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BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL
PESHAWAR.

mAppeal No. 2023/2022

Mr. Dilawar Khan Appellant

VERSUS

1.. The Government of Khyber Pakhtunkliwa through Chief Secretary, Civil Secretariat 

Peshawar.

0:2. The Secretary, (LG&RD) Department, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

3. The Secretary Finance Department, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

4. The Director General, Local Qoverriment ^ Rural Development Department, Khyber 
Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

Respondents.
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BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL
PESHAWAR.

Khyber pakhMikhwa 
Service Tribunal S'-

^to6Appeal No. 2023/2022 niary No.'

AVX'BW-.Mr. Dilawar Khan Appellant. /dm-
VERSUS

1. The Government of Khyber Pakhtunkh\ya through Chief Secretary, Civil Secretariat 

Peshawar.

O'
2. The Secretary, (LG&RD) Department, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

3. The Secretary Finance Department, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

4. The Director General, Local Government & Rural Development Department, Khyber 
Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

Respondents.
-f

JOINT PARA WISE REPLY ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENTS NO. 1 TO 4.

Respectfully Sheweth! 
Preliminary Objections:

The Appellant has no locus standi and cause of action.1.

The Appellant has npt come to the Service Tribunal with clean hands.11.

iii. The Appellant has submitted incorrect & irrelevant documents and concealed the facts & 

truth from the Honorable Service Tribunal.

The Appeal is not maintainable.IV.

ON FACTS

1. Pertains to record. #:

2. Pertains to record.

3. Incorrect, the show cause notice was served upon the appellant after proper inquiry 

conducted by the Provincial Inspection Team, wherein action against him was 

recommended for his omissions / commissions, copies of show : case notice, reply 

Personal hearing and Provincial Inspection Team Inquiry report are attached as

AnnexurcrA, B, C & p.

\

4. PertainsTo record.
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5. Incorrect, the appellant being one of the most important functionary of the executing 

agency is facing allegations of misconduct, inefficiency, slackness and indifferent/casual

approach towards his duties, which resulted not only in loss to public exchequer, but also
I

deprived general public of the benefits of scheme in question.

As explicitly and rightly mentioned in the detailed Inquiry Report of Provincial

Inspection Team, it was the job of technical branch of the executing agency to have identified
►

the sites timely, obtained technical sanctions, carried out/ completed work according to 

approved specification and kept files/record of the schemes in safe custody.

In the instant case, the appellant badly failed to perform his legitimate functions, 

hence faced the consequences rightly and justly without discrimination.

6. Correct as explained above.

7. Pertains to record.

8. No comments.

ON GROUNDS:

A. Incorrect, denied in light of above.

B. As replied in Para 5 of facts.

C. As replied in preceding paras.

D. Incorrect, a high-level committee of Provincial Inspection Team conducted the inquiry 

and upon its recommendation, penalty was awarded after fulfilling codal formalities.

E. Incorrect, the appellant was given full opportunity of defense before award of penalty as 

sufficient material was available, which could not be legally denied by the appellant.

F. Incorrect as explained above, there were other various functions, which the appellant 

failed to perform.

G. Denied, detailed reply has been given above.

H. No comments.
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It is, therefore, humbly prayed that the instant Service Appeal being devoid of merit may 

be dismissed with cost please.

Director GeneraH-G. 
KhybetvEakhtUjydl 

Respondent No. 4

Secretary Finance Department 
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa

Respondent No. 3
iwa

4 A

Chief Secretary 
Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa

Respondent No. 1

Secretary LG,E&RDD, 
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa

Respondent No. 2

r
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BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SKRVTrF TRTBTTivrAi
PESHAWAR.

Appeal No. 2023/2022

Mr. Dilawar Khan
Appellant.

VERSUS
1. The Government I of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa through 

Peshawar.
Chief Secretary, Civil Secretariat

2, The Secretary, (LG&RD) Department, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

The Secretary Finance Department, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

4. The Director General, Local Government 

Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

3.

& Rural Development Department, Khyber

....Respondents.

AFFIDAVTT

I, Azaz-uI-Hassan Assistant Director BPS-17 (Litigation) in Directorate General Local 

and declare on oath that Joint 
Mr Dilawar Khan VS Government of Khyber 

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

been intentionally concealed from this Honorable Tribunal. It is fiirther stated on oath that in this 

appeal the answering respondents have neither been placed 

Struck off.

Government & Rural Development, Peshawar solemnly affirm 

Para wise reply in Appeal. No. 2023/2022,
Pakhtunkhwa etc are

ex-parte nor their defense has been

Deponent
CNIC #. 17301-241 fi97fi-Q 
Cell #.0336-91709^Identified By

Advocate General 
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
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BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL ■'if

j PESHAWAR.

Appeal No. 2023/2022

Mr. Dilawar Khan Appellant.

VERSUS I

>
1. The Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa through Chief Secretary, Civil Secretariat 

Peshawar.

2. The Secretary, (LG&RD) Department, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

3. The Secretary Finance Department, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

4. The Director General, Local Government & Rural Development Department, Khyber 
Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

Respondents.

AFFIDAVIT

I, Mr. Azaz-ul-Hassan Assistant Director BPS-17 (Litigation) in Directorate General Local 

Government & Rural Development, Peshawar solemnly affirm and declare on oath that Joint 

Para wise reply in Appeal. No. 2023/2022 Mr Dilawar Khan VS Government of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa etc are true and correct to the best of my knowledge & belief and nothing has 

been intentionally concealed from this Honorable Court. tf '

Deponent
CNIC #. 17301-2416976-9 
Cell #.0336-9170959

Identified By

Advocate General 
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
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m1, Dr, Shahzad Khan bangasn, L-niei oecitiiaiy, rvnyuci 
r shawar in exercise' of the powers under the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Governmern ^ 

W'nrants (Efficiency & Discipline) Rules, 2011, do hereby serve upon'you, Mr^ Dllawar 

'® then Assistant Director (BS-17), Local Govt. & Rural Dev: Hangu, as follows:-

account of charges ot not propeny H

a^d Gas“ty Fund 2014-15, for which you were given opportunity 

of hearing and

j W--

jP'Kfian, the
,5;

R'

r

K;rzsrrss;==*^^
defense before the said Enquiry Officer,

(ii)

your <:
atisfied that you have cornmitted the follov^ing acts/omissions

specified in Rule-3 of the said Rules:

Mis-conduct 
In-efficiency.

\ am s

■

a.
b.

, competent authority, have tentatively decided to 
bo g Uug^_^.dn.der Rule-4 of 

S ta^ -f^ir *nc

As a result thereof, I, as 

impose upon you the penalty of 

the said rules.

2.

to-whylthe aforesaid penaltyYou are, thereof. required to show cause as
and also intimate whether you desire to be heard ini 3.

should not be imposed upon you 

person.
i

Vireply to this notice is received within seven days of its delivery in the 

normal course of circumstances, it shall be presumed that you have no defense to put in 

and in that case exparte action shall be taken against you.

A copy of findings of the Enquiry Officer is en(

If no4,

5.

(Dr. Shahzad KhaX Bangash) 
Chief Secretary

Mr. Dilawar Khan
the then Assistant DirectorfBS-17^,
Local Govt. & Rural Dev: Hanou now
Assistant Director. LG&RD. D.I.Khan. }
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To. mThe Chief Secretary 
Khyber PakhtunKhwa,
Civil Secretariat Peshawar.

REPLY TD SHOW QAysE NOyiCB '
;Subject; 

Respected Sir,

;

p.. . subrailied that I have received show cause notice under Local Goverrimeni
Development Letter No. SO(E)/LE/3-5/Oandri Dalian Hahgu/2021^^ted 

• • 2 (Annex-I). wherein a penal^ of 'Reduction to a lower stage for one year has
eniatively been imposed upon me on account of the following,

“not properly processing Tiles for payment, misuses of government cheques (Annex-II)' 
submitting of works and misplacement of works Tiles in the developmental .schemes namely 
WSS Oand,ri Dalian" and WSS Karbogha SharlT under 10% Oil and Gas Royalty Fund 2014-15*

(Annex-UIL

Further Stated that:-

1. The appellant has neither handed over the developmental Tiles of WSS Candari.Dalian to 
the representative of the contractor nor process the subject Tiles for approval of Deputy 
Commissioner for payment. While, the case of producing forged signature and fraudulent 
payment was reported to DPO and DC Kangu (Aanex-lV) for necessary action under the 
law and the cheque was timely dishonored to save the Government Ex Chequer from 
financial loss.

2. The representative of contractor has submitted written statement on Government stamp 
paper before DC Hangu recording therein that the Tile in question was handed over to 
him by the Assistant Engineer. LG & RDD Hangu while recording statement before ADC 
Kohat (Inquiry Officer) states that the file was in the custody of Mr. Karim Saif, SE and 
was handed over to the undersigned (appellant) for processing the case/file for 
approval/payment to Deputy Commissioner, Hangu. Both the statements by the same 
individual/rep: of contractor are contradictory and clearly show inalafide intentions of 
individual against officers/officials of LG & RDD, Hangu.

3- The undersigned had deputed the team, on the directions of district administration after 
receiving report of forged signature from this office, to physically verify the work to 
submit the actual position/ physical progress of work done/ ground reality of scheme 
before the district administration Hangu for necessary under the rules/law. (Annex-V)

4. As far as maintenance of record is concerned, the same are miiiniamed in different 
branches of this office by subordinate staff under the supervision of branch incharge. If 
any dispute raises in a branch, is to be reported to Assistant Director for action under 
the rules. Job description of Assistant Director is attached (Aanex-IV) for perusal 
wherein maintenance of record/files on part of Assistant Director is'silent.

In view of above facts, the undersigned is not responsible for happenirg/occurring but has 
attempted to save the Government Money/ Ex chequer from financial loss/ disclosed the fraud 

before the high ups. It is therefore prayed that I may please be exonerated/ absolved from 
charges leveled in charge sheet & Show Cause Notice.

It is also requested that an opportunity of personal hearing may kindly be {'/anted to explain my 
position in person, please.

case

Yours Faithfully

,/V
,Q Burkl

Assistant EJIrcctor, LO dt RDD (BS-17) 
Dera Ismail Khan

D
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after a shor^
05-08-2020 ■ fro

circumstances >, Wa„ ,
ivorkiAg enviror,^'^' 

ollice and stgrt-g^^ '''I- 
®PProj,

'''■ ti

n\ 01.2020 and then,
Mohmand Agenc/ onn "i-langu'' a"

-.0, ^.r
‘'Sj5

^ to tlr
Chi

R/Sir. 
done a bit of P<--' ioci- .,■ 

woi-k but in “ 
flCXo

^gt
let ha^'cii ngti" t

'■'’'trenicly short, the contractor had 
‘''st, the work done was almost ml.

Pthe
In the offiog 

Assistant Director 
•^’Hangu. Therefo 
Hangups ofllce. The

. R/Str, as I hav
Eiich information or

;i!agu's of£? woul J b^^" "'^Pnam kc 

'ouldbeaware nhn. . ^ ^'vare nK whn u
'bout the Comni cvejvik- ° been there for 20 years, in

I In the end ^ ^ case. '*^2- He will have all the record and

^ name of hit more scni ■ Oi
Government officers esbec '^ii ^ ‘•level’’ "A"war Saeed" who tafre the . '

- <^specialiy those whn . ' confound person. He

Kin view cnlln to
. 'Py.'nnocence.

Dist,.-
District Ksti,,

re he h ^®neu ^
avaiiahl °'v eve^^^®Oed Months. As Abid Zaman, the former

^'®''ccorclK‘'’6.clenK6 years from 2016 till! took over . -
^ Was n,„- 7'ly and is aware about everything of 

'' '^y hin,.e been
m 0̂ery ,

issLie.the ^rnaii Khan recently, so I don’t have
1

testily that I. niM ,^i ^tbsoiufdy innocent
aken any kind ol' bribe and have

consider case on compassionate grounds

■^^■04,202 1

Lot'Director 
LD & ROD D.i.Khan
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iPROVINCIAL/INSPECTION TEAM, KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA

INQUIRY REPORT

INQUIRY AGAINST OFFICERS/QFFICIALS OF LOCAL GOVT.-
OFFICE. HaWGU for mismanagement & MALADMINISTRATION
IN^ UTILIZATION OF 10% OIL & GAS : ROYALTY FUND FOR

i

DISTRICT HANGU (COMPLAINT NO. 116V

QRDER OF^il^NOUIRY.

• ... of t^ie'Competent Authority to conduct an inquiry into

the case in hand were communicated to the Provincial
iInspection Team (PIT) vide Section Officer, Chief Minister's

No.letterCell, PeshawarRedressalComplain: and
Adv./ App-SO(C&RC;i/eMS/KP/l-59/V-l/Noor Awaz

116/2'88 dated 25.03.2021, received to PIT on 01.04.2021

(Annex: A).

COMPLAINT:

Mr. Noor Awaz (Advocate), District President, Pakistan 

Tehrik-e-Insaf submitted a written complaint to Chief 

Minister, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa oir 12.11.2020 wherein 

the following allegations were mentioned (Annex: B);

a-

Tliat, on the requciit of the iippUcau t, the Chief 

Minister, Khijher 'Pnkhturikluon in 2014-'l5 approved 

development funds to the tune of Rs. 30.00 million

i.

\Page 1 of 23
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yX
Xj. from the Oil & Gas 

But, due to
Royalty Fund for district Hangu. 

negligence, inefficiency and i
incompetency 

of the Local Govt. ■ Office, 

^ot be completed till date, 
the said matter

of the officers/officials
l;- Hangu the fcjieme could ■-r--

In
connection iwith 

alongwith otlie.r
the applicant 

’■espectables of the area submitted

I;

complaints to , various fo^„. /„ the complaint, if was 

’nenHoned that the Secretary, Local -Government

Develop ment

if..':

ElectionI" 6' Rural:--v Department 

inquiry committee on his

' fi
if- (EGE&RDD) - constituted

npphcation in ]idy, 2020 but.

;■an i4h no outcome of-the 

the directions t-of the 

another inquiry was held in

same
had. been • Similarly, 
Secretary, LGf&RDD

seenI- on
i'-

August, 2019 'but'-t no action mas taken till date, 

showed that the
The

sa'pd^ department 

nny action 

not only depriving the 

but, also created bad

above si t nation 

neither did ariy investigation 

against the defaulters, thus,

i
nor took'f-

l
!:•-

general public from their rights, 

for the government.name

That,ii.
ion repeated complaints and demands, 

general public, the Deputy Commissi 

biangu constituted

of the. 

loner, District

iy. !?: ."i.
I

5 •

an inquiry' committee whichW
conducted an impartial inquiry and finalized its I
• nquiry report of eleven (11) pages in four (Oi) 1^
months. In the said report action for hdisrna iif;r nagement
and Maladministration

?:• against two (02) Assistant 
A s i' is tant Enginee rDirector, One 

Engineer,
and One Sub- 

Hangu,

sk:
tlge&rdd.1-^ was

rcco III III ended (A n n e.x: C)Iv !
S-V

Tnat the above inquiry report was sent to the high 

^‘ps of the local Government Department for action
. . er
I

*. i
■'

f- P«ge2of23 4
i h\
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against the responsible. But, it was feared that it

would meet the same fate.
n

inquiry proceedings^ '
■

Consequerit upon receipt of orders of inquiry,;' the 

Provincial Inspection Team (PIT) requested Mr. Noor 

Awaz. (Advocate), the complainant for attending and

a.
k r >

recording ;statemen't in PIT vide letter dated 02.04.2021

followed hy reminder dated 05.04.2021(Annex: D). He
w:- submitted his denial of complaint on affidavit to PIT¥-■

vide his letter dated 08.04.2021 (Annex: E).5;'
1

i: b. The Secretary,^Local Government Department, Peshawar

was requested to p'rdvide thei;' departmental comments

^ to PIT vide letters" dated 02.04.2021 followed -by 
S reminders dated 12.04Vd0'21,' T6.04.2021 and 21.04.2021

(Annex: F). PIT did hot the reply of thereceive

Secretary, LGE&RDD, Peshawar till finalization of the
inquiry report.

The Assistant Director, LGE&RDD, Hanguc. was

requested to inform all tlte concerned staff to attend PIT

a.longwith a detailed brief and all the relevant record ons
06.04.2021 .vide PIT letter dated 02.04.2021 (Annex: G).

Mr. Abid Zaman, Assistant Director, LGE&RDD, Hangu 

attended PIT on 06.04.2021 and recorded his statement
. (Annex: H). The following officers/officials of

LGE&RDD, Hangu office also attended PIT on
07.04.2021 and recorded their statements;

'r.-"

.-'
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X AnnexDesignation
The then Assistant Director,
T nF.fcRDD, Hangu__________________ -
The then Junior Clerk, LGE&RDD
Office, Hangu_______________ -----------
The then Sub-Engineer; LtjE&RDD,
Hangu--------------- --------- -----------------

NameS.No.
I

Mr. Cilawar Khan1.
J

Mr. Shahzad Husain ■' 2.
K

R • Mr. Karim Saifullah3.
[\

officers/officials promised 

record and attend PIT again for .

09.04.2021 the 

of LGE&PDD, Hangu office

In the above statements, the J
provide the requisiteto

■■ '-recording their statements. Therefore, on

"following officers/officials 

attended PIT and retorded their statements;

Annex:DesignationS.No. • Name
The then Assistant Director, 
LGE&RDD- Hangu _________ —
Assistant Engineer, LGE&RDD,
Hangu______ ____________ -
The .then Sub-Engineer, LGE&RDD,

The Then Sub-Engineer,
Hangu__________________________

L
I Mr. Dilawar Khan1.

M
2 Mr. Irfan Ullah

!N t

Ml'. Karim Saifulla'h. •
o

Mr. Sajjad Ali

Peshawar wasThe Secretary, Finance Department,
vide letter dated 12.04.2021 to provide details

of the' schemes

d.
requested
of allocation, releases and expenditure

13.04.2021 (Annex: P), whichunder inquiry to PIT on 

received by FIT 

District Account Officer, Hangu was

15.04.2021 ■ (Annex: Q). The 

also requested for 

dated 12.04.2021

onwas

vide lettersaid information

(Annex: R). 
submitted their reply to PIT on

the
Officer, Hangu 

13.04.2021 (Annex: S).
The' District Account

General, LGE&RDD, Peshawar was also 

vide letter dated 12.04.2021 to provide the job
The Directore.

'^v ■ requested
officer of LGE&RD Department 

In response, the
responsibility of various

13.04.2021 (Annex: T).
Director (Technical), LGE&RDD, Peshawar submitted
to PIT on
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only rl'^e Job - Responsibility of Assistant Director, a
>1

’ILGE&RD Department, vide their letter dated 13.04.2021i 6•-* •
jknnex: U)'. I•I’J

-“7

:S!?■ f.:- ■ The'" Director, ■. LGE&RDD, HangiiAssistant was » .■i
.-4^

wSi■i»f‘

-ir,...':'
requested to attend office of the PIT alongwith a 

f-l- , . . detailed brief and record mentioned in the letter" on

'l3.04:2021-.vide PIT letter dated 12.04;2’021' (Arinex: V).

B. ."An11
i:He attended PIT on 14.04.2021 and submitted his brief

■,;:''A^(Anhex:; W), as well as recorded his statement(Annex: ■t

: V- ■ * *
i

g- The .Deputy Commissioner,' Tribal District Khyber- whs 
C-

^ ^ requested to furnish a detailed reply stating the actual
r.f' l-f. ■ ^
?:•' vS. position of the file, the sanctioning of-amount of Rs.

§^^49.5,000/- of the said' scheme supported by al-h-'the 

relevant ■ documents to- PIT within two days vide PIT 

. -letter dated 12.04.2021 .(Annex: Y). The Deputy 

Commissioner, Tribal District Hangu submitted his 

reply on 15.04.2021 (Annex: Z).

I

iPP
■

-■K :

m
i;

/ !f;f-

U':
OBSERVATIONS.

T-' ■

.After scrutiny, of the a.vailable record, detailed discussions ■
pV'V-'/ ‘

• and' written statement/reply of the concerned staff or 

EGE&RD, Department, observations of the PIT are as unde'K
I
I®®*

IMI

fi-

r :^ ..a.. Perusal of the available record shows that the District 

Development Committee (DDC) . has accorded its 

; ■ approval to the following schemes in its meeting held 

o.n 17.10'.2014 (Annex: AA). Accordingly, the Deputy 

. Commissi.oner, . Hangu

Approval of the above schemes on 30.10.2014 (Annex:

P-
n V

W.t- '• 1*fe- I .'•-
had issued Administrative

Wc-.
Wl

'it-M: BB). i'ik
V.••r
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A ■ ip .

u
S.No Mame of the scheme with amountP.:-,

Abater Supply Scheme (Installa'tion of Pressure Pumps/Hand Pumps. 
at Gandari Dalian,-District Hangu, Costing Rs. IQ.OO million. .____ .
Water Supply Scheme (Installation of Pressure Pumps/Hand Pumps 
at Gar.dari Dallan/iEMstrict Hangu, Costing Rs. lO.QO.milHon. • • .
Construction of Sanitation Scheme at Mashti Banda. Bagatu Costing 
!^s. 10.00 miliion:<■'

1.

r 2

.1 1
According 'to ' the brief of the Assistant Director, 

LGE&RDD, Hangu files/records of the scheme "WSS at 

Karbogha Sharif" and "WSS at Gundari Dalian" was 

missing bef!Ope.:he assumed the charge on 06.04.2021. 

The file/record of "Sanitation scheme at Banda Bagatu" 

w'as provided only to PIT. As per work orde.r dated
; J

31.12.2015 the said scheme was aw'arded to M/S Malik 

Feroz Khan,'Govt. Contractor at a bid cost of Rs. 9.999.

million (Annex: CC). As per statement of Mr. Sajjad AH, 

the then SublEiigineer, LGE&RDD, Hangu the other twoII
schemes wexe' awarded to M/S Asmatullah Govt. 

Contractor.

Delay in Progress/Mismanagement & Maladministration in

Execution of the Schemes. v

b. According to- the inquiry report of the committee 
‘t

constituted by Deputy Commissioner, Hangu that after 

completion of the tender process by the executing 

agency (LG Hangu), Mr. Akbar Gul and others (Govt. 

Contractors) filed a civil suit No. 3-1 of 2015 in the 

District Court Hangu on 17.02.2015 against the 

disqualification process of the contract, which w'as 

decided by the District Court on 29.01.2016 in favour of 

the executing agency(Local Govt, office Hangu) and 

thus the scheme remained suspended during the above 

period(Annex: DD).

I-

/
Page 6 of 23
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It was further mentioned in the report that in financial

year 2015-16; Ex-MPA PK'-84 Thall (Mufti. Syed Janan)

filed writ petition No 4264-p/2015 against the allocation

funds under .-10% Oil ahd'.Gas'Royalty to MNA NA-33

Hangu and District President, PTI Hangu and being

elected representative of PK-84 Thall. Therefore, the

work was again stopped due to litigation and on

High Court11.05.2016 the ■ Honourable • Peshawar

Peshawar decided the case in favour of the petitioner

i.e. Mufti. Sye'd Janan. Again the petitioner approached

the August Court for filing contempt of court (CoC)

vide No. 448-P/2016 in WP No. 4264-p/2015 and on

13.04.2017, the Finance Departmerit Peshawar intimated

the court that judgment/order of the court has been

fully implemented and Rs. 140.730 million ..had been

released on 05.04.2017 {Annex: EE). Hence, physical

work on the schemes remained suspended on account of 

the aforementioned court cases from 17.02.20115 till

05.04.2017.I

Perusal of the record shows that Finance Department 

vide its letter No. SO(Dev-IV)FD/8-20/2018-19 dated 

01.01.201-9 has released an amount of Rs. 140.73 million 

for District Hangu out of the 10% Gas Royalty fund 

(Annex: FF). Further, Perusal of the record shows that 

the Deputy Commissioner, ’ Hangu had sanctioned 

payments of Rs. 1.95 million for the scheme "WSS at 

Village Karbogha Sharif" on 27.02.2019 and Rs. 0.95 

million for the scheme "Sanitation Scheme at Banda 

Bagatu" on 01.03.2019 (Annex; GG & HH). No payment 

was made in "WSS at Gandari Dalian" in financial year 

2018-19. The physical progress and utilization of funds

c.

Page 7 of 23
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lapsed in the financial year 2018-19.. had bsen

statement of, Mr. Abid Zaman,•V*

• According, to the written
, LGE&RDD, Hangu, he had remainedk. Assistant Directorr the period fromforthe AD, LGE&RDD, Hangu 

01.03.2016 to 12.12.2019 and again from 05.08.2020 till

the.reasons forSr date (Annexed-X). He was asked to state
in his tenure. In his written response,

K.

sach low progress 

he stated that the main reasons
of slow implementation 

filed by contractors and 

in Peshawar High Court
v/ere court cases, one case was 

cne by -Mufti.' Syed Janan 

Peshawar. Moreover, proper
identification was not 

identification list for
site

received on time. A revised site
Karbogha Sharif." was provided in

■ the scheme "WSS at
2018-19. Further, on ground of court

financial year
the DDC extended the completion period of the 

four months till August,
cases

from May, 201/ byscheme
observed that the said Assistant

201'^. However, it was 

Director, LGE&RDD, Hangu
thefailed to complete

during financialafter disposal of court cases 

2018-19 despite the release of fund.
schemes

year

Mr. Sajjad Ali, the 

EGE&RDD, Hangu for the period 

13 09.2019 stated in

to the said questionIn response 

Assistant Engineer
his written

20.11.2018 tofrom
as Sub-Engineer asthat he performed dutystatement

2018-for financial yearthe Assistant Engineerwell as
billreleased, he prepared a19. After the funds were

amounting to Rs. 2.00

"Sanitation Scheme at

for themillion (Approximately)

Mishto Banda Bagatu 

processed and paid to the contractor.

Karbogha Sharif he alongvs ilh

Page S ot'23
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Mr, Karim Saifullah, the then Sub-Engineer,-LGE&RDD, 

Hangu-prepared.and recommended.a bilK^amounting to 

Rs. ,3.712 inillioh” 3ut, the said bill was regretted by the 

Deputy. Commissioner, Hangu due-to,non-availability of 

Technical Sanction for the scheme. A bill of' Rs. 

400,000/- (Approximately) for the scheme "WSS at 

Gandari . Dalian'.' was also regretted by the Deputy 

Commissioner, Hangu for the reason mentioned above. 

He- added, that payments were to be made to the 

contractors on actual work done basis and the same had 

been recommended to the Assistant Director, LGE&RDD 

timelv.

,.i

i

[?

Mr. Karim Saifullah, the then Sub-Engineer, LGE&RDD, 

Hangu .v/afe also "asked to state the reasons for non 

utilizat.on of funds and delay in completion of the 

scheme. In-response, he stated in his written statement 

that he had submitted bills of the work carried out by 

the contractor. He further mentioned that one reason for 

delay in work was that one previous bill of the 

contractor was not cleared from the DC, Hangu office 

due to wnich he was not willing to do further work. He 

also mentioned that financially the contractor was weak 

anr^ wished to work on advance payment which could 

not be allowed. \ \
t-

d. Perusal of the record also showed that Finance 

Department vide letter No.SO(Dev-IV)FD/7-30/20l8-19 

dared 22.10.2019 had revived and released an amount of 

Rs. 28.120 million from 10% Oil &: Gas Royalty for 

District Hangu (Annex: 11). In the said financial year of 

2015-20 funds to the following tune had been utilized by 

the LGE&RDD, Hangu.

S'-
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AnnexAmount 
(Rs. M)DateBill NoName of the Scheme

'5 r

JJSanitation Scheme at Banda 
Bagatu

2.18717.12.20192nd ;

.KK2.41 .27.02.20203rd
;; *

Fund Utilized in FY 2019- 
. 20 in "WSS atKarbogha"

00

Fund Utilized in FY 2019- 
20 in "V/SS at 

GandariDallan"
00

4.597E«ii fund .utilized in FY 2019-20.

Thus, out of 28.732 million, the AD, LGE&RDD, Hangu 

had utilized only 4.597 million in financial year 2019-20.

the then concerned AssistantMr. Dilawar Khan,

LGE&RDD, Hangu stated in his written 

statement that he had neither processed nor signed any 

' bill in his tenure’and that no progress was made in his

were

Director

tenure. No satisfactory answer and cogent reasons

of schemes ingiven when asked about no progress 

question.

IrfanUllah the concerned Assistant Engineer, 

LGE&RDD, Hangu stated -in his written statement that 

the fund could not be utilized timely because of 

slow/no physical execution of work on site by the 

in the scheme "WSS at GandariDallan . He 

further stated that there were issues in the scheme "WSS 

at Karbcgha Sharif" as the work done by the contractor 

was carried out without verification/identification of

Mr.

contractor

the Sub-Engineer concerned. ' As a proof he provided 

letters dated 11.03.2020 and 12.05.2020 wherein he

identificationregarding the siteraised the issues

(Annex: LL&MM).

Page 10 of 23
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disposal of court cases on
Khyber

funds for 

under

observed that after

Finance
It was 

05.04.2017,
Department,

twice the

the schemes 

fund had been lapsed', 

they had achieved the

'the
had released

office' fox 

share of

Pakhtunkhwa 

LGE&PvDD, Hangu

inquiry.Both times huge

than four (4) yearsIn mere
financial progress;following

Expenditure
(Rs. M)

Released
(Rs. M)

Cost 
(Rs. M)Name of the Scheme

1.25010.00^r-wwOnstallation of Hand/Pressure 
Pumt:) at Gandarj_Dallan.------
(Installatio

____ Pumpl at -
Sanitation Scheme

Baeato.

10.00
•V 10.00 1.950f Hand/Pressure j^q.OO

yarVio^ha Sharifj—------------------- -
at Mishtu Banda } -^q.oO

n o
5.5510.00
8.75

Total
the jobof LGE&RDD it was

fr..-. notificationAs per , LGE&RDD to have
description of the Assistant Director

(Annexed-U). ^In almost
executed the schemestimely had.taken no notice of the contractor

progress.'^'^The co
Directors, LGB&EDb) 

issu^
ohcetACd. Assistant

identificationieHhat there wasesented'the excusepr in this regard to 

decided in..„wPS;V'..W l..». Th. CO...C.S., «...
released for the

'schemkln financial year. 2018-19. I t wanted, they

ofof identification
could Save cresolved the Issues

of 2016-17 to 2018- 

and till

date they are arguing
of identification of site 

, which

■ f - -Kf-r'
the issue

hand pumps/pressure pumps
for installation of

but also a 

which they must be
and inefficiencyonly-- negligenceis not

their part formisconduct bngrave n
held responsible.
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'theobtaine 1

•- -‘i^

i' com i-ork. In
p-

aiTedtoobtain the same. nLGE&^HDl TX 1k'

resulting into regretting of bills from the office of 

DC, Hangu in financial year 2018-19. It also shows 

slackness on part of the LGE&RDD, Hangu office

till ^p>8

being the executing agency. In addition, as per 

procedureVDistrict P&D office was required to conduct 

survey and identify schemes as per the needs of the 

general public. However, no such record was presented 

regarding survey or feasibility of the schemes resulted 

into delay in utilization of funds.i'
•■K .

Misplacement of Record/Files of the Schemes "WSS at

f Gandari Dalian" and "W5S at Karbogha Sharif". \S'’

k. During the course cf inquiry, the Assistant Director, 

LGE&RDD, Hangu in his brief 

informed PIT that files/record of two schemes "WSS at 

Gandari Dalian" anc '‘WSS at Karbogha Sharif" were 

misplaced/missing 

cfficers/officials v/ere asked as to how, when and where 

the record was misplaced?

f.
•!dated 13.04.2021
1

}

i!
ic. -fit\ concernedTherefore, the

I\

In this connect.on Mr. Sajjad Ali, the then Sub-Engineer, 

LGE&RDD, Hangu stared in his written statement that 

files in questions were reportedly missing during the 

year 2020 and he relii’i-quisheci the charge of Assistant 

Engineer, LGE&RDD, Hangu on 13.09.2019. He was the 

custodian of t.ie 'Sanitation Scheme at Mishtu Banda 

Bagatu" while the otner tw'o sites were looked after by

t

1

-V
?'•

I

5/
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and Mr.SaifuUah. the then Sub-Engineer€• Mr. Karim
Irfan Ullah, Assistant Engineer, LGE&RDD, Hangu.

not related to him therefore,

f;r.

h.
Since, the schemes were 

neither he had seen these files nor 

time of misplacement of the files.

touched them at the Ir'

Clerk, LGE&RDD, Hangu 

statement that he was posted as

r.;- i.
Mr. Shahzad Hussain, Junior

stated in his written 

Clerk in the LGE&RDD, Hangu office since 

performing the duty of Diary 

On 03.03.2020, he was 

in his Own Pay

Junior

September, 2015 and was 

and Dispatch till March, 2020 

posted as Assistant, LGE&RDD, Hangu in 

Scale' (CPS). He also mentioned that as 

record of the scheme under inquiry

%

far as the 

is concerned, 

to him till
/files

the same had never 

18.06.2020. He was 

"Sanitation 

18.06.2021 through proper 

still in his custody.

/
been handed over

handed over only the file/ve.cord of 

/Mishtu Banda Bagatu

handing taking which was

oni Scheme atm

i-z^
, ad, LGE&RDD, Hangu 

before his
In this regard, Mr. Abid Zaman

his brief that those files were missingsated in 

poszing as
06.04.2021.ad, LGE&RDD, Hangu on

P'
O' - reflect that any legal 

conducted for

files.

No such record was presented to 

fir or Inquiry wasaction i.e., 

ascertaining

This reason

!■

the responsible staff for missing
lost willfully by

AD Local Govt, office
leads that the files were

all the staff, particularly by the 

As a matter
the officialof fact, protecting2*' Hangu. 

record/file
of every

related. In the 

schemes mentioned

responsibility

whom the file is 

files/record of

theis

officer/official to 

instant case two

Page 13 ol 23



the LGE&RDD, Hangu office• -
above^had been lost from

technical staff of LGE&RDD, Hangu as
for which the

equallyDirector wereIthe Assistantwell~: as
■ *?: on their part.it also shows negligenceresponsible and

wssmillion in6.495Payment of Rsnnnbtful/Fake

aandari Dallan'L

Karim, and Mr.Mr. IrfanUllah, Assistant Engineer
StatedHangulge&rddSaifullah, Sub-Engineer 

their joint written statement 

the then Deputy Commissioner,

that Mr. Arshad Mansoor, 

Hangu and Mr. Dilawar

, LGE&RDD, Hangu in 

sanctioned 2"^/Einal bill 

the contractor of 

in June, 2020

Khan, the then Assistant Director 

■•of each other had 

to Rs. 6.495 million for
lT connivance

amounting 1:
"WSS at Gandari Dalian in illegal manner

technical staff of LGE&RDD, Hangutheby bypassing 

(Annex: NN). The contractor
had actually executed 24

which 5Out of 

functional. The net 

actual work 

bill amount of Rs.

site.hand/pressure pumps at
£

non-werehand/pressure pumps 

payable amount 

done(after 

1.250 million

t?/ of the contractor as per 1

deduction of previous
[r- functional hand/pressureand non-t-

mentioned that actualRs. 55,507/. Theypumps,) was 

situation of the scheme "WSS at Gandari Dalian' as pei
^ . as under;report of technical staff was

Si;- RemarksCost (Rs. M)-Uescription
2014-15approved inThe Scheme was

for total 100 No. of pressure pump_s.kl Cost 10.00iii
if4 Page 14 of 23



Approved by the competent authorityTechnical2. 7.76Sanction Cost
Payment was made on supply of the1*' Ry^Bill3. 1.250 items
Joint committee report dated 23.05.2021Actually4.
(Annex:.I},.workexecuted .-l’.'8.76 ■ i-.after-.on 'site a-'.-

verification
After deduction of 1®* R/BillNet cost of the5. • 0.629

work.
non-functionalofdeductionAfterNet payment of6. 0.0557

the contractor. . ' pumps

They further- stated that on site only 19 hand/pressure

had been installed while the sanctioned fake billpumps

for 81 hand/pressure-pumps. The then Deputy 

ngu first misplaced the file and then 

: levelled baseless allegations against

was

t\e

Commissioner, 

to hide his fault 

the technical staff of LGE&RDD, Hangu. On 19‘^ June, 

2020 he transacted Rs. 6.495 million from the public 

exchequer and instead- of transferring'the said amount j 

the account of real- contractor M/S Asmatullah j

1

il
%

into

I<hattak,it was transferred to a fake account made on the ; 

of M/S Asmatullah Khattak. The fake bill wasname

signed by Retired Engr. Javid Iqbal which 

completely unjustified. To hide his fault the Deputy

The

i was
5
1

5Hangu conducted an inquiry, 

technical staff submitted an application regarding the 

illegal transaction to the Director, Anti-Corruption 

Establishment, Khyber Pakthunkwa (Anenx: OO). After 1 

hearing about the Anti-Corruption Establishment, the ;
I

DC, Hangu and AD, LGE&RDD, Hangu recovered the ; 

amount and deposited it in the government exchequer. 

They further stated that due to non-payment to the

levelling baseless

Commissioner,
'fk-'f

''v
“I

.'il,'gI

I \\
iii)

li
the contractor wascontractor,

allegations and also lodging different complaints 

through various fora against them just to tease them. In

1
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V‘

the end, they raised the question that if files/record 

was missing as mentioned in Assistant Director, 

LGE&RDD,' Hangu letter datedl7.06.2017 then how 

sanction of Rs. 6.495 million for the abovementioned 

scheme was granted? They further stated that it implies 

that the record/files was not missing but was lying in 

the office of Assistant Director, LGE&RDD, Hangu. ^

i’-

i[2.

iC' LGE&RDD,Mr. Dilawar Khan, Assistant Director,

Hangu stated that he came to know about the cheque 

and file after about 10 to 15 days after the issuance of 

the cheque. Before, that he was unaware that such 

malafide act had been done. The cheque was issued by 

the District Account Office, Hangu and they came to 

know about it after 10 to 15 days. When he was asked 

that whether payment of Rs. 6.495 million was made to 

the contractor? In response, he stated that cheque was 

submitted by the contractor in MCB, Hangu from where 

it was forwarded to MCB, Kohat. Mr. Ihsanullah, a petty 

contractor presented the said checque to a female Bank 

Manager where he was told by her that his account was 

a business account, while the cheque had been issued 

for account in the name of a contractor. Further, the

i
i-

i;
‘

i;

c- 5!
ii

■1

H.
(;

rv

r 1

i

\
i''.

I ii

:

cheque amount was Rs. 6.495 million while in his 

account there were only Rs. 2000/- and so she asked the 

contractor that his cheque was doubtful. Mr. Ihsanullah 

then started threatening her. However, the cheque was 

sent back to MCB, Hangu. Meanwhile, he came to know 

about the cheque then he wrote a letter to MCB, Hangu 

with a copy to Deputy Commissioner, Hangu and thus, 

the cheque could not be drawn and the amount was 

recovered.

i|
V'

/

f. ■ j

■5

: :
1;
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Pi'J 1
I

A I:

The Deputy Commissioner, Hangu (Now Deputy

*, Commissioner, Tribal District Khyber) in his letter No.

‘ 1462/DC(Khyber) dafed 15.04.2021 stated that the file in 

question was processed by Assistant Director, 

LGE&RDD, Hangu recommending the bill of scheme 

amounting to Rs. 7.750 million on proper note-sheet 

{Annex: PP). Although AD, LGE&RDD, Hangu vide his 

letter No 285 dated 10.06.2020 had intimated that the 

said file had been missing, however, recommendation of 

the AD, LGE&RDD, Hangu 

contractor dulv undertaken on affidavit substantiate

f

M li
Mi

i

and statement of the
. iI' I

that :he file was in the office ciistody of LGE&RDD, 

Hangu. which was processed for payment (Annex: QQ). 

It was astonishing that if the file was missing then how 

Assistant Engineer, LGE&RDD Hangu in his application

.'i

•i
ii'

■ ’4

.‘5 I'i' dated 23.06.2020 write to Director Anti-Corruption, 
^ KhybeiI 11Pakhtunkhwa against Assistant Director 

P LGE&RDD for alleged fraudulent payment. Content of
-■V I

rir the note sheet, affidavit and letter of Assistant Engineer 

of LGE&RDD Hangu of above reference indicate that the 

file was not missing rather it were maneuvering of 

office of LGE&RDD, Hangu (Annex:RR). He also 

mentioned that the file/record of the scheme ''WSS at 

Dalian" was not missing but, the file/record of "WSS at 

- Karbcgha Sharif" was missing for recovery of which 

proper inquiry was conducted and reportedly the said 

file is still missing. .

ij

I t

•.-i

i'

Regarding the sanctioning the bill amounting to Rs. 

6.495 million the then concerned Deputy Commissioner, 

Hangu stated that file processed by AD, LGE&RDD 

Hangu was thoroughly checked and all the formalities

'1Page 17 or23
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_ ,_, ............... ... _ r : 'l^ '■ 1.1. ....

'?•

i^ ■ ;■■ • -•
•Iff.

1'
I 1 .:■■

!

'-vere found 

completio
completed i 

^ certificate

-i'i.e. contractor bill, V, ,•■it

mb; TS andetc.
t

The pix falso liliasked Mr^

' tGE&RDD, Hangu vide

cianfy wheth

payments 
SS). But, he did

;
Dilaw rAssistant Director 

21-04.2021 to

the

(Annex:

ar Kha " then ?;. •
letter dated

er the recommendatioaforesaid ns for 

or otherwise 
respond to PIT letter.

'^as his own
not t

per general 
®eheme i

Assistant

\ *ent to the
^r'°"cerned district for

In the i

Assistant

procedure. fhe Sub-Engineer -'1initiate the file of a
processing through 

or, LGE&RDD, 

missioner of the

-i-f'^hich after
Engineer ■J •and Assistant Direct

Comini
sanctioning the 

case, Mr. Dilaw
r^Iiiized. amount being';»3 instant

^ fhen
'T directly

deputy Commi

3r Khan, the 

Hangu
Director, EGE&Rdd,

for
hadrecommended ^he bill

approval of 

Arshad Mans 

Hangu 

technical

themissioner. Hangu. Mr.<1 ‘he then 

' ^-oking for
'deputy Comm; oor, 

without
missioner.

Signature of the-GE&Rod, staffHangu on the of
note-sheet has6.495 sanctioned 

negligence, 

confirm the 

^ng fraudulent

Besides above j;

mentioned
r also failed to

De Pnty Commissione

Work 

of r^.
-^^son- due

jned/verified 

-■nee, both

“'‘•ess of the

I, •.

-^fuai
> ■‘^one before 

6.495
sanction!

million iin the !-"^^me of faketo the 

I>y the
reason that the bill Was not

concerned Technical staff.
fraudulent

were equally involved i
bill for

- in this 

they needwhich
■'»untable. be held

- above siSituation 

at Gandari
reveals that files 

Dalian^' 

delib

of the 

"Wss at
Schemes 

Karbogha

havi

\
and

^'■^tely misplaced
rif" had been > .

ng
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> *

malafide intentions by the then 

LG&RDD, and the then

Kv'-. X

M
1Assistant Director, 

-ioner, Hangu
responsibility of the fraudul

A
!’■

Deputy Commissi t; x-
t

in order to 

paym?r?t.
ravoid t:7'

ent
iiil. •

1?
if; j

t
I-II

' ;
f '

i

2INGS.
^'Y

- on the observatio 

* -aider;
ns at Para-4 (a to g) of this •oreport, findings

i

f

of comolainf

Tile complainant, Mr. Noor 

■re'sident, Tehrik-e-Insaf, 

■onplaint. Hence, 

awever, the contents

Awaz 

Hangu did

(Advocate), District 

not

I
( r
town the 

complaint is pseudonymous.the

• rs were proven as true. •>

'' l-lmplernentatinn^ ^Ciilg-Schenies^isplaceniPnt .r

t

'-ras found that the

■ponded due to a civil suit filed by Mr. Akbar Gul 

" “‘J'or in District Court Hangu 

-« disqualification, which

execution of the schemes f

remained
1

on 17.02.2015 .Hagainst ;
decided by the Districtwas

on 29.01.2016 in favour of the 

-ilarly, another writ
1

executing agency, 
petition filed by the Ex-MPA PK-‘hall (.Vlufti. Syed Janan)

against the allocation of the
dunag the year 2015-16 which^'Oies

i
was decided in 

caused delay in the 
execution. Hence, delay in execution for the 

period being beyond

favour on 11.05.2016 also <
(

-cess of

ri'mentioned
control of the

cutin erV agency is justified.
f

jt
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After the disposal of the aforementioned 

following Assistant Directors Local Government 

Hangu being responsible 

administration of the schemes failed 

schemes during their tenure despite release of Funds;

pc. .k/ court cases the

Office
for the execution and

to complete the

I'
r.: -W:
t"

S.No Name Designation Tenure

Assistant Director, 
LGE&RDD, Hangu

01.03.2016 to 
12.12.2019

1 Mr. Abid Zaman

Assistant Director, 
LGE&RDD, 
D.l.Khan

I 2 01.01.2020 to 
05.08.2020

Mr. Dilawar Khan ■..-3

, / .t i
1.'

h^-was further transpired that f.

the execution of schemes 

and "WSS at Karbogha Sharif" 

2020 due to missing of Files 

he said schemes after

V.iA,

:
.•> i'.- 'i

-CvT

'i
at Gandari Dalian"

\
i! :.. :eruption of the issue of

dulent payment attempt of Rs. 6.495 million in •, -*, •;

me "Sanitation Scheme at Gandari Dalian" during
'2020. The said amount was processed in the name
fake person s account against no physical work.l; im

the pount was not paid due to interception of 

ieque by the concerned Bank Manager arid the

equer sustained no loss, yet it confirmed the 

fide and negligence on the part of those who
% ■ -t

were
Ived in payment process. The Assistant Director

recommended the above payment and the Deputy
aussioner w h 0 sanctiongave as Principal-c-

!ant-ing Officer without confirmation of physical I

ress and without checking the remarks/signatures

c^roncerned technical staff (Assistant Engineer and 

Mgineer) on the bill,

t

directly responsible forare
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1 îthe above fraudulent payment attempt and the resultant 

•delay in execution of the schemes in question since june 

2020.

; ;•
« »1

The circumstances and emerging facts reveal that the Te.> i
\ Files of the two schemes i.e., "WSS at Gandari Dalian

deliberately

5

I"WSS at Karbogha Sharif were
order to avoid the responsibility of

and 

misplaced in 

processing 

payment.

*h'
j-
!•fake/fraudulentaforementioned !!the
i

I
The subordinate staff of the AD Local Govt, office i.e., 

Assistant Engineer and the Sub-Engineer also failed 

to properly handle and protect the Files of their 

Schemes.

if. 1;

the
*

t!
7

■i .
i1

The PIT found that due to negligence and inefficiency, 

the technical sanction for the scheme "WSS at Ganderi 

Dalian" and "WSS at Karbogha Sharif" could not be 

issued till February, 2020, for which the Assistant 

Director, LGE&RDD (Mr. Abid Zaman) was responsible.

i g-

!i

'I

(

The Administrative Department (LGE&RDD) did not 

furnish its comments in the matter despite repeated 

requests, which is beyond comprehension.

h.

.1

*■/

j of record which 

intentions of the
No. legal action regarding missing 

willful and malafide 

concerned AD Local Govt, office Hangu.
manifests /

'\s

The Public amount was not utilized due to inefficiency1 ii

and ulterior motives. This delay may have escalated the
result of their individual

■t

cost of the schemes as 

inefficiency.
r.
1'

1
j.

Page 21 of 23 t-

I
I !l •

I,
i'

■Ji- "frr't- ‘ '■ ■

It-

• ■ H'V)' . ■ ri■ '.V'
:i

IJ •.

♦'< \s

r i:I 'll >.• > ! .'2; '■1- ■J'i;i*,w

'.4..o .v»

VC



nri'' •ff''

f
i

i;; ,)-T^

i' •■i.:
f •J1

-v 111-tit V, ;
V •• -'-j i'• ..

RF.rOMMFNnATlONS.
■3- n) 'ii-

and - findings of . this report, 

Team are as under;

be taken against the 

referred to against

?n
!basis of observations .

• ;3mmendations of Provincial Inspection

ijt 5 the ii;• 1' .'
: -/■

«■ ■1•:1 \

action as per law may

for their omissions/commissions
Strict Disciplinary 

following 

each;

;
■*

i'l h
i''

< .
I-

Omissions/commissions
Designation

Itll ;»I)?: ad 1 As mentioned in para- 

5(c)& 5(,g)
then aThe r5,2>id Zaman -V

LGE&RDD, Hangu
fv

jawar Khan
ad As mentioned in para-The- then 

LGE&RDD, Hangu 5(c), 5(d) 5(e)& 5(0 I

1
As mentioned in para-i:

DeputyThe then

Commissioner,
Arshac

5(d) & 5(e)
'''>3CT

4- Hangu

■■rlKTv
'■’v' Assistant Engineer, As mentioned in para-5(f)

LGE&RDD Hangu
<r

■-r

As mentioned in para-5(f) 1

Sub-Engineer 

LGE&RDD Hangu

t;

■

•ti .
•'V':;

I, ..-D ■ ^

\
;•' ■

'be directed;.:::iiiiistrative Department (LGE&RDD) may
silence during the instant inquiry proceedings

the schemes in

•;4- .

i ::j’in its 

: ■ be further if ,directed to complete
further delay and the resultantlaw without • IsSS per

I

1
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•Iescalation of the schemes 

.’e as per their tenure.
■4may be recovered from the :

I
1

c*
’ \

r:-4^s:mv-
'i’,

\

1ih

l!> , . ••\ y'y\KhW^T) J^IAN 

Sviember

AJEFB ULLAH 
distant Engineer 
:ial Inspection Team 
lerPakhtunkhwa

ii

. i;

Provincial
Khyber I^akhtunkhwa

. *nspection Team

] :|■ rr. » ; i

T
aber (Inquiries) 
ial Inspectior Team 
er P-;khtunkhwa

n

\
-I

MAND * H

:2.£> /^ SALAHUDDIN
Member (General) 

Provincial Inspection Team 
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa

1

>.tPARK A KH^aI^ 

Chairman
twi- Provincial Inspection Team 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa

I
1

1 I

' c-
■

t

?.

I

«
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DIRECTORATE GENERAL 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

? fpEPARTMENT KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA

\

AUTHORITY LETTER

Mr.Azaz-Ul-Hassan, Assistant Director Litigation (BPS-17) in Directorate General Local 

Government & Rural Development Department, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, is hereby authorized to 

submit the Joint Parawise Comment / Reply in Appeal No.2023/2022 Dilawar Khan VS 

Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa & others on behalf of respotldent No. ill & 3.

Deputy (Litigation)
LG&RDD, KhybeiX^akhtunkhwa

Deputy Director (Litigation)
Directorate General Local Govt; SiRDD 

Khvber Pakhtunkhwa


