
THE FEDERAL TAX OMBUDSMAN
ISLAMABAD

COMPLAINT NO.I568IIPWRIST!2026
Dated: 28.08.2O26RO, Peshawar

Mr. Amjad Ali, ... Complainant
House No.425, Supply Road,
Peshawar.

Versus
The Secretary, Respondent
Revenue Division,
Isl a ma bad.

Dealing Officer Mr. Sardar Ali Khawaja, Advisor
Appraisal Officer Mr. Muhammad Naseer Butt, Advisor
Authorized Representatives Mr. Amjad Ali, Complainant
Departmental Representative Mr. Muhammad Ai, DCIR, RTO,

Peshawar
Hearing Date 23.09.2026, 01 .10.2026, 06.10.2026

FINDINGS

The above mentioned complaint has been filed under Section 10

(1) of the Federal Tax Ombudsman, Ordinance, 2000 (FTO Ordinance)

against the Regional Tax Office, Peshawar regarding non-issuance of

Sales Tax refund amounting to Rs.2,504,7821- for Tax Period January

2011 to June 2012.

2. The complaint was referred to the Secretary, Revenue Division

for comments in terms of Section 10 (4) of the FTO Ordinance, read

with Section 9(1) of the Federal Ombudsmen Institutional Reforms.Act,

2013. In response thereto, the Chief Commissioner lR, RTO, Peshawá~ -j
vide letter No. lRO LHQ/FTO/2025-26/688 dated 15.09.2026, subrnftted

a report, the contents of which are reproduced as under:

S.No. Complaint/Allegation(s) Reply/ Comments
.iJj ~k ~.I çtL ,S~,i ~}jIj≤ ~i4 It is submitted that no refund
2011-2012 ~L ~j ~~ ‘~‘ application/claim has been
~c9 4ukA_.4s..~i≤ L≤L4JL.$AALLA,L≤u1JJ.ic≤ submitted by the complainant in
~c Jx.~ ,y~ ~s~ j~jJ≤ w≤i.
~~ ~~it respect of the claimed amount of
JJ1 4±1 uLL.4 ~ ~S j~J1jJV~,J~’ ~ Rs. 2,504, 782/-. Therefore, the
c~’ J..4I~iI o.~i≤~oL~ c” ‘r’~4 ~~4’PSO) claim cannot be processed in the
~w2,504, 782 d4~ c≤ .
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,JLa. L≤~ ‘CeL?’4’Jfrh’

~Sa ‘- ~‘-~a7’ ije,a~,e~iijLcj
~rLs~i ~r4c~≤ ~4j ~jui L~L1Y L≤,J~ o~3≤L
c,a. 4k1. ,S4,S ~~s J~LI czaJc≤,~L~J

~ 4S.,dJ.,..ll JiU~
~ ~d.i.)i&,.ja~

JJeJ~Jc≤a~s ~LL. c-sU-3CS c~J~i~i

SRO ,Jki4 Ji ‘U’~A’ .tLac# Jib’ ~
-~Ao 4≤ 0AL LIaJC≤ 165(1)480
Iji JJd.aQJ ~,Ls~ ~ Lj≤ jp.aSJplaa~

~ IS ~jL.u ~~ ~j,.v1,252,391/-
~..SZSjjJ oJj~. Lc1uL~RO/ .~,S.i. S~s

Lil~~ ,Jk~. .iiu
L≤~v2,504, 782 ~ Jo.. j~3 ‘4CS

-c-~4 L w~Sd
J≤3 ~4L1~,* j4 ,~,s

Jt.4 çta 4 ~‘≤ti*ic~” 1W9

2013 JL, ~J ciaL4flQ)
4~i 0A~ J~S I,iL.}~~.L4~J~I ~.

j-ka c-~ ciiL~ ~,S a~4RTO ‘-iY~ CS
~jr~ ~.W.i Representation j~.,j CS o~1~4~
Representation 4kL. j,iLk. CS~
o-60 ~a. 41~)JLi ~i. SCS 4—’1CS
CS jj4RTO ~J&J~ CS —~ 4KW’ &~s4J
4~~L
c_u
~ul g~ Qp ~g. j~ ~SJt ,.Li
~*≤jJ~ ~ jjji±4ij

JL ~.,e,’ Representation vA~ ~~Ijl ~

±4j~, ~)4± LjYI ~ ~SJ~1~≤ ~tL 4~flijl9

C—, S~AI.li~L,S~~ 4LJ≤~ØJ LW
4S41≤~i Ijy~nJ.tjjujaSb~≤

-!& :J.c ~jUl ~~~ ~ oLi~S4~ ,.s.&
J.16..aj≤2015~&aiE.u24 ,-~~I~a~si
.kp&i j~FBR vA~-e ‘r~4 ~A oLL4

L≤csu1i≤~tLsSc≤cJ≤4cjL~ c4s4sjjl
~A cCiL~h I,i≤ jjLa iLisj LYI ~
jjlciL.LsaI ~)l~ ~4 ~S1.L(a %i&~d ,S

•~-~‘i~J.~ jj40~j~.4”*~
ja UL.~ J.u~,,.,JLI.
41~z~ JJ1JL)1idI~~1ICSJJ_aCS
~.s-~” ‘&4 CS aA e
c~?ur-~~~≤ J ~Mç DJj≤.d

CSFATA Reforms Act, 2013 ~‘S~ ~
i-s’ CS ~)-60 ~ Representation ‘s-’
J,~ ‘~u—,’ ‘1t~~ ~ jJLa ,.L..11

CS Representation ~ CjJ..
3)4~ o~jj4~LA.CS~sj3LijiLk.

CS -~jLa4RTO ‘vii,’ ~ -a~ JJ..aS
~ jj,’jaS~,~,i~J~~≤4W~4~~

C.No.1 5681/PWRJST/2026
absence of a formal refund
application.

It is further submitted that the
complainant is not registered
under the Sales Tax Act, 1990
and no STRN is available on
record. The complainant has,
therefore, not established his
status as a registered person or
otherwise demonstrated that he
fulfils the conditions prescribed
under SRO ]65(I)/2010 dated
10.03.2010 and SRO ]80(I)/20]]
dated 05.03.201], particularly
where the concession under the
said SROs relates to spec~fIed
goods supplied by registered
persons in the specf/led districts
(The districts mentioned in the
SRO 180(1)12011 dated
05.03.20]lare Hangu, Bannu,
Tank, Kohat, Chitral, Charsadda,
Peshawar, Dera Ismail Khan,
Batagram, Lakkimarwat, Swabi,
Nowshera and Mardan).
Accordingly, the applicability of
the concession to the transactions
of the complainant requird
determination with reference/k
the conditions prescribed under
the relevant SRO.

In compliance with the decision
of the President of the Islamic
Republic of Pakistan dated
24.02.2015, the Department
submitted an implementation
/compliance report. In this
regard, the Chief Commissioner
In land Revenue, RTO Peshawar,
vide compliance report dated
1]. 03.2015, reported that the

N:

~~e’4_
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~.tC ALa.d L≤oLLSL~

45JJ c-b’. Cuj~ ~ c..e ja Cs
~L≤zyLLaSij~o 4~JLa LSJJL.

ci~ Cs JL~ A 24-02-2015 ‘~4.,&e

~.. ~,JI~~}≤ ,L ~jI ~~QCJ Cs ‘~“

c4 PSO ~h3ki ~L~i I~~;jjLY.ati i4
jp ~,I i~Lç1 Cs c-W~~S
~fl...a. ~ Cs ~

-c-byc7u L~ cJ&(Annexures)
:,Sa ~~i!p. ~

c- ~ ô’jj~ Cs 2011-2012 ~
J,h9~,w2,504, 782 ~ ~
‘,-4~ ii’ ~ ‘-“÷ ‘a 4’~ e

-a ~ ~ —~-‘ ~Av
c&L, iLl,uJ.iJJJail ills c-,~.4 ~&L~ ,,Ik~.2.
c-~4± ..u1 “-~‘-°~~~“i-~ ‘s-Cs

a~’
c-Lea cjjla4,S’ ‘...7

‘~ Cs ~ c-i.’. 2013

DJj≤ jiLl J..ZU Cs ‘~J~ ~ 4.
24-02- 4.9* c-~. .MJ~Representation

.ljja4~L2L4jaC≤L~tLIj≤2015

AFBR QUIJ7~L~SJ.1..acJljgI5.
~ Jaa~’a~ JLJb~ ~sLgLp aZ.

~jAc-b~~eu~
4.9Jçi~~
~ -‘QP J’~ 41A ~2~1J ‘4.rlcrc,d,i

‘~5c9 ~~4~j4 c”4.r~’ ‘~-~ 4~1
~-& ~-k-ii 4-Lt~1A cOL.L~.. Cs ‘-~

4k.z. c’~ c-~-~~ c..e 4.9.i4yj ~
~,LLk i}$~ c-LS.. e” jJL4tFBR/RTO
A,JJ.4 UQj.~c ‘FTO iii~ 4,L.j

e ‘~-‘4 ~A ate” a4..aj124-02-2015
~-~‘ 4.44,,M J 4LA ~,~PSO ~a~SjjL~.
~A~4 ~4 a)’4k1. ~uI t’4

c-is-. liYl~ ‘-~

4.Ai’~” c.,-S~1jj2,504, 782 d-~’. *‘..i c-’4A~
~çi c-Ltd ajiiLa CJL.} jJLo ~,LaLCaJ

Cs jj~a Cs ±Li~j 1.3W cnlj ~u ,.jc

c4~ea c-L ~≤ 4Jj~~‘a ut4,s~~1
-a ~jQ& ~uCs J-t~ Cs c-~
C~’Cs 4~a Cs J~ 4 ~‘ A c-bL
I4J.c~s 4sj ..~, QQ~’& ea ujj1~1 c-jL≤j..u
9~Csw-~”Cs L±1JL4 l~•la~L~jI
Csc3Y.)crnL’cJ LlW~&j l5~c-’.lAc-~

~ ~,JL.}4,JLi~. ~nj~ai ~u!

findings/recommendations of the
Hon’ble FTO had already been
implemented through exercise of
powers under section 45A(4) of
the Sales Tax Act, 1990, and that
the relevant assessment order
had been re-opened and the order
passed by the concerned Deputy
Comm issioner was maintained.
The said report was submitted to
the FTO Secretariat in
compliance with the decision of
the President dated 24.02.2015.

The recordfurther shows that the
FTO Secretariat, vide letter dated

• 12.12.2025, referred to the FTO
order dated 10.09.2013 and the
decision of the President dated
24.02.2015, and called for a
further compliance report from
the Department. The Department,
in response, submitted its
implementation position,
maintaining that the matter had
already been dealt with in
accordance with the earlier
directions.

It is, therefore, submitted that the
findings/recommendations of the
Hon’ble FTO and the decision of
the President have already been
acted upon by the Department
and implementation/compliance
reports have been furnishedfrom
time to time. The present matter
may, therefore, be examined in
the light of the earlier
proceedings and the
implementation already
undertaken, rather than treating
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the matter as an unimplemented
or fresh direction.

The recordfurther shows that the
complainant purchased kerosene
oil from PSO at Peshawar and
subsequently transported/sold
the same at Parachinar, Kurram
Agency (FATA). In this regard,
the applicability of SRO
180(1)12011 dated 05.03.2011
requires examination with
reference to its spec(/ic
conditions. The concession under
the said SPO was prescribed in
respect of specWed goods
supplied by registered persons
located in the spec(fied districts.
Therefore, the mere fact that the
goods purchased at Peshawar
were subsequently transported
and sold in FATA does not, by
itself establish the complainant’~s
entitlement to the concession. The
complainant is required to
establish that the particular
transactions fall within the scope
of the SRO 180(1)12011 dated
05.03.2011 wherein the spec(fled
districts are Hangu, Bahnu,
Tank, Kohat, Chitral, Charscuidis,5
Peshawar, Dera Ismail KhdnL.
Batagram, Lakkimarwat, Swdbit
Nowshera and Mardan.
However, the district in question
is Kurram. Hence the said SRO
does not apply to the instant
taxpayers he had conducted the
business in Parachinar (Kurram
district erstwhile Kurram
Agency).
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3. The case was fixed for hearing. The DIR Mr. Muhammad All, and

the complainant Mr. Amjad Ali were heard online and the case was

discussed in detail as per written arguments. No reply to the questions

raised by the department was submitted by the complainant, however, it

was stated that he being resident of Ex-FATA, is exempt from the

imposition of tax and the Honorable President of Pakistan has already

decided the case in his favor, hence, the sales tax paid by him in the tax

period January 2011 to June 2012 amounting to Rs.2,504,7821- may be

refunded to him.

4. The DIR rebutted claim of the complainant as envisaged in the

report submitted by the CCIR and stated that the matter has already

attained finality, thus, the complaint is not maintainable and is liable to

be dismissed in Fmine.

Furthermore, the complainant
has not established that the
incidence ofSales Tax claimed as
refund was ultimately borne by
him and was not passed on to the
consumers. Since the record
indicates that the kerosene oil
purchased from P50 was
subsequently sold by the
complainant at Parachinar,
therefore the incidence oftax has
duly been passed on to the end
consumer. Hence, as per section
3B ofthe Sales Tax Act, 1990, any
amount which was notpayable as
tax or which is in excess ofthe tax
or charge actually payable and
the incidence of which has been
passed on to the consumer shall
be paid to the Federal
Government. The complaint,
therefore, is not maintainable
and is liable to be dismissed in
lim me.
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FINDINGS:

5. AIR, DIR heard and record perused. Report submitted by the

CCIR carry weight as the matter has already got finality. Moreover, this

office through C. No.01 9991PWR1ST12026 dated 03.06.2026 has

already dismissed the complainant’s claim, against which an application

for Review Petition was filed, which was also rejected vide letter

C. No.01 999IPWRIST12026 dated 22.07.2026

6. As during the course of proceedings, no new facts or grounds have

been put forth before this forum warranting further action, hence, the

complaint, being unsubstantiated, frivolous and devoid of merit is hereby

rejected. Investigation proceedings are closed and the file is consigned

to the record

• Zafar ul Haq Hijazi)
Federal Tax Ombudsman

Dated: 23 OCT 2026


