






















 

Lakhvir Singh vs State of Punjab (2021)  

The benefit of probation is not excluded by the provision of the mandatory minimum sentence prescribed for offence under IPC. If the law 

has been enacted after 1958 (after Probation of Offender Act) and penal provision doesn’t contain non obstante clause, then accused may be 

released on probation.  

 

State of Maharashtra vs Natverlal (1980)  

In case of gold smuggling, the Supreme Court has declined to accord to the accused found guilty, the benefit of Probation of Offenders Act 

because smuggling of gold not only affects public revenue and public economy, but often escapes detection.  

 

State of Rajasthan vs Sri Chand (2015)  

Benefit of probation can’t be extended to accused involved in crime against women  

 

State of Gujarat vs V.V. Chauhan  

Section 4 will not apply to anti-corruption case.  

 

Dalbir Singh vs State of Haryana  

Section 4 will not apply to cases under section 304A IPC  

 

Vajju Srinivasu alias Srinu vs State of Andhra Pradesh (2002)  

Section 4 will not apply to cases under NDPS Act.  

 

Devki alias Kala vs State of Haryana (1979)  

Section 4 will not apply to cases related to kidnapping & abduction.  







 
Ramji Missar vs State of Bihar (1963)  
The question of age of person is relevant not for the purpose of determining his guilt but only 
for the purpose of punishment and benefit of provisions of Probation of Offenders Act, 1958. 
Therefore, if the court finds out that offender was not under 21 years of age on the date of 
passing sentence, then section 6(1) will not apply.  
 
Lakhvir Singh vs State of Punjab (2021)  
Section 6 as per its own title has provided for restriction on imprisonment of offenders under 21 
years of age. Thus, it is a mandatory in nature and acts as an injunction for courts to follow if all 
the conditions of section 6 are fulfilled. The words ‘court must not sentence’ directly indicate 
that it is mandatorily subject to other condition.  


