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Admittedly, these petitions primarily seek to vitiate crim;€l proceedings,
pending trial before the competenl court/s, and have inler aiia obtained the
concession of bail as an inle,im measure, before tho civil tax bench of this
Court. The crux of the petitionets' case is that notwlthsl?ndang the registration of
criminal proce€dings, vide the respective FlRs, and submission oI challans
before lhe competent trial court. it was incuml'ert upon this Court to determine
lhe viability of the criminal proceedings a.d regulate the custody oF the
accl,sed, while exercising jurisdi(lion underAdicle 199 ofthe Constitution.

This Court has disapproved of such unmeriled recourse ta yr,/rit

jurisdiction in Syed Jawad A!:..had vs. Federation of Pakistrn & Othersl
("Arshad') and hcld, in view oi ii p.eponderance ot birding auliorityz. that the
ordinary cou8e ot criminal procecdings could not b3 ailowed to be deflected by
resort to writ is,isdiction as the statutory fora are co,npelent to determine th3
viabll,ty ot ihe ralevant criminal proceedings and regllate lhe custody of the
accused. tt is observed that the ralio of Arshad is squarely applicable herein.

tn view hereof and in mulalis mulardis application of the reasoning and
rationale so assigned in Arshad. il is found thal no case has been set forth
betoae us to merit the invocation of the disc.atio 3 writ jurisdiction of this
Court; hence, the subject pelitions, along rdlh applications, are

ljsted petilion .\

h16by
dismissed. The office may place a copy hereol

JUDGE
J OGE

h

I !d8nrerr dared 03.09.20:li aP t 1083 or -to:ti)
) MNhannad Abbas vs. SrO Ahr6 Adr, a :,:r6.s t6lrned as PLD 2Q1A StprcnE Corl 963 Wt tun,..!u
Rehtuan J in Ghrlat Mrlra* ad $ Muzanttu). <aa. t QNtgs epoded as PLD t967 Stprcrte Co!.t 31 7 Pat )s 

"n,Rtaz Hussatn J tn Abdtl Rehna. Eqpa vs S,- ri: Olr!/s reporled as PLt 19a1 S.:522 Pet Mthzontad Atzal
Ztllah ) lnAbdolAteahw SpectatJu.lga tcrr-, 9lahc,, & On./s A Olre6 '.t nea z.1aAZ SCMR 52? AhaLL
Abned vs MKC Scon Cbfidan & Ornr.s repo ..r .s PLO t992 Sup,ame Ara j53 ?., Cr,aodt',t ,a. Abnrd ) t

l.l/ s€rd€. ,(hald s!,3€.? vs. uuhamnad Ashr,n \ atha.s ,eiJod€d as 2000 sc&& t , t?
' Pet tpz UlAhst J. t aysd lgb6/ Hrss6,. Srir. dr,anl !.s P8C E Orrels .epon.! as 2r2t aCMi? ,ia \ttnar .ir. :

Fiaz Rhah rs AlNt kban & Anortur reponed as.i0rD Scir?1 ,05

\


