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iBEFURE THE laiYBERPAKH^TOKHWA SERVICE Ti&BUNAL

SERVICE APPEAL NO. 31/2022

Miss. Nosheen Rehman,

Assistant Professor Commerce,

Government College of Management Sciences (W) Abbpttabad
Appellant

1a:‘RS-^is

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. 

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

3. ParaNo.3 pertains to record, hence needs no comments.

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 be deemed to have been 

appointed on the same date i.e.,Feb, 2010, her date of joining comes earlier than ail 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 Pakhtunkhwadated 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’bleKhyber 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.



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 under.

“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, 

TheReporting 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 

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

earlier open advertisement.

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.



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 earlieradvertisement, 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 eoncems 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 itis 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 earlieradvertisement, 

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 

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 facts.

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

O- The respondents may also assist this hon’able court with additional 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 Khyber Pa^fitunkh^^ 
Through its Chief Secretary, Civil 
Secretariat, Peshawar.

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

Respondent No. 3.-^ ^_________
Director General, Commerce Education & 
Management Sciences, Peshawar.

f

DIRECTOR general 
COMMERCE^EDUCATION^ 
MANAGEMENT*SblENC'"' 

KPK PEsTfAVlfi"
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SERVICE APPEAL NO. 31/2022

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

Appellant
m
>^;ERS'US

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.<^Eg3/2023.Dated:
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, Director General
Commerce Education & Management Sciences,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.

SENIORITY tSSUE OF TFACHINP rAHRE AS STQOD QN
DGCE&MS/Admn/Enquiry Gen; /1312(M)

g
r;

\ r Subject:

Reference: 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.

1. 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, fin various cadres of Civil Servants appointed by initial
t'' *

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

of their regular appointment to it ‘iost in that cadre; provided that if two dates are the same, the

•i*

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
u. •

remains intact, as claimed by the appellants.

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

Ahmad, Tajir Khan, Asghar Ali and Shujaat 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.SOni(IND) TE/1-17/07/V-II dated 20-10-2010 and subsequently on regular basis
'■

vide notification bearing even No.l4-15-2l 1. 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
' i'

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

post in a cadre shall be determinjed from the date of their regular appointment.
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Assistant Professor w
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griev^cesv.^f there be 

5. Khurshid Alam 

22/02^019, and

& 2012 by the Khybe

committee as these fall outside the 
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seniority position. As such, their appeals are disposed ofby malntalidng their current seniority pos'i:
■ ^ I’

0y as reflected in the tentative seniority list of December 2020.

8. Mr, Fida Muhammad Khan Assistant Professor, Mr. Nlamatullah (Assistant Professor). Mr. Noof Ul>■

Hadi (Assistant Professor), Mr. Amir Shehzad. (Assistant Professor) Mr, Tahir Khan Assistant

Professor, Sumatra Ishaq Assistant Professor and 17 others were recommended as Ucturcr BPS - 17

November 26". 2010 vide no.

/'
r,‘

!: vide adv.no.8/2009. Their appointment .orders were Issued on 
SOinOND)TE/3-6/2010 and before, follov^^ by subsequent orders issued vide even no. thereafter. On 

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

their seniority has been changed in light of Rule 17 (1) (a) of APT Rules 1989. In their appeals they

■ /:

i-
/: . •

have raised objection on changing their kiuority after a long period and placing the January 2
■u

' recommendees of KPPSC prior to them tn the tentative seniority list of2020.

Assistant Professor has attached with his application Supreme Court s

a reference for
9. Mr. Fida Muhammad Khan

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

interpretation of rules 17(a) of APT ruW;i989. Paragraph 4 & 5 of said verdict dearly explains that “a

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

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

account of their inidal selection. Hence, the earlier selection has been linked with first batch, which in3
\

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

Pakistan in its judgment dated November lO", 2020 in CA 762 L to 766 L of 2012 (Annexure • 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 wiU’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 sanic 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 Conimission as lecturer in three

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

1

1-

■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 same batch. Thereby paving the way forihe remaining 28 nominees / 
tetecs of the Januao^ / 2009 batch-'to be deemed to have been appointed on the same date i.c.SI

Feb.•j
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1^ 22"', 2010 her date of joining comes earlier than all the selectees of the remaining two batches. U.

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 Jan 2009 batch shall rank senior, in 

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

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

selectees of August 2009 batch. However, inlcr-se seniority among the selectees of ail three batches 
be determined in accordance with the order of merit assigned by commission for each batch scparai y j 

To put the seniority dispute between teaching cadre of the commerce wing of Higher Educatio

be made the decision of Khyber Pakhloonkhwa service tribunal in

•f;'
•'-rI

■ y-

.1

Department, reference may also 
appeal no. 1289/2020 dated January 7^ 2021 (Annexure - B). It has vividly been clarified in the

verdict of Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa Service Tribunal dated January 7“’, 2021 that “by virtue of having 

earlier advertisement 05/2014 the appellant and other were senior toapplied in pursuance to an 

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 rn 

1991-SCMR-1632, it is not unsafe to hold that mter*se seniority ofview of judgment 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 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 was to 

be reckoned not from the date of joining but would be determined through earlier open advertisement.

We are, therefore, firm in our view that the impugned seniority list Is susceptible to correction and\
alteration." "Ex*consequcntia, the appeal in hand is allowed as prayed for in its memorandum.”

1. . '
11. Secretary Local Govt Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa approached the, Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa Law

I
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
j

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, as the process of selection starts

I
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from the date of advertisement and the appellant had applied through earlier advertisement than the 

private respondent's No. 6 and 7, therefore, Is senior the private respondents No. 6 & 7, THe

which, Intern means that the advertisement in which

term

"earlier selection" means earlier recommendation, 
the appellartt was recommended had .Uen advertised earlier than the advertisement in which p i 

respondents no 6 & 7 were recommended. To substantiate the arguments in more explicit terms,

fit Civil Servants Seniority Rules IW7. sub-

.
h

Law Department placing reliance on Federal Oovemme 

rules 2(1), which states that, "persons Initially appointed 

authority through an earlier open, advertisement shall ranks senior to 

subsequent open advertisement." In.vicw of the above, req'

U on the recommendation of the selection 

those appointed through
/•

ucst for CPLA in the Supreme Court was;
/

turned down, in subject case.

12. Similarly, 29 lecturers (BPS-17) were

appointment dates by joining the department are as under:

a. OHemale lecturer February:2''* 2010.

b. 01 male lecturer May 31“, 2010.

c. 01 male lecturer October 2010.

d. 22 male lecturers January 8*, 2011.
t

e. 01 male lecturer February 26*, 2011.

f. 01 male lecturer March 8*, 2011.

g. 01 malelccturerMarch 18‘'',2011.

h. 01 malelecturerAugusts* 2011.

13. Mr. Ibadullah, Mr. Noor Rehman, Syed Rahim Shah, Mr. Anwar Khan, Mr. Farman Ullah Jan, Mr. 

Rahatullah, Mr. Riaz Ahmad and others submitted their appeals wherein they have claimed that the 

selectees of Khybcr Pakhtoonkhwa Public Service Commission of January 2009 batch to 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 Khybcr Pakhtoonkhwa 

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

Department with regards to claiificaliDn 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 genuine and based on legal grounds, which 
1 jieeds to be considered favorably and their respective seniority positions be fixed before the batches of

recommended by KPPSC vide Adv.No,l/2009 and their

1
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6nI I' cadres must be 

from ihe ruling

u:'{ 3/2009 and 8/2009. All similar nature anomallca in the seniority list of difTcrcnl 

disposed of accordingly to scUlc.ihc dispute once for nil. Making any kind of departure 
given in the courts decisions / low department opinion would create further complications for the

aggneved faculty members and the department.

M. Khalid Nawaz Assistant Professor and 04 others were also selected as lecturers

I
L
b

/

vide Adv. No. 3/2009. 

seniority in BPS-I7 andf They joined the department in April & May 2010. They also claim their 
subsequently in BPS -18, after their promotion, to be fixed on the basis of Joining the post m BPS

r^ilcs on the subject of seniority

/• -17.I'I!
'Hp Their appeals have been thoroughly examined in light of the prevailing 

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 17{!)(a) of APT rules 1989, reproduced in Khy 

Pakhtoonkhwa ESTACODE 2011. wh||e in the procedure for determiiiing mlcr-se senionty of civil

servants appointed through initial appointment is explicitly laid down Ryle 17(0(3) .
15. Mr. Yasir Imran and Mr. Gohar I^^hman'Assistant Professors at serial number 37 and 38

(■

1j

• I

fsi 1 ■respectively shown in the seniority jjlt were selected as Assistant professors in English subject
' I • j 1 iix

wide Advertisement No.02/20n and their notification of appointment was issued on li
ii ' IMarch 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.

4
■1

]•

i

;
i

-i
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, l.e. W009,3/2009 & 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

■!

I

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

!7- yU^WyrJ^is^ selected. . Wf- ■ ■ ■, idverttoei

.-.1

J.
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wjigned by Khybw• # 18. Tlic appeal of Aislio Atif be dfsposed of according lo <hc ofdo’ bf fTi«■ I'C^ \• /A rakhtoonkhvs'fl Public Sen-lcc Commission wilh regard to loier*sc seniority'
05 well asined in light of senlnrliy list

}0, TTie appeal of Mr. Tufall Khnn (Assistant Professor) Is e^tam 

consolidated merit of Khyber PakhloonkJtwa 

genuine. His senloritj' position be altered as per inter-sc 

Public Service Commission.

Mr. Tufall is seems
of 8/2009 batch. The plea taKe**y

'P- pakhtoonkhwai and merit assigned by KhyberP '

GCMS
ritofKhybwPakhtoonkhwiin

:0. Tht sppta] submitted by Muhammad Khalid Assistant Professor

Inter-se seniority/ metheir ssnioritj' is already determined according to 

advertisement No. 1/2008.

In vTcw of the above facts and findings il ;is requested that the sen
if

be corrected ac«)rftngly. Moreover. niin| corrections relating to change

done by the Directorate at its own level, a^ording to the request of appellants

Signature

;•
ioriiySistoflhc Assistant Professors mny

of name, qualification etc may beir
''1

■ Si

Pi Pg S.No Name 5!;u 5< i.■■ :l
Prof: Shah Fayaz Khan (Chairman) 
GCMS, Abbottabad

I

1

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

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

3

Mr. Imtiaz AJi, Lecturer (Member)!: 
GCMS, Peshawar City

■

r,']
■i

.1!lii

Ptou 3;^,I
•M1 f

AI i'- ■ I
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a;'- SLTHE StiyfiEMB court Qp PAKIflTAW 
(Appellate Jurisdiction)

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

g.A.762.L to 766.L nyc}n)^
(on appeals/rom the jud^mcnls of Punjab Service Tribunai, Lahore 
Dated 26.03.2012, passed in Appeal Nqs.3776 to 3780/2010}

Dr. Zohara Jabcen, etc. (In all cases) ,„„i.Appellani(s)

Versus
Muhammad Aslam Pe^aiz, etc. (In CP 762-L of 2012)
Aftab Ahmad, etc. (Infcp 763-L of 2012) % .
ShahidMehmood, etc::(InCP764-Lof2012) .
Muhammad Mehdi, etc. (In CP 765-L of 2012) ^
Fayyaz Ahmad Chaudhiy, etc. (In CP 766-L of 2012)

V'

1.,.
.Ai'

.Respondent(s)

For the appellant(s): t Malik Muhammeid Awms Khalid, ASC.
(In all cases)

1* !

For the respondent(s): Mr. Amir Sana UUah, 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 Tania Malik, D.S.

Arooj Naseem, S.O.

Date of hearing: 10.11.2020
ORDER

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

case 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 bther in the 
described hereunder.

r manner
;■ r

i-'
a;

2. Briefly the facts 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 PopulaUon 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

1
5 11
s

i
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• C.A.762.L to Ofjaoia

t.

ded for promotion 
of ihelr ACR8 for 

0.4.2004 and

i;:
rcconMncn

the compi=^°”
.'J: who wereand Dr. Farklimidn Almns,

Zubda Rift* (aPP^^’^ 

DPC held on 24

on 1
,t no.31, however, 

,2003 and wa« la^r 
tificd for

#fk the 3*car 2001-2002 were
24.U.2004. respectively. Dr.

initially deferred in the 

on considered in the -

.11
.10.2007 and nowas

DPC held on 12
nc. i onOB 'Die seniority list 

promotion on 26.4. • „sponden«

flowed UtrouEh the 

were

prepared by the

, who were
made a

appointed through

representation 
27.9.2010, whereafter they pre

Tribunal, which was to theService senior 
to rc'draw the

that the respondents
the deportment

judgment, holding tha 
appellants, with the dirceUon to

seniority list accordingly. To - 
beta-een the appellants the respondents

of seniority 

, leave was granted by
consider the quesUon

this Court on 20,12.2012.
the question regarding seniority between the 

and dte respondents, proviso to section 7(2) of the 

, 1974 ("Act") and Rule 8 (2) alongwith its

To answer3.
appellants
Punjab Civil Servants Act
Bq,lanation under the/Punjab Civil Servants (Appomtment 
conditions of Sendee) Rules, 1974 (“Rules") need to be examined. 

Both the provisions are reproduced hereunder.

&

•SectlPB 7, Seniority.- (l) ...
[2) Seniority in a post, ficrvice. or cadre to which a civil servant is 
promoted shall take effect from the date of regular appointment to
that post:

Provided that civil servants who ore selected for promotion 
to a higher post in one balcli shall on their promotion to the
higher post retain theh inter-se seniority in the lower post.

Rale 8. The seniority inter sc of persons appointed to posts in the same 
grade in a functional unit shall be determined:

(2) Tlic seniority of ilic persons appointed by inlliol recruitment to the 
grade vis-d-vis those appointed otherwise shall be determined witii 
reference to the date of continuous appointment to the grade; provided 
that if two dales ore the some, Uie person appointed othenvise aholi rank 
senior to the person.appoirited by Initial recruitment; provided (Urther

m f>ntmn/\rv uHlI nf>t

) ,

Scanned with CamScanner
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^t762-L to 766.L nf 7nib 3
-MI '

•'f
lelectcd for

out of the
ExplanaUon- In cawa group of pcrBoni U 
appointment at one time, the earlicBt dale on which any one

dateofappoiflUo««‘®‘

if/'
/if
Iff group joined the wrvicc will be deemed to be the.'V isgroup of pew®"® 

tEcc order the ..
y,llj be deemed to be 

aona in

all persons in the grpup. Similarly In case 
appointed otherwise at,one time In the same o.
onwWchanyoneoutofthepoupjolnedthcservice
the date of appointment of all persona In the group. An 
each group will be placed with mference to the contmuo

In order of their inter sesenionly.

a

*
date of&

appointment as a group
lected for 

,2' then the date of 

shah be the

if civil servants are seAccording to the above provisions, 
promotion in a “batch'" or as a group of persons 
promotion of all the persons in the batch or the group 
date when anyone of tf^em waa tot promoted to the post and Otey

shall retain their inter, ae aeniority. The word “batch’ used
interchangeably used as "group oJ 

dictionary meaning of the word 

at the same time'.®

section 7 of Act has , been
persons" in Rule 8. Ordinary 

“batch" is "people de^t with as a group or 
Therefore, appeUants,-in the same grade, wheri considered and 

recommended for promotion for the next grade in the same
for a "batch" orI

Departmental Promotion Committee (DPC) pass 
•group of persons’ and therefore as per the above provisions will be■I

considered to have been promoted from the date when the first
amongst the batch was promoted and will also retain their inter se 
seniority of the lower post. In this legal background, the three 
appellants were recommended for promotion to BS»15 in DPC

■i

dated 24.11.2003. One of them i.e., Dr. Naureen Asghar 
promoted on 2.12.2003, thus the entire batch of appellants/ 
pTomotees who were recommended for promotion in the same DPC 
namely Dr. Zohara Jabcen and Dr. Farkhanda Almas shall be 
considered to have;been appointed w.e.f 2.12.2003, the date of 
promotion of Dr. Naureen Asghar, one of the promotees, from the 
same batch or group of persona. Further their inter

was

i*

se seniority 
same as maintained in theamongst the promotees shall be the 

lower post asf per the provisions discussed above. However, Dr 
3) who was deferred in the DPC held onZubda Ria2 (appellant no.

24.11.2003 on Ihe ground that ahe waa on a.long leave and Was 

recommended in the DPC held on 12.10.2007 (afterI ■

! S™ ““31 Si's *«■F.»nl«nAHnn fn R,,!,, bI2^ ofthoRulea.
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almost four years) and promoted on 26.4.2008 cannot be/
H

considered to be from the same batph as that of the other
appellants selected in the year 2003 and therefore the above
provisions do not come to her rescue. Her seniority wiU be fixed

were

a.

i- according to the date of her promotion. The respondents
03.12.2003, a day afterI

appointed through initial appointment on
the promotion of the first promottee out of the batch of promo ,

. Iherefore, the

ir
&

'•?
hence the respondents will fall under the appellants

-fixed above theseniority of the appellants No.l & 2 shall be re
discussed above and of appeUant No.3 

the above reasons the
respondents in the manner 

according to her date of promotion. For 

impugned judgment of the Tribunal dated 26.03.2012 is set aside

and these appeals are allowed accordingly.

Judge

Announced.
Lahore,
2“^ December, 2020. Judge

Judge

Approved for reporting.
Iqbal

■I

i.

;■
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Appeal No. 1289/2020ft

I
. 04.03,2020' ■■ p Date of Institution ...

Date of Decision
Adnan Nawai Assistant Enflihe^r, Local Government (Appellant)
Department, K.P District Mardan.

I/'
fc’ 07.01.2021

010
Ir:
I yEBSiiS ■ ■

Secretary Local Government,i.Bectlons fii Rural Developmen 

Peshawar and six others. ‘ ^ .

/

I! f\
Present.

. ■ For appellant *Mr. 2la-Ur-Rahman Tajik,
Advocate.

Mr. Muhammad Rial Khan Paindakhel, ^ 
Assistant Advocate General,

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

. For official respondents.

CHAIRMAN
MEMBER(E)

,1IIDGMENT

, HftMTn FARonn durrani. chatrmani?^

1, 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 

dismissed upholding the seniority list-dated O8.II.2OI5, ■

1. It Is provided in the rriemdrandum 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

•!

1
1

i

i

1 ■9K!}.

appointment, the Public Service Commission recommended the appellant.for 

appointment on 09.09.2015.ahe ensuing appointment order of the appellant 

was Issued on 11.11.2015: Consequently, he submitted 

24.11.2015.

■i:

arrival report on

^^2TESTEDVi

•:
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ll'Ol.zoiB, a tentative seniority list was Issued by the respondent * 

*^0-1. The name of appellantfound mention at S, No. 8 thereof, On 29.06.2018 ; ^

a final seniority list was Issued In which the name of appellant appeared at S.

No. 10. questioned through departmental representation .on

18,07.2018, which remained unanswered, The' respondent No. 2, due to 

objections by the appellant, Preferred the Issue of ■seniority to respondent No.

5/K.p Public Service Commission whose reply was received'on 06.05,2019. The 

matter was also referred to respondent No. 4/Establlshment Department which
' , - I *

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 fist. For reason best known to the respondents, the Issue was yet
f

again referred to the Establishment Department. Resultantiy, a subsequent 

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

I'

n

j:

I
I
•y
>•V

1^

f-
e?-

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

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

which was dismissed on 07.02.2020) hence the appeal in hand.

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

General on behalf of offlcial respondents heard and Available record examined 

with their assistance, The prlva^ respondent No. 6 wa5 proceeded against ex-* 

p^e duMo her non-repres^atlon on Jim2020.'Similarly, .on 30.09,2020 

respor^t No. 7 was also, ^ared ex^ejhey, ^tlll date, dld^ioUho^ to ■ 

apply for setting aside the ex-parte proceedings, '

4. After recapitulating the factual aspect of the cage in hand, learned counsel for 

the appellant argued that the private respondents No. 6 -Si 7 were

II'-
mt'r-' 15

3.
5^
r.
t. .

recommended
. foi'^PPPlntrijent by the PuSiic Service Commission consequent to advertisement/IT'
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No. 1/201S dated'Ol'.OV.ZOlS, On the other hsnd, the eppellant eppliad ant* 

recommended on the basis of advertisement No, 5/2014. The respondents,/;>w
therefore, could not be placed senior to the* appellant. He also referred to th

mission and

i:upm mter-se merit list issued by Khyber PaWitunkhwa Public Service ComI"
li' of merit wWla privatecontended that the appellant’s name was at Jog

respondents were at S. No. 17 and 18 thereof. ,In his view, the ^ P 

seniority list, as well as the order dated 07.02.202^^were not susttin
ig9S'PLC(C.S)

Court'
liable to be struck down. He relied on Judgments reported as

20ie-PLC(C.S) 335 end PU-2004-Suprem8. 950, 1993-PLC(C^S) 1005,
ii

m 43S.
Learned AAG, while'"responding to the arguments from othei^ slde laid

and maintainability
appellant questioned the seniority list .of Assistant Engineers on 

no service appeal was preferred by him after remaining 

unsuccessful in getting relief from, the departmental authorities. He. was, 

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

dated 07.02.2020 passedjy respondent No.l. As the subsequent appeal of 
appellant was not competent, the appeal in hand was else not to be proceeded 

with. Regarding merits of the case, learned Asstt. AG referred to Rule 17(l)(a)
* t

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

Transfer) Rules, 1989 and contended that the .Impugned seniority Jlst 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 respondents No, i'to 5,

mIff
view, the
18.07.2018, however,

. i
r>

fci'
'M

' 1 P

■mlw
m

\
^ The reply Is scantyj^^ive and no supporting documents have been appended

' j >

ATr^TTrsct^TirN
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'■ecord there I 
Engineers BPs-i7/

s a hotlflcaUon providing final seniority list of Assistant 

as stood on 3h05,2018, The name of appellant is noted 

' of private respondent? appeared at S. No. 8 and
9. An a 

order of
appeal was submitted by the appellant on 18,07,2018, questioning the 

seniority contained therein. The proceedings were taken up by the 

respondents and the Lg.cal Government, Elections &. Rural' Development 

Department, through letterdated 04,03.2019 addressed to .the Secretary Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission' sought clarification with regard to 

inter-se seniority of the officers. On 08.05.2019, the Assistant Dlrector-l of
j'i-

•i:.r •f

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

letter dated 04.03.2019. If was detailed In the reply that five posts of Assistant 

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

were advertised vide Adv^'rtlsement'No. 05/2014, Subsequently sixteen posts 

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

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 

candidates (respondents No. 6 & 7) were recommended on 

candidates of Advertisement No. 05/2014 on\0a;0ai203Sv The appointment 

orders of two females 8l five Assistant Engineers were notified- on same-day I.e. 

11.11.2015, It was, however, opined that the candidates-recommended against 

Advertisement No^ 05/2^14 wej'e_ senior Joj:andldate5 recommended against 

advertisement No. 01/2015. It V(as also suggested that the views, of the 

Establishment Departmentron the subject matter shall also be'obtained.

'!

1:
iV'
1<• '

.

i-i
I-,.

i'-I

. ?

;i!

*1

Iv.
'\‘S

Iti
f, *

? r\
|\ Consequently, the Secretary Establishment Depktm'ent Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
vli^' ' . ■ ■
V Peshawar was contacted on 22.05.2019 through a letter,'whose reply dated

attested

i. \
t;.
.1’
i

.)

rsr-
au0 Scanned with CamScanner
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'if'-
15.07.2019, was In 'terms that t^e Pubk Service Commission rosy b«

male and femalfl ■
naqulsltd ioter-se

appposclied for submission of Wer of of both toe•

recommendses. Tns KP PSC/respoMsnl f^o. 5 ppovld^ 

merli list on 19.OB.2019, wherein, ii«iOTr3tedIn undmW«dow
meric ofi df the intenseChat the name of appellant was placed at S. jto

Acivefflsement NS. Ojmt
f the names of

rsGommendees against
. 17 and 18, raspectlvClY/'^pondents r<o, 6 & 7 were noted egafnsl S^Jjo

to Advflrtlsement Ho^SyiS^—having been recommended In pufsuance 

6. On the record there Is a copy of another notification
providing substituted final seniority list of Assistant Engineers BPS 17.3

. surprisingly, the names of private resppndpnts found mention aton 31.10.2019
S.^^and 6 while tf^t of apoellant gt.S. No._07.. U Is impprtant-to nDte that 

subsequent to the provisions bf..Inierj-59. m8rltJISt;&^’ K-Pthe list was drawn
Public Service Commission. Aggrieved , from .thp 

departmental appeal.. The appeal/rsseivatlons 

ground that the07.02.2020 on the

cordanre with the
could warrant for Interference In the ?gork|f ■

«...« «.

the Inidal recruitment, liLaccordance .....................

j^mmlSSlnn for, a*; tpp pi^g

strictly In ac
II
i.

Rule 17 of^Khyber:.7, Adverting to 

(Appointment, Promotion
■ S

parties, It

service,

y‘ pr^Ided that persons
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shall rank senior to the persons, selected in a later talection.

applied),
ondentNo. 5

earliar 

candlcJa^^®

I.

In the Instant ^se, ^he, Public Cemmission/resp 

3 dear stance that by virtue, of having appOfid iri
to a^

'.'ll
S'

. senior to
jtwas duly communicate^

adverhsement (05/201^) the ^ppsllant and others were 

recommended against advertisement No. 01/2015
IS ho denial

d 08.05.2019. There
•recommendsdon of appePont Was outcome of wd'er

,.3d.cum^n«saoO,nv,ewofiu0^mentreported^^^^

nicrlty of the .candidates at

respondent No. 1 through correspondence date

of the fact tnat the\\
t advertisement.t

I\ MS not unsafe to hold that Inter-se se
■ (

to be determined on
SCMR-1S32,t

the basis of merit assigned to the 

K Is also worth-noting that In 

of civil

I one selection was
by me Public Service Commission.

judgment reported’as 1995.PLC(C,S) 950 It was dearly held that «ses 

servants who applied In respbnse to subsequent adverdsement, were flnPlI^ed 

earlier whereas cases of co-civll servants who applled ln response to earlier,

advertisement, were 

se of
be determined through earlier open advertisement. We are, therefore, firm in 

view that the Impugned seniority list Is susceptible to correction and

candidates

f

i
flnalized'latelr for no fault on thelf part, the seniority inter-

• I

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

u.

I our
f>-

alteration.

B. Attending to the objection of learned AAG regdniing competence and
♦

! *•
maintainability of appeal in hand, it Is sufficient to note that the appellant, due 

to non-niing of service appeal‘against the earlier senlo/ity list was not precluded 

' \\ the appeal In'hand. Any wrong comrnlttecl by the respondents,

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

Am?,qTpn
.5

>■
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oNerru\«iM t \5j therefore^a civU servant/appetfaht' the objection of learned
1.'

■ hereby. ' f

for in 

. FileEx-consequentla, the appeal In hand Is allowed 0* ^
■ ' h their respective costs

memorandum. The parties are, However, left.to ear
9.

(HaAd

be consigned to the record room. If,

S

K 9

(ATO-UR-REi^W WAZII^) 
MEMBER(E)

!;
I

dH
V

t announces
07.01.2021

:

Kh>?SS i
. Service Towl ^

N„n,eofCopyi
Daiq orcompiBctun of Cop^
|la(« of D«llv«ry flf Copy- —

A

1 •

?2T

%
. i !.

i .

•f •(
I -

1

*
%

I. . %
5

/
f «

s.

t

%
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government opkhyberpakhtunkhwa
UW, PARLUMENTARY AFFAIRS AW 

HUMAN RIGHTSDBPARTMENT

»■

IIKS OF {^^RpiNY COMMinEFf

(AGENDA ITEM NO, 18) .

AVFEAL 1789/2010 NAWAifr vEi^SUi
GOVERNMP.NT ANp QTHERf^j '

miabx-i^SEG

ff* a oft:t,?r4“z?s:iv;,:D;sstSiS^
of the subject case for filing of Appeal/CPU In the ^vber Fakhwnl*''*-General (Mr. Muhammad Sohall) represented the Advocate Gen »

**\ 2. The Chairman of the Committee invited the "P”””'sK r!so! ^r. ®p‘p^en,
\ . Mr, Nlai Ahmad, Addii Secretary alonpvith Mr. XV-'fll, f

f^prMtvyigmTsrussTOMi ,^[«ion present in tho mectiogi

ciippor^the^ud^en p .!f,./,.jjLLi ibuMii ^ earUer a ,,»*jrtj)gp added that

Committee obscived that the j jj,, private respondents No. 6 and 7 WW
dif though the appointments of the

earlier open advertisement sh^mnk senioLtodhose appointed through a subsequent open advertisement. 
The representative of Establishment Department produced a Judgment of Federal 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 Pakhlunkhwa Service Tribunal. The Scrutiny Committee 
observed that based upon above discussion,£0 plauslbie grounds exist against which CPLA could be filed 
in the Supremo Court of Pakistan as the‘fcpresefitfflves orKhvber Pakhtunkhwa Publlo Service 
Cotninissioii and Establishment Department both supported the impugne^dgmontT^'”" *
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The Director General, '
Commerce Education & Mamn 
Chamkani More, near Gn^" ®
Sardar Ghari. Peshawar. : ’’°'y‘«''nic Institute,t.

18) ASslsTAN?PRnffiig”Subjecl:-
QLCfRADEfBPS-ii

!i
Dear Sir,

1 am directed to refer to the subject noted aboitt'and to enclose herev-ith 

^ceived from Mr. Khalid Nawaz. Assistot Professor (BPS-lg). Govt. College of Management 

Sciences and others regarding rectification of the displayed seniority of Assistant Professor 

(BPS-18). It is therefore, requested to fiirnish.the latest seniority lilong with Conimiu 

this office please.

a letter

oe report toi ;

Itt

PAJAa abtwft.
f;1: X-: .*• 4-,.*
^.1

■A ! • i

-
’'a <

(NAS/Jl JAMAL)
. SECTION OFFICER (CE&MS)fe & date pvftn
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, ^J:fTho Secretary, 

H/gherEdu■M d
““''on,Archiv,

"”*'^0, Pesha
I®®*Llbmries Department.
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(BPS-lfll A«Ufanf
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^i1
ll Respected Sir,
H

Stated In reft• seniority

enls

IhS?Sco„„^
tSm December, 2003,
33.HECOMMENDATIONS:

^ ^ rtaoflered due to 7„|the posts u.
''>'=='vise.«,eaenlo„-,yofa,a . '
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Incomplete recruitment 
(he selected/[y of Civil Service Rules. The rule overtly states that the 

. nj. advertisement should be placed In seniority

I -Ejt paKHTUNKHWA civil servants (APPOINTMENT, PROMOTI

list alter

iON &TRANSFER)
/

..

PART-VI
service, cadre or

S E1^ 1) seniority inter se of civil servonta AiCappolntcd to a

post) shall appointed by Initial recruitment, *" selection

^SBS~3==—
&-=5SSSSj3=£=-

seniority by the same .j g ^33 not rel^''. • , changes in the seniority

■ "authority will act m due acoo
(^Y^^itMuHVi 

Khalld Nawaz Khan GCMS, Kohat
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RWD OflHHI. CHAMKAHI MOB. PESHAWAR. 

Dated:fjo. DGCE&MS/Admn/Sonlority/5^Q
^202^.

■f-
^ ■

The Secretary,
HlgtfeTSfura^r Pakhlunkhwa,
Kwar Libraries DepU:

ftiiis^nil.?^JHEJ1ISPI ftVFn SENIORITY OF GRADE (BPS^Sgbjecl: -

-Respected Sir

\ am directed to refer to Section Officer (Commerce) HED letter No. 
S0lCE&MS)/HED/2021/56(1-2)Misc dated 02-09-2021 on the subject noted above 

and to state that the tentative Seniority lists of teaching staff Including Assistant 
Professor.(Male) BPS-18 were issued vide letter No.DGCE&MS/Admn/Mi5c-19/64 

‘"dated OB-01-2021 (Annexure-I). The applicants M/S Fida Muhammad Khan, 
Assistant Professor (BPS-1B). GCMS, Jalozai (Nowshera) and Khalid Nawaz Khan, 

Assistant Professor (B-18) GCMS, Kohat Including-Glhers 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:-!!). The committee thoroughly examined all 
the appeals one by one in light of the inter-se-merit list (Annex:-lll} as well as some
others documents i.e. judgment of Supreme Court of Pakistan {Annex:-lV), 
Judgment of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Services Tribunal (Annexi-V) 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 
all the appellants were settled, then the Anal seniority list was prepared and 

subm«tD;Ad!T!5i?^mBntfor notffication.: -

•v

- please. M
i-’

i KL-'iJi'lDA / As Above. mm^m^MlULUKkH
I-

a

V Datod:zP/ t>?_ /2Q

yjir : r .’w

Endsh-No. DGCE&MS/Admn/Senlority
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(g)GOVERNMENT OF KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA 
higher education, archives
AND LIBRARIES DEPARTMENT

No. SO (CE&MS)/l-23/202l/83(I-2) 
Dated Peslinwnr, 28/09/2021

The Director Genera^
Commerce Education, and Management Sciences, 
Chamkani Mure, near Govt: Polytechnic Institute, 
Rano Gheuri, Peshawar.

KECTIFICATION OP THE DISPLAYED SENIORITY OF GRADE IBPS^. Subject: -
18^ ASSISTANT PROFESSOR

No.office letter! am directed to : refer to your 

’• bOCE&MS//i^mn/Seniority/570 dated. 13/09/2021 on the subject noted 

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

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

report of the committee constituted for the said purpose may be shared tvith , 

the appellants as per law/rules please.
« /-

{ABDJJL mSIR JAMAL) 
SECfiONpPnCBR (CEflftMS)

Endst: -’V

r.: ‘ ■ "

111

SW<./
IV,- C"^

Scanned with CamScanner

Scanned with CamScanner



r v

. /
'-W

' . 091-9331720

DIRECTORATE GENERAL OF 
COMMERCE EDUCATION AND MANAGEMENT SCIENCES, 

KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA, PESHAM^AR.

r

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. 31/2022 titled Miss. Nosheen RehmanVs Govt, on behalf of official respondents.

DIRECTOR GENERAL

[
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