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The appeal of Mr. Muhammad Asim prcscnLcd today 

by Mr. Kabir Ullah Khaliak Advocate. It is fixed Ibr 

preliminary hearing before Single liench at l^eshawar 

^ Parcha Peshi is given to appellant/eounsel.
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By the order of Chairman
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'IeFOBE the HOKOUBABLE SKByiCE TRIBlIlVAI..KiryBKB
PAKHTUNKHWA PESHAWAB.

i-33Appeal No. of 202^

Muhammad Asim Ex constable No. 536 R/o Esak Chontra Tehsil . 
and District Karak.

APPELLANT
VERSUS

1) Provincial Police Officer, Government of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.
2) Additional Inspector General of Police, Elite Force 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.
3) Deputy Commandant Elite Force Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

Peshawar.
4) Commandant Elite Force. Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

Peshawar
RESPONDENTS
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Copy of Departmental 

Appeal and rejection order
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Appellant ^

Through
Kabir^lah Khattak

&

Rooeda Khan 

Advocates High Court 

Peshawar



BEFOBE the HOWOUBABI.K SBBYICE TBIBITWai ,kbvi»pi» , 
EAKMTJNKHWA PESHAWagr ~

■of202y .

Tehsil

'« ,

V'-

■ Appeal No. ■- r

APPEIXANT

VERSUS
1) Provincial PoUce Officer, Government 

Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.
I

Additional Inspector General, of Police; Elite Force 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.

3) Deputy Commandant Elite Force Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

Peshawar.

Coi^andant Elite Force Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

Peshawar

of Khyber

2)

. 4)

.. RESPONDENTS

appeal TJNDFR section 4 OF TWF 

SERVICE TRIBUNAT. ACT 107^
KPK

. ITT. ___________ againstIHE ORDER DATED 05/01/2021 WRF.RFttV 

THE APPELLANT HAS REF.N____________  AWARDED
major PUNISHMENT OF msSMTSSAT
FROM SERVICE AGAINST wmrw
appellant FILED DEPARTMFNTAI
MEML__ ON 17.1L2022 WHiriT wac
REJECTED ON 09.12.2Q22 WRIPH wac 

CQMMMUNICATED TO TRF A Pmri r a xTy
ON 21/12/2022 —

THE

PRAYER!

On acceptance of this Service Appeal the impugned order

dated 05/01/2021, 09/12/2022 may



kindly be set aside and the appeUant may kindly be 

reinstated in service with full wages and benefits.

•a I

Any other remedy which relief deemed appropriate . 

in the circumstances of the 

for, may also be granted to the appellant:
case, not specially ask

Respectfulltj Ska\Aje±W:

Fa^ -h- iiU'

The appellant respectfully submits as under:

i) That the appellant has been initially appointed as 

Constable in Police Department since long timie.

2) That after appointment the appellant performed 

his duty with great zeal, zest and devotion and no
complaint what so ever has been made against the
appellant...

3) That the appellant while posted on deputation to 

Elite Force Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar a 

false and fabricated case FIR No. 608 dated 

25/0/2020 U/S 302,324/34 PPC Police Station ■ 

District Karak has been lodged against the 

appellant in which the appellant was arrested and 

later on acquittal in the instant case 

11/10/2022. (Copy of acquittal order is attached 

as Annexure-A).

on



3)
4) That the appellant was dismissed from service on 

the ground of the above mention criminal case on 

05/01/2021. (Copy of dismissal order is attached 

as Annexure-B).- ■ _

5) That after acquittal of the above mentioned

the appellant filed Departmental Ap'peal on 

17/1,1/2022 which was rejected on 09/12/2022, 

- which is communicated to the appellant on 

21/12/2022. (Copy of Departmental Appeal and 

rejection order are attached as Armexure-C & D).

case-

6) ^ That the appellant now files the instant Service 

Appeal before this Hon' able Service Tribunal 

inter alia on the following grounds.

GROUNDS OF APPEAL

A). That the respondents have not treated the 

appellant in accordance with law rules, and 

policy which is a clear cut violation of 

Article-04 of the Constitution of the Islamic 

Republic of Piistan. 1973 therefore the 

impugned order is not sustainable in the, eyes 

of law.

B).That the impugned order of dismissal from 

service of the appellant was passed on 

05/0.1/2021 which . is passed by the



incompetent authority which comes under the 

. definition of void order.

C). That no charge sheet no statement of allegation 

has been issued or served to the appellant which 

is a clear cut violation of Rule-06 (i) (a) of Police 

Rules 1975.

D). That the appellant has not been suspended by 

. the respondent Department before the 

dismissal order which is against the law and 

rules.

E) That the respondent Department should be
*

waited for the decision of the criminal case 

according to law and rules.

F) That no Departmental or regular inquiry was 

conducted by the respondent Department 

against the appellant and no show cause 

notice has been issued or served to the 

appellant.

G) That the appellant has already be acquitted 

from the charge leveled against him.

J). Any other grounds will be raised at the time 

of arguments with prior permission of this 

Hon' able Tribunal.



^ : .

therefore most SbrnIt is ibly prayed on acceptance 

of this Service Appeal the impugned orders dated

. k

05/01/2021, 09/12/2022 may kindly be set aside and the 

appellant may kindly be reinstated in service with full

wages and benefits;.-

Any other remedy which this august tribunal
deems fit that may also phward granted in favor of 

appellant.

AppeUani;

Tlirougli

^^irUllali Khattak
& -

RoeedaKhah
Advocates, High Court, 

Peshowor.



SERVICE^ 

PAKHTUKKHWA PBSwaw/in
BEFOBE the HOWOIIB/ihip

|BPNAL.KllYltEH;

Appeal No. of 2022 .

constable No. 536 R/o Esak Chontra Tehsil

appeuaNt

VERSUS

1) Provincial Police Officer, Government 

Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.

Additional Inspector GeneraP of Police,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.

3) Deputy Commandant Elite Force Khyber Pakhtunldiwa
Peshawar. .

4) Commandant Elite Force Khyber 

Peshawar

of Khyber

2) Elite Force

Pakhtunkhwa

RESPONDENTS
APPLICATION FOR CONDONATION OF
ANY). -------------- :--------------- DELAY riF

Respectfully

1) That the petitioner/appellant has filed the accompanied

apped today in which.no date has yet been fixed. ^

2) That petitioner/appellant has a good prima facie case 

and IS hopeful for its success and the grounds 

mentioned in appeal may be treated as integral part of 

this application.

3) That the impugned order of dismissal from

the appellant was passed on 05/01/2021 which is passed
service of



^3
by the incompetent authority which 

definition of void order.
comes under the

4) • That no limitation can run against a'void order.

5) That after acquittal of the above i

appellant filed a Departmental Appeal on 17/11/2022 

which was rejected on 09/12/2022 

communicated to the appellant on 21/12/2022.

instant case the

which • is5

6) That there are many Judgment of the Supreme Court 

that cases should be decided on merit rather than on 

technicality.

7) That there are specific provision of law as well as 

Judgment of Supreme Court that hmitatipn has been 

counted from the date of communication.
It is, therefore, most humbly prayed that oh 

acceptance of this application the delay if any may be

condoned in the interest of ju^ce. . .

Petitioner /Appellant

Through
abir Uliah KKattak

&

Rooeda Khan 

A^^vocates, High Court 

Peshawar

, s



- ^ilSFORE THE HONOURABLE SEttTOK TRIBUNAL.KHYBEB
PAKHTUMKHWA PESHAWAR.

Appeal No. of 2022

Muhammad Asim Ex constable No. 536 R/o Esak Chontra Tehsil 

and District Karak.
APPEIXANT#••••••••

VERSUS
1) Provincial Police Officer, Government of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.
2) Additional Inspector General of Police, Elite Force 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.
3) Deputy Commandant Ehte Force Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

Peshawar.
4) Commandant Elite Force Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

Peshawar
. RESPONDENTS

ADDRESSES OF THE PARTIES
Appellant

Muhammad Asim Ex constable No. 536 R/o Esak Chontra\
Tehsil and District Karak.

Respondents
1) Provincial Police Officer, Government of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.
2) Additional Inspector General of Police, Elite Force 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.
3) Deputy Commandant Elite Force Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

Peshawar.
4) Commandant Elite force Khyber Pakhtu 

Peshawar
a

Appellant
Through

abir Ullah Khattak

RooedaKhan



before THE HOiymrpiPip sebhce TRIPItii,« 

PAKHTERKHWA PESHAWaP ^KHYBEB

Appeal No. _ .of 2022 “

Muhammad Asim-Ex constable No. 536 R/o Esak Chontra Tehsil 

and District Karak.

appellant

VERSUS

1) Provinciar Police Officer, Government of/Khyber
Pakhtiinkhwa Peshawar.

Additional Inspector General of ^Police, Elite Force 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.

3) Deputy Commandant Elite Force, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

Peshawar.

4) Commandant Elite Force - Khyber Pakhtunkhwa ' 
Peshawar

-2)

. BESPONDENTS

AFFIDAVIT

I, Muhammad Asim Ex constable No. 536 R/o Esak Chontra - '
Tehsil and District Karak do hereby solemnly affirm and declare 

on oath that the content of the above apphcation 

correct to the best of my knowledge and belief and nothing has 

been kept secret ^d conceale

are true and

Cm thkHon’ble Tribunal.

DEPONENT
Identified
Kabir Ullah Khattak

Roei
Advocates High Court Peshawar

an



IN THE COURT OF TUFAIL AHMAD. ADDL; SESSIONS TUDGE-II. KARAK
'5^ •The State Vs Asiin etc ....... (Session trial No.52/7 of 2022) ■ (

IT... of Order' 
.coceedings

. . • , Order/Procee^gs •Date of Order 
of Proceedings !•ir

'i 1 •3i. !
1

::/ia/2022-' 'Tcex !; Acc^ iseJ ivluliairrmad Asim produced in custody while'

Muhammad Kashif on; bail being exempted through 

counsel present. Complainant absent. Yousaf Jamal,

• Sr. Public Prosecutor for the State present. Arguments 

on application u/s 265-K Cr.PC already heard.

2. Through this order' i intend to .dispose of the 

applicaiicn submitted by' accused' for their acquittal 

under section 265-K Cr.PC.

3. ' Accused facing trial ai'e charged in caseF.I.RNo.608 

, dated 25.09'.2Q2C under section 302/ 324/34 ?PC of

Police Station Sabirabad, District Karak.

Brief facts ofthe'case are-that on 25.09.2020 at 23.-39 

hours,, complainant Muhammad Suleman brought the 

dead body of his brothel, Muhammad Fidak and 

injured to, the Emergency^ Room of KDAi Hospital 

Karak wherein he reported the matter to police that at 

the time of occun'ence, he alon.gwi'th his deceased 

brother MuliiinmiadFi'dak had gone to music program • 

- organized by Lai Badshah on eve of marriage,

- ceremony where other psopie were also present. At 

22.30. hours, accused AHm and Muhmmad Kashif , 

duly armed arrived there-and on seeing them', both of

- them started firing, and with the firing of accused,

' Asim Khan his brother got hit and died at the spot

while from their firing one Asmat Ullah present in the 

said marriage ceremony '^vas also hit and. got injuries, 

whereas he (cornplamani), and other people present ■ 

there escaped unhurt. Motive of the offence disclosed 

in the FIR to be previous ill-wili' between the parties.

4.

an ■

A

*

u-\
y-'
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Thus, case was registerediagainst tlie accused vide FIR ■ 

No. 608, referrec. to above.

5. ' On completion of the investigation, challan
' • . ■. .r ■̂

submitted against the ■: accused.' Accused were 

suncnoued, accused Muhammad Asim' produced in
i

custody while accused' Muhammad Kashif on bail 

present. Copies; of the-relevant documents were' 

handed over to accused in compliance of section 265^
• C (1) Gr.PC . Formal charge was framed against the ,' 

accused; however, they pleaded not guilty and claimed ^ 
trial, • therefore,; the prosecution was directed to 

produce its evidence. Prosecution has so far examined. 

(08) PWs in support of its case. After vvhich, an
I ■

application under section 265-K Cr.PC was submitted, 

on behalf of accused facing trial for their acquittal..
6. ' Arguments'.on _^e application U/S 265-K Cr. PC 

already heard and record perused with due assistance.

'7. From perusal of the reiiqrd, if transpires that the ■ 

occurrence as mentioned M the FIR is occurred at late 

night time, w^hile no source of light has beeri' -

• mentioned by complaif.ant in, his initial report,
> ^ I ' , •

therefore, element of rrisidentificatiqn of accused 

facing trial cannot be ruled out'in the present case. 

Moreover, complainant ■ has not mentioned the 

description ofwe,apons 'ofoffence used by the accused • 

facing trial at the time commission of offence in his 

’report Ex.PW-3/T; hence' create doubt regarding the 

presence, of complainant fon the spot at the relevant 

time of occurrence. (Reliance is placed on 2015 

PCrLJ 554, 2017 PCrIlJ Note 2 & 2017 PCrLJ 

Notel48)' ■ J'-.

8. Sinlilarly, complainant inthis initial report Ex PW--3/1 

statedthatboththeaccusrd facing trial-had also made . 

firing on him beside ot* his- deceased brother but

nf'd Ord: 
Pa§e.2

11.10.2021

was -.

V-

\ U U’^ V.
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i

fortunately he yas escaped unliurt while his other.-

brother got hit apd died oi; the spot. As per site plan, , 

complainant andi both the accused charged in present, 

case, were in cipse proximity with each other, while ■ 

there is no himh'ance inter-se,'between the accused ■, 

party and complainant ,but strangely he had not 

sustained any scratch, what to say . about any firearm 

injury, despite the fact thht he was at the mercy of the 

both the accusy-d facing trial, who were having 

weapons with them and made firing as per report of 

complainant.- It is admitted fact that complainant has ■ 

never took the plea of taking shelter at the relevant 

time for his safety in his report Ex.PW-3/1, so it does 

not appeal to a- prudent mind that two assailants, who, 

were mentally and physicf-lly well prepared to take the
i

. life of brother of the complainant, would spare him on 

the spot, who was at their" mercy , and also vyould take
r . I

the chance to leave evidence behind them dr to. leave,
a risk of revenge in future. All these circumstances

, ! * . >

pointed to the fact that coniplainant was not present on • 

the spot at the time of occi-rrence. (Reliance is placed 

on 2018 MLD 1635)
9. As per record, neither eye-witness/PW Adnan nor eye

witness/PW Adil were shc-' wn as the identifiers of the
■

dead body of the- deceased on the inquest report Ex 

PW-3/4 and also on Post-mortem report, while as per 

record, they both were I present at • the time of 

preparation those dobuments, which gives 

presumption of their absehce from the 'spot & at the 

time of report also.. (Reliance, is made on 2020 

PCrUNotelOO)^ - ■

iO. PW-l who escorted the ddad body to hospital for PM 

■ examination stated in his (Iross that he was present-in ■
t

emergency of hospital, wl; en injured was brought to

U’d Ord: 
’age-3

11.10.2021

.» '
V- 1

')f/
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I, ©■ ■
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hospital at 1710 hours, wl ile as per record, occurrence ; 

was took place ai 2230 ho^s. Similarly, he also stated

■ in cross that he lianded over PM report and MLC to
I '■ ■ '

I.O at. about 2230 hours after an hour or half hour, 

while as per record, occurrence took place at 2230

hours and initial report was drafted at 2310 hours. So,. •
1' it shows rhat his evidence is not line v/ith record as- 

available in caseftle. PWr3 who drafted murasila Ex

■ PW-3/1 admitted in his cross that he had not cited • 

injured Asmat Ullah as rider of report as made by 

complainant while he was best witness of the 

occuiTence, while also a'lmitted in evidence that he 

had not written report of injured Asmat Ullah at the 

reievani time as.he had'stated that,he along with

complainant was hit byl firing of some unlcnown
'

persons, whichImeans that injured of the same 

occurrence was having ; contradictory information .. 

regarding the occurrence |but with malafide inlention- 

his information was ignored at the'felevant time; 

hence create reasonable doubt with respect tO;
authenticity of report-made by complainant against the*

accused facing trial. PW-3 also admitted in his 

evidence regarding over Ivriting made by him in the 

■ report i.e. Ex PW-3/1, :;o also made the report'of ■ 

complainaiit as dbubtfol.

U. Prosecution in thd presen ' case also produced injured 

witness of the occurrenc’; as PW-8 and in cross he ■
stated that it was dark wht'n the occurrence took place- .

. I '

He also admitted that at the relevant time most of the , 

people were aimed w'th weapons while, some 

proclaimed offenders du.(y armed were also, present 

there. He admitted, in his evidence that he.had not seen 

the accused facing trial af the time of firing as well as 

in said music event. He Clearly stated in his evidence

t'd Ordr 
age-4 ,

11.10.2022

i
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, that he does not charge 'anyone for commission- of .
'i ■ t

offence-as'he had not s'?en anyone committed the

offence,, while aiso admitted the fact that huge firing
. j i '

was made b.v absconderi;, prior to fire, shots, which 
' . . . ' j ■

caused inj uries td him. The evidence of star witness of
1 % -

the prosecution sis totally contrary to the case of .
! f ■ ' ,

prosecution against the -accused, facing trial as his

evidence completely shattered the case prosecution •
■ ! ■ 1

against the accused facing trial.

12. To surmharize the discussion above,- this court has 

reached the cone usion the alleged occurrence has not

taken place as brought on record, and it seems that it .
i
I

was an unseen and un-witnessed occurrence wherein • 

the unfortunate Fidak, brother of the complainant has 

•lost his life, wliich the r^rosecution has miserably 

- failed to .prove against thje accused facing trial. It is 

admitted fact on the recor-'d that no confession is made 

either of the accused facing trial before the competent 

• court- and no recovery or discovery was made on their 

pointation -although' they had. remained in police

custody. It is golden principle of administration of ,
; {

criminal justice that proseicution is bound to prove its . 

case beyond any shadow ;k)f doubt. If any reasonable 

doubt arises, the benefit of the same must be'extended 

to accused not as a grace or concession, blit as a matter 

of right. Similarly, it is ako well-established principle 

of criminal justice that tl'.ere is no need of so many ' • 

doubts in the prosecution;-case; rather, any reasonable 

doubt arising out of the prosecution evidence, pricldng •
I

the judicious mind is sufficient for .acquittal of the 

accused, whereas, the cai;e in hand is pregnant,with . 

jumble of doubts and infirmities. Complainant and 

other witnesses of the co.-nplainant me not appearing 

. bf'.tbre.thft r.nnrf even thniwh.'thev were directed.manv

'd Ord: 
ge-5

11.10.2022
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times for .appearing'b^ort; the couit for recording their 

•evidence through summon etc, but failed

! Ld Ord: 11.10.2022 ■
s;e-6 . to-do so,

• which shows that they have lost their interest'in thei-
• prosecution of the accuse*! facing trial

i,

13. Keeping in view'the above-mentioned facts it is held
1

that ferth.e;'.proce;edirigs.lttiie'insttint case would-be a
fctj.le exercise 'because ..here could not arise any

probabiiit/. of cohvietion.of the. accused; facing trial . 
.from the available record and evidence.;.

14.. In wake of the foregoing discussion, the application of - 

. 2'65“K Cr.PC is hereby accepted and accused facing 

trial namely . Asim and .Kashif is hefeby acquitted 

under section • 265-K Cr.PC. Accused Asirh is in 

custody, so he be released firom jail if not required in • 

any other ease while accubd Kashif is on bail, so his . 

sureties are released firom ^viability of their bail bonds.

15. Case propeny be disposed of according to law, 

however, the same shall repiain intact till the expiry .of 

mandatory period of apphal/revision.. Police file be- 

, returned along with a copV of this judgment whereas 

file- of this Court be com.jgned to the P^ecord Room 

after its compil.atiQn & completio.ti;

1

A

I

]

I

;.

i
i
5

I

1

I

\.1

1/

Announced:
11/10/2022

:
1 • ■ (Tufa^l Ahmad)' 

Additional Session^ Judge-IV
Karak.•']y
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i-r:
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Office of the Deputy Commandant 
Elite Force Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar

/EF

f
<^Himriiuoflw,poucE
-9^m

~No..
C-^’/ t- f/202(|Date:

01H)ER

.. This order will dispose of the departmental proceedings against Constable '

Asim Khan No.536, of District Police Karalc now on deputation to Elite Force Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa. -•

As per information report of DSP'Elite Force Kohat vide No. 284/R;EF, dated 

26:09.2020. he was charged in case FIR No,6UK dated 25.09.2020 U/S 302/324/34 PPC Police 

Station Kamk District Karak and also remained absent from law full duty without :any leave or ■

prior permission w.e.from>25.09.2020 to 08.12,2020 (Total 74 days).

He was issued Charge Sheet alongwith Summary of Allegations vide this ofrlce 

dated 29.09.2020 and the then DSP Elite Force Kohat RN0.11356-61/EF,

as enquiry, officer. The Enquiry Officer recorded ail the statements but the
egion was appointed, 
said Constable failed

to appear before the enquiry officer nor submitted any reply of charge sheet. During the
> of enquiry, it was transpired that he became absconder and did not join the i

course
nvestigatibn/enquiry

process which shows his involment in the said case. Simiiariy a Finai Show Cause Notes was 

issued to him but his reply was not reciyed in the stepulated period.

Therefore, I, Zajb Uilah Khan, Deputy' Commandant, .Elite Force Khyber '
PakhtunUiwa Peshawar. being competent authority, impose major penalty ,of dismissal fron. ^ 
service upon the defaulter official being.inyoled in a heinous crime!.•.

Moreover, his absence period i. 74 days is hereby trdaied leave wilhyi.it pay.as

CCD . ■
(ZAIB ULLaH KHAN)PSP

Deputy Co'mmahdam •
~ Elde Force Khyber Palditunkhwa 

Peshawar. 1

Copy of the aboveJs forwarded to the:-

1. J^istrict Police (Officer, Karak for information.

2. Deputy Superintendent of Police, Elite Force Kohat.!'

3. RJ, Elite Force Kjiybcr Pakhiunkliwa Pesha

4. Accountant, Elite Force Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.
war.

%■

Jr: Incharg Kot/OHG/SRC, Elite Force Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Pesha 

6. FMC,
war.

Elite Force .along with complete enquiry file Ends; (25) pages

.1

O'.XOioer lU l-.liic2020\Minoror Miiior Penally 2020.doex
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A,

[3 .:;g )
,‘tni

^^ipr .
:^fv#J^?..iai>:d 05,01.20-1 as he 
S^IISlicc^Siaiioa & Ojsirici Knrak.

i«

<1
I»

j M . t

I:m 1I

5?

..'‘‘f^^M;.
U.ca b. -p..C0.n»naa.^|^^^

filed on jlie gro^^^

• ■■■■

iMllH.\M^UD NVISAL FAKUAU •
Adtil: liispvtiof General of Police. .-. • .'.'-vr rftjw^

• Elite rofcc Khyhcv Pakhtuiikhwa PcsUnwar ;

9(&,

. y~'

I
.*v .•

•.1

I
as he' WHS charged iiV ease

..Vlcr
tSf'J? . p.

a rm auihoriiy alter penpal,his um^al is hcreby

lime barred. . . _
0 V.' Order Amumitccd;

■■■

wHi^' ..
^^^y^fe|u;'S3upcnmVi^eiiyorPdUcc;Eliie.PorccJl0i^:Pcshavvar.

.FMe..Bjric;Fbtcc, aUmg^^vilK.co^^^^ hie Hncl; (44 pages).
Elhc Force HQrs; Pcshaji^l

Ji •
-I

5«
•w^

. ' -t:*'
-Sd-.

;/Ef. ■Vl' .

&9 S* ;Ui i<
•i->j >''.;*r-«av'

iNi ►.•.' h
*.•

1 *
1

t*‘

*.

;
• .*

i
i *

I.'

•/

' t



1

'•i' ■

A-
r ■

r

j

V'b
^>-3

I
. •BTO.

effe\

I6n

r-^*

^ T ^ ww*

» »
«

-"J
a

*•
“AJi .r rc-a.'* '3X\ .. -»V-^

• ^Lv/J L/UiS

, ;c

^'•UJJ.u
(i/. ^ ii<‘.'lj}i 2. /(i/t

d^ iTj^f i i tJf^r j^> _ g"vr jij^i Y^iy' \

» Ik

A•^Ji^jl - fjf ^ C? <<L y■» (3 (-'■/^"j (j fy^Jr' I» 2~ h )i (jy^j‘ I

Z. U.-« J^l*’ w=-(ypf L (/‘J J^/^1^1,1
<< *

y'

- eC (J^ L i^> Iv fjd} L tj}} f- U> J? f J/l ^

l-^k;4 I

%
♦ *

.20 -ty*^ 9l II
JjJI 6lA J-

I


