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The implementation petition of Mr. Sakhi Ullah
submitted today by Mr. Taimur Aii Khan Advocate. It is
fixed for implementation report ‘before‘ Single Bench at

Peshawar on )8’04:')0),3. Original  file be

requisitioned. AAG has noted the next date.
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BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL,

Mr. Sakhi Ullah Ex-Clinical Technician (Pharmacy),

R/O

—

(RS

(VY]

PESHAWAR.

- .. / ¢ o hyber Palhis .
Lxecutlgn Petition No. é 23 /2023 Sorir bokhinkhwa
In Service Appeal No.1434/2019

bracy vo. L7 78

House No.804, Sector F-8, Phase 6, Hayatabad, Peshawar. A
' PETITIONER

VERSUS - ‘

. The Secretary Health, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar,

. The Director General Health Services, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,
Peshawar.

- The Secretary Finance, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.
RESPONDENTS

...................

EXECUTION PETITION FOR DIRECTING THE
RESPONDENTS TO IMPLEMENT THE
JUDGMENT DATED  31.05.2022° OF  THIS
HONOURABLE TRIBUNAL IN LETTER AND
SPIRIT. S

RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH:

I .

That the petitioner has filed service appeal No.1434/2019 in this-
Honorable Tribunal against the order dated 20.09.2019. whereby
the departmental appeal of eth petitioner has been rejected against
the order dated 15.03.2010, wherein juniors top the petitioner has
been promoted to the post of Clinjcal technologist (BPS-17). while

~ the petitioner has been ignored in-spite of eligibility and seniority,
for no good grounds with the prayer that the order dated
20.09.2019 may kindly be sei aside and the order dated 15.03.2010
may also modified to the extent that petitioner may also be
considered for promotion on notional/proforma basis to the post of
clinical technologist (BPS-17) from that vary dater i.e 15.03.210.
(Copy of memo of appeal is attached as Annexure-A)

2. The appeal was heard and decided by this Honorable Tribunal on

31.05.2022. The Honorable Tribunal allowed the appeal of the

.Dated MZ”,Z_[ <
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petitioner as prayed for. (Copy of judgment dated 24.07.2023 is
attached as Annexure-B)

That the appeal of the petitioner was allowed by this Honorable
Tribunal on 31.05.20122. but after the lapse of more than 01 year,
the respondents did not implement the judgment dated 31.05.2022
of this Honorable Tribunal.

That the petitioner also filed application for implementation of

Judgment dated 31.05.2022 of this Honorable Tribunal, but no

action has taken on his application. (Copy of application is
attached as Annexure-C)

That in-action and not fulfilling formal requirements by the
department after passing the judgment of this dugust Tribunal. is
totally illegal amount 1o disobedience and Contempt of Court.

that the judgment is still in the field and has not been suspended
or set aside by the Supreme Court of Pakistan, therefore, the
department is legally bound to obey the judgment dated
31.05.2022 of this Honorable Tribunal in letter and spirit.

That the petitioner has having no other remedy except to file this
execution petition for implementation of Judgment  dated
31.05.2022 of this Honorable Tribunal.

[t is, therefore, most humbly prayed that the respondents may
be directed to implement the judgment dated 31.05.2022 of this
Honorable Tribunal in letter and spirit. Any other remedy. which
this Honorable Tribunal deems fit and appropriate that, may also

be awarded in favour of petitioner,

PETITIONER
Sakhi /L@

THROUGH:

(TAIMUR ALI KHAN)
ADVOCATE HIGH COURT

AFFIDAVIT:

it is affirmed and declared that the contents of the execution petition are true

and correct 10 the best of my knowledge and belief,

Ll

DEPONENT



BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERWCE TRIBUNAL
PESHAW AR

APPEAL NO.[{j3 L\( /2019

Khyhor Pakhtukhw
@
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Biary ho

( ' . Ba e /0
Mr. Sakhi Ullah Ex-Clinical Technician (Pharmacy), e M‘:’L’ J 7’

R/O House No.804, Sector F-8, Phase 6, Hayatabad, Peshawar.
(APPELLANT)

B

VERSUS

1. The Secretary|Health, Khyber Pakhturﬂchwa Peshawar.
2. Tbe Director (Gener ai Hedlth 8erv1ces Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

|
3. The Secretary Fmance Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar.

(RESPONDENTS)

.APPEAL UNDER SECTION 4 OF THE KPK SERVICE
TRIBUVALS ACT; 1974 AGAINST THE ORDER DATED
20.09,2019, WHFRFBY THE DI’PARTMENTAL APPEAL OF'
THE APPELLA\TT HAS BEEN REJECTED AGAINST THE
'ORDER DATED 15.03. 2010 WHEREIN JUNIORS TO THE
APPELLAI‘!T HAS BEE’\r PROMOTED TO THE POST OF
*C’LINICAL TECHNOLOGIST (BPS-17), WHILE THE
APPE LLANT HAS BEEN IGNORED INSPITE OF '
Regisiray. ELIGIBILITY AND SENIORITY, FOR NO GOOD GROUNDS.
3-3—\\13&\3

?F‘;Ee%i'fra}—day

PRAYER:

THAT THE ACCEPTANCE OF THIS APPEAL, THE ORDER
i‘;,; ;ﬁ itted fo--day DATED 20.09. 2019 MAY KINDLY BE SET ASIDE AND THE
'ORDFR DATL]I) 15.03.2010 MAY ALSO MODIFIED TO THE

' ‘ lEXT]LNT THAT APPELLANT MAY ALSO BE CONSIDERED

M\‘-’i‘;ﬁ*{‘;" FOR PROMOTION ON NOTIONAL/PROFORMA BASIS TO

' : [‘HE POST OF CLINICAL TECHNOLOGIST (BPS-17) FROM

.Ad.

ATTSTEL
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THAT VAIRY DATE LE 15 03. 2010 ANY OTHER REMEDY
WHICH THIS AUGUST TRIBUNAL DEEMS FIT AND
APPROPR]ATI THAT MAY ALSO BE AWARDED IN
FAVQUR OF APPELLANT.

RESPECTFULLY SHEWTH:
FACTS:

2.

o)
- J.

. That the appellant appointed in the Health Department as
Disperiser/T echmcxan (BPS-05) on the recommendation - of
Departmental Selectlon Committee in the year 1974 and has
performed his duty with great devotion and honesty, whatsoever
asmgned to him and also have good service record throughout

That the appellcmt was enlisted at S.No. 41} of the semorxty list of -
Dispenser circulated on 17.12.1981 by the depattment. (Copy of
seniority h«lst is .1ttach'ed As Annexure-A)

That during|the course of service some of the junior colleagues of the
appellant were promoted to the post of Chief ‘dispenser (BPS-16) vide
notification| dated 26.05. 1992 and 11.08. 1998 respectively. That
feeling aggneved the appellant time and again requested the-
department for grant of promotion to the post of Chief Dispenser
(BPS 16), but. the respondents one way or otheér way delayed the

promotlon of the appellant. (Copies of notifications are attached as
Annexure-]B&(.)

4. That Vide Govemment of KP (then NWFP) Health Department

Notification dated 25.08.2006, the competent authority approved 8§
stages Paramedics Service Structure of Khyb( r Pakhtunkhwa in which
the post of the appellant was re-desngnated in BPS-12 from BPs-11
with nomenclature of Clinical Techmc;an vide order dated

31, O|)2010 (Copy of order dated 31.05.2010 is attached as

Annexure-D)

5. That jthe appellant feeling aggrieved filed departmentai appeal for

similar relief as meted out to other colleagues of the appellant but the
same was regretted on good grounds. The appellant then service
appeal No.1696/2010 in this august Service Tribunal, the august
Se rvwe Tribunal accepted the appeal of the appellant vide judgment
dated 19.01.2012. (Copies of departmental appeal, rejection order
and ]udgmont are attached as Annexure-E,F&G)

"STED
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6. That in the said 'g')'r‘d‘césﬂé the juniors Colleagues of the appellant were
further promoted to the post of Clinical Technologist (BPs-17) vide
impugned notification dated 15.03.2010. The appellant tetired from
service on attdining the age of superannuation vide order dated
30. 1) 2010 during the course of litigation. (Copies of 15.03.2010 and

retirément order dated 30.12.2010 are attached as Annexure-
H&I)
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7. That on the basis of judgment of this august Service Tribunal, the
appellant was promoted to the post of Chief Clinical Technician
(Pharmacy) BPS-16 w.e.f 11.03.1998 vide order dated 12.12. 2013
- (Copy of order dated 12.12.2013 is attached as Aninexure-J)

8. that the appellant submitted application for further hotiqna_l/profonna
promotion to the post Chief Technologist BPS-17 w.e.from
15.03.2010, when his Juniors were promoted and c%m his application
working paper was prepared in which it was clearly mentioned that
thb appellant is senior to Qa31m Jan, Mukhtiar Ahmad already
promoted als Clinical Technolloglst Pharmacy BPS-17 and requested
that <onven|1ent date may be fixed for DPC to consider the promotion
of the appellant to the post of Clinical Technologlst (Pharmacy) BPS-
17 from retrospective date from where his erstwhile jupiors were
promoted viz: (w.e.f.15.03.2010.) and in this respect working paper
along, wnth the relevant documents regarding promotion of the
appellant to the post of Clinical Techinologxst Phdrmacy BPS-17 was

also submitted which is evident from the letter dated 13.01.2015,
however no action has been taken on that till date. (Copies of
working paper and letter dated 13.01.2015 is attached as
Afnncxure-K&L)

9. That as the grievance of the ap‘pellant has not been redressed,
therefore he ﬁlcd departmental appeal which was not responded
within the statulory period of mnety days and after- the stipulated
period, the appellant filed service appeal No.1050/2015 in this august
Servu,e Tribunal which was decide on 27.02.2018 in which the august

Service Tribunal remitted the case of the appellant to the appellate

authinty with the direction to examiné the case of the appellant and to

decide his clepartmental appeal dated 26.05.2015 with speaking order
within a period of 3 months. (Copies of departmental appeal and
judgment dlatcd 27.02.2018 are attached as Annexure-M&N)

10. That as the appellate authonty did not decide the departmental appeal
of the appcllant within the stipulated time given in the judgment dated
27.02.2018 of this august Service Tribunal, therefore the appellant

¢ &
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filed Execution Petition No. 349/2018 and during the execution
petition the respondents provide the order dated 30.09.2019, wherein
the departmental appeal of the appellant was rejected. (Copy of order
dated 30.09.2019 is attached as Annexure-0)

11.That the appellant has no other remedy ekcept to file the instant
service appeal for redressal of his grievance in this august Service
Tribunal on the following grounds amongst others. .

GROUNDS:

A) That the order dated 20.09.2019 and not promoting the appellant to
the post of Clinical Technologist Pharmacy BPS-17 on
notional/proforma basis with effect from 15.03.2010, where his
erstwhile juniors were promoted, are against the law, facts, norms of
Justice and material on recprd, therefore not tenable and liable to be
set aside.

- B) That the in the Working paper respondent No.3 clearly mentioned that
the appellant is senior to that who were promoted on 15.03.2010 and

was |requestcd that convenient date m‘:ay "’be fixed for DPC to consider
the promot on of the appellant to the post of Clinical Techriologist
(Phannacy J)IBPS-17 from retrospectlve date from where his erstwhile
Juniors were promoted viz: (we £.15.03. 2010) but despite that the
appellant was not promoted to Cllmcal Technologist Pharmacy BPS-

17 on notional/proforma basis with effect from 15.03.2010.

C) That the appellant is eligible for .promotion to the post of Clinical
Technologist Pharmacy BPS-17 on not;onal/proforma basis with
effect from 15.03.2010, but he was deprlved from this legal right by

arbitrary manner by the respondent department without glvmg any '
reason.

D) That not grcmtln proforma promotion to the appellant, the respondent
violated section-9 of the Civil Servant Act read with Rule-7 of. the
appointment, promotion and transfer R_ules 1989.

E) That|the appellant has not been treated by the respondent department

i accordance with law and tules on the subjéct noted above and as

such the respondents violated Article-4 and 25 of the Constitution of
Islamic Republic Pakistan.

ATTSTED



oy

-y

|

i

F) That| actording to Article 38 sub Article ¢ , the state is bound fto

reduge disparity in the income and earning of individuals, includinig
persons of various classes of the service of Pakistan.

G) That the appellant has been discriminated by the respondent

department on the subject noted above and as such Ethe respondent

violated principle of natural justice.

H) That the appellant seeks permission to advance others grounds and
proofs at the time of hearing.

|

L
It is, therefore most humbly prayed that the;appeal_“ of the
appellant may be accepted as prayed for, |

Aalthe Wl

APPELLANT
Sakr LA
THROUGH: |

(TAIMUR ALI KHAN)

ADVOGATE HIGIFQDURT
' |‘7 | ] A .
ASAD MAT

Sy

sl
o

N .
ADVOCATE’ HIGH COURT

&
ABDUL WAHID

ADVOCATE
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Mr Sakhl Ullah Ex-Climcal Techmcmn (Pharrnacy), o
R/O House Nd 804 Sector F 8 Phase 6, Hayatabad Peshawar
: - o : ! (APPELLANT)

VERSUS

o 1 The Secretary Health Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar :
" 2. The Director General Health SerV1ces Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar

| 3 The Secretary Fmance Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar ST
. (RESPONDENTS)

APPEAL UNDER SECTION 4 OF . THE KPK SERV'ICE" |
TRIBUNALS ‘ACT, 1974 AGAINST 'THE ORDER DATED .

20.09.2019, ‘WHEREBY THE. DEPARTMENTAL APPEAL OF =~ -

THE APPELLANT 'HAS BEEN REJECTED AGAINST: THE -
. ORDER! DATED 15.03 2010, WHEREIN" JUNIORS TO THE

:APPELLANT HAS BEEN PROMOTED TQ THE.. POST OF- .

toaito s CLINICAL - TECANOLOGIST - @BPS-17), WHILE - THE® -
-da¥ .  ppELLANT HAS BEEN ~IGNORED. INSPITE . OF -

ae%g;u ELIGIBILITY AND SEN'IORITY FORNO GOOD GROUNDS

'3-“3-—\\b ‘ \g}
' PRAYER
t 3‘“."1 e “’“y DATED 20.09. 2019 MAY KINDLY BE SET ASIDE AND THE‘

EXTENT THAT APPELLANT MAY ALSO BE CONSIDERLD- :

Y
M e, SROMOTION ON NOTIONAL/PROFORMA BASIS TO
- A v 100Q1TY FROM

ATTSTED

THAT THE. ACCEPTANCE OF ‘THIS APPEAL THE. ORDER P

. ORDER DATED 15 03.20190 MAY ALSO MODIFI]ZD 'TO. THE -
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Servnce Appeal No 1434/2019

Date of Instltutlon ‘ 22 10 2019
| Date of Decrslon 31 05 2022
Mr Sakhr Ullah Ex-Cllnlcal Techmcran (Pharmacy), R/O House
No 804 SectorF 8 Phase6 Hayatabad Peshawar T .- N
S (Appellant)

r :'.:"

' VERSUS
The Secretary Health Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar and two ';}Z.
others S | L T

-~

~~~~~

: ""Talmur Al| Khan

| ":“.:‘Advocate S -;' | "'. L " :Ed.r::ébpélléﬁt; _— e

;"‘":.:Kablr Ullah: Khattak e SO
"-..‘_VrAddltlonaI Advocate General S For respondents

Rozma Rehrnan - i Member (J)
Fareeha Paul ‘. Member (E)

JUDGMENT

ROZINA REHMAN MEMBER (JL The appellant has mvoked the |

JUl'lSdlCtIOI'l of thls Trlbunal through above titled appeal wnth the prayer 5

- as copled below
- .- “On acceptance. of thrs appeal thef-“orderif' 'da'ted;‘:.‘.'-‘ S
20 09 2019 may kmdly be set asude and the - order.:'.";'.':, o
dated 15 03 2010 may also be modlfled to the extent
| that appellant may also be consldered for promotlon,:“‘:';-.,lt"
-on notlonallproforma basns to the post Of CI'"‘cati:;’;"“'-

Technologrst (BPS 7). from that very date

ATTSTED




‘ ""‘2'. Bnef facts of the case are that appellant was apponnted as , e

' *-'Dlspenser/T echnaman (BS 05) ln the Health Department on the o

:j_recommendatlon of Departmentai Selectlon Commxttee |n the year a

i 1974 He was’ enlrsted at Serlal No 411 of the seniorlty Irst cnrculated

I

‘on 17. 12 1981 Durmg the course of servrce some of hlS Junlor -

’.tcolleagues were promoted to the post of Chlef Dlspenser (BS 16);—? .

L "'VIde Notlf"catlon dated 26 05 1992 and 11 08 1998 Feelrng '

- aggrleved he requested the Department for grant of promo‘uon but. .
‘.to no ava:l He then t” Ied proper departmental appeal but the same

.was regretted He therefore flled Servnce Appeal No 1696/2010?'

' --',;whlch was accepted vude Judgment dated 19 01 2012 In the sard‘ .

o 'process his’ junlor colleagues were further promoted to the post of o

Clinical Technologlst (BS 17) Vlde notifi cation dated 15. 03 2010 The

- .appellant retlred from servnce on attalnlng the age of superannuatlon
- on 30. 12 2010 He then submltted appllcatuon for notlonal promotlon .
‘: ; from the date when hIS Jun:ors were promoted but to no avall He
| 'therefore f led proper departmental appeal whlch was not }
.responded to, hence he f led Service: appeal No. 1050/2015 and vude:'. -

| Judgment of thls Trlbunal case of the: appellant was remltted to the: C

appellate authonty w1th dlrectlon 1o examme the case of the

. appellant and to decude his departrnental appeal wnth speaklng order_' o

. whlch was agarn rejected hence the present servrce appeai

o3 |  We have heard Talmur Ali Khan Advocate learned counsel o
~ for appellant and Kablr Ullah Khattak leamed Addrtlonal ‘Advocate .

o General for respondents and have gone through the record and the

-proceedlngs of the case |n mlnute partlculars



_-_4.' ‘ Talmur Alr Khan Advocate learned counsel appeanng on b alnf ER
of appellant lnter-aha submltted that the order dated 30 09 2019 by o

not promottng the appellant to- the post of Cllnlcal Technologlst. S

pharmacy, on notlonal baStS is- agalnst Iaw facts and ‘norms of Justrce

iy

therefore not tenable and llable to be set asrde He contended that |t

has been clearly mentloned in. the workmg paper that appellant was

- senior to hlS colleagues who were promoted on 15 03 2010 and it was'
| _ requested that oonventent date may be ﬁxed for DPC to consrder the |
| Apromotron of appellant from the date when hlS Junlors were promoted _
| but desplte that he -was: not promoted He contended that the _
'k _ appellant was not treated by the authonty ln accordance w1th law and._
: rules and as such the respondents wolated Arttcle.s 4 & 25 of the I" a

._ Constltutton of Islamic: Republlc of Paklstan 1973 Lastly, lt was'; '

submitted that the appellant was dtscrlmlnated by the Department and :

as such respondents wolated the pnnc:ples of natural Justlce - o

5. Conversely, leamed AAG submltted that the appellant was"‘.,- -

promoted to the post of Chref Cllnrcal Technlc1an (BS 16) wef_‘ )

11 08 1998 and that working paper for promotlon to the post of st
Cllnlcal Technologlst (Pharmacy) BS 17 was submttted to the:-" -

government but the competent authorrty regretted the case belng R

' trme barred

6. After hearmg the Iearned counsel for partles and goung through -
the record of this case wrth therr asastance and after perusmg the R
Drecedent cases crted before us; we are of the oprnron that appellant } S

Jorned the Health Department in the year 1974 It lS not drsputed that_». - IR

ot D
4 - o n‘.ﬂ""



~was drscr:mrnated H|s repeated requests and departmental appeal' : 7

"5'::’".;were not consrdered therefore, he fi led servrce appeal whlch was .-

L :accepted V'de JUdgment dated 19 01 2012 The respondents were‘.

dlrected to consuder the appellant for promotron to BS 14 and 16
B -.‘durlng the relevant tlmes Consequent upon approval accorded by thei
. .competent authorlty vrde mlnutes of the meetlng of the Departmental h
: APromotlon Commrttee held on 02 09 2013 appellant was promoted to
: =.the post of Chlef Cllmcal Technlcran (Pharmacy) BS- 16 w.e. f |
| ) 11. 03 1998 There |s no dlspute in respect of senlorlty of the appellant' o

: -and hIS promotron to BS-16 from the date when his Junlors were' '

promoted Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar, Law

‘Deparl:ment decuded not to f‘ le appeal before the Supreme Court of .-
| Paklstan agalnst the Judgment of thrs Tnbunal vrde Wthh appellant' '_
'was promoted to BS 16 from. the date when his _]UI'IIOI‘S were
'.promoted Dunng the pendency of appeal fi Ied by the appellant for,
; promotron to BS 16, Junlors to appellant were promoted to the post of R
Cllnlcal Technologlst (BS-17), therefore, after gettmg favorable'-
kdecrsmn from this Trlbunal agaln he’ knocked at the door of- the:.

Department for further promotlon to BS 17 from retrospectlve datef "

when hrs ]unlors were promoted but hlS appeal was not replred,

therefore, he fi Ied another serwce appeal and hlS case was remltted -
to the appellate authorlty wrth dlrectlon to decrde the departmental E
o appeal wrth speakung order and it was on 30“‘ September, 2019 when. i

-‘~.hls appeal was regretted bemg tlme barred hence the present"

l

servrce appeal Itis not dlsputed rather admltted that worklng paper s



fwherern, it was requested that a convenlent date may be ﬂxed'for thef-""-"'

: fv-“Departmental Promotion Commlttee to consuder the promotron case of, .

ff mentloned that appellant was senlor to Qasum Jan and Mukhtarl""-""'

the appellant from the retrospectlve date from where h|s erstwhule

Junlors were promoted VIZ (wef 15 03 2010) It has been clearly-;.'lg--;_

Ahmad who were promoted to BS 17 We ﬂnd that ut has not been'_:';"f.

‘ ?drsputed before thrs Tnbunal that the matter was delayed W|thout any

e '.‘."departmental lapse

-

- '@@?ﬁﬁeﬂﬁm bv

ion .
:~, :“'I""'-:l‘.» ‘01 Am)nm"lm /(4/9/2’( .

Nm

L ]ustlﬁable reason and in the meanwh:le appellant attalned the age of R

superannuatlon He cannot be made to suffer on account of the'

<
L -

. 7 In thIS view of the matter, thls appeal |s allowed as prayed for

0

~" ~Part1es are Ieft to bear therr own costs Flle be consngned o the.i:_‘,_

record r.oom;;

ANNOUNCED

Khy})(.i o ‘
. Service Tnbuual.

J

©31.05. 2022

(F reeha Paul)
Member (E)




\m

I/wo @/é/uﬂ,ﬂw" //”"/\—/“’ o
. "t’_ *" ’078 -

@

| \Q(/de/ z/vcﬂﬂé/é—
aéw ;A»:% 1 - & P i
ai()/w) Mp LM//K%J wm//

L~ //@fu/ffc//)/’}ff‘”
ejyﬂagw C//)MC// //U‘”/
s &bwuc/ V& oo ™ fc///-
3-x-2022 B oG
e "%Bjd/éijd@ﬁ/ﬁ(/@ 07//
S MCJ)UQWK//B/

: 'AT..:I.S:T;ED

e A

e Avﬂ"ﬂ /DDQ "7‘1 FROM : .



@%
- VAKALAT NAMA

N'o. o /2023

N THE COURT OF _/_(P ,@x/wa, //Zféﬁw’t/ / %&%

, Lkt

-Q%A:t //M _' o (Appellant)

(Petltioner) '
: ' S “(Plaintiff)
VERSUS® T
/ %% WM L (Relsp_oAndent_)'.
/ - - . (Defendant)

. ‘Do hereby appomt and constitute TAIMUR ALI KHAN ADVOCA TE HIGH COURT to -

appear, plead, act, compromise, withdraw or refer. to arbitration for me/us as my/our
Counsel/Advocate in the above noted matter, without any liability for his default-and

_with the authority to engage/appomt any other Advocate/Counse! on my/our costs.

I/We authorize the said Advocate to deposit, wnthdraw and receive on. my/our behalf al -

. sums and amounts payable or deposited on my/our account in the above noted matter.

‘The Advocate/Counsel - is also -at liberty to leave my/our case at any stage of the
‘proceedlngs if his any fee Ieft unpaid oris outstandlng agalnst me/us

’:Dated"' - _ -‘/202'3. o _. h W M/’

(CLIENT)

} s ; . . - , :

. . T ,TAIMU. AL[KHAN .

e o I Advoca_te High Court
BC-10-4240

CNIC: 17101-7395544-5
. Cell No. 03339390916



