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reasons to be recorded in writing in judgment for less than the minimum
sentence, on the ground of presence of special and adequate reasons in the light of
sentencing process must be special and adequate to the circumstances in a given
case and peculiar to the accused in each case. It is, therefore, very clear that the
discretionary jurisdiction empowered in the trial Magistrates must be based on
and in presence of special and adequate reasons to the contrary to be mentioned
in the judgment of the Court for each case and each accused. (Para 42; See also
Paras 35, 43 and 44) % ¥2a[Ud Rigidn sla-l 51+l eslsd A1 qgmi aani 2»ud
dl, %l Ydl vt el sRell sl di, e3s5 3u-dl eslsdd 2uui as, Al
Aeldde SIUBIHL 53 A9 ALl oLaLS Slal £9dl UL, HieglMl il AR 24
£ sl Al B, GUASA Ysiel UYL S dal A%19UA 23U Adl 1A dA

ARLLE) 2419 €9,

AR Sud 258 dal s3aie VRl B Adl dye AR 2ulls R da AR
3l 2191 gulefl Hiowell oldl, 2uRivlA A%l sl auid GelR adqwl vl YAl
ds wiuaE]l el Sg wndd dv otllg sio, 1A Yool g5 suIaaM
219 €9,

—(uw g su):—

2L 51HeAL UYL BHlAe Wi{lorR 518193l saH—3¥ 9 21wl GURISd LI
asalzatd sudl, 2wl 31100/~ (243 3RAL KA YA €3 ScUM
219 €9 A 518 Bl Yl Al g5+ 5L 1A 9. ol 2R €3+l 254 4 &2
dl, 21 -l 412l Se-dl A Hidlaaldl g5H SAHL UL 9.

Y-l vUld qu L, stastdar [sia sl
g5 Y dFlU—1R, HIS—AWR, AA—02-L A% dis—elddHl aidl—

Aeoudl, e sul.

0L AL (Rga qdacus )

ARend Als yl3RAue A2,
yilEdla.,
(513 <i.— .%.090¢R).

22 6fl AL (). 5L.).



