
\) 6,-c.-k.7

IN TI.IE IIIGII COURT OF SINDH I(ARACHI
I 

),'r'.s f, I i

Mr, lrclice Nlohatntm l(nrlu Klmt Agln
Mr. lusllca Zrrl/iqnr All Snngl

cRlt\4tNAl. AI't,tAL NO. 675 0r 202t.

Appcllltrt Mian Drd son of Khair
NlLrltarnrna<1. through Mr. Sajjad
Ahnred Chandio, Advocate,

Rcsp o ndcnt The State through Mr. Muhammad
Iqbal Awan, Additional Prosecutor
G eneral Sindh.

Date of Judgurent 01,.17.202?

IUDGMENT

It'lohanrnad l(arint Khar Aghn, lr The appellant Mian Dad son of Khair

Muhammad was tried in the Special Court-U (CNS), Karachi in Special

Case No.687 of 2017 in rcspect of FIR No.115 o12077 u/ s.9-C of CNS Acr,

1997 registered at I€ Eidgah, Karachi and vide iudgment dated'15.11.2021

appellant rvas convicted and sentenced to undergo R.t. for 12 years lvith

fine of Rs.60,000/- and in case oI default in payment of [ine, he rvas

ordered to suffer S.l. Ior 09 months more. However, the benefit oI section

382-8 CL.P.C. was extcnded to the appellant,

2 Tlic bricf [acts of thc prosccuiiorl casc arc that on 25052017.rr

about 'l40fl hours rt Chislttia Chor.,,k Lrcar.C)iishtia \lasjid, K:rririhi tl.,c

complairlflnt SI Sajja<l A)i of P.S Eirlg h, Karachi along rvlth other police

officia)s apprchcnclccl lhc prcscnt acclrsecl ancl rccovcLed '10 packets ot

Clraras ,".,eii1ltin1i 10 1(11s l.roru Iris l)osscssi()n. r\[tcr obsrr\':r1i! tht'

forrl1alitic-. .rt Ilrr sILrt. tlrr, rcrrr-1, I .rl, nri rvirl, "" i]::l i 
,.1 ntr.,l.Jr..l

CIarls uloulilrt,rt l).S rrltctr. lrll( rva:; lo,l11:Ll fllirirlst r ,. lrTvtsliilnti(rl

\n/as stnrtcrl by' Sl z\rab IlLrss;titr, r'.lro lilrLL tirt clr.ugc tlrtct ,lElilrst tl\,,

accused.

3 Aftcr usu.-rl invcstigation, thc Ilnltcr rvas challanccl antl thc accusccl

was scnf up to face thc trial. Hc plcadcd not gr:ilrv to the charge and

clairnecl ttial
t
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4 The prosecution in order to prove its case examined 04 prosecution

Wihresses and exhibited various documents and other items. The
statel.rerrt of accused was recorded under Section 342 Cr.p.C in which he
cletricd thc nllcgatiorrs lcvclccl against him. Flowevcr, the appellant did
not givc evidcncc orr oath nor proclucc any DW in support of his de(ence.

5. After.hcaring thc parties and appreciating the evidence on recorcl,
the trial cou't corrvictcd the appelant and sentenced him as set out earrier
in this judgrnerit; hence, tlre appellant has filed this appeal against his
corlviction.

6. The facts of the case as well as evidence produced before the hial
cour.t find an elaborate mention in the impugned judgment datecl
15.11.2021 passed by the trial court therefore, the same may not be
reproduced here so as to avoid duplication and unnecessary repetihon.

7. At the very outset, Iearned counsel for the appellant under
inskuctions of the appellant stated that the appellant would not argue this
case on merits and would accept his guilt provided that he is given a

reduction in sentencer to some reasonable extent based on the following
miti gating circumstancesi

a)

b)

That the appellant is first time offender and is capable
for reformation.

That the appellant is a young man ancl had a family to
support.

That the appellant, by not contesting the case on
merits has shown genuine remorse.

Thar the appellant has servecl orrt almost lSfience,
as per' fail record.

c)

d)

8. Keeping in vicw of thc abovc mitigating factors mentioned by
the appellant, learned Aclditional prosecutor General had no
objection to the reduction in sentence to some reasonable extent.

9_ We have gone through the evidence on record ancl note that the

appellant was arrested on the spot by the police on 25.05.2017 and from

his possession 10 Kgs of Charas was recovered.
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10. The Police witnesscs who arrested the appellant had no enmiiy

with him ancl had no Lcason to falscly implicate the appellant in this case

anrl the evideuce is on the sarne lines and as such we find their evidence

trustworthy and confidence inspiring and believe the same. The narcotics

u'hich was recovered fr.om tlre appellant, produced a positive result when

it \\ras sent to the chemical examiner as such we find that the prosecution

has proved its case against the appellant beyond a reasonable doubt and

nraintain his conviction.

11. With regard to sentencing based on the mitigating factors

mentioned by the appellant earlier in this judgment and in particular no

objection given by tl-re learned Addl. Prosecutor General and the fact thai

the appellant has almost served out his sentence, we hereby reduce the

sentences of the appellant to the time he has already undergone in jail

and also waive oIf his fine. The appellant shall be released urr.less he is

lvanted in any other custody case.

1,2. Ttris appeal stands disposed of in the above terms.
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