
IN THE HIGH COURT oF SINDH, I(ARACHI
Before Mr. Justice Ahmed Ali M. Shaikh
Mr. Justice Mohammad Karim Khan alha
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C.P. No. D-1987 of 2Ot6

Saifullah Bullo

V.

Chairman, National Accountability Bureau

ORD.ER

Muhammad Karim Khan Agha, J. The petitioner rras applied for post arrest bail
in National Accountability Bureau (I,JAB) Reference No.3212015 state v saifullah Bullo
(the petitioner)' Earlier by order dated 08-03-2016 this court had recalled the ad interim
pre arrest bail which had been granted to the petitioner and thereafter the petitioner was
arrested and take, i,to custody he,ce this petition for post arrest bair.

2' The brief facts of the case as per aforesaid reference are that trre NAB on
complaint opened an inquily which was later convefted into an investigation which lead
to the fi[ing of the aforesaid reference into the embezzlement of government funcls by the
officers/otficials of Sindh workers welfare Board, During the course of the investigation
it was revealed that the petitioner, who was Deputy secretary (Admi,) at the rerevant
time, pulchased office stationery arrd fumiture amounting to Rs.4.3 mi]rion without
conlllletion of codal formalities on fake quotations. The petitioner hacl lrisused his
authority by issuing ambiguous work olclers without mentioning specifications for supply
of items in violation of PPRA rules which caused a loss of Rs I , 292,1 1 0 to the national
exchequer. 

Vr,

Date of hearing 29-O9-2016
Date of Order 01- 10-2016
Petitioner: Through Mr. Anwar Mansoor

Khan Advocate
Respondents: Through Mr. Muhammad Altaf

ADPGA NAB
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During the course of the investigation a market suruey revealed that the furniture

was purchased by ttre petitioner was at exorbitant rates which further contributed

4. As a result of the evidence collected during the investigation the NAB filed

reference No.3212015 on 6-10-15 before the AdministrativeJudge Accountability Courls

Karachi against the petitioner under section 9(a) of the National Accountability

Ordinance 1999 (NAO) as he had committed the offense of comrption and corrupt

practices through his misuse of authority.

5. Learned counsel for the petitioner submitted that the petitioner only played a

,r'minor role in arly potential embezzlement, that it was a case of further inquiry and most

", 
of the misappropriated amount had already been recovered and since he had already spent

approxinrately 6 months in.jail and no substantial progress had been nrade in the case he

,, 
1,:j was entitled to be enlarged on bail especially if he was able to deposit tl.re amount which

'*, was his share of the liabiiity with the Court. In this respect he relied on the case of Syed

,1::'ir Muzaffar Ali V Chairrnan NAB (SBLR 20161569)': i

6. Leamed ADPGA lbr NAB half heartedly opposed the petition for post anest bail

and rnaintained that thele was sufficient evidence to link the accused to the offense.

Hor.vever he conceded that his stance would soften if the petitioner paid the amount of his

liability into Court so that NAB's position in respect of financial loss was preselved

7. We have pelused the recold and considered the relevant law and the submissions

' o1'leulut'cl ctrLrnscl at the bar'

As this is a bail lltatter we have only nrade a tentative assessment of the rnaterial

before us wl'rich shall not prejudice either party at trial which reference must be decided

.by the trial Couft based on the evidence brought before it.

9. As is well known the conditions for the grant of pre arrest bail and post arrest bail

.are much different. In this petition for post arrest bail we have observed that the petitioner

has been behind bars for approximately 6 months and yet, despite him being the lone

.accused, only one out of 26 PW's have recorded their evidence. This is an indication that

this may be quite a protracted trial. We have also noted, and as confirmed by the ADPGA

NAB, that the amount of the embezzled money attlibutable to the petitioner is only

approxigrately RS 920,245 since soure of the loss caused to the Exchequer has already

been recoverecl from the beneficiary by way of volttntaty return under S'25 of the NAO.
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:'to the loss to the national exchequer.
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