REGISTERED

GOVERNMENT OF THE PUNJAB
SPECIAL EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

s

REMAND ORDER

No. SO(Estt) 40-60/2011: WHEREAS, Ms. Hina Iftikhar, Junior Special Education
Teacher (H.| Field / BS-16), previously posted at Govt. Special Education Centre
Thokar Niaz Baig, Lahore, presently reporte:d to department since 16.05.2024'(pursuan,t

fo order dated 13.05.2024 whereby sh#z was directed to report to department)
(‘accused officer No. 1’) filed a complaint dated 25.10.2023 against Mr. Khalid
Mahmood, former Headmaster (BS-17+10% Special Pay), Govt. Speg¢ial Education
Centre, Thokar Niaz Baig, Lahore presently reported to department (‘acéuséd officer
No. 2’) which was forwarded to the Directorate General of Special Education Punjab
(‘DGSE’) vide letter dated 03.11.2023 to submit a report in the mattet to proceed
further. Directorate General of Special Education vide letter dated 17.01.2024 forwarded
a report by Ms. Fouzia Khurshid, Director (Monitoring), DGSE who after corid‘ucting the
probe proceedings (after visiting the Centre and recording statements of a'llﬁ concerned)
stated that Ms. Hina Iftikhar requested for grant for earned leave w.e.f. 26‘.10.2023 to
09.11.2023 (15 days) (on full pay) which was allowed/sanctioned by the Competent
Authority vide order dated 15.12.2023. But after expiry of her leave, she did not attend
the Center w.e.f. 10.11.2023 till to date without any intimation / prior approval of the
competent authority. With regards to accused officer No.2, it was stated. in the report
that the accused officer No. 2 remained inzfficient in the performance of his duties as
the conductor namely Mr. Allah Rakha has been assigned the duty of matters :related to
Accountant General Punjab Office vide office order No. 192 dated 26.11.2022 which is
against the job description of the conducter as a junior clerk is also posted at Gowt.

Special Education Centre, Thokar Niaz Ba:g, Lahore. The attendance register of non-
teaching employees of the Centre is being marked with same font style 'whic‘;h prima
facie shows that attendance is marked by one person on behalf of all non-teaching staff

and apparently seems to be bogus and fake.

2. AND WHEREAS, keeping in view the ancillary and related facts of the

case and on account of availability of sufficient documentary evidence on record,

Secretary Special Education being Competent Authority, while dispensing with regular
inquiry, initiated disciplinary proceedings against the accused officers. Both officers
were issued show-cause notices and given opportunities for personal hearings.
However, their responses were deemed unsatisfactory, and it was decided to }_initiate a
joint regular inquiry to gather evidence end record witness statements due to the

complexity of the case.
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: rﬁr. Accused officer/ Official Racomméndationsw
(o) i
1 Ms. _ Hina Iftikhar, Junior Since the charge stands fully “proved

Special Education Teacher (H.| | against the accused officer, hence, she
Field / BS-16), previously | may be imposed upon, a minor penalty
posted at Govt. Special | of "Censure" under section A(1)(a)()
Education Centre, Thokar Niaz | and a major penalty of "forfeiture . of
Baig, Lahore, presently reported | past service for a period of; (03)

to department. years" under section 4(1)(b)(m) of
(Accused officer No.01) ' PEEDA Act, 2006.

2 Mr. Khalid Mahmood, | Since the charges (No. 01 to 03) sland
Headmaster (BS-17+10% | proved against the accused  officer,

Special Pay), Govt. Special | hence, he may be imposed upon, a
Education Centre, Thokar Niaz | minor penalty of "withholding of

Baig, Lahore. increments for a period of two years"
(Accused officer No.02) ‘ under section 4(1)(a)(ii) of PEEDA Act,
|2006
S AND WHEREAS, upon receipt of the Inquiry Report, Shvc;)w Ciéuse-Cum

Personal Hearing Notice was issued to the accused officers under Section 13(4) of the
PEEDA Act, 2006 directing them to submit addltlonal defense, if any, and also to appear
for personal hearing before Deputy Secretary, Special Education Department/ Hearing
officer nominated under Section 13 (4)(c) of the Act ibid.

6. AND WHEREAS, after hearmg the accused officers / officials in presen(.e
of Departmental Representative, Hearilig Officer submitted report of. .hearing
proceedings stating therein that in the mstant case, it has been brought to hght during
personal hearing that Mr. Muhammad Imran Guard / Chowkidar, who was admittedly
present at the Centre at the time of the ali ercation between Mr. Khalid Mahmood and
the husband of Ms. Hina litikhar on 25.10. 2023 was neither summoned nor examined
during the inquiry proceedings. His testimony constitutes direct and material evidence in
relation to one of the main charges of misconduct. Omission to record the statement of
such a key witness renders the inquiry mcomplete and violative of procedural fairness
as envisaged under the PEEDA framéwork. Moreover, the PEEDA Act, 2006
guarantees the right of the accused officer to cross-examine the witnesses. While the
inquiry report asserts that statements of various staff members were recorded, the
record is silent on whether the accused officers were afforded the opportunity to cross-
examine such witnesses, particularly in relation to the allegations of verbal ‘misconduct
and administrative inefficiency. The right of cross-examination is a cardinal requurement
of due process and an essential safeguard to challenge the credibility, bias, or veracity
of witness statements. The denial or ineffective facilitation of this right compromises the
inquiry’s evidentiary robustness and procecural integrity. Furthermore, it is ev:dent upon
scrutiny that the Inquiry Officer failed to take into account key contextual facts; i mc\udmg
the presence and role of the Guard / Chowkidar during the alleged incident and the
dynamics that led to the altercation. Moreso the medical record of Ms. Hina Ifhkhar has
also not been considered by the Inquiry Cfficer. The Hearing Officer suggested that it
will be in the fitness of things that inquiry i¢ remanded to the Inquiry Officer to fill these

factual gaps and to enable a just adjudlcatuon based on a complete evndentlary record.
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