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IN THE COURT OF BAKHT ZADA ,
SENIOR CI VIL J UDGE ORAKZA] AT BABER MELA

. Civil Suit No. T ot of 2024,

“‘Date of Instltutlon s 23.04.2024..

o : DateofDecnsron S Lo 2 07.06.2024.¢

' ] Hajl Gul S/O Juma Gul : : ‘
2 ‘Sawab Jana W/O Haji Gul both reszdents of Qoum Mamozat Tappa
Ado Khel Burhan Nawasz Tehsal Upper Dzsmct Orakzai.

L P (Plamnffs)
o ',VERS.US. .
" 1. Chairman NADRA, Islamabad,
"2. Director General NADRA, KPK, Peshawar.
3 Asszstant Dzrector NADRA Orakzat : o ~
. - . '(Defen da'nts)

o SUIT FOR DECLARATION-CUM-PERPETUAL AND
'MANDATORY INJUNCTION

| JUDGEMENT
07.06.2024.

~1-. E Plamttffs 1 Hajr Gul S/O Junaa Gul and 2. Sawab Jana W/O Haji
Gul have brought_the in'stantsuit'ag'ainst defendantsChairman NADRA,
‘.I‘slam‘abad‘ and 02 _’ others for deelaration'-cunn;bernetnal-ﬂand’ mandatory
" injunction to the effect that the correct date of birth of plaintiff No. 1 &
2 is 01401 1967 but the same has been wrongly. entered in their record
g;} ;tb the defendants as 01.01. 1975 and 01.01. 1978 respectlve]y That due

AR
’(\Y ~Qcto said wrong entry, there 1s - unnatural - age gap of about 15 years

iy 'y
q

ér between the birth of the 'plamtl.ff No. 1 and his elder son namely Habib
Gul, whose date of blrth is 01, 01 1990 That there is also unnatural age
| gap of about 12 years between the birth. of the plamtlff No. 2 and her

“elder son Habib Gul. They alleged that the defendants were asked time
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. .'and agam for correctlon of date of blrth of the plamtlffs but they refused :

to do so,.hence, the‘present SUlt;

‘2. Defendants were summoned,- who appeared . before ‘the court -

o “through _their .fre}‘.)res'entati\}'e.fLaltri'd"eoht'e'st'e'di_;the:“s'ufit":_'b.)?‘_' filing their -

. authority: letter.and writtér statement. * .

3 "Di.ver.gen't,bleédi'ngs of the ﬁartfes were reduced into the following

issues; .’

- Issues:

A .Wh'ether the plainti]’ﬁ have gat ca’use o}’aetian‘? :
2 Whether the correct date of bzrth of both the plamtsz No. 1 &
| A‘ZZ zs 01 01 1 967 and the defendants have wrongly entered the
v .date of bzrth of plaintiff No. 1 as- 01 01 1975 and plamtzﬁ" No.
" 2as 01 .01 .'1978_in their rec‘ord and due this’wrong, entry there
- h."zs unnatural age. dzjference of about { 5 years berween plamttﬁ”
‘ A',A'No I and hzs son. and 12 years between plamtrﬁ’ No 2 and her
son? .
Whether plamtzﬁ’ is entztled to the decree as prayed for?
i Relzef7 |

5 Parties weré g:ven ooporttmity to produce evidence in support of

- their re'spec.ti\{e-; claims. The plaintiffs produced -and recorded the

statements.of followihg PWs;
6. - PW-OI, plai_ntiff'No. [ himself and as special attorney of plaintiff

No. 2 repeated the contents of the plamt and. produced his spe01al power

of attorney as Ex PW-l/ L. Coples of CNICs of plamtlff No 1, No. 2 and

_hls‘ son are‘Ex’; P.W- 1[2 to Ex:~PW‘-l/4._He request‘e_‘d fo‘r decree of suit as



(4.
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J | | <-prayed for |
7 PW 02, is the statement of the Khaptr Gul He 1s brother of
R "-‘Mplamtlff No RE He also afﬁrmed that the correct date of bll’th of the- ~.
,plamtlffNo 1&2is 01 011967, Copy of his CNIC is Ex. PW 1. ‘He
,v also requested for decree of suit-as prayed for | |
PW 03 1s the statement of the Umar Khan "He: 1s relatrve of the
Lplamtlffs ‘He supported the stance of the plamtlffs‘and also requested for’
.decr‘ee of~su1t as prayed‘fo'lr. |
o 9 ;.':A. Allthe Statendents of PWs \t/were:cross-e'zgarn'i.”ned, by. representative
ofdefen‘dants‘ e A
10. - On the other hand representatwe for NADRA Irfan Hussain
'...recorded his statement as DW 01 He produced famtly trees of the.
a plall‘ltlffs whrch are Ex DW—l/ 1 to Ex. DW 1/4 respectlvely He stated |
‘.that date of blrth of son of plamtrffs 1s recorded as O] 01 1990.

11.  After closmg of evndence of the pames arguments of the

'leamed.counsel.for the parties were heard and available record perused.

The plaintiffs alleged that correct daté-of birth.of the plaintiff No.
& 7 is 0‘1.01.196.-7‘ but the.sa‘me‘ has been wrongly entered in their
record W1th the- defendants as 01 01, 1975 and 01 O] 1978 reSpect:vely

That due to said wrong entry, there is unnatural age gap of about 15
years between the birth of the. plamtlff No. 1 and his elder son namely

Habib Gul whose date of birth is 01.01 1990, .That'there is also
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: -*? B unnatural age gap of about 12 years between the blrth of the plamtlff No..

2 and her elder son.- -. .

."13.;'7.' The ev1dence ploduced by the plamtlffs supported the stance of
the plamtlffs relatmg to thelr dates of blrth Wthh is causmg ‘unnatural

. -‘-age dlfference of about lS and 12 years between the platntlff No 1 & -

: thelr age/date of bll'th from Ol 01 1975 & 01 01 1978 to 01 0l. 1967~

'whrch wnll not effect the rlght of any thll‘d person and the sald correctron' .
is only sought_ in order'to remove unnatural gap between the plaintiffs
..and.t‘he'i'r‘ .children. ;-The-,vdefendants; have 'not, brought ‘any authentic
.doc‘uhl"e:ntaru ..o.r" pral evrdencemorder toj'r'ebut"the. stance' of the‘
plaintiffs; .exc‘e,p\t._'thei‘r owh 'Irecor':d'which_ is impugned before this court
throughthe .instant suit.” Theréfore,'. ‘the. sarne cannot be -taken' into
'clonsliderationfl: Contin.‘u:ingf\yith‘t_he'virrong‘entry’:in thelr reco'rd with the
defendants will fesult in .:to""hard'shibs aﬁa miseries to the ,pl,amtiffs and

| ,’No 2 w1th their son namely Habrb Gul The plamtlffs are increasing
their son in their futute llfe Accordmg to NADRA SOPs in such like |
|

o
v J

AN R ' o
AV Issue 1s decnded in posmve o
Fos o |
N '\‘.-_‘ /)\
i“@of,;’-v ' Issue No 01 & 03:
'd - ’

]Both thesé,is'stne‘s are interlinked, ‘hence, ~taken_.together for

discussion. - -

4. As sequei :'to my fmdings'on‘ issue No. .02., the plaintiffs have
proved. through cogent evrdence that thelr correct date of birth is

01. 01 1967 Issues No 01 & 03 are’ decrded in pOSltlve
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RELIEF:

15.  The plaintiffs proved their case through cogent evidence,
therefore suit of the plaintiffs is hereby decreed as prayed for with no

order as to cost.

16. Case file be consigned to the Record Room after its completion

ilati 2
and compilation. a(/Q 4

Announced (Bakht Zada)
07.06.2024 Senior Civil Judge,
Orakzai at Baber Mela

CERTIFICATE
Certified that this judgment of mine consists of five (05) pages,

each has been checked, corrected where necessary and signed by me.

A
[/ /] .

(Bakht Zada)
Senior Civil Judge,

Orakzai at Baber Mela




