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Ms. Majida DJo Abdul Raszagut

W/o Jabbar Al Meniaon, Mussliom, Adult,

Ex- Lanpguage Teschdg Inutly posted at

Gorvernment Girls Mjh Sc ool Koto Khan lLashin
(E_EM.IS Code 425028A0) Taluka Tando Ghulam Hyder,

L APPELLANT

VERSUS

v 9 | The Secretary,
e Schools Education & Literacy Department,
Government of Sindh, Sindh Sccretlariat,

3 Karachi, Sindh

The Directar,
jrcation (ES&ES),

Governmedl of Sindb, Hyderabad,

l:u

RESPONDENTS

Ms, Sana Junjhi, advocate for the appeliant,
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Brief f§cts are that the show cause notce dated

as SCrVing as

15.12.2022 was issfled against the appellant while she w

School Education & Literacy Department on

Languu.gc Teacher

R —

5
ke
=
3



2
P—

account of absenve from duties. The appellant replied the show caune

notice and then ret |m|llir‘nl No.2 awarded major puumhmr-ui of

el 22.03 2025

Removal from Servic * to the appellant vide order date

order by filing undated

The appellant cha snged  the  said

departmental appeal gefore the respondent No.1, which was rejected

vide order dated 24.17.2024. Thereafter the appellant filed second
deparlmcntal appeal on 28.08.2024 before Chief Secretary Sindh
which remained un-decided and then appellant filed instant appeal on

of the instant appeal the second

20.01.2025. During the pendency

as decided and it was held to

departmental appeal of the appellant W

be not maintainable bcmg not covered under the appeal rules, vide

letter dated 15.04 2035.

The lcarr 1d counsel for the appellant has contended that

impugned original a ers are illegal, void ab-initio, and

fler the law; the respondent No.2 without

not sustainable u

considering the reply bf show cause notice with prudent mind, iSsuing
final show causc notice as required under the proviso of Rule 5(4)(b)

Sindh Civil Servant (Efficiency & Discipline) Rules, 1973 and
conducting regular cﬁquiry, imposed major penalty of Removal from

ant, vide impugned order dated 22.03.2023,

Service against the appell

instead of forwardmg the case alongwith all documents proposing

such penalty to the uthority under Rule 5(4)(b) ibid for passing the

sence for three years was specifically denied by

order; the charge of '.

the appellant, in suc situation allegations could have been proved or

|
otherwise by recordihg evidence; the respondents did not consider

s pandemic there was complete lock down for

that due to corona Vi

many months and schools were closed, the appellant has even been

shown absent during that period; the note sheet dated 17.03.2024, on

the appeal of the appellant, it has been clearly stated that the District

Education Officer (ES&HS), Tando Muhammad Khan has stated that
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Wllaht was drawing her salaries from QOHS, Loko Lashari (Sermin b
Code.425020346) TNJ0193 and she was working in said school but, q
erroncously her l‘;!_l elric was appearing from aaMs  Ghulam "7
Muttaza Nizamani (@mis Code 425020342) TN-0157 Taluka Tando

Ghulam Hyder, owing to said mistake she was declared as absconder

in Biometric. She hat relied upon case laws reported as PLD 2003 1'__

supr.eme Court 724, 2012 SCMR 1258, 2007 SCMR 834 and 20072
PLC (C.S.) 268. : ts

3. The perusal of the record shows that the original order of

Removal from Service was passed against the appellant on 3

llant had challenged the said order through

._appeal which was rejected vide appellate order

the appellant filed second departmental

dated 24.07.2024. reafter,

ap'peal ‘which was t considered being not maintainable. After

rcjectlon of the first \epartmental appeal vide appellate order dated

24-.07 2024, the appellant should have filed service appeal before this

Tnbunal within the prescribed period of limitation of thirty days,

“ts commumcauon but instead, she filed

o whrch is not promcled' by the rules. The first departmental appeal of

I"_ 1 .,.. lfl
ihﬂ appellant was réj"”cted on 24.07.2024, and the instant appeal has

from

second departmental appeal

bbm filed on 20.01. 2 E p 5 ‘which is time barred by 150 days.

t has filed an application for condonation of

«Seeﬂon of the Limitation Act, 1908 on the ground that

'. ble lady and belonging to remote arca of Badin,

Wledge. regarding the prescribed period of

ﬁame ’cOlleaguca of the appellant and advocates also

t. The grounds agitated by the appellant, for

| ave no substance as it is established law that

“excuse. Hence, we are of the view that the
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appellant has :
> as failed ta IB“‘“Q any sufficient ground for condonation of
“delay.

u\(C\
ble Supreme Court of Pakistan in case of ‘H1 ;

PAN v. GOVERNMENT OF SINDH and others,

S. The Iiunb‘
mﬂﬂMM}\D ZAKIR

2004 SCMR 497, has bten pleased to hold as under:-

*In law, petitioner was required to prefer service bk

appeal wlthm thirty days whereas he wasted T

unnecessary time in making second

appeal/representation to  the department  for e

reﬁerrmg his case to the Services and General

Admmtstrahon Department for consultation with the Y
—

{ Law Depgrtment/Advocate-General, which was \
turned dotpn vide letter dated 14.12.1998. In law, '
i no scope for repeated

there
A _.appeal_s/-. B resentations on behalf of a civil servant g
and the pfriod of limitation is not extended by
repeated dpresentations.”
:

The facts and circumstances of the case laws relied upon

guishable from the

—_——

the learned counselfor the appellant are distin

cucumstanccs of the present case, hence, are inapplicable.

For the _x‘;eésons discussion above, the instant appeal is

in lir "jnej'.ﬁew'g time barred.
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