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r Section 4 of the Punjab Service
e order dated 20.10.2025 passed
Hjab, whereby the appellant was

retirement from_service on the /

awarded the major penalty of compulsor
following allegations:

“His lack of presence and attentio
administration. He failed to monitor
Operating Procedures (SOPs), which

W in the. ward has led to weak

the implementation of Standard
is a critical oversight.”

Feeling aggrieved, -the appellant filed a dt)artmental review petition before

the Chief Minister, Government of E

njab, which is still pending
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adjudication. Subsequently, the appella

before this Tribunal within the prescribed

2, Learned counsel for the apj

conducted under the Punjab Emplo}
Accountability Act, 2006 was vitiated by
The appellant was denied access to esse€;
effective dcfence, thereby seriously preju
against the allegations. The mandatory
1———-—-:;——-——-1;&43: the PEEDA Act, 2006 were not folld

o —

AT
‘ ,Q\\ pf%efldmgs were conducted in an 4rb1tra
* o\

Ifl' \: ‘.3\

\ ¢: : "lear\ iolation of the principles of natu
bty \1 & ~/

-

——

}}‘ &5 ¢ 3 B« ‘C dings unlawful and unsustainablg
——-—-———mtrﬁtately rccommgpdcd imposition of {

retirement froxﬁ se;Vicc wndey Section 4(1)
3. It is further cou;cndsd that th
examination of the record, facts, and sqbn

material defects and deficiepcies in the

4

4 2 2 i .
hearing officer modified . the proposed peha

compulsory retirement to forfeiture of pas
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ht instituted the instant appeal

statutory period.

bellant submits that the inquiry
vees Efficiency, Discipline and
serious procedural irregularities.
ntial documents necessary for an
dlcmg his nght to defend himself
procedural safeguards prov1ded
wed in letter and spirit. The epﬁre
ry, biased, and unfair manner, in
rql Justicc, rendering the inquiry
1r1 the eyes of law. The inquiry
the m:gijor penalty of compulsory

[b)(iv) of the PEEDA Act, 2006.

\e authorized hearing officer, upon
pissions of the appellant, identified

ipquiry repart. Copsequently. the

d uc e same _from

‘\g % "

y 5 e v . ._v’ ) b
t service for a_period of dne year

under the PEEDA Act, 2006. This mg

contention that the original recommendal
excessive, disproportionate, and not suj

~ basis. . ‘
4. .. W wasfarther.contended th

findings of the hearihg officer, the Corr;f)
any cogent reasons for disagreement and,

recorded in the hearing report, arbitrari

compulsory retirement from service vide

idification strongly supports the
rion of compulsory retirement was

pported by ap

< AP t
it despite the d reasoned

stent’ Authdfity, without assigning

lawful or factual

without adverting to the findings

ly imposed the major penalty of

order dated 20.10.2025. It is a

ey mem e e <
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ey

settled principle that where a compete

findings or recommendations of g
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nt authority disagrees with the

such

disagree Iini
greement must be supported by speaking and reasoned justification in

ac ‘ inct
cordance with the principles of natural justice and fair play. In appropriate

cases, a direction for re-hearing may also

fairness. In the present case, however, no

for such disagreement, nor was any re-he

]itlgncd order illegal and contrary to set

Professor, BS-18), who were allegedly mg

be warranted to ensure procedural

reasons whatsoever were recorded

3

raring ordered, which renders the

Hed principles of law, as laid down

SCMR 147.

milarly placed officials, namely Dr.
r. Malgeha Johar Zaidi (Assistant

re directly involved in the stated

lapses, were either exonerated or awgrdlcgl ahubstantia!}y Jesser penalties. In

conu‘fast, the appellant, ‘yvho_s'c rale was pu
been singled out and subjected' to' the
retirement. This manifest disparity re
selective application ofA disciplinary ju

constitutional princi;ﬁle of equality before

is not susta.mable in law and is contra
|i f,

superior courts, as enuncnaq,d m 2005 |

‘. LY

0.

0 ..",

514, 1984 PLC (C.S.) 560, and PLy 02+ T
a disproportionate penalty upon the af
directly responsible . officers have been
renders the impugned action arbitrary,

principles of fairness and proportionality.

6. It was further contended that

;'rg}y B.HPCI".”!}QW gp,q indirect, has
ﬁﬁrshé‘st ppna:llr'y Qf."compﬂ)qary
flects discriminatory treaﬁnent.
risciiction, and violation of the
law. Such arbitrary differentiation
ry"to the consistent view of the

PLC (c.s.) 1508, 2002 PLC (C.S.)

‘RQ (Scwlcc) 8(] The 1mposxtion of

P
1N
L Y

pellant, while sumlarly or mor.t":

treated leniently or exonerated,

unjust, a
Do 4

the impugned

of settled

itiated by

multiple legal and procedural infirmities, includfng violation of due process,

non-consideration of material findings of },he hearing officer, discriminatory
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and mi icati : :
misapplication of discretionary powers in disciplinary

matters. It i .
1s further argued that the respgndents have failed to produce any

dul ;
Yy approved and notified relevant set of Standard Operating Procedures

(SOPs), which was in field immediately b

efore the incident and which was

allegedly violated by the appellant. Even otherwise, no material was brought

on record by the department to establish that any approved and notified

SOPs were in field immediately before the

happening of the allcgcd incident.

In the absence of such foundational matcrlal the allcgatlon regardmg fallurc

to implerpent SOPs could not legally st

penalty. ’I?he same is thcreforé arbitrary, ill

is dcujrdmgly praycd that this Honourab

@m
thé; Ttant appeal, set asldc the impug

‘u
i on ﬁ.@g@ét 1 ponsequanﬂal scrv;cc benefits
\(‘f. ks :z_\
\4;~ , _iMsHce
e LR
7. Conversely, the learned D,;:pl

appcal and contendcd that the same is 1
not mamtamable under’ the -law. .It i8 arg

were conducted strictly in accordance W

Employees Efficiency, Discipline and A¢

opportunity of defence was affordéd to th

proceedings. The allegations against the a

Rl danss

1stam the 1mpos1tton of a major
legal, and unsustainable in law. It
Je Tribunal may graciously accept
wd order dated 20.10.2025, and

the interest of

;ty Dls,trl ey opposed the

uaconpcwcq' dcvq;q of merit, and
;ucd &hat thc lnqmry proceﬁq;pgs
ith the provisions of tha Pqn]ab
~countability Act, 2006 and full
e appellant at every stage of the

ppellant stood duly proved on the

basis of documentary as wpll as oral

idence available on the record,

therefore, the competent: authorlty rxghtly xmgosed the penalty of compulsory
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retirement from service. It is further contended that Rb illcﬁﬁ];ty prochural

irregularity, mala fide, or jurisdictional defect has been pomted out

warranting interference by this Tribun

jurisdiction. The learned Deputy District

al in exercise of its appellate

Attorney accordingly prayed for

PR SR

¥ 2o =
TR

 pEAT DR R SPRIE R Rt 3 G A oy 1 A T ke B P e S R R
Y B e A e
e R D D Y L 0 ) s e toics i

I




/ _5_', i)

JUDGEMENT SHEET
' Appeal No.492/2026

TN o

dismissal o i :
- f the instant appeal being without substance and devoid of any

legal force.

8.
I have heard the learned counsel for the appellant as well as the

learned Deputy District Attorney and have also gone through the available

record wjth their able assistance.

2. From thc perusal of the rebord, it appears that the eptire
departmental action against the appellam, primarily rests upon allegations
¢ implementation of SOPs.

of weak gdministraﬂor; and failur¢ to monitor

During the pr Qcﬁedings, the dcpartn}cnt was twice djrected to
set of relev;mt 8OPs that hyve bcfen adverted to in the allegations.

Foduc;: on recard that spe

produce that

‘ i /"—-speaﬁ‘:
L
/2 13uf Lh{: respondent Qcpqrtmpm fallcd ta p

” G‘ re“leuahf set of duly approvcd and r;ot

that were in field immcdiaf

and whose ‘violation and non~lmplementaﬂon haatl ‘been allegeq

cific and

ified het of Standard Operating

cly hefore the pecurrence of the

Pfot:cdﬂ res,

'U

alleged event

The record is conspicuously silent about the existence of any relevant SOPs

alleged occurrence. In the absence

in field immediately before the time of the

of any such foundational material, the allegation relating to non-

implementation of SOPs becomes legally doubtful and-cannot validly form

the sole hasis for 1mposmon Qf a maJOf per}alty

Hptecy .

" Moreover, (¢ franapirea., that tlge _inqui
nd Accountablhty ‘Act, 2006 was.

10.

Punjab Employees Efficiency, Discipline &

not conducted strictly in accordance with the mandatory procedural

safeguards envisaged under the law. The consisfent stance of the appellant

is that he was not afforded access to the essential and relevant documents

relied upon m the inquiry proceedings, thereby seriously prcjudicing his

Lt 20 4
right to a lair opporunity oI ucience. It is a settled principle of law that

disciplinary proceedings, though administrative in character, are required to

conform to the minimum standards of] due probess and fair trial as
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guaranteed un :
der Article 10A of the Constitution of the Islamic Republic of

I} el REPE - NS

Pakistan, 197 isi
3. Non-provision of material documents forming the basis of

allegations stri
trikes at the very root of |fairness and vitiates the entire

proceedings.
gs. In the present case, thed record does not satisfactorily

q ,

emonstrate that such mandatory safeguards were duly complied with,
rendering the inquiry proceedings legally c}oubt}ul and unsustainable.

11, The inquiry record is conspi¢uously silent with regard to any

concrete, cogent, admissible, or leéally rejiable cvidanéc to substantiate the

charge. No techpical report, expert opinian, or independent verification has

bee brogght on recdrd to cstablish that any administrative and /or

o=

...__

’ n., tpchxucal lapse dttnbutable t,o ;he appe]laf)t haq, in fact, qccurred. It is well
Sl se‘pﬂ é d that in diat:ipllnary prpcet,dmga. particularly where allegations
A Wy J.; I A \

J _l,c mstltutlonal or tmhnical funcﬂnn ng, thc chargc must be proved by

Pt partment thrqugh reliable and con\'lncma techmcal material, and e

onus squarely lies upon the departmcnt
basis of credible and legally admissib
conjectures, or general observations cai

technical proof. In the instant case, the i

been conducted without any proper evid entiary‘ and tech

A B % %

thercby rendcning thc ﬁqdmgp legally unsu

"
b 1!\"‘ oy,

12. It is further observed that"the
any specific document or material which |
The failure to confront incriminating maﬁ
amounts to a clear violation of the princi
established principle that no penalty car
unless the charge is established thro

admissible evidence and the delinquer

to esta‘bhsh the auegatmn qn ;
le evidence. Mere presumptlons,
not take the place of legal and

hquiry proceedings appear to have

foundation,

xstaina.ble.

appc’ﬂam“m,as not Q_ﬁ ted w1th
formed the basis ot: -the allegatmns
erial and denial of relevant record
bles of natural justice. It is a well-
1 be irl;xposed upon a civil servant
1gh reliable, cogent, and legally

't officer is afforded a fair and

reasonable opportunity to rebut the material sought to be relied upon

astieemrt el
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pellant repeatedly moved

against him. T
he record further reveals thfat the ap
ing the inquiry

applicatio o
P ns for provision of relevant documents durin

me were npt supplied t
ing the entire proces

serious prejudice to his defence and rerjderin

o him, resulting in

proceedings; however, the sa
s unfair,

unjust, and violative of due process.
have also been

a-wise comments filed by the department

rved that the respo

alsed by | at
general jn nature

13. The par

perused with due care. [t is obse
ifically rebut the materxal contentlons '%

spec
tegor -ical manner ’I‘he

cornments are
:sed by the

meamngful and ca
al objections rai

,[\-/:”and‘do ‘Luot address the core legal and factus
% }_ § pelf;mt with regard to procedural 1rregularities.
fpm s T L. o
; »._\' | 14“—;:/:.;. i; e alao Pc fﬂm’,n._t Fq obse ryc that l:hc inquiry committee failed
""""" | ";"t‘é"fak?imto cnnsmeratipn tpe dpcum.enbaw cv;dence avmlable on record,
which cledrly demopstrates that the appellam had taken proactive and
instructions

e nogﬁcatiqna qu
RrRgE 2024, ,fmd

4.2024,

prevqntwe adTlnlstrauVe measures. The
+ td v

issued by the appellant partxcularly dated- 30. 10 2024,
24, as well as earlier directives d

jsh that the appellal

and strengthening ad
material evidence rend

ated 08.11.2023 and 22.0

tively engaged in

13.11.20
nt remained ac

unequivocally establ
ministrative oversight.

ensuring complian'ce with SOPs
h relevant and ers the

consxderatlon of suc
s one -sided, arpltrary

Non-
Lnd contragi to settled principles

inquiry proceeding

r adjudication.” "

governiﬁg fai

: : . % 8L 3
15. It is noteworthy that the Inqujry Officer, & clusion of the
did not recommend, the penalty ultimately imposed

inquiry proceedings,,
Rather, the Authorized Hearing Officer, upon

upon the appellant.
stances,

raisal of the record | and attending circum

independent app
Authority, while

recommended a lesser penalty. However,| the Competent
disagreeing with the recommendation of the Hearing Officer, proceeded to
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award the appellant the major penalty

service. The .
record does not reveal any cogent or convincing reasons for s

departure from the recommendation of the
serious question regarding the proportiona
action.

16. It is further observed that d

responsibility were ei

the appellang, whose role was purely S

i 6\ lawful §US,tiﬁcation,

;:‘ \"_Z'-:.--'}.:ul\)‘jectf:d to the severest penalty of

er differentiated treatment,

Y
(. ‘amoun

5 U

in the absence

y T |

is violation of the dd

ts to discriminatory eXerci

principle 1s that nqual

basis, and any such arbitré,ry di{ferchatL

action. It is equally well settjed t
authority in disciplinary proceedings, i8 uy
¢ o YRV ‘ A &l s

4 :
charge against the dclinqucnft officer on th

and legally admissible evidenc

the entire proceedin

17. The Hon’ble Supreme Court, i

(C.S) 675, has categorically held:-

e
e

] “A_regular incjuiry ‘cannpt b}a éon
e el Tanless s fair, qpportunity |

fficials who h

ther exonerated or awarded

supervisory in natu

cyrine of equality b
se of diq:c_ipling’ry juris

g cannot be treated une

an vitiates the entir

hat the department, heif
id.ﬁr a legal obligaﬁ;ﬂ.?l. to prave the

e, and féilure to discharge

gs unsustainable in lay.

>
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of compulsory retirement from

uch

Hearing Officer, thereby raising @

lity and fairness of the impugned

ad the operationa.l

lesser penalties, whereas

re, has been

compulsory’” ~retirement. Such

of any rational cla_;ssiﬁcation or
efore law and
diction. The settled

qually without reasonable

e disciplinary

g the prosecuting

e basig of tryshyorthy,,,cqqyipp%gg.

burden rcnd;:;:‘gg

2025 PLC

n its reported j nt

istclered or labeled a regular

is ‘prouided .10 defend the

aport in’'the preseah §ase reflects that only

charges. The inquiry repo
the charges were confronted to th

e petitioner; dnd his_response -

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

It is further held by the Honorable suprer

2023 SCMR 603 that:-

“Whether the evidence is trustwort
sted tool of cross-examination,

only be determined through the te!

he court in its reported judgment

hy or inspires confidence can

which serves as the primary safequard for assessing its

credibility and probative value.”
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rec
qrd further reveals that no direct,

tanglble or le a e
g "y admi v
1ssible & ldCﬂCe both operatxonal and t 1,
S8 chnical, has

been bro
ught on r
ecord ;
to substantiate the allegations leveled against the

a
ppellant. The findings of the inqui
ry,

thergfore, rest merely on assumptions,

presumpti
Onsp Con'
ectu
. res, and general pbservations rather than on any

conc
rete, cogent, and legally sustaina

It is_ fug'the; evident that

j.lant, nor was any pppartunity of

ity, credibility, or reliability of the alleg

adhc;rcncc to such fundamental proced|

valugble right of cross-examination,

yitiated, being Viél&ﬁi’c of the principles of

20.

varlous notlﬁcatlons and ac;mipistmtivc

time ’ ' to tlme for ensuring pcttcr

admmxstratlve dlscmhne, However, thc im

such material evidence in its true pers

evidence renders the inquiry

21. Another important aspect

offici

incident, were -either exonerated or
] . e

appellant, whose role admit
subjected to the harshest penal.y

discriminatory treatment, without any

It is also notewurthy that the

proceedings &

als, who allegedly had more direct

ittedly,_remail

ble proof, which is essential to justify

the settled principles of service

no wiiness was produced against the
cross-examination afforded to test the

ced material. In the absence of

wral safeguards, particularly the

eptire inquiry proceedings stand

the
nz;tural justice and fair play.

» appejlant had placed on record

jnstructions jssued by him from
suprrylsiop and implementation of

JH‘{Y pgmm;ttce faxled to consider

pec tlve. Noh-dona;gjpmﬂp_n

rbitrary and one-side

of the matter is that similarly placed

opérational responsibility in the

dealt with leniently, whereas the

)

hed supervisory in nature, was

X%

Such

..:u A,
i

of computsory - retirement.

lawful justification or rational basis,
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offend ituti
s the constitutional principle of equq

In disciplinary matters

22.
Nevertheless, from the overa

a in
ppears that being head of the departm

a
ppellant c:._mpot be held completel

shd

responsibility. Certain supervisory

T

attributable to him to a llmxtcd extent Hov

of enforceablc SOPs on " record, lack

;rregularltnes in mquxry prpceedmgs, dis

pverak facts and u'cumst,empcs of thp

‘app

' ﬁr&m%rilt imposed upoy He @P.P,f—'l.lé}m f}?l

o\ VS N \._l,
gt ¥ .“

1sprqp0{
B Consequentfy. far the. ._[93‘6391

accepted. The impugned order dated 20.]

that the major penalty of compulsory retire

converted into the penalty of
period shall be t

is
service. The intervening

it is clarlﬁed that the penalty

S e 8

cllant ] senlorlty Moreover,
e SR P DIV iy g,

pcnalty of «Censure” 'shéll not ‘be tfgaﬂ

However

accordance with law.

Q,?"‘\- F,_ Y : o 1‘ G /J‘

ANNOUNCED n}ab Ll rdtot Tripunsd
—_-_——_-__——-—_ sl PR 3
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Certified that this judgment €O

has been dictated, read and signed by me.

tionate to thc na[}lrﬁ af allegatmn

“Censure’.

while consydcrmg his case for

JUDGEMENT SHEET

Appeal No.492/2026

ality before law and fair treatment

11 circumstances of the case, it

rent and supervisory officer, the

y ahsolved of administrative

tcommgs may reasonably be

vever, ke_cping jn view the absence

pf dircct cvldencc, procedural

5cnmmatory t;‘catment and the

cgsc, the pcnalty of compulsory

Ds,ars hlghly cxccsswe, harsh, and

5.

Lﬁr rpasons.r thlp appral ;s pardy

0. 2025 is modlﬁcd to thc extent

ment imposed upon the appellant

The appellant is reinstated in

reated as leave of the kind due.

of ‘Censure’ shall not affect the

promotxon, the

-
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