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IN THE THGH COURT OF SINDIH, CIRCUTIT COURT LARKANA
Crl. A\\lll!“dl .‘\Ppm\.l No. S- 75 of 2()]() el
z[ Date of hearing i o Order \\nl\ \l&.lhl{lll‘;. ul IuLJ._,t. R ET
07.08.2017.

1. For orders on office objections.
2 IF'or Katcha Peshi.

Mi. Mohsin Ali Pathan, Advocate for appellant.

Mr. Sardar Ali Rizvi, D.P.G.

For reasons, to be recorded later on, the acquittal appeal 1s
dismissed.
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INTHE TNGH COURY OF SINDH, CIRCUIT COUR I

CHl Acquittal Appeal No, 5. 75 of 2016

Pate ol hearing : O ith i
i Y . der with sigmatuie of Judge

Mr. Mohsin Al Pathan, Ady

\ ocate for appellant
Mr. Sardar Alj Rizvi, D.P.G. 4

s st o o s

Omar Sial, J: .
mar Sial, J: Appellant Kartal Lal has impugned a judgment dated

08.10.2016 in terms of w

K

hich the learned Court of Sessions, Kashmore #
andhkot acquitted the respondents, namely, Heeman Das and Jagdos]

of a charge under Section 380 P.P.C.

Brief facts are that one Kartar Lal booked 20 cartons of o
homeopath medicine from Lahore to Kandhkot. The medicine was
delivered at the Bahadur Arain Goods Agency. Proprietor of the Agency,
one Bahadur Ali Arain phoned Kartar Lal to come take the medicine.
When Kartar arrived at the Agency, the cartons were lying outside. He
wenl to arrange a donkey cart to transport them. When he returned he
saw that the respondents were taking the cartons on another donkey cart.
Subsequently, the cartons were returned to Kartar Lal by the police who
recovered them from the medical store of the respondents. A FIR unde

, section 380 PPC was filed at P.S. A-Section, Kandhkot against the

respondents.
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| for the appellant has primarily argued that the
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that the medicine Bh e

i © Was recovered from the medicine store of the
respondent. A cursory o .

t ory look at (he Impugned judgment would reveal that

the learned appellate ©

. Our a1 A ' ¥ 4 ‘

it rt has in fact given its findings on both issucs.

n addition, 1 have obger L

» L have observed that it is questionable whether on the facts of

the case, the inerediente af o .
’ mgredients of section 380 PPC were even satisfied in the first

placc.

The learnec :
arned counse] for the appellant was unable to point out any

perversity or illegality in the Impugned j

to sl

udgment nor was he able to able
10w any jurisdictional error or that the judgment was arbitrary,
fanciful or capricious. The learned counsel’s desire that the judgment
should have made a different conclusion would not be sufficient to merit
interference  with the impugned judgment, especially when a
presumption of double innocence also works in favour of the

respondents.

For the above reason, captioned appeal stood dismissed vide short

order dated 07.08.2017. ‘ [ wl

3¢
]UDGE\ 7

Lk
Ansari/

(8 CamScanner


https://v3.camscanner.com/user/download

