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SERVICE APPEAL NO. 28/2022

Miss. Nazish BiBi,

Assistant Professor Commerce,

Government College of Management Sciences (W) Abbottabad
Appellant

VERSUS

Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa through Chief Secretary, 

Civil Secretariat, Peshawar and others.

Respondents.

JOINT PARA-WISE COMMENTS ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO. 1 To 3.

Respectfully Sheweth: -

Preliminary Objections; -

1. That the appellant has no cause of action to file the instant appeal.

2. That the appellant has no locus standi to file the instant appeal.

3. That the instant appeal is not maintainable in its present form.

4. That the appellant has concealed material facts in the instant appeal.

5. That the Appellant cannot seek the relief sought in the Appeal as the same goes against the 

spirit of the law and the judgments on the subject matter.

6. The Appeal is thus clearly barred by law.

On Facts: -

1. Para No. 1 pertains to record, hence needs no comments.

2. Para No.2 pertains to record, hence needs no comments.

Para No.3 pertains to record, hence needs no comments.3.

4. Para No.4is correct to the extent that three different advertisements were advertised i.e. 

Advertisement no. 01/2009, 03/2009 and 08/2009 by the KPPSC. Many applicants have 

applied for said Advertisements and appointments were made against these 

advertisements. After appointments of many individuals in three different 

advertisements. Seniority issues were raised and observations were received, to tackle 

such issue proper committee was constituted in accordance with law, the committee 

provide a comprehensive report which point out and resolve each and every observation 

of the appellants in accordance with the law and in light of the judgments of this 

Hon’ble Tribunal and the Apex Supreme Court decided the representations in



accordance with the law, and appellants are placed in their correct position in Seniority

list.

The appellant his self is to be blamed for his predicament, as he has concealed the 

material facts and committee report from this honorable tribunal.

5. Para No. 05 pertains to record, however observation/representations are filed on Seniority,

proper committee was constituted in which the committee recommended that those who 

applied in prior advertisement will be placed senior to those who applied in later 

advertisement. The committee further clarified that in fixation of seniority the time of 

completion of recruitment process is insignificant, means the incumbents of earlier 

advertisement will be considered senior irrespective of the time of completion their 

recruitment process, whether it is earlier or later than the incumbents of later 

advertisement.

6. Para No.06 is incorrect. The appellant was wrongly placed senior from the other 

appointees, after many appeals and representations so filed, to rectify such seniority 

proper committee was constituted to examine/scrutinize these appeals and submit 

comprehensive report. The committee thoroughly examined all the appeals one by one.

7. Para No. 07 is incorrect. The seniority list of the appellant was remained intact till the 

year 2018 and the appellant was wrongly placed senior from other appointees, in this 

regard, so many observations were submitted by the other appointees, proper committee 

was constituted for the purpose to resolve the grievances of all the appointees. The 

committee submits comprehensive reports which scrutinize all the observations one by one. 
Recommendation of the committee in para 09& 10 are as under:

That a person selected for the appointment to post in an earlier selection shall rank 

senior to person selected in a later selection”, which means that nominees of first batch 

were to rank senior than the petitioner on account of their initial selection. Hence, the 

earlier selection has been linked with first batch, which in turn, seems to be meaning 

nominees of first advertisement.

In addition to the above, Supreme Court of Pakistan in its judgment dated November 
10^^, 2020 in CA 762 L to 766 L of 2012, has explicitly clarified that” in case a group of 

person is selected for initial appointment at one time, the earliest date on which any one 

out the group joined the service will be deemed to be the date of appointment for all the 

persons in the group. The Hon’ble Supreme Court defines the word “batch” people dealt 

with as a group of the same time. Placing reliance on the ruling given in the Supreme 

Court of Pakistan verdict of November 10*'’, 2020.

Moreover, that Miss. Noor ul Ain selectee of Jan 2009 batch joined the service on 2010 

out of the total 29 nominees/selectees of the same batch. Thereby, paving the way for 

the remaining 28 nominees/selectees of the Jan 2009 batch to ibe deemed to have been
t

appointed on the same date i.e.,Feb, 2010, her date of joining comes earlier than all the 

selectees of the remaining two batches, i.e. 3/2009 and 8/2009.

Regardless of the fact that their recruitment process was completed in 2011.

(Committee Report dated 21-04-2021 can be seen at (Annex-A)



Furthermore, the apex Supreme Court of Pakistan judgment is at (Annex-B), judgment 

of the Hon’ble Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Service Tribunal is at (Annex-C).

The decision reflected in the Minutes of the Scrutiny Committee of the Law Department 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa dated 03-03-2021 (Annex-D).

It is worth mentioning here, that one of the appointee namely Khalid Nawaz Assistant 

Professor (BPS-18) has submitted application to the Secretary Higher Education 

regarding rectification of the displayed seniority of Grade (BPS-18) Assistant Professor, 
the same was forwarded by the Section officer vide letter of even dated 02-09-2021, 

(Annex-E), the Respondent No. 03 has clarified all the grievances of the applicant in a 

comprehensive letter alongwith documentary profs vide letter dated 13-09-2021,to the 

Secretary Higher Education,(Annex-F), in response the Secretary Higher Education 

directed the respondent to file the instant case vide letter of even dated 28-09-2021 

(Annex-G).

8. Para No.08 is incorrect and misconceived. The appellant was treated in accordance with 

law. He was rather leniently treated by the respondent government. The seniority lists 

since 2009 till 2021, number of representations submitted which needs rectifications. 

In response the respondent No.03 has constituted committee and the committee 

resolved seniority issue of the concerned. The respondents have simply performed 

their obligatory duties in lawful manner.

9. Para No.09 is incorrect with further clarification that the committee in their report 

pointed out that the appellant was wrongly placed and made him senior from other 

appointees. After proper examination and in light of the judgment of the apex Supreme 

Court of Pakistan and judgment of the Hon’ble Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Service 

Tribunal, the appellant has been given correct place in the seniority list.

10. Para No. 10 is pertains to record. Moreover, the representation and appeal are badly 

time barred.

11. Para No. 11 is incorrect and misconnected. The appellant is not aggrieved person. He is 

rightly placed in seniority list in accordance with rules and law. The appellant has been 

dealt in accordance with law without any discrimination and has rightly been placed in 

his actual position in the seniority list

GROUNDS:-

A- It is incorrect. As already explained in the preceding para-7 on facts.

B- Incorrect, the act of the respondents is legal and according to the law and the appellant 

has been dealt with in accordance with law/relevant rules.
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C- It is incorrect. The seniority list has been issued in accordance with rule and law. No 

discrimination has been made with the appellant. He was rightly placed in his correct 
place in the seniority list.

D- It is incorrect. As already explained in the preceding paras on facts. Reference can be 

given to 1991-SCMS-1632 and 1995-PLC (C.S) 950.TheReporting part of the 

judgment is reproduced are as imder.

“It is not unsafe to hold that inter-se-seniority of the candidate at one selection was 

to be determine on the basis of merit assigned to the candidates by the Public Service 

Commission. It was clearly held that cases of Civil servants who applied in response 

to subsequent advertisement^ were finalized earlier whereas cases of co-civil servants 

who applied in response to earlier advertisement, were finalized later for no fault on 

their part, the seniority inter-se of civil servants was to be reckoned not from the date 

of joining but would be determined through earlier open advertisement”.

E- It is incorrect. The judgment of the apex Supreme Court of Pakistan and judgment of 

the Hon’ble Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Service Tribunal, has decided the same 

nature cases. Reference can be given to the judgment of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa service tribunal in appeal no. 1289/2020 dated 07-01-2021, 

The Reporting part of the judgment is reproduced are as under.

“By virtue of having applied in pursuance to an earlier advertisement 05/2014 the 

appellant and other were senior to candidates recommended against advertisement 

No. 01/2015. There is no denial of the fact that the recommendation of the appellant 

was outcome of an earlier advertisement. In the circumstances and in view of 

judgment reported as 1991-SCMR-1632, it is not unsafe to hold that inter-se seniority 

of candidates at one selection was to be determined on the basis of merit assigned to 

the candidates by the Public Service Commission. It is also worth noting that in 

judgment reported as 1995 - PLC (C,S) 950, it was clear by held that cases of civil 

servants who applied in response to subsequent advertisement were finalized earlier, 

whereas cases of co-civil servants who applied in response to earlier advertisement 

were finalized later for no fault on their part, the inter-se seniority of civil servants 

to be reckoned not from the date of joining but would be determined through 

earlier open advertisement.

was

F- It is correct but is required to be read with the interpretation of the Supreme

Court, in its judgment for reference 1995 PLC (C.S) 950. It is clearly stated

that itis not unsafe to hold that inter-se-seniority of the candidate at one selection was

to be determine on the basis of merit assigned to the candidates by the Public Service 

Commission.
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It was clearly held that cases of Civil servants who applied in response to subsequent 

advertisement, were finalized earlier whereas cases of co-civil servants who applied in 

response to earlier advertisement, were finalized later for no fault on their part, the 

seniority inter-se of civil servants was to be reckoned not from the date of joining but 

would be determined through earlier open advertisement.

G- It is incorrect. The appellant was treated in accordance with law and rules, and has 

given right place in the seniority list. Proper committee was constituted to resolve the 

appeal and grievances of all the concerns in light of the established rules and law. The 

committee in light of the judgment of the apex Supreme Court of Pakistan and 

judgment of the Hon’ble Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Service Tribunal, as already 

annexed above, resolve each and every issue of the appointees.

H- PSC rules are very much clear in this regard as interpreted by the Supreme Court in 

various cases referred to above. ^

I- Sanctity of APT Rules is kept intact but it should be applied with consistency read with 

the judgments of the Supreme Court, in its judgment for reference 1995 PLC 

(C.S) 950. It is clearly stated that it is not unsafe to hold that inter-se-seniority of 

the candidate at one selection was to be determined on the basis of merit assigned to the 

candidates by the Public Service Commission. It was clearly held that cases of Civil 

servants who applied in response to subsequent advertisement, were finalized earlier 

whereas cases of co-civil servants who applied in response to earlier advertisement, 

were finalized later for no fault on their part, the seniority inter-se of civil servants was 

to be reckoned not from the date of joining but would be determined through earlier 

open advertisement.

J- It is correct to the extent that correctness of APT Rules is never denied. The problem 

arises when the appellants interprets them as per their liking. APT Rules never mention 

word “batch.”

K- It is incorrect. APT Rules never mentions batch or batches. As tentative 

seniority list was issued wherein, several applications were received and the same were 

rectified accordingly as per law. The appellant has been dealt in accordance with law 

without any discrimination and has rightly been placed in his actual position in the 

seniority list. It is worth mentioning here, that the reported judgment 1995 PLC 

(C.S) 950, the judgment of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa service tribunal in 

appeal no. 1289/2020 dated 07-01-2021, and the judgment given by the 

Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan in the 10-11- 2020 verdict, that the 

prior applied for the advertisement will be ranked as senior besides their recruitment 

process completed later whose advertisement start later and recruitment process 

completed earlier.
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L- It is incorrect. The act of the respondents is legal and according to the law and the 

appellant has been dealt with in accordance with law/relevant rules. The appellant has
I

concealed material facts and committee report from this Honorable Tribunal and this 

Appeal is an attempt to mislead this Honorable Tribunal by twisting facts.

M- It is incorrect in view of reply given in the preceding paras on facets.

N- Incorrect, explained in detail in preceding paras on facts.

0- The respondents may also assist this hon’able court with addition^ grounds at the 

time of argument.
/Prayer; -

In view of the above submissions, it is humbly prayed that the Service Appeal in hand 

may graciously be dismissed with costs.

Respondent No.
Government of Khyb ^-Pal^itunkhwa, 
Through its Chief^ Secretary, Civil 
Secretariat, Peshawar.

Respondent No. 2.
Secretary Higher Edueatior^ Archives & 
Libraries Department, Government of
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.

Respondent No. 3^
Director General, Commerce Education & 
Management Scieii^s. Peshawar.



SERVICE APPEAL NO. 28/2022

Miss. NazishBiBi,
Assistant Professor Commerce,
Government College of Management Sciences (W) Abbottabad

Appellant.

sj^'.ER'S-lJ'S

Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwathrough Chief Secretary, 
Civil Secretariat, Peshawar and others.

Respondents.

AFFIDAVIT

I, Muhammad Anwar Khan Deputy Director (LitigationSection) Directorate 

General of Commerce Education and Management Sciences, Peshawar, do hereby 

solemnly affirm and declare on oath that the contents of the parawise comments on behalf 

of Respondents are true & correct to the best of my knowledge & belief and nothing has , 
been concealed from this Hon’able Court. ,

Deponent.
Dated: / 72023.
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o -ft:, Director General
Commerce Education & Management Sciences,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.
SEIVIORITV ISSUE OFTRACHIN9 TADRE AS STQOP QN ?^t2-202^Subject:

DGCE&MS/Admn/Enquiry Gen; /13I2(M)RefeKRce: Your office order bearing Endst. No.

Dated: 23/02/2021 on the subject noted above.

The issues relating to seniority of teaching cadre referred to the committee have been 

thoroughly examined and disposed of as per detail given in the following paragraphs.

The appeals lodged by Muhammad Ilyas Assistant Professor GCMS Karak and Muhammad 

Zahoor GCMS Mansehra are genuine and accepted. To substantiate their plea, their old 

seniority position retention is supported by APT Rules 17(2). The extract of the said rule is 

reproduced below: - “Seniority in various cadres of Civil Servants appointed by initial 

recruitment vis-a-vis those appointed otherwise shall be determined with reference to the dates

1.

of their regular appointment to a oost in that cadre; provided that if two dates are the same, the 

person appointed otherwise shall rank senior to the person appointed by initial recruitment” In 

the light of the provision contained in the above mentioned rule, their old seniority position 

remains intact, as claimed by the appellants.

2. The appeal submitted by Mr. Jan Ayaz, Saz Wali Khan, Shakeel Khan, Aftab Ahmad, Israr 

Ahmad, Tajir Khan, Asghar A!i and Shujaait Hussain are examined.

Their date of appointment is to be considered from the date of their notification/taking of 

charge against a promoted post and not the date of DPC which is only recommendation. They 

were first promoted as instructors (BPS-17) on “Acting Charge" basis vide Notification 

bearing No.SOIII(IND) TE/1-17/07/V-II dated 20-10-2010 and subsequently on regular basis - 

vide notification bearing even No.l4-15-2H. Hence their contention is not tenable in face of 

sub rule (2) to Rule 17 of APT Rules 1989, reproduced in KP ESTA-CODE 2011, referred to 

in para one above. The said rule clearly states that seniority of the civil servants promoted to a 

post in a cadre shall be determined from the date of their regular appointment.

.r

•;;
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seniority position. As such, Ihelr appeals are disposed ofby maintaining their current seniority pos’ * 

as rcdecled in the tentative seniority list of December 2020.

/'
/•

•,P

Mr. Noor Ui^ . 8. Mr. Fida Muhammad Khan Assistant Professor, Mr. NIamatullah (Assistant Professor),

Amir Shchad (Assistant Professor) Mr. Tahir Khan AssistantIJ
Hadi (Assistant Professor), Mr.

Professor, Sumaira Ishaq Assistant Professor an 

vide adv.no.8/2009. Their appointment orders were issued on 
SOIll(iND)TE/3-6/2blO and before, followed by subsequent orders issued vide even no. thereafter. On 

the eve of their appointment, their seniority was determined on the basis of joining the department. Now „ 

their seniority has been changed in light of Rule 17 (1) (a) of APT Rules 1989. In their ^peals cy 

have rased objection on changing their seniority i^er a long period and placing the January 2009

aI d 17 others were recommended as Lecturer BPS - 17. !:
I November 26*. 2010 vide no.

recommendecs of KPPSC prior to them in the tentative seniority list of2020.

9. Mr. Fida Muhammad Khan Assistant Professor has attached with his application Supreme Court’s 

Judgment in civil petition No.331 of 1996, decided on December 12*. 1997 as a reference for 

interpretation of rules 17(a) of APT rules 1989. Paragraph 4 & 5 of said verdict clearly explains that “a 

person selected for appointment to post in an earlier selection shall rank senior to person selected in a 

later selection”, which means that nominees of first batch were to rank senior than the petitioner on 

account of their initial selection. Hence, the e^licr selection has been linked with first batch, which in 

turn, seems to be meaning nominees of first advertisement. In addition to the above. Supreme Court of 

Pakistan in its judgment dated November 10*, 2020 in CA 762 L to 766 L of 2012 (Anneiure • A) has 

explicitly clarified that” in case a group of persons is selected for initial appointment at one time, the 

earliest date on which any one out of the group joined the service will be deemed to be the date of 

appointment for all the persons in the,group. The honorable Supreme Court defines the word “batch” 

people dealt with as a group or the same time. Placing reliance on the ruling given in the Supreme Court 

of Pakistan verdict of November 10*. 2020, referred to above, the dispute of seniority between 

appellants / nominees of Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa Public Service Commission as lecturer in three

successive batches of January 2009, March 2009 and August 2009 can be settled in the following 
manner.

!

r

i
!•

i

10. Miss. Norul Ain selectee of January 2009 batch joined the service on February 2010 out of the total 29 

nominees / selectees of the batch. Thereby paving the way for the remaining 28 nominees / 
^=a«s of the Jaouao- / 2009 batch to be deemed tc heve been appointed on the sera, date l,e. Feb

same

*
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I' 22"^ 2010 her date of joining comes earlier than all the selectees of the remaining two batches, p.e. 

3/2009 & 8/2009. Judged into the paradigm set by the Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan in its 

ruling given in the November 10*. 2020 verdict, all selectees of Jari 2009 batch shall rank senior, in 

terms of seniority over selectees of two other batches of March 2009 and August 2009. In the seniority 

the selectees of March 2009 batch to be placed next to January 2009 batch, to be followed by 

selectees of August 2009 batch. However, intcr-se seniority among the selectees of all three batches to 
be determined in accordance with the order of merit assigned by commission for each batch separately, j 

To put the seniority dispute between teaching cadre of the commVee wing of Higher Education

be made the decision of Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa service tribunal in

.
p

list.
i:'

. /:■

I
Department, reference may also 

appeal.no. 1289/2020 dated January 7*, 2021 (Annexure - B). It has vividly been clanfied in the

verdict of Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa SeMce Tribunal dated January 7^. 2021 that “by virtue of having 

earlier advertisement 05/2014 the appellant and other were senior to

r

applied in pursuance to an 

candidates recommended against advertisement No. 01/2015. There is no denial of the fact that the

recommendation ofthe appellant was outcome of an earlier advertisement. In the circumstances and m

199I-SCMR-1632, it is not unsafe to hold that inter-se seniority ofview of judgnent reported as 
candidates at one selection was to be determined on the basis of merit assigned to the candidates by the

Public Service Commission. It is aiso worth noting that in judgment reported as 1995 - PLC (C.S) 950 

it was clear by held that cases of civil servants who applied in response to subsequent advertisement 

were finalized earlier, whereas cases of co-civil servants who applied in response to earlier 

advertisement were finalized later for no fault on their part, the inter*se seniority of civil servants was to 

be reckoned not from the date of Joining but would be determined through eariier open advertisement. 

We arc, therefore, firm in our view that the impugned seniority list is susceptible to correction and 

alteration.” "Ex-consequenlia, the appeal in hand is allowed as prayed for in its memorandum."

It.Secretary Local Govt Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa approached the Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa Law 

Parliamentary Affairs and Human Right Department for seeking opinion on the judgment of Khyber 

Pakhtoonkhwa Service Tribunal in Appeal No.1289/2020 referred to above. The Law Department in its 

decision dated March 3^'*, 2021 (Agenda Item No 18) (Annexure - C) explicitly supported the 

judgment passed by Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa Service Tribunal and stated that the judgment is in line with 

rules. It is further clarified that in pursuance of an earlier advertisement, the appellant and others are 

senior to the candidates recommended against later advertisement, asJhe process of selection starts

i
\
•I

1

m.

i

i

i. A
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•■?r from tho dole of odvertlsemcm end lire oppelloirl hod applied Ihroogh earlier adverlliemem lhan the 

private respondem's No. 6 and 7, lliercforc, lo oenlor Ihe private rcapondenU No, 6 & 7. The term 

"earlier selection" means earlier teeominendollon, which, Intern means that Ihe advertisement In which

ri

7;
f
§

the appellam was recommanded had been advertised earlier lhan Ihe advertisement in which private

substantiate the arguments in more explicit termSp the

, sub*

k
j:

respondents no 6 & 7 were recommended. To
Law Department placing reliance on, Federal Government Civil Servants Seniority Rules 1993

rules 2(1), which stales tltat, ’’persons initially appointed on the recommendation of the selection

those appointed through

f

r authority through an earlier open’ advertisement shall ranks senior to 

subsequent open advertisement ” In view of the above, request for CPLA In the Supreme Co
r-

,v

turned down, in subject case.

12. Similarly. 29 lecturers (BPS-Hj^were recommended by 

appointment dates by joining the department are as under;

a. 01 female lecturer February,2"^ 2010.

b. ,01malclcctute^May3^V2010■

c. 01 male lecturer October 26^ 2010.

d. 22 male lecturers January 8*, 2011. 

c. 01 malelecturerFebruaiy26*,201l.

f. 01 male lecturer March 8“', 2011.

g. 01 malelecturerMarch 18*,2011.

h. 01 male lecturer August 8*. 2011.

13. Mr. Ibadull^, Mr. Noor Rehman, Syed Rahim Shah, Mr. Anwar Khan, Mr. Fartnan Ull^ Jan, Mr.

RahatuIIah, Mr. RJaz Ahmad and others submitted their appeals wherein they have claimed that the 

selectees of Khybcr Pakhtoonkhwa Public Service Commission of January 2009 batch lo which they 

belong, have been placed junior to the March 2009 batch which is an anomaly and needs to be rectified. 

The matter in question has been elaborated in the above paragraphs in light of Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa 

Service Tribunal / Supreme Court decisions and the ruling given by the Khyber Pakhlooiikhwa Law

Department with regards to clarification given on the term “Earlier Selection" contained in para
■%

17(lXa) of APT rules 1989. It is abundantly clear that earlier selection means earlier open 

advertisement by an appointing authority. Their appeals are gertulne and based on legal grounds, which 

he considered favorably and their respective seniority positions be fixed before the batches of

KPPSC vide Adv.No.I/2009 and their

■1
i ■

I\-! .

1

J
■'f
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r
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1

§
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I 3/2009 and 8/2009. All similar nalnra anomalies In Urn seniority list of **

kind of departure from the rolingI disposed of accordingly lo scule.thc dispute once for nil. Making any 
given in the courts decisions / law dcpartmcnl opinion would create further complications for the

/r aggrieved faculty members and the department.
14. Khalid Nawaz Assistant Professor and 04 others were also selected as lecturers vide Adv. No. 3/2009. 

They joined the department in April & May 2010. They also claim Their scnlonly m BPS-17 and 

subsequently in BPS -18, after their promotion, to be fixed on the basis of joining the post m BPS -17. 

Their appeals have been thoroughly examined in light of the prevailing rules on the subject 0 * Ty

of govt, employees. Due consideration is also given to the Supreme Court decisions attached with the 

appeals. In this regard reference is made to rules n(l)(a) of APT rules 1989, reproduced in Khy 

Pakhtoonkhwa ESTACODE 2011, where in the procedure for determining inicr-sc senionty of civil 

servants appointed through initial appointment is explicitly laid down “Rule 17 (1) (a).

15. Mr. Yasir Imran and Mr. Gohar Rehman Assistant Professors 'at serial number 37 and 38 

respectively shown in the seniority list were selected as Assistant Professors in English subject 

wide Advertisement No.02^011 and their notification of appointment was issued on 13

M ■

i:
I:t1/

£

I

tb

March 2014. They joined the department on 19-03-2014 and 13-03-2014 respectively. Those 

candidates who were selected in Advertisement No 01/2012 and 02/2012 were wrongly placed 

senior to them. Their intcr-se seniority is to be determined in light of the Rule 17(l)(a) APT 

Rules 1989 and the clarifications given in the above paragraphs.

16. Keeping in view the above clarifications no room is left for any doubt the issue of the seniority be 

settled according to chronological order of advertisement of Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa Public Service 

Commission, i.e. 1/2009, 3/2009 & 8/2009 and not the date of joining the post. However the order of 

merit assigned by the Commission shall be made base for determining the inter-se seniority of the 

nominees / recommendees of Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa Service Commission for each advertisement.

17. Mr. Kiramat Ullah Wazir (Assistant Professor) was selected in Advertisement 1/2012 and has been 

placed at serial No. 32 of the seniority list within the nominees of his own batch. Apparently there 

seems to be no anomaly in his seniority. However, if any discrepancy exists in his inter-se seniority it

be settled in conformity to the merit assigned by the Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa Public Service 

Commission of Janua7 2012 batch.

)1
•I

■A •

1

must

\
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a„ijcned by Khyb«rthe otxJer of merit/> 18. Tlic appeal of Aisha Atif be disposed of aesordlng to

PafchloonkKwa Public Service Commission sviih regard to lnter*5c seniority.
inrfin19. The appeal of Mr. Tufall Khan (Assistant Profcisof) Is exam

Mr. Tufail Is seems
of 8/2009 batch. The plea taWC**yconsolidated merit of Khyber Palhioonkinva 

genuine. His seniorit)* position be altered as per inter-sc
Pakhiocnkhwa

and merit assigned by Khyber'

Public Service Commission.
OCMS BsUkoll5nol5usi:.i>ob><=«

rit<,fKhyb«rP»kMoonkhwi.in
tppeal submitted b.v Muhammad Khalid Assistant Professor

intcr*sc seniority / me

fi 20. The

their seniority is already detemtined according to 

advertisement No. 1/2008.
in vTcwofthc above facts and findings it is requested that the seniority list of the Assistan ^

be corrected acoonJingly. Moreover, minor corrections relating to change of name, qualification ay

by the Directorate at its own level, according to the request of appellants

Signature
done

NameS.No

Prof: Shah Fayaz Khan CChairman) 
GCMS, Abbottabad

i

Prof. Dr. Muhammad Ayaz (Member ) 
GCMS-n Ring Road

2
/

7
Prof: Khalid Khan (Member) 
Principal, GCMS-II Ring Road

3

4 Mr. Imtiaz Ali, Lecturer (Member) 
GCMS, Peshawar City

Scanned with CamScanner



(Xtviv.t'*--' Q

!
DLTHB! aiiyfiEME ^OVRT OP PAKISTAW 

(Appellate Jurisdiction)

Preseny.
Mr. Justice Manzoor Ahmad Malik 
Mr. Justice Syed Mansoor All Shah

;fc'

>y>

S'

ClA.762.L to 766.L nf »i;nj y,
(on appeals J^om the judgments d/Punjab Service Tribunai, Lahore 
Dated 26.03.20J2. passed in Appeal Nos.3776 to 3780/2010}

Dr. Zohara Jabeen, etc. (In all cases) .......Appellant(s}

Versus
Muhammad Aslam Perv^, etc. (In CP 762-L of 2012)
Aftab Ahmad, etc. (In CP 763-L of 2012)
Shahid Mehmood, etc. (In CP 764-L of 2012)
Muhammad Mehdi, etc. (In CP 765-L of 2012) .
Fayyaz Ahmad Chaudhry, etc. (In CP 766-L of 2012)

I

,Ke5j?07i£fenf(sj

For tile appellant[s):;:, Malik Muhammad Awais Khalid, ASC.
(In all cases)

For the respondent(s): Mr, Amir Sana Ullah, ASC (For R. 1)

For respondent Nos.2 to 4 Ch. Zafar Hussain Ahmed, Addl. A.G.
Mr. Ali Bahadur, Secretary, Population 
Welfare Department.
Mr. Khalid Pervaiz, Addl. Secretary, 
a/w T^a Malik, D.S.
Arooj Naseem, S.O.

10.11.2020 
ORDER

8?ed Mansoor Ali Shah. J.- The question that arises in this 

is regarding the seniority between the appellants (promotees) 
vis-a-vis the respondents (direct appointees}, both appointed to the 
post of District Population Welfare Officer/Deputy Director (Non- 
Technical) (BS-18) close in time to each other in the 
described hereunder.

Date of hearing:

case

manner

2, Briefly the facta are that the direct appointees (respondents) 
were recommended by the Punjab PubUc Service Commission 
(PPSC) and appointed vide order dated 03.12.2003 as Deputy 
Director/District Population Welfare Officer (Non-Technical) in BS- 
18, On the other hand the appellants were recommended for 
promotion by the Departmental Promotion Committee (DPC) on 
24.11.2003, however, their notifications for promotion were issued

f

'i

f
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;r ' • C.A.762.L to 766»L of 3012

. ip4 nded for promotion 
Rfl Torwho Wfirt fccomme

completion o
and Dr, Fnrkhandn Almna, 
in the Btrnic DPC but subject to Uie ^ ^

2001-2002 were noUfied for pw™ however,
ocUvc,y.Dr,ZubdaRi»»PP>'-^^^^^,,«,

DPC held on 2-t.l 1-20 . tot
10 2007 and notuiea 

...^ list prepared by the

ihe respondents, who were 
department placed the appellants ovc „nde a

appointed through direct recniitme . ■ dismissed on
before Ute Chief Secretary, wh.ch w

senior to the 

to re-dra^ the
of seniority

f their AGR* 
0.4,2004 and

A
;w

X/ •
the >‘ear 

—24,11,2004, respi?
initially deferred in the^X’BS

DPC held on 12
seniority

on considered in the
26.4.2008. The

promotion on

representation 
27.9.2010, whereafter Uicy pre

allowedSotcc Tribunal, which was werethe respondents
the department

judgment, holding that 
appellants, with the direction to 

seniority list accordingly. To --
consider the quesUon

cants and tha respondents, leave was grarated by
betw’ccn the app 
this Court on 20.12.2012.

between the 

section 7(2) of the
senioritythe question regarding

and the respondents, proviso to
, 1974 ("Act") and Rule 8 (2) alongwith its

Punjab Civil Servants (Appointment

3. To answer
appellants 
Punjab CuTl Servants Act &
Explanation under the 
Conditions of Sendee) Rules, 1974 CRules'') need to be examined.

Both the provisions’are reproduced hereunder.
•Seelipn 7. Bcolority.- (1)...
[2) Seniority in a post, service, or cadre to which a civil servant is 
promoted shall take eflect from the date of regular appointment to 
that post:

Provided that dvil servants who are selected for promotion 
to a higher post in one batch shall on their promotion to the 
higher post retain their inter-se seniority in the lower post.

Rnle 8. The Seniority inter se of persons appointed to posts in the same 
grade in a functional unit shall be determined;

(2) The seniority of the persons appointed by initial recruitment to the 
erode vie-^-vis those appointed otherwise shall be determined with 
reference to the date of continuous appointment to the grade; provided . 
that if two dates ore (he some, (lie person appointed otherwise shall rank 
senior to the person appointed by initial recruitment; provided lUrther

*Uw mnn>m uHtI Tint

\

, (
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f
f:
k

Klectcd for initial 
out of the

f;' Explanation- In caw a group of perionB ii 
appointment at one time, the earliest dale on which any one 

, group joined the mivIcc will be deemed to be the date of appoifllffl*"^ 
all persons in the gr^up. Similarly in case a group of perwna 

appointed otherwise at one time In the same o. 
onwWch anyone out of the group joined,the service

intment of ail persons in the group. And the per 
laced with rofercnce to the continuous

in order of their inter se seniority;

I
nice order the eailleet date

^ be deemed to be 
tons in

•:. 
K-

B
the date of appo 
each group will be p 
appointment as a group

date of

According to the above provisions, if civil servants ar . -
promoaonma‘batch.'or asaVeup of persons^'

promotion of all the persons in the batch or the group a 
date whea anyone of them was fimt promoted to dte post and toy

seniority. The word totch' used m 
interchangeably used aa 'group of 

dictionary meaning of the word
at the same time".^ 

grade, when considered and

shall retain their inter se 
section 7 - of Act has been
persons" in Rule 8. ^Ordinary 
hatch* is "people de^twith as a group ori

Therefore, appellants; in the same 
recommended for promotion for the next grade in the same
Departmental Promotion Committee (DPC) pass for a “batch or 
“group of persons’ and therefore as per the above provisions will be 
considered to have been promoted from the date when the li«t

-2

i amongst the batch was promoted and will also retain their infer se 
seniority of the lower post. In, this legal background, the three 
appellants were recommended for promotion to BS«18 in DPC

!

dated 24,11.2003. One of them i.e., Dr, Naureen As^ar 
promoted on 2.12.2003, thus the entire batch of appellants/ 
promotees who were recommended for promotion in the same DPC 
namely Dr. Zohara Jabeen and Dr. Faikhanda Almas shall be

wasi

considered to have been appointed w.e.f 2.12.2003, the date of 
promoUon of Dr. Naureen Asghar, one of the promotees. from the 
swne batch or group of persons. Further their inter se seniority 
amongst the promotees shall be the 
lower post as per^ the provisions discussed 
Zubda Riac (appellant
24.11.2003 on the ground that she was on a long leave and Was 
^;;^cntly recommended in the DPC held on 12.10.2007 (after

same as maintained in the
above. However, Dr 

3J who was deferred in the DPC held onno.

L

rt n P.YnlAnniinn tn Rnl^ R(2\ nf the Rules.
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fltaost four years) and promoted on 26.4.2008 cannot be 

considered to be from the same batch as that of the other
/??

M-

appellants selected in the year 2003 and therefore the above
provisions do not come to her rescue. Her seniority wiU be fixed

wereaccording to the date of her promotion. The respondents
appointed through initial appointment oil 03.12.2003, a day after

the promotion of the first promottee out of the batch of promotes,
„ Therefore, the
fixed above the

!■

k
hence the respondents will fall under the appellants
seniority of the appellants No.l & 2 shall be re-

discussed above and of appeUant No.3respondents in the manner 
according to her date of promotion. For the above reasons th

impugned judgment of the Tribunal dated 26.03.2012 is set aside

and these appeals are allowed accordingly.

Judge

Announced.
Lahore,
2nd December, 2020. Judge

Judge

Approved for revortind.
Iqbal
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fA Appeal No. 1289/2020

: 04.03.2020' ;Date of Institution 

Date of Decision -
fl. Rural Development

Adnan Nawai Assistant Engineer, Local Govern (Appellant)
Department, K.P District Mardan.

07.01.2021

I
. k
&
d

■ yEBSilS ■
Secretary Local Government/: Elections & Rural Developmen ^p^p^jents) 

Peshawar and six others. . *

f

Present.
i'

br For appellantMr. 2la-Ur-Rahman Tajik,
Advocate.

Mr. Muhammad Rlaz-Khan Palndakhel,
Assistant Advocate General,

MR. HAMID FAROOQ DURRANI,
MR. ATIQ-UR-REHMAN WAZIR,

Judgment

. HAMin FAROOn DURRANI, CHAIRMAN!^

Instant appeal has been preferred against the order dated 07,02.2020 

by respondent No.l. In the order, departmental appeal of the appellant was

. For official rwpondents.,

CHAIRMAN 
^ member(E)i

!

]

1.

.1
dismissed upholding the seniority [Ist-dated 08.11.201$; ■

2. It Is provided In the memorandum of appeil that consequent to 

advertisement No. 5/2014, dated 15.09.2014, the appellant applied for the post 

of Assistant Engineer. Upon completion of process of recommendation for

’ji

appointment, the Public Service Commission recommended the appellant.for

appointment on 09.09.2015. The ensuing appolntme^ order of the appellant

was Issued on U.11.2015. Consequently, he subnnltted 

24.11.2015.
arrival report on

^testedi;:
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11.01,2010, a tentative seniority list was Issued by the respondent

■

^0-1. The name of appellant found mention at S. No. 8 thereof. On 29.06.2018tlk'
tB a final seniority list was issued in which the name of appellant appeared at S.

No. 10, The list was questioned through departmental representation ■ .on 

18.07.2018, which remained unanswered. The respondent No. 2, due to 

objections by the appellant/ referred the Issue of-seniority to respondent No. 

5/K.p Public Service Commission whose reply was Tecelved' on 00.05.2019. The 

matter was also referred to respond.Qnt No. ^/Establishment Department which 

replied that the seniority may be determined on the; basis of order of merit- 

assigned by Public Service Commission. Subsequently/ the order of merit was 

also provided by the PSC. It Is claimed that the appellant was placed on top of 

the merit list. For reason best known to the respondents, the Issue was yet 

again referred to the Establishment Department. Resultantly, a subsequent . 

seniority list was issued on 08.11.2019, whereln/.the appellant was placed at S. 

No. 7 Instead of S, No. 5 while the private respondents were noted at Sr, Nos, 5 

and 6, respectively. A departmental representation was filed by the appellant .

cs:

•

P 1:i:'

I
I

I
Ias.I . t

■m-

I
- which was dismissed on 07.02.2020, hence the appeal In hand.

3. Learned counsel for the appellant as well as learned ‘Assistant Advocate

General, on behalf of official respondents heard and pyaliablp record examined
< .

with their assistance, The priva^respondent No. 6_^ab proceeded against ex- 

parteju^to f^er non-repre^tlon onjm202p.'Similarly, .on 30.09.2020 

respoi^t No. 7 was also, ^ared ex^ejiey, till date, did- not choose to ■ 

apply for setting aside the ex-parte proceedings.

4. After recapitulating the factual asp’ect of the case In hand, learned counsel for ' 

^ the appellant argued that the private respondents No. 6 •& 7 were

’V*V

Y.

• •» •
>17^ recommended

_ for appointment by the Public Service Commission consequent to advertisement
!
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VI
I"'

/? No, 1/201S dated OV.OV.ZOlS, bn the other hand, the appellant eppllad and was 

recommended on the basis of advertisement No, 5/2014, The respondents,
■, I

k- tlierefore, could not be pieced senior to the appellant. Ho elso referred to

Commisslort and
f
K'■ B inter-se merit list issued by Khyber PakhtunWiwa Public Servicem.- of merit while private

0.' contended that the appellant’s name was at thejop
No, 17 and 18 thereof. In his view, the Impupne

seniority list, as well as the order dated 07,02,202pjWere not sustalnab e
• %

He relied on Judgments reported

respondents were et S.

AIf.
as 199S-PLC(C.S)

1 liable to be struck down.

950, 1993-PIC(C.S) 1005, 2014-PLC(C.S) 335 and P!j-2004*Supreme Court'
it

435.
while Vespondlng to the arguments from oth^lde laid

iln his
Learned AAG, _

^uch emphasis'on the competence and maintainability oflnstantW^

appellant questioned the seniority list I of Assistant Engineers on 

no service appeal was preferred by him after !remalnlng
view, the

18.07.2018, however, 

unsuccessful In getting relief from the departmental authorities. He was. i
I

t.

therefore, barred from submitting a departmental appeal against, the order

dated 07.02.2020 passed^^y respondent No.l. As the subsequent appeal of

appellant was not competent, the appeal in hand was also not to be proceeded

with. Regarding merits of the case, learned Asstt. AG referred to Rule I7(l)(a)
• > ♦

of the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Civil Servants (Appointment, 'Promotion and

V'-.

■rtl

w Transfer) Rules, 1989 and contended that the Impugned seniority list was 

properly drawn which did not require any alteration,

5. We have carefully examined the record and are of the opinion that the 

reply to the appeal In hand was Jointly submitted by respondenb No. to 5, 

\\\1 : scantj^slve and no supporting documents have been appended

m-
t'K'

e\r/-
;■

V
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Engineers Bpliv

t 3s Stood on 31.05,2018. The name of appellant is noted 
®9alnsts. No. lOwhll

9- An appeal 

order of

e those of private respondent? appeared at S. No; 8 and

submitted by the appellant on 18.07,2018, questioning the
,

seniority contained therein. The proceedings were taken up by the 

respondents and the Local Government, Elections &.Rural' Development 

Department, through letter dated 04.03.2019 addressed to .thd Secretary Khyber

was

./V

Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission' sought clarincatlon with regard to 

Inter-se seniority of the offlcers, On 06,05,2019, the Assistant DIreetor-I of 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission/respondent No. 5 replied to the 

letter dated 04.03,2019. It was detailed In the reply that five posts of Assistant 

Engineer (Civil) (BPS-17) in Local (Sovernmant & Rural Development Department ■ 

were advertised vide Advertisement'No. 05/2014. Subsequently sixteen , posts 

of Assistant Engineers (Civil) and two posts of female quota were advertised* 

Vide Advertisement No. 01/2015. Interviews for the posts against female quota 

were conducted on 16.07.2015 directly while for the posts against-general

quota, ability test was conducted and then Interviews were arranged. Female
j

candidates (respondents No, 6 & 7) were recommended on g'itn'R^p.i-^‘.whiist 

candidates of Advertisement No. 05/2014 on'vOaiOSSOiSv The appointment 

orders of two females a five Assistant Engineers were notified on same day l,e.
M •

11,11.2015. It was, however, opined that the candidates-reconimended against 

Advertisement Ho, 05/21^14 were'jgnjorjojandldaje^ recommended against 

advertisement No. 01/2015. It was also suggested that the views, of the 

Establishment Department .on the subject matter shall also be ' obtalned.

^ Consequently, the Secretary Establishment Department Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

\y Peshawar was contacted on 22.05,2019 through a letter,'whose reply dated

attested
rs
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15.07,2019, was in terms that the PubSa Sflrvlca Commission may
rarlt' Of both Uia moia and femai®

rsqulslta Intar-sa

I-
I ,

■appmsched for submission of of 

recommendsss. Tbs KP PSC/respcMsnt f^o. S pwvld^ tn«

7"

unambifluout terms 

merit of
merli fei on ;9.08.2D19, Wherein, it was Incorporated In 

that the name of appellant was placed at 5, No* J ^
<■

jf

names of05/20 H while the
noted egalnst slSilinl^^raspecdvelY,

10 Advertisement
dat9d^9tll|20^^

recommendees against Advertisement No.

respondents No. 6 & 7 were

having been recommended In pursuance
On the record there Is a copy of another notification 

providing substituted final seniority list of Assistant Engineers BPS 17.35 Sto 

Surprisingly, the names of private respondents found menUon at 

5 and 6 while g^at of appellant gt S. No._07.. It Is Imp^rtantto nota that 

subsequent to the provisions bfJnierjse. morltJISt^/

6.

on 51.10.2019.

S. No.

the list was drawn

Public Service Commission. Aggrieved-from tbp

appeal/reseivDtlcins ■ ®”

ground that the . .

strictly in accordance with the ■

could warrant for Interference In 

7., Adverting to Rule 17 of ■ Khyb^r

departmental appeal.. The

07.02,2020 on the

I
\

. <
r.

■ I
(Appoinunent, Promotion 01
parties. It

rW.^
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\ 15shall rank senior to the persons. selKtea In a later selection. (Unda'Hf""®

opplled).
ondentNo.5Md

to an earUa'- 

candi(J3tfi5 ,

In the Instant c^se, the PubDc S^iyice Comrtiission/resp
in pursuance

f:
r.

1.'
a dear stance that by virtue of having appOfid

senior to
duly communicated toBdvertlseffleht (05/2014) the appsllant and others were 

recommended against advertisement No. 01/201®
15 no denial

d 03.05.2019' Thsra
rtas outcome of earlier

seniority of the .candidates at

respondent No. I through correspondence date

of the fact that the’ recommendaUon of eppella^^

\
advertisement.t

\ it 15 not unsafe to hold that Inter-se 

be determined on the L
1 SCMR-1S32, basis of merit assigned to the

w« «s.*.«™». .t««

- »W in »P.»» »
Of co-civil servants who applled ln response to earlier.

f one selection was to
i
;
t

Iv

f earlier whereas cases!' /
nnallzed latet for no fault on their part, the seniority Inter-

. -I'

civil servants was to be reckoned not from the date of Joining but would 

be determined through earlier open advertisement. We are, therefore, firm In

advertisement, were
t • se of

I view that the Impugned seniority list Is susceptible to correction and 

alteration.
i ^ *

B. Attending to the objection of learned AAG regdrding competence and 

maintainability of appeal in hand, It Is sufficient to note that the appellant, due 

to non-filing of service appeal against the earlier seniority list was not precluded 

the appeal In hand. Any wrong committed by the respondents, 

culminating Into Issuance of fresh seniority list, provided fresh cause of action to

ATTR,QTPn .

our

Pf
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'm■•S4 r ■ a civil servant/apptet," the objection of learned

■ hereby,

^3
%

*•
*u for in "1* 

.FileEx-consequentla, the appeal In hand Is allowed es P 

memorandum. The parties are, However, left.to bear

T'
9.

4
be consigned to the record room.•,/a‘

s

K I !-o

(ATIQ-UR-REHM^ WAZIR) 
MEMB.ER(E)

\

da
\

ftNtvnUNCEB
07.01.2021

Certflied copy .

Ui'iiont.—'
Totftl-

■ NttmeofCopyic^t’-^^
Oaio ofCpinplMtUn) of Cop^

Dar« or D«Uvgry of Copy—. ■ —

y "■ r« '3^.
............

' Khybn .. “ '
. ScrV'iqc'iiii.iAMi 

Pcahuvfur

■ K

- air;n;;.;av«

?2^LSS-

i

; .
9

«
i *• . !t

.» .•
i I

>

*
j ■ ■
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of khvberpakhtunkbwa 
LAW, PARLUMENTAUY AFFAIRS AW 

HUMANRIGHTSDEPARTMENT
:(g)

»■

®!lilUES OF thTI f^CRUTTNY mMiyuTTFif

(AGENDA ITEM NO, 18) i ^

AFPEAL Kn 1289/2520 APNiitN NAWAX

of the subject case for filing of Appcal/CPLA In the Supreme pgicbtunkhwa*
General (Mr. Muhammad Sohall) represented the Advocate Gone ,

, l,.

with further prayer to direct the «spondci^u coir i^cnUntendcd to ftlfl CPLA
5 instead of Now. the Department

rtojeflf

\

at serial No.

r.T?ntTNnS/r^^s<pHS5IONSi

' No. 6 and 7! He further added that m »Igg MpoLt waa rccoUiOTcd, bad been
Committee observed ,’ ^htoi, the private respondents No. d and 7 were

though the appointments of the aPP'’”"'* P/^
recommended. U was wer^ o ^ appellant was recommended in earlier
Sbemen^ During thc"course of discussion the representative of Establishment Department produced 
rules of Federal Oovernment regarding seniority, according to rule 2 (1) of Civil Servant (Senion^ 
Rules 1993, “persons initially appointed on the recommendations of the selection authority inrougD en 
earlier open advHiiieQtM;®IySQLUUbose appointed through a subsequent open advertisement. 
The represcritaiive of Establishment Department produced a judgment of Fejleral Service Tribunal 
reported in 1995 PLC(CS) 950 on the same issue which support the Instant Judgment, the representative 
also supported the judgment of the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Service Tribunal. The Scrutiny Committee 
observed that based upon above discussion, no plausible youndi exist against which CPLA could be RN 
in the Supreme Court of Pakistan as thT^opresentffives orKhyber Pakhtunkhwa Publio Service 
Commission and Establishment Department both supported the ImpugneETu^ptonC^'’ *
TlECrSION.

'®lw
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No. {

Wr-

The Director General,
crmkanTMweS Go^cmm'Tp"' ‘
Sardor Ghari. Peshawar P°'yicchnic Ins.iiatc,

Subjecli-

Dear Sir,
1 am directed to refer to the subject noted about and to enclose hcrcv-ith

^celved from Mr. Khalid Nawaz, Assistant Professor (BPS-18). Govt. Colleg

Sciences and others regarding reetif,cation of the displayed pniority of Assistant Professor 

(BPS-V8). It is therefore, requested to fumish.the latest seniority lilong with Conimiiiee

a letter

e of Management

report to: i
this office please, ”1

>.

PAJAa abovR.K ■ 4K-
t •I {X'.

My
'■t

ullv?

I tm
(l^ASIR JAMAL)

^ SECTION OFFICER (CE&MS)
i . >■:
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»

r I^cspected Sir,

nts

f fNOTinCAnON'^^^ COMMISSION 
] 15ci December, 2003,

33.REC0MMENDAT70NS:
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PART-W
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of civil Service Rules. The rule overtly states ihoi 
^ (ui advertisement should be placed in seniority

/p^^^^endees.
YBER PAKHTUNKHWA civil servants (APPOINTMENT, PROMOTIO

incomplete recruitment 
the selectedlist after

iN 8,TRANSFER)
/
I- -

PART-Vl
rvlce, cadre or

S E 1) seniority Inter sc of civil servants 4T(nppolnlcd to a se

flTw°r « «>" *'>' P“*‘-
. of the. above mentioned mles, *' "hl'lotTf *e advertisement.

* i"*''T. *1"“ “ s ssr«_ placed prior W , of the other groups were p selection process. In
fact that the advertis department du j„
Btrobeis of the other ^ J^3^009 should be placed In
addition, the tion date as per the mentioned tu es. I
accordance to ‘heir ohanged twice m spde onn
efBPS-18 in this 0*P“"otion.ftom BPS-17 to seniority on which
^ once set before [ „ve setting 5“^“* *',t was utilised for promotion.
seniority by the same Bdmmts ^ We. why J

expertsinthearea.

Ihe Excellency IS req'^l^jjjoooncemed areas

BUlhoritywillft®i*^ KhalldNawai KhanGCMSdKohat

• tv ly.-.nt.- iv:.-
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RflHD GARHICHAHKAHIMOR. PESHAWAR.

Dated!!? I o^/ mr-\.jjp. DGCE&MS/Admn/Senlority/Q 

The Secretary,
Hlgh^TEdurM' Pskhlunkhwa,

ftlsih?°N SFNIORITY OF GRADE (BPS-IBj

and Libraries Deptt:

Subject •

Respected Sir

\ am directed to refer to Section Officer (Commerce) HED letter No. 
S0lGE&MS)fHED/2021/56(1-2)Misc dated 02-09-2021 on the subject noted above 

and to state that the tentative Seniority lists of leaching staff including Assistant 
Professor jMale) BPS-18 were issued vide letter No.DGCE&MS/Admn/Misc-19/64 

dated 08-01-2021 (Annexure-I). The applicants M/S Fida Muhammad Khan, 
Assistant rfbfessor (BPS-18). GCMS, Jalozai (Nowshera) and Khalid Nawaz Khan, 

Assistant Professor (B-18) GCMS, Kohat Includihgiothers lodged appeals against 
the aforementioned tentative seniority list of Assistant Professors (BPS-18). In this 

regard, a committee was constituted to examine/scrutinize these appeals and 

submit a comprehensive report (Annex:-ll). The committee thoroughly examined all 
the appeals one by one in light of the inter-se-merit list (Annex:-III) as well as some
others documents i.e. judgment of Supreme Court of Pakistan (Annex:-lV), 
Judgment of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Services Tribunal (AnnexiV) and Minutes of 

Law Department, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (Annex>VI) as well as personal hearing of 
ail the appellants and submitted its report (Annex:.Vl), In which the grievances of 
ail the appellants were settled, then the final seniority list was prepared and 

submitted.to^Adfnnipepartment for notification..-

■ In viw of
• please. 'ii-

I Daio

.U r.,L''
•. -Pi

BA/ As Above. isr \
i!

I* I I

V Endst:-No. DGCE&WIS/Admn/Sflnlorlty r
f:.- ■ 
k-l: ■

m:.

I'
1. 1.
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GOVERNMENT OF KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA 

HIGHER EDUCATION, ARCHIVES 
AND LIBRARIES DEPARTMENT

No. SO (CE&MS)/l-23/2021/83(l-2) 
Dated Peshnwnr, 28/09/2021

The Director General,
Commerce Education, and Management Sciences, 
Chamkani Mure, near Govt: Polytechnic Institute, 
Rano Ghari, Peshawar.

RECTIFICATION OF THE-DISPLAYED SENIORITY OF GRADE (BPS^Subject: -
181 ASSISTANT PROFESSOR

i

office letter No.directed ' to refer to your J 
'• L,0CE&MS/J&mn/Semority/570 dated , 13/09/2021 on the subject noted 

above and to state that the instant case may be filed please.

1 am

, theFurthermore, it is stated that in order to ensure transparency 

report of the committee constituted for the said purpose may.be scared ||ith 

the appellants as per law/rules please.

e(

(ABDVL NASJR xXAMAL) 
SECTION OFFICER /CE&MS)

Endst: fa date evejk

Department.
I
>

•Ha?2- The Section Officer 
Pakhtunkhwa witlv,
(E&AD)/1-61/2018

I. ,,
'Ip&iT1/ J

••1 ■
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091-9331720

DIRECTORATE GENERAL OF 
COMMERCE EDUCATION AND MANAGEMENT SCIENCES, 

KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA, PESHAWAR.

AUTHORITY LETTER

Mr. Muhammad Anwar khan, Deputy Director, (Litigation Section)Directorate General of 
Commerce Education & Management Sciences, Peshawar, is hereby authorized to vet &submit 
Para-wise Comments in the Service Tribunal, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar SERVICE 
APPEAL NO. 28/2022 titled Miss. Nazish BiBi Vs Govt, on behalf of official respondents.
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