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technicalities. In this respect reliance 1s placed on Ghualm Qadir
V The State (PLD 2006 SC 61) which held as under at para 8 P.66.

“We are not agreeable with the contention of the learned counse!
because fact remmns that “Poppy Fiowers” wete found lying on
the roof of the velucle therefore, the technicality, wiich is being
ponted out by the learned counsel, would not be sufficient to
acquit lum. In addition to it in such-like cases Courts are
supposed to dispose of the matter with dynamic approach,
instead of acquitting the drug paddlers on technicalities,
as it has been held in (1993 SCMR 785) and (PLD 1996 5C
305"). (bold added)

(m) No doubt it is for the prosecution to prove its case against the
accused beyond a reasonable doubt but we have also considered
the defense case which in essence as per his 5.342 statement was
just a basic plea of false implication. The appellant did not give
evidence on oath and did not call any witness in support of his
defense cases and as discussed above the police had no enmity
with him and had no reason to implicate him in a false case and as
such we disbelieve the defense of the appellant.

12 Thus, for the reasons mentioned above, we find that the prosecution has proved
its case beyond a reasonable doubt against the appellant and the impugned judgment is

upheld and the appeal is distussed.

13, The appeal 1s disposed of in the above terms.
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