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18.09.2024
Present: Accused Kashif Igbal under police
custoyd.
Javed Igbal Chishti, learned ADPP on
behalf of the State.

Fresh. Be registered.

Copies of requisite documents provided in
Sectjon 265-C of Cr.P.C have been delivered to the accused and in
this fegard thumb impression of the accused has been obtained on

L, the margin of the order sheet. The accused has not yet engaged his
l&i‘é W counisel and for safe administration of justice, the accused is
PR RB T .

$ 'f"?“ﬁz-}idirec ed to engage his counsel. The case is adjourned for framing

“of chprge for 21.09.2024. At this stage, learned ADPP for the State
- . '

& “#&% submits that complainant of this case Naeeb Ashraf has already
ot passed away. Let SHO PS City, Burewala is directed to submit
' report regarding death of the complainant Naeeb Taf.
. Announced. Mirza Shdhid Baig,
r 18.09.2024. Addl. Sessions Judge,
; Burewala.
21.09.2024
Present: Accused Kashif Igbal wunder police
custody.
Javed Igbal learned ADPP on behalf of the
State.

- Let again SHO concerned is directed to .
submit regarding death of the complainant N Ashraf for
107.10.2024{

21.09.2024. Addl. Sessigns Judge,
Burewala.

|
]
l‘ 3 .
i } Announced. Mirza Shahid Baig,




POLICE DEPARTMENT

DISTRICT VEHARI

ARREST OF WANTED CRIMINALS FROM OVERSEAS COUNTRIES WITH THE HELP OF INTERPOL

Sr. Name of P.O Particulars of Decision of court Name of PWs
No. | arrested with the case with date Reasons of Acquittal
help of Interpol

2 | Rao Habib ur Rehman | FIR No0.438 dated | The accused Rao » Notification dated 27.02.2024 was not |SI Latif Ullah

s/o Abdul Qayyum | 29.10.2014 u/s 11- | Habib-ur-Rehman is communicated to the accused person for | (PW-1)

caste Rajput r/o Chak | EE/ATA PS Fateh | acquitted of  the submission of bond as per 1(A) of section 11-EE | (Complainant),

No. 331/EB, Burewala | Shah, District | charges of this case of ATA 1957. A ) ’

Vehari i » PW-5 Muhammad Akram retired Inspector/IQ of |

by extending
benefit of doubt by
Anti-Terrorism Court-
II, Multan on
24.07.2024.

the case has admitted during cross examination
that he did not collect any evidence regarding
communication of listing of accused in 4"
schedule after the alleged notification of 4%
schedule.

Latif Ullah (PW-1) himself admitted that surety
bond was not submitted by accused Habib-ur-
Rehman in pursuance of said notification. The
consequence of non-submission of surety bond
have been provided in proviso of clause (a) of
Subsection 2 of Section 11-EE of ATA 1997 in the
form of detention but despite non-submission of
bond till the registration of FIR on 29.10.2014
despite of lapse of period of 8 months, no
evidence regarding steps or attempt to arrest the
accused for his detention is available on the
record.

Clause (b) of Subsection 2 of section 11-EE
requires permission of officer Incharge of the
police station of the concerned area before
moving from the permanent place of residence
when the proscribed person moves for any period
of time to visit some place and meet with some
person during the stay, whereas ordinary
movement introduced in clause (c) does not
require permission of the SHO, however, the
movement of the proscribed person may be
restricted to any place or area specified. The
prosecution has only alleged absence of the
accused person from his residence and not

i
!
Constable Ulfat |
112/C (PW-2), ‘

|

Inspector

Muhammad |
Akram (PW-5) |
(1.0) |




POLICE DEPARTMENT
ARREST OF WANTED CRIMINALS FROM OVERSEAS COUNTRIES WITH THE HELP OF INTERPOL

DISTRICT VEHARI

[‘ Sr. Name of P.O
No. | arrested with the
_|__help of Interpol
1 | Rao Habib ur Rehman

s/o  Abdul Qayyum
caste Rajput r/fo Chak
No. 331/EB, Burewala

Particulars of
case

FIR

dated

08.01.2015 u/s

11-F(2)(6)/ATA

& 16-MPO

PS City

Burewala,
District Vehari

No.22 |

Decision of court
with date

Reasons of Acquittal

Name of
PWs

The accused Rao Habib- |

ur-Rehman has been
acquitted of the charges
of this «cese by
extending him benefit of
doubt by Anti-Terrorism
Court-II, Multan on
24.07.2024.

During cross examination Abdul Sattar (PW-1) has
stated that no document or evidence regarding
status of accused as District President or his
connection with any proscribed organization was
available with him,

Inspector Muhammad Afzal (PW-5), Investigating
Officer has also not collected any evidence
regarding connection of accused person with any
proscribed organization.

The Prosecution has also not opted to produce
any notification listing the accused in the 4"
schedule of ATA 1997 in this case.

ASI Abdul
Sattar (PW-1)

(o
Muhammad
Afzal (PW-5)
(1.0)

The prosecution has examined PW-I ASI Abdul
Sattar and PW-4 Shahid Saleem 474/C to prove
the speech against the government but they have

ASI Abdul
Sattar (PW-1)

also not uttered the words of the speech against Sa.esé’rihg,;,c
the government. (PW-4)
No video regarding said speech has been brought |  ASI Abdul

on the record for purpose of determination of the
nature of the speech.

Sattar (PW-1)

Inspector
Muhammad
Afzal (PW-5)
(1.0)
The document of rough site plan Ex.PC is not | Inspector
showing the audience, stage, chairs, tent or other | Muhammad
items for delivering the speech to public for | Afzal (PW-5)
stirring up their emotions against the government. (1.0)




ik ———

~ So far as the press conference is concerned, the |  ASI Abdut

complainant has not mentioned the date and time | Sattar (PW-1)
of the episode of press conference in the FIR. [

No press reporter/journalist was produced to Inspector
prove this press conference against the accused | Muhammad
person. There is also mention of publication of | Afza! (PW-5)
press conference in Daily Islam on 01.01.2015 but | (LO)

no reporter/journalist or editor or press reporter |

was produced to prove this publication in |

newspaper Daily Islam. The prosecution failed to

prove the press conference and publication of the

press conference in newspaper Daily Islam.

PW-1 ASI Abdul Sattar also admitted that he has  ASI Abdui
not collected any document pertaining to press | Sattar (PW-1) |
conference of accused Habib-ur-Rehman during | ‘

investigation with him. Inspector

Muhammad
Afzal (PW-5)
(1.O)

(FAROOQ AHMAD ANWAR)
SP-Investigation
Vehari
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~IH THE COURT OF MUHAMMAD AKRAIM, DISTRICT AND SESSIONS
JUDGE/JUDGE, ANTI-TERRORISM COURT-l, MULTAN.

'Spl. Case No.107/1/ATC-1/MN/2015

The State Versus Rao Habib ur Rehman son
of Abdul Qayyum Caste Rajpu
resident of Chak No. 331/EB,
Police Station City Burewala
District Vehari.

YOI B el AR R o T
1y toet g Pl | »‘-,:”‘ y

Case FIR No.438/14, dated 29.10.201Y,
U/S 11-EE (4) of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997,
Police Station Fateh Shah VVehari.

JUDGMENT:- Diﬁg‘?;ﬁ:ﬁ Cﬁfl/ce

The accused Rao Habib ur Rehman was tried U/S 19(10) of Anti-
Terrorism Act, 1997 in his absence in offence U/S 11-EE(4) of ‘Anti-Tér.;()‘rism
Act, 1997 in case FIR No. 438/14 dated 29.10.2014 Police Station Fateh

Shah, District Vehari.

2. The matter was reported to police by Latif Ullah SI (PW1) through

Ex.PA complaint address to SHO. It is in complaint that on 29.10.2014, SI/

Lsvef oo ey -~

compiaihah{ alongwith Muhammad Ulfat, Muhammad Nawaz, Muhammad

'Taric; and PQR Muhammad Mohsin was present within limits of C¢hak

No.331/EB. The accused Rao Habib ur Rehman vide letter No. 51270-73/SW

dated 17.10.2014 and order No. SO(IS-1)4-10/2011(Vehari) dated 27.02.2014

‘has been notified for three years as 4™ schedule person. He was checked but

was found absent from his residence without intimation. He was contacted on
his mobile No. 0313-3588457 but the mobile phone was powered off. Hence,
the said accused has committed an offence U/S 11-EE(4) & 7 of Anti-

Terrorism Act, 1997. He preparad complaint Ex.PA and sent it to Police




\ 4 .ne State vs. Rao Habib ur Rehman - -2-

3 - - The case was investigated by Ray Muhammad Akram Inspector

(PW8). Ha was member of Joint Investigation Team District Vehari on
29.10.2014 when investigation was entrusted to him. He took the complaint
and eyewitnesses from the Police Station and went to the house of accused
situated in Chak No. 313/EB Police Station Fateh Shah, inspected the place of
/ occurrence and prepared r'ough site plan Ex.PB and recorded the statements
of witnesses U/S 161 Cr.P.C and searched the accused but could not find. On
11.11.2014, he received Robkar from this court. The accused joined the
investigation and admitted the fact that he is member of 4" schedule but due
to fear he had left his residence without permission. He found the accused

involved in the occurrence and collected 4" schedule notification Ex.PC.

4. The challan against accused was prepared and submitted before
this court and the accused was summoned but he never appeared, Was
declared a3 proclaim_ed offender and was tried in yabsentia U/S 19(10) of Anti-
TerfOrisfn-ActM9é7-after publication of the proclamation in-one:Urdu-and ftwo
' 2 L /‘ English dailies and as required under (proviso-I) to section 19(10) and Mélik

5;4—?/6 Shehzad ‘Hassan Advocate-was appointed i-zéa’nf defence of accused.

Terrarism Act, 1997 was framed and it was presumed that accused pleaded
i e not guilty. The prosecution witnesses were summoned and six witnesses have

ol be‘en examined. The prosecution evidence is as under:-
} : 7 ice
5 wpowee T o .
T AU St It e SN : : ol
o 6. Latif Ullah SI complainant appeared as PW1 and deposed that on
f 29.10.2014 with Muhammad Ulfat, Muhammad Nawab, Muhammad Tariq
F :

e e rny ,

é(‘Jhsta-!)Iés’ahd Muhammad Mohsin PQR was on official vehicle driven by

Muhammad Sajjad constable and was present at Chak No. 331/EB for

5 .~ Vide order dated 18.02.2016, the charge uis 11-EE(4) of Anti-




23222208 RS0 v3MEs LI Renmen nCnex ho. 230 =28 cut was ioung ~o at
BT T Tt e B R .2 72-C232457 butithe™c)l :...one
FEOLCLETET ST Rs gonluest 28 =it Uur Rehman did Mggsubntit personal

=: ~=. 23 zursty bonds and violeied the provision of section 11-EE of Anti-

Tzrrerism Act, 1997. He drafted the complaint Ex.PA and sent it to Police
Si2rInotrrshisvetion of case
ks - cross examination will be discussed later on.
7 " Nawab Ali constable was examined as PW2. On 29.10.2C74, he
L zoccelw WY oand Munammacd Uifet, Miuhammad Tariq constable and

rzemad Hghein POR was on official vonlcla with driver Muhammad \,a”ad
o= checking duty of 4 schedule member at Chak No. 131/EB. The accused
was mentioned in 4" schedule vide notification No. 51270-73/SW Jated
1}'.'30.20ﬁ4 and ol‘der No. SO(IS-1)4-10/2011(Vehari) dated 27.02.2014. The

sqecked ai his house in presence of Rao Abdul Rernman

36 police contacted him at his ce!l No. 0313-3588457 and found powerzd off.
_The accused did not submit perscnal as well as surety bonds and violated the

rovision of seciion 1 1-EE 97’ Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997. Latif ullah Sl prepared

‘ M/%)&Ep.‘laini Ex.PA and submit it tarough Muhammad. Mohsin PQR to =olice
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minztiz - on this witnsss will be discussed later on.
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ivl'ihammad Mohm OCR vizs examined as PW3 On 2 .12.“.-313,

m -

N Wi Laur ullan S, Muhammas Tz7o. Nawab Ali was present at Sz - No.
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LSRR TT L TEeCnussl mF 0 -zl U Rehman did ngt’Stlmit personal

z: .z 23 surely bonds and violeted the provision of section 11-EE of Anti-

~zmerism Act, 1997. He drafted she complaint Ex.PA and sent it to Police

Tliellnlrisg.syetion of case

~is ©ross examination will be discussed later on.
vE Nawab Ali constable was examined as PW2. On 29.10.2C7+, he
zIngann TWioand Muhammad Ulfat, Miuhammad Tariq constable and

mpemmne Lishsin BQR was on officia vahue with driver Muhammad \,:ujad

=7 checking duty of 4" schedule member at Chak No. 131/EB. The accused

~A

was mentioned in 4" schedule vide notification No. 51270-73/SW Zated

/
| ‘/.']0.20"14 and order No. SO(IS-1)4-10/2011(Vehari) dated 27.02.201<. The
e z-sused was checked at his house in presence of Rao Abdul Renman
g T S _ .
: A Lumberdar and Rao Jameel ur Rehman respectable but was not founcd there,
i fe police contacted him at his ce!l No. 0313-3588457 and found powerzd off.
? _
‘& _The accused did not submit perscnal as well as surety bonds and violatzd the
¥ :
§
l' ¢rovision of séction 11-EE Pf Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997. Latif ullah S| prepared
W “pégalcln EX.PA and submit it tarough Muhammad. Mohsin PQR to >olice
}; )‘5\"‘0‘ \!a?ai\ vtatzon :
'?’
4 Thig cross examinztic - on this witnzss will be discussed later on.

espararaeas e

L Muhammad Mohsi~ FCR vas sxamined as PW3, On 29.40 01,

2o

(% Wit Laur ulian Si, Munammac Tz, Nawab Ali was present at Stz - Na.




BERE e - o0d . O

nofification No. 51270-73/SW dated 17.10.2014 and order No. SO(IS-1)4- -

10/2011(Vehari) dated 27.02.2014. The accused was checked at his house in

presence of Rao Abdul Rehman Lumberdar and Rao Jameel ur Rehman

respectable of Chak No.331/EB but was not found there. They contacted him ‘

at cell No. 0313-3588457 but was powered off. The accused did not submit
personal as well as surety bonds and he violated the provision of section 11-
EE of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997. Latif Ullah SI prepared complaint Ex.PA and

submit it through Mohsin PQR to Police Station for registration of FIR.
His cross examination will be discussed later on.

S. . Muhammad Ashfag Head constable (PW4) on 29.07.2014,

recerved complalnt Ex.PA through Mohsin Alr PQR and drafted formal

M= LR Y L B ke T LR | . " Teang B T T i

Ex PA/1.

)

. He has refuted the suggestion of defence counse!_trj'z,z_t on the d._ajiy
of .occurrence he participated in the valima ceremony of the brother of

accused.

10. Muhammad Ulfat (PW5) has stated that on 29.07.2014 with
(\ i ’ “. ‘ ; - .e .
Muhammad Nawaz, Muhammad Tariq, Mohsin and driver Sajjad was on

: patrollmg duty on official vehicle at Chak No. 331/EB. Accused Rao Habrb ur

Rehman resident of 331/EB was notlfed in 4" schedule vide notlfcatlon No.

51270-73/SW dated 17.10.2014 and order No. SO(IS-1)4-10/2011(Vehari)

7 %/ da&e&;«ﬂ 02.2014. The accused was checked at his house in presence of Rao
+ PO ‘ﬁc"
‘ D\S"“c \enatAbdul- Rehman Lumberdar and Rao Jameel ur Rehman respectable of chak

No. 331/EB but was not found there. They contacted him at cell No. 0313-
3588457 but it was found not active. Accused had submitted his personal as

wall ag ourcty bonds in cancerned Poalice Station but he left his residence




srmussien. On tnis Latif Udah SI draited complaint and sent the same

through Mohsin PQR for registration of case.
His cross examination will be discussed later on.

11. Evidence of the last withess Ray Muhammad Akram Inspector
't (PWB) has already been produced while narrating the facts. His cross

examination will be discussed later on.

s TR ‘ ‘ PN Ny ke 3
12, - ; The prosecution examined all witnesses mentioned in calendar

and on 25.02.2016 the learned DPG closed the evidence.

13. The evidence was put to the accused through his counsel in
statement recorded U/S 342 Cr.P.C. which he refuted. To specific question

that why this case against you and why the PWs deposed against you, he

o~ .

replied as under:-

“Police has malafide involved the accused. He is innocent and

Hon'ble High Court has deleted his name from 4™ schedule vide

order dated 19.10.2011 passed in W.P N0.6544/2011. After this,

e the accused was not bound by his sureties bonds and from 11-EE
2 a2y : of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 is crystal clear that no one would
—73.‘-‘4:/45 : remain in 4" schedule for term more than three years. Scj.r accused’
’ is innocent and charge is baseless. All the PWs are unterestgd
vitnesses and police officials. The accused don't belong to any

proscribed organization. The accused has contested election of

ie

W ' MNA and due to political rivalry, police has malafide involved him

_,“ceo‘rf“"eé in this case on the direction of sitting MNA‘V'\}hép't‘)-eiléﬁéswia
2 B . ! ’ 3 ol
0'15“\5t \‘!a-}"-.j’;". : . PN“—(N)." » ‘% i :'

The accused. through his counsel produced in his defence §
evidence photocopy of notification No. SO(IS-1)04.10.2011 Vehari dated ‘.
27.02.2014 issued by Government of the Punjab Home Department Mark-A;
phetecopy of Nikah Nama of Rao Abdul Rehman brother of accused Mark-8,

invitation card Ex.DA, seven photographs of marriane Fv NRI4 7 ~-= ;




--.So JUJIISElI 1Or accusz: ¢

versicn, on 29.10.2014, the accuse:, v

[39)
W
)
[4}]
0
]

)

b

. --23428 oy e police with Lumbardar Rao Jameel ur Rehman a

.=

2o Abdui Rehman son of Rao Abdul Raheem but was found not =it

(esiience Sul aie Wo withssses were not examined by prosecution and it

in nresecution avidence that the accused did not submit surety bond mezni

\‘\ =

thereby that he was not bound to obey the order of government and secu:ty
gopd behavour u/s 11-EE of Anti-Terrorism Acf, 1997 may be obtairzd f

three yeats and the observation period u/s 11-EE of Anti-Terrorism Act, 193

:\'
ok

I
(D

& years znd the Hon'kble High Court in writ petition No. 6544/201
has deleted the name of accused from 4" schedule and vide order Mar.’~;-A th
néme'of accused was deleted from the 4" schedule. It is argued furthzi tha
the cccurrence is dated 10 04.2014 the accused was present at his residence
in valirma of his brpther and the invitation card and Nikah Nama is avalzagie ir

/ defence evidence and the accused was not bound down U/S 11-EE ¢ Anti-

//
/ Terrorism Act, 1997 and he did not file surety bond, therefore, section 1-EE

F
AZ- /—/a of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 is not atiracted and had the accused been ccicern

with anv banned organizaiion he must have been kept under observation for

' six month u/s 11-EE(b) of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997, therefore, the accused

deserve acquittal.

185. faarned DPG has-argued that name of accused in this casz was

ﬂceﬂ %
M@ao ‘mentioned in notification No. 51270-73/SW dated 17.10.2014 and orczr No. [

potict, ] '
g\s\“m \,‘!r»”@‘ a5

e SO(lS-l)4-10/2011(Vehari) dated 27.02.2014 Ex.PC. On 29.10.2014, the [lieet

polics checked the accused at his house but found him absent.‘The accused )

willfully zbsenied from his residence to avoid 1he submission of perscnal as i
well as sursty ponds. According o section 11-EE of Anti-Terrorism Ac:, 1637 1

when the name of person mentioned in the list of 4™ schedule, he is bc.ad

0 i
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2INGance of accused.

prove the case, the prosecution has produced six witnesse

P viw)

v depossd znout wiiliul abscondance of accused when his name was

meniicned in netification. Prior to this notification, the accused was membz; of
/ - 4" schedule and in the year 2009, he had submitted his surety as we' as
personal bonds which expired after three years. It is in the evidence of P'/V6

1.0 that prior to Ex.PC the name of accused was deleted from 4" schedule

vide-writ-petition Mo.8644/2011 but according to statement of 1.0, the accused

involved himself in the activities of banned organization, therefore, his name

was again enlisted in 4" schedule Ex.PC. Mark-A produced by the defer:ce is

not the true copv of any notification issued by the Government as it doz- not

contain anyv ofiiciai stamp as well as monogram of uovernment of the Funjab

e / on the face of it and it cannot be discussed in the judgment as it has nc ieqal
'/( : value. Furthermore in Sr. No.1 of Mark-A, in the last column the order numnber
f_;_/;’ with date are mentioned s SPL.1/2006 dated 04.03.2009 meanmg t‘“'eby

that If in any case the court draw inference even.then Mark-A cannot be rzlied

““upon. Similarly, invitation card end other photographs. and Nikah Ne::a of
aceused’e brother in defence evidence are not relevant as these docuinents
do not prove the presence Qf accused in the country. till to date. The .concuct of
ccéqgsed is evident and observed by this court as inspite of publication in

4

‘bsmot?j \‘,T\%ewspaper he did not appear to surrender before the court and is w :‘.hully .

absconding and violated the term of section 11-EE of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997,

therefore, fie deserves punishment in accordance with law.




7 . Latif Ullah S| (PW1) is the complainant of the case and during his

- cross examination he remained firm to his deposition as well as compiaint
Ex.PA’._He has refuted the defence suggestion that the name of the accused is

not mentioned in the notification and have also refuted the suggestion that his

name has been deleted from the 4" schedule vide order mentioned in

examination in chief.

A8 PW2 Nawab Ali the witness of the occurrence has deposed in
crolss examination that no person appeared during investigation that the
accused s present outside the jurisdiction of Police Station. It is not
understandable that why such question was put to the witness by learned
defence ‘counsel whereas U/S 11-EE of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 the accused
was required to take prior permission to leave tho territorial jurisdiction of
concerned Police Station. He also denied the suggestion that the name of

ﬁ accused did not find mentioned in the 4™ schedule and it was deleted from the

) / 4™ schedule notification.

same as'on PW1 and PW2 .. ¥

Interesting question was put to Muhammad Ashfag Muharrar‘

W é) that on the day of occurrence he participated the Valima Ceremony of

Ach 9::‘-0“ Mé brother of accused. Perhaps, questron was put as in photograph EX. DB
“9\5%‘ \!e s ~mmrgmi g ae e -’.- " -

submitted in dcronc‘e there is a person in po!rce unrform shaklng hanc‘ wrth
another person perhaps the accused of this case. However, from this EX.DB

and Inferenee cannot be drawn that the photograph was taken on 29.10.2014

a specific date when the accused was checked and found absent from his




resicence. As the accused never appeared before this court merdo;g

may not give opinion about identification in Ex.DB photograph.

2/ 20" Muhammad Ulfat Constable (PW5) another witness
o_ccurrencé has denied the defence suggestion in his cross examination that

e on the day of occurrence valima ceremony was being celebrated in the same

village and the accused was present there being organizer of said ceremony.
From this suggestion and the photographs Ex.DB and the invitation card
Ex.DB, it cannot be presumed that factually the accused never absented

himself from his residence.

21, PW6 Ray Muhammad Akram Investigator of the case has
deposed in cross examination that the accused did not submit the personal as
well as surety bonds inspite of the fact his name is mentioned in 4" schedule:
He“perused the FIR when4he case was entrusted to him for investigation. It
.was written in the FIR that the accused left his house after submit'ting surety
bonds and in the year 2009 the 'ac'cused submitted surety bond which expired
after three years and his name was not mentioned in 4™ schedule. He has
admitted it correct that prior to the notification Ex;PCI the name of accused was
deletéd from the z}‘“ schedule vide writ petition No.-6544 of 2011 but clariﬁ_ed

¥ that after deletion of his r;xame'he did activities of the banned organization

therefore, his name was again listed in the 4" schedule. He has deni‘ed_ the

v suggestion that according to Ex.PC the name of accused was deleted from the SE
W) \c?m schedule, according to notification dated 24.02.2014 No.SO(IS-1)4- !

o9 e ™™ 10/2011(Vehari) placed at Sr. No.1.

Sa¥
i

l

22~ In prosecution evidence, Ex.PC is order dated 27:02.2014::Vide ;}ﬁ.l
I
il

. TR

thic order, Rao Habib ur Rehman accused in this case was held an activist of

SSP proscribed organization under subsection (1) of 11-B of Anti-Terrorism




P

A

view of the prosecution evidence Ex.PC, it is established on rzz=-= -

accused was activist of SSP and his name was notified in the 4" schz=

e s S te

was required to execute a bond for his good behavour U/S 11;EE ¢’ Ant-
Terrorism Act, 1997 but he did not execute the bond and without seeking prior
permission U/S 11-EE(b) of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997, he moved from
permanent place of residence and when checked by the PWs was'not found

there.

23 - During the argéiments, Malik Shehzad Advocate appearing for the
accu'sed has submitted that the name of the accused was deleted from 4"
schedule at the order of the Hon'ble High Court, therefore, his name may not
be-included again. For his defence, he submitted Mark-A, photocopy of order
No."SO(IS-1) 04.10.2011 (Vehari) dated 27.02.2014 issted by Government of
the Punjab Home Department with the signature of Irfan Ali Cheema, Section
Ofﬁcef. Vide this order Mark-A, names of 40 persons were excluded from the
4th'schedule including thaf of Habib ur Rehman accused men}_ioned at Sr.

No.1. | have very minutely examined these two documents Ex.PC in

.z 7 prosecution evidence & Mark-A in defence evidence and plea taken by his

counsel during trial and in statement U/S 342 Cr.P.C. It appears from Ex.PC

that the.diary number of this order is 6547 dated 10.03.2014 meaning thereby

et .&@E-is fortified from the last column of Mark-A produced in defence
becaus'e heading of this column is “order number with date”. Underneath this

column, the number has been mentioned as under:- .

“9-103-H.Spl.1/2006 dated 04.03.2009"




veowe wordily O UNE 1AST Column indicates that it was sor
noﬁﬁcetion of the year 2OD§ vide which the name of accused was notified
the 4™ schedule and not order dated 27.02.2014 Ex.PC to held that
accused was no more 4™ schedule person therefore, he could move from
residence and thus has not violated section' 11-EE of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997.
B Thus, the accused has failed in his defence. Another arguments of learned
: defence counsel that lumberdar Rao Jameel ur Rehman and another person
Rao Abdul Rehman mentioned in Ex.PA were not examined as prosecution
witnesses and all PWs i'n this case are police officials, therefore, the case of

prosecution is not proved from independent evidence is contrary to law
because in the cases under Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997, it is not necessary for

//uﬂ?
the pohce to join the private witnesses with investigation and examine at trial.

g ' 24. Now reverting' to the legal position, section 11-EE of Anti-

Terrorism Act, 1997 deals with security for good behavour from the members

: of the prescribed organization. Government may notify the name of ‘any such
;}¢ 4 ' i ide

_.  person’in the list of 4" schedule and name of accused was notified vide

AB—4-20 DT | .

EXPC:The accused-did ‘hot challenge this Fx.PC and has referred in ‘his

defence the order of Hon'’ble High Court/ in a Writ Petition No.6544/2011 and

argued that his name was deleted but as per prosecution evidence his name

was included on 27.02.2014 which order he violated, therefore, deferce plea

cannot be believed in view of prosecution evidence Ex.PC. The accused

Mfmﬁcﬁelther appeared nor produced the said order of Hon'ble High Court excludmg
’0;_\;?'_‘"_\?& tffﬁ"”r’ik;% his name, however a photocopy of order dated 19.10.2011 passed in writ
g petmon No. 6§44{2_011 Is ayailable with the file. AAG stated before the Hon'ble
< High court that the name of petitioner has been deleted from 4" schedule and
MG NG Writ peluon was dismissed as withdrawn meaning there by that the

order dated 27.10.2014 was never set aside and it hold the field. U/S 11-EE(a

_umunuw w

i [
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of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997, the accused did not execute the surety bond as it
appear frdm thé evidence of PWs and particularly of PW6. It is under
“subsection 2(b) of 11-EE of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 that the government may
require any such person to seek permission from the officer incharge of the
Police Station of the concerned area before moving from his permanent place
of residence but the accused did not seek permission which offence has beeri
made punishable urs 11-EE(4) of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997. Thus. the

prosecut‘i‘o_n has succeeded to prove the violation of direction of the

-govemment therefore, | convict accused Rao Habib_ur Rehman tried in

——

absentia U/S 11-EE(4) of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 and punish him with three

year R.l and fine of Rs.10,000/-, in _the caée of default in the payment of fine,

he will suffer simple imprisonment for one month. The perpetual non-bailable

warrant of arrest. in his name be issued and SHO Police Station Fateh Shah -
S

District Vehari be directed to execute the warrant by way o; arrest of aceesse”

and sent him to jail to serve the sentence awarded, to him. Copy of judgment

given to learned DPG.

- File be consigned to record room. : )
Announced 1 /4 /a-{f
13.04.2016 : (Muhammad Akrags)~
(Fahad) : D&SJ/Ju
et Y W : l Anh-Terrorls.m,.C,our.t-_l; :
Multan

Certified that thi 3“%{%‘3’@‘!‘#&9&% of 12 pages which have been dictated, read over,
corrected and s;g

i

2 i /;’fa/ :
D & SJ/ddge,

Anti-Terrorism Court-l,
District Pelice Ofﬂceﬂ Multan
~sagy, Veharl :

- Dated: 13.04.2016
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N Asmat Parveen, iearneduleG for the State.
Malik Shehzad Hassan Awan Advocate counsel for

Arguments of learned DPG already heard. Today argums

Mr. Shehzad Hassan Awan Advocate, learned defence counsel hawr

heard. Record perused. ~

. ORDER:-

Vide separate judgment recorded today, accused Rao Habib ur
Rehman (tried in ébsentia‘) is convicted U/S 11-EE(4) Qf Anti-Terrorism Act,
1957 and punish with three year R.| and fine of Rs.10,000/-, in the case of
defauli in the payment of fine, he will s‘uffer simple imprisom;’qent for one
month. The perpetual non-bailéble warrant of arrest in his name be issued and
SHO Pdlice .Station Fateh Sheh District Vehari be directed to execute the

warrant-by way of his arrest and sent him to jail to-serve the sentence awarded

to him. Copy of judgment given to learned DPG.

File be consigned to record room.

= Announced

y, Y
13.04.2016 (Muhagmﬁjmém)
(Fahaa; ", D&SJ/Judge,
(it ey - : Anti-Terrorism Court-l, - ..
. Multan

v

i S fficer
istrict b olice (@]
bl . VYehan

b N




iN THE COURT OF MUHAMMAD AKRAM, DISTRICT AND SESSIONS

JUDGE/JUDGE. ANTI.TERRORISM COURT.L MULTAM.

. b ' " Spl. Case No.110/1/ATC-1/MN/2015

The State versus Rao Habib ur Rehman son

of Abdul Qayyum Caste Rajput
resident of Chak No. 331/EB,
Police Station City Burewala
District Vehari.

Case FIR No.22/15, dated 08.01.2015,

U/Ss 9-11-F(2)(6) of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997,
Police Station City Burewala. -

 JUDGMENT:-

The accused Rao Habib ur Rehman was tried U/S 19(10) of Anti-
Terrorism Act, 1997 in his absence for the offence U/Ss 11-F(6), 11-F(2) & 9 of

Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 in case FIR No. 22/15 dated 08.01.2015 Police

‘Station City Burewala.

et o B The matter was reported to police by Abdul Sattar ASI (PW4)

through complaini Ex.PA which he addressed to SHO of the above mentioned
ﬁxce St
D&Sﬁ\c{ \iceojgb ation. It is in complaint that ASI Abdul Sattar with Muhammad Avrif,

Je ot

/ Muhammad Saleem and Muhammad Safdar constables reached at New
300 7§ ,
/? g Model Town where he saw Rao Habib ur Rehman District President of Ahl-e-

C(S /-4/ —4/ Sunnat Wal Jammat Sipah-e- Sahaba Laskhar-e-Jhagvi Vehari, a defunct

e —————~-organ|zatlon against the government and was inciting the hatred among the

=N
<o

p‘ubhc, He had previously conducted a press conference in favour of Malik
Ishaaq a president of Sipah-e-Sahaba which was published in the Edition Daily
Isiam of 1% January 2015. He was saying that the government banned Jahadi

Tanzeems. He chanted slogans in favour of Malik Ishaag and Jahadi




—

%///
D\gmc\zgf\;‘ "~ ~execution of warrants of arrest, obtained proclamation Ex.PE and entrusted to

JEER 0. (9

A

{
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though Muhammad Safdar 536/C to Police Station whereupon Asghar
constable entered FIR No.22/15 Ex.PA/M on 08.01 2015 |

3. The case was investigated by Muhammad Afzal Inspector (PW5).

On 20.01.2015, he joined the complainant Abdul Sattar AS| and witnesses Arif
and' Muhammad Shahid constables and the accused Rao Habib ur Rehman
on ad-interim bail and on 21.01.2015, produced the file before ASJ but the
accused did not appear, he searched him but did not find. On 29.01.2015, he

obtained non-bailable warrant of arrest Ex.PD and entrusted to Ishfaq SI for

‘execution who submitted report Ex.PD/1. On 18.02.2015, Muhammad Arif

constable alongwith Muhammad Saleem presented before him newspaper
Daily Islam P-3/18 Eontaining press conference conducted by Rao Habib ur
Rehman titled as Civil Society contains words “Mulk mein hanjamaarai chahti
ha malik Ishaaq ke khilaf ak or mugadma riasati dehshtgardi”. He took the
above stated newspaper into possession vide memo Ex.PC attested by
withesses, recorded their statements and also of Ishfaag Sl about non-

e

Ishfaq Sl for execution who submitted report Ex.PE/1 and on 10.03.2015, he
found accused Rao Habib ur Rehman willfully absconding, he prepared

challan U/S 512 Cr.P.C. and submitted before court.

4'. The accused was summoned but he never appeared and on

09.11.2015, his counsel Malik Shehzad Hassan Awan Advocate informed that
accused has gone abroad for treatment then he was summoned through

warrants and on 07.12.2015, he was declared P.O and as required under

L e

section 19(10) (proviso-l) proclamation in one Urdu and two English dailies

was published but he never appeared. It is clarified that under section 9(10)

nravien/?\  Malik Shehzad Hassan Awan Advocate was provided defence



¥ Q ' '
The State VS. Rao Habib ur Rehman ‘=8

18.02.2016, in presence of Malik Shehzad Hassan Awan Advacats, the charge

11-F(6), 11-F(2) & 9 of Anti- Terrorlsm Act 1997 was framed and it was

I

presumed that the accused has not admitted the charge, then prosecution
'_/"_\‘——_‘\_—
evidence was summoned and five witnesses were examined but one witness

of calendar was given up by learned DPG being unnecessary. The prosecution

" evidence is as under:-

5. ‘ Asghar ‘Ali 400/HC is the formal witness. On 08.01.2015, he
received complainf Ex.PA through Muhammad Safdar constable and recorded

formal FIR Ex.PA/1 which bears his signature

This witness was not cross examined by the defence counse!.

PW2 Muhammad Saleem 474/C appeared and deposed that on

© 08.01.2015 with Abdul Sattar ASI, Muhammad Arif and Safdar constables and
another police official was on patrolling duty when they saw Rao Habib ur

/ﬁman District president of Ahl-e-Sunnat Wal Jammat SSP Lashkar-e-

PR _ 3
>\‘5"‘“ it \;e‘f‘ Jhangvi was speaking against government and public was there, he flared the

public and while seeing police party fled away. Prior, to speech accused had
2 y conducted press release of banned organization SSP, Lashkar e Jhangvi
-/'/y /'/éwhere he supported Malik Ishag by appreciating him and demanding his
| release from jail and he further appreciated the terrorists and got it published
in Roznama !slam ‘dated 61.01.2015. The 10 in his presence took into
possession the news P71 of that press release found in newspaper Roznama
Islam vide recovery memo Ex.PB, attested by him and Muhammad Arif 641/C.

Report about press cutting is P-2. 1.0 recorded his statement to the above said

fact. On 18.02.2015, Muhammad Afzal Inspector took into possession a
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The cross examinaticn on this witnass will be discussed later on.

T Ishfaq Ahmad S.| appeared as PW3. On 29.01.2015, Muharrar
? 2 = handed over to him non-bailable warrant of arrest Ex.PD he executed the
r same in accordance with law his report is Ex.PD/1. 1.0 recorded his statement.

Then on 10.02.20185, proclamation Ex.PE against accused was handed over to

him, he executed the same, his report Ex.PE/1, 1.O recorded his statement in

this respect.

He was not cross examined by the defence.

8. Abdul Sattar AS| appeared as PW4 and corroborated the contents

of complaint Ex.PA and stated that on 08.01.2015, he alongwith Muhammad
Arif, Muhammad Saleem and Safdar constables was on patrolling duty and

present near Civil Hospital Burewala where he saw the accused Rao Habib ur

Rehman president of banned organization Ahl-e-Sunnat Wal Jammat SSP and
Lashkar-e-Jhangvi was disseminated hatred speech likely to stir up sectarian

oy PONCE o’fzﬁ?ﬁed. Prior to that he already conducted press conference in favour of Malik
D‘\S\“c \;e._ﬂf“b ~
s N CY

oy
-~

Ishaaq in Daily Islam dated 01.01.2015. The accused delivered speech in
7 y favour of president of banned organization SSP and other Jahadi
£l 5y .//é organizations and created Hatred against other sect. He drafted complaint
Ex.PA and sent it though Muhammad Safdar constable to Police Station for
registration of case. Then in presence of Muhammad Aiif and Saleem
constable he took into possession cutting of newspaper daily Islam dated
01.01.2015 in which the accused conducted press conference vide memo
Ex.PB attested by Arif and Saleem PWs, he recorded statement of PWs U/S
161 Cr.P.C. the press cutting is P-1 and the press release is P-2. He drafted

-—

- M- 44 A4 29018 hae received a
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The Cross examination on this withess will be discussed later on.

9 The investigation and other ancillary proceedings completed !

Muhammad Afzal Inspector have already been discussed while narrating tne

facte, However, his cross examination will be discussed later on.

10, With the aforementioned evidence, the case of prosecution was

closed,

1. The statement of Rao Habib ur Rehman U/S 342 Cr.P.C. was

recarded through his counsel Malik Shehzad Awan advocate and prosecution
evidence was put to him which he has refuted. To specific question, why this

case against you and why PWs against you, he replied as under:-

“Police has malafide involved the accused. He is innocent and

X \:\‘;“,{-\:.:'X‘:\: §“‘:‘x§
MR R W

RN Hon'ble High Court has deleted his name from 4™ schedule vide
order dated 19.10.2011 passed in W.P No.6544/2011. After this,

Qt/uw/" “\ Bt the accused was not bound by his sureties bonds and from 11-EE
,0\37 \c\ Q"&u‘\ of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 is crystal clear that no one would
4 P remain in 4™ schedule for term more than three years. So accused

. /s
4 g ﬂl.w' - N
“/‘ d ¢ "

is innocent and charge is baseless. All the PWs are interested
witnesses and police officials. The accused don't belong to any
proscribed organization. The accused has contested election of

MNA and due to political rivalry, police has malafide involved him

in this case on the direction of siting MNA who belongs to

PML(N)."

The accused in his defence produced the documents through his
counsel, copy of two photographs Mark-A, Mark-A/1, photocopy of statement
of accused dated 01.06.2015 Mark-B, photocopies of 09 affidavits Mark-C/1-9,

three daily Islam newspaper dated 03.09. 2014 Ex DA, dated 05.10.2014
QATIELI /‘\ 153%
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2. \alik Shehzad Awan learned counsel for accused Rao Habib

Rehman has not turned up to submit arguments despite seeking adjournmer

13. Learned DPG has argued that the accused belong to banneu

organization SSP / Lashkar-e-Jhangvi and he delivered speech where he

raised.the sentiments of participants of meeting against government and other
sect and convened a press release P-3 titled as “Civil Society Mulk Main
Hangama Arai Chahti Ha, Malik Ishag K Khilaf Ek Aur Muqadam Riasati
Dehashgardi Ha" which was also published in Daily Islam and the cutting is P-
1 and the newspaper is P-3/1-8 and press cutting is P-2 and name of accused

was mentioned in 4" schedule, therefore, he could not convene a conference

55 5@nd deliver speech in favour of banned organization SSP hence he committed

offence U/S 11-F(2)/11-F(6) of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 by aiding the banned

%W organization, as it is clearly mentioned in 11-F(3) that a person commits an

mec@;éﬂce if he invites, support a proscribed organization and support is not
L PONCE T

UL L A )

Uik NEY resiricted 1o funding, it may be any type of support in favour of banned
2 //

organization, the accused while convening the conference invited the support

of persons in favour of SSP and by using hatred words against other sect

F4 yd/é committed. offence U/S 9 of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997, the prosecution
produced five witnesses to prove the charges and they all confirmed the fact
that accused convened a conference in favour of banned organization,
therefore he be convicted in accordance with law as the accused is absconder

till to date and proclamation has been published in newspapers.

14. | have examined the aforementioned submissions and perused
the record.
15. The charge against accused Rao Habib ur Rehman was framed

AT

. aAn~T —d bt~ nrauo tha charae
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formalwiness while Muhammad Saleem ¢onsizble is

the material witness and has signed recovery memo Ex.PB vide which the
press release P-1 and press cutting P-2 was takeﬁ into possession. He is also
attesting witness of recovery memo Ex.PC. Vide this memo, Roznama Islam
dated 01.062.2015 consisting of 08 pages P-3/1-8 was taken into possession by
|.O. He was cross exammed at length by the State counsel for accused and
refuted the suggestion that the accused is District Chairman _of Mutahida
Awami ivizhaz and it is Qari Aslam who is president of Ahl-e-Sunrzt Wal

Jamai ane the witness do not know that national flag has been hoistec at the

office of eccused. He has also denied the defence suggestion that the Jalsa

was not conveyved outside the office of accused. Ashfaq Ahmad Inspector
(PW3) has simply published fhe proclamation U/S 87 Cr.P.C for appearance of
”ré(ped and was not cross examination by the defence at all. PW< Abdut
off¢

S’a\tar complainant is the next important prosecution witness. On 08.C%.2015,
he was on patrolling duty and saw the.accused Rao Habib ur Rehman
president of Ahl-e-Sunnat Wal Jammat/SSP Lashkar-e-Jhangvi addressing the
public and disseminating hatred speech likely to stir up sectarian hatred
among the other sect and he had already conducted a press conferance in
favour of Malit ishaag president of SFSP. The accused also conducted a press
conference. The press cutting is P-1 while the press release is P-Z. This
witness / complainant was cross examined on behalf of accused but he denied
the suggestion that Rao Habib Ur Rehman is member of political party
Mutariaa Awami iviahaz and he did not know Whether the accused is member

of any pcliticai parly or not. He voluntarily stated that the acaused is nracidant
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[

16. © Muhammad Afzal Inspector/investigator (PW3) has foung
accused guilty during investigation but it is in his cross examination that he did

not join any person who participated in Jalsa and he did not obtain the copy of
press release from the concerned newspaper nor he joined any reporter of
daily “Islam”. He also denied the suggestion that accused contested MNA

election and secured 23,000 votes.

§7: P-3 is edition of Daily Islam dated 01.01.2015, its page No.2
contain the statement issued by Rao Habib ur Rehman accused. P-1 & P-3
are actually the same document. P-1 is cutting from P-3. Rao Habib ur

Rehman issued statement in daily Islam. He said in his that statement / press

£
g

felease that nominating Malik Ishaag in a murder case despite court order is

“State terrorism” and they condemned it and appeal to the Government that

%% Ishaaq be released forthwith and he further issued a statement that

9 #halid Faroogi be taught a lesson. P-2 is the report in respect of press cutting

B
.
(1)}
<
<
3

P-1 & P-3. The case of prosecution based upon on these three documents

7/ I which were allegedly released by accused to create hatred.
1LY <4 1

“contravening provision of section 8 of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 which reads as

Section 9 of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 contains punishment for

St

: under:-

Prohibition of acts intended or likely to stir up sectarian hatred:- A

person who---

(a)uses threatening, abusive or insulting words or behaviour; or

(b)displays, publishes or distributes any written material which is

i
i
i 4
&
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(d)has in his possession written material or a recording or vis
- or sounds which are threatening, abusive or insulting wit
their being displayed or punished by himself or another,
Shall be guilty of offence if:--
(i) he intends thereby to stir up sectarian hatred; or
(i) having regard to all the circumstances, sectarian hatred

likely to be stirred up thereby.

The action of the accused as it appears from the prosecut
evidencé and P-1 & P-3 amounts to publishing, threatening and insul

words against the government prohibited under section 8(a)(b) of A

" Terrorism Act, 1997. He turned the action of government “State Terrorism

his press release P-1 & P-3. The offence committed by him U/S 8 of #

Terrorism Act, 1997 is punishable with five years imprisonment and fine.

19.. .. Section 11-F deals with membership, support or meeting rel:

to a proscribed organization, its subsection (1) reads as under:-

“A person is guilty of an offencé if he belongs or proféSSt

belong to a proscribed organization.”

It is p.rosecution case that the accused belong to Ahl-e-S
Wal Jammat / SSP Lashkar-e-Jhangvi and is district president whereas
defence he has denied his concern with defunct organization and pro
the document Mark-A, Mark-A/1 & Mark-B to prove that he belong to Mu
Awami Mahaz and not a defunct organization énd his defence the ac

contested élection on the ticket of Mutahida Awami Mahaz and has no ct

‘. oe b ta mraridant Af AhRlLe-SiINN
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press release 41 & P-3 he might have contested election on l

X,

Mulahida Awami Mahaz but there is nothing in rebuttal of prosecut
: evidence that he does not belong to Ahl-e-Sunnat Wal Jammat / SSP Lashk

1 e-Jhangvi. It stand prove from prosecution evidence that the accused belc
to the proscribed organization Ahl-e-Sunnat Wal Jammat / SSP Lashkar

Jhangvi, thus he has committed an offence punishable U/S 11-F(2) of Ar

Terrorism Act, 1997,

20. The accused Rao Habib ur Rehman has also been charged U
11-F(8) of Anti-Terrorism Act. 1997 which offence will be attracted if he solic

or invite support for a proscribed organization,

' sIRP _ , .
;ﬂ" (b) arranges, manages or assists in managing or addressing
W» “\c'g‘ meeting which he knows is --
e
ane®,
D\q.\i\"" et (i) to support proscribed organization
) / “Under subsection 4 of section 11-F of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997

F

£/ . . . . "
Vi is that a person commits an offence if he addresses a meeting, or delivers

- i a o = . o
/J ,‘;,,gé’ sermons 10 a religious gathering.

21. It is in evidence of PW2 that on 08.01.2015, PW1 with other P\
saw Rao Habib ur Rehman was speaking against Government and tr
peoples were present there. He flared the public and while seeing police par
fled away. Prior to speech, accused had conducted press release of banne
organization SSP, Lashkar e Jhangvi where he supported Malik Ishaq b
appreciating him and demanding his release from jail and he furthe

appreciated the terrorist and got it published in Roznama lIslam date
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statement of PW2 that prior to it the accused conducted a press confe
5 favour of Malik Ishaaq president of SSP in Daily Islam dated 01.01.20

Muharmmad Afzal investigator has supported the statements of PW2 & PW4.

( g 22, The accused in his defence has submitted nine photocopies of
affidavits Mark-C/1-9, of Rao Abdul Rasheed Mark-C/2-9 of Muhamamd
Iftiknar, MarkC/3-9 of Muhammad Khan Langryal, Mark-C/4-9 of Muhammad

Aslam Zahid, Mark-C/5-9 of Ghulam Mustafa, Mark-C/6-9 of Pir Mumtaz

g Hussain Chishti, Lumberdar, Councilor, Niab Nazim, and Nazim of U.C
respectively Mark-C/7-9 Shakeel Ahmad Advocate also Nazim of U.C, Mark

C/8-9 of Khalid Mahmood Advocate Mark-C/9-9 of Ashig Hussain Doga

Advocate to prove his good character but the deponents of the aforementione«
affidavits were not brought before court in defence of accused neither thr

original affidavits were submitted. These affidavits further reveals that th

accused is record holder and other cases have been registered against him

Thus these affidavits that accused does not belong to proscribed organizatio

E 4 does not lend him support. The defence plea and the defence evidence of th
1 Val

accused is nothing but a concoction. It is added that the abscondance of tr

s

accused after seeking bail from this court leads this court to draw inferenc

» Tf EJW P that he is deeply linked with proscribed organizatibn. Thus the prosecution h:

also succeeded to prove the charge against accused U/S 11-F(6) of An
ngv)\w/ }‘arronsm Act, 1997.

r; \'-r'

\(.c 5,-,'{6
0\‘3“ 29, it clarified that on abscondance of the accused this court h

directed that the property of accused be attached. He is owner of prope

measuring 20 Kanals 17 Marlas situated in Khewat No. 39 of Chak No. 331/

District Vehari and vide order dated 28.04.2015 it has been attached
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disposal of the government may be sold out after expiry of six mont!

date of attachment which period had expired on 09.12.2015 althou

way or other the crops has been got detached.

24, For the reason discussed above, the prosecution has succeede
~ to prove the case against accused, therefore, | convict the accused Rao Hab

ur Rehman in his absentia as under:-

(@) is convicted.U/S 9 of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 and puni:
with five years rigorous imprisonment and fine
Rs.20,000/-, in the case of default in the payment of fir

will suffer simple imprisonment for two months.

(b) is convicted U/S 11-F(2) of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 a
Apunish with six months sinﬂple imprisonment and fine
, Rs.5,000/- in the case of default in the payment of fine,

suffer simple imprisonment for one month.

7 %}) is convicted U/S 11-F(6) of Anti-Terrorism Act, 1997 :
Al S eL

»_()\ 1)

punish with five year ngorous imprisonment and a fine

[ e \‘ uu:“‘ﬂ
”#“ é Rs.20,06C0L, m the case of default in the payment of fine
will suffer simple imprisonment for two months.
24 A. Keeping in view the conduct of accused, it is directed that I

not given benefit of section 382 Cr.P.C. and all the sentences shall
consecutively. It is further directed that the property of the accused u
attachment be sold out by the DCO Vehari and the sale proceed be depo

in government treasury under intimation of this court.

e .

1

ot o
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judgment delivered to the learned DPG and copy be also sen&D' fis

Case property be kept intact and it will be disposed of in accordan w

after decision of appeal or revision if any.

File be consigned to record room.

A 7]

Announced
15.04.2016 _ (Nluhamné‘cg Akram)
(Fahad) D&SJ/Judge,
Anti-Terrorism Court-I,
Multan

Certified that this judgment comprises of 13 pages which have been dictated, read over,
corrected and signed by me.

Dated: 15.04.2016 D J/Jége,
Anti-Terroris? L@onéf ’//’
Multdn.

AN ESTED

District Police Officer

~wmy Yaharl



