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—— GOVERNMENT OF THE PUNJAB
4 SPECIAL EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

REMAND ORDER

No. SO(ESTT.)2-03/07: WHEREAS, disciplinary proceedings through a regular inquiry
were initiated against Mr. Muhammad Zubair, Instructor Physical Education (BS-17) /

ex-Incharge-Principal, Gouvt. Secondary School of Special Education (Hearing
Impaired), Pakpattan presently posted in Govt. Special Education Centre, Muridkey
(‘accused officer’) under the PEEDA Act, 20086, vide Order of Inquiry dated 08.11.2024
on the charges of inefficiency, misconduct and corruption by appointing Mrs. Nadia
Saeed, Headmistress (BS-18), Govt. Higher Secondary School of Special Education for

HIC (Boys), Sahiwal as Inquiry Officer.

2. AND WHEREAS, the Inquiry Officer after conducting inquiry into the
charges submitted inquiry report and recommended imposition of following penaities

upon the accused officer:

Major penalty of ‘recovery from Pay émounting to Rs. 260,614/-’ under

- Section 4(1)(b)(i) of the PEEDA Act, 2006; and
ii. ~ Major penalty of ‘forfeiture of past service for a period of 03 years’

under Section 4(1)(b)(iii) of the PEEDA Act, 20086.

3. AND WHEREAS, upon receipt of the inquiry report, Show Cause-Cum ‘Z/
Personal Hearing Notice was issued to the accused officer under Section 13(4) of the

PEEDA Act, 2006 directing him to submit additional defense, if any, and also to appear
for personal hearing before Deputy Secretary, Special Education Department / Hearing

Officer appointed under Section 13(4)(c) of the PEEDA Act, 2006. } \I\’I\
4. AND WHEREAS, after hearing the accused officer in présence of
Departmental Representative, the Hearing Officer submitted report of hearing
proceedings highlighting grave procedural lapses and material irregularities in the
inquiry proceedings and suggested to remand the inquiry to the Inquiry Officer under
Section 13(6) of the PEEDA Act, 2006 to conduct the inquiry strictly in accordance with

law and the following directions may also be issued:

The Inquiry Officer shall summon and record the statement of the

contractor/firms who supplied the alleged goods.
Physical verification of the school store, sports equipment, and furniture

shall be conducted and documented.
The accused officer shall be granted full right to cross-examine all

prosecution witnesses.
All documents and defense evidence submitted by the accused officer

shall be thoroughly examined and discussed in the final findings.
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5. AND WHEREAS, upon a comprehensive e

in conjunction with the fi xamination of the inquiry report

- beon observed th:tdmgs' of_ the Hearing Officer as recorded in the hearing report
¢ principal charge against the accused officer pertains to thé

g'f::f:n;:ggz:}gaﬁlslfag:d ::S?tt):ropriation of sports goods. The accused officer has
ce that the relevant items i
stock en‘tries wgre duly recorded. It is an undeniab\?lee;ii::it)\:: T;B? atéiﬁi?\?sfr(;?is:ﬁ;% ?::t
proceedings 'WhICh are quasi-judicial in nature must be based on cogent, credible, and
complete evidence. The failure of the Inquiry Officer to summon ano; examiné the
cont(actor, a direct and indispensable witness whose testimony could conclusively
confirm or disprove delivery and receipt of the alleged items, amounts to a gross
procedural omission. This failure violates the mandate of fair inquiry under the PEEDA
Act, 2006. As per stance of the accused officer, he repeatedly requested the Inquiry
Officer to physically inspect the Centre’s store and verify the presence of sports and
other items. Such inspection is a simple and direct means of substantiating or negating
allegations of fictitious purchases. The refusal of the Inquiry Officer to conduct such a
crucial verification process not only deprived the inquiry of an objective evidentiary basis
but also constitutes a dereliction of procedural diligence. The Inquiry Officer's reliance
solely on the statements of staff of the Centre, without corroborative physical
verification, undermines the factual foundation of the findings.

6. AND WHEREAS, right of cross-examination is a cardinal tenet of due
process and is specifically envisaged under Section 10(1) of the PEEDA Act, 2006. The
accused officer has consistently maintained that while statements of various individuals
were recorded in his presence, he was not afforded the opportunity to cross-examine
those witnesses. The inquiry report is conspicuously silent on whether this right was
granted or exercised. The absence of this essential procedural safeguard denies the
accused officer the opportunity to challenge the credibility and potential bias of
witnesses, and vitiates the very object of a fair and impartial inquiry. It is further
observed that the accused officer during course of inquiry proceedings produced a
voluminous and detailed written defense, with supporting documents, receipts, stock
registers, training records, photographs, and certificates. Several of these documents
were either not considered or summarily disregarded by the Inquiry Officer without
appropriate analysis or rebuttal. The absence of a reasoned and balanced evaluation of
defense evidence offends the principles of natural justice and raises serious doubts as
to the impartiality and adequacy of the inquiry process. In light of the aforementioned
material irregularities, the present inquiry cannot form the basis for imposition of major
penalties. The Inquiry Officer failed to observe essential procedural safeguards, relied
on incomplete and unverified record, and omitted to examine the most material

evidence.

75 NOW THEREFORE, in view of the foregoing, |, Muhammad Khan
Ranjha, Secretary Special Education / Competent Authority, in exercise of powers
conferred under Section 13(6) of the PEEDA Act, 2006, hereby remand the inquiry to
the Inquiry Officer with the direction to re-conduct the inquiry strictly in accordance with
the provisions of the PEEDA Act, 2006, ensuring that statements of all concerned
witnesses are recorded, physical verification of stock is made and the right of cross-
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