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¢ of Member, Capital Development Authority is a statutory public office created
‘Section 6 of the Capital Development Authority Ordinance, 1960. The holder of
ich office exercises statutory and exccutive powers affecting valuable public rights and
interests. The legality of such appointment is therefore amenable to judicial review

through 1ssuance of a writ of quo warranto.

. That vide Notification No. 1/58/2020-E-6 dated 06.04.2026, issued by the Establishment
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Constitution, the parent statute, the Rules of Business, 1973, and all applicable executive

policies and procedures regulatmg appomtments to public ofﬁces

6. The office of Member (Esta'te), ‘CDA, is not a routine contractual employment but a
statutory office gcarrying substantial executive and administrative authority over public'-
property, land administration and statutory functions entrusted to the Authority under the
Capltzﬂ Development Authority Ordmance 1960 | ;
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= That t}w appomtmcnt of Rcspondent No 4 bcmg a retlred ofﬁcer, appea\'s 0 have bcen
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made on contract basrs. Howcvcr, nenthcr the impugned notification nor any material
placed in the public domain demonstrates the legal basis, policy, cligibility criteria, or

.
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That the Petitioner has been unable to find any material demonstrating that the mandatory
governmental procedure governing appointments to autonomous statutory bodies has

been followed. The respondents alone are in possession of the complete appointment
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GROUNDS

A. Because the office of Member (Estate), Cap;tal Dév'el'd_pl’lvilt;,_nAtx&thprityﬂ .is"_a
statutory public office created undgr’ Sec’ti&nl 6 of the" Capital Develop;nent Authonty
Ordinance, 1960. The holder c')fv "the said office exercises statutory, exceutive aﬁdv:r- .
administrative powers affecting public righis’,l public property and the discharge of fﬁllblic'
functions entrusted to the Authority. It is, therefore, a public office amenable to the
constitutional jurisdiction of this-Honi)ur’ablé‘Court under Article 199 through issuance of

a writ of quo wﬁrranfd;-xvhereby;-thgai holder of such office is required to establish the

lawful authority under which hco’céﬁples the same. L BB S
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ause  Scction 6 of the Capital Development  Authority  Ordinance, 1960
oubtedly empowers the Federal Government to appoint Members of the Authority.
_6wevcr, the conferment of statutory power does not render its cxercise absolute,
o ﬁrbitrary or beyond judicial review. Every statutory discretion must be exercised in
accordance with the Constitution, for lawful purposes, upon relevant considerations and

i conformity with the principles of legality, fairness, transparency and good governance.

oftices demand strict adherence to constitutional standards of fairmess, transparency and
institutional integrity. Any departure from the governing legal framework renders the

appomtment hable to _|ud1c1al scrutmy '

E. Bccause Sectlon 6 of the Capital Development Authority Ordinance prescnbm the

appomtmg authonty but does not provnde an independent procedure r;gulgtmg ﬂn’.:.
ey .
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nts made by the Federal Government. The burden squarely rests upon the

dents to establish that such procedure was duly followed in the instant case.

ecause the respondents have failed to place before the public any material
- demonstrating compliance with the applicable executive framework governing

appointments to autonomous statutory bodies. No material has been disclosed indicating

adherence to the applicable governmental policy, objective standards and lawful

procedure. The respondents have failed to disclose any material demonstrating
compliance with such policy or explaining the basis upon which the appointment of a

retired officer was considered appropriate in the facts and circumstances of the case.

I. Because appointments (o slatutdry public_\oﬂices are héld.in trust for the people and not
for the personal benefit of any individual. ‘The Constitution requires that public power be
exercised in a manner which is fair, transparent, reasonable and free from arbitrariness.
Any appointment made in disregg;q ;‘of these constitutional requirements cannot enjoy
immunity merely because the appdi;;ting authority possesses statutory power to make the

appointment.
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the legality of an appointment to a statutory public office is not determined

M. Because the respondents have failed to demonstrate that the impugned appointment

satisfies the constitutional requirements of legality, transparency, fairness and institutional
accountability. In these circumstances, the continued occupation of the office of Member
(Estate). Capital Development Authority by Respondent No.4 cannot be presumed to be
lawful unless the respondents establish, through production of the official record, that the
appointment has been made strictly in accordance with the Constitution, the Capital
Development Authority Ordinance, 1960, the Rules of Business, 1973 and the applicable

executive framework governing appointments to statutory public offices.
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merit-based process in accordance with law. The appointment of an individual from
outside the Authority after retirement, without disclosure of any objective criteria,
comparative cvaluation or transparent selection process, raises a serious issue of
arbitrariness and unequal lrtreatment, thereby attracting judicial scrutiny under Articles 4

and 25 of the Constitution.

PRAYER

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully prayed that this Honourable Court
eraciously be pleased to: :
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suc a writ of quo warranto declaring that Respondent No.4 has failed to establish
1l authority to hold the office of Member (Estate), Capital Development Authority,
e;)mcqucmly declare the impugned appointment notification dated 06.04.2026 to be
lawful authority and of no legal effect.

b. Dircet Respondents No.1 to 3 to produce the complete appointment record, including

appropna
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