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Mr. Dur Muhammad Shah. Deputy Attorney General,

ORDIER

Muhammad Karim Khan Agha, J: Petitioner praycd that this

Court:
I. To declare the premature retirement of the petitioner is null and void in
the eyes of the Law and has no legal authority vide Letter No. A&P-
19/vetirement-2021/CP&HR/P5556 dated 13.02.2019 reliving order
A&P/336408/202 I/CP&HR daed 02.02.2021
2. Direct the Respondent No. 2 (Pakistan Steel Mills) not to commit
discrimination and consider the case of the petitioner as per other
employees cases referred in Para No.6 of the petition.
3. To declare that the date of Birth of the Petitioner as per record of
NADRA as well as own manual record of the Respondent Mo.2 i.e.
02.02.1966
d, To suspend the operaton of Impugned Retirmenent Order No.
AdP336408/2021/CP&HR daed 02.02.2021
5. To direct the respondent No. 2&3 to release the salaries of the
petitioner continuoursly without any fail till the final retirement in the
year 02.02,2026
2. The petitioner claims his correct date of birth is February 2, 1966

as per his service record, and that PSM records mistakenly show it as
February 2, 1961. He claims to have multiple documents (CNIC', passport,
cchool certificate, ete,) to verify his 1966 birth date. He submits that this
error led to his premature retirement on February 2, 2021, when he should
have worked until at least February 2, 2026, He also points out that PSM
has corrected the birth dates of other employees in similar situations,

sugpesting he is being treated unfairly,

3, The petitioner's counsel claims his client’s real date of birth is
February 2, 1966, not the February 2, 1961 date used by Pakistan Steel
Mills (PSM). He argues that this error led to his premature retirement, The
petitioner's counsel supports his claim with various documents and states
that his age at the time of joining PSM aligns with the 1966 birth date. He
also alleges discrimination, pointing out that PSM corrected the birth dates

of other employees but refused to do the same for him. PSM, however,




maintaing : L
that their original record is correct and asserts that the

petitioner's d
ocuments have been tampered with. He states that his

docu R .
ments, including his CNIC, passport, and school certificate, all show

his date of birth as February 2, 1966,

_ He says that when the petitioner
Joined PSM in 1984, his

age was 18, which aligns with the 1966 birth
date. He also argues that PSM |
birth d

as a policy of correcting an employee's
ate in their official record and has done so for other employees in

the past, but unfairly denied his requests.

4,

In essence, the petitioner is seeking to have his retirement date
corrected based on what he claims is his true date of birth, while PSM is
arguing that their original record is correct and that the petitioner's new
documents are invalid, thus cannot be considered at belated stage. The
petitioner is also submitting that he has been a victim of discrimination
since other employees have had their birth dates corrected by PSM in the

past.

o PSM counsel denies these claims. He asserts that the petitioner’s
original joining documents listed his birth date as February 2, 1961, and
that any later documents showing 1966 were tampered with. He states that
the petitioner did not apply to correct his birth date until shortly before his
retirement in 2021, and PMS was not obligated to accept the change after
considerable period of time. He argues that the petitioner retired correctly
after reaching the age of 60 and that, by accepting his pension, he has
already agreed to his decision on the subject issue as such no further
indulgence is required of this Court. PSM counsel also contends that this
court is not the proper venue for this dispute to be resolved. He prayed for

dismissal of the petition.

0. Learned DAG has adopled the arguments of respondent Nos. 2&3

and prayed for dismissal of the instant petition.

7. We have heard the counsel for the parties and perused the record

with their assitence,

8. The petitioner, a lormer PSM employee hired in 1984, claims his
correct birth date is February 2, 1966, not the February 2, 1961 date
recorded by his employer. He supports this with documents like his CNIC,
passport, and school certificate. He alleges that the company wrongfully
ignored his requests to correct the date, which were made in 2015 and

2019.

9, In essence,the legal position of the case, unequivocally

demonstrates that the date ol birth was to be verified with reference to




documenmry evidence and g certificate recorded to that effect stating the

i i “ . 4 :
hature of the document relieq upon but nothing is mentioned on record

ith regard to {he documents produced and examined while extending the

benefit of correction to enlarge the petitioner’s length of service at the
verge of his retirement vide application dated 19" October 2015 after
closing to his retirement dated i.c 01.02,2021, Moreover, it is well settled
that once an entry of age or date of birth has been made in a service book,
no alteration of the entry should afterwards be allowed, unless it is known
that the entry was due to want of care on the part of some person other
than the individual in question or is an obvious clerical error. Furthermore,
the instructions encompassed in the relevant Rule provide that Officers
competent 1o alter dates of birth should note that no change in the date of
birth will be allowed unless an application is made by the
Government/public servant within two years of the date on which his
service book was opened under releventRule. The most indispensable
constituent is that, if an application is made after the period of two years, it
should be submitted to the Government for orders and the change in the
date of birth should not be allowed on the evidence which could be
available to a Government/public servant within two years of the date on
which his ervice book was opened under relevant Rules, which is not the
case at hand as the petitioner apliced for correction in the year 2015 and
2019, when his superannuation dae was due on 01.02.2021. The most
indispensable consitituent is that if an application is made after the period
of two years, it whould be submitted to the Government for orders and the
change in the date of birth should not be allowed on the evidence which
could be available to a Government servant when he entered Government
service and his date of birth was recorded in the service book. So in our
considerate view, while extending any benefit to the public servant at the
belated stage is not adimmisible, as correction much after two years, or at
the verge of retirement, after a long period of service, with the originally
entered date of birth was not possible in erms of latest decisions of the

Supreme Court o the subject issue.

10.  The Supreme Court in the recent judgment in the case of Manzar

Zahoor v Lyari Development Authority (2022 SCMR 1305) has held th

al

Federal law dictates that a government employee's date of birth, once

recorded, cannot be changed unless there is a clerieal error, New

employees are required (o declare their date of birth with supporting
dacuments upon hiring. It is the employee's responsibility to ensure their
service record is accurate, and they can review it at any time, The text
explicitly states that there is no law requiring an employee to request a
correction within a specific timeframe, such as two years, and any such
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