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HIAYTT uH

"R H difeld THATSIR TT & gl Fehl JTURTIEh HIHT TRBRT Atehsl, TIAUIE 3R ST STde IR ohd 38R STefdT
8, STHRI & o 1 W 8, 3R ) a1 ARIuHeR SFHIGaR] UR faTerd] = ol hgl 82"

WR ® dfdd THSATEIHR IT &g g Fob AR ATHAT hl
IhRT Fiehd, arauld 31k fae:ft amsm ur uvme ek
Uhd IheuT (Disclosure) desft Fas

WRA H wfdd YHINTSR AT 5 81 Fob HATURITeh HIH! hl ARhRY At 3R Urule 3HTaet U= 78T 3R 7R
HITAT UHTT USdl 81 TRART At (fieh Fater) & deo #, IFfiear| o1 98 a1 g fob 3 Iia g v
(verification form) # Sru= f&eTh &t G+t R a1 wifa SToRIfAe A Gl T SR e STHaRT &; a2
oh! ST fBUMT (suppression of material facts) 3= 3g & a1 FAI T IHIGARY IE A T Ueh
3 3R W YR 8, Wt &1 IFHGaR 918 # S (acquitted) T 7 g 721 81, St foh gatea =marer™ = Satish
Chandra Yadav v. Union of India (2022) ¥ Q: ®1fUd fhar g1 Ureuld & Geiy &, chaer wrdfaet (FIR) &St
I T ST & TRUT H 3§ ehl UTHUIE & AT FdiHIehd et @ SRR ehi &l I YR gl AT ST Hehdl, STd deh
o forelt Term =maTera gy Sfiu=TiRes =0 & SMRIY U= (charge sheet) &R = (cognizance) = foram war gl

geafdd gagR w@fafaat adftaan Fofa

17 I AT - 8 gated <rTerd High Court of Punjab and Haryana
Rrug-gst
1. faega fasqwor 2
1. gifafde grae™ 4
111, afdd geheH 6
IV. HehaH T faeror 8
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IRd # dfd gwenganz a1 g g g& snuifdsw ATAAT @1 @R... I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor
e Rigia

01 T YehdienuT okl guf 1R (Absolute Duty of Honest Disclosure)

e fats & e 819 aTet IRficar &1 98 S & foh a8 oTu It gof SIuRTfeeh ATeel, TRUART 3T arsfad
TG BRI & | U0 H ARRIHB IR e dfad A i U1 W § "Afdes sremar” (moral turpitude) 3R
TGSt AFT STQ, STt 9a1 GHI o forg gaf SR @ — Daya Shankar Yadav v. Union of India (2010) |

02 WM o< g4 (Honourable Acquittal) 3R €&g & o™ (Benefit of Doubt) & WE 3R

A STURTISeR AT & §-1 g STHT [y feRd ol WaTfeld SITIGR 81 &aTl Ife IFfGaR Tars! & Jensd (witnesses
turning hostile) a1 deh=ichl STUR TR S §3T &, AT 38 FRATISTh QIVHfRT Tg1 HIHT SITQ SR fAgiemT Iwiaar &
Jagd 3R SUGSRIAT ol Wais ¥U & Jeich s I8 SJugerd Gl e FendT & — Union of India v. Methu Meda
(2021) |

03  UIUIE 3R ifaa smuRifes wrfare! (Pending Proceeding) ohT &r&IRT

graaie srfafaa Y err 6(2)(f) & d8d I STRY e O chdel ad HAT fohaT ST YehdT & ST SITURT ¥R AT foheft
AT | wiferd 811 Sid deh gfeld gRT 3IRIY U (charge sheet) a1f&et &l fohar SiTdT $iR <ararerd 39 W d9H
(cognizance) =81 &dl, dd A chael YHIITSIHR T Gol 81T TURTIR hRIaATa! Sl dAfad 1T gl AT ST — Jerry
Robinson Gerold Joseph v. The Regional Passport Officer (2023) 1

04 3TaTeTd chl SIFATT & UTHUTE Tefi-Ten’or <Al fAaH

e AT & dgd dfed SITuRIfees AT & STasie, afs 3iTdad Hefad STURTTe ~rTerd ¥ 327 ¥ S8R S i
Srgafar a1 SRy gHTor ust (NOC) UTed &R ol 8, o hela S1fdrgan & dga FafRa rdf R ureaié st ar wdivfigea
fohar ST S1fAarRf @ — Sapna v. State of U.P. (2023) 1

05 AT YA H SIHGRT U™ TR SgufderdT (Proportionality) et fAas

e R Il AT gferd S Srgenfid sl J Fgfert & g dfda sifsats an Siuffg @t fRur &t srda iR /e
AT 8, 3R O Al H <ITerd STUiicehdl aT TgTgfd & SR W FatedT & st & FHofa & geaeiy 781 ot
— Union of India v. Dilip Kumar Mallick (2022) |
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IRd # dfd gwenganz a1 g g g& snuifdsw ATAAT @1 @R... I - fawga RAsdwor

06 HAAT fufal & e gram
eIty e ot gdga ohl ST ol OXT YRR 8, cifch a8 FRaer 8T 81 & ddeasitar a1 et ual & forg fAvfa o
g (Ag1aT ot STURTY i Uehfd, GUR Y G1aT 3R IFfcaR &t S SiY hReh! IR AR o Awaer  qeheid &0 8

1ferT T TRINT AT A1feT — Pawan Kumar v. Union of India & Anr. (2022) |
Tl 3 59 F9 @y far

07  Haled =TT T GfRehIuT

&1 I gt srgTerd 3 WE fhan & o ofies dar & fAiaar & urg Iefigart & gdax oik Iugarddr 6t S e &Y
e fdet 81 The State of Madhya Pradesh v. Bhupendra Yadav (2023) & ag #1911 foh afe foreht
IIGaR & GV TTaTE! & Hehe & ShIRUT §8 §, d FdiaT 39 daT H T@ & SThR I TehdT &1 THh ST,
Union Territory, Chandigarh Administration v. Pradeep Kumar (2018) & 0¥ fosar a1 foh qap-idht smer oR
T EIA aTet AfRTAT t SR ao1 J H1e A et oh forg [JasT g1 foham ST Fendl, STa ek foh BRI wadt Iet

UG R IJE 7 gl

08 I IATAT i fA=ATT

fafera =g =marerat 7 fafre uel & forg 39 s ot SRk U foham 81 7ea U S=a =arera 7 Apoorva Pathak v.
The Hon'’ble High Court of M.P. (2019) & AT fos fafder <1 ug & fog I &iF & SmoRifdes SHaRt fumn
I T hi! T Ueh 4 ThIRUT § ilTch THieh U] oh ol I=dH TSI 3Madeh &1 ggl, Uruic oh Al J cheifeeh
33 g™ 4 Chandrashekar Nanu Poojary v. Union of India (2024) & ¥ f3a1 foh chaet gferd 59 & dfed
B 9§ UTHUTE T g1 AehT ST FendT RilTch RT 6(2)(f) chaet =aTfich T3 o 916 6t AN &It 81

09 BTl &l faahTg
giferar =aTiien fofat = AmTReRT dt amam i Tadaar ok TUie T@= & SR &l G: et &l | Use SR giarom
3= =A™ § Mukul Kalra v. Union of India (2025) B &tg=ran foh Shaet SIRIUT g1 Uruié Tefi-ehor ot Aeh ol
STYR 8l gl Tehd R TeTerd! AT ok IUhA o ATY UIHUIE SIRY fhaT STHT =1fg Q| Stigr Ueer I=a =amarerd A Bikki

Nageswara Rao v. Union of India (2025) # Ufdgd gfers Rulé & arasia ag A1 foh STa I & <arTerd SR
U TR G T8l oidT, a9 deh UIHUIE ol Aeh-T Sradent-ah g
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IR # dfdd gwengsnz ar dg gt g& snufdd ArAA! &1 6. I1 - wifafds grayarT

11. Gifdfeep U@em= s e

SECTION 6, PASSPORTS ACT, 1967 — REFUSAL OF PASSPORTS, TRAVEL DOCUMENTS, ETC.

g UTaYT 3 SMURY ot RuifRa orar & 99 = arauié mfdenor oraaid a7 I g3dres STRY e O §9hR e, fogd 3
A M & STeT 3iTdedh oh [Tt TuRIfYeh shRiaT! sferd & aT SieTeld ZRT aRe a1 Iu= ST fohar T g1

"Subject to the other provisions of this Act, the passport authority shall refuse to issue a passport or
travel document for visiting any foreign country under clause (c) of sub-section (2) of section 5 on
any one or more of the following grounds, and on no other ground, namely :— ... (f) that
proceedings in respect of an offence alleged to have been committed by the applicant are pending
before a criminal court in India; (g) that a warrant or summons for the appearance, or a warrant
for the arrest, of the applicant has been issued by a court under a" 3gd: Bikki Nageswara Rao v.
Union of India, Ganesan Kumaresan v. Regional Passport Officer, Mukul Kalra v. Union of India

SECTION 19, PASSPORTS ACT, 1967 — PASSPORTS AND TRAVEL DOCUMENTS TO BE INVALID FOR TRAVEL TO
CERTAIN COUNTRIES

g Uy 3 AT @l J@ifchd SedT & T8l chg TR GRT MIGE $o 1dl & dgd Irdule a1 I axdraet i fadeft e
&Y I & T ST B 9 €

"19. Passports and travel documents to be invalid for travel to certain countries.—Upon the issue of
a notification by the Central Government that a foreign country is— (a) a country which is
committing external aggression against India; or (b) a country assisting the country committing
external aggression against India; or (c) a country where armed hostilities are in progress; or (d) a
country to which travel must be restricted in the public interest because such travel would
seriously impair the conduct of foreign affairs of the Government of India, a passport or travel
document for travel through or visiting such country shall cease to be valid for such travel or visit
unless in any case a special endorsement in that behalf is made in the prescribed form by the
prescribed authority." 3gd: Bikki Nageswara Rao v. Union of India, Ganesan Kumaresan v.

Regional Passport Officer, Mukul Kalra v. Union of India

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 4/ 20



IR # dfdd gwengsnz ar dg gt g& snufdd ArAA! &1 6. I1 - wifafds grayarT

SECTION 12, PASSPORTS ACT, 1967 — OFFENCES AND PENALTIES

gg ifafaw & agd fafa srovrel ofk et el RuiRa aar 8, fSaH ureule ure A & oI STHegen TTerd STHeRRY &1 a1
Agayqul STHGRY @t f3umT anfae g1

"(1) Whoever-- ... (b) knowingly furnishes any false information or suppresses any material
information with a view to obtaining a passport or travel document under this Act or without
lawful authority alters or attempts to alter or causes to alter the entries made in a passport or
travel document; ... shall be punishable with imprisonment for a term which may extend to two
years or with fine which may extend to five thousand rupees or with both." 3gd: @3 78! (dfafd )
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IR # dfdd gwengsnz ar dg gt g& snufdd ArAA! &1 6.
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Union of India v. Methu Meda
ESCR0O10004782021

Jerry Robinson Gerold Joseph v. The

Regional Passport Officer
HCMD0116089782023

Satish Chandra Yadav v. Union of India
ESCR010005882022

Pawan Kumar v. Union of India & Anr.
ESCR010004742022

Apoorva Pathak v. The Hon'ble High
Court of M.P.
MPHC010409492019

Ranjeet Bishnoi v. State of Rajasthan
RJHC020524922023

Mukul Kalra v. Union of India
PHHC010282492025

Mohammad Abass Lone v. Union of
India

JKHC010041072024

Commissioner of Police v. Raj Kumar
ESCR010003242021

Union of India v. Dilip Kumar Mallick
ESCR010002092022

Rajesh Babu Karanam v. Union of India
APHC010507562023

Dina Nath v. Union Government of
India
UPHC010906252001

Abhishek Kumar Singh v. State of U.P.
UPHC010031972023
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MPHC030223142017
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III - uffa gwed

q&a fAvig

TR SToRTe # TaTE HeheA o HROT I g
' T AT S|

hael ST & 37 THIMTEIIR difed g1 urgaie
ekt T SR 1 &1

Ao YU § SR 3fagr fumn dar
T T 49 3R &

hael SR DU & hRUT ATHM &7 9 Tt
T gl chY ST Gehelt|

Rafae 1ot ug & forg smoRifYres sfagm feum
IEIEaTe) IE PR AT
Yo hiee UG 8 TeTI HUS H YHhaEaR

TUM W Tt dg g1

IURTAh AT H haet ITRIYT g1 grEaie
TeieRRor Ak AT YR a1 &1

STe ek TToiite SRR 7 g1, ArHer 9wy 6(2)(f) &
BIECEREIEIRSIE]

T a1 ¥ g1 W off Faiterr Sefiear &
IUGedT STie gq @a 8l

der fRaeH & soRifares gfagm o
SRMEEAT & 3R a1 g a2

e AT RT U o & gd areuie
FeRvuT IRt AET ST FehdT|

o1 & ot & T Sfed soRifdes sfdera fBum
R IECaRt g AT I
TETIeh GHIET SAfIRRY Ug g sfad SITuRTias

sfaem RurT srefiepfa ar smeR|

<ifera ame § =marera @ s e R Lt
& 91 T TfiepRor Geya |

T o A1 W R AT gferd 5t H FAgfery &
IfehR gl Tl

6 / 20



IR # dfdd gwengsnz ar dg gt g& snufdd ArAA! &1 6.
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qHEHT

S. Shanthi v. The Regional Passport
Officer

HCMD010819112016

Janardhan Sah v. State of Jharkhand

JHHC010015192023

Daya Shankar Yadav v. Union of India
ESCR010002062010

Union of India v. Jai Singh Meena
RJHC021040282019

Ganesan Kumaresan v. Regional

Passport Officer
HCMD010851612025

Bikki Nageswara Rao v. Union of India
APHC010128232025

Union Territory, Chandigarh
Administration v. Pradeep Kumar
ESCR010003432018

Chandrashekar Nanu Poojary v. Union
of India
KAHC010133982024

The State of Madhya Pradesh v.

Bhupendra Yadav
ESCR0100072023

Shafat Basha Peshimam v. Union of

India
KAHC010379282023
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III - uffa gwed

g fAvfa

TR difea smuRifdres ATt & ehRoT graTé
Fffrenvur St sredtepfa IRT &1

AT U™ & SHRUT R hl a1 TG

! &) B T ST A8t S ehdT|

FATYA U= # G Y TR SISt
THRIHS IR BUFT 61

JHRTIAR Sfcrgre U, s’ 817 & are o,
SRTETIT T I SMYUR B

cifera R Arer & grETiE Ao A
& forg umr 6(2)(f) gardt g1
haer arafidt (FIR) st g9 &t Uraalé Aehet ol

SYR T TR ST eheT|

TeheiTehl SR TR s¥) g1 WR oft Aaterr
IR &t @WIRST &R Jehdl B

STE deh GeTH ARTd 93 7 o, AT dfed
e AT ST

TG & A1 W S Iuflear i Fgfert gg arer
e foharT ST gerarl

thaet faumiig e a1 THeTSSIR 811 R Uraté
Aok T 3R AT 81
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IRd # dfd gwenganz a1 g g g& snuifdsw ATAAT @1 @R... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IV

01

02

. waﬂ-m 25 &9 wigd

Union of India v. Methu Meda
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021-10-06 - 2021 INSC 623

Tg AT Gool Ssiead fRAamnRE wi (CISF) # hikset Ug & iy Iufiear 6t ursrar § Jafdd 1 ufaardl iR 3T 3fiR fthdt
A S8 7R SR A O, [ ag 99 81 T o7 ifcs TaTg Jens 1Y 9| amaTerd A ¥ fRat fak 'honourable acquittal’
3R Shaet Teg & 1 (benefit of doubt) TR &% 81 & SiaR &1 HIA & dgd, Fatear frdlt Iwficar & Iugeaar &t Siid & &
forg wde 8, fa’iy =0 & srganfla &« (disciplined force) #1 dfes ufdard &t arsgfa 'honourable' T8 oft ik I g & a1
o 3 R man o1, 3afe Aataar & 3@ Frgaa oA & o AoTeR 78 foRa ST Tehar | gatea <amarera 3 812 di & smesr &l &
T Y ThIFAT HAET & Thaet il T8t sE

frofa Gt AT = FaffRa fomar fos afe srogzor Si9 7efiR srazret & <3 8141 Tamgl & Jene (hostile) & RoT g g, ot
39 'S arvHfRI' (honourable acquittal) T8t AT STeem | fatemT st Irfiar 6t Iugerar Siia= o SHfdeR & 3R
Ig U8 f ot fFgead e & forg e 78t 81

“In the present case, the charges were framed against the respondent for the offences punishable under
Sections 347/327/323/ 506(Part-II) and 364A IPC. He was acquitted after trial vide ju dgment dated
19.03.2010 by the Sessions Judge, Jhabua because the person kidnapped Nilesh and also his wife have not
supported th e case of prosecution. As per prosecution, the complainant was beat en by the respondent
and the said fact found support from the evidence of doctor. Therefore, it appears that the Committee
was of the view that acquittal of the respondent, in the facts of the present case, cannot be term ed as
‘honourable acquittal’ and the said acquittal may be treated by giving benefit of doubt.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021 Ha ESCRO10004782021

Jerry Robinson Gerold Joseph v. The Regional Passport Officer
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023-09-27 - WP(MD)/23686/2023

gg AT ATAehTehd] GRT UTHUIE ATHTHAUUT A o ST i HTel! o & Hafdd &1 ITauie SRR = I8 dch & §g SIS SR
foram a5 arfRieTeRat = uramié Ut Ra THT S1u+ RIes ifed Ueh SmuRifdes et (FIR) ot fevumar ar| =imarera 3 @ fohar fob
Passport Act, 1967 &Y a1 6(2)(f) & dgd 'wifard smuRifAres Sriargl’ o1 sref dhaet I g1 & STa TeTH =ATITerd GIRT STURTE h
3 (cognizance) foram mam gt gfes arfRienterdt & Tt A st dhaet ST (investigation) & aROT | o1, =maTerd 3 AT R
FIR Y iferd STHenrt &1 S1fFamt 8T o7 | degaR, =T = Urauie Sifrenrl o Simeer ahi g o e

frofa  Ied RT3 HHT foh shdel YHSATEIAR &of g+ 3R Gferd STia o wifdd g ot uraalé srfafaes & dga = &
"HAfT SMTURTfeI RiaTel" Tel AT ST YehdT | STa deh AR G ol oidl, d6 deh UTqUlE 3TdE chl JAehT Tal ST JehdT|
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IRd # dfd gwenganz a1 g g g& snuifdsw ATAAT @1 @R... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

03

04

“It may be noted that mere filing of FIRs and cases under investigation do not come under the purview of
Section 6(2)(f) and that criminal proceedings would only be considered pending against an applicant if a
case has been registered before any Court of law and the court has taken cognizance of the same.” 10. As
per the above circular, the pendency of an FIR is not a bar for issuance of passport. Therefore, there is no

necessity for the petitioner to inform the pendency of FIR at the time of applying for passport.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023 Ha HCMD011089782023

Satish Chandra Yadav v. Union of India
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022-09-26 - 2022 INSC 1024

g AT Ateh (a1 (public employment) # Teld STHGRT & IT STORTIS g8 oht U™ & uRomdt & Heifda g1 =mares 3
fofa i &6 afe onig Inficar ot o1t & TFa T wid (verification form) # @ferd a1 gd SmoRiferes ATHT <Al STHGRRT
f&urar 8, at ag 39k IR 3R IugaddT IR U ISTaT 81 U AHe 7, Fgfaa & are Gar garfta a1 vl sigfRa 78t 8, v &t
SIHEaR a8 H I MRS AW # -1 81 71471 81| =AraTerd = e fohar fos dten e (public employer) & urg S#iaar &
gdgd (antecedents) &Y SI1a st 3R ITeh! FdT GHTHd s 1 gof SifdaR 8, 3R 'Section 136 of the Constitution' &
dgd 39 faeenTefi rfert & =amarery de deh §EI&IT A8l e STd deh foh ahls faw eramar = g gl

frofa  IRITAT = TE fohaT foh TTos B # 9 STHaRY 7 &1 Wi & Aiendt ¥ fAhret S a1 Iufieardt e o &1 g
Tafe SmuR 81 AT 3wfiear & gdaa R famR & & forg sifderd & ofk 38 fonedt Tfery aafery ot fAgea avent & forg
AT el fohaT ST TehdT

“Information given to the employer by a candidate as to conviction, acquittal or arrest, or pendency of a
criminal case, whether before or after entering into service must be true and there should be no
suppression or false mention of required information. 38.2. While passing order of termination of service
s or cancellation of candidature for giving false informati on, the employer may take notice of special
circumstances of t he case, if any, while giving such information. 38.3. The employer shall take into
consideration th e Government orders/instructions/rules, applicable to the employee, at the time of

taking the decision.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022 Ha ESCRO10005882022

Pawan Kumar v. Union of India & Anr.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022-05-02 - 2022 INSC 499

gg "l Railway Protection Force (RPF) # ikead & Ug WR T g7 IRficar &t dar THiftd 8 Hafdd g1 Irfiar st ufraror
% ERTF 39 STYR WR T@ied e feam 7 o7 foh IT Tmu= B 9Ra TR 310 Rt o Geh QR STURTTeh AT & SRR
Burs off | a1e H gg TWE ga {3 ag AT SoT AT 3R IFHIaR i S-S U 8 &=t & fear mar Ari\n\ndates <amarerd A Aoy
f&ar foh haet STHeRRY YU & YR W fhet et ol A7AT &7 8 a1 8 g1 [Hentell ST Hend | Ge&H WfAaRT &t Aok odd w5
U hl Uepfd, eheied SR ruRieft bl ysyfa et fAsuer geicht et =gy | =amarerd 3 |1 o 39 Aet § srafeaft & smesr srgfRd
o7 3R I 3 o el
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IRd # dfd gwenganz a1 g g g& snuifdsw ATAAT @1 @R... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

frofa  GdTed AR = aen & o "Adarffare" Taunfe deat & fuda &1 goo A a1 S qohed! # Sigf SHaar
TSI ¥U ¥ S g1 Gl 8, Shddl SITFhRI QU o dehrIchl SYR TR ATAT & 8 YaT T g1 ol ST =iy |

“Suppression of “material” information presupposes that what is suppressed that “matters” not every
technical or trivial matter. The employer has to act on due consideration of rules/instructions, if any, in
exercise of powers in order to cancel candidature or for terminating the services of employee. Though a
person who has suppressed the material information cannot claim unfettered right for appointment or
continuity in service but he has a right not to be dealt with arbitrarily and exercise of power has to be in
reasonable manner with objectivity having due regard to facts of cases.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022 Ha ESCRO10004742022

o5 Apoorva Pathak v. The Hon’ble High Court of M.P.

HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2019-10-03 - WP/16900/2019

gg " Civil Judge Class-11 Y @& ufehar § Material Facts @l gum= € H&ifdd 81 anferedl = Fgfet & fag sraa
Attestation Form # 310+ It &St Uen SIToRTfees AT« SR &fdnTa a1 (personal bond) & fsares &t SFeRRT &1 e
o1 fona AT <araTera A AT ok FgfeRT 3 wwa aeat &l @UTET AT TTeld TSR &1 'Fraud' 3 9HF g1 ITaTerd A ®iifud R
a1 & IR A0 o forg 7l 78 SR &t 7 e sifverd 8, g a1e J 39 SuRifde Areet st aRumH 8 oft 811 39 SR W,
TR = ATfAhTehd| chl IRTIEARY &l Tg o & 0T ot gt sgeran ok e fohar & dive & ura &t 7 fAgfa st s @
feprs 8T 81

Profa T UEST =T AT = AT foh ciferd STURTieIeR et i STHeRRT U ST+ 39 F "Afdes stemar’ (moral
turpitude) & A g1 e 3R fawmT 1 fayra @ & smyR W &l 78 a1 FHI G e 8 i 9 d 8

“The pendency of a criminal case/proceeding is different from suppressing the information of such
pendency. The case pending against a person might not involve 10 moral turpitude but suppressing of
this information itself amounts to moral turpitude . In fact, the information sought by the employer if not
disclosed as required, would definitely amount to suppression of material information. In that
eventuality, the service becomes liable to be terminated, even if there had been no further trial or the
person concerned stood acquitted/discharged.””

HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2019 Hd MPHC010409492019

o6 Ranjeet Bishnoi v. State of Rajasthan
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2023-10-11 - SAW/613/2023

Ig AT Yford shiedd U TR o7l & R STURITAS Reprd fBum & daifdd g1 srdiereral 3 simdes ufehar & T ora+ e &of
FIR 3R HeheH chl STHRRT STT-geTe furs oft| fgfa & aTe, gferd Iamus & ERIF I8 92 I 377 UR IS8 TRGR 3 38 da1 9
safea o fam ur| srdiererdf 3 I e s a1g 8 39 ammet § 5= o= o mam o, safery Sudh! safeaft era oft | =marera 3 'Avtar
Singh' 3R 'Satish Kumar Chandra' & %&efl @l garel &d §Q A1 o eff & T dgearqul Sienrt furr dar Gaif &l du
YR g, faRivem gferd a1 19 Taeaziter ug & forg) siad:, =amarera 7 srdfier @iiet o &) ok srafearht & Aot ot gt sgwm
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07

08

frofa XTSI Ied IRITerd A fAofy fean fos gfera siedae S d@deasfiar ofk ardwifes fasyma & ug & forg Ieficar &
FAMS STEROT 4T TMEY | SAGH h THY SATURTIeh HTHe ch USThRUT Gl STHEIh [SUTHT YaT FHIT 3l 3¢ TR ¢

“The suppression of material information and making a false statement in the verification Form relating
to arrest, prosecution, conviction etc., has a clear bearin g on the character, conduct and antecedents of
the employee. If it is found that the employee had [2023:R]-]P:29389-DB] (7 of 8) [SAW-613/2023]
suppressed or given false information in regard to the matters having a bearing on his fitness or

suitability to the post, he can be terminated from service.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2023 |d RJHC020524922023

Mukul Kalra v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025-07-29 - CWP/4935/2025

g gTfcieRT aTUTE FdIHIeheoT i SAfd & folg &R < 718 oft | arfaerrerdt, St FIR No. 21 @ d8d Ueh STURTTEeh HTHc 3l AT e
g1 8, 4 urgul Ao 89 trial Court & rgafd uTe &l off, ifdh Regional Passport Office 3 98 @gd §Q 39 3refleR
T foh anfarerrerat ot faker ST i T SrgAfa 8T &1 3= =amaTerd 3 98 e foha foh dhaet Uen SiuRifdies wTet & diferd g
U o TAIR0T hl Tehe ahT SR 8T 8T TehdT| =TT = ATRIchTehd! aht Gaifed trial Court & Teh T T 37R IUhA
(undertaking) ST &= a1 A& f&a o g =amarera i srgafa & fomr 21 78t Stem I &7 <l & 91y, passport authorities &t
Tefftenzor ht ufehar gt e et s feam mam g1

Rrofa I AT o AT fob araalé sifafam it aRT 6 & dgd dhaer mafAd (FIR) &St 819 & SR WR Uragie 3= & 91
R I IS AT UTaeT a1 &1 fader am a1 AfderR 3R Ul [@HT AnTRe i aaferiTd w@edadn & dgd Tfad 8|

“A perusal of section 6 of the Passports Act would show that mere pendency of an FIR itself is no ground
fo r refusal or non-issuance of passport to the applicant. ... From the above referred judicial
pronouncements, it is apparent that mere pendency of criminal case cannot be the ground to deny
passport facilities to an applicant since right to personal liberty not only includes applicant’s right to

travel abroad, but also applicant’s right to possess or hold a passport.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025 Ha PHHC010282492025

Mohammad Abass Lone v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF JAMMU AND KASHMIR - 2025-02-10 - WP(C)/1836/2024

TE HTHAT GIFUIC S 10T (re-issuance) T T&ferd &1 ATfRIchTehd ! el UTIUIE T+ IehRuT 3TTae SMfAehTRTT ZRT chad 3Tl A
f&am mar o1 Rifeh I7eh R Geh FIR &t oft, gTetifeh 39 At # S1ef) e ol areisfiie qRR 81 ol 718 oft | =marerd = 319 gaadt
fAufa 'Rajesh Gupta v. Union of India' &1 garer &d gy T fhat i The Passport Act, 1967 &t 4T 6(2)(f) & dga uradie
Joft 3rhT ST FhaT & S foRet SRR =marerd | 'criminal proceedings' wifed 811 foh dhaet FIR gof giHT SR STia get-m
'pending proceedings' &} AT ST &, SGfIg =TaTerd = arfaeTehdt o uer § fvfg 3 gg sifderat et s & SIgER urauie
SR et T AT e
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09

10

frofa o IRITAT A T fohat foh 519 aeh e SuRIfe =imaTery sfiuaniies %0 ¥ €314 (cognizance) A&l & 9dr, ad ek
qraaié Srfafam & dgd srfare! =T | dfad T8t AT ST Hehdt | hael ThHaATSITR &5 819 h chIRUT UTEUIE Ak ahl
3rfepriat vt Aot AR fevar mam

“At this stage, when FIR alone is registered and investigation is 5 undertaken by the Investigating Agency,
there are no proceedings before a criminal Court. The criminal proceedings commence before the
competent Court of criminal jurisdiction only when a final report is laid by the investigating agency
before the Court or in case of a private complaint, when the criminal Court of competent jurisdiction
takes cognizance and proceeds in the manner provided under the Code of Criminal Procedure.”

HIGH COURT OF JAMMU AND KASHMIR - 2025 Ha JKHC010041072024

Commissioner of Police v. Raj Kumar
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021-08-25 - 2021 INSC 423

Tg AT feeeht gfera & sriearet i elf & SR Iefieart Ht Sugeaar & Tafda &1 Sefieari iR uge smuRiferes At oot &, e
A Fo A a0 8l 1Y & a1 gHEtar gt 7T ATl et giord Y BhifAT Al A 3% da1 & fag srguger 7, i il usmafae
ATfAERROT (CAT) 3R a1 # feeedt I=ar —rarery = Iefe fean| Isaran <Irarerd = 39 Aok at g envd gu @ o s smarifares
AW H &9 §FT a7 TR T g1 fohelt Inficar it w@a: AgfaRt a1 gehaR T8t s=TdT | < A gl foh dtes T J gt &
T IFHIGaRY hl IUGEdT a3 e T ATYh AfIRR giaT &1 =rarera = g ot frwoft 6 3 Iwfiqart A smg a1 amfor geyfa &
STYR TR SATURTIEeh SATARUT Sl AT AR I8 ToR3HETST eheAT 1A 8, fagiwenr police ¥ ae1 o forg STgl «ltes fayra wafuRk
gl

frofa il AR = egae & f& fater st Irfieart & afRsr ok Iugertdr 6t St A o1 quf sifder g1 iR sravret
g1 AR STUHaT aTet AT H THS AT &g S AT S YR TR S g1 aTet IFtaar fFgfart & forg amesr 78} ae ehd|

“If a candidate had disclosed his/her involvement in criminal case, complaint case, preventive proceedin
gs etc. both in the application form as well as in the attestation f orm but was acquitted or discharged by
the court, his/h er case will be referred to the Screening Committee of PHQ to ass ess his/her suitability
for appointment in Delhi Police.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021 Hid ESCRO10003242021

Union of India v. Dilip Kumar Mallick
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022-04-05 + 2022 INSC 1301

Tg AT CRPF 8 Toh At gRT Fgfart & o9y ors R cifera Simarifdres At Y Smeert gura @ efda 81 ufdardt
(respondent) 3 T B & SFHRY 7 S a2 fBurg, S fag vt Sia & a1g 38 dar @ ge fear mar an1 3= <amrer
&l @S = 59 TSl ol rcafies HSR A Y IY A o ol (AT T 11 e =marerd 3 39 3MmeeT &l Ueted gy el & feh
grft SRR U @1 qea fRffarfed &, safoy =marera 3 forg T 6t A & g5y A 1 g BT SR e °T| atea
T = e e o dar Tefeh Renls # Terd STHeRRY &A1 a1 Agaayquf deat @l fumT sremamai-ar & SR Aatemr & fofa gt
ml
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11

12

frofa  GdTed R = gl foh AT ot qamT 3R ST STHRY AT a1 TaH U 8 1R e €1 afe; Infiear fgfaa &
T S SITRTTAeh ATAe i furar 8, af et et Tar gaTd e a1 gof sifdier & ofk =amaTera ot et i 7 § gaey
6! AT AR T

“Thus, it remains beyond the pale of doubt that the cases of non-disclosure of material information and
of submitting false information have been treated as being of equal gravity by this Court a nd it is laid
down in no uncertain terms that non-disclosure by itself may be a ground for an employer to cancel the

candidature or to terminate services.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022 Hid ESCRO10002092022

Rajesh Babu Karanam v. Union of India

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2023-10-13 - WP/26143/2023

g AT ATAhIchd! & TIEUIE o T -IheuT ht diehs AT, fIY aTaaid Srfdreprial =t hael Tep ITURTI AT & Gotiehor
(registration of crime) & STYR WR 3R & T uT| arfResTenat 3 adh faan o S/a Ik sreTera gRT AT &sf (cognizance)
eI foraT STraT Sfi areikite aTiae 81 gidl, da da 39 Section 6(2)(f) of the Passports Act, 1967 & dgd siferd STORIYh
HRIATE! TE1 AT ST Hehd | AT = ATf<IehTehd! 3 uel # fofa &3 §Q et foh dhaet FIR &St gHT Uruie Tdi=tenior & §ehR vt
T AY IHTUR ol | TagdR, AT = HfAARAT ent FAcar fa foh afe s qoft srasgenard gt gt &, dt & arfRierrerdt & araaté
T TR i |

Rrofa ST UGLT Ioa <IaTerd A (ofg e foh gfers gRT SRy oot S1fee dhet SiR —A1aTerd gRT 9371 o o 91& g1 reaie
ST & dgd ufdey AL gid & | hadl ThTTSSTR AT dfad Yo STid o STYR TR UTHUIE A1 Ich0T St IAehT g1 ST HehdT|

“The Hon’ble Supreme Court as well as various High Courts held that, mere pendency of a First
Information Report cannot be the legal basis ... only after cognizance is taken by an appropriate Court
that it can be held that criminal proceedings have commenced and issuance or renewal of the passport

would depend on no objection being given by the concerned court.”

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2023 |d APHC010507562023

Dina Nath v. Union Government of India
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2018-12-06 - WRIA/44614/2001

Tg A\ Railway Protection Special Force (R.P.S.F.) & ehi%ead ! ¥dl & o IvfiedR chl IHigar ¥E fohg S+ & Heifed 8l
TTfAehTehd| = 3707 AT G (attestation form) & Tg TTeid STHeRRT & oY foh 3T g hig SMTURTfRIeh AT wifed a1 &,
STefeh arEdd § g ahs YRIST & dgd Ueh SMTURTG AR § AT AT 3R 39 ST ot el off | =amarera 3 ot fop @@ Sefiear sre
H I g1 7T 8, Ak Taru BiF | difed Al o IR # SHGRT UM U Terd 9iwon g1 Avtar Singh v. Union of India &
Gl ol UTers e §Y, =TT = AT foh ST Wi ot 7 ofcfl g1 aTel eafery a1 SITeRUT € ¥ WR g1 A16Y | d&gaR,
TTfehTehdt ht IEfieaRt g e ol fofg der arar mar 3R arfRiesT @riet R &) TS|
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13

14

frofa I R 7 T o TATYH BiH YRa THT I Sier-T 31T g1 9 & ATRichTehd] aht a1 & o<) o fear mar g,
AR STeE STHT d THY wifed STORTAeh ATt l U & hRUT SFHIGdR] TE et onl ata &t fofa gt kg 9 du 81

“The petitioner's contention is that since he was acquitted in aforesaid trial vide judgment dated
16.3.2001, therefore, petitioner, in filling form and giving information in negative did not conceal any
information or made any false declaration. ... Information given to the employer by a candidate as to
conviction, acquittal or arrest, or pendency of a criminal case, whether before or after entering into

service must be true and there should be no suppression or false mention of required information.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2018 Hia UPHC010906252001

Abhishek Kumar Singh v. State of U.P.
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023-05-31 - WRIA/254/2023

gifdehTehd! = 7O IFIGART TE he oh TG i AT < oY, [ Tgrres Teter it (Assistant Review Officer) & ug &
forg == ufehan & <R a8 wea gg @TiRet = fan mar o1 fh 38 W «fdd smoRiferes Amet 'moral turpitude’ & —R # 3Td 81
gIfAehTeRdl A TS 3TTde & U= fEeTh i STuRTIeh HTHe bt WGeATdT ! fohdT T, gTetifeh a1g | G&TaST AU & SR
I EAHATH H SARI Ieerd [hdTI\n\n=amaTera = ura ok fammoe & 9 e o S8R, Teld STHaRT &A1 a7 92t il fuTT
IEHEA TE A T YA SR AT 38k HfaRad, et afafa i RweRer s g =manefier grr srwifed forar ma o, st fAgfar
TR & T4 F 1 ohed &1 31, <RI 3 AT ohl @RSl & T 3k Iefiearst 3 o & ol ot 3R A

Rrofa  Iod <IRATET A HHT foh FTSeR Shth &l TTeld h YR TR AGAYU] cifeld A ohl fSUT & il hl TOIRSIGIST g1 fohdl ST
TendT| faterdT gRT AR SR IUGRIAT & Wi HTher o d1G chl 713 SEThd G g d rIHTd 8|

“Concealment of any such fact may disqualify and entail cancellation of his/her candidature. So clause
9.27 is specific and provides that a candidate must disclose the pendency of any criminal case against
him/her or first information report has been registered against him/her and non-furnishing of such

information may entail cancellation of his/her candidature.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023 Hia UPHC010031972023

Sapna v. State of U.P.
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023-03-21 - /2588/2023

g ATHAT UIIUTE e -tenoT o forg SFmafy oemor s (NOC) Ui & & Taifdd &1 3faedh, STl Ueh thellehR &, & RAeTh Ueh
SR ATHAT (Sections 406 & 420 1.P.C.) wifard o1, fSwreh ehror uraqié sraferd 3 areaid & Tefi-enor ¥ 3R &R T o
et srgrerd = off IR NOC <t S1ol @ikt e & off | 3= <IrTerd = ureare i, 1967 & d8d che TRehR chl ST
(1993) a7 gaTeT & gY AT foh I hlS aaferT fohelt STuRTfares A1Tet  SreTerd & fader S &t Srgafa UTed & daT 8, af ardie SR
g7 Tl fohdT ST Wehall | =TI = 3fTdaeh hl T SFAT &d gQ el Srarerd & Srmeer ol g a feam ofk uraaié mfdenrt
I Tenor TR foraR s ot fAdar e
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15

16

frofa I <IRATARd 3 AT foh 25.08.1993 el TREART AT o dgd, cifdd SToRIAeh HATHe aret ATt et T 6(2)(f) &
AT & Pe T &, I97d & Yafda SmuRifAes =marer @ fager amm iy srafa urd s |

“On the strength of aforesaid notification dated 25.08.1993, much emphasis has been laid by the learned
counsel for the applicant by contending that ... an application of passport is not liable to be refused on
the ground of pendency of criminal case if the applicant obtains permission from the concerned Criminal
Court for travelling outside India and there is no statutory bar for the trial court to according no

objection.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023 g UPHC020195002023

Salikram v. State of Madhya Pradesh
HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2023-01-11 - WP/6049/2017

gifentendt 7 Constable (Driver) & U& o g srat Infigart st @Rt fohy ST &t gAY & off | Sreiiepfl T SITeR Qe STaRTfas
HTH T GATHT 7 AT 3R ATfAhTehd| o REATh 5T Gd STURIIYG A 3| =raTerd 3 T foha foh gferd a1t gan srganfad sars 8
3R foreht Iftaanr & forg damT IR g1 smasdes 81 =r™Terd 4 Union of India v. Methu Meda 3R =1 fATell et garerm &d §Q
gl fon SITORTTeR ATH § oY g1 9197 o1 & FAgfery ar sifdeR 7@t 3T, fa’iy ®u @ af a8 acquittal W & @4 (benefit of
doubt) TR 3TRA g1 dfchs aTfaehreral & Reerth gof Amet iR & 3R IeRT & 811 I=HwHa (honourable) =T8T o1, g4fg
SRR = IFeht ATfRIRT i @RS e fea

fProfa  HET URLT Ied graTerd A (Avfy faar {6 gfers srar # Agfert & fog srcafdes $AMeR iR dart aRa &t smasaehdr gidt 81
Jehriich! ShIRUTI AT ATl e Hehe ch hIRUT &-1 BIHT "SI alSHfeRT ol 5, 3d: e gRT IFlaaR! WIRST &1 34 8l

“If acquittal is not honourable, the candidates are not suitable for government service and are to be
avoided. The relevant factors and the nature of offence, extent of his involvement, propensity of such
person to indulge in similar activities in ... future, are the relevant aspects for consideration by the

Screening Committee...”

HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2023 Hd MPHC030223142017

S. Shanthi v. The Regional Passport Officer
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2016-07-12 - WP(MD)/9955/2016

g AT ATAhIehd! ZRT 31T UIGIE & e i1enor (renewal) & forg gmar fopar mar o1, O esfla uramié sifdart 3 39k s
dfaa SToRIfAeh AT o SR TR St & e o) ufdardt 3 adh faan fah Passport Act, 1967 @i Section 6(2)(f) & dga
qraTE SRY &A1 ufaaferd & | arferenterdl vt ddh T fah dhaer STURTIIS AT cifad g1 I UTAUIE Aei-TehRor & SR g kTl ST
Gendl, faiy ®U & S marerd & fader I St SrgAfd UTe il ST Gehd! 8| =amamerd 3 T ok atfentend| o Rt 1R Uepfd &
3 AT dfdd § 3R I8 Y A | 7 ARIYY 81 aredt 3R GRepR) gehle o dehl oht T | I@d g4, =TdTerd 3 ATf<iehT i @IRST
R e ok uraié it & fAufa ot gt s
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17

18

frofr  Io ORI 3 fAEeT o foh e 6(2)(f) & siavia 1= aret ATHet H, graalé ifdentiRal el 3mdgehl el 25 TR 1993
6 SFAYGTAT & T TR I T AT T et h ITch SIABRI & IR & GRIT a1 Anfey a1feh smaeat & sryfad 3wt
AT ST bl

“Accordingly, it is directed that in all cases covered by Section 6(2) (f), the passport authority s shall
forthwith inform the applicant about his right to ap ply to the concerned Criminal Court for permission
to trav el abroad in terms of the notification dated 25 th August, 1993. ... even if he has not received
summons from the Criminal Court, it will be open for the applicant to apply t o that Court for a limited

purpose of issuing the necessary orders for grant and/or renewal of passport.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2016 Ha HCMD016819112016

Janardhan Sah v. State of Jharkhand

HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND - 2024-07-24 - LPA/22/2023

Ig HTHT Uah Yfor shiad i st & d&fdq g, o g & ama smom Qe &t ges smorifdes amet ok oy
(conviction) &Y STFeRTRY U™ & forg Sar @ Fewrer fear mam a1 arfenTerdt 2 aes e fop a1 & Sw <amarerd gRT 39 a-) & fean
T T, $9feIg ITh! sRafkat Terd ot | Ia A 9 @ o qgT shaa aiwfaf a1 =g, afees Fgfery ufehar & R el ot U
(suppression of material facts) @ &, S et Fgfert mfdert @8t fAofa o & dfRd B 191 =marea A 39 919 =R R fhar fn
AT J2T eht T I TTeld SATEROT HHT ST 3R AT Gd oh =q1ides Hofat & siretier # safaft r siméer 98t 8|

Rrofa  Ied <IRATARd A AT foh 516 IRAIGAR = TS STAT fohalT o7 99 98 Ut © 6 ¢1adl e gIRT &It aifS fohar S genr 2
1 § o AT GRT I St A st AT I 3Tae & AT &) TS TeAd TWo (suppression) FY et @ Fed T8
T

“The acquittal is immaterial in the present facts of the case since the day when the application was filed
by the appellant he was alread y convicted and sentenced by the trial court. 48. Therefore, the
subsequent acquittal has got no meaning so far as th e acceptance of the candidature of the writ

petitioner, due to the reaso n that the day when he had made an application...”

HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND - 2024 g JHHC010015192023

Daya Shankar Yadav v. Union of India
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2010-11-24 - 2010 INSC 809

TE HTHT Ueh Constable &t a7 gaTity § Hefdd &, fS9 Central Reserve Police Force (CRPF) # 97<ff & o7 3mo=
Verification Roll # 310+ faveg st goh R SITORIASk HTHe chl SR fSUM & SROT ikt § fRerrar fam mar uni =marera 3 /=
for fAgfert & a9 Ieficar @ afa ofk gdqa (antecedents) sidd Agayquf gid & 1\n\n=ararer 3 gg Fofa fear fos werfy
Iufiar ot a1g # SR ArHer § a-t o o mar o, fORR oft s uar & s1f¥ile (prosecution) & aR ® STHSRY U1 Uh
TTerd faaRoT 31 81 ok Sfigar A Hindi # iy g we ueit o1 3R =8l & e o, safoig 3@ ag wen Y srgafa 7dl § o gedt
for ag vfta a1 ord:, Ratear grr Sar ganfta & o IR o
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19

20

frofa  Gared AT A AT foh TATIA T ol Ie3 SHIGAR i faya-iadr sk aRa & fAsaer qeaier s g1 afd
IiGaR TE gt & FTasie ATIRITAS GehaH! i fOUTAT 8, at T8 FaterdT l ITeh! FaTS AT et chl O3 c=idl &1 81

“To our mind, therefore, if an enquiry revealed that the facts given were wrong, the appellant was at
liberty to dispense with the services of the respondent as the question of any stigma and penal
consequences at this stage would not arise. 10. It bears repetition that what has led to the termination of
service of the respondent is not his involvement in the two cases which were then pending, ... but the fact

that he had withheld relevant information while filling in the attestation form.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2010 Ha ESCRO10002062010

Union of India v. Jai Singh Meena
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2024-01-03 - SAW/1651/2019

gg A Central Industrial Security Force (CISF) & Constable & g TR fAgad Ueh IWfIgaR &t S@iait & Tefad g1
Itear = Fgfert & Tra 31U attestation form # 9 g &l gumT AT foh IF TR ugat Section 498A, 406 IPC 3R Dowry
Prohibition Act & Jgd AT &St fohar Tam o, et &1 98 a1e | &) g1 731 811 faT A 38 STHqgieR SRt gurET A g4 dd1
TG e & ot | ST I IRITerd A Avtar Singh v. Union of India & fergial &t atewrd gu el foh FAgfert um & fag
IAfleaR &1 AAIE! §IFT SATaTeh § | rATerd = AT fh STuRIAeh Sfagrd &t STHeh Rt YUTET, =18 ekl <t g1 &l = gai &, dar
FIET T Yeh A IR & 3R Tehet =ararefiar & ST ol IE e |

frofa  STRI I AR A et & s aRa aame vos & IRTAR) a1 sifvtsr & foreror ot furr e dR w erart
% STERYT Sl YT el &1 STURTIY 3fIgT ol BUTY ST1H R &1 81 & d1aele a1 IAIt O3 ovg 3P 8

“The issue, which requires consideration is whether o n account of his acquittal in the year 2009 can the
peti tioner claim immunity from the allegation of suppression of material fac ts, though not disclosing
the said aspect in his attestation form. ... The suppression of material information and making a false
statement in the verification Form relating to arrest, prosecution, conviction etc., has a clear bearing on

the character, conduct and antecedents of the employee.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2024 Hia RJHC021040282019

Ganesan Kumaresan v. Regional Passport Officer

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025-08-26 - WA(MD)/2282/2025

g HTHAT U & 10T (renewal) & SR § TS &1 arfRenterar, oo e Ten smoRiferes A dfad o, 3 s+
UTUTE eht TAeiTehd et © HAT e oh &t Srdier ariR ht off | =amarera = e foma fa Passports Act, 1967 &t Section 6(2)(f)
& dgd, afe fordt aafert & I SR ATHeT wifard 8, ot ITauie TfeeRiuT Tai=ieheuT & 3R e TehdT & | =TT A Sirl 818
I & I Ik oht WIRS o f&a foh AdiHierzor IR ufdeiy AN 181 giaT| =amarerd 3 AT foh UrIule eht Fefi=itenvor 3R a1 Uraate STt
T Uah Bt Uichadl g1 Sidd:, =TT = 37Uid WIRST B &1 3R ATIhIehd! i Igd U o ol Taifdd Tl i o T 37de e
CARSEEIKAL
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Rrofa  Iod ~IRATERd = HHT foh UTHAGIE T AAIHIchR0T 7R 74T UTHUIE STRT el Shift &4 ¥ Teh o1 Ufehdl 8| STE dch AT
IrITerd | dfed 8, 9R1 6(2)(f) & dgd uraulé Td=enur hl JehT ST HehdT &, STd deh foh 3Mded Jaferd =g ¥ faer s

&1 STFAfS TRgd T AR &

“The passport authority is obliged to refuse to issue passport if the applicant is facing proceedings in a
criminal court. ... Since such a blanket prohibition would cause injustice and irreparable hardship in
particular cases, the Government of India had issued Notification Dated 25.08.1993 enabling issuance of
passport even if the criminal cases are pending before the trial court, if the applicant could produce

order from the court concerned permitting them to depart from India.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha HCMD0 16851612025

Bikki Nageswara Rao v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2025-03-19 - WP/6714/2025

TE HIHAT IIUIE STRY ehed oh SR T Tefd &1 ariiehrend 2 Uragle & forw smde favar oT, 59 Thullur Police Station & got
Teh STURITe ATHe (Crime No. 08/2023) 3 RuT ek far wam 1| gerfy arfihredl & et ATe st o1, @fch police = areft
T TroiRfie giRaer 981 6 oY | =marera 3 717 foh had THIMSeIR &S 1T UTUIE STRY & bR & ohT SNTYR a1 &f TehdT,
Fiifch STa deh STaTeld gIRT €3 (cognizance) @l foraT ST, 39 Section 6(2)(f) of the Passports Act, 1967 & dgd 'wiferd
FRIATE!" Tal AT ST GehdT| 3d:, AT 3 UTute AfeRiRa et feer fear s 3 famr Saa smorifdres Amet @t garen feg
TTfehTehd| h! TTIUIE STRY e

frofa ST UL I=T OrTerd 7 Aol o foh dharet TwhamsamR gof gia 3fiR ST STRY T84 vt urguie Sifafaas & agd uraaid @
SR e ohT A IMYR Tl AT ST ehdT| STa deh <ATATAT 3 T 81 fordT gY, Iraalé STt fohar st anfgul

“Therefore, we would have no hesitation in holding that proceedings would be said to have been pending
only if cognizance had been taken by the Court and steps had been taken by the Court under Chapter XVI
of the Code of Criminal Procedure. Since, there was no cognizance taken, there would be no question of
‘proceedings pending before a criminal Court’, which would attract the provisions of Section 6(2)(f) of

the Passports Act, 1967.” 17. ... mere registration of a crime is no ground to deny the passport...”

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2025 Hid APHC010128232025

Union Territory, Chandigarh Administration v. Pradeep Kumar
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2018-01-08 - 2018 INSC 10

g HATHET Gferd I | i oh folg IFHed Rl i Iugerar § Tefad g1 =marera 3 RuiRa forar i smoxifaes amet & 99 (acquittal)
BT Ta: gt fAgfaT a1 SifdehR 781 &aT g1 gferd St Srganfid dar & forg e st Siear & gdga (antecedents) sk aRa
&Y ST e ot gof S1fIR 81 afe &) 191 "honourable acquittal’ 81 8, df Screening Committee I8 Heich & Tehdl! & fh
SHIEAR US o folg Sugad & a1 -1el | =t 3 T fohar fh S19 9es Fofa mala fide 7 81, @8 Screening Committee & fAsmst &
EEIEY el X ehaT R T & 37Ut I i Ik fAvfT & W R 7@ TehdT 81
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frofa GdTed AT = g€ & o dep-ih! QrsHfert a1 TTaTsl & Yot & HRUT 3K §i4 dTel Aferal et SgRmfid darsit
(S8 gferd o1) o foiy Iuge A & ShIFHT AR SRR I Aohd! &1 AT 399 X8 gl S|

“The acquittal in a criminal case is not conclusive of the suitability of the candidates in the concerned
post. If a person is acquitted or discharged, it cannot always be inferred that he was falsely involved or
he had no criminal antecedents. Unless it is an honourable acquittal, the candidate cannot claim the

benefit of the case.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2018 Hid ESCRO10003432018

Chandrashekar Nanu Poojary v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024-03-27 - WP/7257/2024

g AT ATIehTehdl GRT 3R UTUTE o Fefi-1eoT (renewal) 3 fog R foram mam o, fSidt Sifdemrial = a8 shgd gy s faar a1
foh anfIeRTeRdl o It SITORTISeR AT wifeld & | =amaTerd = 319+ Aol & T foRar fa Section 6(2)(f) of the Passports Act,
1967 & dgd Shad aHl UTIUIE T SRR fohdT ST TehdT § STal fehelt STTURTTEIeh =ITTerd = STURTY &l W= (cognizance) o ferar gl
hael FIR &S g1 I1 STid o °R0T | §HHT UTHUIE o AdIHIehR0T ht ekt Al SR ol 5| =T = ufdarteat al Fder f&ar fos & s
& SR TTfAhThal o 3Tde W foaR &R 3R &t auarg & iR 3fua fFofa )

frofa  Shriech Sod TR = WE o foh fader Hamera & erafera FT9=T & SIER, had UTAfAdT gof giHT &Rt 6(2)(f) &
I UrEaE TeIeRur Ak bl SR Tl &1 chrdarg! axt dfad At S & ST <amrimer gR1 9974 o forar mar gt

“The clarification is rendered by the Ministry of External Affairs that mere filing of FIR and cases under
investigation would not come under the purview Sect ion 6(2)(f) of the Act and the criminal proceedings
wou ld only be considered when pending, and the concerned Court has taken cognizance of the offence,

which wo uld presuppose that the charge sheet has been filed...”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024 |id KAHC010133982024

The State of Madhya Pradesh v. Bhupendra Yadav
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023-09-20 - 2023 INSC 837

g AT Gford shiwead oh Ug IR Fgfert & forg Inficar &t ursrar @ S&fdd g1 ufdardt = sroht g8 & 9T+ & GRM g IR
SR ATH § STO-T Tl o e fohar o, [ I8 sidd: st e e 3T o1 59 3 Afde stesar (moral turpitude)
& JATUR TR I8 UG A §Y ITeh! IFIar) @RS e & ot | I=ad =amarerd = [Avfy fea foh dhaet simurifares Amet & <11 8t
ST &1 g fert a1 Teraferd SiferR =181 3T &1 FaterdT et SeicaR &hi fthe et Mehe e et ot SifeR &, fasivenr gfers dar
S Faerefier ual & forg| =amarera = urar {3 ufdardt & &) g1 'TawIE' 6l o1, Sfcds Targt & Jehe 3R GHEid 3 ShROT T,
ggfery fRatear o Aot 3R o

frofa  Haled AT = g & foh afe fonedt cafery st aer-idhl sRuTl & <=1 foma mam 8, at faier et Ieh! SugeridT <t
Hedich A 1 HYFR g1 g S8 ual & forg ater st Ieficar & aRa iR @ g1 & RAfG 7 Igeht seitear @Rst
T3 T hITAT SATIDR g
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“While doing so, the employer must act with prudence, keep in mind the nature of the post and the
duties required to be discharged. Higher the post, more stringent ought to be the standards to be

applied . Even if a truthful disclosure has been made, the employer is well within its right to examine the
fi tness of a candidate and in a concluded criminal case, keep in mind the nature of the off ence and
verify whether the acquittal is honourable or benefi t has been extended on technical reasons.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023 Hid ESCRO100072023

Shafat Basha Peshimam v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024-03-19 - WP/16294/2023

g ATHAT TS o G: STRT (re-issuance) & GEfAd g1 ATIchIchdT hT UTAUIE @ AT T, wifch T {feeh [T (Customs
Department) gRT STid wfeld g9 o hRUT & UTAUIE IR = STAe- UR ek oM &I oft | Irfiehrendt = deh &t fa Section 6(2)
(f) of the Passports Act, 1967 & d&d UTIUIE chadl d¥t AehT ST AehdT & S1d fohel! STURTIEh =ITerd = ¥ (cognizance) &
feram g1 =amarerd A Ministry of External Affairs & 10.10.2019 & Office Memorandum @ gaTel &d gQ e fohar foh dhaer
FIR &t g1 a1 ST dfard g & uraue el Aeht ST GehdT | =ATaTerd 3 UTIUYE hrafer eht ATfRiehTehdl ehl 1T STAGH I & STOR
R @ forR &ea ot g e sik fqanfed TarR &t wg o o)

frofa I RT3 AT foh STH deh G&TH SRSk <IRITerd 3fu=TRes ¥9 & STRIT U UR T el oidT, ad deh URT 6(2)
(f) gTelt &t gt | haet T Y[ech ST AT YhSATE SR chi FfelddT h YR TR Sweiiche UTAUIE STIRT et & HAT g1 [ehdT ST
gahdl|

“The Office Memorandum clarifies that, merely because a FIR is registered or the matter is pendin g
investigation, the passport cannot be denied. Iti s only when - 8 - NC: 2024:KHC:11197 WP No. 16294 of
2023 the criminal Court takes cognizance on the charge s heet so filed against the holder of the passport,
Section 6 (2)(f) of the Act would kick in.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024 Ha KAHC010379282023

TR TOT

g A Vitark Al gRT 9Tesi<eh U I IUars fAufal 3R Iuaiiehal & U8l & YR R dOR fohar T §1 I8 dhadt RO Tgradr & fog € ik
FILA Termg (legal advice) 718t &1 fanedt off filing, opinion, AT correspondence & IualT & & uget @+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @t g 0fa (source judgment) & fa%g Wd3 U & FaUd fhar ST 918 Q)
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