REGISTERED
GOVERNMENT OF THE PUNJAB

A SPECIAL EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
Sy
S

PENALTY ORDER

No. SO(Estt)13-9/2022. WHEREAS, joint disciplinary proceedings through a regular
inquiry under the PEEDA Act, 2006 (‘Aci’) were initiated against Mr. Umar Sharif
(BS-18), District Education Officer (Special Education), Bahawalpur (‘accused
officer No. 1’) and Ms. Sobia Pervaii, Assistant Professor (BS-18), Incharge
Principal, Govt. Degree College of Special Education, Bahawalpur (‘accused officer
No. 2') (both accused officers are hereinafter Jointly referred to be as ‘accused

officers’) on the following charges of ineficiency and misconduct by appointing Mr.
Qaiser Abbas Shah, Principal (BS-19) Gouvt. Secondary School for Hearing

Impaired, Jhang as Inquiry Officer;

CHARGES AGAINST MR. UMER SHARIF / ACCUSED OFFICER
NO. 1

i The accused officer remaiied inefficient in discharging his official
duties, as assigned to him, in befitting manner. His monitoring
remained very poor as he dd not act promptly to report the matter of
physical abuse / molestation of special student by Muhammad Aslam,
Hostel Superintendent (BS-12), Govt. Degree College of Special
Education, Bahawalpur to the: higher authorities in a timely manner and

violated the SOPs regarding child protection.

The accused officer visited C ovt. Degree College of Special Education,
Bahawalpur on 26.11.2024 and constituted a probe committee to probe
into the matter of physical atuse / molestation of special student by Mr.
Muhammad Aslam and to sudmit a fact-finding report within three days.
However, the committee feiled to comply with the given timeline.
Instead of ensuring timely: compliance in accordance with SOPs
regarding child protection, the accused officer allowed the matter to
linger on unnecessarily. The' final report was submitted on 30.12.2024
after a lapse of one month and four days, which is a clear act of

negligence on the part of accused officer.

iii. The accused officer received the report on 30.12.2024, and after a
delay of seven days, returned it to the committee on 06.01.2025,
requesting certain corrections. But during all this he did not report the
incident to higher authoritie‘f.s as according to SOPs regarding child
protection it was incumbent'upon him to constitute a child protection
committee and upon report of incident submit a critical incident report.
The probe committee resukimitted the revised report to the accused
officer, on 13.01.2025, after another seven-days delay. However, after
a previous delay of one mcnth and four days, and an additional 14-
days delay, the accused officer received the probe report on
13.01.2025 and instead of fciwarding the case to the higher authorities

on the same day, he delayed it further and forwarded the case on
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15.01.2025, This constituté“* i
failtire 1o ot | 3 tmety marz’n:r?'ear failure to fuifi responsibilities and

iv. The accused officer despite having knowledge of happening of

Muhammad Aslam Hoste' Superi \

n, 2 perintendent BS-12), Gowt.
C'oll_eg.e of Spec:al .Educ;ation, Bahawalpur( did )not or\gcor?;?erig
disciplinary action against trem on account of their negligence.

'ngAzRGES AGAINST MS.§'SOBIA PERVAIZ /| ACCUSED OFFICER

i A fargwell party was hgld o?n 23.11.2024 (Saturday) within the college
premises without obtalnlng prior approval from the competent authority.
Being the head of the Institute, the accused officer failed to prevent

illegal / ille_gitimate / unauthorized activities in the institute, which is a
gross negligence and misconduct on her part.

ii. A case of physical abuse / rMolestation with a special student occurred
on 24.11.2024 after 02:36 AM within the hostel premises due to lack of
oversight and control within' the hostel premises. The accused officer
failed to take immediate znd necessary preventive measures in a

timely manner.

7o

iii.  Despite the gravity of the: incident, the accused officer exhibited

deliberate delay in taking irmmediate and effective action, constituting
an internal committee on 25.11.2024 to investigate the incident after
elapse of one day, instead iJf 24.1 1.2024 (the day of incident) despite
of the fact that the incident was reported in the morning of 24.11.2024

at 06:31 A.M. 4 {

Safety of special students s foremost responsibility of the accused
officer being head of institute but she failed to notice that CCTV
cameras installed in the premises of institute were switched off and she

also failed to monitor activities of the staff and students, which resulted
in occurrence of physical abuse / molestation case with the student on
24.11.2024. The switching off of CCTV cameras at the time of the
incident reflects a clear attempt to conceal evidence, raising serious

concerns about administrativi2 complicity.

iv.

V. The accused officer failed f: monitor that the hostel staff under her
supervision are discharging tﬁeir duties diligently and efficiently aqd not
indulged in any unethical activity and she also failed to devise a
mechanism through which fezdback could be obtained regarding safety

of special students within the§ hostel premises.

vi.  The accused officer has shc?Wn poor administratign: as she remained
unable to monitor activities )f special students within the premises of

the college which reflects hei’ sheer negligence and inefficiency.

vii.  The accused officer failed to}gfulﬁl responsibilities as Incharge Principal
of the college as she tried tc deliberately conceal real facts pertaining
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to the inci ;
€ Incident of physical abuse / molestation of special student and

did not report the matter b i
€ ore the high iti in i '
Sl e i ls gher authorities well in time which

viii. I'I;l;z; (tjhg ac;c;used officer fai'ed to implement the Child Protection SOPs
with th N 13.02.2024, desyite being duty-bound to ensure compliance
compn:niaemsv-ft%r e sgfetty and security of special students. Her non-

: | mandato rot i ;
misconduct. .y protocols constitutes negligence and

2. AND WHEREAS, the Inqui: ' i inqui

3 y A, | quity Officer after conducting thorough inquiry
into the charges submitted inquiry report. wherein the Inquiry Officer recommended
imposition of following penalties upon the accused officers:

[8r.No | Name of accused officer Recommendations
Mr. ' Umar Sharif (BS-18) | Minor penalty of “Withholding of one
1 District ~ Education ~ Office” | increment for a period of 01 year”
(Special Education | under section 4(1)(a)(ii) of the PEEDA
Bahawalpur. Act, 2006.

Ms. i i : .
Profeggg:-a (I;esr_\{lasl)z, /;\ssr;stan.y Minor penalty of “Withholding of one
2 Principal Govt, "S ar%€ | increment for a period of 01 year”
College of Special Bre€ | | \nder section 4(1)(a)(ii) of the PEEDA
pecial Education:
Bahawalpur. ' | Act, 2006.

3. AND WHEREAS, upon redeipt of inquiry report, Show Cause-cum-
Personal Hearing Notice under Section 13(4) of Act ibid was issued to the accused
officers directing them to submit additiona' defence, if any, and also to appear before
the Additional Secretary, Special Educeztion / Hearing Officer appointed under
Section 13(4)(c) of the Act ibid, for personal hearing. The Deparimental
Representative was also directed to appz:ar before the undersigned along with all
record under Section 13(4)(e) of the Act ibd.

4. AND WHEREAS, the Hearing Officer after granting opportunity of
personal hearing to the accused officers in presence of Departmental Representative
submitted report of hearing proceedings stating therein that accused officers filed
additional defence replies. The accused officers while reiterating the stance taken by
them during the inquiry proceedings, requissted that they had performed their duties
with utmost diligence, integrity, and comm.tment, and that no complaint of any nature
had ever been preferred against them throughout their tenure. The accused officers
unequivocally denied the allegations, asserting that the charges framed were
inconsistent with the factual matrix and dccumentary record. They further submitted
that all relevant evidences and official record was duly produced before the Inquiry
Officer in rebuttal of the allegations; however, their version was neither adequately
appreciated nor objectively considered in ‘he inquiry findings. It was contended that
the Inquiry Officer, without proper ev:luation of their defence, erroneously
recommended the imposition of penaltie .. In light of the foregoing, the accused
officers jointly prayed for exoneration from all charges. On the other hand, the
Departmental Representative submitted trat the accused officers were granted- full
opportunity to access and review all docurnentary evidence relevant to the charges.
He further stated that the inquiry proceediings were conducted by the Inquiry Officer
in strict conformity with the provisions of th> PEEDA Act, 2006, and statements of all
material withesses were duly recorded d{jring the proceedings in presence of the
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omf:el& " was emphasiz T TomuTauon was al
entire defence put fortﬁ\3d éhat e Inqutry Officer had S;ugrc;;/‘l(dedi N AR
circumstances and the faCtUa); ctg,?t athtfgsed officers, includlngn ﬂr‘\;o 23?&““‘;'%
The Departmental Re vontext ot the case, prior t ‘ 4 Andies :
. presentative s » Prior to arriving at his findings
misconduct stood o AN et 1 nc
Departmental Reprgsu;)r(\t stl-JbSta”t'ated against accuseedChgfrf?czism/‘\nemd‘a Vi i
officers were devoid of sabl:‘ta argued tha' the assertions advanced ggotr:emg::yc'uthz
e inauley « procsed ance anq dlp not undermine the credibility or le al’ts.e f
onmended by Inquig beHe maintained that the penalties proposegd lz,\:d
Gravily and nature of therymiscg:crjuacrte just, reasonab!e, and commensurate with the
established against the delinquent officers.

5. AND w i -

ot o avZﬁ:bEIE:'S' the Hearing Officer after considering the material

B A emrenis In the shape of inquiry report and keeping in view the

s ree.en ations of the Ihquiry Officer and hearing all concerned

L commendations o{_\.the Inquiry Officer for imposing minor

L : accused officers is in accordance with law and also
ates with magnitude of guilt of the accused officers.

fsir'ldings and /:e"::DomVn!HEdRE_AS, upon careful and exhaustive evaluation of the
Inquiry Officer. and a?tn att;]ons contameili in the inquiry report submitted by the
e R ar"td e er thorough perusal of all records, documentary evidence,
Chiched t'h ense submissions zdduced during the inquiry, it has bee'n g
e at the Inquiry Officer has ccnducted the inquiry in a manner that is
procedurally robust, legally unimpeachalle, and consistent with the principles of
natural j.ustlce. All rights of defense were extended to the accused officers without
obstrqctlon: The accused were given full opportunity to present evidence, cross-
examine witnesses, and substantiate the'r defense. The inquiry proceedings were
falr,. transparent, and in complete conforrity with statutory mandates. After having
meticulously analysed the entire facts, evidence, and sequence of events, the Inquiry
Officer has arrived at conclusions thaii are logically coherent, well-articulated,
factually irrefutable, legally sustainable @nd supported by substantial material on

record.

7 AND WHEREAS, it has bé;en observed that the Inquiry Officer has
conclusively established, beyond any re¢ sonable doubt, that the accused officers
committed the alleged misconduct as enu nerated in the charge-sheet. The charges

found proved pertain to acts of gross n};gligence, wilful disobedience, breach of
1 public servant. It is manifestly clear from

official trust, and conduct unbecoming of ¢
he miscor'duct is not of a trivial or technical nature,

the Inquiry Officer’s report that t _
f duty an‘l calculated indifference to the safety and

but involves serious dereliction o
welfare of vulnerable students. The miséonduct pertains to the mishandling of a

highly sensitive case involving abuse of 'a special child. The inaction and apathy
displayed by the accused officers reﬂc-lgct a reprehensible disregard for child
protection mandates and the fiduciary resgonsibility owed by public servants.

8. AND WHEREAS, it has beén observed that the evidence marshalled
during the inquiry process ovewvhelmingly}f’ establishes that the accused officers, by
their acts of omission and commission, e'%ngaged in conduct gravely detrimental to

t r care. The documented delays,

the institution and the special children uhder thei
omply with mandatory S0Ps,

non-reporting of critical incidents, failire to c ¥ o
bstruction of disciplinary

concealment of material facts, and the deliberate o
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bility ~consti ' iscon
/ ccountability titute  wilfy misconduct, administrative  gel|
elinquency, and

professional unfitness of the highest order. !
AND WHEREAS '
_ : » With regard to char
officer No,t } dnt has been observed that the accused %?fs e faled 1 " o
ndamental duty of promptly Icer No. 1 failed to fulfil his

reporting a: highly sensitive and serious incident of
having knowledge thereof. His failure to

linger without decisive or

delay in receiving, reviewing, and forwardi
i elay ; : arding th
inquiry report, spanning severql unjustified weeks, reflects ngt only admini|strgativ:

g;%tee‘;tg&ysaggrs s'tfgteh:s further been observed that despite multiple opportunities
Famadiate accou;"tab_l.tccuseq officer No. 1 failed to exercise his authority to ensure
reveal & pattern of "y against those directly responsible. Rather, his actions
 irdinate’ offioar pafsswe pompllc;y anc calculated avoidance, thereby shielding
unbecoming of a 'S'I rom timely disciplinary action. Such conduct is not only
il Clt\fl‘ll servant but bprders. on wilful suppression of misconduct. In
Sk e, the charges of misconduct, inefficiency, and negligence levelled

gh order of inquiry are found conclusively proven against accused officer No. 1.

10. AND WHEREAS, with regards to accused officer No. 2, it has been
observed that independent review of the findings, evidence, and statements on
re_cqrd, shows that the accused officer No. 2 allowed unauthorized events to occur
wnthlr! the premises under her charge, incliding a late-night gathering in the hostel.
Despite being the institutional head, she /failed to prevent or control this unlawful
activity. This lapse, which directly precede the abuse incident, is not only a case of
poor oversight but a fundamental breach of the duty of care owed to vulnerable
students. The accused officer No. 2 failed to activate mandatory protective
mechanisms under the Child Protection SOPs following the abuse incident. Her
delayed and half-hearted response—both in constituting an internal committee and
in reporting the matter—constitutes gross non-compliance with statutory directives
designed to protect at-risk students. Her inability to detect or prevent the disabling of
CCTV systems reflects both managerial fa{ilure and systemic negligence. It has also
been noted that despite being informed of the incident in the early hours of the day,
she delayed the official internal response ¢nd reporting to higher authorities until the
next day. This delay and the accompat;'_nying failure to immediately recommend
medical or law enforcement intervention represent dereliction of duty and a potential
attempt to suppress the gravity of the event. The accused officer No. 2's repeated
justifications, evasive defense, and non-pursuit of disciplinary accountability against
her subordinates reflect an alarming admiriistrative void. Her leadership, when it was
most needed, was conspicuously abseit. This not only escalated the trauma
suffered by the victim but risked further irstitutional damage. In light of the above,

the charges against the accused officer No‘f. 2 stand fully substantiated.

11. NOW THEREFORE, |, Muhammad Khan Ranjha, Secretary Special

Education / Competent Authority in the instant case, after having considered all the

aspects, material relating to the case and for reasons stated herein above, in

exercise of powers vested in me under Section 13(5) read with Section 4 of the

Punjab Employees Efficiency, Discipline and Accountability Act, 2006,_ given the

severity of the proven charge of inefficiency and misconduct, while agreeing with the
§
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