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{)ma‘r Sial, J: Applicant Ghulam Asghar Channo has sought pre-arrest
bail in F.LR No.,09/2017, registered under Section 489-F PPC at the
Hyderi Police Station, Larkana. Earlier, the learned Sessions Judge

l.arkana had declined pre-arrest bail to the Applicant vide his order

dated 19.04.2017.

Brief facts of the prosecution case are that on 26.01.2017

complainant Ghulam Murtaza Narejo lodged a report at the police
station, stating therein that in the year 2012 he had purchased 1750
square feet plot of land from the Applicant for a sale consideration of
Rs.660,000/-. Subsequently; the complainant learnt that the Applicant
had sold the same land to someone else. The complainant approached

who told him that, he would either return the

the Applicant
complainant’s money or he would sell him another plot. On 28.08.2016,
the Applicant gave the complainant a cheque bearing number
ank Larkana branch and post-dated as

11105378 drawn on Gilk B
onored twice i.e. on 27.09.2010

27.09.2016. The same cheque was dish
and 26.01.2017.

¢l for the Applicant as well as the

| have heard the learned couns
i 'C i sir assistance.
learned D.P.G and have also oxamined the record with the

I I ,‘i 1 "l ¥ I Ifl X i y I ._11,.]"!.' !lti{.ns
8

The complainant

are as follows.
' J prC that a cheque
[ .contial ingredient of Section 489 P |

B satisfaction

ards the
, be towards
? ‘shonored should -
and dishon ‘ed DPG has ven @

dishonestly issued
The leart

atton of the piver.
n obligation 4

of a loan or a

Scanned with CamScanner


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

:
2 \

frankly conceded that there is no evidence on record to show that the -

properly transaction claimed by the complainant actually took place.
There is no evidence that the complainant was the owner of the plot of
land since 2012. The complainant has not filed any suit for recovery nor

any civil proceedings to enforce his title and to establish his bonafide.

[n view of the foregoing, the argument of the learned counsel tor
the Applicant that the present case has been filed by the complainant
solely with ulterior motives and malafide due to ongoing disputes
between him and the Applicant, cannot be conclusively ruled out at
this stage and the case warrants further enquiry.

Above are the reasons for the short order dated 18.08.2017; in

rim pre-arrest bail granted by this
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