SHO PS Prang);

• •
■ T 

; it-!

i

He stated that on the day of occurrence complainant Wisal s/p Behramand .

r/o Merzaga'n Prang (husband of deceased Mst: Fahmeeda) in the presence of Khadim Jan 
(brother of deceased ladies) and others close relatives, were present in Casualty DHQ : :

. Hospital Charsadda, made report to ASl Wajid Khan regarding murder agairistthe accused 
Bacha Khan s/o Aslam and Kashif s/o Mujahid .Upon which ASI Wajid drafted Murasiia,

which was duly supported by Khadim Jan (brother of both the deceased). Reside it. the 
also narrated the . said statement before the media

i

I

■ ' i(.said Khadirn Jan
• group/representatives, already,present there. (Video clipping available) which supported 
the version of FIR. Further stated that at the time of lodging FIR, the complainant neither 
disclosed the name of Wasif nor any other relative disclosed name of the said Wasif or 
other person while drafting murasiia, as to mention his name as accused In the Mufaslla.
As far as Investigation of the case is concerned, during 1“ Zemni report, accused-Wasif

(nephew of both deceased) was associated in Investigation process and then he was 
properly charged/arrested In the case. Later-on the accused was released on bail by the

r
:a

:
*)

i■

;
i'L >

Court on the basis of compromise.
He further stated that being posted as SHO PS Prang, he performed ail the

proceeding according to the Law/Rules and no negligence or dishonesty is involved on his 
part and Further requested that the instant charge sheet may kindly be filed please

:
i■ 'x

f

(statement at annexure-A).
During the course pf enquiry the following Police official, complainant and accused

also summoned to the office, they were heard in .person and their: parties were 
statements were recorded:- J-;

i. ASl.Wajid Khan PS Prang.
.ii. ■ ASIFazaiNabiPSPrang.

!HC Habib Ullah Moharrar PS Prang. 
..,iv. FCJehanzeb No. 1824.'■
• V. FC Kifayat No. 43G.
, ■ vi. 'FC Naeem No. 1673,

vii. • iFC Arshad No. 602. ( Casualty)

. iii.

;

;

:

;

!
I

‘ s
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> »
'2-0; ' >viii, 

• ix.
FC Fayaz No. 74.3; (Casualty) 
FC Fawad No. 485..'
FC Farman No. 443. 

xi. ' . FC Habib No.-1835. ■ '
. xii.

.'i,

V.
\

X.

FC Khan Muhammad.(DSB). ,• 
xiii., . Wisal Khan (complainant).

. xiv. Badshah Khan s/o Aslam Khan (accused), 
kashifs/o Mujahid Gul (accused).
Wasif iJllah (accused)

, xvii. •’ Khadim Ullah Jan (brother of deceased)
■ ' xviii. Iftikhar Ali [Jirga Leader)

I''.

yXV.
; xvi.

i .

:
' -i' :■■ ■

^ statement of Wisal Khah fcombiainant^i

He stated that on 05.01.2022 we were preserit in his .house, Wasif . .
• alongwith other person came to his house for killing his wife Mst: Fahmeeda and 

. sister-in-law Mst: Amina. In this regard he informed the local Police, they reached 
and taken to Police station, where lodged the report. Then they sifted to From 
village to Bhosa khel. On 17.01.2022 he was present at village Ghari Hameed Gul 
Mian in connection with the laboring, was informed that his wife and sister-in-law 

, were killed by someone and their dead bodie? are lying in the iiouse. He 
immediately reached home and found Mst: Fahmeeda and Amina were killed.The 
local Police were also present on the spot, he told the SHO that Wasif, Izaz and . 
Khadim Jan are his accused. The dead bodies were brought to Hospital where he 
also reported to the local Police against the accused WasiOzaz and Khadim Jan 
and fixed his finger on the report. After postmortem, he takes the dead bodies to 
the house Badshah khan my (wjfe-brother-in-law/humzulf). After 03 days the 

. ' Police nominated Badshah Khan for the offencd and later-on the elder of the
: ' locality namely Iftikhar etc came and agreed him for comproh\lse, he patched up ,

' the rnatter on the following condition.

.1. That the opposite party i.e Wasif will artange 2"'^ marriage for Wisal 
: (complainant) and bound for given a house, then compromise was 

affected by him. The stamp paper is available in the court.

Further stated that accused Kashif and Izaz were arrested by the Police ,
. .. while Wasif and Khadim Jan have got their BBA. The Jirga elders have assured him .

thattheyshall arrange 2"'’marriage as well as a house. (Statement at anriexure-B)..

■;

,'.v.

I

;,

i
:

I !
i

!'■

; •• 1

. i;:

\
i 1

I*

I-.
•xI

> Statement of Badshah Khahf Accused/applicant). :■

V
He has repeated his stance, (statement at annexure-C).

> Statements of ASl Waiid Khan. ASl Fazal Nabl and others Poiice offlcials. reveals 
that on the day of occurrence, complainant Wisal, Khadim Jan, (brother of both 
the deceased) and ail others close relatives of the deceased were present in the 
Casualty Hospital DHQ Charsadda^ The complainant, Wisal after proper

■ discussion/consultation with Khadim Uliah Jan has nomihated/charged accused 
Badshah Khan and Kashif for the commission of offence. Hence ASl Wajld Khan

I
drafted the Murasila, also read out in Pashto to the complainant and then sent to 
Police station through Constable Jehanzeb No. 1824. Upon which a proper case 

. vide FIR No. 34 dated 17.01.2022 u/s 302/34-PPC PS Prang was registered against
■ the above named nominated accused.

i

,1

■

X' ■

V.

i
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•> During.enquiry, it was found that deceased'-.^lst:-Fahmeeda, has 
already produced an application against the said Wasif etc: to the SHO PS Prang 
on 05.01.2022, which was marked to ASI Fazai NabI of PS Prang on same day, but 
the said ASi did not take any legal action in-time upon her complaint. Later-on the 

.■ said applicant (Mst: Fahmeeda) was killed, (statement at annexure-D).

Detail of family relation be^een the • deceased, complainant and • 
. accused party is as under:- .

>
k

J■i ' •
Narhe of deceased 
ladies

Relation with 
the complainant

S. No. Relation with 
the accused

!•*
Mst: Fahmeeda 1. (Sister-in-law of accused 

Badshah Khan) 
li.. (Sister of Khadim Jan) 
in. (maternal Aunty of Kashif) . 
iv. (maternal Aunty of Wasif)

1 Wife

•pi-.
!'

• :■

;
Amina2 Mst: 

(un-rharried)
Sister-in-law i. (Sister-in-law of accused 

Badshah Khan)
ii. (Sister of Khadim Jan)
iii. (maternal Aunty of Kashif) , 
Iv. '(maternal Aunty of Wasif)

. During the course of Investigation, accused . Wasif s/6 Mujahid and 
Khadim Ullah Jan was also charged/arrested In the case by the local Police, they

. later-on released on bail by the Court on the basis of compromiselCopy of Court 
order attached vide Annex: E). / ■ ,1

I

As per statements of Iftikhar Ali, kashif,. Wasif Ullah, Khadim Jan, that 
neither, any Police Officers/official had demanded nor they have given any illegal 
gratification to Police personnel. (Copy attached vide Annexure-F)

« •
r

[ .
I-.

.! .
Furthermore, Iftikhar AM being eider of the area/JIrga member, 

disclosed that he was also present with both the partiesfrom the day of occurrence 
until the Jirga process, SI Irfan Khan suggested both the complainant Wisal and 

• : .Khadim Ullah for the registration of the case..Then complainant Wisal after' 
discussion/consultation with Khadim Jan (brother of tJeceased), charged accused ■ 
Badshah Khan and Kashif for the murder of his wife Mst: Fahmeeda and his sister- 
in-law Mst: Amina. After^/days accused Wasif and.lzaz were charged. Later-on the I

/ matter was patched-up between the parties on compromise basis. He being Jirga 
elder paid an amount of Rs. 200,000/-(two iac) to accused Badshah Khan with one .
Sheep as "Ozar".

!■

'.'•vs.

; -

it is worth to mention here that on 23.02.2022 both the complainant 
and accused parties were called through telephone operator to appear before the 

ft undersigned for cross examination, but except the corriplainant Wisal and accused . 
Badshah Khan, the rest appeared, while Izaz and Wasif (accused party), shows their 
presence in district Mansehra.

On 24.02.022, they were again contacted, Badshah Khan.disclosed that 
• ■ -he has shifted to Michni ares, while phone nurnber of complainant Wisal was • • 

■ coming off.

:

|-

1.

!

;

■: • ^• ••
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, Accused Kashif and Iftikhar Ali "Jirga elder" stated on Oath that neither 
any Police officer has demanded any illegal gratificat ■ Iion from them nor they given. 

During the course of cross examination, ASI Wajid Khan disclosed that

r:

■ d ^ ■■ ■ '

he was present at Casualty; when Khadim Jan (brother of deceasedl'reached there, 

started crying that he wilT report regarding the I;
occurrence against accused 

Badshah Khan. In that time the said Khadam Jan also narrated the said story before 

the media group/representatives, present at Casualty DHQ Hospital. While

r .V
r*’

1.

■; complainant Wisal insisted that he will charge accused Kashif. Then they separated 

from the people and. made discussion with each other, and after discussion 

complainant Wisal charged both the accused i.e Kashif and Badshah Khan for the 

. commission of crime.

ii;.
r(

■ ■ t

FINDINGS.

That there was already an ill-well exist- between the deceased ‘ ,

Mst: Fahmeeda with her nephew accused. Waslf, as earlier on 

05.01.2022^she.submltted3napplIcationtQthe,SHOPSPrangagainstthe 

,, said accused (Wasif).

;

!
ii. That no legal action was taken in-time by the local Police upon the said

application/complaint, resultantly incident took place,(copy attached at

Annexure-G) . ; •

That applicatiori dated 05.01.2022 moved by deceased Mst: Fahmeeda, 

also supports the stance of complainant Wisal, as the complainant told 

the SHO that Wasif, Izaz and Khadim Jan are his accused but the SHO did 

. mot charged them. •

iv. That the 51 Irfan Khan influenced/cbnvinced the complainant for not 

charging the accused Wasif.

That SI Irfan Khan took advantage of his official position and provided 

undue favour to the accused Wasif etc. 

vi. That SI Irfan Khan was found guilty of the allegations levelled against him.

;
Ii V

r..
1

. -ni.,. I.

i.

i

1

V.
I
I

K.-.

V.

RECOMMENDATION:

Keeping In view the above facts/circumstance and statements recorded
reveals that: - r!

1':The allegations levelled against SI Irfan Khan (the then SHO PS Prang) has 

been proved/established. Therefore, he Is recommended for suitable 

punishment under KPK Police Rules-IBTS. : •

;
5

i

• i-
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^3
ii PSJ^^rang is found guilty for not taking Immediate action upon 

.the written application/complaint of Mst: Fahmeeda/as he also admitted in 
his reply thafhe takes the 
02-precious •. lives 
departmental action,

Submitted, please.

i:

as light. Due to his such gross negligence, 
were • expired. Thus he is recommended Tor strict

same i

ri#
;

i.
No / JPA SupefiWtendent of Police, 

Investigation, Charsadda.Dated ry-~< 72022!
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TTTNAT. show cause notice
.L

; Whereas, the-charge of negligence was referred to enquiry officer for General -
Police Proceedings, contained u/s 5(3) Police Rules 197.5,

AND
Whereas, the enquiry officer has submitted his findings.- recommending you

i

■ for suitable action.
AND . . _, .

■ Whereas, 1 am satisHed with thevrecommendation of the enquiry officer that , 
you SI Irta Khan, whUe posted as SHO PS Prang, Charged accused Bacha IChan etc being 

. irrelevant aeeUed instead of accused Wasif s/o Mujahid r/o Sheihhan Abad Sardhen as 
nominated by Complainant in the case PIR No. 34 dated 17,01.2022 u/s 302/34 PPC PS 

d. accused Wasif for the reason best Ictiown to you. Your act is not only
indulgence .in gratification and

■ Prang and favore
contrary to the rules and discipline but also shows yur

a show cause notice was issued to you bufreply to the show.'' unfair means. In this regard a
. cause notice jwas found unsatisfactory.

, misconduct' and renders- you. liable fory-2. .Thus . the act amounts to gross 
: punishment, under Police Rules 1975.

Sohail Khalid, District Police Officer,. Charsadda in exercise of the 
e under rules 5(3) (a) (b) of Police Rules 1975. call upon you to..' 3.- Therefore, I 

. .powers 
,,'expla.in as

■; -“l^L pertaining to your dismissal .om service

. . taken ex-parte.

vested in me j
t|o why the proposed punishment may nofbe awarded to you.

undersigned within 07-days of receipt of this notice,
will bo

the undersigned for personalat liberty to appear in person before• 5.- Yov: arc 
hearing. I !

DisTl^icT-PQi-icE OnnckK
CHy^SADDA ;

/
■.-> ,/HC- .I■ .No,^^

• Dated ■_ ■: j^/2022 .

!

I

i
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order
This order wilTdispose of die departrnehtai enquiry' against SI.Irfan' 

Khan,: While posted as SHO PS Prang. Charged . accused Baclin KJia'n etc being 

irrelcvani accused.instead of accused Wasif s/o Mujahid r/o Sheiklian Abnd Sardheri

as nominated by Complainant in tlie case FIR No. 34 dated 17.01.2022 u/s 302/34 

PPC PS Prang Etnd favored accused Wasif for the reason best knowTi. to him. Mis act is.

not only contrar)’ lo the rules and. discipline but also shows his indulgence in 

gralificalion and unfair means. In This regard a show cause notice was issued to him 

but reply to the. show cause notice was found unsaLisfactory". On the above 

aUcg;ation he was issued Charge Sheet together \viUi statement of allegations 

. under Sub Section 3, Section 5 of Police Rules 1975. Mr. Sajjad Khtin SP
!

Investigation Charsadda was nominated as inquiry'-officer for probing into the 

rhattcr by conducting departmental inquiry' against him and he after fuinilmcnt
of ciodal formalities has submitted his findings.

Subsequently,.SI Irfan.Khan, was issued Final Show Cause Notice U/S 

5(3yPo\ice Rules 1975 reply to which was received but found unsatisfactory'.
After going through Uie enquiry' papers nnd recommendation nf. the 

enquiry ofneer, wherein the officer has been found guilty hence he is hereby ‘ 

awarded the major punishment of revertion . to the substantive rank of/ 

Assistant Sub-Inspector with immediate effect.

;

) ■

t
:

: DlStRlCT-l^LICE OmCliR 
. . CHARSA.DDA

j

• :O.0 No.
Uy20'2'2 .

.No/n h'-i -f7 A - /HC.datcd Charsacldn iht: 7-V / d.3 /onb*?
cc. .

• Pav OlTcicr . . -

Dole I.

;
.M*' • I

..J.k

!

i
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a bio Ronlonnl PblicG Officer NIarclan. Rogion 1 IVlard^;iRninro Iho Hon

• Proper Channel

DcpnrlmciUal ApnGal u/r 11f2^ of PoHcq RuIos 1975 fAmondod 201_41, 
nnMnst tho Imnuaned order. Passed by Worthy DPO Charsadda vlde.prd_er 
Nn.774-7fi/HC dated D4.Q3.2022.

Through;

Respected Sir,

appellant ■respectfully prefers-this appeal against the-impugned order of 
the following grounds, amongst others.-(Order is' enclosed

The:
Wonhy DPO Charsadda. inler-alia on 

• as AnnGxure*A).
I

PREIJIVIIMARIES: •

per rule 6 of KPThe worthy inquiry, officer did not follow' prescribed procedure as 
Police Rules 1975 (Amended 2014) as no cross oppoiiunily was provided to the 

therefore contains legal infirmity and the finding report is void abinitio

1.

• ^ appellant
and Ceram non judice. Ihus not tenable. (Reliance is placed on reported

judgment2D05 PLC (CS) page 1544)
2. . As per rule 6 of police rule 1975, the .inqut'ry officer shall inquire into the

. charge and may examine such oral or documentary evidence In support of 
the charge or in defense of accused as may considered necessary and the
witnesses against him” no evidence In support of charge except witness Wisal - ‘

; Khan (Interested one and not eye witness) has been recorded as well no . 
opportunity of cross exarhination provided to appellant, nor hearing on day to 
day base was held and prescribed time limitation for conclusion of .inquiry was 
also violated hence the finding report is void-abl-nltio rather not sUstainable.

I

i

; it

The worthy inquiry officer with in the meaning of Rule 6(v) of rule 1975 had only 
to submit cogent grounds to connect the appellant with alleged charge but no, ; . 
around has so far been collected and brought, on reebrd, therefore; . 
recommendation of Inquiry officer is without jurisdiction and that too not provided 
iindar the'Police Rulp.s1975.ComDetent authority/is .not bound to follow ,

: rnaort of Inquiry officer, was of recommendatory nature, as per reported 

judgement 2005 SCMR. page 1G1_0.

Personal hearing Is mandatory as per reported judgments 2005 PLC(CS) 1S82 
and 1997 PLC (CS) '810 but the appellant was not provided the opportunity of •

.. personal hearing to explain the circumstances behind.the'alleged charge, hence ' '

. rnnrtflmned unheard, therefore Whole proceedings involve much more '

irregularities I iileQalities'and imoucined order is not sustainable, under the eves • . „
of law, reliance is placed oh reported Judgement 1987 PLC(CS},page 870, :

5. ^ The impugned order is very much harsh and not reasonable.Quanlum'of 
punishmentmust appropriate, compatible and reasonable, hav/lrtg been

3.
I

'i

,1|i

-i-:
'4.:

;
t:

i

•:
Scanned with CamScanner

I
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ohsuHviHl l^v l«nrn<jfl 'Uipnrlor r.oiirl In roportnrJ jiitlfjmont 19Q8 PLC
■ (CS),|):^n[^ 170,.

I he-npiipllonl h.Ms boGn Iraalari discriminaicly, "involving infringQrriGnt'of rights,

. llinrckiro, ttie avjarclod punishment in principle violates Pakistan Conslilution 
I973 and prevailed laws, ■

Reliance is placed on 2005 PLC {CS)1559: Fault of appellant at the most- 
coLild be turned as negligence (the appellant though do not accede/admit) 
for which a minor penalty would suffice.Appellant had mdre.than 10 
years with clean record of service as low paid subordinate which also 
deserves due consideration before imposition of major penalty under given 
circumstances.

The recorded evidence before worthy inquiry officers, If nakedly examined 
there is nothing to establish the charges I.e favor to WIsal and receiving of 
illegal gratification. The worthy Inquiry officer, only condemned the 
appellant for not taking action on the application, submitted on 05.01.2022 

. by deceased party againstAA/asif, it is sworn that the same application was 
not In notice and knowledge of appellant, rather brought In notice by PS 
staff.

(v

( .

.^8:

ON FACTS:

i. Short facts are that accused, Bacha khan etc were booked vide FIR No.34 dated

■ ‘17.01.2022 u/s 302/34 PPG by PS Prang instead of accused Wasif, thereby ' 
favored him .(Wasif) through gratification and unfair means. ;

The appellant was issued charge sheet for act of misconduct which was properly ' 
answered but not considered by worthy Inquiry officer, as well worthy authority 
DPd Charsadda.(Copy attached as Annexure-B)

.iii.: .. On submission of finding report by worthy Inquiry officer SP (Investigatiori • • '

Charsadda), the authority without going into Ihe merits of the case, passed the 
impugned order dated 04.03.2022 and awarded major punishment of 

, reversion to the substantive rank of AS!. '

GROUNDS OF APPEAL:

i The'impugned orderof.DPO Charsadda. Is assailable onThefollowing grounds. . ’■ ’■

•, i 1, The impugned orders are unjust, unlawful and without authority hence edram non 
, judice and void abeneliol

. • 2, • The inquiry proceedings have not been conducted as per law, within the meaning of •
■ police rules 1975 and.due to procedural lapses, irregularlties/illegalities, the finding 
report is not tenable. . '

• 3, The 'alleged charge is not justifiable and is considerable ori the following few stances:--
I

i. As per record, the double murder occurrence was reported to ASl wajid khan

in DHQ hospital Charsadda by complainant Wisal khan, duly verified by 
■ ; khadim jan which^was incorporated in the shape of .murasilla and dispatched 

to police station Prang for registration of

•i

■

case and FIR was registered

Scanned with CamScaniier
1.!
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nccordinn^y* What does law on tho subject spoak/provida, which could 
be Innorod or olhorwiso. section 154 CrPC roads as under;.

"Evory Information rolatlng to commission of a cognizable offence, if 
given orally to an officer In charge of police station, shall bo reduced to 
writing by him or under has direction and be road over to the Informant 

and every such Information whether given In writing .or reduced to 

writing as aforesaid shall be signed by the person, giving if Report was 
lodged lo AS! wajid khan and as per legal, process case was registered , 
against nominated accused, which did not contain any malafide or favor to 
any body else,The appeilanl as such is not involved in the process from 
report of the complainant up to registration of case hence is Innocent. 

(Murasilla is attached as annexure-C)

ii. Total 18 witnesses have been examined wherein only Wisal, not present on 
the spot have charged the complainant namely Wasif, Izaz, khadim jan who 
were arrested in the case without .delay but none of the witness in the 

• .statement brought eye witness ^account, supporting the act of illegal 
gratification, having been received by the appellant'or any favor accorded . 
What does police rules 1934 speaks about the act of illegal 

gratification.Needless to say that corruption charge I persistent 

. corruption requires solid materials but here on record, nothing in 

support is available. Rules regarding proceedings against Police 

. Officers reported to be corrupt or involved In corrupt practices, 

attractrules 16.39 r/w 16.16 PR 1934 wherein corruption record is 

• required to be maintained on personal file, character role or fauji 

-missal and attested copy thereof shall be furnished,to the Police 

Officer concerned, but such record has not been maintained oris 

not available against me hence the act of gratlficatlon/brief does •
I • I

not carry legal footings.

i.

Findings of worthy inquiry officer is based on hearsay as no direct or indirect 
evidence has been collecled or brought on record to connect the appellant 
with alleged misconduct (2005 PLC (C.SJpage 559)

lo. clarify lhal worthy inquiry ofncer.in his finding report has observed ' 

that accused Kashif and jirga elder Iflikhar Ali stated on oath that neither any 
police officer has demanded iflegai gralifcation from them nor they giveh so ■ 

surprising situation that he (Inquiry officer) In recommendation 
stance that allegation against appellant has been proved/ established 
and recommended suitable punishment.

III.

Iv. . Worth

whal a

Since the appellant has Joined this august force, heV,
performed dedicaledly

honestly, efficiently and to the entire satisfaction of 
penally shall cause

superiors. The awarded
Irreparable loss to the appellant and his family.

Scanned with CamScannen
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. vi. ■ The nppc:llrin( bclonos lo middle clnss fnmily, the service is' his only source of- .•
. . corning nnd .llic nv^/nrrlcd petially In roductlon of rank shall .be huge 

(innneini loss (o him, his enrrier ns well family repute, for no good reasons,
■ : . hence requires sympnlhctic consideration. ...

.'1 Tlic’ie is not nn iota of evidence, recorded by worthy, inquiry-officer who couid link' or |
coiinec:l. the nppolliinl wiHi the alleged charges L.e. receipt of gratification and favor to 

accused Wosif, the finding report is based on.surmises and conjectures.
L\ The whole inquiry proceedings'and the report based thereupon .are based on 

nv-jlafide, partiality and the impugned order dated 04.03.2022 has been passed in 

clandestine manner, total disregard to the available record,.the law and rules-on the 

-. 'subject, the norms of justice and'fair play. '
PRAYER .

: /

ApropoSj it is humbly prayed that by. accepting this appeal, the "Impugned order dated

04.03.2022 (reduction in rank to the post of ASI) may very kindjy be set aside and restore to 

■previous status to the rank of St. tomieet the ends of justice.

!y yours . 'i- . Since

Ex-SI Irfan khan :, 

(Appellant) \

I

!
\

I

■ k

I

/

i

I

i

: ;Scanned with CamScannen
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P 3

OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 
, INVESTIGATION ^ iPOLICEOF

MARDAN.
Phone No. 0917-9230121 
Fax No. 0917-9230121

■y

Emaii.
Dated: 27-05-2022No. 303/PA/Inv;

The Regional Police Officer, . 

Mardan.
•'•To:

DEPARTMENTAL ENQUIRY AGAINST Si IRFAN KHAN
SHQ PS PARANG DISTRICT

Subject: .
fNOW ASIY THEN
CHARSADDA.

I

:Memo:
Kindly refer to your office diary No. 2690/ES dated 04-04-2022,

on the subject cited above.
The enquiry in hand was entrusted to undersigned by the Worthy

Regional Police Officer, Mardan vide his office diary No. 2690/ES dated 

for conducting . De-Novo enquiry proceedings against 
officer . A5I Irfan Khan the then SHO PS Prang district

04-04-2022 

delinquent
Charsadda Facts leading to the issues in question are as under:-

BRIEF HISTQRY:-
SI Irfan Khan while posted as then SHO Prang District.Whereas,

Charsadda charged accused Bahkan being irrelevant accused instead of 

accused Wasif s/o yiujahid r/o Sheikhan Abad Serdheri as nominated by
I

!

complainant in case vide FIR No. 34 dated 17-01-2022 u/s 302/34 PPC 

and favored accused Wasif for the reason best known to him, 
only contrary to rules and discipline but also shows his 

: indulgence in gratification" and unfair means. In this regard a Show 

Cause Notice was issued to him but reply to the same was found

PS Prang 

..His act is not

unsatisfactory. 
He. was served Charge Sheet and the enquiry was marked to 

SP/Inv: Charsadda wherein in the light of enquiry proceedings he 

found guilty and punished with the reversion of rank. (51 to ASI)
connection the alleged officer submitted an appeal for

was

In this
lenience to the worthy Regional Police Officers, Mardah.

.1

i
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PROCEEDlNtSS:-
To .ascertain the ' facts enquiry was xdnducted into the; matter ; 

against.ASI Irfan Khan the then SHO PS.Prang, on account of the above
against him . and ■ thev.>followlng relevant :;ai!bgations leveled 

officers/officials & personnel were :surnnnoned and heard in the Office of
. uridersigned and .their- statement 'and cross examinations were

I

•recorded.
1. ASl Irfan Khan the then SHO Prang....
2. ASI Fazal Nahi Khan .PS Prang

' 3. ASI \Wa3id PS Prang. ;
• 4. LHC Habib Ullah :Moharrir PS Prang. ;

: 5. LHC Irshad M,M PS Prang. .
■ 6: LHC Arshad No. 602 (Casualty)

: . \ 7. IftikharAl'i'CJirga Leader) : •
Kashif ullah s/o Mujahid Gur (accused),8.-

Badshah Khan and Wasif Khan were time and )

before the undersigned (DD
, . While Khadim Ullah 

. again contacted but failed to appear
i;

reports are attached)
•i

PACTS AND FINDING:-
found:.that the- deceased MstDuring ;the course of enquiry,,it .was

already--produced and application against the said AA/aslf
Fahmeeda has ...
etc to the SflO PS Pran.g-on 05-01-2022 which was.marked to ASI Fazal

day but the said ASI did not take anyNabi of PS Prang on the.-same 

legal action . in time upon 

.(Mst. Fahmeeda.) was kilied. ^

her complaint... Later on the said applicant

Accused .\W.asif s/o Mujahid andDuring' the course ..of-Investigation
were also charged :/arrested'In the said case by the

the basis of

;!
Khadim Ullah. Jaan '

■ Police. Later on they were released oh bail by the court on
attached. As per. statements; . ’ compromise copy of court; orders are

neither any Police Officer/ Official '
■ 'given ahy illegal gratification to Police Personnel

i

had demanded nor any body havei

< .
!

Iftikhar All being elder . of - the area . /, Jigra. member
) present Wlth both the .parties from the day of

SI Ilf ah Khan .suggested both • the

.Furthermore/ 
disclosed that he was also
occurrence until the jlrga- process
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and Khadimullah for the registration. of case. Then 

dlscusslon/consultation with Khadim Oaan
cpmplalnt Wlsa! 
complainant Wisal after 
(Brother of deceased) charged accused Badshah Khan and Kashlf for 

tine murder of his wife Mst Fahmeeda and his sister in law Mst; Amina, 
ifter 3/4 days accused Wasif and Izaz were also charged. Later on the 

matter was patched up between the parties on compromise basis. He 

tieing Jirga elder paid an amount of Rs. 200,000/- (Two Lac) to accused

Badshah'Khan with one sheep as"0^ar". .

examination ASI Wajid Khan and LHCDuring the course of cross 
Arshid No. 602, disclosed that they were present at casualty, when 

brother of deceased reached there and started crying thatKhadim Jaan
he will report the occurrence

time they said Khadim Jaan 
media group / representatives, present at casualty DHQ Hospital 

. While complainant Wisal insisted that he will charge accused

against accused Badshah Khan, at that 

also narrated the said story before the

Charsadda 

Kashlf and Badshah Khan for the offence.

RFCQMMENDATIONlr
statement of. all concerned, factsKeeping in view the 

circumstances and materials available on record the undersigned came 

that the, allegation leveled against the defaulter officerto the conclusion-
ASI Irfan Khan are not proved as nothing could come to surface to

an Irrelevantthe involvement of the said officer in charging 

. However, being posted as SHO he was under obligation to take

the application submitted by Mst. Fahmeeda deceased as
is not plausible

substantiate

person
legal action on
his stance regarding unawareness of the said application

As it is the formost duty of SHO to dorather bereft of any substance, 
take into consideration all applications filed directed to him are marked

this count the appellant is

I

. to his subordinate for proceeding; Hence, on
recommended for awarding Minor Punishment if agreed please.

Sd/-
SP (Inv) MARDAN.i

. !



1'

a :Sh ^ 3

ORDER
This order will dispdse-off the departmental appeal preferred by AS! Irfan 

Charsadda :District against the order of District Police Officer, 

awarded major punishment of reduction in rank from Sub 

ASI vide OB; No. 265 dated 04.03.2022. The

Khan No.. P/462 of
. Charsadda. whereby he was 

Inspector to his. .substantive rank of
proceeded against departmentally pn'the allegations that he while posted

. District Charsadda, charged accused Bacha. Khan etc being ^ i 

of accused Wasif s/o Mujahid resident of Sheikhan Abad 
FIR No. 34 dated 17.01.2022 u/s 302/34-1

appellant was 
■ -as SHO Police Station Prang 

irrelevant accused -.iristead
• Sardheri as nominated by complainant in case 

■ ■ . PPG Police Station

best known to him.

Prang. District Charsadda and.favored.^ accused Wasif for the reason

In this regard a Show Cause. Notice was issued to him' bUt his reply was

received perused and found unsatisfactory.
Therefore, proper departmental-enquiry proceedings
issued Charge Sheet alongwith Statement of Allegations and Superintendent' 

of Polioe Investigation, Charsadda was nominated as Enquiry Officer, The Enquiry Officer 

formalities submitted his findings wherein he found the delinquent 

misconduct and recommended .him for suitable punishment. The

were initiated against

him. He was

after fulfilling coda)

Officer guilty for the ,
deceased Mst;^ Fahmeeda had submitted an application to SHO Prang (present appellant)

/in vyhich she had mentioned two names who wanted to ,kill her. However, no legal action

was taken as a result the said tragic incident took place. .
: He was issued Final Show Cause Notice. His reply to the Final Show Causd 

Notice was: received., perused and found unsatisfactory. Therefore, the District Police 

awarded'him major punishment of reduction in rank from SubOfficer, Charsadda
Inspector to his substantive rank of ASI vide office OB; No. 265 dated 04.03.2022.

' Feeling aggrieved from the order of District Police Officer, Charsadda, the,
sunimoned and heard in person in Orderly!

appellant preferred the instant appeal. He was
Room held in this office on 01.04.2022. ^

.Hence.'in order to make thorough probe into the issue, de-novo enquiry
■Mardan vide^proceedings were entrusted to the Superintendent of Police Investigation 

this, office, , endorsement No! 2690/ES dated 04:04;2022. The enquiry Officer after 

conducting thorough probe submitted his report vide his office letter No, .303/PA/lnv; dated 

therein that the delinquent Officer being posted as SHO was under 

the application'submitted by deceased Mst; Fahmeeda, 

of the said application is not plausible rather bereft

. ./ 27.05.2022-stated

obligation to take legal action on
and his stance regarding unawareness

•. t

% '
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ded that it Is the foremost duly of 

arKed to his subordinates
substance. The enquiry Officer further recommen

applications filed directly to him
„,» «.pp*« »«'»_

of any 
SHO to 
for proceeding

or m
take action on all 

. Hence, '
summoned and heard in person

The appellant was again
07.06,2022 but this time too he failed to advance any cogent reason

held in this office on

Ip justify his innocence.
. It is worth

(deceased) wherein she had requested the 
taking legal action against accused Wasif as she fe 

not bother to take any action anL

filed by Mst; Fahmeeda 

SHO of the Police Station, for
mentioning that an application was

appellant being
feared that he would kill her but he did

took place and 02 precious lives 

that his subordinate l.e Head
d resultantly the murder

on this scoreilant cannot be exemptedwere lost. The appe the application of 

he was responsible
not taken the action onNabi No. 698 hadConstable Fazal

aforementioned deceased lady, as being

o, «pi». -
,ed lady against accused Wasif 

duty to take into consideration thaj 

d Wasif with the complainant.paitir 

, so therefore, 

murdered lady hersel|.

SHO Police Station Prang

.for eac
further added thatit is

named deceas t-,application was already filed by the above

and it was in full knowledge of the SHO and it was is
the involN/ement of accuse

application also and discuss
include that application in the

fir but he did not bother to do
and also to
ignoring a very important piece
Resultantly the accused wasif was given

. Based on the above, I, Yaseen Faroo^q, PS

find no substance in

given by theof evidence as
a huge favor.

Regional Police Officej’, 
the appeal, therefore, th^e

being the appellate authority
ted and filed, being bereft of any substance.

Wlardan, 

same is rejec
Orrfef Announced^

Regional Police Offii^er, 

Nlardan.

/o (T f2022.
Dated Wlardan the;

Copy fonwarded for info

District Police Officer, Charsadda
superintendent E-lllCPO/Peshawar.

^*****j

No. rmation and necessary action to the;- 
Peshawar.

Peshawar.
2.
3.
4,
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To,

The Provincial Police Officer, 

Kyber Pukhtoonkhwa, 

Peshawar.

Subject:
REVISION / MERCY PETITION AGAINST OB. NO.

OF DPQ CHARSADDA2fi5 DATED 04-03-2022
MAJOR PUNISHMENT OF REVERSION TOWHEREBY

THE RANK OF ASSISTANT SUB-INSPECTOR FROM TH^ 

SUB-INSPECTOR WAS IMPOSED UPONRANK OF
appellant or office ORDER NO, 4389-92/ES DATED
23r06-2022 REGIONAL POLICE OFFICja__MARDAN
WHEREBY DEPARTMENTAL APPEAL OF APPELLANT 

WAS REJECTED FOR NO LEGAL REASON^l

ResbectfuHv sir.
5 .

I *

That on 05-01-2022, Mst Fehmida ; wife of Wis3l ,i;R/Pa Saeedj; Gul 
Quarters Charsadda submitted application to appellant,;tha;t vyaSif:]S/0 

(yiujahid R/0 Gulabad Sardheri without permission;.entered; in-M her 

started altercation, became annoyed, beated ;.h;eri and ibpen

1.

house
pistol and threatened for killing. He be arrested rand'iIege!: attlon 

against him; be taken. The said application was :nn:arked.:tp. ASI .f;azai 

Nabi for necessary action on the said date.\

That-on 17-01-2022, Murasla was scribed by:ASi Wajid Khan at DHO2.
Hospital Charsadda under section 302/34 PPC for kiiling the said Mst. 

Fehmidq and Mst. Amina. Bacha Khan S/o Aslam .Khan, Ka^hif S/.o

charged for the commission pf pftenpe .by VV.isalMujahid., Khan were 

Khan S/o Behramand Khan.

Incorporated in to FIR No. 34, dated 17-6lThat the said Murasla was 

202.2, PS.Praang 

reported the matter to 5HO as under:-

3.
under section 302/34 PPC.^ Complainant Wisal 'khah

:

present in village Hamid Gul, got information of the incident"He was
that his wife Mst. Fehmida and her sister-^in-law, Mst. Amina'arh lying

after completion of investigation 'arid 

accused Bacha khan'S/o Aslafe khPn and kashlf
dead in his home. He, 
satisfaction, charged 

Khan S/o Mujahid Khan".

;
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/

That on 21-01-2022, appellant was suspended from service for in

efficiency and charge of corruption. .
4.

That on 26-G1-2022, the legal heirs of Mst. Fehmlda deceased patched 

up the matter with accused was Wasifullah S/o' Mujahid Gul, 
Muhammad Khadim Ullah S/o Mehmood Khan and Izzat Ullah S/o 

Safdar Ali. It seemed that their names have become on surface in the 

matter during investigation of police.

5.

That on 26-01-2022, appellant was served with Show Cause Notice by 

R, No. 01 with allegation that he while posted/as SHO PS Praang
' . . . I ' *

charged accused Badshah Khan, etc, being irrelevant instead of 

accused Wasif in the said FIR and favored accused Wasif for the 

reason best known to him which act was contraryto .the rules>:and 

discipline by indulging In gratification and unfair rmeans.

6.

1 .
11

That on 27-01-2022, after patching up the matter jwith; accused 

the said Badshah Khan submitted application before DPO Charsadda 

for initiating legal proceedings against appellant by misusing his power 

and-facilitated real culprits, so he be proceeded legajly for theisame.

7.

1;

That on 03-02-2022, appellant submitted reply to, the Show Cause
i ‘ I '• • '.'i ' ' - ‘

Notice by denying the allegations relying upon the'contents;of the

jviurasla and FIR.
1 .

that on- 11-02-2022, DPO Charsadda serv'ed appellant with charged 

Sheet and Statement of Allegations on the sanhe charges contained in
. . .' ■ ' ' - i ‘ > ‘-i;- i-"-'! ■-;

the Show Cause Notice.

that the said charge sheet Was replied by appdilaht ih-ttie aforesaid
y y-; . rn 'yj.

8.

I I,.

9.

10.
manner as of Show Cause Notice.

That inquiry in to the matter was initiated and after-completing the 

the Inquiry Officer submitted^- enquiry Tepbrt'"before:, the
11.

same
Authority on 28-02-2022 and recommended appellant for suitable

punishment under KP Police Rules, ,1975. ASI Fazai Nabi was also 

found guilty for not taking prompt , action 

application/complaint of Mst Fehmida. The said AST was also reverted 

to the post of Constable.

on' the written

ii-
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That on 03-03-2022, appellant was served with Final. Show Cause 

Notice on the aforesaid allegation which was replied by denying the 

same as was done in the Show Cause Notice arid charge sheet.

12.

That on 04-03-2022, major punishment of reversion from the rank of 
Sub-Inspector to the rank of Assistant Sub-Inspector was imposed 

upon the appellant by DPO Charsadda.:

13.

16-03-2022, appellant submitted comprehensive14. That on
representation before RPO Mardan for restoration to the original rank

t

of 51 with all consequential benefits.

That on the representation of appellant, De-Novo venquiry;:; was 

conducted by SP (Inv). Mardan on the direction ofi Regional Police 

Officer Mardan and then he was recommended for minor punishment 

vide enquiry report dated 27-05-2022.

15.

That representation of; appellant was rejected' on 23-06-2022 by 

Regional Police Officer Mardan for no legal reason, despite the fact that 

he was recommended for minor punishment.

; . i; iii:!:-1 i'li /
16.

.'"i H-'V;

•i 1.1 i

That in the progress report, appellant has shown his efficiency as SHO 

of the PS since June, 2021 till January, 2022. (Copy attached)

Hence this appeal, inter alia, on the following grounds.:

17.

i' I

; .'I

G R O u' N b S:

That the:matter was reported to the Police Station by .cpmpiainairi,^ 

Wisal Khan, husband of deceased Mst.^ i^ehmida pndi appellant^as 

legally bound to register FIR as per his versions and not otherwise. ■

That no favoritism was made to anyone by .appellahtiin/the^matter.f:, !!

a.

b.

That very strange, in the Show Cause Notice and Charge Sheet, DPO 

Charsadda leveled allegations of in-efficiency.and'corruption against 
appellant arid not of influence of someone. In the statements recorded 

by Inquiry Officer, Iftikhar Ali, Kashaf, Wasifullah, Khadim Jan, etc.

c.

;
stated in categorical manner. That no gratification was ever made to

'1 ■■'iii

appellant.
, f .

That when none demanded any gratification, then! howcappellant was 

termed guilty.

■: "lO' iv 1
'I

d.!
i; ' i I'l '..n.i

i
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y
That recommendation of I.O in respect pf appellant was In total 
disregard of the statements of both the parties recorded in the matter.

e.

That no opportunity of cross examination .over the witnesses was ever 

provided to appellant, being mandatory. No major punishment was 

suggested by the Inquiry Officer for appellant .

f.

That appellant carried out all the proceedings according to law/rules 

and no negligence, in-efficiency or dishonesty was shown nor was
• i

pointed out by the I.O in the inquiry report.

g-

That Murasla was scribed by ASI Wajid Khan- in DHQ Hospital 
Gharsadda by complainant Wisal Khan duly verified': by'Khadlm Jah. 

Appellant only converted Murasla In to FIR as per Law.

h.

That the authorities miserably failed .to take the, stance df^ appellant 

narrated: in the Show Cause Notice and-Charge Sheet but with closed 

eyes passed replies the impugned orders which are not only 

sustainable under the law but are againsbthe rules.
(

That former / first enquiry dated 28-02-2022 and subsequent enquiry 

dated 27-05-2022 created doubts in respect of punishments and then
]•

benefit of doubt shall go In favor of' appellant and not to' the 

departrhe'nt. He shall be exonerated from'the base less'charges.

that-no personal hearing was afforded to appellant so both the orders 
are not per the mandate of law rather based' oh hnaiafi'd'e ahci 

discrimination.

k

It is, therefore, most humbly prayed that on acceptance of the
Revision / Mercy Petition, order dated 04-03-2022 and 23-06-2022 of

L - it::
the respondents be set aside and appellant be restored to the rank of 

Sub-Inspector with all consequential benefits.
I

Appellant

; .:i

'iffan Khan S/Q^Jehang'if Khan, •I

Ex Sub-Inspector / SHO, 

Police Station Prang,
. r,l .. jr UU;;

District Char.sadda,. Now.
■'••■I ' I ■ Jl

: '

, Assistant 5ub:Inspe.ctor;
, 1 . •'..'I i ; i ■

FRP Hqrs; Peshawar 
' cell No. 0336-8685582Dated 05-07-2022
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:'M'\ I!: Ai OFFI&OFTHE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF POLICE 

KH\'BER f AKHTUNICHWA 
PESliAWAR.
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•i !i
I ;

ORDER
1. i ; ;

! ■■ I This 6rder is hereby passed td dispose; of Revisio^i -Petition under Rule 11-A of Khyber

Palditunidiwa Police Rule-1975 (amended 2014) submitted by ASI Irfan Khan No. P/462 (the then SI).

rank &om SI to substantive ranlt of

'!
i'

1 .;
The petitioner was awarded punishment bf reduction in 

;; ASl by District Police OfScer. Charsadda vide OB I^o. 265, dated 04:03.2022 on the allegations that he while 

; poked as SHQ Polide Station Prang, Charsadda charged accused Baoha Klian etc being irrelevant accused

’• instead df aegused Wasif s/o Mujahid r/o Sheikhan; Aba'd Sardlieri a.; nominated by complainant m case FIR

No;. 34, dated 17.01.2022 u/s 302/34-PPC Police Station Prang, Charsadda and favored accused Wasif for.the 

reason bek Icnown to him. The deceased Mst; Fah'meeda submitted an application to the applicant wherein 

shd had requested fer taking legal action against accused Wasif as shejfeared that he would kill her but he did , 

: not bother to talie any action and resultantly the murder took place a.ii two (02) precious lives were lost. His j

apjreal was rejected by Regional Police Officer, Mardan vide order E%t; No. 4389-92/ES, dated 23.06.2022.

; ; Meeting of the Appellate Board was held on 10.11.2(322. wherein the petitioner was present
anil heard in detail. ; During hearing, the officer admits tliat an application was submitted by the deceased

action was talcen. This fact was alsd'pherlooked during tire registtation of the

•;'i I

1
!■

i!
c;
I

•;

ii

■i :!
.!

against accused however 

case. 1, ; '

no;
■I !
j

1;

is witliout merit and therefor:: rejected. However, as no period is 

specified, therefore, the Board decided tliat time period is hereby specified for two years in accordance to 

FR29.

the appeal therefore

cj.-1
i;

Sd/-
MUH>' MiMAD ALIBABAKHEL, PSP 

(UNPM,NSWC)
Additional Inspector General of Police, 
HQrs; IGiyber Palditunldiwa, Peshawar.

I

i
i

j
1

i: No. /22. dated Peshawar, the : 'XS-U (/2022.;;
i:!

i: Copy of the above is forwarded to the:
1. Regional Police Officer, Mardait. Two service books, ondTauji Missal and one enquiry file of the

office Meriit'; No. 5783/ES, dated 30.08.2022 isabove named appellant received vide’ your 

returned herewith for your office record.

2. District Police Officer, Charsadda.
3. PSO to IGP/Kliyber Palditunldiwa, CPO Peshawar.

4. PA to Addl: IGP/I-TQrs: IGiyber Pakhlunkhwa. Peshawar 

■5. PA to DIG/HQ'rs; Khyber Pakhtunldiwa, Peshawar.

\
;

I

6. Office Supdt; E-III, CPO Peshawar.

7. Officer concerned.

(IRFAN UpWiaTA^SP
; AIG/Estabhshm^r 

For'Inspector-Genes^-^ Police, 
KhytcT PakhtunWa^, Peshawar.

i
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i


