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Abrlul l(nslrcerl s/o Muhnmnr,r<l
llnhcurrr llrrough Mr. l(aslrif nli,
Atlvocnlc

Mr. Mulrnntntntl lqbal Awan,
Aclclitlotral I'roscculor Ccncr,rl
Sincllr.

Mulrnnrrrtacl Yousuf thrclugh Nl/s,
Abclul ltazzal< Solangi ancl Aftab
Alrrrtccl Slrar, Atlvocatcs.

A1t;r1,ll;1111'

l\lr St,rtt';

Conrpl.rirr.trtt;

l)alc of Judgnrcntl

D,rte of Annou rrccnrcnt;

31.01.2024

09,02.2024

t U GMENT

Irlolmnuunil lhrin! liltnn Agllg*lt- Appcllant Abclul Rasheerl s/o. Muharnnrarl

Italte('ttt tvas lriccl in lhc Cour{ of Arklitional .Scssious Jurllic-l/lvlorlel Crirninal
'f'rial Court Karachi (Wcst) in rcspcct of Crimc Ncr.103 of 2012 unrler scctiorr

1ll2/11 I'l'C' rqlistcrcrl nt I).S. Culslran-c.Ma1,111ar, Karachi antl virlt jurlEirrrcrrt

datcd 1t1.05,2019 tlrc appcllanl was convictctl u/s.265.1 l(2) Cr.l,C for an o[[tnct.

lruttisltabtt' tttttlcr st'cliott 102(t ) l'l)C nnrl sr.rrtcnct tl to urrrlc.rllo li[t'

itttprisolultr.llt, Allllcllnnt wirs qfso rlirrrctctl to P,r1, conrlrcrrs.rtion rrl lis.5,()(),()()()/-

(l;ivu l.act) lo tlrt, llrlyrl lreirs o[1fecr,,rsr'rl rrs l)l.trvirlerl trnt[tr sr.cti()u 5-l-l-l\ Cr.l,.('.

lll t,tst'ol rlt'f,tttll irl Plytn('nt fltr,,tccttsr,rl sh,rll .srr[[t'r sir (()(r) nlorrths llloyl'!j,1.

l l11611'v1't; lltr' [rt,ttufil of !it,rllol1 3tl2-lt tvrlr{ rllso t'xtt.lltlt'rl trr 1tq1., rl}r}r1r11.1111.

2. lltt' brit'l lrlr lt ul lltu Pt'urt,r'ttliott r'rl\t, rltr, tlr.rt (rn t)l.tlN..ltll.l tlrr.

cotttlrl.titt.tttl krrlllr'rl lill( wlrcnrhl il ir' tlrtlr,rl llr,rl lrt,\\,rlh l'r'sitlirrli rvitlr lris l.rrrrilr

.ll .llrttl't' ,ttlrlt't'sr rttltl ltt' tt'rt\ ffllr.lttPf1r1,1's1. Ilis llt,1rht,tt, Ilsttt,ttt rl.rr,l.rl .tlrrrtrt ]l
)'r'rlt'h t1'rl\ ('filtrlu1,t,rl .l\ hr,('ut'lly 11tr,rrrl itt (i,rt,tlt,rt C'111,. 1tr1ti11., p1 [l.lr.l.,sir.lt,rrl

oflicc ul (ilrtk.rr Cily ncrlr (i11ffih,rrr.r'.IVl.r1,111,rr rltrrirrll tlrrlt, lrorrrs lr,rr,l r..rclrrlnfr,r,

tl[ lt,rft.lt lalks rt'itlr ll.rsltct'r $rrn o[ Mttlrarttrtr.trl lt,llrt.t.pr l]r.p1i ryht,rr,rrlrprr
ll'trrltt't'r llLltlt'|I plrtttrc crrll lo ll.rslrr.crl ,trrrt Mrrtlrunnt.lrl tl.ttrctf tp r.r,.1a1, tlrr.rr, irr,
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scu[flt,trctwccrr hirn nrrrl A*llltrr. Al atxrrrl 06:.15 l).rrr. I{aslrt.r,tl sorr IVIulr,rr,rrrrr,rtl

Ilnltt'r'rttt ntltl Muhelrltrrltl l{anlf atins I}atrn sorr oI I laji Khutla t]nkhstt rt,,rt'lrr.tl ,rt

Ciartlt'tr Cit\'. As soon, tlrc'y ttfiChttl, Jlnstrt't,tl witlr Intcntftrn tg kill, rnarlc firirrli

tlptrll Aslilt,tl'rllltl ittittt't'rl ltirlt, lo rvllolr, Itirrrif ,rrtrl (irrlslrr,r irr irrjrrrt,rl tprrtlilir1rr

trtrrk lltt'ltos1til,1l \\,ll('t'r, ttt\,;1r.;rllr.!v qu(.(.rrrtrlrt,rl lo tri,, irrjrrrit,r,rrrtl rlir.rl Ilrr.
itrcltlt'trl is sLrtrll tll' Multarrlql,ltl Y(runus nrrrt Naz.ar Mllrarrrmatl. llis t'l,rinr

a1i.rilrrt l) l],15111'1'1' Alttttt'rl rrlltl oI Mttltatntttatl l{.rtrr,t,rrr, 2) [(,rrlrr.r.rl \(rrr .l
Nttrlt.tttttrtatl lt.tltt't'lll .rrrtl 3) hflrhattutratl l lirrrlf ati.ts [],rtr,r rorr oI Klrgtl,r lt,rklr,rrlr

Itrt'tll,tLirrl', lilirrli tlfroll l',1* t4rPltt'tv.ll(l fonllniltilrli lris lrrrrrtlr,r llt, 1,r',rr,1t f rrr

It'11.r1 rlt'titrll.

3. Aftcr usual investigatlon tlre case was chaltancd anr.l the matter was senr

up for trial. The appellant an{ his co-accusecl pleacl not guilty to the charge antt

clainrc'cl trial.

4. The prosecutiot'r irr orCer to prove its case examinecl 07. witnesses anel

exlribitetl various documents qpd other items. The statement of the appellant an(l

co-accused u'ere recorded u4{pr Section 342 Cr.P.C in which they cleniecl all the

allegations lcvelecl agaiust thgp, and clair:recl rrial. Neither of the accusctl gayc

evidence on oath or called any DW in support of their clefence case.

5. After hearing the partigq ancl appreciating the eviclence on recortl, the trial

court convicted the appellqnf and sentenced hinr as set out earlier in this

iudgmenU hence, the appellant has filed this appeal against his conviction. ilis
co-accused was also convicte( u/ s 201PI'JC and was sentencet{ to three 1,ears 1tl

and fine of RS 25,000 however fre did not file an), appeal agaiust fiis couvictiorr

6. 'l'lrc facts of tlre casc al well as evir.lence proclucerl lrefore the trial ctrurt

find an claborate nrention in tfie inrpugrrerl jutlgrnent tlatr.rl 18.05.2019 p.r5.sg.l 51

thc trial court and, thcreforc, thc satnc mily not bc. reproclucctl hc'rc'so as tg.rr.rrirl

duplication and unncccssary rppotltion.

7, l,carncd coutlsel for lfp appcllant lrns contcrrlk'tl that thc appcll.rut i.s

innoccnt and has bccn falscly fnrplicatctl in thi..t c.tso; that thc cyr. vvitrrLrsscs arc

plantcd witncsscs antl thcir pvidcncc bt' rliscrtrrlctl osPt'6i.1111, -.'.r thc.\, arc .rll
relatccl to the conrplainalrt anrl thc rlc'ceasurl; that the pistol was foistetl orr thc

appellant by the police; tht tlre recovcretl ernpties were' sunt aftt r ap

unexplained delay of 1,9 dayn for l€L ancl as such the FSL report coulcl not bc

relied uPon and that for any gy all of the above reasons the appellant s6oultl be
,
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acquitted of the charge by extonding him the benefit of the rloubt. In support of

Itis contentiolts, he placetl rolfpncc otl lhc cases of AIi Sher ancl otlrcrs v. Tlre

State (2008SCMI{ 707) arrcl [Vfglranrrnacl Irslrad v. Allah Ditta and others (2017

S('l\4lt l{2).

tt. Lr,'lrnetl Assistarrt I'rossgutor General Sinrlh as welt as learnecl counsc'l for

tltt' cottrplainant, after goirrg through the cntire ct,irlence of tlre prosecutiorr

n'itucsses as rt'ell as otlter recopcl of thc case supportecl tlre impugne(l juclgrncnt.

Irr particular, they contended tfrat their were 2 eye witnesses in this case both o[

rvltose evit{ence coulcl be safely relied upon; that the meclical eviclence supportetl

the ocular evidence ancl that $1e nrurder weapon (pistol) hacl been recoverecl on

the pointation of the appellapf whicl'r matched with tlre empty rccoveretl at tht,

scene of the crirne as evidelfed by u positive FSL report ancl as such the

prosecution had prorred its cEle beyond a reasonable doubt ancl the' appeal bt,

dismissed. In support of theil gontentions, they placed reliance on the cases o[

Mulranunad llyas v The Statp (2071, SCMR 460), Muhanu'nad Ashraf v the State

(2011 SCMR 1046), Ijaz Ahm4d v The State (2009 SCMR 99), Qasim Shahzad v

The State (2023 SCMR 11n, Nnsir Ahmed v The State (2023 SCMR 478), Aman

UIIah v The State (20?3 SCMB 7n), Sikarrdar v The State (2006 SCIvll{ 7786),

Abdul Majeed v The State (ZlOg SCMR 7228), Abdul Wahid v The State (?023

SCMR 1278) and Nasir tqbal O Nasra v The State (2016 SCMR 27.52).

9. I have heard the argplpents of the learned counsel for the appellant,

Iearnec{ Additional Prosecufol General Sindh and learnecl counsel for thc

complainant and have gone thgough the entire eviclence which has been reacl out

by the learned counsel for thg appellant and the irnpugnec{ juelgment with their

able assistance and harre consf{ered the relevant law including the case law citetl

at the bar.

10. IJasecl on nly reassessqlent of the c.r,icleuce of the [)W's, eS1x,sii1ll,1, thc

medical evidence, recovery Ot enrpty at the crime scene I fintl that the.

prosccution has proved beyOnrl a reasonable cloubt that Asglrar nli (thc

deceasecl) was nrurdered by ffrcarnr orr 02.08.201,2 at about 18.45 hours at Garclen

officc cit1, p"^r Culshan-e-Maymar I(arachi.

11. The only question left Sfore me therefore is who murderec'l the cleceasccl

by firearm at the said [ime, c{atg anc{ location?-
,
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1,2, After my reassessmept of the eviclence on record, I fincl tlrat tlrc

prosccutirtrt ltas provecl tleypnrl a rea.sonablc cloubt the charge against thc

a;:pellarrt for wlrich hc wns cp6victccl for lhc following reasons;

(a) 'l'hat tltc lflll was fOdgcd In lc.ss tlran two lrours of tlre incirlcnt antl as

suclt tltcrc ls no Tlglay lrr loclging thc lrllt.'1ftc appellant is named in
the l;lR with the lpccific role of slrooting thc cleceasecl and as such
tlre corttplainartl hhd no linrc lo cook up a casc in orttcr to falsely
irnplicatc' the appgflarrt cspccially as it has not be'en proven lhrough
rrny cviclLrtlcc that fhc conrplairrant party had any ill will or enmity
witlr tlrc appellant pho arc all rclalccl.

(t ) In rny view the prosecution's case primarily rests on thc eye

r,r,ihresses to the 41urc{er whose evidence I shall consic{er in detail
bclolv;

(i) Eye witneol PW 1.2 Nazar Muhammed. He is the related to
the deceaso{, complainant and the accused. According to his
evidence qq 02.08.2072 he was at the security office Garden
with Muhagprned Hanif and []ashir. He saw the accused fire
or"r the decgesed which fire shot lrit the deceased on the face
ancl pierce{ his head where after the deceiised fell to the
ground. Gqf Sher and Muhammed l-lanif took the injurerl to
hospital. L{ler on he heard that the deceased dieci at thL'

hospital. 04 07.08.2072 he was with the police when the
accused w6l arrested on the pointation of the appellant ancl

became the Spashir of arrest.

Admittedly the eye witness was related to the complainant
and the doCeased however it is well settler'l by no\\, that
evidence of yelated witnesses cannot be discarded unless there
is some ill Will or enmity belween the eye witnesses ancl the
accused whfgh has not been proven in this case bv an), reliablr'
evidence. ffiere is a suggestion that there is civil litigatiorr
between thg complainant arrd the accusecl but nothing rvas
brought on record to prove this anci such suggestion \vas
denied by fearned APG who contencled that 11o,\,such
Iitigation wfiich there rnigltt have been n as filerl after this
incident. Iivgn otherwise according to the conrplainant irr his
evidence prlpr l,o thc incicleut he rt,as on visitirrg terrls \\,itlr
the accusecl ryhiclr conrpletely belies an), el'lnrit1, betrvccn thc
parties, In tfis respect reliance is placec{ on the cases of ljaz
Ahrned V Tfte State QAO7 SCMR 99) Nasir lqbal atias Nasra
and anothep v, Tlre State (2016 SCMI( 2152), Ashfaq Ahnrcd
v, The Statg (2007 SCMI{ 641) arrcl Abdul V\fahicl versrrs 'fhc
Statc e}nSCUn 1278)

I

'l'hc accuscd, tlre r,leccascrl, this cye rvitne'ss ilncl e1,c lvitucss
PW 3 Muh6nrmecl l-larrif all n orkecl at the sante securitl,
conrpany aF guarcls and all camc from the sanre locality anrl
were all relffic{ to each other anri herrce this c}/e witness kuc'rv
the accused ln this clay light inciclent which he witrressecl fronr
close range 6pd hence there was no neec{ for arr identification
parade of tfp appellant as the iclentity of the appellant stancls,

'' tl
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proven apd as suclr there was no need for an iclentification

paracle. Tlp appcllarrt is nametl in the prorn;:lly lotlllctl I:lll ar

an eye wf lpcss ancl ltc gavc his S.16'l Cr.l)C statemcnt on tltc
salne rlay wlrictr was not rnatcrially improvccl cluring his

evitlCtrcc. ltW 3 cyc wittrt'ss l'lanif corrrt[:oratcs his prcst'ncc at

thc sccnc pf thc incirlcnl.'l'his cyc witncss is nol a ch;tnct'

witrress af, hc was woyking as a sccurily Tsuar{ at thc samc

placc as tfte rleccascd anrl thc a;:llcllant ancl was on tluty

tlurirrg tltO irrciclctrt antl tltus ltacl cvcry rcason to be prescnl

rluring tho inciclcnt. I Ic is also frotn tlrtl samc locality as tlrc

accuscrl. l{e was trot clcntccl cluring a lcnl;thy crgs!

exatninatiqgr and lrc gave lris eviclcnce in a natural manner

arrcl tlrus I [elieve his cvitlcncc to be trust worthy, reliablt'antl

couficlencg lnspiring arrcl I believe tllc samc, ln this respect

reliance iO placed on the cases of Amanullah v State QAA
scMlt 52{ tncr Qasinr shazad v stat e (2023 SCMI{ 117).

It is well OOltlecl by now that I can convict thc accuscd on thc

evic{ence qf a sole eye witness provided that I fincl his

evidence lO be trust worthy reliable and conficlencc inspiring.

In this reppect reliance is placed on the case of Muhammad

Elrsan ,. flo" State (2006 SCMR 7557). As also founcl in the

cases of Fpjpoq l(han v. The State (2008 SCMR 977), Niaz-ud-

Dirr and a6other v. The State and anotlrer (2011 SCMR 725)

Muhamnrq{ Ismail vs. The state (2017 scMR 713) ancl

Qasim shpad v state (2023 SCMR 71.7). That what is of

sigrrificangg fs the quality of the evidence atrcl not its cluantitv

und in thip 5nse I find the evidence of this eye witnesses to be'

of good quellty and believe the sarne.

I-lowever tfpre is yet another eye witness.

L

).

(ii) Eye wf f6ess PW 3 Muhammed Hanif. I-le is also relatetl ttr
the cornpl4fpant ant{ the deceased. According to his evidence

on 02.08.2012 he was a security guarcl at Garden city. '['[erc,

was a scqfile belweeu Bashir and Gul Sher who \'\'ere

separated. ffashir callec{ the accusecl and he callecl has uncle'

Younis (cOpfplainant) who as Per the Irll( ancl his evitlence
arrived at ille crime scene afrel the inciclent. After soltle tinre'

the appell46t and his convicted co-accused arrivetl. '[he

deceased anC PW 1 Nazar Muhanrtnecl r.r,ere also in thc officc.
[-le saw thg pppellant tal<c out his pistol aucl rnakc' firirrg arlrl .1

bullct hit tlp'clcccasccl on his face r,r,lto fell dorvn. l-le anrl Gtrl

Shcr took fhe clcceasccl to lrospital rvherc he succunrbcrl to his

injurics.

I'lis evideng€ corroboratcs tltc cvirlencc of thc l'W 2 Naz.ar

Muhanrrned fn nearly all nratcrial respects. I Ie is rranretl as ittr

eyc witnc$C it1 the pronrptly Iorlgccl l;ll{ antl his Sectiort l6l
Cr.I'C eyc Wilncss statcttrent was recorclecl pronrptly. I-le also

knew the ag:ysecl fronr before in this ctay light inciclent bcittg

fellow secuffly guarcls fronr thc sanrc locality. I-le tvas also not

dented clUfhg cross exanrination ancl as such the sanre

consicleratfOgrp aPPIy to lris cviderrce to that of ['W 2 Nazar

Mulranrme,J as cliscussecl above. Nanrely, I fincl it to bc trusl,

ll rl rr,r,rrtl llot(

I



worthy, relfable and confidence inspiring and as such I believe

the same arfd rely upon it.

Ilaving belicvcrf the eviclence of the two cye witnesses which is

discussetl abovo I turn to consicler the corroborative/supportive
o,itlencc whilsf fceping ln view that it was held in the case of
Mutrnntrrrad W5;1ls v. Tlre State (2008 SCMI{ 784) as under;

"Corrtrlroyqliott is ottly n rulc ol mutiorr nurl is ttol n rule o[ lrnu

nd i[ tlrc gye trrilress nccottrtl is [ound to be relinble nttrl lrusl
trrtrlltll tlrolg is lmrdlv nnry nced lo look for nily corrobornliott"

Thtrs, bnsed orl rlly believirrg tlre eviclcncc of the 2eye witnes.ses as

rrrcrrtioncd above wh4| otlter strpportivefcorroborative material is their
against the appcllant?

(c) That it does not qppeal to logic, comnlonsense or reason that close

relativcs would lo3 the real murc{erer of their other close rclative gct

a\\,a), scot free ar1$ falsely implicate an innocent person by rvay of
substitutiorr. [n Stis respect reliance is placed on the case of
Mulramnred Asllrlf V State (202L SCMI( 758).

(.t) That the me{f,al evidence fully supports the eye-
witness/prosecu$gn evidence that the deceased died from receiving
a firearnr injury e[ the part of his bocly as stated by the eyewitnesses
in their evidence, fhe fact that no post mortem was carried out I find
to be inconsequeffial in the face of the eye witness evidence, medical
eviclence and MIf, which mentions the cause of cleath being by fire
ann. In this respqgl reliance is placed on the case of Sikander (supra).
In any event it is ryell settlecl by now that if the medical eviclence is
in conllict with tfip ocular evidence the ocular evidence will take
precedence over tfp medical evidence which in this case it is not in
conflict. In this ftspect reliance is placed on the case of lmran
Mehmood verstrs fhe State and another 12023 SCMR 7951.

(") That on the appelhnt and his convicted co-accused were arresterl 5

days after the inciflgnt and one day after his arrest the appellant took
the police to the flace where he had secretly hidc{en the ururder
weapon (pistol) ryfkn was recoverecl on his pointation at a place that
he was only awaug gf as evidenced by the menro of recover),.

(0 That the empty provered at the crime scene matchecl witl'r the
recovered pistol $fough a positive FSL report which proved the

pistol to be the nlgfder weapon. The c{elay of sending the en'rpties is

not particularly rgflvant, In this respect reliance is placeci on the case

of Muharnmed Aoflraf v State (2011 SC\4R 10,16).

(S) 'l'lrat there was ng ill will or enrnity between the police aud the
appellarrt and as gl;gh tlre police had no reason to falsely implicate
the appellant in t\fr case, for instance, by foisting the pistol on the
appcllant. uncler Jfresc circunrstanccs it is settlec'l b), r'ro\^, that the
eviclence of polica ryitnesses is as goorl as an), other n,itness. In this
respect reliance is placed on the case of Mustaq Ahnrecl V The State,,
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(2020 SCMIt 474),fhus, I [:eliovt' thc e.vltlt ncc o[ llrt' IO rvho rv,ts rtol
tlr.nte'tl rltrrl116, n fUngtlry cr()ss cxarnlnalion rvlroslr 1,1,i111r1rt, rtI rrtrr'\l
itrtrl rr:cr)vrrry of tffe nturtlcr rvc.rpotl on poinlnlion o[ llrc,rJrpt'll,tttl is
supportcd by tlro ;pnslrlr'n r.vltlcnct,,

(lr) 'l'lrc fnct thnt tllogl wnn ttrtI collcclcrl ,tl tlrc crinr(r sccn(' ls ttol ol

Irtuclt sillrrif lcrrnt'o bilst'rl rttt tlrc parlicttlnrly frlr:l,q rlrlrl cir('unl\l.ur( r'\
trI tltis (.ilti(r. lrr tl$n 1'cs;rp1'l rt'llattcc ls Plitcctl on lltt'crls('of Abclul
[\'lrrjcc'd (Suprn)

(i) 'l'lrnt illl thr. ltW'F Fre conslslenl irr thalr cvitlt'ncc nntl (rv(tn if tltt'rt'
,ll.(! sr)nlc cont;1lllctlotrs lrr tltt'ir ('vi(l(rtl('(' I t'ottsitlt'r lltt'sr
c()lttr,1(licti6ns ns JRlnttr ln ttalttru nlttl tttlt tnatt'rial anrl ct'rl.lirtly rtol

trI such rnatr'rinf[y so ns to cffcct tlrc Pro.scctttion cr'ts('rl'ltl tlrt'
corrvictiou of tho ippcllnnt. ln thi.s rcspccl rcliancc is placcrl on tltt'
crrsc$ of Zakir l([1n V Statc (1995 SCMI{ 1793) I(haclim [[ussain v.

Tlre Statc (Pl,D UtO Suprcnre Court 669) anrl Maskeen Ullah ancl

arrottrcr versrrs fho State and anothcr (202i SCMI( l56tl). llrt'
t,r,itlence of the ltl/'r provides a [:elicvable corrrlboratcrl untrrttkt'tt
chain of events flpm the appellant firing at thc rlcccaserl ttt tltt'
tlc'ccascd's death On accourrt of firearnr injtrry as cviclenccr,l by twrr

cys \^rihlesses to flre arrest of thc appellarrt ttl the rccovery trf tht'

rnurdcr wr:apon e[ his pointation at a hitldcn placc which prolluct'tl
a positive FSL repgrt when matclrecl with the errrpty rccovttrerl .rt tht'
crinre scelle.

0) Unrloubtedly it iq for the prosecution to prove its casc against thc
accused beyond n leasonable cloubt but I have also consiclerctl thc
clefence case to feg if it at all can caste rloubt or1 or tlc'rrt thr'
prosecution case. f[e c{efence case as set out by thc appcllarrt is tlrat
he was falsely iqpficated in this case rlue [o ennril,y horvcvcr no
proven enmity ha;-gonre on rccorcl. I-Ie also clainrs that the tlcccasctl
conrrnitted suicidg for which he proclucerl no cvirknct anr.l is
negated by the nqoCial evitlence as l1o blackenilrg \\,ils ftruntl arounr,l
the wound and tfpt he lvas away in hub at thc tinrc o[ thc incitlcut
for which he has qgt proclucecl a shrcr{ of evir.lcnce. I'lc tlirl not 1,,ivt'
cvitlcncc on oath, call any DW in support of his tlcfcncr.' c.lSr, ()r'

exhibit any clocunlgtrt in support of his r,lc[r-'rlcc casL.. It is rvell st,ttlt'rl
that if llrc clcfcncg prrts fortt,arcl a sp(,!6ifiis 1'rlcn tlrcu hc nrrrst [)r()\'\' it.
ln tlris casc ltc ltEi nrisc'rabl1, fnilccl ttr rltl stl. '['11111.;, irr tlrt [.lcr.' trt

rcliablc, trust wof[rl artrl cotrfitlr,rrct in.spif ing,, t',\,t, rvitrress t,\'irlt,nct.
nnd olltcr $upppfllvL./corrotrgf ilIiv(-' r.trirlcut'c rli.scrrssctl .rhovc I

rlisbelicvc tlre ddcrrct' c.lri(, rvlrich ltits uot .rt all th,ntr,tl tlrt,
prost'cuIion c,tsrr.

13. 'l'ltus, based on tlrc o[ttrtvn r,llscttssitttt, I fintl th.rt llrt, Prt)..it,culitrn has

Pxtt,r'd its c,rse .tgainsl tlrr,'aPpgllirnt lrcyottrl .l lcds(]noblu rltlubt [or' ]hc offcuce.s

for which trc, ltas becn convicfg(l arttl $cntcncorl irt thu itupugnc'tl jurlgnrcul anrl

as such lris appcal is clisrttlssttf,,
t
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14. The SFIO PS Gulshan'e-Maymar, District Malir,

Karachi is immediately and return him to central

prison I(arachi to selve remainder of his sentence. A coPy of this

Jur{grnent shall be sent to SSP Iyfalir for cornpliance,

15. 'l'he appeal is disposed qf in the above terms'
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