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IN TI{E I-IIGH COURT OF SINDH I(ARACI]I

l),1,sf,tl:
Mr, Irslic? Mohtttr.l a K.trittt Klttu Aglur
Mr. lrclict 7.1[iqtrr Ali Smgi

st't.. cl{. A,1)'Al'l'EAI- NO.150 0F 2021

Al)pcllnut Muharnmacl Chazi s/o.
Mtrharrrnracl [brahirrr Qurcshi
through Mr. Muhammad Asa<l
Ashfaq, Advocatc,

llcsporrdent Thc State through Mr. Muhanrmad
Iqbal Awan, Addl. Pr<rsecrrtrrr
Ccncral Sindh.

l)alc of J trdgnrent 07.11.2022

TUDGMENT

Molnnunad l(athrr IOnn Aslra,l:- Appellant Muhammarl Ghazi was trie (l

in the Court of Judge, Anti-Tei-ror.isrn Court No.lX, I(arachi in Special

Case No.29(lll)/2014 under FII{ No.11/2014 u/s. 385 /386 /506-8131 PPC

registered at PS Mithadar, Karachi, Special Case No.31(lll)/2014 untler

IrlR No.19l2014 u/s. 23(l)-A, SAA 2013 and Special Case No.32(lll)/ 2{.)l.l

under FIR No.20/2014 u/s.23(l)-A, SAA 2013 borh were registered ar l5
SIU Karachi and vide iudgment clated 10.02.2015 lre was convicter.l and

sentenced as under:

A. Accused Muhaurmad Ghazi found guilt)/ of the chargc ()[

Section 6(2)(k) punishablc u/s. 7 of ATA 1997 r./ lv. scction 3E(r

PPC is convictetl antl sentencer.l to suffer ll.l. tirl selen (07)

ycars with fiue oI I1s.25000 ar.rtl iu casc o[ tlcfault in Plvm('r]t h('

slrall suffer Il.[.Ior lwo montl]s molej

li, Accuscd Muhammad Ghazi fountl guilti, 6[ tl'rc char$e ol
Seclion 23(l)-A oISn A 2013 is convictetl nurl sentc'ncc.tl to srr[it'r'
I{.1. for sevcn (07) ycar* with fine of Ils,250l)0 irnd in cnsr ()l

clcfault in payrrcnt he sfiall suffcr I{.1. [t.lr fu,o uroL]ths nr()r'e;

All the scntenccs wcrc orrlorutl t() rurl concuu'cntly. I lorvcvcr,
bcnefit of Scction 382-l] rvas also cxtcntletl to the appcllarrt.

2. Briel facts of the prosecutio:r case ore lhat thc complainant I'ltrzliia

Ahrned Khan Khaitullah lodgcd lrllt on 17.01.2014 staLing, thelcin tlut he

deals ir'r business of papers along with his brothcr Nonranullah Khair Lrllah

at the office titled with "l'aPer and llolel Iiox l)r:ivate l-irritcd" siturte(l al
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704 Mohamnracli I'lorrsc l.l. Chuntlriliar l{oad, I(nrachi. 'l'hrx'rtottllts

prior thc lTis cornplairr( recclvctl photx'call on his mot:ilc phonc No 033j'

2131(\i3 frorr trobile pltonc NO.03ll -1249'173 nntl tlrc callcr introtlucinli

hiursc.lI ls Urnlr I]nloch tlctnatttlcrl tlxtorlkrn / bhatta amrrunl ttl

I{s.2,([),000/- nnd irr cnsc of non-1:aynrcnt issuctl tlrrcats of murrk,r.

'f'hcrt'rftcr lrc rcccivctl phonc call on his office ltlcl. No.02'l-324270".,5

fxrnr sarrrc nurlber witlr tlucats of tlirc cttnsctlucnccs anrl tcn rlays birck

flonr nnother nrobile phone No,0335-2801302 attcl 0312-12,\6137 calls wt:rt,

urarlc for extortion money issuing l.lu'cats o[ murelcr. In thc cvcninli ol

16.01.2014 between 10:00 or 11:00 p.m. thc cxtortion was clcmanrletl frrrrrr

Iris brotlrer on his rnobile phone No.0335-2789228 antl thcy har.l pairl

Its,2,00,000/- tluough their ernployee Mehmoocl at settlccl place to tlr(,

callcr. l-Ie also movet{ a complaint to police through their nssociation,

there aftel complainant went to l5 for registration of Irllt agairrst

rrnknown persons.

4. The prosecution in order to prcve its case examineci 11 ProsecuLioLr

Witnesses and exhibited various documents and other iterns. I he

statement of accused was recorded undcr Section 342 Cr,P.C in which he

denied the allegations levelled against him and claimecl falsc implication

by the police. Flowever, the appellant gave evir'lellcc on oath but clir-l uot

preducc any DWs in support of his r-iefelrce.

5. After healirrg the parties and appre(iating lhr'cvitlcncc ou rccrtrl,

thc trial court convictetl the appcllant antl senteucq.ct hilr as set ou! c.trlior

in this judgmen[ hcucc, thc appcllarrt has filccl this appcal against his

conviction.

6. 'l'hc lacts o[ tlrc casc as wcll ns cvitlcncc prortuccrl bsfol.c thc trLrl

coult Iinrl an clabolal.c nrention in lhc impugrrctl iLrrllimcnt rlatr-rtl

70.02.2016 Passcd by thc trial court nnrl, thcrcforc, thc saurc nray not [:c

reproduccd hcre so as to avoid tluplication anrl unncccssary rcpctiLion.

7. Al tlre very outsel, learnerl counsel for the appcllant untlcl

iustructions stated that lre did not press the appeal on merit as th('

appellant accePted his guilt providccl that he was given somc lcasonat,lc
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3. Aftel usual investigation, thc case was challanetl and thc'accr.rserl

was sent-up to face the trial whcre he pleaded not guilty to tlre charge,
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rc(luctiorl in scntencc basccl on following special features/mitigatinli

circrrmstanccs :-

i) 'l'hc'aPPcllant is a young man and has large family to
suPport.

iD 'l'he appellant is first time offender ancl capablc for
reformatlon.

iiD lly accepting his guilt the appellant has showrr
genuine remorse and saved the time of this court.

i") The appellant hacl served out a substantial pcrrtion ol
his sentence.

8. We have gone tluough the evidence on record and find thal. this

case does not fall within the provisions of ATA 1997 as such the appellant

is acquitted of all the ATA offences. However, his convictions for the

offences under the PPC and in respect of Sindh Arms Act, 2013 are

maintained.

9. With regard to the sentencing based on the above mitigating factors

and in particular no objection given by the Adcll. Prosecutor General

Sindh and the fact that the appellant has served out a major portion of his

sentence we hereby reduce the appellant's sentence to the perioll alre.rth

undergonc in custody and waivc off any fine pal,ablt' bv hinr. Ihc

appellant shall bc releasccl utrless hc is u,arrtecl in an1, elhcf c'115tor1r.cast'.

10. 'l he instant appcal slaurls clisposcr,l of in the abrrvc tr'rms.

Wo.,t,,1,.
lrL f>r.
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