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bail/surety bonds stand discharged, "
November 12, 2013 (INDERJIT SINGH)
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Cases are not fit for 8ppeal as in these cases in hand th appell

lant was convicted of the
charges U/S 467 and 13(2) of the PC Act vide three separate

challans. His conviction has
been set aside by the Hon ble High Court while holding that there i

'S no evidence showing that
Ujaggar Singh was entrusted wth any material which he has misap,

propriated or embezzled, |
have gone through the judgement and record and | am of the opinion that the judgement of the

Hon'ble High Court is not agairst record. Therefore, no useful purpose will be served in filing
appeal.. This case is therefore, not fit for appeal.
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