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ORDEIT SHEET
IN THB HIGH COURT OF SINDH,

CIRCUIT COUR'T, HYDER{BAD.

Cr'. Appeal No.S-193 of 2006

DATE ORDER WITH S]GNATURE OF JLJDGE

For heafl llg o I rnain case.

27.02.202 3.

Mr. Farhad AIi Abro, Advocate for appellant.

Mr. Altaf Sachal Arvan, Advocate for complainant.

Ms. Sana Memon, Asst. prosecutor General, Sindh.

I have heard the learned counsel for appellant, learned A.p.G and

learnecl counsel for cornplainant. Reserued for judgment.
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF SINDH, CIRCUIT COUITT
HYDEII.ABAD

Cr. Appeal No.S-193 of 2006
1

Muharnrnad llu x

Versns

The State

thror.rgh Mr. Altaf Sachal An,an Actzocate

27.02.2023

03,03.2023

IUDGMENT

MOHAMMAD I(ARI M I(HAN AGFIA, l.-'i'his r'rinrinal aPpeal is

directed against the juclgment clated 12.09.2006, passed by tire lear.rred

Additional sessions Judge, sanghar, in sessions Case No..t42 of 2000 (re: The

state v Ghularn Nabi ar.rd another), emanating frorn Crime No.17 of 1997,

registered at Police Station Mangli, under section gO2, j24,337_F(iii), (v) ancl

34 PPC, whereby the appella.t Muhammacl Bux s/o sai. Bux Ma.gwa.o has

been convicted u/s 302(b) PPC and sentenceci to suffer ir.nprisonment for life
for comrnitting rnurder of cleceasecl Muhammad Rafique. I{e was also

directed to pay fir-re of Rs.100,000/-; ancl, in case of non-payrrent of the said

fine, 1-re shall further r-rr-rclelgo R.l for 02 years. I Iorvc'ver, br.nefit of section

382-8 Cr.P.c, was exte^ded to hirn. whereas, co-accusecl Ghular-'Nabi was

declared absconder and case against him was kept on clomrant file till his

arrest.

,

Aprpellant : Ivl u It a r-rr r-na c1

Ilux (p1p5gn1 or.r ba il)
through Mr. Fall.rar"l Ali Abr.o Advocate

Respondent : The State tl-rrotrgl-r Ms. Sana Memor-r, A.lr.C. Sinc-lh

Cor.nplainant : Allah Bux

Date of l-rearing

Date of juclgmer-rt



2. As per FIR, courplai,ant Allah Bux Lagl-rari appearecl at police station

Mangli and lodged his report thaf-

"He resirlcs itr Villny Mottlt,i Abdrilhtlt Lnglnri, 1-tlrtk, Sr,tglutr
nlottgtoitlr lis ftnriltl ttrcntbe rs, so rrlso tlteir srttts Mrtlutnuttnil R,tiiqtte,
Mulmrtrurad Ali nul Nlrtlmntntnd HnniJ'. Ltc lns go! lnttd nrtd cttltit,tttcs tl,l.
snttra, Todnry, piz. ott 23.07.1997, itt tlrc unrnittg lu: nttd lris sLtts Nlrrlttutututtl
Rtt'ique mti Mtlmntnttd Ali procecdtd to tleir lntrd .lbr tuLtrk. Aftct-
contpletirg tlu'it' uorli, tlrcry toettt to tl*' cottrttt crLtp of ztnritriot- Abdtillnlr
Lnglr.nri, fronr rulrcrc tlrcy rettrnrerl lo lluir Itotrsa, it rpts 

.l i:00 tt.ur, tlrcy suu
clu ntrt Nnbi M*rgtunrto lmt,ittg grtn, nttd Mrintrtrtutrl BrLt Mntrgtontro
lnuitrs riJle cortritrg frotn sorrtlrcrtt side. Accrrsed Grrrtrnrrr Nnbi aslei therr
tolry tlrcy sltotild not uilhlraz.u tlrc cnse, xulirrg sLt ncursetl Glutlattr
Nabi fired dircct slrot rrporr Mtrltartttrod Rnfiqtre, rulriclt hit .rr lris clrcst
attd left shotrlder. Co-ncatsed Mrrhortr^td Brm nlso nrtdc Jire fronr his
rifle upott Mr mmnrnd Rtfique, zolticlr lit ott ltis bncli, ruito fell ilototr
otr tlrc grorrtrtl. Accrrstd chtrlnnt Nnbi nlso fircd secottd sln! jrottr ltis gtrtt Lttt
Mtrlrnntutld Ali, tulriclr lrit otr his riglrt uyper pnrt of nrur utri lre nlso
fell rlozurr ort l.lte grotnrtl. '[lrrLttftcr, conrl nirurttt lrnd litldetr itr t]re cottotr
crop. 1-lrctr ltoth ncursed nlong toitlt tlrcir rcspcctiuc'(lenports rntt ntuny tormrtls
jturgle . Cortrplnitrnut sttro lis son MrLluttttttnd llniirltre, tllrct utts dend ntri ltis
ollrcr sttrr ly4ulntttnnd Ali ruts itrjtu-etl. Otr Jire report, ltis brLtther Jot,tdl itti
his sorr Mrrlrrrrrrrttrtd rlatrif ts toall ns ollur uillry:crs ctutte tlere nttrl lte
tmrrntal llrcttt tfu Jircts o"f ittcidettt, lNltilt lcnt'utg lris ltrotltcr ltnrnl, lis s,'tt
lVltrlmtrrntntl HttrtJ' nttl otltcr ttrllagers ott llr dtnl bo,lt1 o.[ Nltr]tt,nttrttl
Rnfiryre, corttpl ttutf brorqlrt ltis itrirtn l sott Mtrlnluttarl t\li to P.S itti
lolged srtclt re port."
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3. Aftel usual ir-rvestigation police subrnitted challar-r before the Cour.t

concerned and after completing necessary formalities, learned trial Cor-rrt

framed charge agairrst the accused/ appellant Muharnrnad Bux as well as co-

accused Ghulam Nabi, to which tl-rey pleadecl not guilty and clairnecl trial.

Flowever, it appears frorn the record that co-accused Ghulam Nabi clur.ing

trial proceedings l-rad abscor-rded away and he rvas cleclarecl absconclel on

14.05.2005.

4. At h'ial, the prosecr-rtion in olcler. to pr.ove its casc, exatminecl 07

witnesses ancl exhibited nulrlerous clocuments and other iterns. 'rhe statcment

of the accused/ appellant was recorded nnder sectiou 342 Cr.P.C , whereby he

denied the plosecutiorr allegations leveleci against hit-n and clairr-red his false

implication in this case by the cornplainant. I{owever, neither he examirred

himself on oath nor led any evidence in defence.

5. Learnecl tlial Court after hearir-rg the lealrrerl counscl for the parties ancl

evaluating the evidir-rce available orr record convicted anrl senterrcecl the

I
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appellallt Muhammad llux, as set out in the earlier para and hence he has

filed this appeal against his conviction.

6. Lear.ed tlial court in the irnpugned judgr-nent has alreacly cliscussed

the evidence in detail and tl-rere is no neecl to repeat tlre sar-ne her.e, so as to

avoid duplication and unnecessary repetition.

7. Learned cou.sel for tl.re appellant has contended that the appella.t is

innocent as there is no enrlrity between the appellant ancl the complainant

party; that the eye witnesses could not be safely lelierl upon as they were all

relatec'l; that the injurecl eye wihress appearecl irr hospital at 1.15pm for

treahnent whilst tl-re clead bocly arrived at the hospital at 5Pm which tloes rrot

make any sense as both the injured ancl the dcacl bodl,ought to have ar.rivec-l

at the sarne time; tlrat the rnedical eviclence contladicts the olal eyiclelce; that

there are trratelial contlaclictions in the prosecution c.rrirlence; that the lifle
was foisted upon the appellant by the police and tl.rat for arry or all of the

above reasons the appellant sl-rould be acquittecl fr.om tl-rr- charge L.r,

extending hir"n the benefit of the doubt. Ir-r suppolt of his corrtentiorrs he

piacecl reliance on the cases of Muhamntad Zaman V The State and others

(2014 SCMR 749), I(amran & others V The State (SIILR 201{ SC 1;7),

Muharnmad Shah V The State (2010 SCMR 1009), Arnin Ali ancl another V

The State (2011 SCMR 323), Abdut Majeect V The Srate (2001 yLR 2128),

Mtthammad Tufail V The State (1997 MLD 997 [l(arachi]), Muhammad

Hanif V The State (2013 YLR 2026 [Federal Shar.iat Court]), Ghulam Waris \/
The State (2003 YLR 2273), Lalio and 6 others V Ist Aclditional Sessions

|udge, District Badin and another (2014 MLD 936), Liaquat Ali V The State

(1990 PCT.LJ 403), Faridullah Shah V The State (1990 PCr..LJ 1945), Qazi alias

Dost Muhamrnad and another V The State (2014 PCT.LJ 611) arrd Tanveer

alias Rabail and another V The State (2012 YLR 2026).

8. Leaurecl Assistant Prosecutor Gcneral Sirrdh ot-r bel-ralf of the State ar-rd

the learned counsel for the complainarrt aftcr goir-rg throngl-r the entire

evidence of tire prosecution wihrcsses as wc.ll as other recolcl of the case have

fully suppolted the impugnecl judgrnent. In particular., they lrave conterrcled

tl'rat the eye witnesses are confidence inspiring arrcl rcliable ar-rd that their

evidence cannot be discarded sirnply because they are inter. related; that tl-re

I
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medical eviclence colrobot'ates the ocnlar evider-rce; that the rifle lrsecl i1 tfie
r-nurder \.vas l'ecovered on the pointation of ttre appellant after his arrest

which when rnatchecl with the empties recovered at the crime scene leacl to a

positive FSL report ancl as such the pr.osecutiorr hacl provecl its case beyond a

reasonable doubt a.cl the appeal be disrnissecl. In suppor.t of tl-reir.

contentions, they placed reliance on the cases of sharnsher Ahmad ancl

another v rhe state and others (2022 scMR 1931), sajicl Mehmoocl V The

state (2022 scMR 1882), Zulfiqar Ahnrad a,cl another V The state (2011

scMR 492), Zahoor Ahrnad v rhe state (2017 scMR 1662) anct Farooq I(lra.
V The State (2008 SCMR 917).

10. Based on my reassessment of the evidence of the pW's especially the

medical evidence, thc er-npties and bloocl recoveled at the scene of the

incident I find tl-rat the prosecution has proved beyond a reasonable cloubt

that Muhammed Rafique (the deceased) was shot arrci murclered by fir.e ar.n-r

and PW Muhamrned Ali was injuled by firearm on 23.07.191)7 at about 11ar.n

in the lands of Abdullah Leghari distr.ict Sanghar.

4
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11. The only question left before me therefor.e is wl-rether it ivas

appellant who murclered the deceased by firearm ancl injurer.l

Muhammed Ali by firearm at the said time, date ancl location?

the

I,W

1,2. After rny reassessment of the evidence I find that the prosecutiorr has

proved [-,eyond a reasonable doubt the charge against tl-re appellant [or.

tnurder of the deceased undel Section 302 (b) PPC kc.epirlg in view tl.rat each

crirninal case must be decicled on its own particular facts ancl cilcurnstances

for the followiug leasons;

(o) That the FIR was lodged witl.r plonlptitude witl-rin 45 minutes of
the incident which gat,e no time for tlre cornplainant party to cook up a
false case against tl-re appellarrt. TI-re appellant is also narnetl in tl-re FIR
with a specific role. h'r this respc.ct reliance is placecl on the case of
Zahoot Ahrnad (Supra)

(b) I fincl that the prosecution's case primarily 1.ests on the evidence
of the eye witnesses to the rnurder of the cleceasccl ancl the injuries to

/

9. I have consideled the snbmissions of the parties ancl hetve frel.userl the

material available on record as well as the case law cited at the bar.

S
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PW Muhammecl Ali and whether. I believe their evidence whose
evidence I shall consicler.in detail below;

(i) Eye witness I'W 1 Allah Bakhsh. He is the conrplainant ancl
father of the deceased. He statecl irr l"ris eviclence irr chief as
un d er;

"l have got fo,l'sons narnely Mohtr.t,racl Raficluc, Moha,r.racl
Sl-rarif, Mol-ramr-nad Flanif arrcl Mohtrmmac-l Ati. I have got rny
owrr lancl admeasuring 12-0 acres in deh l(-rar1war.i. On 23-07_
1997 this inciclerrt had taken place. It was abour 0Z-OO / 07-30
AM; rvhen I ploceeded to our land, my sons Nlohamrnacl Rafique
and Nloharnmad Ali l+,er.e with rne. After completing our wotk,
we returned back to our house. It was about 11-00 AM wherr we
reached in the cotton crop of Abdullah Leghari, where I saw
present accused, who were also coming fr.om southern sic1e, arrd
accusetl Ghularl Nabi who rvas arr-neci w,ith gtrr-r askecl us that
why we shoulcl not withdraw the case, on saying so, acclrserl
Ghulam Nabi filecl dir.ect sl-rot upon Mohammatl Rafique, which
was [-rit on his chtst ancl lc'ft shoulclcr. Co-accused Moharrrnracl
Bux also made fire from his Rifle upon the l\4ol-ramruatl
Raf ique, which was hit orr his bacl<, who fell down on the
ground. Accused Ghulam Nabi also fircd seconcl shot from l.ris
gur-r ol1 Moharrmad Ali, which tvas hit on his lcit r.rppcr.part pf
arrn, who also fell dowar orr the grountl. fher.eaftet. I tvas hidl1t,u
in tl-re cotton clop. On the fir.e reports my Lrrothcr Jaural an,.l rtr,,,
son Mohammad Fianif came there. Aftcr that I, nt1, l-,rothelJaural
and my sorr Moharnmacl I-larrif \^,eltt to lvarrl.rt arrtl san, that
Mohammad Rafitlue had c.xpired, while Mohamn-rac1 Ali rvas
lying irr injured condition. After. cornplc-ting thc offerrce accusecl
alongwith their weapons wcnt tunnir-rg away. After. that my
brothel Jamal ancl r1'ty soll Mohamtlarl I lanif rer-uairred over. the
deacl body of Mohar-nmacl Rafique ar-rc1 I lrrougl-rt the irrjurecl
nan.rely Mohamrnacl A1i on Tractor-trolly to pS anc-l loclgerl the
report. PW Shal-rrnir was also accbmparried with us to pS. 'Ihe
injurerl Mohar-nrnad A11 was then refc,rretl to Civil I lospital at
Sanghar for exar-rrination, treatlttent anrl certilictite. After that I
had shown the place of wardat to police. pW Shahn-rir was also
with me, I prodr-rce the FIR as Ex:05-A, it is saue, correct anci
bears r-ny LTL The dead bocly of deccase'cl Mohatnuracl Raficlue
was referred to Civil Flospital Sanghar fol exantination ancl
conduct the post morten'l examinatior-r upon the r-leacl bocly arrd
report. After conclucting the post rnortern over lhe cleacl bocly of
Mohamr-nad Raficlue, the saic{ c1eac1 bocly rvas hancletl oveL to me
on recc'ipt, wl.rich l pr.odlrce as Ex:05-8, it is same, cor.rect & bears
rny LTI. Accused present ir-r tl-re Cour-t are same.',(bolcl addec.l)

This eye witness is related to the cleceasecl as the cleceasecl was
his son. According to learned counsel for the appellant the
appellant l-rad no enrnity or dispute witl-r the cleceased or. the
complainant party although it appears that the absconding; co-
accusecl r-night have done on account of an FIR which he r.vanted

f
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thc' comLrlainar-rt and his son to withdraw. I-It>wever. this enrnity
has r-rot been ploved as no FIR has bec,n placecl on recorcl or any
other eviclence in that t'egard and as such merc relationship of
the courplainant to the deceased is no Leason to cliscar.cl his
evidence which has to be judged on its owll wor.th. In this respect
reliance is placecl on the cases of Amal Sherin v The State (pLD
2004 SC 371) ancl Dildar Hussain v Muhamnracl Afzaal alias
Chala ([,LD 2004 SC 663).

This eye witness knew the appellant before the incident which
occurrerl at 11am in br.oacl clay light.when tl-rere rvoulcl have beer.r
sufficient light to easily identify the appellant. The inciderrt
occulretl quite close to hirn ancl tltr-rs ther.e is no case of mistaker.r
identity and no neecl to holcl ar-r icler-r tilica tion Lrararle in orcjer to
cletermine the irierrtity of the appellar-rt. lrr this rL.spcct r.c'liarrce is
placed or.r the case of Zahoor Ahnracl (Supr.a).FIe saw the
app:ellant along witl-r tl-re absconcling co-accuserl shoot the
deceased fi'om ihe back. l-Iis presellce at the scene of tl-re inciclent
is corloboratecl by PW 2 Muharnmed Ali who was an ir-rjur.ed eye
wihless.

This eye wihtess was not a charrce wihress as he lived in the ar.ea
and had gone to tend his agt icultr"rr.al land with his sor-rs
including the cleccased ancl cye rvihress P\,V 2 Muhar-nruecl .,\li.
He gave his 5.154 Cr.PC stater-nent r.r.ithirr 45 tnitrutes of thc,
incident which was not sigrri fica r-r tly impr.ovetl orr clur.ing l-ris
evidence. I-le namecl the accuseri ir-r his IIR along n,itl-r a specific
role. Ile gave his evidc.nce in a nattn;rl llaltner arrcl rvas not
clentecl at all dulirrg a lengthy cross examination atrtl as such I
find his evideltce to lre reliable, trust r,r,olthy ancl confiLlc,nce
inspiring arrcl believe the same especially in rcspect o[ the
iclentity of the appellant who along witl-r his absconclir.rg co-
accusc-cl filed at the deceasecl with a r.ifle which lead to tl-re
mulder- of the cleceasecl orr the spot. The fact that the irrjr.rrecl l)\\r
reached the hospital before the trody I fincl to be of no r.elevarrce
based on the palticular facts and circumstances of the case sirrce
the injur"ed needed imrnecliate meclical treatntent whilst the
deceased clied on the spot aucl as such thcir was no immediate
huuy to takc the bor'ly to hospital whilst PW Jamal waitecl over
the clead body for the police. to coutc as thc. cornplair-rant l.racl
gone to lodgc tl.re FIR at the local PS alorrg with thc ir.rjured eye
wihress in orc{er to obtain a rneclical letter..

I can convict or-r tlte eviclence of this eyo witltess alone tl-rotr gl-r it
woulci be of assistance by lvay of cattrtior-r i[ there is sor.ne
corroborative/ supportive eviclence, In this respect reliance is
placecl on tl're case of Mr.rhammacl Ehsan v. 'Ihe State (2006
SCMR 1857). As also founcl in the cases of Farooq I(han v. The
State (2008 SCMR 917), Niaz-ud-Din and another v. The State
and another (2011 SCMR 725) ancl Nltrhaurmad Isrnail vs, The
State (2017 SCMR 713). That ivhat is of significancc is rhe. tluality
of the evidence and not its quantity aud in tl-ris case I firrcl the

I
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evidence of this eye wihress to be of good quality ancl believe tl.re
sarne. In this case however there is nrore than one eye witness.

(ii) Eye witrress PW 2 Muhamrnecl Ali. I-Ie is the brother.of the
cleceasecl. Fle had no enr-.ity with tlre appellant ancl rro reason to
implicate hitn in a false case. Ilis eviilence corr.oborates pW 1
Allah Bakhsh's evlclence ir-r all rnaterial respects witl.r tl-re
incident taking place in clay light at llam rvhe re he kr.rew the
appellant. FIe is nar.ned in the promptly loclgc.ci FIR as being an
eye witness. He receivecl a firear.rn injury on the spot frorn the
abscondir-rg co-accused which injur.y was confin-necl by the
rnedical evidence. Ile is not a chance witness as he rvas l,vor.king
the lanc'l with his father. and brother. He gave his 5.161 Cr.pC
staternent on the same clay ancl later his S.1(.l4 Cr,pC statement
which we.e not.rater.ially improvell fror-rr his e.r,ic1c,ce alld thus
I believe his evidence ancl place reliarrce or-r it esprecialll, in terrtrs
of the corl'ect identification of the appellir.rt. The sante
considerations apply to his eviclcnce as the eviclence of p\\, 1
AIlah Bakhsh.

Thus, based on my believing the evidence of the 2 eyervitnesses
whose eviderrce I have discussed above what othc.r
sttpportive/corrobora tive material is tlrere agai.st the appellant? It
being noted that corroboratio. is only a rtrle of cautio, ancl ,ot a r.le
of law. In this respect reliance is placed on the case of Muhamnrarl
Waris v The State (2008 SCMR 784)

(c) That it does r-rot appeal to logic, comuroflsense or l.E;isoll
that a real father and brother wor-rlc'l let thc real r-r-rur.der.er. of their.
son/brother get away scott fi.c.e ancl falsely imPllcsle arr ir-urocerrt
pel'soll by way of sulrstitutiorr. Irr this respect r.c.liar.rce is plsc{-..1
on the case of Muharnrrred Ashraf V State (2021 SCN,IR 75g)

(,1) ll-rat tl're medical e.,,ic1ence anrl r.neclical l.epor.ts as
discr,rsserl above fully sLtpport the eyc.-rv itrress/ ;.rro5sg1111611
evidence. It co.rfi.rns that the rleceasecl 11iec1 frorn fir.c.i,, ir-r.iur.ies
a.d significantly one of the fatal shots car,e fr.or-r the Lracl< which
was the shot r-nade on the deceased by the appellant accor.ding to
the evidence of the eve witnc.sses.

(e) That the rifle which was used in the rnurcler. of the
deceasec-l was recover.ec'l by the police l-riclcien on tl-re pointation of
the appellant in a place only he woulcl have know about. There
can be no cloubt that this was his weapon as hc had a license for
it.

(f) That one of the empties recovered at the cr.ime scene wher-r
,ratched i.v i tl-r the ap-rpellant's rifle wltich was .ecovel.erl on his
pointatior-r produced a }rositive FSL report.

(g) Tl-rat it has not been pr.oven thr.or-rgh evitlerrce that any
particular police PW's had any enmity or ill will towards the

9
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appellant and l-rac1 any r.easoll to falsely ir.nprlic-a1s him ir_r this
case, for instance, by foisting thc. rifle orr him, atrd ir_r sucl.r
cllculllstances it has L-reen held that the evicience of the police
PW's can lre fr_rlly reliecl upon ancl as suclt n,e r.ely on the police
evidence. ln this respect r.eliancc is 1.rl36sd on the case ofMushtaq Alrrned V The Stare (2020 SCM R 474).

0-r) That all the pW's ar.e consistent i. their eviclencc. and e,e^if there al'e some co, h'ac'r ictio,s in their evicrence l consic-rer these
contradictions as minor in uature arrd not matc.rial ancl certainll,
r-rot of such materiality so as to effect the prosecutioll case and the

::lliction of the appellant. In this res1..,ect r.eliance is placed on
trre cases of Zal<ir I(han V State (1995 SCMR 1793) and Khadim
Hussain v. The State (pLD 2010 Supr.eme Cour.t 669).Theevidencc of the p\{,s provicles a bllievable corr.oboratecj
unb.oke'chain of everts fror, trre tir-,e trrc- co,rplainant ancr his
sorrs left to work their lancl to them bc,ir.rg ir.rterc-epted on the way
honre by the alrsconcling co-accused a,ii tl-,c a1.p-.,ellant L_,o tl_r ofrvhorn 

.were duly arrnecl to the al.,sconcling co_accuseci
tl-,'eateni.g tl-re con-rplai.a,ts party to withcttrrv the FIR or he
would kill them to the abscontling co_accnserl ancj the apPellar_rt
both firing at the cleceased r.yl-ro d]ec1 on the spot to the r.ecover.y
of empties ancl blood at the spot to the ar.r.est of the appellant tL
the appellant_leacling the police to his l.rirlden rifle to tl^re empty
recovered at the scene lc.ading to a positive IrSL rgp)ol1.

(i) l'hat the rnotive for the attack on the cleceasecl ancl P\V 2
Muhammed Ali as gaugecl from the FIR arrd tire eve \\,itness
eviclence appears to be the abscor-rclit-rg co_accLrsecj clemand for
the withclrawal of an FIR loclgect irr resfrc.ct of some of his family
rnerlbers.

f

0) Undoubtedly it is for the prosecution to pr.ove its case
against the accused lreyoncl a r.easonable cloubt lrut I have also
cor-rsidered trre defence case to see if it at alr ca, caste croulrt o, or.
de.t the p'osecution case. The tlefe.ce case is si'-rpry one of farse
i''pli661i6n simpricitor. Trre appelrant tiid not give eviclence on
oath and clici not call any DW or take any pi.ticular rlefence
during tl-re triar tl-rrougr-r cross exarni.ation. Thus, for trre reasons
merrtioned above I disbelieve the tlefence case in the face of
.eliable, t,ust worthy a.d corficrc'r-rce ir-rspir.ing eye wit^ess and
other corroborative /supportive evic.lenc" ug;"ri the appellant
which has not at all cler-rted the prosecution case.

13' Thus, based o'r trre above criscussion l havc rro clrulrt tr-rat trre
prosecution has 1'r16vsd its case against the appellarrt beyo,r.r a reasorrable
cloubt for the offerrce for whicrr he has beerr cor-rvicted a.cl hereby ,-rai.tair.r
his convictio, arrcl sentence a.d <iismiss trre appear. The ba of trre appella.t
is ,ecalled witl-r ir,,recliate effect anci lre shall be ar.restecl ihrough nor-r,
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bailable warrarlts and returned to serve out the r.emainder of his sentence at

Hyderabad central jail. A copy of this Juclgme.t shall be sent to sHo ps

Mangli and SSP Sangl.rar for.compliance.

L4. The appeal is disposed of in the above terms.
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