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IN THE COURT OF NOOR UL HAQ,
CIVIL JUDGE-I1, TEHSIT, COURTS KALAYA ORAKZAL

Suit No.21/1 of 2023

| QRJ,GIN AL DATE OF INSTITUTION. ... 19.05.2022
. ’DAH OF {/\Nbl FRIN.. .08.03.202
: DAJI“ OF DF (,m()N OF THE SUT ,1:‘...........‘..-.22.07.2026 '
 IMRAN KHAN SON OF SAMIN GUL, RESIDENT OF
QOM SHIKHAN, TAPA SAMOZAI, VILLAGE PITAO
 MELA, DISTRICT ORAKZAT AND 01 OTHER
e PLAINTIVES

VERSUS

AI IOR KEAN SON O LAL BADSHALL RESIDITN
COF QOM STIKHAN, TAPPA SAMOZAL VILLAGE
: K_INGA.NA.Y_, _ﬂl')'IS"I_"VR.IC',Iﬁ‘ ORAKZALAND 02 OTHERS

... DEFENDANTS

 SUIT_FOR_DECLARATION, w RMENENT AND
- MANDATORY INJUCTIONS ETC

Loun\(E for plaintiffs: Mr. Khmsh'd & Mr. Abdul Qayum Khan

/\dvocams
C()th!’.l f()l ddcnddnb Mr. Shoaib Nasrat Khel and Mr. Abid Al
T ~ Advocates
S
-

"U l)(wMH‘ N T
; 22, 07. 2026

Vide this judgment the Court intends to dispose of suit

- captioned-above.



s against defendants for

2 n is a suit from the plcm
: acc,lal'ati()11,, | _pef_1nanen_t and mandatory.’ injunctions, - and

g pdssessi_on_.
3. Brief facts of the case as narrated in the plaint arc, that
p:lai.nt.i_.‘_f_’fs alongwith their family members arc owners in
‘p_ossession of shops, situated at Mishti Mela Baxar, Khatang
| Road and Daboori Chowk ncar Ara (chain saw) Machinc
.‘(therei'naﬁcr referred to the “suit :propcrty”), for the last 40
lyears.‘ Defendants no. 01 & 02 are strangers (o the suit
'f)_ro'perty and h‘avc no concern whatsoever with the same.

- They also claimed that last night, defendants no. 01 being

govemmcm confractor and decfendant no. 02 serving in
p'_()]:i,c;c department have forcibly and \./vi{;houl, any prior
- approval :ffromj the compctelm authority has started
_‘ 'Q‘onstruciilng‘ shops m the suit proioerty, out of which one
| S'ho_p'was constructed in their property situated on Khatang
road, whereas, they were bent upon to construct other nine
“ shops on backside of their shops, duc to which not only '
public thoroughfarc was blocked but also caused hindrance

in approach io their shops; that defendants have no property

-situated In the entire bazar of Mishti Mela, whercas, their
~forefathers had settled in other districts due to enmity.

Turthermore, claimed that many jirga verdicts were given in
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their favor as against family members of defendants,

wherein, they admitted the possession of plaintiffs over the

suit  property.  They  further  contended  that - the

| dispute/controversy wds decided by the c‘ompétentv court
‘under the erstwhile FCR vide judgment dated 24.11.2016,

“resulting in a decrec in their favour, as well as in the Court

of learned Scnior Civil Judge, Orakzai in respect of suit
property, which the contesting defendants did not challenge

in the competent forum. They further claimed that private

negotiations ‘were also held between them last year but

defendants were applying delaying tactics and finally the

efforts got failed. Defendants were asked time and again (o

refrain from interfering in peaccful possession over the suit
property and stop raising construction but they refused.

They also contacted defendants to  remove illegal
l ,

- construction, but all in vain, hence, the instant suit.
- After institution of the suit the defendants were summoned,

~accordingly defendant no. 01 & 02 appeared in person while

defendant no. 03 through representative present. Contested
defendants submitied their written statement with legal and

factual objcctions, raiscd therein.

‘%




5. Out of controversics - of the parties, as raised in their

i
i

- respective pleadings, the Court framed the following issucs

on 27.102023. | b

1. Whether plaintifts have got a cause of action? OPP

2. ‘Whether plaintiff no. 01 is exclusive owner of the suit
property and in this respect, decree was also passed in

his favor, hence, the defendants arc illegally

constructing shops over the suit property? OPP : L

3. Whether the suit property is ownership of defendants?

orp

4. Whether decree was passed against one Shah Munawar
by the APA in respeet of property other than the
instant suit property? OPD

5. 'Whether piaintiffs arc entitled to the decree as prayed -

for? OPP
~Relief.

Both. the parties . were directed to produce their evidence,
which they did accordingly. Plaintiffs produced as many as

six (06) witnesses and thercafter closed their evidence.

- 1+ Contrary to this the contesting defendants produced as many
“as two witnesses and thercafter closed their evidence. Court

witness also produced before the Court as CW-01.
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7. - Thereafter arguments of both the counsels for the parties

were heard at length. Learncd counsel for the plaintiffs

R opencd the case and argued that plaintiffs alongwith their (RS
: | _ ‘ 5
family members are owners in posscssion of shops, situated -

at Mishti Mcla Bavar, Khatang Road and Daboori Chowk
Hn_::ea‘r Ara (c_h_ai.n'saw) Machine (suit property) for the last 40
“years. Defendants no. 01 & 02 are strangers to the suit

“property and have no concern whatsocver with the same.

They also adduced that last night, dcfendants no. 01, being

'l

go'vcmmcn.t contractor and defendant no. 02, a police
official, have forcibly and without any prior approval from
‘t:hé cdmpctcﬁt authority has staftcd constructing shops in
| the'sﬁit propcrt&, out of which one shop was constructed in

their property situated on Khatang road, whercas, they were

bent upon to construct other nine shops on backside of their

shops, duc to which- not only public thoroughfarc was

= blocked but also caused hindrance to approach their shops;

- other districts due to enmity. Furthermore, argued that many
jirga verdicts were given in their favor as against family

members  of defendants, whercin, they admitted the

possession of plaintiffs over the suit property. They further



adduced that tlie‘dispufé/éciﬁﬁ?bvc.rsy was dccided by the

competent court under the erstwhile T'CR ' vide judgment

dated 24.11.2016, resulting in a decree in their favor. That

the said decision was c_on‘f:”n‘mcd in appeal by the proper
':forum and that ‘t_he Court of learned Scnior Civil Judge,
Orakzai has also p-asscd. an order in respect of suit property,
When appr()a'chéd-vi_n_ a separate suit, which decision was:
upheld by the ﬁon’ble vAdd.iti,(-)r.lal District Judge ()r"cllkzla,,i‘.
That the sa'i.d decisions have got finality asA not challenged

by anyonc of defendants. l.carned counscl for plaintiffs

further argucd that, though plaintiffs’ complaint under

illegal disposscssion act was dismissed, yet witnesses
éppearccl n support of owncrship of plaintiffs in the
~concerned Jca:ré]ved “court. That defendants Wcre given
\Q'- | -'S‘ufﬁcien_t t_i_.nj.e by the court to pr'oducc. cvidence in their
support, but they failed to produce prbpcr cvidence. Lastly
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the learned counsel requested that the suit of the plaintiffs

may b¢ decreced as prayed for.

v?om’ra‘ry to this, learned counsel for the defendants argued
that the plai n,t;i:ff:'s have got no causc of action. I'urthermore,
“argued that the ?c,la_i_m of plaintiffs is falsc and bascless. FHe
also édduccd that the suit property in  the “shape of

"s.hops/Mja.r.l{ct 1s the ownership of defendant no. 01 and the
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Market adjacent to the Suil ':';.“;iafiri'!pc:s“ty is _th,c:. ()'\'fvnérsl'l ipof
_-de‘fendant no. 02 llc further argued that defendants had
const1;uct6(1 sho};s in their plot and handed over to one Janat
Noor on rent through an agrecment. He 'fu.i'th-er add uced that
‘defenda:nts have demolished the old shops and constructed
“new shops. ‘That the decree obtained from the then APA,
st agai:nsl, one Shah Ma.hnodr and the present defendants
were not party to that suit. Ilc also adduced that pilaint{l?f.’
' rémained‘ a,bsc,ng‘ﬁ‘()m the ADR Jirga proccedings. Learned
.coﬁ.nscl further argﬁcd that no decision was held between
“the parties in the Sharia Jirga procecdings. Lastly, he stated
that plaintiffs have badly failed to prove their casc through
‘ c.ogcnt, convincing and rcliable evidence while on the other
h‘and the defendants succeeded to produce evidence in light
and support of their stance stated in the writlen statement.
Ij‘lence,praycd that suit of plaintiffs may be dismissed with
4 cosAts.‘

“Upon perusal of record, available cvidence and assistance of
~both the lcarned counsels for the parties, the issuc wise

findings of the court arc as undcr.

ISSUE NO. 02

~ Whether plaintiff no. 01 is exclusive owner of the suit

property and in this respect, decree was also passed in




his favor, hence, the defendants  arce  illegally

- . constructing shops over the suit property? QPP

Burden o:f proof of this issuc was on plamtilfs. Plaintiffs i_n__
 their plaint has-:statéd that plaiﬁtiff’s alongwith their family
mcmbus are sole owners ()'f the suit property in shape Qf
S,hops, fully detailed in the headnote of the plaint.

Defendants no. 01 & 02 arc strangers to the suit property

and have no concern with the same. To prove their stance,

- plaintiffs produced the following witnesses.
Zahir Ali, Record Keeper, District Courts Orakzai as

“appeared as CW-01. He produced the o;ri_g.ina_l decision of

lcarned Senior Civil Judge, Orakzai, passed in case titled as

‘Nazir Jalal Vs Imran, which is Iix. CW-1/1. He¢ also

produced the copy of civil appeal consists of 04 pages,
which is x. CW-1/2. Original rcturned, while copics of the

same retained on the file.

~Taimoor Syed, Reader to AC appeared and deposed as
PW-02. He produced the decision of Imran and. others Vs

- Shah Mahnoor and others, consisting upon 23 pages, Ex.

PW-2/1, which was instituted on 29.02.2016 and decided on
24.11.2016. During cross cxamination he stated that the

record pertains to case titled “Imran Khan Vs Shah

Mahnoor”:
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Mufti Abdul Jamecl § azeer Gul, appeared and

deposed as PW-03. e stated that he was appointed as

Assistant Commissioner. 1e also stated that they recorded

statements of parties to the suit and mspected the hotels,.

| pﬁetro] pumps, '_‘vacant'plot and Ara Machine in the"suit
pmpcfty. fl%}l'c also contended that jirga members \X/crc Mufii

Yar Mu hamméd, Hayat Khan, Izat Gul, ]}‘;lﬁ;clj 1 Sar Khan,

' Khan Shah and Mufti Tahir, who had come to the spot at

the t_i.m,é, however, defendant [ahor ﬁK.ha:n- sought onc

: : 'ifveek’s time. ”(. also stated that de:[’c;ﬁd.ants were using
- delaying ta.ct_i,cs._ Consequently, the jirga members gave
';declision in ;I:‘a:w;r of plaintiffs -aﬂd the jirga verdict hén(icd

& dvér to AC Orak._zai‘. His copy of CNIC is lix. PW-3/1. Jirga

\ O T decision is already Ex. PW-2/1. During cross examination
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9 on pages-49 to 52; rather, Mulftit Shafi declined to decide the

Orx |
=20 , _ .
OO matter. He volunteered that they had joined with Mufti

Shafi for a decision;, however, Mufti sahab declined to
~ decide the matter and recorded the reasons for his refusal in
~writing. The relevant portion of cvidence is reproduced

~ below:

District Khatteeb/jirga member under the supervision of
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PW-04 is the statement of Imran Kha n/plaintiff. During

cross examination he stated that it i1s correct that the jirga

~verdict dated 31.12.2000 was regarding land dispute. Self-
stated that, the suit shops were mentioned in the statements.
‘Relevant portion reproduced: |

b1 5P e el e Aed 2631.12.2000 488 S ez g

-r."_,)/j K b6 2

It is correct that the shops on the suit property werc
~previously made of mud. Sclf-stated that still some shops

are made of mud.' Reproduced below:

LS NS & L& o L Yoo 31 iPle S s
Y Y L 12
- Plamm[ stated in cross-examination that it is correct that he

submitted casc under illegal dispossession act and he

“produced 10 witnesses. It is also correct that he neither
“mentioned the date and time nor mentioned the time since
which defendants are in possession. Scif-stated that he was

charged in 107/151 case.
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L A}_.)l_aint.i_‘fiff* stated that 1t 1s also correct that the disputed shops
-wérc nof mentioned in the judgment of the then APA
b.rékzai. Self-sated that the then APA f:“rémcd issucs in the

- cited casc, »vﬁcnfeinxdisputcd shops were l_ncntionqd a.xf[d the

* decision had followed,
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-].:’W-OS is the statement of Tahir Ullah son of
Muhammad Kh alig, which is reproduced as under;
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PW-006 is the statement of Shereen Khan son of Mecebal

Efussain, which is reproduced as under;
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In light of the above cvidence produced by plaintiffs to

prove the issue in hand, it has been noticed that all the PWs

~deposed in light and support of the stance of plaintiffs

alleged in the plaint and furthermore, during cross

examination the oppositc party failed to contradict the

witnesses in material particular and thus nothing in rcbuttal

or contradictory has been brought on the record. Moredver,

such questions were put to the witnesses which led to




“admissions on the part of defendants. Some of such portion

- is reproduced below:
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" Putting the abcz)ve q‘u‘esti,(m,s by defendants and a.nstc_rs
) glvcn by _pla‘,i,n,ti"ﬂ’ revealed that de‘flcndemts“ have admitted
| thc previous round of litigaﬁon before the APA under FCR.
.Apart from the above extract, some questions werce also put
' ' o upon PW-04 by defendants rcgarding the decision of APA,
w_hc:re' the PW replied that the shops were mentioned in the
1ssues then fra mbd. PW-04 also stated that Civil Courts had

maintaincd the decision of the then Assistant Political

[
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‘Defendants have stressed upon the point that cxccution

Ora

Cpetition for execution of order of APA had been dismissed

by learncd civil judge Orakzai, henee the order and |
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| jﬁdgmen1: of /\P/\ had bcu)mc ,init'ructuoué. .,l?]jc)we\'/er,v the
léarned court of ci‘vf_l judge Orakzai. and jlca,rnéd di.é‘tr,i,cl,
court judge Orakzai have held that the order of the then
N '/‘.\PA had gained finality. The only legal point which led to
dismissal of cx.ccuti.()n ‘_pcti,ti.c,),n was that the lcarned APA

had not drawn decree shecet.
Moreover, a q'sucsti’on was put to ,I?W—G by dcf’cnd.an‘:tsv
1;egérding Q\/\'./nc‘ifsh.i_r_’) of shops, which has led to admission

on the part of defendants, which is reproduced as under;
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As for as the jirga verdict dated 10.04.2022 s concerned,
;I’W'—OS had stated in his cross cxamination that suit
: pfopei‘ty a],ongwith petrol pump and vacant plot, was
“mentioned in the said jirga. ]F‘urthcr. stated that he was

appointed as member of the said jirga and that the

© L
sdocument contains an opinion, wherecas decision was made

.
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~ 2 It is further worth discussion that plaintiff party has
> : .
remained successful in obtaining in their favour, an order of

the then lecarncd APA under the FCR and some jirga

verdicts. The said decision of APA was upheid by the upper
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forums. A.nophcr suit titled “Nazir Jalal and others vs

“Imran Khan and others” was rejected b’y- the learncd
~senior civil judge Orakzai vide order dated 21.01.2021
holding that the earlier decision of Icarned APA had gained

finality. "The said decision of learned civil judge was

maintained by the Hon’ble District Judge Orakrai, vide

jQrder dated 19.03.2021. Yct he remained d‘c_pzrivcd of the

fruit of his long litigation, becausc of non-issuance of

decree shect in his favour, which was not his fault. He

could, however, approach the said forum, for a request to

~draw decree sheet, but he did not opt to do so. This court is

of the opinion that, if onc has otherwise proved his stance
and material is available on file in his favour, then duc to

mere irregularity by not issuing or drawing decree sheet,

~ should not deprive him of his right.

| Onthc point of prcvvious litigations, decided by the APA,
Qf)éfore the merger of newly merged districts and before
introduction of" the 25" constitutional amcndment, the

= 9 Tlon’ble Peshawar High Court, Peshawar vide WP No.
o) o )

2100-P/2018, in titled “Najat Ali Vs Imrant Ali & others™
dated 25.03.2019 has held in the following words:
“Brief facts of the instant wril petition are that there

is property dispute among petitioner and respondent
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no. 01 namely F/mmn/i// The petitioner had
purchased the property from one ]na_yal‘ Ali on
10.01.2016. The respondent no. ()J' moved an.
Aapplz'cal‘ioﬁn before /J..PA_/A.DM' Upper Kurram A gency
for _pakl‘il‘ion zﬂe;gézlfdz'ng his share 141/71'0‘/7'_14/(:1;3‘ accépt‘ed
vide order dated 22.09.2016. The petitioner fégh’ng
aggrieved from the said order preferred an appeal to
the Court of Commissioner I'CR, Kohat which was-

turned down vide order dated 12.01.2017. The

petitioner further submitted a review petition before

Chairman FATA Tribunal which met the same fate

vide order dated 01.06.2017. Thereafier two review
petitions were also filed before Chairman .]7'/1.’/'/.1,
Tribunal which were also dismissed vide order dated
09.04.2018, hence this ,r)_el"f.'lzf(m.

The petitioner has availed the remedy provided

by the erstwhile I'CR which was in vogue at that

point of time. He exhausted all the remedies provided

to him under the FFCR. These are past and closed
. . . . / .

transactions and are prior to the '25"’ amendment. In

other words, at the time of decision of the case of the

petitioner, I'CR was very much there and it was a

valid law governing the erstwhile I'AT/A districts. The




25" amendment is subsequent to the matter of the

e ' instant writ petition. Stmilar view of these heing past

and closed transaction had already been taken by
this C(ﬁu"( in WP No. 1179-P2018 titled | | ¥ ,‘:j.'
_“Mulmmmad /lu/ etc Vs Khaista Gul ,;1111,11
Muhammad Ayal) decidéd on 28.11.2018.

| According to Article 264 of the Constituti()ﬁ,

the amendment shall not affect the previous

r‘)per(zti(m of the law or anything duly done or
suffered under the law. It would be worthwhile 1o
rej)r()ducé Articlé 264 which reads as under;
'.“264. Ef/ecr‘ 0/ repéal of law. Whére a law is
. re:pe.alecz",' or in deemed ‘-l‘o /70%{ /J(f(:’l"l repealed, Z)j/,
under, (;I” by virtue of the Constitution, the repeal shall
8 not, except as otherwise provided in the Constitution.
a. Revive anything not in force or existing at
the time (lt‘ which the repeal takes effect;
sz b. Affect fhg previous operation of the law or
an ythin(g,'; duly ?lone or suffered under the

law;

c. Affect any right, privilege, obligation or

liability acquired, accrued or incurred

B
|

under the law;
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d. Affect 3‘a'n;ju /‘)emzlty,A | Sorfeiture l()r
punishment incurred in respect of any
offence committed against the law, or

e.lA'[ffeczf any investigation, legal proceedings
or remedy in respect of any such right,
privi cge, obligation, liability, penalty,

’ j.'(n{feilurie or punishment; | |

and any such investigation,“ legal- ﬁvr()CeédingS or.

remedy mi(l,y be instituted, continued or enforced, and

any such pemllty, SJorfeiture or punishment may
l,'mp(-)s-e, as if the law had not been r(-;pezzlc(l._

Thus, what has been (!iscuvassed above, this writ

petition being ([e\)()id of merits, is hereby dismissed.

The ébovc wrif pet.iti._on_ was dismissed by the Hon’ble

]i"csha‘war Iigh C()urt- on the paoint that the matter has

was past and closed transaction.

Now, it 18 worth discussion here that the decision in favour

ol the _pi‘cscn‘i plaintiff in the year 2016 by the then APA

cunder FCR 1s past and closed transaction. It shows that the

- present plaintifl has been declarcd as owner of the suit

property and the previous litigation may operate as rcs

judicata for other partics, yet for the plaintiff it cannot be
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considered as such, becausc he has not yet received the

_beneﬁt and fruit of the said decision.

Moreover, the dismissal of the complaint under illegal

dispossession act, cannot be taken favour of by defendants,

because. the said dismissal was solely basced on proving and

disproving the possession and its illegal dispossession. The
o

complainant in that complaint could not prove to be

illegally dispossessed by present defendant, but as to
~ownership of plaintiff, there were multiple witnesses who

. deposed in favour of plaintiff.

Accordingly, this Court concludes that while the plaintiffs

has satisfactorily cstablished their titlie and ownership over

the suit property.

[n light of what has been discussed above, as plaintiffs
succeeded to prove the issuc in hand through documentary,

cogent, convincing and reliable evidence and furthermore,

hereby decided in affirmative in favor of plaintiffs and

against defendants.

ISSUE NO. 03 & 04:

‘Whether the suit property is ownership of defendants?

-~ OPD
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"~ Whether decree was passed against one Shah Munawar g

by the APA in respect of property other than the |
instant suit property? OPD Lok

Bofh these _is_sués an interlinked, hence, taken 't(_)gcther for
discussion. Burden of these issucs were on defendants.
Defendants produced as many as two witnesses including
himself to prove their stance. Defendants in their written
-;Statcmem stated that the suit prlopcrty_ in the shape of
shops/Market is' the oWncrship of defendant no. 01 and the
. I -
’ Markct adjaccni to the suit property is the ownership of "
" defendant .n_o. 02. They furihm* cont_cnded.t_h at de:fen_daﬁt.s
“had constructed shops in their plot and handed over to one
‘Janat Noor on rent Lhrolugh an agreement.
| DW-01 Lahor Khan as defendant no. 01 appcared before
the court and deposed on oath in light and support of the
‘ s.tance of defendants as stated in the written statement. His

cross examination is reproduced as under;
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T)W-C2 Sultan Gul son of Hazrat Noor appeared, who
deposed in light and support of the stancc of defendants as
stated in the written statement. Durin g cross examination he |
S‘t‘ated that it is correct that there was cnmity between Imvran
| ’ :a:nd one ‘Rchjml,n Ullah. It is also correct that l‘:h‘c. dispute

- between them pertained to the bridge, the mountain, and the
o b

property, and not to the shops.
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Now in light of the above cvidence produccd by defendants

- tb prove the 1ssuc in hand, it has been noticed that all the
‘ DW% had .supf)‘ortcd the stance of defendants in their
réspect,ive cxamination  in chicf, but in their  cross

examination some material contradiction and admissions

were brought on the record by the opposite party. When
fd..e:fehdant no. 01 himself sl'avtc.d iﬁ his cross examination
that it is incorrect that he had not disclosed the facl in the
writlen statement that the suit property had given to Qabil
Shc_lh on rent. fF'un_h_érm_ofc, defendants di_éc]oséci n thetr
' Written statement that the suit property is the joint property .
of parties to the suit and Nazcer Jalal. Morcover, the
defendants admitted in cross examination that they do not
j]ﬂVC an_y‘docs,lmcnta;ry cvidence in 'support of thetr stancc.-
The defendants Jn.avc’ mere claimed the ownership of the suit
“ property but co‘ﬁ]_d not establish their title t,h‘r()ugh evidence,
A'ltho.ﬁgh,‘ de‘fjendam relics on certain rent-agreements
and that his witness stated that the rent is being paid to

defendant, yet the rent agreement decs not establish title as




- the landlord cani be any pers

vhether he is owner or not.

o

- Ownership over the property has to be proved independent

of the rent agreement or payment of rent. Moreover,

plaintiff has already claimed that defendants have taken

K

' possession of the property illegally and to that effcet he had

also filed complaint under illegal disposscssion act.

In light of the above discussion as defendants fatled

to prove the issue in hand through their cogent, convincing

~and reliable evidence, hence issue in hand is hereby decided

in negative against defendants and in favor of plaintiffs.

ISSUE NO. 1

Whether plaintiffs have got a cause of action? OPP

In wake of issuc wisc Tindings above, the plaintiffs have got

a cause action, hence, accordingly the issue in hand is

hereby decided in affirmative against the defendants and in

favor of plai ntiffs.

In wake of my issue wisc findings above, plaintiffs arc

entitled to the decrec as prayed for, hence, accordingly the

“issue ‘in hand is hereby decided in affirmative against the

" defendants and in favor of plaintiffs.

3
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Relicf:
As nutshell of my detailed discussion upon various issucs,
~_ the suit of plaintiffs is hereby decreed as prayed for. Cost

- shall follow the events. Yile be consigned to record room
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/%vj.ﬁl, Judge -1,
Tehstl Lourts Kalaya, Orakzai

after its necessary completion.

Announced.
‘ 22.07.2026

CERTIFICATIE

Certified that this judgment consists of twenty four (24)

pages. Each page has been read over, checked and signed after

i making necessary cotrection therein.

Dated: 22.07.2026

22/7 / 24
Nobr Ul Hag,
(){viil Judge 11,

I'chsi] Courts Kalaya, Orakzai




