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h Director General, Local Government and Community

Development Department, Lahore
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Director Local Government and Community Development, Lahore
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e Malik M. Qasim, Deputy " District

Attorney.
Muhammad Umar, Assistant Director

LG&CD, DR.
Mr. Anosh, AD Legal, LG&CD, DR.

21.05.2026.

Date of hearing:
Date of announcement: 2.105.2026.

JUDGMENT

Shan-ul-Had, Member: This consolidated judgment shall dispose of the
two appeals, as the same arise out of identical facts, common

similar impugned orders.
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defun ' '
funct Union Council in District Sheikhupura on

the basi
they C(;fn:ljzt:hgse fake appointment orders. Hence
ed gross misconduct causing huge

financial loss t
T o the state exch ;
recetving salaries.” equer an. terms of

Feeling aggrieve

g aggrieved, the appellants preferred departmental appeals before
the Director General, Local Government and Community Development
Department, Lahore which were rejected on 16.06.2025. Thereafter, the

instant appeals were filed before this Tribunal within the statutory period.

s Learned counsel for the appellants contended that appellant
Muhammad Ashraf was appointed as Secretary Union"Council (RDW) on

15.06.1096 and submitted his joining report before the Project Manager,
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‘?A.;,:Iz;:l,firl{-{az Sheikhupura on 17 .06.1996. He also obtained a medical fitness
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COPY cei"[\f.i:ﬂcate from DHQ Hospital Sheikhupura on 20.06.1996. Thereafter, he
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refhéi‘ped posted in different Union Councils of District Sheikhupura,
PO
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£ e W :
L #7hcluding UC Machera, UC No.59 Urban Sheikhupura and UC No.60 Kot
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Bini Das. It was further argued that his name appeared in the seniority

list of 1998 at Serial No.259, in the Devolution Plan, 2001 at "_Serial No.59,

and in the Devolution Plan, 2021 at Serial No.73. Learned counsel furthet

submitted that the appellant’s service verification after completion of ten

years’ service was duly conducted through the District Accounts Office,

Sheikhupura, and all relevant entries in the service book hear official

stamps and signatures of the competent authorities. J

it was further contended that due to admi i

constraints, appellant Muhammad Ashraf applied for transfer from

District Nankana Sahib to District Kasur through the proper channel,

whereupon the Assistant Director (Administration) issued NOC dated
08.06.2007. Su,bsequcnt’ly, after obtaining requisite NOCs from both

districts, transfer orders were issued and he was posted in UC No.80

Ghuman after obtaining LPC from District Nankana Sahib. It was further
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(RDW) on 15.1¢ 1996
SUbmitted hijg Jomning report before the 3

also available on record.

It was further argued that due ‘to personal enmity_arid
administrative difficulties, he applied  for transfer to District Kasur
through the proper channel. NOCs were issuﬁ:d' by the concerned
authorities and ultimately transfer order dated 04.06.200é was issued by
the competent authority. After obtaining LPC from Distriot Sheikhupura,
he joined District Kasuz:‘ and was posted in UC No.65 Majokey,  Tehsil ' .

Chuni Thereafter GP Fund No. SR/Misc/616 and Personal
unian. ) |
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Before adverting to the merits of the controversy, it is
necessary to first determine whether the appellants fall within the
definition of “civil servants” and whether the instant eals are
maintainable before this Tribunal. TS
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The service books and service record of the appgllants reveal
that both entered government service during the year 1996 when the

el o7 i
Punjab Local Government Ordinance, 1979 was in force. The section 44 of

the said Ordinance specifically provided that employees serving under the
g

- o b - A ] .
c Cl U 1 ¥
t ’ V

.
Ordlnan ? b

L34

. J
A 3

iab autonomous or
t+ of the Government of Punjab and not an
department O



USSR

e s

. Y-

-6 -
JUDGEMENT SHEET
Appeals No.2377 & 2378 of 2025

independent statu L0y corpo uare
1t p ration, Consequently the aﬁpelIants sq ly
, *

{ali within the definition of “civil
” :
il servant” as provided under Section 2(b) of

the Punjab Service Tri 74 de
] 1ce Tribunals Act, 1974, reproduced hereunder:-
. h /’ -.‘A-,}': ' I

“Civil »

membzfrol}ant _Mmeans a person who is or who has been a

e a civil service of the Province or holds or has held
post in connection with the affairs of the Province.”

Accordl : !
ingly, the instant appeals are competent and fully maintainable

R o T
i ST forg this Tribunal as they were holding posts connected with the affairs
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of the Province.
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e P it
M eed _i:.'"f'l | Briefly stated, the case of the department is that after receipt
ay

9 o

\\:J ,_‘%Eif}:'léel'%ain complaints regarding alleged fake appointments, inquiry
proceedings Were initiated against various ofﬁ(;ials including the present
appellants. Earlier, vide orders dated 25.04.2022, major penalties had
been imposed upon them. However, the said orders were challenged before
the Hon'ble Lahore High Court through Writ Petition No.52315/2022 and
connected matters. The Hon’ble Lahore High Court, vide judgment dated
08.03.2023, set aside the impugned orders and remanded the matter to
the competent authority for proceeding afresh strictly in accordance with
jaw. The said judgment was assailed before the Hon’ble Supreme Court of
Pakistan through CPLA Nos.2227 and 7211 of 2023, but the petitions
were gismissed vide order dated 13.1]:.2023, while speciﬁcally observing
that any further proceedings must conform to the requirements of the

Punjab Employces Efficiency & Discipline Act, 2006 and the prj cipl

natural justice.
i pursuant thereto, & de-novo inquiry was initiate
dated 15.01.2024. A careful scrutiny of the inquiry proceedings reveals
that the inquiry was not conducted in accordance with the mandatory

requirements of law. The record reflects that only charge sheets were

issued to the appellants, their written replies were ob'tairie’d and thereafter
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findings were straight Appeals No.2377 & 2378 of 2025
” away recorded agaj
against them. No oral evi

£ evidence was

produced before the Inquiry Offic
er.

No witness from the department,

District Accoun
1
s Office, AG Office, Deputy Director LG&CD Sheikhupura

or DHQ Hospit -
pital Sheikhupura was produced in the presence of the

appellants. Likewi
KECW1S€, Nno Opportunity of cross-examination was afforded to

them.
8 Th
' e H ’ , . y
on’ble Supreme Court of Pakistan 1n reported judgment
B gy
c’:"{, ; %Q\P L\C (C.S.) 675 has categorically held as under:-
FAN 1 W
o ,‘.".\\ i e
il ..‘“-‘-\“ i s g g
CrRy \:\ : ' A r_egular inquiry cannot be considered or labelled a regular
g {15:‘ o inquiry unless fair opportunity is provided to defend the
‘.’,‘i» ‘{ iy charges. The inquiry report in the present case reflects that
i =Gy | only the charges were confronted to the petitioner, and his
i <N t '
.~ __:__‘_..-' }

response was recorded, and this was the end of the story.”

Similarly, in Hon'ble Supreme Court of Pakistan reported as 2023 SCMR

PASr A

603, the Hon’ble Supreme Court held as under:- | ATy 4

«Whether the evidence is trustworthy or inspires confidence

can only be determined through the tested tool of cross-
examination, which serves as the primary safeguarg
assessing its credibility and probative value.”

: AP
The law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of Pakigt @

attracted to the facts of the present case. Once allegations involving fraud,

{abrication and bogus appointments Were leveled against the appellants, it
became incumbent upon the department to establish such allegations
through legally admissible evidence produced during a regular inquiry.

Mere inter—departrnental correspondence, office notings, Or administrative

assumptions could never substitute formal proof in accordance with law.

9. It is pertinent to observe that the department itself issued a
letter dated 10.12.2024 to the Deputy Director, LG&CD Sheikhupura for
verification of the appointment orders. In response thereto, vide letter
dated 13.01.2025, the Deputy Director, LG&CD Sheikhupura merely

stated that after scrutiny of the available record, no appointment record of
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the officials
concerned
cou
S ld be found in the office. How
S e ever, significantl
tl ment al knowledged the existence of an FIR rel .
relating to theft

10 :
5 Likewise
» correspondence w
as made with DHQ Hospi
ospital

Sheikhu

pura. re 1 i

: garding the medical certificates of the appellants. The

edical Superi ' |
perintendent, vide letter dated 22.02.2025, simply reported

that the
old record was not traceable. At no stage did the Medical

s i T > r'
S Superintendent declare the medical certificates fake or bogus More

b 50 i g

T -
v (2T

T date 31.12.1998. to conten
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itnportantly, neithe ' .
EoN | y r any witness from DHQ Hospital was produced nor
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g)\pfgxp,cd hospital record was summoned during the inquiry proceedings.
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2l ‘/l:lf ! The respondents also relied upon a tentative seniority list

et

d that the names of the appellants We€re

allegedly missing therefrom and, therefore, their appointments were

doubtful. However, I have carefully examined the gaid document and find

that the same is merely an unverified photocopy without any office diary

number, dispatch number or proof of circulatibn. No original record was
produced before this Tribunal. Furtherrnore,‘ the department failed to
niority list. It is settled law that adverse findings

produce a1y finalized s€

cannot legally b

evidentiary value.

12. Another important aspect of the ma_ttelr is that’the-app [lants
continuously served the dcpartment for nearly thrirty ygars. Duri}!u%“thi.s‘
entire period, they remained posted through official transfer and posting

ities. Their service books were

maintained by the department itself. Service yerifications Were conducted
through the District Accounts Offices. GP Fund accounts and personal
cre released through AG Punjab after

numbers were allotted. Qglaries W
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- Itis al
S0 a matter of official record that during the year 1999
f Yy vy v

service and offi :
offi : ‘
ce record relating to various employees was stolen and

-, sauisf;
: -

unlawfui :
11}; sold by one Riaz Masih, a sanitary worker. An FIR was

RO R e YO
e

; tég‘i‘%‘ﬁez:ecig i i
z el Y aoa-lnst o H . .
A~ Y % S him; he was convicted and sentenced to imprisonment

S ARA rerion i ilability o
e {QlYed from service. ’I‘herefore,‘non-avallablhty of old record stands

o
A}
Lo e

wey t, )
%gjtoqﬂy explained through official documentary evidence. The

r.’." -
N E i e \.‘\" i‘
. H

i L 9z . :
... —appellants cannot be penalized for loss or destruction of departmental

record, particularly when such loss occurred while the record rem ided in

the custody and control of the department itself.

14. It is by now a settled principle of service jurisp € that
where an employee has served the departmeht for decades under the
knowledge, supervision and control of the competent authorities, his
services cannot be disturbed merely on the basis of suspicion,
presumption Or missing record, unless clear evidence of fraud,
concealment OT misrepresentation is established against him. Fraud must
not only be specifically alleged but must also be proved through cogent,
convincing and legally admissible evidence. In the present case, 11O
evidence has béen produced to establish that the appellants forged the
appointment letters themselves, manipulated official record, or obtained

appointments through deceitful means.

15. The cases of the present appellants are clearly distinguishable
from those of the other officials proceeded against by the department,

inasmuch as during the entire course of departfnental proceedings as well

Le
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as the de novo inqui
Inqu
| quiry, no  material, evidence o
discovered to establish that t i
b at the appointments of the present appell
were bogus, fake o ioh
> '
fraudulently obtained. Rather, the record produced
before the inqui | o
ul . .
. quiry authorities reflects that the appellants remained in
continuous governm : ,
ent servi
ice for nearly three decades and their service

history wa :
y was consistently acknowledged by the department itself through

quiry proceedings reveal that unlike

hat bogus or

i
official acts and documents. The In

~ertain other officials against whom the department claimed t

aced, no such allegation €

contrary, the appellants

fabricated record had been tr ould substantively
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Pt ”,,kp\e pfOVbd against the pr esent appellants. On the
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| *-{“ o pmduced sufficient documentary material before the authorities, including
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-;.'-}_;_,\ 5t @ 'comeé of appomtment—related documents, joining reports, medical fitness
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‘ ERI G ;e’fnﬁ@ates semonty lists, devolution plans, transfer and posting orders,
g pPCe GP Fund details. personal numbers, pay b1lls serv1ce verification
!
and other

d through the District Accounts Offices,
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odtiction of such ;naté‘rlai

entries conducte
and regular service

d record demonstratm
wever, despite the pr

ies failed to record any specific finding, obs

the inquiry authoritie
r evidentiary value

g the authenticity ©
nor did they declare any of the said

silence of the department on

se rvice-relate

under the department. Ho
ervation or

of the documents

rebuttal regardin
d by the appellants,
d or fabricated. The
ects thait the alleg

furnishe

documents to be forge
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these material documents itself refl
y leg

e appellants rer_goiped ux}eupported b
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E evidence.
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| 16 1t is further an admitted position on record—ttat the
years

appellants served the departrnent continuously for more than twenty
supervision and control of the competent

knowledge,
ver

under the
iod, the department ne

ntire prolonged perio

authorities. During this €
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competent authoriti
orities from time to time. Such overwhelming official

conduct of the
department casts doubt on subsequent allegation that the

eeeeidppelants h

_______ ad f 1

TR 1 raudulently inducted themselves into service. Moreover
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iZnappellants were admittedly not custodians of the official departmental
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mg:mtainance of old service record lying in the offices of the department.
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—qHerelore, any missing, lost or untraceable record, particularly when the

department itself acknowledged theft and disappearance of record from its

custody. cannot legally be used against the appellants nor can they be

penalized for the negligence, loss or mishandling of record by the

department itself. In these circumstances, the cases of the present

appellants stand on an entirely different and distinguishable footing farO/.r

s allegedly involved bogus or fabricated

those officials whose casé

17 From the foregoing discussion, this Tribunal has

the inescapable conclusion that the departme‘nt has failed to prove the

allegatiocns leveled against the. appellants through reliable, lawful and

sible evidence. The inquiry proceedings were conducted in gross

admis
s of the PEEI?A" Act, 2006 as well as

violation of the mandatory provision

the principles of natural justice. Consequently, the findings recorded by

petent authority,

the Inquiry Officer and the orders passed by the com

cannot legally be sustained.
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18. In view of t i :
_ he foregoing discussion, this Tribunal is of the

onsidered opini :
c puion that the impugned order dated 05.04.2025 as well as

the appellat
PP e order dated 16.06.2025 are not sustainable in the eye of law

oo G

being violative of due process, based upon no evidence, suffering from

material procedural irregularities, and being ‘manifestly arbitrary and
discriminatory. Accordingly, the instant appeals are allowed. The

impugned order dated 05.04.2025 passed by the D1rector, LG&CD Lahore ' '
Division, Lahore, and appellate order dated 16. 06 2025 are hereby set |
&Std?"%e appellants are reinstated into service. The intervening period

e 2 N
_..:é-;."*" shalﬂ:e' treated as leave of the kind due. TR E e AR o i
3 : : . :
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| Before parting with this _]udgment it is clarified that the

¥
~L

‘ ff‘}'}{.p;ﬁn;s»_.‘_nnf:" caje has been decided strictly on the basis of evidence and record

- .g-mm-u--a-r‘-w--‘—----—-'

nt appellants' alone. 'The cases of other co-

accused / co-officials, if pending pefore any authority or forum, shall be

decided independently in accordance with their own facts, evidence and

circumstances, without being influenced by the observations made herein,

as the record reveals t+hat each case involves distinct factual aspects.

ANNOUNCED
21.05.2026
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