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2. Brief facts are that petitioners were emptoyed by respondent No.3

M/s Port Qasim Authority, which is a Corporation having no statutory

service rutes, Somewhere in Aprit 2001, the respondents taunched a

Votuntarity/ Earty Retirement Severance Scheme. The petitioners avaited

Earty Retirement Votuntarily Scheme on different dates, which were

accordingly accepted. The petitioners then received their emotuments

and financiat benefits arising out of such scheme. The petitioners then

perhaps reatized that they might haye taken a wrong decision, and fited

appeats before service Tribunat, which abated by reason of Mubeenus

Satam's case (PLD 2006 5C 602).
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5. The argument that the scheme was ta ed witho approvaI of
Board of Directors was not avail.abte to the petitioners now after avajling

financiat benefit. Once petitioners had enjoyed fruits of Votuntarity

Separation Scheme, they cannot come with this excuse that it was

without approval of the Board of Directors, particutarty after they had

accepted such scheme wtthout any duress and/or compulsion and as per

their own witt and wish. Besides it was otd Scheme approved eartier and

re-taunched

6. ln an order passed in the case of Syed Atamdar Shah v. M/s porr

Qasim Authority in Cp No.D-1924 of 2006, copy of which has been fited

atong with pretiminary legal objections fited on behatf of respondent
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.3, the Divisiirn Bench of this Court s pteased to dispose of the

petition of the cotteagues of present pbtiti ers r'n the foliowing terms:.
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"We hove considered the
Counsels and hove gone through

foll

nts ol the Learned
the

Counsel tor the respondent Qosim Auth ty hos
reLied upon a judgment doted 09.10 2003 passed by theHon'ble Supreme Court of pakisto in Civil tition
No.105 / 2003 (Muhammod Rustom Vs. TBL Heod ers,
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"5. ln any event, the motter hos ossumed
the status of o post ond ctosed transaction
becou.se the option exercised by the
peti,tioner was occepted by the competent
outhority on 28-10.2002 ani he was relieved
of his duties on 31.1.2002.,'
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.. fhe listed opplicotion os well os oll oendinp
appttcotions are olso disposed o1.,,

7. Against the above order, the matter went to Hon,bte Supreme

Court and the above order of the Division Bench was maintained. The

conctusion drawn by the Hon,ble Supreme Court is as under:-
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9. Above are reasons of our short order dated 03.10.2019 whereby

the petitjons were djsmissed.
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