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I. FACTUAIBACKGROUND

Mt. Zafx Mehmood Malik (the "Complainant") Eled a Compl,i'''t on 25.08.2027 ag-in51 p1.

Mussarat Paween (the "Respondent No. 1'), Dr. Samia Gut (the "Respondent No. 2"), Dt.

Saoaz-e-Za,hra, Bukhari (the "Respondent No. 3') and Dr. Arif Hameed (the "Respondent No.

4') working at THQ Hospital, Taxila (the "Hospital"), before the Disciplinary Committee of

Pakistan Medicd Commission. Btief facs of the complaint are that:

a) CorrlPlainant bas ngistmd ar FIR s 365 -8, PPC, ,rlated t0 bis minr darybter The

Respondcnt with nak ffu bave detemtited the age of bi: darybter at 16-17 yar:, clrrtralJ t0

NADRA ncord, y,hich shoys the age oJ bis darylter at 141nars.

b) Thi wmagdetmninatiorffabication * negligtna oJfuEondtnx dt led t0 adoete impact ofl ftleoarrt

inwstigations of tbe FIR/ ninirul can.

II. SHOW CAUSE NOTICE TO RESPONDENT:

2. In view of the allegations leveled in the complaint, Show Cause Notice dated 01.09.2021 was issued

to all the Respondent doctors conveying the allegations in the following terrns:

4. VIIEREAS, in tents oJ Conplaint, it has bun alhged tbat Ms. Madiba Noor Malik yas

bmrybt to THp HoEital, Taxila ot 21.08.2021, for the pupon oJ Medical Astessnent/ Age

,4tsessmcnl whtnlot uen tbe altending docto(s): and

5. VIIERE/IS, in kms of Conplairt, it hat bun alleged that the age of Mt Madiha Noor

Malk is slaled as "16 yars" old ot initial assessme f Medical examination ,zpon isr ed 0n

21.08.2021 b1 Dr. Mwurat Pannen (Connhant Glnenkgist). The age of Mt. Madiha Noor

Mabk is sta*d as "betueer l6-1 7 yars" on tbe Age ,4ssessment atifcate isswd b1 Dn Sania G

(R adiobgst), Dr. Sana Zara Btkbai @eatal Sng:on) and muter igted b1 Dr Aif Hanud

(A4edical Silpeifltefldent) of tbe Hoqital on 2l .08.2021 ; and

6. WIIEREAS, ir terms of tbe Coaplaint, il bas been alleged fiar, rhe age oJMt. Madiba Noor

Malik as per ncord oJ NADRA is 1 4 1ears, 2 months and 1 7 day, till the dan tbe certficatet baue

bur issnd b1 tbc RtEordcttl doaon i.e. 21.08.2021. tbenfon, it has beet albged lbat lbe
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ReEonde doctort bate abrsed their puers and fabricated the age of Mt. Madiba Noor Malik ol

bolh tbe cenifcatet isned, to aid Mr. Ahad Ali Kbar to uca/v fmn nininal pmceedings against hin

on acntnt of kidnap of Ms. Madiha Noor MaEk; and . . . "

III. REPLY (s) OF RESPONDENTS

Reply of Respondent No ! Dr. Mussamt Pan een

3. Respondent No. 1, Dr. Mussant Pareen submitted het rcply to the Show Cause Notice on

77.08.2022 whetein she contended that:

a) Patient, n'as nJcmd to Gtnecobg dz Obl Departnent oJ THB HoEital, Taxila b1 ord,cr of

ltdicial Magistrate, TaxiU gtX No. 901 / 21 448-2021) Jor age dctennination. Patie 's agt

me ioned ir wrt orders uas 16 t/z yars and tlte patienl had dr*loped all sentdaa sex

charactorirdcs.

b) The drterminatiol of ag i: calolated b1 Radioltgia d De ntal Sugeot. I nfemd ber to Radiologitt

dt Dental Sngcon for opidon, Examination yas done pitho alJ ?mfcsiorral ngtigetce and

nisandut

4 PMC har riglt to gt for thc co$tit ttiol oJ Medical Boad or fudicial Magistrate, Taxila, for
nconfrmation, if nt satisfud

Reply of Respondent No 2, Dr. Samia Gul

4. Respondent No. 2, Dt. Samia GulI submined her teply to the Show Cause N oice oo, 77 .08.2022

whetein she contended that

a) Patient, uas nfand to Radiolog Dtpartnnt of THp HoEital, Taxila b1 orfur of Jdicial
Magistrate, Taxila (FIR No. 901 /21448-2021)for dttmtination of bone age.

b) Tlte patient age has bun cahiand uitbo fabricalon b1 pe{omi4 X-rEs of Hand and elbow

joi*. X-my: ruealed age oJpatient betu*n I 6-1 7 yarc. It ha: bun cabtlzad witboxt ary nodifud

inte ions as per rulu 0 boofu and ntilhout an1 pmfesioul ngligtce or miscondtd,

4 PMC ba: igb n gc Jor the coutitttioa oJ Medical Board or fudicial Magi:trate, Taxila, for
nnnfrmatiott, if not utisfed, Fzrlbermon, NADRA Fottt-B of patient ,r,ai mt ?muide d b1 the

CorT tbat indicaas ber agr to be l4.yms.
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)

Reply of Respondent No 3, Dr. Sana-e-Zahra Bukhari

Respondent No. 3,Dt. S*nat-e-Zahra Bukhad submitted her reply to the Show Cause Notice on

04.07 .2022 whercin she contended that:

a) Tben wat no abase of pover or fabication of age of Ms. Madiha Noor. The Ag:,4ssessmcnt was

done b1 Cotrt ordtr No. 901 / 21 nhr sectiott 305-8/PPC dded 04.08.2021 to assex her agt to

be l6 t/zlnars or not.

b) lYe wn not gitxtt B-fom or notifcation b1 NADRA in uhich it $oyed sbe yas l41ear n tber

aas no pmfcsional negligna/ miscondrct on otr behaf atd tye gan o r opinior itt best of otr

knon hdgr a ot radiograpbic arufis* uithott anJ ?ft:stft.

) Frnbemon, PMC has iglt to go for tbe Medical Board or Jdidal Magirtmtu, Taxih, f nol

satisfed

Reply of Respondent No 4, Dt. Asif Hameed

6. Respondent No. 4, Dt. Asif Hameed submitted his reply to the Show Cause Notice oo.17 .08.2022

wherein he contended tlat;

a) All pmaedings v,en ir stict accordane ttitb tbe Rtb: and nylationt Jollovitrg all SOP; ndzr

the dinctions of wttl11 Cod ordzr No. 901 /21 dared 04/08/2021 u/s i65-8, PPC at P.S

Taxila, thal diftctcd t0 etalule tbe age of petitionr as 16 /2, cloimed as (sri jt*) board pas

nn$itulcd, mnprbhg of C1rue, Radiobg dt Dental DEadnnl

b) All tbe dc?artrzrctl, euhated tith the best oJ their kuubdgc yndn Rthq ntbenas, no FRC or

Fom-B uas pmui&d nJbcting thal tbe ptitioner is 141ear orpbl So, tbis point is ,rot nalid, lbat

we nillfill2 charged or chalbryed the FRC of Fom-&. the fucisiott uas pm! on merit, vith

coa mitmen t an d & dicatiol.

4 PMC bas igltt to gc for tbe con$itntior oJ Medical Board or Jttdicial Magistrate, Taxila, for
nnnfnzation, if not utitfed.

IV. REJOTNDER OFTHE COMPL{NANT
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7. Replies rcceived ftom the Respondent doctors were forwzrded to Complainant thtough a letter

d^ted 18.08.2022 for his teioinder. The Complainant has submitted his reioindet on 30.08.2022

whetein he reiterated his eadier stated vemion of facts and had denied the reply of the

Respondent, on facts.

V. HEARING

8. The matter w". 61sd f61 hsaring before the Disciplinary Committee on 10.10.2022. Notices dated

27.09.2022 wete issued to the Complainant and all the Respondents dtecting them to appear

before the Disciplinary Committee on 70.70.2022.

9. On the &te of headng, all the Respondents were present in person, as well as the Complainant

who was physically ptesent.

10. The Committee asked the Complaimnt to naffate his gdevance bdefly to which he stated that

the Respondent doctors had deliberately provided false age of his daughtet during her medical

examination. The Complainllt taised queries that whethet the age of a patient suffering from

COVID-19 can be deternined and that tlle determination of age in Hospital of Taxila can be

done while the relevant case is being heard in another Distdct.

11. The Committee enquired ftom the Respondent docton about the whole event to which the

Respondent No. 4, the Medical Superintendent (the "MS") submitted that all assessment and

ptocess was carded out in compliance of the ordets of the Honomble Court of Taxila and stricdv

as per medical ptotocols.

72. 'I\e Respondent No. 1, Gynecologist submitted that all the secondary sexual characteristics of

the girl were developed and she referred her to the radiologist and dental surgeon for

determination of age. Respondent No. 3, dental surgeon submitted that the 3'd molar of the girl

had erupted and based on dental examination, age had been determined to be between 16-17

years. Respondent No. 2, the radiologist also submitted befote the Committee that the standard
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ptocedure of determination of age i.e. X-ray of the wrist ioint and eibow was done. In view of

the X-tays petformed, the age of the girl was assessed to be more than 16 years of age.

VI. FINDINGSANDCONCLUSION

13. Aftet perusal of the record, satements of the Complainant as well as the Respondents, it is noted

that the daughter of the Complainant, Ms. Madiha Noor Malik had conracted mariage at will

and her father, the ptesent Complainant had initiated legal proceedings including lodging ofFIR

No. 901/12 u/s 365-8, PPC. Otders of the Judicial Magisftate, Taxila wete received at the THQ

Hospital, Taxila for determination of age of the daughter of the Complainant.

15. The Committee notes tlat the MS of the THQ Hospital Taxila has claiEed befote this

Committee that the medical examination of the daughter of the Complainant was done per the

otdets of the Honomble Court. He stated that being responsible at the Hospital, the assessment

and examination of the daughter of tlle Complain,rnt were done per applicable medical practice

and ptotocols. The Respondent No.1 has also submitted before us that the &ughter of tlle

Complainant was presented to her in OPD for determination of her age. As a gynecologisg she

could only ascertain whether the daughter of t}le Complainant was a child ot had attained puberty.

Hence, upon examination, all secondary sexual chatactetistics of.the gid were found to be

developed and she was tefened onwards to the radiologist and denal surgeon for determination

of age.

16. The Committee observes that the Respondent No. 3; dental sutgeon then stated that the 3d molar

examination was perfomed; which serves as a basic criterion for assessment of age. Additionally,

X-rays were conducted which were indicative of Stage-F, displaying a frrlly-formed crown. The

dental examination suggested the age to be falling between 16-77 yexs. Further, the Respondent

radiologist has submitted before us that the X-rays of wrist ioint including hand and elbow joint
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were perfoirred for age determination pet standard ptocedute. The X-mys were analyzed to

understand the fusion stage ofbones and these ptocedutes led to the assessment that the age of

the &ughter of the Complainant was more than 16 years.

17. During the hearing, the Complainant had raised ob)ection that the age of an individual who is

infected with CO\-ID-19 virus cannot be determined. We had raised this query to the radiologist

and the dental surgeons and both the radiologist and the dental sutgeon stated unequivocally that

so far thete is no available evidence to suggest that infection of any individual vith COVID-19

could affect the process of determrning of age.

18. A carefrrl considetation of the evidences and submission of the parties conErm that the

Respondent doctors issued Age Assessment Cetificate to ttre daughter of the Complainant on

request/petition fiIed before the Court of law. Nothing has been brought on record to show that

the Respondens have acted negligendy. It is clatified here that the Age Assessment Certificate is

based on scientiEc opinion of the Respondent doctors and if the Complainant disagrees with

such opinion for any teason he may assail it and challenge appropdate legal forums.

Prof. Dr. No d Amin Khan Ch. Sul

Member Member Sectetary

fl
Achakzai

Chairman

7+'^ October,2022
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