‘_ ,{é’) " BEFORE THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUAL .PESHAWAR

Appeal No. 40/2016

Date of Institution ... 28122015
Date of Decision ... 12.04.2018

Mr. Masood Khan S/0 Mr. Abdul Manan,
R/o Zargar Abad, Charsadda, ‘ . ... - (Appellant) =

VERSUS

1. The Government of Khyber Pékhtunkhwa; through Secfetary Home and
Tribal Affairs Department, Peshawar and 3 others. (Respondents).

MR. NAVEED AKHTAR, -
Advocate - For appellant.

MR. ZIAULLAH,

‘Deputy District Attorney : . - Forrespondents.
MR: AHMAD HASSAN, - --- MEMBER(Executive)
MR. MUHAMMAD HAMID MUGHAL - MEMBER(Judicial)
JUDGMENT

'AHMAD. HASSAN, MEMBER.- Arguments of the learned counsel for the

partiés heard and record perused.

FACTS
2. The brief facts are that the appellant was serving as Investigation Officer. An
FIR .under section 302 PPC was registered on 04.01.215 at PS Tangi against

unknown accused. That the appellant including others were subjected to inquiry and

\‘/ide order dated 16.09.2015 appellant was awarded punishment of withholding one

increment- where-against appellant preferred departmental representation which was

de_bided by the RPO vide order dated 30‘.11.2015. Thf.: penalty was enhanced the

punishment to of a “reduction in pay by two stages in'the same time scale of pay”,

‘hence, the instant service appeal on 28.12.2015.




ARGUMENTS

v o IR

3. Learned counsel 'for the appellant argued that an FIR under Section 302 PPC

was registered on 04.01.20]5, while the appellant was on leave on fhat day. One
Noor Al, S.I was officiating aé Chief Investigation Officer. Certeﬁn deficiencies
were obs_erved in investigation éo an enquiry was conducted against the appellant
and upon -coﬁclusion miﬁor penalty (jf sto'p]-oz-lg.e of one annual increm-ent without
éccuﬁ]uiati\}e effect Was imhosed on the abpellant vid-e. order dated 16.10.2015.
However, vide letter dated 09.]0.2015 directions ‘of PPO was conveyed to RPO

Mardan to review the proceedings for enhancement of punishment. Learned

“counsel for the appellant further argued that vide impugned order dated 30.11.2015

the minor penalty of stoppage of increments was enhanced to the major penalty of

r‘°re§luct10n in pay by two stages in the same time scale of pay”. The above

mentioned impugned order was not in accordance with the procedure laid down in
Rule-11"of the Police Rules. 1975. Reliance was also placed on case law reported

as 2000 SCMR 75.

4., On the other hand learned Deputy District Attorney argued that as serious
lacunas were observed by the PPO in investigation so directions were given to the
RPO Mardan to review the proceedings. The penalty was enhanced in accordance

with the procedure contained in Police Rules 1975.

CONCLUSION

5.. No doubt under Rule-11 of the Police Ruleé 1975 the appellate authority
(Competent Authority) has jurisdiction to modify the orders passed by the DPO by
enhancing the penalty, but these are subject to observance of laid down procedure.
Tﬁe relevant proViso sub-rule(b) of Rule-11 governing fhis case is reproduced
belmlv:-

Provided that where the Appellate Authority or Review

Authority, as the cse may be proposes to enhance the penalty,
it shall by an order in writing-




(d) Inform the accused of the action proposed to be taken against
* him and the grounds of such action; and
(b) Give him a reasonable opportunity to show cause against the
action and afford him an opportunity of personal hearing.

“The DIG failed to observe the procedure highlighted above. As such his order )é no

legal va]ue"ih th_e eyes of faw.

6. As a sequel to aboye, the appeal is accepted and the impugned order is set
aside, Resbondents are directed to aecide the departmental "appeal of the appéllant
within é period of three -m.onthsr élfter' receipt o-f this judgmént through a speaking |

order. Parties are left to bear their own costs. File be consigned to the record room.

AHMAD HASSAN)

O | E
e i

"(MUHAMMAD HAMID MUGHAL)
MEMBER
ANNOUNCED ‘

12:04.2018




19.02.2018 Due o non availability of D.13. Adjournced.. To
come up on 12.04.2018 before D.B. A

(G %tm)

Member

Order

12.04.2018

Announced:

Counsel for the appellant and Mr. Muhammad Jan, DDA for

- respondents present. Arguments heard and record perused. ‘

Vide detailed judgment of foday of this Tribunal placed on file, the

appeal is accepted and the impugned order is set aside: Respondents are . ..

- directed to decide the departmental appeal of the appell'ant within a period

of three months after receipt of this judgment through a speaking order.
Parties are left to bear their own cost. File be consigned to the record

room.

12.04.2018

AD HASSAN)

‘ . J . . Member -
- o | :

(MUHAMAMD HAMID MUGHAL)
E Member
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|Supreme Court of Pakistan]
Present:.Nasir Aslam Zahid and Mamoon Kaz, JJ

GOVERNMENT OF SINDH through the Advocate-General
Sindh---Petitioner

versus

MUHAMMAD HUSSAIN and 6 others---Respondents

Civil Petitions Nos.256-K to 259-K of 1999 and 261-K, 262-K and 267-K of 1999, decided on 8th
July, 1999,

(On appeal from the Judgment of the Sindh Service Tribunal, dated 10-3-1999 passed in Appeals
Nos.31, 35, 49, 50, 51, 60 & 6] of 1998).

() Police Rulgs, 1934--.

Police to the Deputy Inspector-General indicated that serious allegations of inefficiency were

attributed to the probationers---Effect---If such allegations entailed removal of services of the ¥
probationer, they were entitled to a show-cause notice and an opportunity to defend themselves
against the propcsed action---Probationers being civil servants governed by Civil Servants Act,
1973, and right of appeal being provided to them under the relevant rules, the provisions of rule
12.8, Police Rules, 1934 could not prevail over the same.

Rule 12.8, Police Rules, 1934 no doubt indicates that officers referred to in the said rule arc 1o be
considered as probationers during the first three years of their appointment and they can bhe
discharged from service during such period for any of the reasons mentioned in the said rule and no
appeal would iie against an order of discharge, but evidently the present case was not a case of
simpliciter discharge. Reports sent by Superintendent of Police to the Deputy Inspector-Genera]
indicate that serious allegations of inefficiency were attributed to the probationers. If such
allegations entailed their removal from service, they were entitled to a show-cause notjce and an
opportunity tc defend themselves against the proposed action, Furthermore, no doubt rule 12.8,
Police Rules, 1934 lays down that the officer against whom action is taken under the said rule shai!
not have any right of appeal, but the probationers being civil servants, they are governee
provisions of the Civil Servants Act, 1973. The right of departmental appeal being provide”

civil servants under the relevant ‘rules, the provisions of rule 12.8, Police Rules,/"’
prevail over the same.

(b) Civil service--- /
-~-- Termination of service---Appeal---Question of limitation---1 £

question of limitation taken by the competent Authority was fo”
other civil servants, relief could not be declined to respondentr

e
e

‘nuddin, Additional Advocate-General and Miss W\
Stioner.

‘han, Advocate-on-Record for Respondents.
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Date of hearing: 8th July, 1999.
ORDER

MAMOON KAZI, J.---The respondents were appointed Assistant Sub-Inspectors in 1995, They
were sent for training to Police Training Centre, Saecedabad and after they had successfuily
completed their training, they were posted at different police stations. However, before the
respondents could complete their initial probation period they were discharged from service under
Rule 12.8 incorporated in the Police Rules, 1934. The respondents filed their respective
departmental appeals and subsequently they filed their appeals before the Tribunal.

2. The respondents were ordered to be reinstated in service by the Tribunal as it found that no
show-cause notice had been served upon the respondents before termination of their services by
the Deputy Inspector-General of Police and neither any departmental inquiry had been held in their
case nor any opportunity of personal hearing had been provided to the respondents. The orders
whereby their services were terminated, were also found to be nonspeaking orders and the entire
action was found to be in violation of the terms contained in section 24-A of the General Clauses
Act, introduced in the said Act vide Act XI of 1997. The said section lays down that where power
is conferred on any authority, it shall be exercised reasonably, fairly and justly and such authority
would be required to state reasons for making any order or issuing any direction while exercising
such power.

3. Mr. Ainuddin, learned Additional Advocate-General has argued that the respondents were
discharged within the period of their probation as they were found to be unsuitable for service and
such action was warranted under rule 12.8 of the Police Rules, 1934. It was further contended that
no appeal was competent against such action. The appeals filed by respondents Muhammad
Hussain and Abdul Majeed before the Tribunal, according to him, were also premature as the said
respondents failed to wait for ninety days as required by section 4 (a) of the Service Tribunals Act,
before filing their appeals before the Tribunal.

4. We, however, find no force in any of the said contentions. Rule 12.8 under which action has
been purportedly taken, provides as follows:-----

"12.8. Inspectors, Sargents, sub-inspectors and assistant sub-inspectors, who are directly appointed
will be considered to be on probation for three years and are liable to be discharged at any time
within the period of their probation if they fail to pass the prescribed examinations, including the
riding test, or are guilty of grave misconduct or are deemed for sufficient reason, to be unsuitable
for service in the Police. A probationary inspector shall be discharged by the Inspector-General,
and all other upper subordinates by Range Deputy Inspector-General, Assistant Inspector-General,
. Government Railways Police, and Assistant Inspector-General, Provincial Additional Police

(designated as Commandant, Provincial Additional Police). No appeal lies against an order of
discharge.

/2) The pay admissible to a probationary inspector, sargent, sub-inspector or assistant sub-inspector
shown in Appendix 10.64, Table A."

aid rule no doubt indicates that officers referred to in the said rule are to be considered as
ners during the first three years of their appointment antithey can be discharged from
'ring such period for any of the reasons mentioned in the said rule and no appeal would
'n order of discharge. But evidently this is not a case of simpliciter discharge. Reports
intendent of Police to the Deputy Inspector-General indicate that serious allegations

were attributed to the respondents. If such allegations entailed their removal from ‘
'ndents were entitled to a show cause notice and an opportunity to, defend

N

1/25/2016 11:48 AM
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themselves against the proposed action. Furthermore, no doubt rule 12.8 lays down that the officer
against whom action is taken under the said rule shall not have any right of appeal, but the
respondents being civil servants, they are governed by provisions of the Servants Act, 1973. The
right of departmental appeal being provided to the civil servants under the relevant irules, the
provisions of rule 12.8 cannot prevail over the game. Therefore, interference with the order of the
Tribunal on the point is not warranted under the law. ‘ ‘

5. So far as the question of limitation taken by the learned Additional Advocate-General in the case
of respondents Muhammad Hussain and Abdul Majeed is concerned, even if we agree with him
that the appeals respectively filed by the respondents before the Tribunal were premature,. but if
similar action taken by the competent Authority is found to be untenable in the case of other -
respondents, relief cannot be declined to respondents Muhammad Hussain and Abdul Majeed on
this technical ground. '

6. The upshot of the discussion is that the order passed by the Service Tribunal does not:appear to
be open to exception under the circumstances of the case. We are, therefore, clearly of the view
that interference with the judgment of the Tribunal is not warranted. '

7. In the result, the petitions are dismissed and leave is refused.

M.B.A./G-48/S : | " Petitions dismissed.

172572016 11:48 AM
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03.03.2017

- 07.06.2017

09.10.2017

18.12.2017

ok

Clerk to counsel for the appellant and Mr. Shah Jehan, SI
- alongwith Assistant AG for respondents present. Réjoinder not
submitted. Requested for time to file rejoinder. Request accepted. To

come up for rejoinder and arguments on 07.06.2017 bequre D.B.

(AHMAD HASSAN) (MUHAMMA AAK/}L&L

N
MEMBER MEMER B

None present on behalf of the appellant. Mr. Shah Jehan, ASI
alongwith Mr. Muhammad Adeel Butt, Additional AG for the respondents

present. Notice be issued to appellant and his counsel for attendance for

09.10.2017 before D.B.

(GUL Z KHAN) (MUHAMMAD AMIN KHAN_KUNDI)
"‘MEMBER MEMBER - ..~

Appellant in person present. Mr. Kabirullah Khattak,
Additional AG alongwith Mr. Shah Jehan, S.1 for the respondents”
also present. Appellant secks adjournment on the gfbtind that his
coun%cl is not avculable today. Adjourn lo come up far 1<,]0md<,fi
and aloumcm% on'18.12.2017 bc[orc D. B
o o w -
(Muhannﬁad Amin _{han Kundi) (Muhammad Han&icl Mughﬁl)

Member Member

.Appellant in person and Mr. Muhammad Jan, DDA
alongwith Shah Jehan, SI(L) for the respondents. present. -

Learned counsel for the appellant is\noié in attendance. To'

2 come up for 'argumentf__(_)‘g:l9.02.201.8 before the D.B.

-———.
v ‘/"__,_




40/16

31.05.2016

29.6.2016

. 01.11.2016

. -Agent of counsel for the appellant and Addl. AG
for the respondents preésent.. Written reply not submitted

despite last opportunity. Requested for further adjournment.

Last opportunity extended subject to payment of cost of Rs. .

500/- which shall be borne by the respondents from their

own pockets. To come up for written reply/comments and

cbst on 29.06.2016 before S.B.
Cha%an

Appellant in person- and Mr. Shah Jehan, ASI
albngwith Addl. AG }gr the r\gspondents present. Written
reply submitted. Coét of Ré.-SOO/- paid and receipt
obtaiﬁed frmﬁ the -appg!lgpt. The appealﬂi's. .assig_r}ed..tﬁo

D.B_ for rgiqinder,anq.:ﬁnalAhearipg for 01.11.2016.

-

Chairman

 Counsel for the appellant-and Assistant AG for respondents present. o
Rejoinder not submitted. Learned counsel for the appellant requested for

adjournment. Request accepted. To come up for rejoinder and arguments

on 33 -g:; before D.B.

(ABDUL LATIF) (PIR RAKHSH SHAH)
MEMBER R [MIEMBER -

EY




25.1.9016 - Cqunsel for the appellant present. Learned counsel for the
appellant argued that the appellant was serving as Investigation
Officer when an FIR under sections 302 PPC was registered on
4.1.2015 at PS Tangi against unknown accused. That the appellant
including others were subjected to inquiry and vide order dated -
16.9.2015 appellant was awarded punishment of withholding one
increment  where-against éppellant preferred departmental
representation which was decided by RPO vide order dated
30.11.2015 converting and enhancing the punishment to that of
reduction in pay by two stages in the same time scale of pay and

- hence the present appeal on 28.12.2015.

That the appellant was. neither guilty nor inefficient in

discharge of his duty and that the inquiry was not conducted in the

Appel!
Secuiity <

préscribed manners and pgn_alty imposed by the respondents is
against facts and law. |

Points urged need coﬁsideration. Admit. Subject to deposit
of security and process fee withi_n 10 days, notices be issued fo the

respondents for written reply/comments for 30.3.2016 before S.B.

Eﬁ

Chairman

30.03.2016 . Appellant in person and Assistant A.G for respondents present.
Written reply not submitted. Requested for adjournment. Last

opportunify granted. To come up for written reply/comments on

31.5.2016 before S.B.

¥
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Form- A

FORM OF ORDER SHEET
Court of
Case No. 40/2016
S.No. | Date of order Order or other proceedings witﬁ signature of judge or Magistrate
Proceedings
1 2 _3
1 08.01.2016 - :
The appeal of Mr. Masood Khan resubmitted today by |
Mr. Naveed Akhtar Advocate may be entered in the Institution
register and put up to the Worthy Chairman for prop’éfbfde}{f
REGISTRAR *°
5 ‘Thi's case is entrusted to S. Bench for preliminary

hearing to be put up thereon as-/-/¢




"The appeal of Mr. Masood Khan son of Abdul Manan r/o Zargar Abad Charsadda received to-day i.e.

; on 28.12.2015 is incomblete on the following score which is returned to the counsel for the appeliant

g for completion and resubmission within 15 days.

1- Memorandum of appeal may be got signed by the appellant.

2- Copy of statement of the appellant mentioned in para-7 of the memo of appeal (Annexure-
C) is not-attached with the appeal which may be placed on it.

3- Annexures of the appeal be annexed serial wise as mentioned in the memo of appeal.

4- Copy of impugned order dated 30.11.201g'mentidned in the heading of the appeal is not
attached with the appeal which-may be placed on it.

No. Re Rl s,

Dt. ¢ ‘3{ /?\ /2015 o - o \ r '_

REGISTRAR
SERVICE TRIBUNAL
KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA
PESHAWAR.
Mr. Naveed Akhtar Adv. Pesh.







IN THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICES
TRIBUNAL PESHAWAR

‘Service Appeal No. Yo /2014
r .
Mr. Masood Khan................. e Appellant
VERSUS

- The Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
Home and Tribal Affairs Department,

. and Others.......ccoveveeeeeeieeceececsie e Respondents
1‘ INDEX
; S.No | Description of Documents Annex | Pages
. | 1. | Copy of Appeal 1---5
: 2. | Affidavit 0---6
3. | Addresses of Parties : 0---7
4. | Copy of FIR “A” 0---8
5. | Copy of Daily Diary N6. " s “B” 0---9
6. | Copies of the inquiry and suspension order “C-D” | 10-—-12
7. | Copy of Charge Sheet “E &F” 13---14
Y 8. | Copy of the final Show Cause and reply ‘G&H” | 15---22 |
' 9. |punishment of stoppage of one annual “1” 23---24
: increment
10. | Copy of departmental representation “J” 25
\ 11. |[Copy of the explanation order dated “K” 26
3 | 09.10.2015
' _12. | Copy of suspend operatlon of the letter/order “L” 27---28
+ 13. |‘Copy of the petition alongwith order dated “M” 29---31
i - |17.12.2015. ‘
. 14. | Copy Impugned Order dated 30.11.2015 32
“15. | Wakalat Nama 33
s
ppellant
. Through
\ @e&%
.‘ ed Akhtar
/___/2015 Advocate Supreme Court

Date:'"'"_

Cell: 0290-9596181
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IN THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICES

TRIBUNAL PESHAWAR
Service Appeal No._____ YD /2018 Sarvios T Nb

- Iéa 3
@aesd 5&%/,5 301 >

Mr. Masood Khan S/o of Mr. Abdul Manan
R/o Zargar Abad, Charsadda .............. .. oo Appellant

VERSUS

_. ! |

1. The Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Through
Secretary Home and Tribal Affairs Department,
Peshawar '

2.  The Inspector General of Police,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,
Central Police Office, Peshawar

3. - The Regional Police Officer/DIG |
Mardan.

4. The District Police Officer,
Charsadda.......cccoceerveereemeirrcinnneiniiniinennenn Respondents

APPEAL U/S 4 OF THE SERVICES
~ TRIBUNAL ACT, 1974 AGAINST THE
ORDER DATED 30.11.2015 WHEREBY ON
DEPARTMENTAL REPRESENTATION BY
THE PETITIONER  THE - MINOR
>Bl)  pUNISHMENT OF STOPPAGE OF o1
ANNUAL INCREMENT WITHOUT
ACCUMULATIVE EFFECT WITH WARNING

Ke-submitteq to-Gag

wadlfifeq, WAS ENHANCED TO MAJOR PENALTY
Q‘%}\M L.E:, “REDUCTION IN PAY "SCALE BY TWO ot N
5*[??/6\ ~ STAGES IN SAME TIME SCALE OF PAY”. | ) B
2yl 4




llv(

.'i'.(/,'

Respectfully Sheweth:

1.

That the petitioner is serving as Sub Inspectdr in the
Police Department at Charsadda.

That the petitioner was posted in Police Station Tangi
when an FIR was lodged about an unseen occurrence
under Section 302 PPC ON 4-1-2015. Copy of FIR is
Annexure-“A”.

That the petitioner on the date of occurrence was on -
leave and another official namely Noor Ali SI was
officiating as Chief Investigation Officer. Copy of the
Daily Diary No. 14 dated 03.01.2015 is Annexure-“B”.

That the said Noor Ali SI was appointed as

Investigation Officer in the said case while the

appellant never remained  associated  with

Investigation of the case.

That on certain complaints regarding lacunae in the
investigation, the office of Worthy Respondent No. 2
directed an inquiry to be conducted under intimation
to his office and the appellant was put under
suspensiori. Copies of the inquiry and -suspension

order are Annexure “C &D”. Respectively.

That an inquiry officer was appointed and _thé
appellant was issued charge sheet alongwith statement

of allegations. Copies thereof are Annexure “E &F”.




10.

11.

12,

That the appellant submitted his statement to the
inquiry officer.¢ Sp ART TR e Ao rr i)

That thereafter the appellant was issued final show
cause notice by Respondent No. 4 which was replied
by the appellant. Copy of the final Show Cause and
reply thereof are Annexure “G & H”.

That worthy Respondent No. 4 then passed an order
imposing minor punishment of stoppage of one annual
increment without accurﬁulative effect and strictly
warned the appellant to be careful in future. Copy of

the order is Annexure“‘l”.

That against the said punishment the appellant filed a
departmental representation before - the Worthy
Respondent No. 3. Copy of the same is Annexure “J”.

That in the meanwhile ‘the Respondent No. 2 on
receipt of the proceedings called for the explanation of
Respondent No. 4 with a further direction to
Respondent No. 3' to enhance the punishment
awarded to the appellant. Copy of the order dated
09.10.2015 is Annexure “K”.

That the appellant aésailed the said order before the
Honourable High Court Peshawar vide the Writ
Petition No. 3961-P/2015 wherein the Honourable
Peshawar High Court was pleased to suspend

operation of the letter/order of Respondent No. 2



13.

14.

~ dated 09.10.2015 vide the order dated 26.11.2015.

Copy of order dated 26.11.2015 is Annexure “L”.

"That inspite of the order dated 26.11.2015, the

Respondent No. 3 p_assed the impugned order dated

'30.11.2015 by enhancing the punishment awarded to

the appellant. That thereafter the appellant’s petition
became infructuous and the same was disposed off.
Copy of the petition alongwith order dated 17.12.2015

is Annexure “M?”.

That the appellant files the instant appeal inter-alia on

the following grounds.

GROUNDS:

A. That the impugned order dated 30.11.2015 is against

the law and facts on the file.

That the appellant has been vexed twice for an offence
which has not been proved against him.

‘That the appellant was never an Investigation Officer

in the case.

That when the dep'artmental representation of the.
appellant was pending, the order dated 09.10.2015 by
Respondent No. 2 was un-warranted under the law.

That the order dated 30.11.2015 has been passed
without issuing the appellant a Show Cause Notice,
rather the same has been passed on the direction of

the higher authority i.e. Respondent No. 2.




!

F. That nothing has been proved against the appellant in
the inquiry and the impugned punishments both
awarded by the Respondent No. 4 & 3 respectively are
not sustainable under the law.

G. That no opportunity of hearing was given to the
appellant before passing the impugned order.

H. That since the appellant was not associated with

| investigation in the case in any manner, therefore, no

question of awarding punishment to the appellant
arises.

I.  That appellant may kindly be allowed to bring
additional documents/arguments at the time of
hearing of the instant appeal.

- Tt is, therefore, humbly prayed that on acceptance of

the instant appeal impugned order dated 30.11.2015 and the

order of Respondent No. 4 may kindly be set aside and the

appellant may kindly be exonerated from all the liabilities in
the case. . | |

 Any other order / relief deemed proper and
appropriate by this Honourable Tribunal, in
circumstances of the case, may kindly be passed as

well. ’ - /V

Appellant

Through

@ M
| , Naveed Akhtar
Date: 2&/ /2-/2015 Advocate Supreme Court







"IN THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICES
TRIBUNAL PESHAWAR

Service Appeal No.___~ /2015

Mr. Masood I{Ilan...;.;...; ...... et aests Appellant

VERSUS

The Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
Home and Tribal Affairs Department,
and otherS......ooevericeinnininniieinieeeine, Respondents

| AFFIDAVIT
I Mr. Masood Khan S/o of Mr. Abdul Manan Resident of
Zargar Abad, Charsadda do hereby solemnly affirm and

declare on oath that contents of the Service Appeal are true
and correct to the best of my know1edge and belief and nothing

has been concealed from this Hon’ble Tribunal.

EPONENT

Indentify by

Naveed Akhtar
Advocate Supreme Court




IN THE KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICES |
TRIBUNAL PESHAWAR

Service Appeal No.__ /2015
' ADDRESSES OF PARTIES

Mr. Masood Khan S/o of Mr. Abdul Manan
Resident of Zargar Abad, Charsadda ........c.ccoeevuenines Appellant

VERSUS
1.  The Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
Home and Tribal Affairs Department, Peshawar
2.  The Inspector General of P'olice,'
Secretary Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,

Central Police Office, Peshawar

3. The Regional Police Officer/DIG

Mardan.
4. - The District Police Officer,
Charsadda.......ccceeeeceermrerenncinieiineineeennnnens Respondents
Appellant
- Through

@Led Akhtar

Date: 22 /| 1-/2015 Advocate Supreme Court |
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OFFICE OF THE
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF POLICE -
KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA
CENTRAL POLICE OFFICE,
PESHAWAR

Dated 11.08.2015
To,

_ The District Police Officer,
Charsadda '

Subject:  CASE FIR NO.13 DATED 04.01.2015 U/S 202-PPC
PS TANGI, CHARSADDA.

Enclose please find herewith a copy of letter No.9046-
49/PPO, dated 11.08.2015 alongwith inquiry report of Addl:
IG/Investigation on the subject matter. Upor: perusal the IGP has
passed the following remarks:

e Officers are placed under suspension

» Competent authority to issue them SCN for major penalty and
to finalize by 02.09.2015. :

It is therefore, request that departmental enquiry may be
initiated against the defaulter in light of Addl: AGP Investigation

enquiry report. Out come of the enquiry may be communicated to
this office before target date please.

*

Syed Fida Hussain Shah
AIG/ Establishment

Fro Provincial Police Officer,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar.

. No. dated
Copy to the: A

1. DIG/E&I, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Peshawar for information w/r to
above quoted reference please.
2. DIG Mardan Region, Mardan.

f?tﬂ 7Z Grien
o &,

-




. Deputy Inspeczor General of Police,
}

Enquiry &!Empecncn. _
“liyber Paklitunkhwa, Pe shawar. ‘ .

AﬁG/Estaoushm-en:,
C.P.“O', Pc:sh:-\.wz::r

TIR Ne. ]3 datad: 04.01.955.5 /s 308-PPC

SR, o --; . Y ate e v
Please -{ing enciosed ;1&‘ with 2 compiete enqpury- report

Mnvesugaion w.{“'be'r Fakh tunkh“\m ezarding the above mentionad sulL

I

»\iter nx.n,sﬂ, the Police Chief ¥hyber Pakhtunidwa has the
i
a ’ |
H % )
m«r‘ 5 e*::ouu ed below- |
) .
P ~n
Ozﬁ ers axe | L.{C ed under sUSPErSIOn.
: £ s iy o rpe et
Competent suthority fo s tem SON for T ll?ﬁ‘.ah‘; d ot fnuling
//\ i i
/ (f.\ ) ‘ "/
Z i\ | : _/.
\\ !{gl i P \
: 4 L
l:,\.- . i . =~ % p
Slingnal Sl Clicery
: - Zor inspedier General = { Polwce,
- 4 \‘; P “"‘. La.i-" LP"JV‘V; .
\%: eshawar
i A
. \ .
. A\ N

Thc \"’/I(‘ P ;\.wbc':r Pakhroukinaa .C":‘ foviur of i...s.rm.uu., please

L 30 o .

i, The Addl: lG"/mve--uﬂmo-‘,My' Bichtunkhwva - -
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‘e - ' Qs )
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CHHRGL& SHERT UNDER & ?f;'_,.‘h 975
!
{ .
, l

bﬂf\FiULﬂ_ﬂ.i AN, Distict Palize Oificer Charsadda, as compe:
i
authority herchy chippe ,vmlllﬁ'.i Misanue! Hiva g 00

That you 81 M Masood (. an whi

s <&

cox.dvcf.mg investigation in case FIR No.13 dated 04.01.2015 ws 30

During enquiry: conducted i

37 gt} Adieinant T
y Worthy additisna! Inspector inve

. following facunas noticed i mryour investi

gation .
| _ X
I. That the 1.0 produced the accused befpre the court for ob aming Polics .
Custody-on the same day wI f’l: SHO arrested him. The court granied cne =
day Police cuslod: y of the accused and thus the L0 cotl qor -mcrro;a! the N
accused txmoughl ¥.. VOL. must Xnow that legali 1y poiice can detain an accysed

for 24 hours 1'* the cqsfruy Yo should have sought his police custody on thae
followmg day i forin dvplh Interrogation and to dig cut the facts.
. That you did not bothm the search of weapon of offence i.e 30-bore pistol,
which the accuscd di: .( fosed o fuve ilown in (e Lields afier the cccurrence. -
‘That the .G did rot record stau.men*q of the heirs of deceasad.
. That you dld not sznd the recovered emmiies to FSL for anaivsls,

[N

S

5. That you dig ot take inte bossession the disputed Qinggl Motor Cycle. .
6. That you hoth j Investigating ofnc:r of the case failed to investigaie the casc
- properly. I . B
This shows your 11*(:1' Ictency, lack of interest in the serisrmance af your .
. official duty. 1 ' : e
B o . i * .I. ’ '«‘ : ) ] ey TN A T
S This amounts to STAVE MISTOnANCt on vous nort warrantis ng Departmental

i
1 v LY e I
a(..ut)u against you as defiied i secid on-071) {ad of A_"\ Poliice Kules 1973,

e
=

Y By reason of tne uove YOu agpear w b guiiiv of miscondict under
section 02(111) of the KPK Police Rules 1973 ai:d has render your seif
liable 1o all or Lmy of t 1':* PeRAIEs & speci!
the said rules. ‘

2. You are mcref‘ou directed 1o subpis YOUr written deiznee witkl 31 sevan

' ,'d 2vs of the receipt or this C

. 3. Your written defens 'e

. specified period, i’ case of failure
- defense to put-in ¢ ::rc in that :
you. .

4. Intimate, whether you desived 1

!
.
hA

T = i,’_,,‘- 1.,,...:.-" ‘sl_
1Iany ohou;d TTACH 10 e enquiry officer within

f""fi/ ey i
/ ™ s

} "-xcrj € Clificer, -
' . . i,.:./c,i arsadon /&%

@
P
D




o N g \ . ’ .
:'-." 4‘,} ’ - Go overninant oi : L
B Office of the Tivtrin L e
: \.'lu RO 165
. DISCIPLINARY ACTION 1R BRR STERULES 1975

-1, Shafiullah Khan, District Police Offices

. da, as con.pet nt avthority am
- of'the oplmon that 8T Masood Khan has rendered hin

i liable to be procee ded againg:

&

‘as-he has comitted the foil owmg acts/oraissions within the meaning of section -U” (i) of

l,V

I"’l& “olu > Rules-1975.

'$1. 1EMENT OF ALLEGATIONS

A That he Sy Masood Khan while po:te as CIO &t Police Station Tangi, was conducting

=
-

~ 1 g fAL NATE L AnS DA e e st
- investigation in case FIR Ng.13 4 ated 54.0 2017w S CUU S Tang Dwiing enquiiy

conducted by Worthy l\ddntxonal In.JpLC[L)I' invesiigation KPK the following lacunas
not'ccd i his investigation,

; i. That the LO produced Lhc accused before the court for obtaining Police Custody

D on the same day when' (m SHO arested him. The court granted one day Police

custody of the accused and - thus the 1O could not iaterrogate the auCLSF'Ci
thorc.zaly. He must know that legeily police can detain an accused %or 22 hour

in the custedy. He should have:so U;,Oi his poiice CL.SIUJV on the following day ro»
- in depth interrogation and to dig-out the facts.

2. 'Imt e did not bother the seaich o wesz; mm 01 u[iC’lC i.e 30-5or 2 Distol, which
" the accused disclosed to have | throwai in the fic curens,
- 3. That thc LG did ot record statpms
4. That he did not send the rEeovLTed
| ;5. Thathe did not take into. pc‘ S
0. That thzy both inx bb[lgdl. 12 01E
nroperly. ; |

_ This shows his llquiC;uﬂb‘i RIS ulerest i the performance of his oficial
duty This amounts to grave m' 00 ,...'., o1l h.; pan, warianiing Deperm
s awamm him. S

I
For the purpose scrufj 1.(1
' TVIuh'lmm‘xd Im:m L..')P ’"'h‘u:,mu-

ol ]

cenduct of ‘the said ozwai Mz' Rs;zs.

y .
QL ‘.n h- .V a “1
N ATtk s
“,» of the afore
O’]U uls

mentioned rules. f he enqu‘ry om"
veldxc; to this office within alll)d!?. & I ) ' . 81 alasou R ua.: is
-appear vefore the encuny officerd

Ff icer) a statem ment of‘ char C» 3‘1\,@‘ i
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3
t

Deted @?IM% /2015 , O /W

I"I\TAL Si iOVV CAUSE NOTICE

Whereas, the charge of ne gligence, lack of interest was referred 1o enquiry officer for

General Police Plocu,dm”: contained u/s 3(3) Police Rules 1973,
AND

' S . . . . . .
Whereas, he enquiry officer has submitted his findings, recommending you for Minor
- punishment. ' AND

Whereas, [ am samﬁcd with the recommendation of the enquiry officer Thal you SI

Masood Khan while posted as CIO at Police Station Tangi, was conducting investigation in casc‘FIR

'No.13 dated 04.01.2015 u/s 502 PFC PS Tangi. During cnquiry condu;t;d by Worthy Additional

Inspector investigation KPK the followm«r lacunas noticed in your investigation.

1. That the L.O produced the accused before the court for obtaining Police Custody on the same
day when the SHO anested him. The court granted one day Police custody of the accused and
thus the 1.O could not 1ntu.rr07ate the accused thoroughly. You must know that legally police
can detain an accused for 24 hours in the custody. You should have sought his police custody
on the following day for in dept‘l mtwooanoq and to dig out the facts. ‘ _

‘That you did not bother the search of weapon of offence i.e 30-bore pistol, which the accused
disclosed to have thrown in! thg fields after the occurrence.

That the 1.0 did not record smtunent:. of thc heirs of deceased.

That you did not send the r«.covered empt 1es to FSL for analysis.

That you did not take into nossessxon the disputed Qi ngqi Motor Cycle.

That you both i investigating ofhccrs of the case failed 10 investigate the case properly,

o

i
v

This shows your inefficiency lack of interest in the performance of your official duty,

thus the act amounts to gross misconduct and renders you liable for punishment, under Police Rules

1975.

Therefore, I, Shaﬁullah Khan, sttrxct Police Officer, Charsadda in exercise of the

: 'JOWub vested i dnme u lclu rules 3(3) (w) (b) of Police Rules 1975, call upon you to explain as to why

: 1he proposed pumwmuu may not bc. awarded gy Lgyou

K

Your u,ply should re: u,h the unc‘.rcm“nul within 07-days of reg mpl 01 1'11> notlice, Lnlmg, :

- which ex-partec action will be taken’ against vou : '1 :

You are at liberty to appear in person belore the vndersigned for ')‘.oom-* hearing.

: o I e
D/i:.‘ncf ohc“ Of ficer,
&
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‘ '*E"‘J) e/~
;; ' ‘ ORDER
[ w

- This order il dispose off the departmenta) o

Aquiry against 'S} Masood Khan
conducting investigation in case FIR
During enquiry

While posted as CIO at Police Station Tangi, was

No.13
dated 04.01.2015 u/s 302 PPC ps conducted by Worthy Additional
Is investigation

the court for obtaining

Tangi.
Inspector Investigation KPK the ;10

wing lacunas noticed in b
L That the 1.0 produce

d the aceuse belore Police Custody on the

€ court granted one day Police custody of the

gate the accused thoroughly. He must know that
leb . . |

30-bore pistol, which the
fields after the occurrence,
at the 1.0 did not record Statements of t

accused disclosed to have thrown in the
3. Th he heirs of deceased.

4. That he did notsend the recovered Cptien o FSE for atalysis,
5. That he did poy lake into possession the disputed Qingqi Motor Cycle.
6.

tficers of the case failed to investigate the case properly.

In the above 4allegation he was issued Charge Sheet 1o

olice Rules 1975, Enqui

was nominated for conducting dep

gether with Statement of allegation
ry Officer Mr. R

) under Sub Section 3, Section 5 of P
Khan DSp Charsadda

- enquiry officer

aza Muhammad

artmental enquiry against him. The

aller conducting proper departmenta] enquiry submitted findings.

Khan, was issued Final Show Cay
as received.,

Subsequemfy, SI Masood
Rules 1975 reply to it vy

Alter going through the enquiry papers & fecommendation of the enquiry officer, he js
hereby awarded the Minor punishme

nt of stoppage of 01-Anny
accumulative effect & Strictly w

al Increment without
arned to be careful in futype.

OL 7g7 . ;‘;" , District Pol;
Date /é*Z)QOIS k

1’arsadda
No

MG, duted Ch;u‘:;;ldd

& the /2015
—_—
Copy for information

and necessary action 1o the:-

Worthy Inspector Genera] of P

office Endst No. 61 1-13/PA date
-2. Pay Officer
3. ECGiMC

L, olice Khyber Pakhtunkhw:

a Peshawar w/
d 11.08.2015 for further ord

€rs

r 1o their
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* OFFICE OF THE /%7%%/1//@}(;,

- INSPECTOR GENERAL OF POLICE,

No.611- IJ/PA dated 11-08- 2015 (copy encic
of Police Khyber Pakhtunkhwa recorded o:

Inspectors under suspension and was proceeds

minor punishment of bloppa«vc of one annual
“No. 8823-26/HC, dated 17-09- 2015 (copy enclsed).

‘ The Inspector General oI Poli ¢, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa after perusal
1«,001d<.d the following remarks:- '

. I
- “l’l call the explanation Of DP

| KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA 24
i CENTRAL POLICE OFFICE,
b PESHAWAR.
iNo. VN7 /PA/DIG/HQ dated Peshawar the OP//O ' 12015,
'\ To The Regional Police Officer,
| Mardan.
Subject; Case FTR No. L. Dated 04

HN1.0185 /S 302/PPC, PS Tangi Charsadda.

The District Polxce Officer, Charsadda was directed vide this office letter

id) in light of the remarks of Inspector General
. the enquiry report submitted by Addl: IGp/

[nvestigation Khyber Pakhtunkhwa for comphg.nce

In compliance of the said vcma‘?ks the DPO Charsadda placed the foilowmg Sub :

d against departmentally.

1) SINoor Ali Khan,
2) SIMasood Khan.

After complcuon of departmen: il proceedings the DPO Charsadda awarded them

acrement with accumulative effect vide his order

of report

O as to why the officers were dwardcd

minor pumshment desp te they had shown cnmmal negligenee in ~ - ¢

It is, thercfore 1equesl<.a

punishment please. &

- Bncl as above,

mur du' case as iound by : ddl: 1GP/Investigation.

RPO to review the pr ocecdmﬂs for enhancement of punishment”

f-ixﬁ;;vicw the proceedings for enhancement of their
* x ‘

\4\

(Muhammad xn\vax\x)I’SP
., Deputy Inspccto Gcn fPolice,
: HQ: Khybcrx&t&khv{;a, ;

Peshawar. :

P




A 770%/‘;/ ‘:Z_»

CIN THE PESHAWAR HIGH COURT, PESHAWAR. -

| ?ﬂ%\«?
 W.P.No. - 12015

Masood Khan Son of Abdul Manan,
Resident of Zargar Abad, Charsadda..

PetiGoner

VIERSUSN

STV U P —
~

The Government ol Khyber Pakhtunkhiwva,
Home and Tribal Affairs Department,
{ .

Peshawar. i

The Inspector General OF Police,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,
Central Police Office, Peshawar. -

.
The Regional Palice Officer/DIG,
Mardan...
The District l’olice Ofticer, Charsadda.
I
|

Respondents

IN UNDER ARTICLE 199 OQF Tk
ISLAMIC _ REPUBLIC Or

WRIT PETIT
|

CONSTITUTION _ OF

PAKISTAN, 1973

‘

|
RESPECTFULLY SHEWETLH
: i
| a
That the l’ctit:ioncr

is serving as Sub Inspector in the Police

‘ |
Department at C?harsadda.

I'hat the Pctm(incr was posted in Police Station Fangi when an FiR

under Section 302 PPC on -

was lodged about an unscen occurrence
_ | :
1-2015. Copy of FIR is Annexure “AY.

. \ R
i ey on Aans adu pmnih b d S
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.

" PESHAWAR HIGH COURT, PESHAWAR

FORM OF ORDER SHEET
Date of Order T ! Order of other Proceedings with Signature of Judge.
or Proceedings :
| . . 2

26.11.2015 | WP No.3961-P/2015.

Present:  Mr. Naveed Aklitar, Advocate for the pelitioner.

o R L e mae i

B

AN Comments ol respondents No. 2 and 3 be called

Y
N
so"\as to reach this court within a fortnight.
1
1
Interim Relief.
] 7 y

4 i Notice to the respondents for 09.12.2015. In the
I i .
meanwhile, the impugned order datc_ad 9.10.2015 is suspended.

Jsiad dlsh o bometon: T

JUDGE

f YUDGE

1

—

il - ¥Qaseem®
Dol of Propayaiend FH
Pyaie Hiven b iy
s e pf retivery 0T AT

i
'
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INCTHE PESHAWAR HIGH COURT, PESHAWAR

-- | - | | :50'.;5\ - P

W.P. No. 12015

Masood Khan Son of Abdul Maran,
Resident of Zargar Abad, Charsadda..

VERSUS

3
s
g

- The Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,
' JHome and ‘I'ribal Affairs Department,

e , Peshawar.
2- The Inspector General Of Police,

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,

Central Police Office, Peshawar.
3-  The Regional Police Officer/DIG,

Mardan...

4- The District Police Officer, Charsadda.

[

WRIT PETITIN UNDER ARTICLE 199 OF _THE
CONSTITUTION __ OF [SLAMIC REPUBLIC OF
PAKISTAN, 1973

RESPECTIULLY SHEWICEL

- Department at Charsadda.

That the Potiiioner was posted i Police Station Tangt when an iR

2"

was lodged about an unscen occurrence under Scction 302 PPC on 4-

1-2015. Copy of FIR is Aunexure “A”.




ORDL& '

This créer will dwpose-off thie appeal preferred by & Maw = ‘Qian of Charsadda .

s

District Police- agairist the. order passed oy District Police Office:, Charsadda “‘}r«reu; h@ waa
awarded a minor pumshment of stoppai e of one annual incren;zint without accumnulk *.?m ef\f\cct
vide District Polics: Officer, Charsadda viie OB No. 967 dated 16,09.2015, .
The record was called unr‘pr Rules 11 (4) KP Police Rulm 10’75 and subﬂ quently ¥ e
accused was informed for- the action ploposed on the grouds of m:sconduct and negl.gmce .
dispizyed ir. case FIR No. I dated 04.0:.2015 /8 302 PPC Pol % Station ) ngx | District Charsadda
The accused! did not put forward any new . grouncm for hi.s cefence, instead relayed on tha same
sratement sabmitted on which the ongmal order was passed. The accused was caﬂeg} in the
orderly roctn held in this cffice on 25. 11.2015 heard him-ii person but he fafled to produce any .
cogent reason in his defence Therefore, L MUHAMMAD SAEED Deputy Iuspector Gepexal of
Police, Mardan Reglon-l, Mardan in exercxse of the powers conferred upen me 'nde; Qbove
quoted rules, enhance the minor penaltv lmposed by District Pohce Officer, " rarsacidu’ to Major
penalty i.e. “Reduction in pay by two stat;es iri the saime tlme scale of pay - o _‘ !

QRQE&AMQ"ENCED.

. _ _ ‘nsfector 'ener.d of Pylice,
(I , A b 1ol Maxdan Reglon-i Mardan{"

No.Z 1 21 /ES, Dated MardAanthe“-.' 30—- il — /2015

Copy to District Police Offxcer, Charsadda for mformation and’ ne{cessary
actwn w / r to his office Memo No: 9040/ HC dated 09 11 2015

ah (l;#. .!) ;
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Govt of KPK, through Secretary Home Peshawar ete: ...... . '.;}'f\... ..Respondents

—— T ren FORKT

VS : T

Reply/Parawise cbmments on
Behalf of Respondents Inspector .
General of Police KPK, ete. -

\

Respectfully Sheweth:

Preliminary Objections:

1.

That the appellant has not approached thisqun’abIe Tribunal with cl'\'ea_n‘
hands. ' ' o . |

‘That appellant has suppressed the factuality and ground reality of the alleged - K .

charges.

- That through re-investigation was conducted by the KPK Investigation CPO

Peshawar, in criminal case w/s 302-PPC vide FIR No. 13/2015 PS Tangi
District Charsadda and the team constituted for re-investigation has made
observations / remarks, regarding delinquent acts, against the appellant and

his subordinate ofﬁqer SI Noor Ali Khan (report dated 14.05.2015 of KPK

- Team, re-investigation the case, is enclosed as annex “A™).

That the present appeal is not entertain-able in light ‘the ‘provisions
contained under rule 11(4) © Police Rules 1975 r/w 16.28(1) Police Rules
1934, as per these provisions, the competent authority (appe!late /
review authority) gets the jurisdiction / powers to modify the orders,

enhance or reduce the penalty.

Reply on facts:

1.

Para-1 is correct, the éppellant is Sub Inspector in Police force, District
Charsadda. '




© N o

10.

11.

12.
13.

14,

Para-2 relates to record, no comments however, relevant record can be’

submitted before this Court, if directs.

. - Para-3 is correct to extent that the appellant rémained_ on leave for one night -

and on the following day of the occurrence, he turned up and joi*n'ed the
duty, he cannot be absoived from the act of misconduct on this lame excuse.
Para-4 is correct to the extent that investigation of case vide FIR No.
13/2015 PS Tangi was entrusted to SI Noor Ali but this fac't. cannot be
denied rather discarded that the appellant was immediate incharge and he
should have supervised the investigation of the case under fssue.

Para-5 is correct, no comments.

~ As above.

As above. .

No doubt that the appellant submitted reply to final show cause notiée,
issued by respondent No.4 but the same was not plausible / satisfactory,
hence not considered.

This para is correct and minor penalty of stoppage of one increment was
awarded to the appellant.

Correct, the appeilant submitted departmental representation against the
impugned order of respondent No.4 to respondent No. 3 as per rule 11 of
Police Rules 1975. |

Para 11 is correct to the extent that respondent No.2 called explanation of
the respondent No.4 due to lenient view, taken against the appellant and his
subordinate officer SI Noor Ali Khan because they had committed serious
blunders, in investigation of the case, wherein an innocent person was
brutally murdered.

Para 12 is correct as per record.

The operation order of respondent No.3 was suspended but in fact copy of
order dated 30.11.2015 passed by the Hon’able Peshawar High Court
Peshawar was not received by the respondent No.3 well in time and this is
why the Hon’able Peshawar High Court Peshawar treated the writ petition as
in-fructuous without any action against the department.

Reply of the grounds inter alia, are submitted as under:



Grounds:

. Incorrect, the impugned order dated 30.11.2015 is according to law and as

per provisions, contained under the Police Rules 1975/1934, cited in
preliminaries, the competent authority gets the jurisdiction to modify the

orders, passed by DPOs/SPs, passing the impugned orders.

. In correct, the penalty was enhanced as per law and within the powers of

competent authority/respondent No.3.

. Correct to extent that he did not remain as 10 of the case under issued but he -

was the supervisory body and- he is supposed to be the investigating officer
of the case and it was incumbent upon him to check the investigation, being

incharge.

. In correct, the order was passed within legal frame of limitation and

competence.

. The appellant remains associated with all the proceedings and there is no

provision for issuance of final show cause notice to the accused officer,

under the Police Rules 1975.

. Incorrect, the act of misconduct has been established without any shadow of

doubt and the punishment, awarded to the appellant is sustainable under the
law, as per investigation record, conducted by the KPK, Investigation, CPO

Peshawar.

. Incorrect, the appellant if wished to appear for hearing before the competent

authority, he should have approached through written-application as, door of
the competent authority are opened for their subordinates round the working
house and there is no restriction or ban/bar on a meeting/hearing with him i.e

the competent authority.

. Incorrect, the contention of the appellant through this para is not warranted

under the law, rather not justified as he was the immediate incharge and he
was supposed to check the investigation of his subordinate officer.

The respondents may please be allowed, at the time of arguments for

additional materials, if any.




In circumstances, it is humbly prayed that the instant appeal may

kindly be dismissed with cost, it being without force and substance.

Respondents:

1. Inspectoy Gf | of Police,
KPK Peshawar
/ ,
_ N
2. Deputy Inspector General of Police, %,

Mardan, Region-I Mardan

[}

\

3. District Police Officer,
Charsadda




KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA SERVICE TRIBUNAL PESHAWAR . -

No 869 /ST Dated 24 /04/2018

To

The Deputy Inspector General of Police,
Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,
Mardan.

Subject: - ORDER/IUDGEMENT IN APPEAL _NO. 40/2016, MR. MASOOD
‘ KHAN. :

I am directed to forward herewith a certified copy of Judgment/ Order
dated 12/04/2018 passed by this Tribunal on the above subject for strict compliance.

{
:Encl; As above '

¥

; EGISTRAR
KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA

- SERVICE TRIBUNAL

\ \\. | 9{/(/ PESHAWAR.
. '\ : ! _

1 :

3

i 4

3, 1
\ !
¥

4

i




* 4

W.P NO, »72-P/2016

......... Petitioner

Mr. Muhammad Arshad

\

VERSUS

,
i

Govt of Khyber Pakhtunkhva and others ... Respondents

i

|
|

[ AFFIDAVIT
{

Y

I, Ahmad Hassafn, the then Secretary to -Govtlof Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Augqaf, Hajj,

Religious and Minority Affairs Department (RAeporti‘ g Officer), now Member Khyber
Pakhtunmkhwa Service Triblunal, Peshawar do hereby sdlemnly affirm and declared that the
contents of the Para wise Cémments in the Subject writ pefition on behalf of Respondent No. 3

/
are correct to the best ofmy knowledge and belief and nothipg has been concealed from this Hon

‘able Court. ¥
""/’/ !
S | b DEPONENT
N
2% \
CF
. ! (; - ;V
/ | | | AHMAD HASSAN
CNIC 17301-1251553-5
- Tdentified by
\\\j\'




