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Court of
Case No. 524/2016
S.No. Date of order Order or other proceedings with signature of judge or Magistrate'
Proceedings
1 2 3
1 18/05/2016 The appeal of Mr. Amir llyas resubmitted today by Mr.
Jehanzeb Khan Khalil Advocate, may be entered in the
institution register and put up to the Worthy Chairman for
proper order please. ‘
. REGISTRAR~, "
-y -Rele Fo—i
2 93 J ’2 This case is entrusted to S. Bench for;\;gfeliminary
. hearing to be put up there on 4 —-é -/é
[ T -
CHAMRMAN
09.06.2016 _Appellant in person present. Due to strike of the Bar lea

-

counsel for the appellant is not available today pefore the Cq
ring to 21.06.7

therefore, case is adjourned for preliminary he

before S.B.

MEMBER

ned

urt,

016
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2 1:06.2016- ; "Counsel for -the appellant “present. Prelimiri'a-- i

arguments heard and casc file perused. Through the instl’é ?i
appeal, the appellant has impugned order dated 15.1.201638

° &
vide which the appellant was removed from service. Againsg

the impugned order the appellant fited review petition whichy

’

! AN
was also turned down vide order dated 18.04.2016 hence thg

3,

present service appeal.

Points argued at the Bar required furthei

' § consideration and the appeal is within time, therefore,'ad .
§. foriregular hearing, subject to deposit of security and pfdcre
Q . g
s fee within 10 days. Notices be issued to the resppndents fogl
Q= ' .
& § ; written reply/comments for 10.8.2016 before S.B.
Q QO i
< W ¢
i
, Member
!
I
f i
i
10.08.2016 Agent to counsel for the appellant and Masroof Gul, Supdt
aldngwith Addl. AG for respondents present. Written reply notj
submitted. Requested for adjournment. To come up for written e
[ reply/comments on 20.09.2016. '
: i
; ber
l :
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18.10.2016

17.11.2016

20.09.2016 Counsel for the appellant and Mr. Masroof
Khan, Supdt. Alorf;{;th Addl. AG for respondents
present. Written!not submitted. Requested for
adjournment. Request accepted. Last opportunity
granted. To come up for written reply/cémments

on 18.10.2016 before S.B.

P—

Member

Appcllant in p‘crsoﬁ and Mr. Masroof Gul. Supdt.
alongwith Addl. AG for respondents present. Written
reply not submitted. Requested for adjournment. Last
opportunity  granted.  To come up for written

reply/comments on 17:11.2016 before S.13.

mber

Appellant in person and Mr. Atlas Khan, Supdt.
alongwith Addl. AG for respondents present. Written reply
submitted. The appeal is assigned to D.B for rejoinder and
final hearing on 18.01.2017.

Chéirman



P L 7 18.01.2017 Counsel for appellant and Mr. Muhammad Saced AD (lit.)
alongwith Additional AG for respondents present. Learned counsel for

“appellant requested for adjournment for submission of '.I;ejoinder.-

Adjoufned. To come up for rejoinder and arguments on 15.02.2017 before

" e o . DB /QAA ,
R (AHMAD HASSAN) (ASHFAQUE TAl)
. ‘ MEMBER MEMBER

I
.
! !
| !
i
|
' : _ 15.02.2017 ' Counsel for the appellant and Mr. Muhammad Jan,
1 ll GP alongwith Mr. Masroof Gul, Supdt for responderl_tsf_
: : k present. Rejoinder submitted. To come up. for arguments on
, E i 15.03.2017 alongwith connected appeals before D.B.
s o } -
L | _—
(ASHFAQUE TAJ)
I 4 ] ) . MEMBER
L | (AHMAI) HASSAN) '
| MEMBER
: |
A
[ 15.03.2017 Clerk to counsel for the appellant and Addl: AG for. -

respondents present. Clerk to counsel for the requested for -

adjournment. Request accepted. To ﬁome up for arguments on ‘
/ L

{ 11.04.2017 before D.B. ™ 7 07 F £ IR
T - ‘ﬁ:?/  (MUHAMMAD AAMIR NAZIR)
| " (ASHFAQUE TAJ) ' S
- MEMBER -
' i
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Appellant with counsel and Muhammad Saeed, AD (Lit.) S ‘
) alongwith Mr. Ziaullah; Government Pleader for the respondents i ’ ‘
present. ‘ - A 1%
Vide our detailed judgment of to-day in the connected E : 1
SOLIR §
service appeal No.-424/2016 titled “Muhammad Sajjad Qureshi- T e %
o L : Ty
vs- The Governor through Chief Secretary Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, T
: :
LA
Peshawar and others”, this appeal is also decided as per detailed e
: e i : ‘\
IO
judgment referred above. File be consigned to the record room. S ‘
. 00
ANNOUNCED o)
11.04.2017 e
fin
(AHMAD HASSAN) A
MEMBER , ?‘
%4&1744%49@%74 “2q SR
(MUHAMMAD AMIN KHAN KUNDI) : , Sy
MEMBER
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The appeal of Mr. Amir llyas Ex- Superintendent Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission

r“eceived to-day i.e. on 16.05.2016 is incompleté on the following score which is returned to the counsel :
for the appellant for completion and resubmisﬁion within 15 days.
Annexure-F of the appeal is incomplete which may be completed. '
No. g Jo s, ' ' B R
~ot_I7 2016 . o)
AN _ | . 'REGISTRAR < -
. SERVICE TRIBUNAL ol
M _ KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA S
o o PESHAWAR. b
AR Mr. Jehanzeb Khan Khalil Adv. Pesh.

1
1
I




- BEFORE THE HON’ABLE SERVICES TRIBUNAL K.P.K, PESHAWAR

Mr. Amir Ilyas

APpeal nio. 524 @5 |

Government of K.P.K etc

Index
S.NO | DESCRIPTION OF DECOMENTS ANNEX A PAGES
I | Petition , -4
2 CNIC 5
3 Copies of complaints A and A/1 6-10
4 Office order dated 10/03/2015 B, Bl 11-28
5 Copy of report C G2y
6 | Copy of show cause notice and reply D and D/1 36-39
17 Copy of impugned order of removal EFand G 3§40
dated 15/01/2016, review petition and
order of rejection
8 wakalatnama' 44
Appellant
Through
. Jehanzeb Khan K
Py :

Aman durrani

Nasir Khan
Advocates
High Court Peshawar
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. That in the year 2010 a task of appointment of ADOs (BPS-16) in

BEFORE THE HON’ABLE SERVICES TRIBUNAL K.B.K, PESHAWAR
Mr.Amir ilyas Ex superintendent Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public
Service Commission Peshawar ........................... Appellant

4.9 P Prosieins
VS | torvice Tribuzmal

@iary M ..%% g
Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Through “M«Lé;-—"“'g- |

1. Chief Secretary Govt of Khyber pakhtunkhwa Peshawar,
2. Chairman Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission
Peshawar. .
3. Secretary pakhtunkhwa public service commission Peshawar.
4. Registrar examinations Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service
- Commission Peshawar............c.ccooeeiiiniciiiiinnn, Respondents

APPEAL UNDER SECTION 4 OF THE KPK SERVICE
TRIBUNAL ACT 1974 (AMENDED UP TO DATE) AGAINST
THE ORDER NUMBER KPK/PSC/ADMN/GF-521/978-84
DATED 15/01/2016 OF THE RESPONDENTS WHEREBY THE
PENALTY OF REMOVAL FROM SERVICE WAS IMPOSED
UPON THE APPELLANT AND AGAINST THE ORDER
DATED 18/04/2016 THROUGH WHICH REVIEW PETITION OF
THE APPELLANT WAS ALSO TURNED DOWN IN CURSORY
MANNER

PRAYER IN APPEAL:

- ON ACCEPTANCE OF THIS APPEAL THE IMPUGNED
ORDERS MENTIONED ABOVE MAY KINDLY BE SET ASIDE
AND CONSEQUENTLY THE APPELLANT MAY BE
REINSTATED TO HIS POST OF.'SER'VICE FROM THE DATE
OF REMOVAL FROM SERVICE WITH.ALL BACK BENEFITS .

Respectfully Sheweth,

. That the appellant is law abiding citizen of Pakistan.

(Copy of CNIC is attached)

. That the petitioner/appellant was appointed as Jumor Clerk on

04/05/1981 at Khyber Pakhtoon Khwa public service commission and
performed his duties with due diligence & honesty hence with the .
passage of time promoted to the post of superintendent.

elementary and secondary education department through Adv: NO
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05/2009 was given to the respondent Nof » by conducting interviews
of candidates which interviews were conducted by the respondent no
&zand the result: of selected candidates was announced on
03/02/2011.

. That in October 2014 a candidate namely Mr. Saqib Ullah who had

failed to be selected due to low merit submitted two complaints to
respondent no 4 on the basis of irregularities committed in zonal
adjustment in the selection of said ADOs.

(Coples of complaints are annexed as annexure A and A/1)

. That the respondent No3#y on receiving the above mentioned

complaints, probed into the matter and constituted a probing
committee with specific mandate (TORs) to examine the veracity of
allegations of the complainant. .

(Office order dated 10/03/2015 is annexed as annexure B)

. That the probing committee, acting beyond its mandate (TORS) and

without any solid proof and evidence and on the basis of surmises and
conjunctures declared the appellant along with the other staff guilty
of 1rregular1t1es in the process of selection for the posts of ADOs
(BPS-16) in Elementary and Secondary Education Department

(Copy of report is annexed as annexure C) .

That on the basis of the findings of the probing committee the
concerned authority issued a show cause notice to appellant which
was duly replied to by the appellant denying the allegation of any
involvement in the above mentioned irregularities.

(Copies of show cause notice and reply are annexed as annexure D
and D/1) :

. That on 15/01/2016 through i'rnpugned'order penalty of removal from

service was imposed upon the appellant which was assailed by the
appellant through review petition but the same was also turned down
by the respondents in a cursory manner without any solid reasons.
(Copy of impugned order of removal dated 15/01/2016, review
petition and order of rejection are annexed as annexure E, IF and G)

. That the appellant having no adequate remedy to challenge the

veracity of both the impugned orders mentioned above prefets the
instant appeal on the following grounds, inter alia;

Grounds

A. That the whole procedure of constitution of probing committee
conducting inquiry etc by the respondents are against the relevant
Law, rules and procedure, hence having no legal effect.

B. That the report of probing committee is beyond its domain (TORs)
and based on surmises and conjunctures and against the relevant
rules and procedure.

C. That the probing committee-failed to.collect any piece of evidence
supporting the allegation of the complamant agalnst the appellant.




D. That the probing committee failed to. record the statements of the
high ups who had interviewed the candidates and approved the
result, similarly it was respondent no:'e&who has issued the final
list and not the appellant.

E. That without regular inquiry, charge sheet etc a major penalty of
removal from service was imposed upon the appellant hence on
this score alone the impugned order is liable to be set aside.

F. That the respondents with mala fide intention failed to give an
opportunity of personal hearing to the appellant during the course
of inquiry and the appellant was condemned unheard, hence the
impugned orders are against the relevant rules of Law and natural
justice.

G. That during the whole course of so called illegal inquiry of probing

committee neither the complainant nor the other candidates were
called up and examined in support of the allegations leveled in the
complaints, hence the authority miserably failed to adopt the
proper procedure for the purpose of deciding the matter on merits.

H. That there is no evidence regarding the involvement of the
appellant in the allegation of irregularities in the selection process
of ADOs and the whole process of selection was adopted and
completed with the direction of the then competent authorities i.e
member in charge but the probing committee badly failed to
record the statements of the above mentioned competent
authorities in respect of the allegation of the irregularities.

I. That the impugned order of the removal of appellant from service
is also against the Law and real facts.

J. That the appellant rendered more then 30 years in the service with
the respondents having no previous history regarding his
involvement in such like activities.

K. That any other ground will be raised at the time of argument

before the Honorable Tribunal. 5

It is therefore, humbly requested that on acceptance
of this appeal The impugned orders of removal from
service of the appellant dated 15/01/2016 along with the
impugned order dated 18/04/2016 of rejection of review
petition of the appellant may kindly be set aside and
consequently the appellant may be reinstated with
further direction to allow the appellant all back and
consequential benefits. Any other relief not specifically
prayed for through this appeal and deemed fit in the
interest of justice may kindly be allowed to the appellant.



Appellant

Through
Jehanzeb Khan |
& A ey)
“Aman Durrani
Nasir Khan
Advocates
‘High Court Peshawar

Interim relief: |

That, temporarily, the order of removal from service may
kindly be suspended and Respondents may kindly be directed not
to fill up the post of the appellant on regular basis till the disposal
of the instant appeal. |

Verification: . |

Verified on oath that the contents of foregoing appeal are true
and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief and nothing has
been I:_oncealed from the Honorable Tribunal.

Appellant




BEFORE THE HON’ABLE SERVICES TRIBUNAL K.P.K, PESHAWAR

Mr.Amir ilyas
Vs

Government of K.P.K etc

Service appeal
Affidavit

TIP3 g e o ———y

I Mr Amir Ilyas do hereby solemhly affirm and declere on oath

e gy U b s gl g etk A ip
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that the contents of foregoing appeal are true and correct to the {
' 4

best of my knowledge and belief and nothing has been concealed : v
' ' ¥

therein from this honorable Court.
1
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© 7 OFRICE ORDER.

The Cofﬁﬁeiehi Authority is pleased to'
of the following offi

constitute 'érf,c;'o‘mhizttgé_:c;forﬁ:ér'{sfiné; I

cers of the Khyber i?al;htunkhwa_-Pubnc'_Sle?rvicex Qcia:rilj}is;sié?;ioi probe

into alleged irreqularities commitied in the recruilr_nfent of A§s_is,taqt !_Dj‘éftri‘ ic

(BPS-16) advertised vide Advertisement No, 05/2003:-. A
ST TR i

Prof: Dr. Sarah Sa.fd?r

Wmuhamm

t Officer (Maie) :

| Designation”

Member-l. >
ad Faroc , Swal) ‘Member-VII
Ghulam Dastagir Ahma+

Director Recruitment

mittee are as Une; . -

VI, “agibullah (Co;nplginépl) regarding e o — we e
tNo. 05/2009. . ..

ecommendee’s ‘along'with  tHe
tgthent in detail. . L

into " the alléged’ inv
staff and O

I answer to point IV of TORs are in affir
it there is:na fault on the pari of candidats:

POSis reserved for Zone-lii: wrongly recorhmended ¢
against \he seals reserved tdr,Zone

candidates belonging to Zone-ij| and

mative, then make ré: _‘é:'éil:i'é;_ﬁ in .

DR R LIRS
subject and » they may be adjusted against the
o the Government for appointment

-V. Moreover, fresh aliocation/ recommendations of
V be made accbf;i{ngly‘.

3. The Commitiee shal submit its repoh;‘_bs_}!oce 15" April 2015 .
S o Sdi-
B " .CHAIRMAN
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Submmed that upon verbal direction of the Worthy Chaxmmn the undersigned .

AWre O

SR s B L3 b i oo, omgnir

\,.‘ \

\\{ r-\,, f 1'

R N

.

- s re-checked ch aDpllCdthl‘l forms, and the result of the 240 proposed rccommendees for the |

sosts of Assistant letr!r‘t Officers (BPS 16) 1 m Education Department. In the pmccs.» numerous t

Ao B

fiscrepancies haw been noticed, wh1cb are as. undeu ' A
Category No.l. ! ?
Anom Ahcvdnscrcmmcws in the (,]lo'xbl'__‘[_ 5f the candidates )

: : -
S.No. Name of Candidate Discrepancy Proposal H

S

f/um,- s)

‘Abdur Rehman Rashid

S/0 'nayat Ullah
(Zone-4)™”

The cand’date has acquired the
degree 0; B.S. Education in
1993 frora University of
Puanja®: a ter his intermediate.
After thar he has done M.Ed i in
2005 from Allama Igbal Open
University. :

The candidate has done only
one Bachelor Degree, which
can be counted against either -
B.Sc or B.Ed. He has done
M.Ed in 2006 an'd from this |
date onwards his  total teaching
experience till the closing datc
of applications i.e 04/07/2009 .
become about 03 years. He is:
thercfore mchyb[u for the post.: |

‘ i’\u lulhth Shah $/O

Ulmdull.xh

- \

“The Candidate has done M.A

(Business Educations). Whereas
the requirzd qualification is
13.Ed (Gr.ueral Education)

“be is therefore incligible for the

post. - y

. g R '

':«luh:lfinnud Zarif S/O
i .

WNinwaz Ah

Clone-d)

14e has done B.S. Education

has done M.Ed from AIOU in
2002. Bi.: the office has
cornted ais 3.8, 1 ':g;lin%l hoth
i e and ©.LEd, which is wzunz,

from the 2unjab University. He

He may become eligible if his
B.S.Ed is taken against B.Sc
Degrec and his M.Ed against
professional gualification i.¢
B.Ed. Because he has done his .
M.Ld in 2002 and from that
date onwards his teaching
experience b 2;ome 07 years.
But this will "ring his total
marks from (= to 58. .

= e gn e tee— e mem e - o
€.

\lbl.n Reliman $/0

\hd.: "Rehman
(L(Jllu-”)

He as p.rrecord is a Junior
Clerk in the Education
I)qmlmuu since 11-04-1996.
This éxperience can nenlhe: be
counted as Admlmstmtwe nor
teaching experience he was -
initially rejected for that by the
office (P25). He has then
produccd a certificate (P/27)
showing that he has taught in
some school as well.

"| Clerk renders. his both

The whole process seems fishy.
Besides, his work of teaching -

sided by his own work of Junior .

I3 ;}
experiences part time, and nart r 8]
time experience as per

Regulation-30(1) is not . _

acceptable. He is therefor
incligible.

4

>0

- Muhammad Nisar S/O
Shah Alam
(Zone-1)

in Edbenation Department,
wiich ie not a relevant
experience. He also has
pro-lue -4 a certificate of
teachins in some school.

He as perrecord is a Lab. Asstt:

As already stated against Scrial
No.4, part time experience is
not acceptable according to the
Regulations of the Commission
He is therefore ineligible L;t,'.lhc
post.

¢

t Waliur Rehman S/O
Fojoun Khan

.
v e e e .m

(Zone-3) .

He nas crossed the column-16
of his »pplication form
rega-diag.service / experience.
But hes produced a hand
written srtificate from some
priv:te. school showing him to
have heen “eaching since

1 01/6/2000.

No investigation has been mad:
in the case. The candidate may
therefore be questioned
regarding the contradiction.

-t
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Shamsul 1slam S/O
Niaz Muhammad.™
{Zone-2)

He has'clearly written N.A in
the Column-16 regarding
experience / Service. But
afterwards has produced
certificate of teaching atlegedly
from private schools.

No investigation has been made
in the case. The candidate may
therefore be questioned °
formally regarding the
contradictions and the casc be
decided on merit.

Wisal Muhammad S/O
1ast Vlull.nmn.ld,‘
(Zone-2) i

The candidate has claimed the
following experiences in the
column-16.

1) Lecturer from May 2003 to

The expericnce is ull of
Contradictions, but no
investigation has been made by
the office."Proper inquiry of

o date. facts may be made and the case
.-3 ‘t1i) Lecturer in HiraModle be decided on merit.
Schoel from Jan-2001 to '
‘ date.
. 111) CMS i the National .
Com.rn ssion for Human 1
’ - Rights from 07-July 2006 to
. 31-Avz 2006
! Qadir Shah S/07; He has ¢i :ned / produced No clarificaticn has been made

‘

3ahib Shak

e

-contradictory certificates of
teaching «n Private School /
Colleges

by the office. The candidaie
may be qmstnoncd formally for -
the same, and the case be
decided on merit.

ek

_vZor--4)y e
' ¥
-3
e
“Hayat Khan S/O;
Nazeef Khan ™.
(Zone-2) v
e
;:1_}.
A,
. e
F
. 3 ’
.

He has dene hisB.Edon
17/02/2004. He has therefore a
bear experience of 5 years after
B.Ed. But he has also been a
student of M.Ed in 2009 in the
Kohat University, though there
is no proof of his M.Ed

Proof of his M.Ed has not becn
called for therefore it is not
clear whether he has done his
M.Ed in Morning session or
Evening. The degree of his
M.Ed may be called in order to
know the above facts. Because
if he has dane his M.Ed Regular
(Morning) then one year shall
be deducted from his
experience which will render
him ineligible for the post.

T

Adil Muhammad:S/O
Ghani Muhammad

(Zone-2) TR

- Sung&. laris b/O
Malook o
(Zone-1) ,

)

-

He has claimed / produced

| experience from 05/01/2005 till
 last date in Fauji*Foundation
Modle School. He also has

-4 claimed expericnce in some

private rehool [rom 2003 w
2004, though no proof has been

| produccd thercof.

The second experience secis to
be recorded afterwards, because
the pen used for this is difterent
altogether. The candidate may
be questioncd- Fornably al the

case be decided on mcrii.-gﬂ\

He hae claimed o be working
as Principal in some Private
school since 1995 but at the
same time he has done B.Ed in
2001 wed also M.Ed in 2003
both from the Peshawar
Liniversity i.e as a regular
studen |

“Fhere is clear-cut contradiction
between his experience as
Principal and his being d
student of B.Ed and M.Ed in
Peshawar University
siimultancousty. Clarificition
may be asked from the
candidate and the e be
decided on merit.

b

Mumtaz Ahmad S/O
Muhammad A fzal Khan

(Zone-3)

The candidate as per his B.A
Jogree and DM.C (P/10 & 1)
respeciively is holder of third
division passed in 1989,

: aV/h\;' -5 the requirement s at
leest § cond Division. But after
by rc.g =otion he has produced
at ne A M.C (P/23) which
siov/s . B.A in second

AT + *tha canme anhijecty

‘may howev

The candidatc has done his
M.A Urdu in 1995 from the
same University (Peshawar).

It is surprising that how the
candidate way allowed 1o
improve his B.A marks after
passing his M.A from the sune
University. Yeritication of facts
r be made bafore

degidinp **  coge,

:
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e has claimed his service as—
Primary School Teacher in
Ecucation Deptt: from _
23/04/1996 till date. But on the
other hand he hastalso claimed
. to be working as Lecturer
L _ 3 : Physical Education in some

; private school from 01/08/2003
tiil date. ' :

Riaz Khan S/O
K& Mir Zali Khan
(Zone-4) . .

-

Since there is contradiction in
both the claimed experiences,
clarification may be asked from
the candidaie,

.

Saeed-Ahmad S/O
Haji Difbar Khan
(Zone3) *

] -

He has per claim is Primary
School Teacher in Education
Deptt: since 23/04/1998. But he
: has also claimed to have

SEL worked in‘the private school
e, - from 01/01/1999 to 30/12/1995.
‘ However he has also claimed to
have worked in NGO Human

, o Resources & Admn: from
o 120072000 0 0307200,

+

Cuiegory No. 25

Since there is contradiction
between his last two

experiences, claritication of the,
candidate may be asked ad the
case be decided accordingly.

. . » . ] . . |
Anomahcs/dxscrcmnc:es n awarding Academic and Expericnce marks.

e It is important to point out that according to Regulation-29(k):-

{
2

Lt s A : L o
“Five ‘marks reserved for additional qualifications shall be awarded at the
A . q ’

rate of one’or: two marks respectively for every additional rele
€0 I 34 v

- Degree. Infthe case of Dipleina acquired after the

R ) one mark will be awarded while in the case
he cn-uardecﬁfbr Doctorate

three marks shall he awarded "

However the concemed ofii.=
regulation, and has awarded marks for

vant Diploma or
nuninitm (/u(;/iji(.'a(iou
of relevant degree two marks shall
af Philosophy (Ph. D) and equivalen yualifications,

has totally ignored the contents / ‘spirit of the above
additional qualifications acquired before the minimum.

quai‘fications for th‘g:: post i.e B.Ed. TLis violation of rules has marred the whole merit list. Most

of th+ following discrepancies are due to the above mentioned fact.

Vi .meNo.1

L

3
\ ( 7“ - Candidate B —— ) -
e NS Page No. 4 at Serial Marl., Discrepancy Proposal
S ! No. - »
\/ ‘ 1. | 47 05 139 1) Wrong awarding of two ! Three marks may be
o additional marks for deducted and total be
‘ M.A English, done recorded as 56.
. before B.Ed.
S 2) Experience marks
- - ' becomeinil awarded
’ . one. | B L
2 62 .09 61 Wrong awarding of two ‘T'wo marks may be
RN ' additional marks for M.A deducted and total be
ALAE R N SN - | Istamiyat, done before recorded as §9.
BY Y daad it s B.Id. :
3 95 0i 59 .+ ! Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
additional marks for M.A | deducted and totai be
] English, done before B.Ed. | recorded as 57.
4 110 . 04 65 Wrong awarding of four Four marks may be
. _ o additional marks for M.A | deducted and total be
’ ! Islamiyat & M.A Pol: Sc, | recorded os ol.
| AAnn hafac~a D T2

.
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[RE

60

Wrong awarding'of two |
additional marks ‘Tor M.A
Islarniyat, done before :
B.Ed.

-

Two marks. nmy hu
deducted and total be
recorded as 58.

[P S

L~ 192 61 Wiong awarding of two | Two marks rhay be =
additional marks for M.Sc¢ | deducted and total bo, B
Maths, done before B.Ed. | recorded as 59,
214 61 Wrong awarding of two - | Two marks may be - -
7- additional marks for M.A . | deducted and total be
e : . Arabic, done before B.Ed. | recorded as'59.
| 269 '1.60. Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
g0 i - | adcitional marks for-M.'S'c, deducted and total be
L . done before B.Ed. " recorded as 58.
277 62 1) Wrong awarding of;,.., ‘| Five marks. may be
</~ ) two. acldltlona] m'ules | deducted 'md total be
forMA Islamxyat fecorded as 57
done before B.Ed." ' i
2) Three Extra Marks for . "
. Fxpenence i L
N 278 46! ‘Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
1e- additional marks for M.A | deducted and. total be .
- Isiamiyat,.done before - recorded as 339
C BEd - . | L
(- | 28! 61 . Wrong awarding iof two Two marks; may bc :
o additional marks for M.A . | deducted and total be
Pol: Science, done before recorded as.59.; .
B.Ed. . y
I3- 307 58 No additional ma{lcs gwen One Mark may bc
for MLEd ' ; added and totaI be
: : : recorded as:59.
13- 33¢ 61 Wrong awarding of two. Two marks'may be,
| additional marks for M:A | deducted and-total be -
English, done before B.Ed. | recorded as,59.
ly- 364 64 Experience marks becomes | One marks may be
1-0¢€ but awarded 05 added and total be -
. |. recorded as 65
- ] 413 61 - F. Sc m-parts é, .. |-One marks may be
1S~ ’ . | deducted and total be
. i. | recorded as 60._,

.. | 415 61 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be .
= lf- ' additional marks for M.A | deducted and total be -
o English, done before B.Ed. | recorded as'59.

/7 468 59 . |-Wrong awarding of two | Two marks may be: -
= additional marks for M:A | deducted ahd".t_’o't‘gil. be
" History, done before B.Ed. ' | recorded as.57. % .~
15~ 479 59 3 marks less in Experience. | Three marks may be
7 C ) = * | added and total be
, Lby - I'rccoreded as 62,
: 1 - 5 02 . 60 | Whong awarding of two Two marksimay b¢~
R , oy » addlitional marks for M.A | deducied and ftoi’zll‘t:c
g : - English, done beforc B.Ed. | rccorded as 58.
.,\;«‘}.m 602 * 07. 62 1} B.Adfn-parts. - | Two Mark may be o
3y - ”) One mark given for - * | deducted and tom[ be
T v b

M.Ed, which is done .
“afrer closing date

lecordcd as, 60

A gy
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. 583 06-. 61 11) One mark wrongly Two marks may be
24 ' . given for M.SE deducted and total be
“ _ Geography done before | recorded as 59.
o N  'B.Ed. :
_ . 2) One extra m'u*l\
| ' - wrongly given in
e : experience
618 o1 61 1) Experience marks One mark may be
22— , become nil hul awarded | deducted and total be
1 - 02. rccorded as 60.
'. . 2) Academic marks
. become 20 but
! o recorded 19. | ,
23- 627 101 60 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
!; . additional marks for M.Sc¢ deducted and total be
' o 5 _ | Physics, done before B.Ed. ‘| recorded as 58.
] i(« 029 10 . 53 15 F.Scdn-parts | One Mark may be
B ' , deducted and total be
i ‘ ' recorded as 62.
250 63 105 - 61 ~ Wrong awarding of two Two marks may bc
. - additional marks for M.A deducted and total be
o T Pashto, done before B.Ed. | recorded as 59.
24~ 663 02 62 Wrong awardinglof two Two marks may be.
o additional marks Ifor M.A | deducted and total be
o Pol: Science, done before 1ccorded as 60.
5L B.Ed.
. 680 01 61 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
27~ = ' additional markslfor M.Sc deduicted and total be
' 1s Geology, done before recorded as 59.
| __|BEd. i
. | 689. =05 60 Wrong awarding of two . { Two marks may be
28 - A5 additional marks for M.A | deducted and total be
by Journalism, done before. recorded as 58. ‘
AlE . B.Ed. i . Sj\?
2.9. 717 .04 61 .| Wrong awaxdmg of four Four marks may be
1 additional rnarks for M.A | deducted and total be \&
N English & Pol: Sc done | recorded as 57. ’
4 before B.Ed. I ‘ .-
30. 733 102 60 Wrong awardmg of two "Two marks may be
I additional marks for M.Sc | deducted and total be
Chemistry, done before recorded as 58.
| } - B.Ed. '
| 3L 734 109 62 Wrong awardmg of two Two marks may be
‘ , R ’ " | additional marks for M.Sc deducted and total be
i , S Maths, done before B.Ed. | recorded as 60.
; e ;"-’“\' i: {:‘?\ 3. 765 - =03 63 F.A in-parts 1 One mark may be, _
S \& w6 ‘Z’:‘mm Al } deducted and total be
. A § R : i recorded as 62.
33. 764 - | 06 65 M.A (Pol: Sc ) before One marks may be .
B.Ed, but no mm k awarded | deducted and total be
; for M.Ed. Thenetme one recorded as 64.
_ mark is to bc deducted. . .
Aoz 776 08 60 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
additional marks-for M.A deducted and total be
Islamiyat, doné before recorded as 58.
o B.Ed. -

_—.
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* | | |
|04 63 TOne marks given less in One marks may be
Expenence added and total be
- : recorded as 64.
ol 63 1) B.Ed}in-parts. Two marks may be
2):One extra mark in deducted and total be
additional Quahhcat:on. recorded s 61,
). 7106 63 1) Wrong awarding of two | Three marks may be
Hoe additional marks for deducted and total be
M.S¢{ Chemistry, done recorded as 60,
_n before B.Ed.
- 2) F.Sc Marks Improved
0 09 65 Wrong eltwarding of two Two marks may be
. additional marks for M.S¢ . | deducted and total be
= Comp: Sc done before recorded as 63.
v BEd. |
51 =5 103 58 “Wrong awardlng of two Two marks may be
B | additional marks for M.Sc | deducted and total be
K | Maths, done before B.Ed. | recorded as 56.
53 - 110 65 { Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
additional marks for M.A | deducted and total be
Pol: Sc, done before B.Ed. | recorded as 63.
57 - 06 61 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
additional marks for M.Sc | deducted and tatal be
- Envir: Sc, done before recorded as 59.
. M.A.Ed. A .
92 -» 08 61 Wrong awarding of two | Two marks may be
additional marks for M.A deducted and total be
Pol: Science, done before | recorded as 59.
NS : B:Ed. . '
114 . .09 64 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
3 additional marks for M.A | deducted and total be
o . Pashto, done before B.Ed. | recorded as 62.
173, - 02 68 One extra marks given in | One mark may be
experience deducted and total be
L - . tecorded as 67.
185, 105 66 -| Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
- ' additional marks for M.A | deducted and total be
Islamiyat, done before recorded as 64.
B.Ed. - -
251 01 59 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
additiona! marks lor M.A decucted and total be
< English, done before B.Ed. | recordedas57,.
25_'7¥ “ 01 59 Wrong awarding of two Two murks may be
K additional marks for M.A deducted and total be !
' Islamiyat, done before recorded as 57.
s B.Ed. )
258 07 65 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
~ e additional marks for M.Sc | deducted’ and to..:n be !
) Maths, done before B.Ed. recorded as §
267 03 61 1) One mark given less in | Correction may be
' Academic made and total
l th!’c'mon recorded as 38,




S

Wrong awarding.of two
additional marks, f01 M.A
Islamiyat, done Before

‘T'wo marks may b

deducted and total be
recorded as 58,

| B.Ed. ‘ . . -
305 “Wrong awarding of two’ Two marks may.bc
additional marks.for M.Sc | deducted and total be
2 Economics, done before recorded as 59.
B.Ed.~
; 327 Wrong awarding of two Two marks m'uy hc S
byl L) additional marks for M.A | deducted and total be - |'
Pol: Sc, done before B.Ed. | recorded us 61, L
33. 332 Wrong awarding of two = | Two marks may be .
PN additional marks for M.Sc | deducted and total. be’
e Envir: Sc, done before recorded ax §S '
U 3. 1. “ fo
54. 333 09 n. 160 Wrong awarding of two Two mar ks may b
g F ' additional marks for MA;. Irdeducted-and total b o)
A Islamiyat, donc before \:u,oxclu.i as Sb S
, , ) B Ed. — S
35, 349 08 .. |63 Wrong awarding oftwo mTT -l“wo marks may be
A E : ' additional marks for M.A "™ | deducted.and {oml_'bu b
: Pak: Study, done before recmded asbl. . .~
: » B.Ed. ' ‘
30. 365 62 L Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be -~
‘. | additional marks for M.A - | deducted and Total be
o : Pashto, donc before B.1id. | recorded as 60, -
37. 369 61 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
addivional marks for M.A deducted and total be
Poi: ¢, done before B.Ed. | recorded as 59.
58. 385 | 61 .| Wrow.g awarding of two Two marks may be
addit’onal marks for M. A deducted and total be
‘ ) Pas‘l:‘_o,"-’d’bﬁe‘»before B.Ed:.. {'recorded as 59.% #7: =t X
39. 402 60 Wre- g awarding of two | Two marks may be
' - adii o nal marks for M.A deducted and total-be.
i Hist.:v, done before B. Ed recorded a- 58
60 427 61 P R E 1Autumn One mark may be . -
o deducted and fotal be'.
: _ - . recorded as 60.
al. 429 60 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may b¢ w-—
' additional marks for M.AA | deducted and total be -
. Pak: Study, done béfore recorded as 58." " .. .
" 'BEd. | ' A
-443 61 Wrong awarding of two - | Two marks may be * .
I additional marks for M.A | deducted andtotal be’
Pashto, done before B.Ed. | recorded as 59.
454 60 Wrong awardmg oftwo - | Two marks.may be
- additional m’urk:s for M.Sc .| deducted anditatal be |
_“ Pak: Study, doric bcfor«, recorded as 5§ .
"'":1‘. B.Ed. i . LT
L G4, 481 63 Acardemic becomes 12, but Four marks may be. )
: . | recorded 16 deducted and'total be
g4 i recorded as 39...
es T 492 T61 B.Ed Autumn | | One mark may be
S ' I deducted and. total be
o . L | recordéd as 60. -
“t.66 509 . 63 Wrorg awarding of two . Two marks may'be -

| additional mar ks for M.Se.

Coip: Sc, done before ! .-

1 deducted ard totakbe - i

recorded as &1..

ﬁ:h | ,‘ ‘; 's. .
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tG7. 1325 60 Wrong awarding-of twWo Two marks may b
’ 5 additional marks for M.A deducted und total be
{ ! 181&1‘111\"11 done before recorded as 58.
/ Lk - B.Ed. . .
: . 68 560 03 70 MiSc Chumstry bc,fow Two marks may be
= ) B Ed.. ' deducted and total be
i : ; recorded as 68.
59, 567 01T 160 | Wrong awardinfr of two Two marks may be -
additional marks for M.A deducted and total be
' . *. | P5Li Sc, done before B.Ed.. | recorded as 58.
70, | 580 67 Wrong awarding of two ‘Two marks may be '
i additional marks for deducted and'total be -}
: : M.B.A -done before B.Ed. | recorded as 65. '
71. 581 60 “One marks given extrain | One mark may be
-Experience ! deducted and total be
i recorded as 59.
72. 501 60 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
' dditional marks for M.A | deducted and total be
Pashto, done before B.Ed. | recorded as 58.
73. 57 62 Wrong awaldmg of two Two marks may be
additional marks for M.A. deducted and total be
; 1'ol: Se; done before B.Ed. | recorded as 60.
7407 05 65 Wrong 'awarding of twor Two marks may be
| : zAditional marks for M. Sc¢ | deducted and total be
L 3 - + . Aaths, done before B.Ed. | recorded as 63.
75. 219 13:, 60 | Vrong awarding of two Two marks may be
- " zdditional marks for M. A | deducted and wtal be
- ' Fol: Sc, done before B.Ed. | recordedas 58.
76. W25 66 1 "Wrong awardlng of two Two marks may be -
additional marks for M.A | deducted and total be
Pol: Sc, done before B.Ed. recorded as 64.
77. 628 62 1) Wrong awarding of two | Three marks may be
additional marks for deducted and total be
M.A English, done recorded as 59.. '
before B.Ed. , e
2) Total becomes 61, but -
. recorded 62. :
78. 645 69 Wrong awarding of twe, Four marks may be
ol ‘ 1 additional marks for B.S¢ deducted and total be -
& M.Sc (Hons)Agriculture, | recorded as 65:
A done before BEd. o :
{ 79. 045, 65 Total becomes 66, but Total marks = 66
' )R ' recorded 65. U )
[ 80. 648 104, 62 | Wrong awarding of two Two m:a‘rks may be
_ ) \ ' : - additional marks for M.A deducted and total be .
B B3 'English, done before B.Ed. recorded as 60.
‘ o % \ 663 | 64 "Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be-
| AEE “>dditional marks for M.A deducted and total be
| ‘, e | Bnglish, done before B.Ed. recorded as 62.
| 82 L 679 01 69 1 1) Wrong awarding of two Seven marks may be
| L ’ . _additional marks for deducted and total be
28 M.A Enlish, done - recorded as 62.
‘ before B:Ed. S
2) Experience marks
become 01 but . i
- ‘ | recorded 06. : -
83, 681 10 64 Does not deserve Two marl 5 may b

_%

experience marks but

deducd and it be

|

3
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84 03 63 Wrong awmdmg of two
' -additional marksjfor M.Sc | deducted and total be
Agmulture done bcfor\. - | recorded as 61.
‘B.Ed.
i? 08 04 68 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
additional marks'for M.Sc | deducted and total be
, : Stats, done. before B.Ed. recorded as 66.
'i 741 10 652 Wrong awarding of two Three marks may be
' ddditiopal marlkcs: for ML.A deducted and total be
; English & Diploma in- recorded as 59.
: "English done before B.Ed. ) :
P 745 05 64  |.Wrong awdrding:of two Two marks may be
- adchtwnal ma:ks‘for M.A deducted and total be-
) L | “Urdu, done before 13.Ed. recorded as 62.
751 08 T30 | Wrong awarding ¢f twa - - | Two marks may be .
- ".;ad.dztlonal marks for M: Sc deducted and total be
- ““done before B.Ed. “| recorded as 58..
766 |04 160" - |-Wrong awardmg]of two | Two marks may be
1 addxtxonal marks ‘for M.A .| deducted and total be
Pashto “done before B.Ed. | recorded-as 58.
slume-11 1
04 08 60 No marks given for M.Se One mark may be
' _ \/Iatha dorP after B . But added and total be
One mark given e*ma in recorded as 61. '
i Experience, 1
44 13 66 {;Wrong awarding; OFf two Two marks may be -
. l-additional marks'for M.P.A deducted and totai be
‘done before B.Ed. recorded as 64.
: 44 14 i 60 . | Experience marks becomes One mark may be ¥
SRR 2 but awzuded 01 added and total be
i ‘recorded as 61.
: 58 03 6l - "’Wrong awarding: ot tWo - | Two marks may be
.l édditional marks for LLB | deducted and total be
- . " done before B.EA. recorded as §9.
L 59 05 66 "Wrong awarding‘of two < | Two marks may be
. |- additional marks for M.A - | deducted and total be
: [-Islamiyat, done before recorded as 64.
BEd. - - : . :
S 75 02 1.62 {~Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be -
nE addntnonal marks for MA | deducted and total be
“-Tslamiyat done before ' recorded as 60.
- _ FIEBUEA. ' 3
6 76 107 64 - Wrong awarding of two Two marks,may be
: A 1+ fijiadditional marks for M.A | deducted and total be
: ¥ " ZfUrdu done before B.Ed. recorded as 62.
7. 79 04 160 -l:Wrong awardingof two Two marks may be
' dditional marks for M.Sc deducted and total be
-+ |:Electronic done Lefore recorded as 58
S 4B Ed. : : a
3. 98 03 58 4 Empeneme maik s bccome ' One mark may be
, A “{-one but recomec two. deducted and total he
i P | L -+~ | recorded as 57
9. 1 102 04 16l ;4;-;_' Exper'lence mark.3 Q@cgmes Three marks may be
! : ¥ .'.01 but award 04 ] deducted and-totad be
T 1. S _ ik recorded as 38.
0. ' 119 02 G2 |"Wrong awarding oi two Two marks may be

dditional marks for M.Sc.

deducted and total be

LTS -
o,

RS
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One mark may he™

| 101 135 | 64 Wrong awa: .ing of two Two marks may be
' ’ additional caarks for M.Sc | deducted and total be ~
Chemistry donc. beforc récorded as 62.
| B.Ed. ' o
102. 136 07 : 66 Wrong awardmo of two Two marks may be
' ' ‘additional matks for M.A | deducted and total be
. o Pashto done before B.Ed.  |recordedas64.  ©
103, L 151° 60 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be
additional marks for M.Sc | deducted and total be
Chemistry done before recorded-as 38.
- i BEd: & '
104771 152 62 Academic marks becomes | Oneé marks may be
13 but recorded 14 deduicted and total be
| recorded as 61,
05, 152 o4 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may be '
) additional marks for M.Sc | deducted and total be.
Maths done before B.Ed. . recorded as 62.
106. 18”' . .63 1) Wrong:awarding of two | Onc marks may be-
U R ‘ additional marks for dechicted and tokil-be
‘MA P*\shto done recmdcd as-62.
o bctow 13- Edl, ‘
i i} 2)' Only oné ‘miark given |- v
SN || forMAHsory. o L
1(}7 250 64 “Wrong awdrding of two “I'wo marks muy be
' ' additional nfarks for M.A. | deducted and total be
R Pol: Sc. done before B.3d. | recorded as 02,
108. | 250 65 1) Wrong awarding of two | One marks may be
additional marks for deducted and total be
M.Sc. l’syn,lmlo;,y done | recorded as 04,
- before B.Ed.
| ' 2) No mark given for ,
) - viEd . L
109. {291 107, 62 VWrong zwarding of two 'l wo marks may be
' additiona!l marks for M.A. deducted and total be
Pashto dene before B.Ed. recorded as 60. ]
: w\ tio. 206 T-Q-5~ 60 W rong ¢ warding oftwo SPwo marks may bu
\‘::, A additicn:.. marks for M.A. | deducted and ol be.
‘ ; History cone before MLA. | recorded as 5¢. -
o s ot ’ Ed. e e,
111 296 60 Wrong 5+ arding of two . {*Two marks 1 may be
‘ T addition.: marks for MLA. | deducted and totgl be'
; Islamiyat done before : recorded as58. .
. . o B.Ed. "
i12. | 300 : 63 Wrong awarding of two Two marks may bc
: additional marks for MLA. _ | deducted and'total be .|
. § History done before B.Ed. tecordedas6l. # -
113. {320 65 Experience becomes 06 but | Three marks may be"
awardsd 03 added and total Be .
_ . i , recorded as 68. f
114, 1320 62 ! Wrong awarding of one One marks may be
* additional marks for M.A.- | deducted and totql be,
. .. Enghsh dorne before B.Ed. - | recorded as 61..
-1185:.-./. 320 ‘09 66 Wrong awarding of two Two marks mqy;bc N
A "additional marks for M.A. | deducted and total be
. s 1.R. done before B.Ed. L recorded as 64,
LALAL AT i) £0 | Academic marks become




A EDR A 2, A

R

/

1'B.Ed.

‘Wrong awarding of lwn
additional muarks for M. A,
Pak: Study dom, bc.loxe

-LlLdllLlLtl and tol; |l be

Two marks may be

xc.emc!ed as 3)

.~

"Wrong awarding of two -
| additional mar ks for M.A:
. Urdu done before B.F4.

Two m‘m'ks_may be-
deducted and total be
recorded as 38

| Wrong awarding of two .
| additional marks for M.A.
“Pak: Study done bc*"o:;
‘B.Ed.

1'1) Wrong awardmg> oftwo

additional marks-for
M.A. English doie -
before B.Ed.

2) One mark given le 3S in
experience. -

‘Two marks may be -

Ohce nmrl\s i 1y be.

dcducled and total be
recor d&.cl us ()4.

s mmey —

deducted dnd fotal he
recorded as 62,

o
V.

“additional marks for M.Se.

W:ong awarding of two_

HPE done before B.Ed.

Two marks may be |
deducted and total be
recorded as 60.

"Wrong awarding of two

additional marks for M. A..
Islamiyat done before
B.Ed.

"deducted und toral be

Two marks may be

recordec} as 6.7.

‘Wrong awarding of two.
additional marks for 'M.A..
Pashto done before B.Ed.

_recorded as 59.

Two marks may be
deducted and total be

MNo. M. Ed but one mark -
siven

One mark may be
deducted and total be.
recordad as 61.

Vrong awarding of two
i ldmozml mark: for M. A
#ol: Sc. done before B.Ed,
o Proof ol M. /\ :
Zconomics !

Four :. m‘ks may be
deducted and total be’
rcc01d<.d as 60, o-""” R g

BiES e

Wrong awarding of two
addxt;onal marks for M.A
Pol: Sc.-done before B.Ed.

. Two marks may bc

recorded as 58,

deducted: and total be

‘Wrong awarding of two
:dditional mark's for M.P:A
done before B.Ed. :

Two marks may. be-
deducted and total-be
recarded as 60.

. additional‘marke- for MLA.

Wrong awarding of ﬁvo, ‘

English done before B.Ed.

| recorded as 59°

Two marks may be’
deducted:and total be

ML.Ed (R) but no dcductlon
made in experience, -

!
3

‘recorded 2567,

One mark may- bn.
deducted and total be

\perlence marks becomes
06 but recorded 09

Three mafks may, ho .
deducted and total be
recorded as 59

No marks give for M Ed
Private - L

One 'mark® may.-be :
added and total bo
recorded as 63.

‘ Experience marks become

w0 but recorded one. -

One markimay be
added and 101411 be

recorded : as 62, 3
P

A . 2
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60 .
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.

) .Wrong awzudmg of two
" additional marks for ML A,
English done before.B.Ed..

Two marks may bc
deducted and total bc
recorded as 58.

134,

61

,Wrong awarding of two
|"additional nnrl\s for M.A.
F Ilngllsh dOne before B.Ed.

Two marks may be
dc.clucn_d and total be
recorded as 59., |
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() ENQUIRY HEPORT.
\. . ‘ . : ..g. .A - 5" ‘:?’ . . '.'-
Subjecl- ~ PRELIMINARY %ENQUIQ?{;,‘_ FO P-.B‘OBE . INTO THE
. IRREGULARITIES COMMITTED . INy MALE ASSISTANT

DISTRICTFOFFICERS (BPS:®Yg: - »™ &%

-t
5 T TS ST R
; W - 1
Rt T LR e =f‘ Sty t
The Chairman KP PSC constituled a comjmittee comprising

vide,.Gffice’ Order No, KP/IPSC/ Admn/¢
3 . LET AL RS S SR

-319/012440-45

: : ]
@3.:2015 (A;':I.‘:‘-'ex-l) T )"j,‘s s% f‘: EN Voo
_ T ";",‘ St G .-:'f};w:.g_. SRR 753 Tk
1, R '_f:iD_r*Sa[.ah;-‘S,a_fda'r Memper:ly PSCY - b i

er-VII PSC. -

q Swati Me'lxjnll
{Director Recrujtment, PSC.
,A;;-“ K OIS B -

16f;, Br-Muhammad Fr00

(ir: Gilan Dastagir Ahvaeid

s, v AL
Qé ”'rqq!i,ue'e is requifed, 1o examine | the complaint of
i Somplamantirdgarding elieged wrong recommendations of”

abalnst (7€ post of Male" Assistant District

and:h: ajf;the threg recommendees, 1o

Y

emer:: of the . three .candidates with -
Sighity-and to examine.as to whether
the Gommission can- entertain such
*“make - reallocation : and fresh
., o0 . €. . . ’ '

3. _Figst ‘eeting: of :the- Committee was held on 11.03.2015.
Syed llyas: Shafi Deputy Difector Il was asked to produce applications
forms of the" thiee candidates alongwith. application of the complainant
Mr Sagibullah anf complete record of recruitment of- ADO BPS-16
advertised in Advertisement No. 5/2009.¢ .7 R
a. I the 2 meeting of the Commiltee held on 16.03.2015, the
applicalions of the three candidates hamely Mr Muhammad Ajmal 5/0 (
Jamal ud Din, Mr-Sarfaraz S/O Shahabud Din- and Mr Shafiq ur Rehman >

$/O Abdur Rehman and other record were thoroughly checked and the

Committee found the following: - , ¥ e

i, In the applications forms./ _defpartm'ental permissions, ail the
three candidates have clearly mentioned their- zone as “Zone-

3" but in the descriptive sheets prepared by the concerned
offices/ officials for interview, the zone of the three candidates
has been reflected as Zone-5(Annex-il, Il 1V).

ii. The applications of Mr Ajmal and Mr Sarfaraz were signed
only by Mr Rustam Khan the’then Superintendent and PO, .
orders of eligibility of the Member were obtained. e

ii.  Application of Mr Shafif.ur Rehman is signed: by Mr Amir ilyas®
tho than Ace.ict;:nt':md M:’ Mésopd Zaman"jhe then Du .uty

S
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'I\ieit rpeet‘rng of. t\;)ge commitlee \ryas neld on 24.03. 2015.

em e RUSHA] then Supdt,
satement M Mas009 Zaman DS, W{;&‘:‘-S«la.m Khan
M Amir Hyas the then d \l n‘g t:};Mr;M\‘ghammad éhahab the then

gr Clerk! KPO
recorded. _.Sla

- the the, Supdt were

were’*a\so recorded
| cee ings-
Y, .

AiS sta'te_r_nent A nng o) M

) e 18, ile .work gg m\py.of app\\ -
result’and: 2f his granches. 'n:hg W, ity ' of= cand\da_ es. s :
the - —ser\anl ahen:by: ine Supdts’: :-mdr e sen‘mo A .,Q,s_»: for onwards
subm\ssro < %’(

deating’ Ag‘. g sub:m'\\s e same,to the'Supdi u)
the same™ io X "o,um‘leris‘rgnarpre ‘o Ahe DS ~No. file rmove up without ™Y
signature’ ex cepl wnhen { am on ll;,aua

‘on conc\usron of interview. the
Direclor o7 they DS takes the result from Member \

akes the ca\cu\atsons,
prepare the merit list and a\\oca\\on s made . 3s per vacanctes “The result IS
signed from dea\mg Assrs\am to the‘ D\rector

i/ Miember- a*\\.rrp.rv,e ‘sheett:is.

Dunng {ne mtervrews rl perience may b
ounleo from B.Ed :and nol. BA Trhere wete five pangls of interview. The
Members had directedi! \-\a\ aﬂer yonc\usaon of the running interviews.
scrutiny may be carned “out nd: me e,xpenence o} 191
They prepared fresh descnptwe sheets cas per orders and
ovef \o the Members congerned. 'Due o, 102ad of. work, he coul

was decrded \hat ex

every descriptive.
cons\\m\ed a check
all the oriQ!

Mme co.mm’rttéé had taken the
same, \ne re

\ected cand\da\és After check\ng the

. The hree cand\dates !“m quest\on pelonge
Mansehra (UDA). They were madver\en\\y consi

insiead of Mansenra (UDA Zone-3
only zone S \

e Crairman that ihe,

with the nelp of Mr Sha

. The descriptive was not
ead of Zone-3. As v

. He staled that he. knows N\r
met with Mr Saqib for the
months ago. When | was DS

me a cheque of Rs.750. 000/~ \Nlt‘h the request 10 select him {or the post.
Photocopy of the said cheque 18 still with 1 i [

Mr Sagib had also offered him 2
Mr Saqib nad met with him through ™
{he currency of interviews. He ‘has not

Saq’rb for the last 3-4

cashed the cheque till date because
he does not takes pribe. The copy has been kept only for record.
l ' '
- - £
Tyt e ' ) R . e N

v

[y




)

5 STATEMERNT (OB

-

3 HAN THE THEN SUPDT: (NOW

RETIREDY:- | i ;;:.
:b P LB k- ., "'s“
i0. In his slatement at AnneA-Vlll Mr Rustam Kl:ran has stated

that si -stiny of application- forms.is dcu.e tby"’As&stant ndrIS submmed to
the S::.dt: and the process cqmplete‘. afler approva,l f.;Member whereas
Joeoaptiv e sheet for mter\ne: 3 pre' a2y by ASSIStant checked by Supdt

no ~recked and COUl‘lléfSigned 'o. tm-Deputy Secr‘etary We checked
eve, .img from application form and then, sngned ;th . mole Descriptive

bheel- 3% 1 Isngnature whereas

soof N Saofaraz and Mt A mj bear my
descriptive sheet of Nir Shaﬁqur Rehmar, nas been sugned by Mr Amlr-llyas
and MpMasood Zaman. Expgrience. as f‘rst taken f;om Bachelor Degree.
When it was decuded o taKe ‘the expenence. from -:B d .,the descriptive
sheets were prepared" by Mg’ Shahab in.she. Office of rrMasood Zaman
DS. Mr Masood called him- and told- that‘Members are askung for revised
descriptive. Please) ssgned the deacnptlve..Therefore MrrShahab printed
the descriptive and he S|gned the same. ,lSon.e descnptlve ‘sheets were
signed by Mr Masood alone, some. de'- cnpnve sheetsawere given to me for
signature, some 10 Mr, Amur Ilyas and ,,some descn t\ve sheets were
unsigned. Result was prepared only. by Mr,Masood Zaman and Mr Shahab

Jbut was signed .by Mr Masood andy no;one else were involved. The

recommendations were also sent by Nlr Masood. He stated on oath that he
neither know the four candidates nor has even seen them.,
STATEMENT OF MR AMIR IL.YAS SUPDT - % é§

‘e

.,,; L R u'..' (i’.“\
11. In his statement (Annex-thl) Mr Muhammad Amir llyas the
then Assistant has stated that:he, used.to.make scrutmy of .applications and
prepare the descriptive sheets and then submtt the sarne o the Supdt who
after checking submit the same, to the: DS. Submtssnon of applications to
panels was done by Mr Masood Zaman He SIgned;th{ descriptive sheets

which he himself prepared. He has (‘arefully mentioned the correc: Zones
of candidates in descriptive. Thoug he has signed th

sheet, but the applications were lymgt in the Office of Mr Masood Zaman
thereloreJ he could not check the same with application. Eligibility is done
by the ‘Member through a. channely It is possible that approval of the
authority’ in some cases has madveﬂently not be obtamed He knows Mr
Ajmal, Sarfaraz and Shafiq and does. inot know Mr Saqnbullah Result is
prepared: under supervision of Directer. and he himself.sign it. Result has
neither been prepared by him nor 31gned They may be called so that the
case becomes clear., During, mterwews he was not: pressunzed by any

revised descriptive

Member/ Officer.
STATEMENT OF n?R MUMHANMMAD SAJJAD QURE'-;-H SUPDT:-
12.

In his statement at Anne);:- IX, Mr Muhammad Sajj

jjad” Supdt
hfas siated that He knows Mr Sagibullah who was referred to him by Mr
1'\1a]|_c.., Khan, a Headmaster at Muansehra. He had to enquire about
mlc_rwewa_for the post of ADO, the:zfore, he was sent by somecne else

anc ae cid not remember that he ;90!5 him or sent him to the Offie of Mr
as wod Zaman DS. He does notkndw any dealing between Suqibullgh.
=ndt Tir Masood Zaman because netth* he met him agam nor Mr Maso

<
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say s%r;qethi:':g about him. He came to ki v-,r.g.abo‘ut this thing about 02

rnonths ago when the matter became known-to most of the persons in the

office that some dealing of cheque has taken.place between Mr Masood

and Mr Sagibullah. As far as l;._ft'e,mer,nbgérj;_h\éz did not,-receive call for

inlerview. Mr Masood should nof:take ithe ' chequey iteok the.same
£ b s g S

and kepl it with him. . ek ok

. T e wt RN )
STATEMENT OF MR MUHAMMAD 'SHAHABASSISTANT 4
. T LT D e Ran na i e
13, Mr Muhammad. Shahab Assistant Recruitment Wing ha
admilted in his statement at,Anne")_g;X that at;:gt@l time he'was Senior Clerk T T
attached with Mr Masood Zamaniand was typing-descriptive of. candidates

for 05 panels of interview. The ‘branch’ Assisfantiused ‘to;provide him

application forms of the candidatgs. and: hejprepared theisame from

application forms. He used to sitiintthe Officgtof MrilMasood'Zaman DS -
and do the work. He had done allithe entﬁie‘,ég‘.;if,tér}checlgipg,;gnﬁd_ used to -
give the same pridting without alteration. He :ysed to‘_‘;’_n],'g,ke’_ehtries and
gave lhe same (0 the Assistant-/-Supdt: who after checking return. the
same to him for correction or otherwise. He does not know that the wrong
enlry of the' zone ‘of Mr- Shafiq, Saﬁar,az_and Aimal was commitied by him
or the Supdt: / 'Aésistant,, Result.was prepared, by him fr m descriptive in
the Office of Mr Masood Zamanwhich was cogrect. He 'ddes not-know how
2 candidate was twicely infevigwed. Visitors used to-come o the Office of
OS including candidates but'he do€s:not know:Mr Sagig.:He also does .not
know about the cheque given by Mf S.aqj“ to M'r E‘”aso—c’d-\"”:é: . N
72 l ':-"'-.‘ :,‘L

LU

) ] .e‘
MR SAQIB ULLAH, CANDICATE

] ‘o ’ B I
e >

14. Mr SaqiB Ullah the complainant was issul
03.04.2015 o attached the enquiry proceedirgs (Annex-Xil ) and was

telephonically contacted by Syed llyas Shar Deputy ‘Director but he

refused to come the Commission'’s Office. Arcther letter dated 24.04.2015

was-issued was issuecj to Mr Saqibto attend lae enquiry procéedings on

17.02.2015 (Annex-Xf}) but he again refused to attend.the proceedings. ; T

After that on several occasions it was tried t.- contact him telephonically 5

but his phone was powered off. ’ . S )
1

STATEMENTS OF MR SARFARAZ KHAN, iR SHAFIQUR REHMAN
ANT MR MUHAMMAD AJMAL - . ’

d"a letter dated

1{3. - Mr Sarfaraz Khan, My Shafiq ure Rehman and Mr.Muhammad
Ajmal were aiso called for personal hearing. on 22.04.2015. Their
stalement were recorded (Annex-Xil XV & 'XK). According to thein

stalement no fault lied on their part as they had clearly mentioned the}‘?
zones (Zone-3)

\cone-3) in fheir applications. They did not.conceal anything fror\ff:”‘ E

L
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17.

% FINDINGS:-

15,

following conclusion: -

)

iy

iii)

V)

i)

i)

NDATIONS:. ~ !

Mr Masood Zaman Deputy Seér

L e
oo -
: <
k LA ’ o N
: . H

From Yhe foregoing. the; enquurycommtttee came to the

A-number of gross- icrqg;fi{i’,ﬂiﬁé@ﬁ)ﬁhé}@ ‘ibe,&n.;gommitted by the
e BiS: in the ‘Process: ‘of.f-“sxgi!gcjti,oph of candidates for

Elementary..and ‘Secondary

Know.the legal procedures
K;e,grdc;'ed,ures were not

Rehman was not madé for which Mr. Masood Zaman DS, My
Rustam Khan the then Supdt;:, Mr  Amir ilyas,. the, then
Assistant and Mr Mu‘h':am‘mad_-Shahab the then KPO are

- ‘-equallyire'sponsible for‘the gross irregularities.

concerned staff,
nd wasg twicely

Due to the extreme\iy._ careless attitude of tf'ie

one~ candidate was' twicely interviewed g
recommended. . o

The acceptance of cheque ar'ri:iunting to Rs.750,000/- ;
by Mr Masood Zaman Depu‘.;ﬁ{_ Secnetaryv from mMr Saqgib in
return of Selecting him for .41z post’ of ADO has been proveqd
be'yonq doubi,. . P

Tnough Mr Muhammad Sajja c_}ureshi‘a_cqe:p:tsvthat he took
Mr Sagib te the Office ‘Mr Mezwod. Zaman for
not pessible for a Candidat: o of_ferlb,cib,e direc
unknown officer. There jg an active role of pmy Muhammag
Sajjadg Qureshi'in the offer of trite by Mr Sagib to Mr Masoog.

All the officers/ officials involv

ed in this case also enjoy by
reputation in,,the Office, R RN A .

The C?mmittee! recommends: that™-. S f' :

service.

Mr Amir llyas Superintendent, Mr Muhammag Sajjad Quresh;-
Supdt and mr Muhammad Shahai Assitant may be removed
from service. Show cause notices ‘may pe issued to the
officials under Ryle 5 (a) of the E&D Rules 2011, e,

~

etary ma;y be dismissed from

Lo B
. . .
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i)  As Mr Rustam Khan the then Supdt, Las now retired from
service. In his case, opnr-uon of the Establushment Department
may  be obtained as tlo what -punitive acttons can be taken
against him after his retnrement' T :

iv)  Mr Sagib Ullah may be” dlsquallﬁed from applying to the

Commjssion for ever yand his- case’ b(e referred to the
: Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Department for taking

v) In pursuance. of the Supreme Court of dated _c4-4-1y

(Annex-X¥) that if a candudate is mlstakenly recommended
by the Commission withcut any fault on his part then he will
not be disturbed while praceedings will betinitiated against the
officials concerned. Since there is no. fault on the part of the
recommended candidates. namely Mr+ Shafig ur Rehman,
Mr Sarfaraz and.: Mr ‘Ajmal Khan therefore, their
recommendations may not’ be' disturbed. and the case of
reacdjustment/ realiocatior may not be processed after a lapse
of almost five years of the recommendations.

. . ‘.:‘ o -

) s - -

. _ o .

}\\ ) 5 A . \&W /;,'P\\" ‘a‘) ‘\ >
sLnuiam Da\stagw\Ahmed) .

Dlrector Recrmtment
Member of tl\e I.C.

(Prof: Dr.Muhammad Farooq Swati)
’ Member PSC
Vo Member-of the 1.C.

Wit
\" S AL
e Rty
(Prof: Dr Sarr ah Safdar)
Member PSC -
Chairperson ofI.C.‘




4.

- KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
SHOW CAUSE '

, I, Sardar Mahtab Ahmad Khan, Govemor Khyber Pakhtunkhwa as

competent authonty under the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Government - Servants
(Efficiency and Discipline) Rules, 2011 do hereby serve you Mr. Amir llyas
Supermtendent (BPS-17), the following Show Catise Notice:- —_—

«1,' (i) that consequent -upon the completion of inquiry

¢ conducted against you by the inguiry committee
comprising of Prof Dr Sarah Safdar Member-1 PSC, Prof.
Dr. Muhammad Farqoq Swati Member-Vi PSC and Mr.
Ghulam Dastagir Ahmed Director Recruitment PSC  for
which you were given opportunity of hearing and
recording of your written statement on 02.04.2015.

(ii).. on- gomg through.the findings and recommendations of
the enquiry committee, the material on record and other
connected papers mciuding your defence before the
enquiry committee:-

| am satisfied that you have commatted the following acts / omissions
specufled in ruie 3 of the said rules.

(a) Gross irregularities have been committed by you in the process of

selection of candidates for the posts of ADOs (Male) BPS-16 in
Elementary & Secondary Education Department.

(b}  tegal procedures were not followed in the selectvon process of ADOs for
ulterior motives.

(c) No care was taken into account in ithe eligibility of the candidates.

Candidates were declared eligible for interview with the approval of the:

dealing Assistant or Superintendent or Deputy Secretary and order of the
competent authority was not obtained.

(d) Documents / Zones of thrée candidates namely Mr Muhammad Ajmal
S/0 Jamal Uddin, Mr. Sarfaraz Khan S/O Shahab Uddin and Mr. Shafig-
ur-Rehman S/O Abdur Rehman were not properly checked and they
were recommended against the seats reserved for Zone-V, although they
had clearly mentioned / attached "~domiciles of Zone-lll with their

application forms. By doing so, three candidates hailing from Zone-V.

were deprived from their legitimate right of selection. ,

(e) Due to careless and lethargic attitude, one candidate was interviewed
twice and his name was twicely reflected in the merit list.

(fy  You also enjoy bad reputation in the office.

2. As a-result thereof, |, as competent authonty have tentatively decided to
impose” upon you the penalty of Kooy add gy Sevudep

under Rule 4(b) of the said rules. - Y "

3.

You are, therefore, required to Show Cause as to why the aforesaid

penalty should not be imposed upon you and also .intimate whether you desire to be
heard in person. A

If no reply to this notice is received within fifteen days of its dellvery it
shall be presumed that you have no defence to put in and 'in that'case an ex-parte

action shall be taken against you.
5. A copy of the findings of t_h'e enquiry committee is enclosed.

4 e
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" FINDINGS:-

16. From the foregonng the enquiry commtttee came to the
followmg conclus:on

A number of gross lrregulantles have been committed by the -
- staff upto the DS in the process of selection of candidates for
the posts of ADOs Bi»S-16 in Elementary and Secondary
Education Department. Ali of them know the legal procedures
as reflected in their staicments but the- procedures were not
L fo!lowed in this case for ulterior motives.

it) No care was taken into account in the eligibility of candidates.
Candidates were made eligible for interview simply with the
signature of the Dealing Assistant or Supdt or DS and
approval of the competent authority i.e., Member was not
“obtainéd. Moreover, proper checking of zones of the three
candidates namely Mr Sarfaraz, Mr Ajmal and Mr Shafiqur
Rehman was not made for which Mr Masood Zaman DS, Mr -
Rustam Khan the then Supdt:, Mr Amir llyas the then
Assistant and Mr Muhammad Shahab the then KPO are
equally respon81bie for the gross irregularities.

i) 'Due to the extremely careless attitude of the concemed staff,
one candidate was twicely interviewed and was twicely
recommended.

iv)  The acceptance of cheque amounting to Rs.750,000/- in bribe
by Mr Masood Zaman Deputy Secretary from Mr. Saqgib- in
return of selecting him for the post of ADO has been proved
beyond doubt.

V) Though Mr Muhammad Sajjad Qureshi accepts that he took
Mr Sagib to the Office Mr Masood Zaman for enquiry but it is
not possible for a candidate to offer bribe directed to an’
unknown officer. There is an active role of Mr Muhammad -
Sajjad Qureshi in the offer of bribe by Mr Saqib to Mr Masood. -

vi)  All the officers/ officials involved in this case also enjoy ba‘d"
reputation in the Office.

RECOMMENDATIONS:-

17. The Cqmmittee, recommends that: -

iy  Mr Masood Zaman Deputy Secretary may be dlsmlssed from
- service.
it) Mr Amir llyas Superintendent, ir Muhammad Sajjad Qureshi
Supdt and Mr Muhammad Shahab Assistant may be removed
from service. Show cause notices may be issued to the
: @fflmals under Rule 5 (a) of the E&D Rules 2011, '
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s i) ~ As Mr Rustam Khan the then Supdt; has now retired from

R service. In his case, opinion of the Establishment Department .

. may be obtained as.to what punitive actions can be taken
against him after his retirement. :

+. V). - Mr.Saqib Ullah may be disqualified from applying to the

o T e Commission for ever and his .case be.referred to ‘the
o . Elementary and Secondary Education Department for taking
e : punitive action against him under the rules. . vi 24a/4¢

' V) In pursuance of the Supreme Court Becision dated 13- G- 14y
'ﬁff':j(‘; (Annex-XM) that if a candidate is mistakenly recommended

by the Commission without any fault on his part then he will
not be disturbed while proceedings will be initiated" against the
officials concerned. Since there is no fault on the part of the
recommended candidates namely Mr Shafig ur Rehman,
Mr Sarfaraz  and . Mr Ajmal  Khan therefore, ~ their

" | recommendations may not be disturbed and the case of
ST j - readjustment/ reallocation may not be processed after a lapse
. ’,9;,, o of almost five years of the recommendations.
- . !
-, ".‘ \ ."‘ . ) \‘ - .
. A ROF ' A EESEURP
. SN A ' ‘
(Ghulam Ula\n fé\g“ir\?Ahmed) (Prof: Dr Muhammad Farooq Swati)
Direc},o(’ Reckuitment Member PSC
Member of the I1.C. ; Member of the |.C. N

Shi
1 R

(Prof: Dr Sarrah Safdar)
Member PSC
Chairperson of I.C.
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t " 9. That the matter was very old pertaining to the year, -2010 and the cases/files of g
: the candidates were processed in numerous section of the Commlssmn apij e L
the proceedings are the result of n@]eflde '

10. That appellant has in his credit 3, years unblemished service record end _1hie ' S
long service record was not kepti mind and major penalty was imposed upon . T

1. Thal keeping in'view-the. facts and urcumstances of the case, the punlshment
T ‘ " s very harsh’and does ot Cormr lensurate with the quilt, if any such harsh
pumshmem is based on ulterior motlve

| |

’ : o ll is , therefore, most humbly requested that order dated 15.01 2016 be reviewed by

| - setling aside the same and appellani be reinstated in service with all back benefits, with such other
relief as may be deemed proper and | justin circumstances of the case.

Appellant ‘ |

Tt —

{ Amir llyas )
EX-Superintendent
) - . KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA
Dated:qimzmme ‘ PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION




" NOTIFICATION

" No.KP/PSC/Admn/GF-521/ Mr. Amir Ilyas Superintendent (BPS 17) (thereinafter

referred to as accused) Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission was proceeded against
under the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Government Servant (E&D) Rules, 2011 on account of
. _irregularities committed in the selection. pnocess of Assistant. District Officer (Male) (BPS-16) in”

Elementary and Secondary Education. Department advemsed v1d'e Public Service Commission
Advertisement No.05/2009; and

WHEREAS, an inquiry Committee, CbnsiSting of Mefnber-l, Member-VI and Director
Recruitment Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission was constituted; and -

WHEREAS, the inquiry committee after having examined the charges, evidence on record .
and L\pl’smllon of the ‘ICCUSGd officer, submitted its report whenem 1mposmon of major penalty-of.:» = .

lClﬂOVd] ilOm 881 VICC was lecommended and

WHEREAS, show cause notice was served upon the accused officer in pursuance of Rule-5
(1) (a) of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Government Servant Efficiency and Discipline Rules, 2011
conveying therein tentative decision of Removal from service; and

. WHEREAS, the accused officer was provided an opportunity of personal hearing by the
Competent Authority on 07.01.2016 to defend himself. The accused officer during the personal

hearing reiterated his previous stance and failed to defend himself and did not add any new fact;
Now

THEREFORE, the Governor Khyber Pakhtunkhwa being Competent Authority, in exercise

ol powers conferred upon him under Rule 4 (b) of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Government Servant
(Efficiency & Disciptine) Rules, 2011 has decided to confirm tentative major penalty of Removal
trom Service of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission

Pursuant to the above, Mr. Amir lyas Superintendent (BPS-17) Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public

Service Commission stands removed from the service of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service
Commission with immediate effect.

. Sd/-
CHAIRMAN PSC

No.KP/PSC/Admn/GE-521f 28~ G { Dated: 1S/ 1 /6

Copy forwarded to:-

Secretary to Governor Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,
Principal Secretary to Chiet Minister, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.
Accountant General, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar,
PS to Chief Secretary, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. ]
VPS to Secmetdry Establishment, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.

Mur.

Amir Ilyas Superintendent, Address: PO Yaghi Band Miana, Tehsil & Dist
7. Personal file of officer concerned '

8. Office Order file.

L —
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To ° ™

The Honorable Governor,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar, -
Competent Atthority.

Through: Proper Channel.

" ‘Subject-~  REVIEW PETIRION AGAINST THE ORDER NO.KPK/PSC/ADMN/GF-521/978-84 dated

" 15.01.2016 WHERE BY PANALYY OF REMOVAL FROM SERVICE IMPOSED UPON THE PETIONER

Respecled Sir,

Please refer to your order No KPKIPSCIADMIN.09188/GF-521/978-84 dated 15.01.2016
the subject noted above ' ~ :

~1.-- That the pelitioner is serving in Khyber Pakhtunkhawa Public Service Commission as a
" Supérintendent (BPS-17) with due diligence and-with entire satisfaction of his.superiors.

2. The petitioner was served Notice upon him vide no.KPK/PSC?Admn.091056 dated
_ 22.07.2015 all (Copy enclosed). The following charges were reveled upon the petitioner.

a) Gross Irreguiarities have been committed by you in the process of selection of
candidates for the posts of ADOs {(Male) BPS-16) in Elementary & Secondary
Education Department.

b} Legal procedures were not followed in the selection process of ADOs for -
ulterior motives. : '

¢} No care was taken into account in the eligibility of the candidates. Candidateé
" were declared eligible for interview with the approval of the deating Assistant or

Superintendent or Deputy Secretary and order of the Com'peteni Authority was
not obtained.

d) Documents Zones of three candidates namely Mr Muhammad Ajmal $/O Jamal -
Uddin, Mr Sarfaraz Khan S/O Shahab Uddin and Mr Shafig ur Rehman S/O
Abdur Rehman were not properly checked and they were recommended
against the seats reserved for Zone-V, although they had clearly mentioned
aliached domiciles of Zone-Il with their application forms. By doing so, three

candidates hailing from Zone-V were deprived from their lethargic right of
Selection.

e) Due to careless and lethargic attitude, one candidate was interviewed twice -

and his name was twice reflected in the merit list.

f)  You also enjoy bad reputation in the Office.

That the petitioner participated is enquiry oroceeding. However, it is Very necessary o
reproduce, here the Para wise reply of above charge. '
a) That | have been charged for committing gross irregularities in the process of

Elementary and Secondary Education Department. In this regard it is submitted that the
inquiry committee has not listed specific cases where | have committed,gross irregutarities.

Moreover, there were thousands of applications which were processed by the branches
and there might have occurred some mistakes which were delected by the branch




concerned and corrected accordingly. Therefore, undetected official mistakes cannot be
termed gross irregularities.

b) The charge that legal -procedures were not followéd in the selection process of
ADOs for ulterior motives is not correct. This charge is quite unspecified because the facts
finding committee has not mentioned that in which cases | have deviated from the legal
procedures.

Moreover, it has also not been clarified that which one was the ulterior motive in
processing the selection file of ADOs because office has no discretion which may. lead (0
ulterior motives for the candidates. As regards eligibility of Mr. Shaliq ur Rehman is
concerned that was correctly scrutinized and his eligibility was made on Zone-3 (Vide
Annex A).

c) That | have also been charged that no.care was taken into account in the eligibility
of the candidates. The candidates were declared eligible without obtaining the orders of
the Competent Authority. In this regard it is submitted that the inlerviews of the
Male/Female ADOs were processed in Nine (9) Panels. In addition to this heavy workload
our one branch was also feeding Two Panels in the interviews of the Subject Specialists in
Elementary & Secondary Education Department. In the overall our two branches were
feeding the Eleven Panels, In order to cope with abnormal heavy workload the Members

of the Commission had verbally ordered that if the candidates are prima facia found

eligible by the branch concerned their files may not be sent for orders of the Members as
the process will delay the interviews and the office will not be abie to feed the nine (9)
panels for ADOs and two panels for the Subject Spécialist interviews. It was also verbally
told that the interviewing" panels will check the eligibility of the candidates during the

interview and if any discrepancy is naticed it will be rectified accordingly. Therefore, this

charge is not valid. As regards eligibility of Mr. Shafiq ur Rehman that wascorrectly
scrutinized and his zone was recorded on his application as zone — It (Annex A) .In case,
there were some procedural deviations for el|g|b|l|ty of the candidates the then interviewing
panels had returned the interview papers and had not interviewed the candidate unless
everything was completed in accordance with the proceclures Acceptance of file by the
interviewing panels without any objection vindicates our position with regard 0 processin

ETANE

9~
of the cases. Q

d) + (1) That the facts finding committee has charged me that the documents of zone-3.

candidates namely Mr Muhammad Ajmal S/O. Jamal ud din , Mr Sarfaraz Khan
S/O Shahab Uddin and Mr Shafig ur Rehman S/O Abdur Rehman were nol
properly checked and they were recommended against Zone-V instead of Zone-3..
(2) it worth to mention fhat | have scrutinized these three application forms
against zone -3 and forward/ marked to SR- but he did not pass on to the high
ups for further order and returned without tendering anything on the applications
forms. _

{3) It is worth to mention here that during the interview the Education
Department advised the Commission to count the experience after B.Ed not BA.
As such the interviewing panels gave directions to re-print-out the
descriptivefinterview papers after conclusion of the said interview with a week
time. In this regard we have again collected the descriptive from the computer
operator which was already available in computer. The whole interview process of
09 months interview papers/descripfive sheets handed over to each Member of
five Panels within the stipulated time. In this short time the branch had only
calculated the -experience after B.Ed not the descriptive sheet/domiciles which

¢

-



were already checked and scrutinized by the branch concemed, None of the
official of the branch concerned tempered with their domicile/documents and no

. malafide intention was attached with this mistake which occurred in re-priating off

interview paper.

This mistake occurred in re-printing of interview. papers/descriptive also escaped the
attention of the interviewing Members and as such appeared in the merit list against
Mansehra / 5 and were accordingly recommended. The selection list of all the
recommendees duly indicating their Zones were displayed in the Notice Board and in the
Website of the Commission.

However, if the discrepancy of domicile in the final allocation and recommendation of the
candidates had been pointed out by the selectees themselves or any affected party
immediately after the announcement of the result we could have conveniently corrected
the position. Unfortunately no body pointed out this mistake. It may not be out of place lo
mention that a checking assigned with the responsibility to check eligibility of the ADOs
was constituted under the order of the then Chairman but that Committee also could not
point-out the mistake in their report and as such the case attained finality.

e) That the charge of careless and lethargic attitude wherein one candidate was
interviewed twice and his name was twice mentioned in the merit list is also a human
mistake. As already stated that while dealing with thousand of ‘applications such mistakes
do occur daily by various branches but when detected at some level these are corrected.
As per procedure the interview call letters were issued by the Superintendent and
Assistant to which Deputy Secretary was quite un-aware. However, in this case the
candidate through over sight may have been interviewed twice due to rush of work without
any criminal intent. In case the candidate was erroneously called for the 2 time he was
supposed to have brought this fact either to the notice of branch concerned or before the
"interview panel. His silence became one of the reasoné for his second time interview and
also reflection in the merit list twice because the mistake could not be detected in time.
This obviously proves our innocence. If the branch had any bad intention they could have
easily dropped the twice recommended candidate from the one post and recommended
another candidate. Moreover, neither the investigating department nor they leftover
candidates without this lapse and as such we could not rectify the position at the relevant
time.

f) “That it has been mentioned in the show cause notice that | enjoy bad reputation in
the office. This charge is again based on malice and bias of the fact finding committee
towards me. The charge of bad reputation is baseless and incorrect. In the absence of
material no one can be charged for enjoying bad reputation.

It is settled principal of law that all the Qrounds mentioned in the final show cause notice.
But in final show cause notice one charge (e) was not properly examined nor-provided the
descriptive of double interview of the said candidates.

That so-far as the conducting of enquiry is concerned it was not conducted in a fair and
legal manner. The enquiry committee did not give me opportunity to cross examine that
witness produced by the Department. The enquiry committee also did not give me the
opportunity to produce evidence. It is therefore, was one sided enquiry.

That no witnesses were examined by the enquiry committee in my presence and if any
such witness is claimed to have been examined i.e in my absence the same hearing not
been subjected to the test of cross examined. As no chance was given fo me to produce

~W
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evidence or 10 cross examine the prosecution witness, therefore, any defense tefue s,
enquiry.committee was not truly recor

d above, no illegal act/omission was C

7. As state
ara is very

Therefore, the penalty proposed in this P
may please not be: considered.” .

e committed by the answering responded in good faith.

8. Aséiil the acts wer

ed merely on the basis of purely probedurai and

9. A Gb\]émment servant cannot be punish
tepphical allegations wr}ich do not result into any loss to Court.

. . Therefore, it is humbly requested thal penalty of
please be re-instated with all back and consequences benefit.

~ Yours obediently

S

. (AMIRILYAS )
EX-SUPERINTENTENT
KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA

Dated:)/08/2016.

..
ne

ded therefore, | did not commit any act of omissior. -

ommitted by the answering respondas,
harsh and it is requested the. same

Jismissal may be set aside and | may

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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TelephOne No: 091-9212962

'Fro ,
Secretary,

w57 Pyblic Service Commlsswn :

Peshawar
To

Mr Amir llyas,.

'KHYBER PAKHTUNKWA PUBLIC
SERVICE COMMISSION
2-FORT ROAD PESHAWAR CANTT.

No. KPIPSCIAdmnIGF-521I 315215
. Date: __ [k/ b — , 2. -

Address: PO Yaghi Band Miana, Tehsﬂ & Distt: Peshawar

Subject: - - APPEAL AGAINST. OFFICE NOTIFICATION NO.KP/PSC/ADMIN/GE- .. ~. -

521/1978-84 DATED 15.01.2016. OF THE CHAIRMAN PSC, PESHAWAR

WHEREBY MAJOR PENALTY OF REMOVAL FROM SERVICE WAS

IMPOSED FOR NO LEGAL REASON

Reference your application of review pétiti'on dated 03.02.2016 on the subject

noted above.

2. It is to inform that the Govemor Khyber Pakhtunkhwa bemg Rev1ewmg

Authority has been pleased to reject your review petition and' has “upheld the penalty

conveyed to you vide this office Notification No,KPK/PSC/Admn/GF~S2L1978-84 dated -

15.01.2016.

Copy to:

PS to Chairman, Khyber Pakhfunkhwa PSC for information.

SECRETARY
PSC

~d
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‘- BEF%E%ﬁE\HON’AJ}LE R\S(IE‘ES TRIBUNAL K.P.K, PESHAWAR

\ App\e'\af No: /2016
> S

Khyber Pakhtukhwa
Service Tribunal

I\Ko ( Diary No.léﬂ. s

Dated ._gn/Zj/ / 0’7é

Mr.Amir ilyas

ENT TILL THE FINAL DISPOSAL OF TE:
EAL. -

ully Sheweth,

. TKthe above titled case been fiked for adjudication before this )
honorable services tribunal i.e. 17/11/2016.

. That the appellant has a good prima facie case and the enfiie

- ingredients are in favor of the appellant..

3. That at the time of removal from the service the petitioner/ appellant
was serving at the post of Supe,rintendent, the said post is still vacant
~ and the respondents with mala fide intention attempting to fill up the
post of the petitioner/appellant by regular promotion of the other
official of the department which would result in irreparable loss in
case of success of the petitioner/appellant by allowing the appeal"zofw_

the petitioner/appellant.
4. That all the conduct of the respondents is based on malafide and

against the cause of justice.

5. That if the promotion. on the post of superintendent is absolutelyv

necessary for the smooth running of the office work then the same

may be filled up on temporary basis for running-affairs of the office.

-



*It'is therefore most humbly prayed that
the respondents may be restrained from
making regular promotion on the post oi~

superintendent till the disposal of the

instant appeal,.any other remedy, which-

this august tribunal deems fit and

appropriate that, may also be awarded-

in favor of petitioner/appellant.

Dated: 03/11/2016 . Appellant A
- ' _ . Through :

Jehanzeb Khan Khahl
&

Aman Durrani
Advocates High Court

Peshawar: w

Affidavit:
It is affirmed and declared that the content of the above application

‘are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief and
nothing has been concealed from the Hon; able trlbunal ' 1

Deponent




BEF.RE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA aERVlCE TRIBUNAL, PESHAWAR.

Serwce Appeal No. 524/2016.

Amir IIyas, Ex Superintendent KP PSC........ccccccrvmneercnenneesineesrennenes Appellant.
-~ VERSUS
Govt. of KP through Chief Secretary & OtherS ..oveievieereseeerereresesen, Respondents.
INDEX
S.NO. PARTICULARS - ANNEXURE 'PAGE NO
1. Parawise Comments of the Commission‘ , 1-1.0/ .
2. Copy of Complaints to Chairman AB ~ 11-15 -
3. Copy of Enquiry Report [k 16-21 7
4. Copy of Merit List Ci~ 22 -
5. |.Copy of Merit List Cc2. 23 7
6.. | Copy of PSC letter to Amir llyas c3 -~ 24~
7. Copy of Questionnaire - D 25-317
8. Copy of Reply to Questionnaire .- . ‘E~ 32-387
. 9, Copy of PSC Notification dated 15/1/2016 F -~ 39~
10. | Copies of OfficeZlorder, letters etc. regarding the F1. .. 40-48 ~
appellant . '

AssisStant Difector o

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa

" Public Service Commission Peshawar

(Respondent)

. — L



B_EFORQHE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL, PESHAWAR. . =

Service Appeal No. 524/2016.

Amir ilyas, Ex Supérintendent KP PSCo.iveteeeeeeeereeerereaneeessesesessis Appellant.
o o  VERSUS
'Govt of KP through Chief Secretary & others ................ et Respondents.

JOINT PARA-WISE COMMEN-TS OF (RESPONDENT NO. 01 to 04).
Respectfully Sheweth,

PRELIMINARY OBJECTIONS

1. That appellant has got no_cause of action and / or locus standi to file the

_instant service appeal.

2, That the allegations of the appellant are baseless and misleading.

3.  Appellant is not an_‘aggrieved person’ under the law. He has not

approached this honorable T‘ribun.al with clean hands.

4. That no discrimination / injustice have been done to the appellant.

5, -That the appea! is not based on facts and is uniustified and illegal demand

against the lawful authority of the Commission.

6. That the service appeal is bad in the eyes of Law.

7. That _the Service appeal is. an _embodiment of falsehood and

misrepresentation/ concealment of material facts. It is based on gross mis-

statement, hence bad in law.and f!acts _both.

8. That the appellant is estopped by his own act and / or character. He filé

the Qresen't service appeal dishonestly, by design ’n/ scheme and éfter

thoudht not only to malign the Commission but to get sympathy Idbqqed

this honorable Tribunal.

9. ° That all the acts of the replying respondents are in line with the norms and
principles of natural justice.

10. That the removal from service of the appellant is based on the proper

procedure of law.

4



" . ONFACTS S

1. ‘lf he was a law’ abldlng citizen then why he mvolved “himself in illegal and

’ unlawful actlwtles which resulted in his removal from service.

~ 2. ' The appellant was appomted as Junlor Clerk but also enjoy bad reputation in the
L office.
3. - Correct.

4 lBoth thé lcbmplaints »\"vere 'Smeitfed by Mr. Sagibullah S/O Rafiullah;;;ﬁ)
o 14102014 (Annex A & B). Selection process was finalized on 04.02.2011. His
- : corﬁplaint was on the basis of doédments provided by the Qﬁicial/officers involved
in this case. On the basis of documents a time barred ‘case was reopened

through Writ Petition after four years.

.58 The Khyber Pak.htun'ktha Public ASer-\'/ice Commission advértised 241 posts of
Assistant District Officer (BPS-16) vide Advertisement No. 05/2009 Serial No. 07
N on 04.06.2009. After conducting interviews with effect from 03.12.2009 to
' 25.08.2010, recommendations wére sént‘to Sécreféry Ele'méntary & Secondary
Education Department vide letter No. KPPSC/SR-1/1078 dated 04.02.2011. After
‘a lapse of four years when the case attained finality, the one Sagibullah offered
| bribe amountihg to rupees 7,50,000/- in the shé’pe of cﬁéque bearing -No. 63301
"dated 01.08.2011 and obtained docufnehfs which are meant for dfficia! use only.
On the basis of these documents he filed Writ Petition No. 898-A/2014 in

Peshawar High Court Abbottabad ‘Bench with: a malafide and" dishohe@
Jintensions. Since documents meant for official record were produced with Vyrit
Petition No. 898-A/2014, therefore it.was decided that an enquiry may be
conducted as to pojnt out who provided these documenté without permission and
how a time barred case has been reo'pened after a lapse of four years. Before
‘submissioh of comments in -th'e Peshéwar High Court Abbottabad Bench, an
enquiry committee was conducted in order to meet' the ends of justice. The

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission is a constitutional body and




‘ cén’t afford such illegal activities hence strict disciplinary action has been initiated

,agéinst four officials involved in it. If strict action is not taken then trust of generéi
public on the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission shall be lost. All
" the documents whicﬁ are for official use were provided to Mr. Sagibullah witho'ﬁt' ,
A obtaining :approQa] 6f Chéirma‘n, ' Khs}ber 'P-akhtunkhwa Public Service
Commission. The‘Chairman Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission
| constituted a committee comprising  the follow-ing vide Office Order No.
'KP/PSC/AIMn/GF-319/012440-45 dated 10.03.201 5: |
i.  Prof: Dr-Sarah Safdar, Member-1, PSC
ii.  Prof. Dr Muhammad Farooq Swati, Member-VIl, PSC
fi.  Mr. Ghulam Dastagir Ahmed, Director Recruitment, PSC
The Comrhittee was required to examine the complaint of Mr. Sagibullah
| (Complainant) regarding alleged wrong recommendations of three candidates
from Zone-5 against the post of (Male) Assistant Dié’trict Officer (BPS-16), to
A‘ summon and- hear all the .*.hre'e 'recommendees,"to probe into the alleged
- involvement of the three candidates with Commissions’ Staff and fix
'responsibilify and to examine as to 'Whether-afte'r a lapse of about fouf years, the
Com}n'ission can entertain such appliéations/.complaints and make reallocation
and fresﬁ recommendations or‘oth-erwise. The enquiry committee came to thé
following conclusion:
i) A number of gross irregularities have been committed by the staff up to
 the Deputy Se‘cretary in" the process of selection of candidates for th
posts of ADOs (BPS-16) ih Elementary and Secondary Education
Depértmént. All Qf them know the legal procedures as reflected in their
statements but the procedures were not followed-in this case for ulterior
motives.
i) No care was taken in account in the eligibility of candidates. Candidates
were made eIigiBIe for interview simply with the sighature of the Dealing

Assistant or Superintendent or Deputy Secretary. Approval of the
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competent authority i.e. Member incr‘iarge” was not obtained. Moreover,

b
R

-proper checking of zones of the three candidates namely Sarfaraz, Ajmal

and 'Shafiqur Rehman was not made for which Masood Zaman, Deputy

Secretary, Rustam Khan the then Superintendent:;, Amir llyas the then

Assistant. and Muhammad Shahab the then Key Punch Operator are

iii)

iv)

equally respo'nsible for the gros'é'ir'regularities. :
Due to the extremely careless attitude of the concerned staff, one
candidate was twicely interviewed and was twicely recommended.

The acceptance of cheque amounting to Rs. 7,50.000/- in bribe by

Masood Zaman, Deputy Secretary {rom _ Sagibullah_in_return of

selecting him for the post of ADO has been proved beyond doubts.

Though Muhammad Sajjad Qureshi accepts he took Saqibu[léh to the
dffice of Masood Zaman for enquiry but it'is not possible for a candidate

to offer bribe directly to an unknown foicér. There is an active role of

‘Muhammad Sajjad Qureshi in the offer of bribe by Sagibullah to Masood |

vi)

Zaman.

All the officers/officials involved in this case also enjoy-bad reputation -in
the office.

The Committee recommended that:

Mr. Masood Zaman, Deputy Secretary may be dismissed from service. |

Mr. Amir llyas Superintendent, Mr. Muhammad Sajjad Qureshi

Superintendent and Mr. Muhammad Shahab Assistant may be removed

from service. Show cause notices may be issued to the officials unde@'

Rule 5(a) of the E&D Rules 2011.

As Rustam Khan the then Superintendent; has now retired from service. In

‘his case, opinion of the Establishment Department may be obtained as to

- what punitive actions can be taken égainst him after his retirement.

Mr. Sagibullah may be disqualified from applying to the Commission

for ever and _his case be referred to the Elementary and Secondary
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~ Education Department for taking punitive action against him under

_.Q‘

the rules.

In_pursuance of the Supreme Court Judgment No. 7407/AG dated
19.04.2014 that if candidate is_mistakenly recommended by the

Commission without any fault on -his part then he will not be

disturbed while proceedings will be initiated against the officials

‘concerned. Since there is no fault on the part of the recommended

candidates namely Shafiqur Rehman, Sarfaraz and Ajmal Khan

therefore, their recommendations may not be disturbed and fhe case

of readjustment/ reallocation may not be processed after the lapse of

almost five years of recommendations. (Annex-C)

'Name of Mr. Syed Mahmood ul Hassan S/O Syed Sarwar Shah was reflected

in the list and called for interview twice.' His name was reflected in the merit list at

‘ serial number 211 & 276 (Annex-C1 & C2). It was noticed by senior officers and

Arectified otherwise it might have created embarrassing situation for the -
Commission.Candidates names and particulars ’g‘iven‘ below in their application
forms have clearly recorded Zone-lll. Mr. Muhammad Shahab, Senior Clerk and

other acussed have included them against Zone-V.

S.NO Name and father’s name Zone recorded in Recommended
: application form against

1. Muhammad Ajmal Zone-|l} Zone-V
S/0 Jamal Ud Din '

2. Shafig ur Rehman Zone-l! Zone-V,
S/O Abdur Rehman '

3. Sarfaraz Khan . Zone-lil Zone-V
S/O Shahab ud Din

It is gross irregularity. Candidates from Zone-lll have been recommended against

quota reserved for Zone-V. This gross negligence was for personal gain which

" can't be ignored.

Incorrect. The complainant Mr. Sagibullah has also been disqualified an
Elementary and Secondary Education Department has been asked to inlitiate
disciplinary action against him. The competent authority constituted a committee
in exercise of lawful authority to probe into the matter. The committee has acted
in accordance with law and rules. Show Cause Notice can be served under the
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Civil Servant Efficiency & Discipline rules 2011. No

irregularity has been commiited. The appellant was dealt with in accerdance




with law and rules by providing opportunity of personal hearing him in pérson by

-~ the committee. He was asked to respoﬁd toa guestionnaire in writing as well as

verbally. Reply ofA'the appellant to the charges leveled against him was

unsatisfactory, not supported by any solid proofs hence was proceeded against -

~ as per rules and regulations. The Public Service Commission is a Constitutional
R institution. It can’t affo‘rd illegal practices ‘which bring bad name for the entire
.organization. On the recommendations of the inquiry committee the competent

- authority served him with Show Cause Notice. After providing him an opportunity

of personal hearing, passed a just, legal and'impartial order of removal from

service of the appellant fulfilling the needs of justice. The appellant preferred a

Departmental appeal against his removal but the same was also turned down on
the basis of lacking valid grounds for considerations. Guilt of the appellant was

proved beyond reasonable doubts. The Inquiry Committee has also confirmed

. that the appellant enjoy a bad reputation in the office. The appellant has been

remeved from service after fulfilling all the norms of justice. The appellant has

been provided all the opportuhities to prove his innocence but in vain. Retention

of éu;ch oﬁiéials in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission is not in the

public interest. The Chairman Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission

‘has rightly issued the order of dismissal from service of the appellant.n The

review petition of the appellant being devoid of merits was rightly turned down.

GROUNDS.
A.

lnc,orrecit. The order and entire procedure adopted by the inquiry committee is in
accordance with the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Govt. Servants (Efficiency”and

Discipline) Rules, 2011 hence legal, just, impartial and based on facts and

~ circumstances. Involvement of appellant in corrupt practice was proved. The

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission being constitutional body

cannot afford and allow such illegal practices.
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Incorrect. The departmental Inquiry Committee comprising of the senior most
Members and reputable officer was established under the Iawful authority. The
-InqLairy Committee submitted its impartial findings whereby the illegal . act,
malafide iﬁtehtion and misconduct of the appellant were proved and established
| b'eyond'any doubt.
Incofréct‘. The appellant is removed from service after the fulfillment gf all the
‘codal formalities. He is liable to be taken to task for his grave and serious
| ~misconduct mentioned in para 8 and above. Otherwise confidence of general
bublic shall be shaken. Entire record was provided by officers/officials involved
“in this case for personal gain. Approval of the competent authority was not
obtéine’d. Approval of the member incharge was not solicited. cheque bearin‘g'
| No. 63301 dated 01.08.2011 for Rs. 7,50,000 is proof of their corruption;
Incorrect.: The guilf of the appellant was proved beyond reasonable doubts by
.. the inquiry committée. Under thelKhyber Pakhtunkhwa .Government Servants

. (Efficiency and Discipline) Rules, 2011, Show Cause Notice can be served

- directly. ,Appelllant was provided opportunity of personal hearing by the

. Competent Authorfty. Subsequentlby méjor penalty of removal from service was
impose'd;
| “Incorrect. All the norms of justice and fairplay have béén followed in the case of
the appellant. Copy of Inquiry' report was provided vide letter dated 25.823.2015
(Annex-C3). The inquiry committee has acted in accordance with law and
'prc;vided each and every opportunity to the appellant to prove his innocence bu
| he failed to do so. -He was also provided an opportunity of personal héarin'g &
the competent authority. The appellant had not objected and also submitted
reply to the Show Cause Notice thus enabling him fair chance to defend himself-
properly.
Incorrect. Questionnaire served upon Mr. Amir llyas is at (Annex-D). His written
- statement is at (Annex-E) The Commission constituted enquiry to probe into the

involvement of other officers/officials in the instant case, and as a result of
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Enqunry Report the appellant was awarded the penalty of removal from service.

"The gross ‘irregularity committed by the appellant were proved beyond any

doubt is enough to remove him from service. The appellant has been removed

from sen/ice after observing all the codal formalities and just procedures as per

.appr'oval of the Governor/C’ompetent_ ‘alulthority. His service career is full of
1'._offenceé and consequential punishments, He vstas removed frdm service vide
A‘ office order NO. KP/PSC/Admn/GF-521/1978-84 dated 15.01.2016(Annex-F). It
was hoped that he might have learnt lessons from his past delinquencies but he
. continued with an attitude which is un-becoming of a civil servant. He had been
' _issued warnings and ekplanations from time to time. Orders passed by

Chairman are liable to be maintained being legal and according to law and

facts. The instant appeal is without legal footings whereby an illegal deémand
has been made against the lawful authority. The orders passed by the
Respondents are legal, based on [aw and facts hence liable to be maintained.

Since, the service record and conduct of the delinquent appellant has been

thoroughly examined and al!egationslleveled against him are proved beyond

any doubt, therefore, the instant appeal may be dismissed being without merit.

The respondents ‘also seek leave of this Honorable Tribunal to raise additional

grounds at the time of arguments. Retention of person involved in corrupt

practices shall shake the trust of general public.

Incorrect. Sufficient documentary proofs are available on the basis of which

Incorrect. Guilt of the appellant was proved beyo‘nd reasonable doubts. If h

major penalty has been imposed. Details are available at para 8 above. @

was innocent then he should have explained the same during personal hearing /

with the Competent Authority/Inquiry Committee.

Incorrect. Removal from service of the appellant is in accordance :'With the
Government Servants (Efficiency and Discipline) Rules, 2011. No lrregulanty

has been commltted by the Commission.

-
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J. . Incorrect..His service career is full of offences and consequential punishments

(Annex- F1). Since he Wés involved in illegal activities therefore he has been

removed earlier from service vide foice order NO. KP/PSC/Admn/GF-521/1978-

o 84 dated 15.01.2016. The lnqui'ry Committee is competent to recommend-

- imposition of -minor/major penalty. ..The appellant é‘njoy bad reputation. He

~ should have avoided illegal activities.

at the time of arguments.

'K._. “Incorrect. The appellant being guilty may not be allowed to raise other grounds

It |s therefore humbly prayed that on acceptance of this reply/submission

" made herein above the instant appeal' may kindly be dismissed.

CHIEF SECRETARY
HYBER PAKHTUNKHWA
L PESHAWAR

7 (RESPONDENT NO.01)

(RESPONDENT NO.03)

T

!m /\
HAIRMAN

HYBER PAKHTUNKHWA

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION .

PESHAWAR
(RESPONDENT NO.02)

R TRAR EXAMINATIONS

KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA °

- PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

 PESHAWAR _
(RESPONDENT NO.04) _ o
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- -,AFFIDAVIT

Stated on oath that the contents of thls Para wise comments are true and correct & nothing

S f-has been concealed from this Honorable tribunal.

DEPQNENTS
CHIEF SECRETARY ~ CHAIRMAN
KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA
PESHAWAR p ' PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
(RESPONDENT NO.01) o , 'PESHAWAR ,
~ . ' : . (RESPONDENT NO.02)
RE@?I%,;(VAMINATIONS :
: A _ KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION : _ - PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
" PESHAWAR : : ‘ PESHAWAR
(RESPONDENT NO.03) . '~ (RESPONDENT NO.04)

-—
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PR::L’iﬁ@q’tN—A‘RY" ENQUIRY TO  PROBE INTQ  THE

EGULARITIES COMMITTED N MALE  ASSISTAN!
DIS‘! RICT OFFIFER (*’PS-‘;G;

The Chainman KPR ESC ceonstituted a commitlee comprising
e following vide Office Order No. KPP/ PSC/ Admn/GF-319/012440-45
2t 10.03 2015 (tAnnex-l) -

Prot: Dr Sarah Safdar Mambear-l PSC
Prof Or Muhammad Farooqg Swatt Member-Vil, PSC.
Mr Ghiam Dastagir Ahmed Director Recruitment, PSC

N

) .
= The Commiltee is reguired (o examimme the complant of
A Smgibuiiah (Complainant) regarding alleged wrong recommeandations of
thrge candidates from Zone-5 against the post of f\ﬁalc Assistant District
Ofticer (BPS-16), to summon and hear all the three recommendees. {o
wrobe  into  the alleged involvermoent of thé t‘ns'eez candidates  wilh
Commissions' siaff and fix responsibibly and o examine as lo whethe
aiter a lapse of about four years, the Commission can anterlain such
appheations/ complaints and make reallocation and frest
recommendations or otharwise.

First meeting of the Commillee was held on 11032015
n\m" flvas Shah Deputy Director il was asked o produce apphcalons

lenms of the three candidates alongwith application of the complamant
Mr Suagibuitah angd complete record of recruitment of ADC BPS-1:
advertised in Advertisement No. 5/2009.

4 in the 2™ meeting of the Comimittee held on 16.03 2015, the
applications of the three candidales namely Mr Muhammad Ajmal 50

Jamal ud Din. #r Sarfaraz S/O Shahahud Din and Mr Shafig ur Rehman

SIO Abdur Rehman and other record were thoroughly checked and tie
Commiitee found the following: -

i In the applications fonns / (1L,[Jdilﬂh,!‘(c,‘l permissions ali thw
ihree candidates have EL arly mentioned thair zone as Zoi-
' 3" but in the descriptive ts prepared by the concerned
officer! officials Tor interview, ihe zone of the three candidaies

has been reflected as Zone-5(Annex-i, i, V),
i The applications of My Ajmal and Mr Sarfaraz were signedd
only by My Rustam Khan the then Superintendent and oo

orciers of eligibility of the Member were obtained.
0. Application of Mr Shafiq ur Rehman is signed by Mr Amir lyas
{he then Assistant and Mr Masood Zaman the then i_,‘:\-;;.nn'-,/
Secretary and no orders of the hMember concerned wire
obtained {Annex-Vy)
. The result is signed by N
Badshan the then um;cl

r Masood Zaman DS and Mr Fazal




R

Clerk/ KPO Mr Muhammad Sauad Qureshi the the Supdt were
orded Statement of the three recommendees were also recorded

.. In his statement at Annex-VI, Mr Masood Zaman has stated
" b descriptson s fﬂe waork, scrutmy of apphcataons preparatlon of

¢ SSIStént then by the Supdts and is sent to the DS for onwards
“submission to Duecior/ Member. Descriptive sheet is prepared by the
._dealing Assistant. He submits the same to the Supdt:.. The Supdt submit
the same for countersignatuie to the DS. No file move up without my
signature except when | am on leave. On conclusion of interview, the
Director or the DS takes the result from Member, makes the calculations,
prepare the merit list and allocationis made as per vacancies. The result is
signed from dealing Assistant to the Director.
7. L. uring the interviews it was decided that experience may be
counted from B.Ed and not BA. There were five panels of interview. The
Members had directed that after conclusion of the running interviews,
scrutiny may be carried out and the experience be counted after B.Ed.
They prepared fresh descriptive sheets as per orders and were handed
over to the Members concerned. Due to load of work, he could not signed
every descriptive. Before conveying the result, the Chairman had
conslituted a checking committee. The committee had taken the result and
all the original applications of selected candidates. After checking the
same, the result and applications were returned.

8. The three candidates in question belonged to District
Mansehra (UDA). They were rnadvo:t<=nlly considered in Mansehra Zone-5
instead of Mansehra (UDA) Zone-3. The descriptive was not changed but
only zone 5 was mistakenly recorded instead of Zone-3. As per orders of
the Chairman that the DS concerned will prepare the result, therefore, |
with the help of Mr Shahab computer operator prepared the result.

9. He stated that he knows Mr Saqib for the last 3-4 years. He
met with Mr Saqib for the last time in the office of Director some 2-3
months ago. When | was DS and the result was prepared, he had given
me a cheque of Rs.750,000/- with the request to select him for the post.
Photocopy of the said cheque is still with him for proving myself innocent.
Mr Sagib had also offered him a Hotel at Abbottabad but he refused him.
Mr Sagib had met with him through Mr Muhammad Sajjad Qureshi during
the currency of interviews. He has not cashed the cheque till date because
he does not takes bribe. The copy has been kept only for record.
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: :statement at Annex-VIl, Mr Rustam Khan has stated
: pphcatnon forms is done by Assistant and is submitted to

or interview is prepared by Assistant, checked by Supdt
";;',cognter&gned by the Deputy Secretary. We checked

plication form and then signed the note. Descriptive

rand Mr Ajmal bear my signature whereas

M ,Shaflqur Rehman has been signed by Mr Amir liyas

an. Experience was first taken from Bachelor Degree.

}(M {ede to take the experience from B.Ed, the descriptive

i j{p epdied by Mr Shahab in the Office of Mr Masood Zaman
1as; “cba‘si caited him and told that Members are asking for revised
Vi i F’lease| signed the descriptive. Therefore, Mr Shahab prinied
-rlptlve and he sugned the same. oome dcscrsptlve sheets were

35 betf was signcdjby Mr Masood and no one else were involved. The
<& rrecommendations were also sent by Mr Masood. He stated on oath that he
neither know the four candidales nor has even seen them.

STATEMENT OF MR AMIR ILYAS SUPDT: -

11. In his statement (Annex-Vill), Mr Muhammad Amir ilyas the
then Assistant has stated that he used to make scrutiny of applications and
prepare the descriptive sheets and then submit the same to the Supdt who
after checking submit the same to the DS. Submission of applications to
panels was done by Mr Masood Zaman. He signed the descriptive sheets
which he himself prepared. He has carefully mentioned the correct zones
of candidates in descriptive. Though he has signed the revised descriptive
sheel, but the applications were lying in the Office of Mr Masood Zaman
therefore, he could not check the same wilh application. Eligibility is done
by the Member through a channel. 1t is possible that approval of the
: authority in some cases has inadvertently not be obtained. He knows Mr
Ajmal, Sarfaraz and Shafiq and does nol know Mr Sagibullah. Resuill is
_“\3 prepared under supervision of Director and he himself sign it. Result has
‘ neither been prepared by him nor signed. They may be called so thai the
case becomes clear. During interviews, he was not pressurized by any
Member/ Officer.

STATEMENT OF I\{IR MUHAMMAD SAJJAD QUREHI SUPDT:-

12. In his statement at Annex- IX, Mr Muhammad Sajjad Supdit
has stated that He knows Mr Sagibullah who was referred to him by Mr
Majid Khan, a Headmaster at Mansehra. He had to enquire aboul
interviews for the post of ADO, therefore, he was sent by someone else
and he did not remember that he took him or sent him to the Office of Mr
Masood Zaman DS. He does not know any dealing between Sagibullah
and, Mr Masood Zaman because néither he met him again nor Mr Masood

Esshsw-




6 knowit o most of the persons in-the
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e @@ﬁ?gﬁﬁ&gproceed!ngs (Annex-XJ ) and was
VIS YS!

liyas Shah Deputy Director but he

td attend the enquiry proceedings on
it refused to attend the proceedings.

asstried to contact him telephonically

.1

HKHAN, MR SHAFIQUR REHMAN

Mr Shaficg ure Rehman and Mr Muhaminad
or personal hearing on 22.04.2015. Their

They did not conceal anything from
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vi)

g conclusion: -

e enquiry committee came to the

4

Frony the foregoing th

A number. of gross irregufdrities have been committed by the

aif upto the DS in the process of selection of candidates for

e posts of ADOs BiS-16 in Elementary and Secondary

n Department. All of them know the legal procedures -

as re 4 i their statements but the procedures were not
' this case for ulterior motives.

NG dare was taken into account in the eligibility of candidates.
Candidates were made eligible for interview simply with the
signature of the Dealing Assistant or Supdt of DS and
approval of the competent authority ie.. Member was not
obtainéd.‘ Moreover. proper checking of zones of the three
candidatés namely Mr Sarfaraz, My Ajmal and Mr Shafigur
Rehman was not madé for which Wir Masood Zaman DS, VT
Rustam Khan the then Supdt, Mr AmMir flyas the -then
Assistant and Mr Muhammad Shahab the then KPO: are

equally responsible for the gross irregularities.

Due {o the exiremely careless altitude of the concerned staff,
one candidate was twicely interviewed and was iwicely
recommended. :

The acceptance of cheque amounting to Rs.750,000/- in bribe
by Mr Masood 7aman Deputy Secretary from Mr Sagib in
return of selecting him for the post of ADO has been proved
peyond doubt. |

Though Mr Muhammad Sajjad Qureshi accepts that he took
Mr Sagib to the Office Mr Masood Zaman for enquiry bul iis
not possible for a candidate lo offer bribe directed to an
unknown officer. There is an active role of Mr Muhammad
Sajjad Qureshiin the offer of bribe by My Sagib to Mr Masood.

Al the officers/ officials involved in ihis case also enjoy bad
reputation in the Office.

RECOMMENDATIONS:-

17.

The Cqmmittee, recommends that: -

Mr Masood Zaman Deputy Secretary may be dismissed from
service.

Mr Amir llyas Superintendent, Mr Muhammad Sajjad Qureshi
Supdt and Mr Muhammad Shahab Assistant may be removed
from service. Show Cause notices may be issued to the
officials under Rule 5 (a) of the £&D Rules 2011,

A
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As Mr Rustam Khan the then Supdt; has now retired from
service. In his case, opinion of the Establishment Department
may be obtained as to what punitive actions can be taken
against him after his retirement.

Mr Saqib Ullah may be disqualified from applying to the
Commmission for ever and his case be referred to the
Elementary and Secondary Education Department for taking
punitive action against him under the rules. oy i,

In pursuance of the Supreme Court Becisien dated A
(Annex-XM1) that if a candidate IS mistakenly recommended
by the Commission without any fault on his part then he will
not be disturbed while proceedings will be initiated against the
officials cunicerned. Since there is no fault on the part of the
recommended candidates namely Mr Shafiq ur Rehman,
Mr  Sarfaraz  and Mr Ajmal  Khan therefore, therr
recommendations may not be disturbed and the case of
readjustment/ reallocation may nol be processed after a lapse
of almost five years of the recommendations.

\
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(Ghulam Dastagir Ahmed) {(Prof: Dr Muhammad Farooq Swati)
Director Recruitment Member PSC

Member of the 1.C. A Member of the |.C.

(Prof: Dr Sarrah 'Saféiar)
Member PSC
Chairperson of I.C.
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‘ (.HYBbR PAKH UNKWA PUBLIC SERVICE -
‘ ' COMMISSION’ e)”\‘\
2 FORT ROAD PESHAWAR CANTT,

No KPIPSCIAdmn/
':Date | )’V/ 7/ /

' "‘"Ifliyas SUP@III’IIbI’lan[ (BPS )
Khybex P khtunl(hwa Publlc Suvxce (,OITW‘USSIOH

Subject: SHOW CAusr NOTIC!« o i{-

i
i

l, P 1
Enclosed lmd heu,wnh a *wpy 01L Show Cause Notice duly

: 'dpploved/s%ned bv Govcmm I\hybm ‘Pakhtunkhwa (Competent Authority)
ailo_ng\rvnh fmdmg of cnqun‘y report for information and further necessary

~action at your end.

o~
ECRETALR W -

+ Enels Asabave,

Cuapy to:
T ©o 1y PSto Chairman Khyber Pakhtunkhwa PSC for miormatlon
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fi ' KHYBUR PA]\IIFUI\]&HWA PUBLIC.SERVICE COMMISSION 3 C[ ’

N O'I"U"‘[CA’I‘ION

P } ] . /
No.KP/PSC/Admn/GF-321/ Mr. Amir llyas Superintendent (BPS-17) (thereinafter
| : referred to as accused) Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission was proceeded against
. under the Khyber Pakhwnkhwa Government Servant (E&D) Rules, 2011 on account of

irregularities committed in the selection procéss ol Assistant District Officer (Male) (BPS-16) in

Elementary and Secondary Education Department advertised vide Public Service Commission
Advertisement No.05/2009; and :
- ’ WHEREAS, an inquiry Committee, consisting of Member-I, Member-VI and Dircctor

Recruitment Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission was constituted; and

WHEREAS, the inquiry committee after having examined the charges, evidence on record
and explanation of the ac.cuscd officer, submitted its report wherein imposition of major penalty of
removal from service was tcuommtndcd and .

WHEREAS, show cause nolice was served upon the accused officer in pursuance of Rule-3
(1) (@) of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Government Servant Efficiency and Discipline Rules, {2011
conveving therein tentative decision of Removal trom service: and

WHEREAS, the decused officer was provided an opportunity of personal hearing bly the
Competent Authority on 07.01.2016 to defend himselt. The accused officer during the pe-r!sonul
hearing reiterated his previous stance and laited to defend himsell” and did not add any new] fact:
Now

THEREFORE, the Governor Khyber Pakhtunkhwa being Competent Authority, in exercise
of powers conferred upon him under Rule 4 (b) of Khyber Pakhrunkhwa Government Sepvunt.
(Efitciency & Discipline) Rules. 2011 has decided to confirm tentative major penalty of Removal ™. =
from Service ol Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Conmmission

T S

Pursuant to the above, Mr. Amir llvas Superintendent (BPS-17) Khyber Pakhtunkhwa E’Ttb!ip
Service Commission stands removed from the service of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service:
Commission with imimediate elfcct.

Sd/-
CITAIRMAN PSC
No K PAPSC/admn/Gr-s2 quD??Z Q Ll Dated: 1S/ 1 [l§

Copy torwarded 1o:-

I. Sccretary 1o Governor Khvber Pakhtunkhwi.

2. Principal Secretary 1o Chiet Minister, Khvber Pakhtunkinw.,
3. Accountant General, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.

4. PS o Chiefl Searetary, Khvber Pakhtunkhswa.

3

PS o Secretary Establishment. Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. -

NGO M Amir Tlyas Superintendent,  Address: PO Yaghi Band Miana, Tehsil & Disi
7. Personal file ol officer concerned. '
8. Oftice Order fite,

202 iNmﬁlDE’N?
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OFFICE ORDER

&

R PUBI',I‘c"s;‘EfivféE'-‘éomM'IssztoN‘;Pgsmwmr. g

e

. Mr Amir Ilyas, Junior Clerk J.S hereby granted,jo .days earned

T . AR “

‘-." .',) ., H

'52” Mr Axkhtar' Alz. Jum.or Clerk will-l
hlS 1eaNe period. I '

83 ‘? ({L Dated -2,;),:"/'"

d : W;, ‘,v_'\

1--Mr Amir Ilyas .J’u' or Clerke
Mr Akhtar Pak Jumor Clerk. «Ié

..’.l'he Accountant Generaﬁl,x _NWFP‘ Peshawar.

e, Officer Order fille &

5-~~'.l‘he Blll Glerk Of this Office.

'fil

b3 ',4. wu‘

PO

.E PP

e

leave on . full pay with effect from 8 8. 1’988 to ‘6 9.£1‘988.. e

«

e ey tvatm gt ¢ Somrsade i b mem v beines e v

| £ 8
'e) LA
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- s s Lo B & . C ek « € . .
: - - ; =X 3 i. 1Y e & o \ ¢

NWFP_PUBLIC SERVI@C@MMIS§I=ON@RSHAWA30 ’9

(. £ . - - \}

= ‘*er/S‘tcff end 1mn0(\1rn A%
B X i ] T n e g Wk JOTRCWINE pontin‘ s/eajucstirnts wil. in the
A m.eamed a.eave: on medical groundstaanchionpdgyide

" erfice order no.-aooa%‘mmn»%/iozsi.;s dsted 1KS75499354s heredy

extended by a furthgr pe'iod of & days: Lo@ upte 21.7.1 9%. |
In favour of Mr Amir Ilyas -J/Clerk. r \\q 8
Tolor i ot Adres:s Pl iicsem®t Peshawar ?}
Ly 230 g v, AR, Sccretary
g ro764. 93
f' 3N03m33ddmn¢93/ 70 o{’/b Dated ;'! 4 . 2 .
LR /
t# ({ pr 08w %, +
a3 '
A . - ... 3= The Acceuntant General NWFP, Peahawar, ‘@
Puble wvﬁhea«&:pdt shecounts B fer information, -
""“”3."’!“&& B111 Glerk of this. office, |
, L) The official concernmeds ’
¥ EE
Tre ASesOffice (rdsnmLile..
W, +. ¥, ¥, Paghawar, -
| | | 2&&%&&
:V'u
1801 =Adons -5 /_ﬁ‘)!f Dated LIL" /7,7 L
Sul,-ct - _ 2_,.&1-‘)\?3
LCN (F MR AMIR ILYAS J/CLWRK
¢ GRANT OF SCOOTOR ADVANCE.
' ed
~fa%se flod an application of our » aued,
g mcA TR el in prescribed fommat on the

Lntiaaterd to whls c:‘.'f'&ce.
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‘Mp-Amir Ilyas Junior Clerk ig hereby p&ntgg%%a 8"

e

193"9 on full pay w.u:t 11,7493 t0 15,7.1993 on ;neafkg; ETORS

X om

RO T The AccOuntag_ ﬁaperalqﬂm Peghawar, -
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L . Telephone No. SR R &1?5 %/ :

o § .n.m.:axy, )
Public Service Commwsxon.
Peshawar Cat;ﬂ

. .' "y
Do

ki
Mr Awir Ilyas Khan,

Cashier, NWFP PSC, = - '
 Peshawar, ) IR -

Mo, 10033-Adun/95/ /686 F — 22 Da{;;é 1) /?/ AN

Subject: E X P'L-AN A T1.0 K.

It has been reported by your Superintendent:on the

attandance Register that you had not arrived upto 8:%5 am.

/

today. which is not only against the office discxpline but

the office work also suffere very. badly.

. ,‘4\»

You &re therefore. cal,ledaupon to explain jour
: position as: to why; action may not be taken asainst you undor
the E&D Pules. 197#. Your " reply must reach tho - under-signed

on or before 18.07.95 pos;tively. - " S : '

Secreftary

Cdpy to Supdté Accounts for information.

o / :
NG Yk HAH1S
S \ e
)

pjﬁNDEY\T

", SUPER
mﬁk Public Service Commissiod

FPeshawats ' ..\“/)
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From: Secretary,
Public Service Commission,
P_eshawar Cantt,
To :
Mr Amiw

C&Bhi&l’, P8O, '

valZBAS) 179952 s ms9s

Subject s 2L ELANATION
On 1947495, you were directed through Mr Samivllah

3updt: Accounts to receive a cheque desand draft for a sum of
28, 2500/« &eposited by Mr Imtiax Ahned, Ex~Agsistant P30 en
account of one month notice for tending his vesignation whish
was received dy you but .nfm a lapse of 2 weeks, you 4id mat
report that you have carried out the diregtions of
undersismed, |

2. !s evch, you are dirested to explain your positions
regarding yovr negligense in the above duty 8s to why not
disciplinary action should be taken against you, Your renly
should reech the undersigned within a week,

3, A copy of the explanstion de placed on the Pexrsonald
File of the Cashier, A
( Gul n;é&;n )

Indst: Hos & Date &ag edbove,
Copy t0 twm

Mr 3smiuvllah Supdt: Aceounts to explsin as to why he-
did not supervise the performance of the Oaghier, In cass of
Don-attendanse of the assignment given to the Oashier through
Supdts why it was not reported to me sgainst Oashier that he
hss not dere his duty, A copy of this counselling lettar be
Placed on FPersonal l;‘_& 5%( Semiullah Superintendent,

%ﬁ
P
RPL ( Gul Refaan )

y
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Telephone Nex 091-92 12962 KEYBER PAKHTOONKWA BUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 4\

£ 2 Fort Road Peshawar Cantt
'* ‘ Yo ‘ ) Cwowop k S S w v s oA : i ' )
: "No. ' r - 41 957

Secrctary: ’ ' : . . Ijate: B fL'_ b a . .- .
Public Service Commission, - - - _ELZ,Q_,ZL - S

Peshawar. ’ W -
. e -
. . To _ I

3 S . MrAmlrIlyas, - N ' *
K. ‘ . | Ass;stant, Khyber Pakhtoonkhwa PSC ' ‘

~

- o . T ¥ 1 ae T i oed y L 8 . - e o oagm?

K Subject: - | WARNING oL T

;";' ‘ L Reference yours reply in response toL_;xp]ananon letter No 411476 dated -

‘ 13-08-2010, which was examined' and found unconvmcmg and unsatlsfactory Derehctlon '
‘» in official duty is not tolerated on any count.” * Lot S

k. = You are therefore Stt.rnly Warmd to be careful in . future and prove : -
youlself to ‘oe a good and well dlsmplmed staff member otherwme slrlct d1501plmary

action will be taken agamst you.

T4
gblic Servicd Cor

peshawes.

P [

w0 e
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'KHYBER:PAKBTUNIGIWA’PUBI’_?I

Mr. Ily':s Shah Supermtendent (BPS 16) Recrultment Branch is hereby L
' i
. dlrected to look after hlS seat till the explry of hlS leave

p ;

-

136837-47

Copy to: - ‘
l. The Accountant General Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawa:.
2: The Director Recriitment, Khyber Pakhmnkhwa PSC -~ e '
3. . The Accounts Officer, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa PSC. ’ T LR CL
4, The Cashier, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa psc. . - . . ' N
5. Officers concerned. S I T S
6. Personal files of Officers. . - e P
7. Office order file ' T
e |
LU '?‘mm . . T : ’ N .':','“ .
g@ ?Bbhc Service Commite. 2 o L

A ¥ ‘,'l”. ? .‘v, ol ) WX ‘\‘n & A ‘ :
SR i m%f”m s

v




Telephone No: 091-9212962 KHYBER PAI(I'I'I‘ﬁNl(IlWA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
e : .

2 FortRoad Peshawar Cantt.

No.KP/PSC/Admn/GF-405

Secretary,
Public Service Commission,
Peshawar,

To

. / :
Date:__ 2 9/ /‘/ 2613

A7 Mr. Amir llyagguperintendent (BPS-16), -
Khyber Pal,{?ﬁ'-t‘un_I@,qu-\ra-:PS,C .

2. Mr. Javed Assistant (BPS-14),
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa PSC.

Subject: EXPLANATION

[t has been reported by the Examination Branch that proposed schedule for
conducting tests in various subjecté in the month of November and December, 2013 was issued
to you with the instruction to check the said schedule within three days and in case any
discrepancy is found in number ol candidates 6 be called for test the same be pointed oul for
rectification before issue of schedule to the Information Department for publication. However.
vou did not point out any discrepancy in the said draft schedule within the stipulated time as such
a press note was sent to the Information Department on 25.10.2013 for publication and was

uploaded on website of the Commission accordingly for information of the public/intending

candidates. Then on the same date i.e. 25.10.2013, you pointed out discrepencies in number of

candidates as 205 instead of 189 against the post of Junior Scale Stenographer (B\PS-M) in
Zakat, Usher, Social Welfare and Women Development Department and 116 “'iunstead of 14
against the post of Senior Scale Stenograﬁ!ier (BPS-16) in brrigation Department, which put the
Examination Branch in trouble and they faced difficulties in reservation of Examination Halls

and printing of papers etc.

You are therefore, called upon to explain the reason as to why you should not be
proceeded against under E&D Rules, 2011 for your negligence in the discharge of your official
duties. Your written reply must reach to the undersigned within 03 days of the receipt of this
letter failing which exparte action will be taken against you and your case will be decided on

merit presuming that you have nothing in your defence.

Copy to:

|. Director Examination, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa PSC.
2. Director Recruitment, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa PSC.
3. PSto Chairman, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa PSC.

SOPZRINTENDENT
ERQE 3 Public Service CommiscioD
. Feskorot

PUNCElne oA Tl &g gty er vy k-~
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‘ Telephone No.

From : Secretary,
Public Service Commission.
Peshawar Cantt.

To :

The Superintendent,of Police,
TehsTi-& District, Charsadda.

~

1

No.  1033-Admn/99/ S l{;f(’ .
!

Subject ; ABSENCE FROM DUTY,

Mr Amir Ilyas S/0 Mirza Khan, Senior Clerk, NWFP PS
is absent from duty since 28,05,99, It has been reported th
he is allegedly involved in some crimimal case occured in ¢

Jurisdiction of Police Station, Batagram, .. -

It is requested that the involvement of the absent
official may be clarified, confirmed & report to this Commis

office for further necessary qctioh, .é copy of F,I.R,, ma

e

be sent please,

i . P

nad ‘ =

Yours Truely,

N “{ FAZAL EHMANI )
- Se twry

: S et
!

a%&;"’“(

SWEe . ¢
P S - 7SS b
’ RO BN




coTYTTTEETT o T Tmmm oy T oo - - TrE=r/ o7 . et - - N

TOTTTTTTTTTUT N pdmm e S e S e e ey AR WA TE T

-

s
-

3 «
1




-,

«

L
Y

'BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL

PESHAWAR.

~=; Service Appeal No. 120186

-Amir llyas, Ex-Superintendent Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission.
, Peshawar................. FP T PR R PRSP ST APPELLANT

VERSUS

- Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar and others.............. RESPONDENTS

REJOINDER TO PARA WISE COMMENTS OF RESPONDENTS
' NO.1,2,3, & 4.

Respectfully Shewth :

Para wise reply to the preliminary objections

1. Para No:1 of the preliminary objections is incorrect. The appellant has got a

. good prima fecia case. L

. ~2. Para - No:2 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. The

- allegations/grounds of appeal of the appellant are true & well founded.

30 'Pvara No:3 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. The appellant is an

aggrieved person & approached the honorable Court with clean hands.

4.! Para No:4 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. No proper procedurc
« has been followed by the respondents; hence injustice & discrimination have
: been done o the appellant.

5. Para No:5 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. The appeal in hand i

“based on true facts & on the lawful grounds.
6. Para No:6 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect.

7. Para No:7 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. As in the precedent ‘.

para’s stated the appeal is based on true facts.

8. Para No:8 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. Detail reply has

. already been given in the above para wise reply.

9. Para-No:9 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. All the acts of the

' * . . . .
respondents are against Law, real facts & with malafide intention.



10. Para No:10 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect, misleading. No

cupper procedure under the law has been adopted for declaring the appellam

guilty.

FACTS

L

Para No: 1 of the comments is based on malafide hence denied. There is n«:
solid evidence against appellant upon the base of which the appellant h.»

been punished. -

Para No: 2 of the comments need no reply to the extent of appointment of
the appellant as junior clerk, however the rest of the para in shape ol
allegation of enjoying bad reputation in the office against appellant i«
baseless, malicious and vague term added by the Preliminary Enquiry
Committee in its findings beyond its domain (TORs) just for giving weight
to the former charges, which is unfounded, unheard, uncaﬂed for and mere
an allegation without any concrete documentary proof and evidence in
support of said allegation. There is no complaint against the appellant
during more than 30 years service. The app-ellant has been assigned dutics as
deputy Supervisor, representative, invigilator on different examinations and
expertise during his service and the work and conduct of the appellant wax
always appreciated and the appellant earned excellent ACRs from the
superiors, that is why got promoted from junior clerk to the present post of
superintendent All my junior, colleagues and officers have acknowledge the
character of the appellant during service.

Para No: 3 need no comments.

Para No: 4 of the comments is Incorrect. The allegation of pr ovndmg ofticial
record to the candidate is a fresh/new allegation based on guess of
answering respondents which is baseless, unfounded, uncalled foi .nd
without any conclusive proof. The appellant is not involved in any manncr
with p10v1dmo any such type of documents to the complainant. |

Need no comments to the extent of advertisement and recommendation of
post of ADO (BPS 16), interviews, g‘ecommendations; however the appellan
was never offered any bribe by any Saqib Ullah nor the appellant involved ir:
any such type of dealing with any one. No official record was provided to the
complainant by the appellant. Moreover, the pfeliminary enquiry c;)111111il't‘c-\.-

called the appellant for answering their questions; the appellant gave




detailed reply to their questions according to actual facts. The saiil
preliminary enquiry committee beyond its domain (TORs) leveles the
alleg-ations against the appellant and recommended penalty as mentioned in
the comments (Para 5to 8).it is pertinent to mention here that for imposing |
pe.nalty on the appellant no departmental regular / full ﬂédged enquiry was
conducted, serving charge sheet, statement of allegation, providing fair
chance *of self defense, proper personal hearing, none of the statement .
recorded in preseﬁce of the appellant nor provided opportunity of cross
examination. The competent authority issued direct show cause notice
without passing orders of dispensing with the enquiry which is mandatory
! under Rule-7 of the E&D Rules, s011. The appellant has given a detailed reply

to all the allegations and defense through reply to show cause notice and

review petition but the competent authority imposed the penalty of removal
from service of the appellant with s,gnli_tary charge of committing
irregularities in selection process of ADO-'S on the bases of irregular and
illegal inquiry. For convinces of the learnt tribunal to reach a just and fear
conclusion the appellant reiterates the following grounds for perusal which

reveals innocence of the appellant in the said charges;

. The preliminary inquiry committee called the appellant and placed
written questionnaire for giving replies sitting before them withoul
giving time and opportunities for production of documentary
evidence in defense.

II.  The preliminary inquiry committee leveled this allegation beyond its
domain (TORs) on the basis of speculation/fiction of mind/imaginary
consideration/doubt/assumption without any evidence in support of
allegation and conclusively proving same.

HI." None of all the sitting members of ‘the Commission including

Preliminary Enquiry Members were part of selection of ADOs in

2010, 2011 when interviews of ADOs conducted and interview result
and recgmmendations finalized with approval of the then full
Commission. How, a past and closed transaction finalized with the
approval of the then Commission can be termed as gross irregularities
by the Members of the Preliminary Enquiry Committee without

recording their statement and consent, hence the whole proceeding




adopted by the respondents & order of removal from services of the

appellant is against Law & real facts.

GROUNDS

A

Incorrect. The whole procedure adopted by the respondents till removal
from service of the appellant was not in consonance with the provisicis of
E&D Rules, 2011. Hence, the order of removal from service of the appellant
is illegal, unlawful and not based on real facts.

Incorrect. The Chairman PSC constituted Pre‘liminary Enquiry Committee
so as to probe facts and fix responsibility within the parameters of its TORs
but the said committee beyond its domain (TORs) leveled allegations and
recommended penalty of removal from service of appellant without any
solid evidence. No regular departmental enquiry was conducted; hence (he
whole procedure adopted by the respondents till the order of removal from
service of the appellant is against the Law and real facts.

Incorrect. Detailed reply to the allegations has been given in the avove

mentioned parawise reply to the comments.

Incorrect. The Preliminary Enquiry Committee was bound to probe and {ix
responsibility for the lapses if occurred but it did not have the mandate to
establish allegations which has not been done in the instant case and
recommend imposition of penalty on the appellant. Under the E&D Rules.
2011 enquiry can be dispensed with by the competent authority in cases
where guilt is proved with documentary proof and beyond the shadow of
doubt, but in the case of appellant charges have not been established by the
Preliminary Enquiry Committee beyond shadow of doubt nor the competent
authority dispensed with enquiry passing orders and reasons recorded in
black and white before issuing show cause notice. '

Incorrect. Detailed reply has already been given in the above mentioned

parawise reply to the comments of the respondents.

Incorrect. Detailed reply has already been given in the above mentioncd
parawise reply to the comments of the respondents.

Incorrect. No documentary proofs are available on the bases of which the

appellant was penalized.

Incorrect. The appellant was declared guilty just on the bases of sur. rises
and conjuncture. The competent authority issued show cause notice on the

recommendation of the preliminary inquiry committee for the charges even

not established beyond the shadow of doubt and without passing order of

. dispensing with the enquiry which was mandatory under the E&D rules 20n

and removed the appellant from service. The review petition of the
- A




.

~ appellant was rejected with no good grounds and not a speaking order. Thus
; the removal order of respondents is not sustainable in the eyes of Law and
L due process of Law not fulfilled in the removal process of appellant.

A RS ol Doy

1. Incorrect. The whole procedure adopted by the competent authority is
-. against the Law, proper procedure.

N Incorrect. The appellant had never been found guilty for any offence and
any punishment during his whole service career nor involved in any illegal
activities during his service. The annexed documents with the comments of

- the respondents in shape of warnings and explanation were duly explained

L st that time to the competent authority upon which the competent

- authority duly satisfied regarding the irinocence of the appellant.

A
T

3 K. Incorrect. Detailed repiy has already been given in the above mentioncd
parawise reply to the comments of the respondents '

In view of the above, it is humbly prayed that the removal from

. - service order dated 15.01.2016 and rejection of review petition order

| - dated 18.04.2016 of the answering respondents may kindly be set

3 T . aside with cost along-with all back and consequential benefits allowing

_‘ ] cpmpehsation for damaging career and putting in mental torture to

the appellant despite innocence.

Appella
Through

Jehanzeb Khalil Advocate
High Court Peshawar.

AFFIDAVIT:

\\\{t is hereby solemnly affirm and declared on oath that all the contents

R
§
YA g
S

\’ the re-joinder are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and

5 | .
’I‘g.__ef'lief and nothing has been canceled from this Honourable Court.

)y
-

b4

SOy "h‘,/

\
4 "“;{I‘/ '
4

DEPONENT




BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL
PESHAWAR.

. Service Appeal No. /2016

Biony W)

-
——

Amir \Ilyas, Ex-Superintendent Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission.
CPEshaWaAr. . APPELLANT

VERSUS

Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar and others.............. RESPONDENTS

REJOINDER TO PARA WISE COMMENTS OF RESPONDENTS
NO. 1,2, 3, & 4. - ‘

Para wise reply to the preliminary objections

*  Respectfully Shewth :
|
| 1. Para No:1 of the preliminary objections is incorrect. The appellant has got a

- good prima fecia case.

-2. Para No:2 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. The

allegations/grounds of appeal of the appellant are true & well founded.

3: Para No:3 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. The appellant is an

aggrieved person & approached the honorable Court with clean hands.

-

4.' Para No:4 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. No proper procedure
!
1 has been followed by the respondents; hence injustice & discrimination have

-~ been done to the appellant.

5. Para No:5 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. The appeal in hand is

based on true facts & on the lawful grounds.
6. Para No:6 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect.

- =..Para No:7 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. As in the precedent

para’s stated the appeal is based on true facts.

8.  Para No:8 of the preliminary( objections is also incorrect. Detail reply has

Y

L already been given in the above péra wise reply.

9. Para.No:9 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. All the acts of the

+ - . - .
~respondents are against Law, real facts & with malafide intention.




10. Para No:10 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect, misleading. No

cupper procedure under the law has been adopted for declaring the appellant

guilty.

FACTS

Para No: 1 of the comments is based on malafide hence denied. There 1s n+
solid evidence against appellant upon the base of which the éppeilént b

been punished.

Para No: 2 of the comments need no reply to the extent of appointmernt ol
the appellant as junior clerk, however the rest of the para in shape of
allegation of enjoying bad reputation in the office against appellant i
baseless, malicious and vague term added by the Preliminary Enquiry
Comimittee in its findings beyond its domain (TORs) just for giving weight

to the former charges, which is unfounded, unheard, uncalled for and merc
an allegation without any concrete documentary proof and evidence in
support of said allegation. There is ho complaint against the appellém
during more than 30 years service. The appellant has been assigned duties as
deputy Supervisor, representative, invigilator on different examinations .nd
expertise during his service and the work and conduct of the appellant was
always appreciated and the appellant earned excellent ACRs from the
superiors, that is why got promoted from junior clerk to the present post ol
superintendent All xﬁy junior, colleagues and officers have acknowledge the
character of the appellant during service.

Para No: 3 need no comments.

Para No: 4 of the comments is Incorrect. The allegation of providing ofticial
record to the candidate is a fresh/new allegation based on guess of
answering respondents which is baseless, unfounded, uncalled foi .nd
without any conclusive proof. The appellant is not involved in any manncr
with providing any such type of documents to the complainant.

Need no comments to the extent of advertisement and recommendation ol
post of ADO (BPS 16), interviews, recommendations; however the appeliant

was never offered any bribe by any Sagib Ullah nor the appellant involved.ir
any such type of dealing with any one. No official record was provided to the
complainant by the appellant. Moreover, the preliminary enquiry committed

called the appellant for answering their questions; the appellant gave
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detailed reply to their questions according to actual facts. The said
preliminary enquiry committee beyond its domain (TORs) leveles the
allegations against the appellant and recommended penalty as mentioned in

the comments (Para 5 to 8).it is pertinent to mention here that for imposing

' penalty on the appellant no departmental regular / full ﬂedo'ecl enquiry was

conducted, serving charge sheet, statement of allegation, providing fair
chance ‘of self defense, proper personal hearing, none of the statemen

recorded in presence of the appellant nor provided opportunity of cross

examination. The competent authority issued direct show cause notice

without passing orders of dispensing with the enquiry which is mandatory
under Rule-7 of the E&D Ruleé, 2011 The appellant has given a detailed reply
to all the allegations and defense through reply to show cause notice and
review petition but the competent authority imposed the penalty of removal
from service of the appellant with solitary charge of committing
ir:‘egularities in selection process of ADOs on the bases of irregular and
illegal inquiry. For convinces of the learnt tribunal to reach a just and fear

conclusion the appellant reiterates the following grounds for perusal which

reveals innocence of the appellant in the said charges;

. The preliminary inquiry committee called the appellant and placed
written questiénnaire for giving replies sitting before them without
giving time and opportunities for production of documentary
evidence in defense. 4 ’

1. The preliminary inquiry committee leveled this allegation beyond its
domain (TORs) on the basis of speculation/fiction of mind/imaginary
consideration/doubt/assumption without any evidence in support of
allegation and conclusively proving same.

IIlI.  None of all the sitting members of ‘the Commission including
Preliminary Enquiry Members were part of selection of ADOs in
2010, 2011 when interviews of ADOs conducted and interview result
and recommendations finalized with approval of the then full
Commission. How, a past and closed transaction finalized with the
approval of the then Commission can be termed as gross irregularitiés
by the Members of the Preliminary Enquiry Committee withou!

recording their statement and consent, hence the whole proceeding




adopted by the respondents & order of removal from services of the

appellant is against Law & real facts.

GROUNDS

A.

Incorrect. The whole procedure adopted by the respondents till removal
from service of the appellant was not in consonance with the provisicas of
E&D Rules, 2011. Hence, the order of removal from service of the appellant
is illegal, unlawful and not based on real facts.

Incorrect. The Chairman PSC constituted Preliminary Enquiry Committec
so as to probe facts and fix responsibility within the parameters of its TORs
but the said committee beyond its domain (TORs) leveled allegations and
recommended penalty of removal from service of appellant without any
solid evidence. No regular departmental enquiry was conducted; hence the
whole procedure adopted by the respondents till the order of removal from
service of the appellant is against the Law and real facts.

Incorrect. Detailed reply to the allegations has been given in the avove
mentioned parawise reply to the comments.

Incorrect. The Preliminary Enquiry Committee was bound to probe and fix
1'esponsibili.ty for the lapses if occurred but it did not have the mandate to
establish allegations which has not been done in the instant case and
recommend imposition of penalty on the appellant. Under the E&D Rules,
2011 enquiry can be dispensed with by the competent authority in cases
where guilt is proved with documentary proof and beyond the shadow of
doubt, but In the case of appellant charges have not been established by the
Preliminary Enquiry Committee beyond shadow of doubt nor the competen!
authority dispensed with enquiry passing orders and reasons recorded 10
black and white before issuing show cause notice. |

Incorrect. Detailed reply has already been given in the above mentioned
parawise reply to the comments of the respondents.

Incorrect. Detailed reply has already been given in the above mentioncd
parawise reply to the comments of the respondents.

Incorrect. No documentary proofs are available on the bases of which the

appellant was penalized.

Incorrect. The appellant was declared guilty just on the bases of sur ises
and conjuncture. The competent authority issued show cause notice on the
recommendation of the preliminary inquiry committee for the charges even
not established beyond the shadow of doubt and without passing order of

. dispensing with the enquiry which was mandatory under the E&D rules 201

and removed the appellant from service. The review petition of thc
7 #




o appellant was rejected with no good grounds and not a speaking order. Thus
s the removal order of respondents is not sustainable in the eyes of Law and
due process of Law not fulfilled in the removal process of appellant.

C - L Incorrect. The whole procedure adopted by the competent authority 15

~. against the Law, proper procedure.

B " .].  Incorrect. The appellant had never been found guilty for any offence and
- - any punishment during his whole service career nor involved in any illegal
activities during his service. The annexed documents with the comments of
the respondents in shape of warnings and explanation were duly explained
at that time to the competent authority upon which the competent
“authority duly satisfied regarding the innocence of the appellant.

N ‘K. . Incorrect. Detailed reply has already been given in the above mentioned

parawise reply to the comments of the respondents

In view of the above, it is humbly prayed that the removal from

service order dated 15.01.2016 and rejection of review petition onclu

1 ' dated 18.04.2016 of the answering respondents may kindly be set '1
‘ e aside with cost along-with all back and consequential benefits allowing
o | chpensation for damaging career and putting in mental torture to
e the appellant despite innocence. | )
" |
Appella f
Through

Jehanzeb Khalil Advocate
High Court Peshawar.

: N
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" Dated: 15/02/2017

AFFIDAVIT:
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' .\&15 hereby solemnly affirm and declared on oath that all the contents

the 1e-]omde1 are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and
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BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL =~ |
| ' PESHAWAR. ’

Service Appeal No. 12016

Amir llyas, Ex-Superintendent Khyber 'Pakhtunkhwa Public Service Commission,
PESNAWAN............oooi i APPELLANT

, VERSUS
Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar and others............... RESPONDENTS " 1

REJOINDER TO PARA WISE COMMENTS OF RESPONDENTS
NO.1,2,3,84.

Réspectfullv Shewth :

Para wise reply to the preliminary objections

1. Para No:1 of the preliminary objections is incorrect. The appellant has got a

*

good prima fecia case.

2. Para No:Z2 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. The

aIIegatibns;"grounds of appeal of the appellant are true & well founded.

3. Para No:3 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. The appellant is an

aggrieved person & approached the honorable Court with clean hands.

4. Para No:4 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. No proper procedure
has been followed by the respondents; hence injustice & discrimination have

been done to the appellant.

5. Para No:5 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. The appeal in hand is

based on true facts & on the lawful grounds.
6. Para No:6 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect.

7. Para No:7 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. As in the precedent

para’s stated the appeal is based on true facts.

8. Para No:8 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. Detail reply has

already been given in the above para wise reply.

9. Para No:9 of the preliminary objections is also incorrect. All the acts of the e

respondents are against Law, real facts & with malafide intention.




W

cupper plocedure under the law has been adopted for declarmg the appellant

guilty.

FACTS

1. Para No: 1 of the comments is based on malafide hence denied. There is no
solid evidence against appellant 1’1p0n the base of which the appellant has
been punished.

2. Para No: 2 of the comments need no reply to the extent of appointment of
the appellant as junior clerk, however the rest of the para in shape of
allegation of enjoying bad reputation in the office against appellant is
baseless, malicious and vague term added by the Preliminary Enquiry
Committee in its findings beyond its dOmail{;{TORs) just for giving weight
to the former charges, which is unfounded, unheard, uncalled for and mere
an allegation without any concrete documentary ‘proof and evidence in
s_uppbrt of said allegation. There is no complaint against the appellant
during more than 30 years service, The appellant has been assigned duties as
deputy Supervisor, representative, invigilator on different examinations and
e'xpertise during his service and the work and-conduct of the appellant was
always appreciated and the appellant earned excellent ACRs from the

superiors, that is why got promoted from junior clerk to the presént post of

- ——-m

superintendent All my junior, colleagues and officers have acknowledge the
character of the appellant during service.

3. Para No: 3 need no comments.

4. = Para No: 4 of the comments is Incorrect. The allegation of providing official
record to the candidate is a fresh/new allegation baséd on guess of
answering respondents which is baseless, unfounded, uncalled for and
without any conclusive proof. The appellant is not involved in any manner
with providing any such type of documents to the complainant. .

5-8 Need no comments to the extent of advertisement and recommendation of
post of ADO (BPS 16), interviews, recommendations; however the appellant
was never offered any bribe by any Saqib Ullah nor the appellant involved in
any such type of dealing with any one. No official record was provided to the
complainant by the appellant. Moreover, the preliminary enquiry committee

called the appellant for answering their questions; the appellant gave




detailed reply to their questions according to actual facts. The said
preliminary énquiry committee beyond its domain (TORs) leveled the
allegations against the appellant and recommended penalty as mentionea in
the comments (Para 5 to 8).it is pertinent to mention here that for impdsing
penalty on the appellant no departmental regular / full fledged enquiry was
conducted, serving charge sheet, statement of allegation, providing fair
chance of self defense, proper personal hearing, none of the statement
recorded in presence of the appellant nor provided opportunity of cross
examination. The competent authority issued direct show cause notice
without passing orders of dispensing with the enquiry which is mandatory
under Rule-7 of the E&D Rules, 2011. The appellant has given a detailed reply
to all the allegations and defense through reply to show cause notice and
- review petition but the competent authority imposed the penalty of removal
from service of the appellant with solitary charge of committing
irregularities in selection process of ADOs on the bases of irregular and
illegal inquiry. For convinces of the learnt tribunal to reach a just and fear
conclusion the appellant reiterates the following grounds for perusal which

reveals innocence of the appellant in the said charges;

I.  The preliminary inquiry committee called the appellaﬁt and placed
written questionnaire for giving replies sitting before them witl-i;)ut
giving time and opportunities for production of documentary
evidence in defense.

II.  The preliminary inquiry committee leveled this allegation beyond its
domain (TORs) on the basis of speculation/fiction of mind/imaginary
consideration/doubt/assumption without any evidence in support of
allegation and conclusively proving same.

III.  None of all the sitting members of the Commission includirg
Preliminary Enquiry Members were part of selection of ADQOs in
2010, 2011 when interviews of ADOs conducted and interview 1esult
and recommendations finalized with approval of the then full
Commission. How, a past -and closed transaction finalized with the
approval of the then Commission can be termed as gross irregularities

by the Members of the Preliminary Enquiry Committee without

recording their statement and consent, hence the whole proceeding




adopted by the respondents & order of removal from services of the

appellant is against Law & real facts.

GROUNDS

A.

Incorrect. The whole procedure adopted by the respondents till removal
from service of the appellant was not in consenance with the provisicns of
E&D Rules, 2011. Hence, the order of removal from service of the appellant
is illegal, unlawful and not based on real facts.

Incorrect. The Chairman PSC constituted Preliminary Enquiry Committee
so as to probe facts and fix responsibility within the parameters of its TORs
but the said committee beyond its domain (TORs) leveled allegations and
recommended penalty of removal from service of appellant without any
solid evidence. No regular departmental enquiry was conducted; hence the-
whole procedure adopted by the respondents till the order of removal from
service of the appellant is against the Law and real facts.

Incorrect. Detailed reply to the allegations has been given in the above
mentioned parawise reply to the comments.

Incorrect. The Preliminary Enquiry Committee was bound to probe and fix
responsibility for the lapses if occurred but it did not have the mandate to
establish allegations which has not been done in the instant case and
recommend imposition of penalty on the appellant. Under the E&D Rules,
2011 enquiry can be dispensed with by the competent authority in cases
where guilt is proved with documentary proof and beyond the shadow of
doubt, but in the case of appellant charges have not been established by the
Preliminary Enquiry Committee beyond shadow of doubt nor the competent
authority dispensed with enquiry passing orders and reasons recorded in
black and white before issuing show cause notice.

Incorrect. Detailed reply has already been given in the above mentioned
parawise reply to the comments of the respondents.

Incorrect. Detailed reply has already been given in the above mentioned
parawise reply to the comments of the respondents.

Incorrect. No documentary proofs are available on the bases of which the
appellant was penalized.

Incorrect. The appellant was declared guilty just on the bases of surinises
and conjuncture. The competent authority issued show cause notice on the '
recommendation of the preliminary inquiry committee for the charges even
not established beyond the shadow of doubt and without passing order of
dispensing with the enquiry which was mandatory under the E&D rules 20mn
and removed the appellant from service. The review petition of the




K.

appellant was rejected with no good grounds.and not a speaking order. Thus
the removal order of respondents is not sustainable in the eyes of Law and
due process of Law not fulfilled in the removal process of appellant.

Incorrect. The whole procedure adopted by the competent authority is
against the Law, proper procedure

Incorrect. The appellant had never been found guilty for any offence and . -

any punishment during his whole service career nor involved in any illegal
activities during his service. The annexed documents with the comments of

* the respondents in shape of warnings and explanation were duly explained

at that time to the competent authority upon which the competent
authority duly satisfied regarding the innocence ofthe appellant.

Incorrect. Detailed reply has already been given in the above mentioned
parawise reply to the comments of the respondents

In-view of the above, it is humbly prayed that the removal from
service order dated 15.01.2016 and rejection of review petition order
dated 18.04.2016 of the answering respondents may kindly be set
aside with cost along-with all back and consequential benefits allowing
compensation for damaging career and putting in mental torture to

the appellant despite innocence.

Appella
Through

- Jehanzeb Khalil Advocate
High Court Peshawar.

‘Dated: 15/02/2017

AFFIDAVIT:

/fg?léggz’lief and nothing has been canceled from this Honourable Court.
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