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HIAYTT uH

“IRd H grUIe Yferd I+ # 1 gidT 8, Ut RUIE a1 ShRom sarait Aifed R sirdadh a1 o GehdT &, UIEale
ST, 1967 & dgd difed STURIAS AT TTHUIE STRT 811 UR el 38R STaId &, 3R S1arerdl = a1 el 82"

YRA § grate gfery g«ara+ ufekar, ufdage Raié/wror
garsft Aife e R fafdes Su=R, ok #ifad smurifden
HIHT T 9T STRT g9 UR U9Td

qIIiar

WRd # grEUie gfer 9 (Police Verification) 3idedh i g8y SR ANTREAT Sl gfe &t & forg gen
duifrer S ¢, wfch ufddeet RUté (Adverse Report) e oR +ft araaié mifenrt AMTRes ol 79 &1 9
U UIE & dfed 981 e dahd | giA @i & Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India (1978) ® @fua forar fe
fager amT 1 PR Srgeede 21 & dgd Ueh Hifelds TR ¢, 3R UIul ek AT STed e bl foredt off ufohan
ol 34, Aeger ik urehfaes =ama & Rigial & srg&y g @nfau | afe arauié wferd simuRifares At & shRor
ehT ST &, dt 3TTdedh ol T&T SMURTIY JraTerd § fager I &t siAfd U st gidt 8l

geafdd geed wfafaat adtaan Ffa
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9Ra # grauié gfaw gamuT ufkar, gliga Roiz.. I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

o1  cifad grafdht (FIR) S wifeld SmuRifdeh shrddrat
TTuTE ST et 4T 6(2)(f) & d8d UTUTE hael at AehT ST TehdT & STd i SITURTE HIHET 9&TH <I-ITed o
et foramrefs gt ok sreTed 3 39 WR U (cognizance) @ foram gt Sira & URfAe azor 7 gof mmufde (FIR) ar
TToiRie ST = g oht "wiferd SuRTfeeh AFe” gl AT ST "ehdT, ST fh Rajesh Babu Karanam v. Union of
India (2023) 3R Thanneru Uma Maheswari v. Union of India (2024) & ¥qe foram a1 g1

02 TR AT opT SIfdIeRR SR UrgUId Y H=HTT Srafey

fager am SR UriE a1 SIfIRR WRAT dfdem & srgeee 21 o Siaiid ATk WdsIdT Sl Ueh HgaqUl Ugel g
foneft smoRIfAes ATt ht wifeadr o SR grEaie wifdeprt AT foneft =amaeTd ShRuT & greaiE it derdr Srafe et ' EE
&1 @ HfAq a1 Bier 981 W@ Gard, 54T i Gaurav Raheja v. State of Punjab (2024) ® ufdurfed faar mar g1

03 Ufddhel Gfeld AT TR UTTAhRT el fareentierenk

gfgher gferd o RUlE (Adverse PVR) fe ok uradié Wit 39 RUTE & o1 Haehe 58 761 gid 8 | ITferenrt
Pl W &Y I RUE & q2af IR IR oz amfgy ok shaet o1 6 7 Ifeeifad fafre $ik st smaRt o gt araaie
SRR AT AMfRY, ST foh Savitri Sharma v. Union of India (2024) & fAufRa forar mar g1

04  hRUT gdT3lt AfeT (SCN) arr fafdres IuarR

gfe ufdehel gfeld IO & STYR TR RUT 13T Afed (SCN) STRY foham ST 8, dt sidedh 1 WA shded ag g foh
g% WAt ot ardfaes fafdes FRAfT (S smoRifdes AmTet 7 sifas Rale &t Wi a1 s-t g141) ST ahd g4 70T <)
UXJd e, difch G& TR 99 WR Hufa o §ak, St i Ram Babu v. Union Of India (2025) # FefRya forar man
gl

05 UIIUIE ohl STed (Seize) ¥ 3R Aep (Impound) T SR

SMURTIh ST Uil (S CBI) ohl TrerRUtt & dgd Uradie Sied et & IR at g, dfch I 31fAfed &hret dar
@ a1 Tt U 'impound’ & T IfAERR chad arauie e &t 9RT 10(3) & dgd uraUie UTfeehRt &t 8l &,
Siar fo Suresh Nanda v. C.B.I. (2008) ® a7 forar mar g1
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9Ra # grauié gfaw gamuT ufkar, gliga Roiz.. I - fawga RAsdwor

06  f&-Tieh 25.08.1993 chl TRehRI AT 3R HaTeld ehl AT

e IS AR RRIaTE! Saleld & THE dfdd 8, df s fafdres A1l ag & foh smdeeh defda srarerd & amsn &
SrgAfd a1 g3 (NOC) U &h?| 39 SigAfd & SMTUR TR chald TG fédies 25.08.1993 (GSR 570(E)) & dgd
3TehTfeTeh UTHUIE STRY fehaT ST 8, ST foh Arjuna Charan Das v. State of Orissa (2017) 3R Petitioner v.
Regional Passport Officer (2012) # afofd g1

raraal & 39 &9 g fkRar

wat= ATy & e @i 7 g T foha & fos araaié sifdfaem &t &Rt 12(b) & d8d TTeld STHehRY 37 a1 a2

R T ot SR Rig et 3 oY 9 wifiia et Srraach & R aifPige ¥ STega
(knowingly) SR ¢ia &1 fiaa (mens rea) & 91 foRar o1, ST fo Mariam Fasihuddin &
Anr. v. State by Adugodi Police Station & Anr. (2024) ® AF1 7T &1

S= =area & A STORTIYS AT § T UTUTE SR} 3t o o1 3ed -TaTerd] A TR a8 fFaer

Prsrard Rear & fo i 25.08.1993 Y SRR & arTeiter # Smden @ Geb a <Y SrcTreperes deraT
g1t urEaié (short-validity passport) f&ar sim =nfeg, S fs Khaleel Mohammed
Ameen v. Regional Office, Passport Seva Kendra (2025) 3R Ameer Hamza v.
Union of India (2025) & fofal & we glar g1

g1 &1 R gferd TaTu= UfehdT i GeaafId sheet $iR SMGTerd! | JehaH! oh SIT chl ShH el h folg, BT
o fofal 7 gfera srfeRTRal et gen fafre wRwisier g (Standard Performa) STa= &t
fRdar e mam & arfeh TmendarR &t ardfaes AT 3R It &Y srafd) ol we & § gragié
Fraterd ot UiSa fohar ST 9eh, St o Balwinder Singh v. Union of India (2023) #
Xgiferd forar ma g1

sifaoffa &= ar Farafrat

10-a¥Tg =T UTHUE I9H 1-auTa 3feUdhlfeleh UTHUIE & faare

helfeeh I AT b BIferdl ATl & T8 gg I+ 31T & foh an dfaa smuxiferes ammett &Y fafa & oft amfkes 10 af i
T Y ST UTHUIE UTW e & §helR & IT chadl 1 I chl 31cUehlfcich TafY ahT g1 Urauie feam ST Tepdr g, Aty = @
STE 31T gHAd Uil 3 Q=T orafe & uet # fAofy oy g, fSigenr faaror Mohammad Samiulla v. State (2025)  &st
forar mar &1
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9Ra # grauié gfaw gamuT ufkar, gliga Roiz.. IT1 - wifafs graur

11. Gifdfeep U@em= s e

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

g UG UTHare UTferenst st fafre st smaRt (S ciferd simuRifdres shrfargt, aRe SRt gi+1 a1 Afdes stedr & oy |
2 gy & 31fdes Y TT) TR YIEGIE ST ahed & HAT e chl fRy 2aT 21

"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 :— (a) that the
applicant is not a citizen of India; (b) that the applicant may, or is likely to, engage outside India in
activities prejudicial to the sovereignty and integrity of India; (c) that the departure of the applicant
from India may, or is likely to, be detrimental to the security of India; (d) that the presence of the
applicant outside India may, or is likely to, prejudice the friendly relations of India with any
foreign country; (e) that the applicant has, at any time during the period of five years immediately
preceding the date of his application, been convicted by a court in India for any offence involving
moral turpitude and sentenced in respect thereof to imprisonment for not less than two years; (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 any law for the time being
in force or that an order prohibiting the departure from India of the applicant has been made by
any such court;" 3gd: Thanneru Uma Maheswari v. Union of India, Veeraiah Chowdary
Nannapaneni v. Union of India, Mariam Fasihuddin & Anr. v. State by Adugodi Police Station &

Anr., Arjuna Charan Das v. State of Orissa, Gaurav Raheja v. State of Punjab

SECTION 10, PASSPORTS ACT, 1967 — VARIATION, IMPOUNDING AND REVOCATION OF PASSPORTS AND TRAVEL
DOCUMENTS

g UG HTaTh TTAT & foh Truie iRt grauté & aeard o, 39 Sied (impound) &< a1 3E dea ol f[RART &
fafga =g & SRl &t gof R 3R 3mdee ot 396! ufd uem HR|

"Where the passport authority makes an order varying or cancelling the endorsements on, or
varying the conditions of, a passport or travel document under sub-section (1) or an order
impounding or revoking a passport or travel document under sub-section (3), it shall record in
writing a brief statement of the reasons for making such order and furnish to the holder of the
passport or travel document on demand a copy of the same unless in any case, the passport
authority is of the opinion that it will not be in the interests of the sovereignty and integrity of
India, the security of India, friendly relations of India with any foreign country or in the interests
of the general public to furnish such a copy." 3gd: Thanneru Uma Maheswari v. Union of India,
Veeraiah Chowdary Nannapaneni v. Union of India, Mariam Fasihuddin & Anr. v. State by Adugodi

Police Station & Anr., Arjuna Charan Das v. State of Orissa, Gaurav Raheja v. State of Punjab
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9Ra # grauié gfaw gamuT ufkar, gliga Roiz.. IT1 - wifafs graur

SECTION 10A, PASSPORTS ACT, 1967 — SUSPENSION OF PASSPORTS OR TRAVEL DOCUMENTS IN CERTAIN
CASES

g UTGY™ SHfed | UIHUIE Bl SAfdehdd IR TWE o folg gid Feifad e &l AfekT 3T 8, S0 9Reh i 3T T8 o Hiax
YAATS T ¥R o S

"Without prejudice to the generality of the provisions contained in section 10, if the Central
Government or any designated officer is satisfied that the passport or travel document is likely to
be impounded or caused to be impounded or revoked under clause (c) of sub-section (3) of section
10 and it is necessary in the public interest so to do, it or he may,-- (a) by order, suspend, with
immediate effect, any passport or travel document; (b) pass such other appropriate order which
may have the effect of rendering any passport or travel document invalid, for a period not
exceeding four weeks: Provided that every holder of the passport or travel document, in respect of
whom an order under clause (a) or clause (b) of this sub-section had been passed, shall be given an
opportunity of being heard within a period of not later than eight weeks reckoned from the date of

passing of such order" Sgd: fhdlt +ft gehen g1 Hid Igd et fepar
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9Ra # grauié gfaw gamuT ufkar, gliga Roiz..
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qHEHAT

Rajesh Babu Karanam v. Union of India
APHC010507562023

Gaurav Raheja v. State of Punjab
PHHC011243962024

Savitri Sharma v. Union of India
RJHC020132852024

Balwinder Singh v. Union of India
PHHC010882872020

Mohammad Akhtar v. Union of India
UPHC012074002022

SriKanth Goud v. Union of India
HBHC010165002024

Khaleel Mohammed Ameen v. Regional
Office, Passport Seva Kendra
KAHC010005952025

Susie Rehmer v. State
DLHC011463502009

Vijay Kumar v. Union of India
RJHC020390202024

Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India
ESCR010001201978

Katta Vishwanatham v. Union of India
HBHC010366742023

Suresh Nanda v. C.B.I.
ESCR010007662008

Arjuna Charan Das v. State of Orissa
0DHC010446892017

Haji Menu v. Union of India
RJHC010118682012

Petitioner v. Regional Passport Officer
HBHC010427272012

B iEic:

qaraa

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA
PRADESH

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB
AND HARYANA

HIGH COURT OF
RAJASTHAN

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB
AND HARYANA

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT FOR STATE
OF TELANGANA

HIGH COURT OF
KARNATAKA

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

HIGH COURT OF
RAJASTHAN

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

HIGH COURT FOR STATE
OF TELANGANA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

ORISSA HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF
RAJASTHAN

HIGH COURT FOR STATE
OF TELANGANA

ayg

2023

2024

2024

2023

2023

2024

2025

2009

2024

1978

2023

2008

2017

2014

2012

III - uffa gwed

gEg Pvfa

haer urafadt (FIR) g TR urgaid JehT
R 81

AT TRIMSSIR & ThIRUT UTHUIE. < derar
SafY g R 8|

TTfRIHR Qe Y Hfeicger weaTae Reté @ gt
TRE I A 8

G T # TRSTSSTR &1 wE fafee
fef sam srfamd g1

T oy § A T GRIHT TSI IrUIE Sreedienvon
T IMYR g1

e smoifdres AHe # uraai ofk fager
ITAT T ATARR 37eJ00T B |

cifere SrmoRifAeR A F SAfAgEAT & ded
3T ehifereh UTHUYE f&aT ST Tehd &

e sifafas it aRT 12 & T8 a2
BUM R 8 &l U]

SR AT & a-) g & a1 off e
ehT HHT B

farar o Hiferen erfder g, IRT fAfden
ufohdT ohT Ul 3Ta’Th gl

AR < ST TR Yeh Y hl ST ehiicich
UTHOYE ST 81 TendT 81

e Sted (impound) A T SifeR
hael UIRIAIE UTfART ot 81

STORTIEER STerd o facar ST &t SrgAfd
e TR grEaiE Fdiievor e gl

iRt grr e fafdies @ror emdes Aear
TRATELT RE a1 SR g1

A A F fager s 8g Teifda afoee &
SAfT STTae Bl

6 / 20



9Ra # grauié gfaw gamuT ufkar, gliga Roiz..
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qHEHT

Thanneru Uma Maheswarti v. Union of
India
APHC010218762024

Aiav Chowdary Nunna v. Union of India
HBHC010039572024

A. Rajendran v. The State
HCMA011324312025

Dhulipalla Rama Devi v. Union of India
APHC010181192024

Ameer Hamza v. Union of India
KAHC010136182025

Mohammad Samiulla v. State
KAHC010159302025

Veeraiah Chowdary Nannapaneni v.

Union of India
APHC010314672024

Ram Babu v. Union Of India
UPHC014060292025

Mandadi Ravi Kumar v. Union of India
APHC010384582024

Mariam Fasihuddin & Anr. v. State by

Adugodi Police Station & Anr.
ESCR010000482024

B iEic:

qrardaa

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA
PRADESH

HIGH COURT FOR STATE
OF TELANGANA

MADRAS HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA
PRADESH

HIGH COURT OF
KARNATAKA

HIGH COURT OF
KARNATAKA

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA
PRADESH

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA
PRADESH

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

ayg

2024

2024

2025

2024

2025

2025

2024

2025

2024

2024

III - uffa gwed

gy fAofg
mafAdht (FIR) TR W dfad A § graaié
ek ohT SMMYR T

IR AT dfard g WR oft 1y o s
FdfieRor g Tnfeul

BT Yferd TATI SR et aTet ST TR
HeheHT I 9 Bl

Ao ATt # grIe i & ST yHTeT O
(NOC) 3masaeh g1

HAfSd AT o R 3Taeeh Yeh ay
3chTfeleh UTIUIE &l geheR B

JarTieen HencH! i AfelddT & SMYR TR gTeare
Tf1eh<uT <Rl JAehT TET ST HehdT!

UHSHTSSIR hael STid =0T & g TR gTeatd
YepT Hiferen SiferepRT &l &4 &1
Ufiichel GeTUA oh hIRUT JTST AT Al IR

2T 3MMdeeh T UTAfieh SUR B

e deh SATURTTSeh HIHAT STeTerd | eifed = &l
Tdtfienvor 8T JAehT ST Teharl

4RI 12(b) & d&d St & folg SIHggen?
e fUH T SRIST AT |
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IRd # urgié gfaw gared afkar, ufaga Ruk.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IvV.

01

02

ﬂar{ﬁr ohT fAaROT 25 50 oee

Rajesh Babu Karanam v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2023-10-13 - WP/26143/2023

g HIHAT GTHUIE & AT (renewal) & Hefdd &1 anfacrerdl a1 Ureuté hael 3aferg Sefi=iied el fohdT SIT 3T o7 ifeh I7eh
QeI Tep STORITh ATHT &of AT| 37 <ATTerd - g WE fhar fah Passports Act, 1967 T Section 6(2)(f) & dga uradié a«ft
et ST FerdT & STd1 fohdlt Fem <amrTer & SuRTfae shriaTe! wfed gt Srareld = 711 foh dhaet FIR &< g1 a1 charge sheet aRR A
8T 'pending criminal proceedings' &t foft & Tgt aimar 81 dad9R, =maTerd 3 sifdemRat st Fder e & af sy aaft
SftuaTReard gt g1 712 €, dt chadl SMTURTTAc AT & cifdrd 819 & SR TR UTGIE AdIHIhe0T § AR a1 fohal ST ST A1y

frofa  STTE TS S0 AR = Tw fopar for araaié sifafaam &y 6(2)(f) & siaifa ' smuRifdes srfarg! fed”’ dhaet ot
AT ST Hehell § STa HTeTd = IehT SATfeeRTRen T o fordn 811 5T des Siia g 7 8t ofR =roizfic e 9 81, a9 deh shaa
Uh3ITSSIR ohl SATYR TATHR YIIE Acht ol ahis (A SIfABR iRt ol T8l &

“Section 6(2) (f) relates to a situation where the applicant is facing trail in a criminal court. Section 6(2)(f)
of the Passport Act, 1967, has been Considered on several occasions by the Hon'ble Apex Court and High
Courts. 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 Ha APHC010507562023

Gaurav Raheja v. State of Punjab
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2024-12-18 - CRM-M/46844/2024

g ATHET UTIUTE Ad1eheoT & SRR & Tefdd g1 arfaehrenar, fSreh f&emh Section 406 37k 498-A IPC & dgd FIR @fea §,
3 UTHOYE St 10 auT & forg Ffi=fepd a1 argar o1, [ et siaTerd = SrdierR o feam T =3 =T = 717 {3 9Ra &
Tfaur & Article 21 & dga faRr am AT Uk Hiferss iR & 3R dhadt Tes SMuRT{Aes ATH & wifed 811 & SR UR UrEale h
AT Bl AT & T A BT 3fd 81 & | =TT = e fohar fh Passport Act, 1967 iR J&fdd et & dga a1 &is wmaa™
T2 & S o1 3t ARt & UruTE <t Srafdy il 1 aef ek Wfaa | =amarera 3 ag oft ahat o arfeRTerat i SufRfa gffda e &
forg uraie &t 3rafd et TR-TIR BIT [@T ITETS HehaHaTol 3R JHTEHT Sl qafdl &1 IR, T = el srarerd & smeer
! Tg e feam R Heifda srfderTRaT et sl & SITER UTHale AdiHieRRor e &t fAdsr feam

frofa  UoTe SR giaTon Ie <amaTerg A fAvfa fean f afe gfora gemu= Raté 7 ufdge aw fAed €, dt smdes ot ar1 12 &
TE&d hIROT IAT3ft AT SR R T huT HHT 3T & | $h TR, =aTerd # ATHAT &f g4 3R I3 g ST & a1

B a1 6(2)(f) AL gFh, dhaet St & aTefiF YRS eR R T8 |
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IRd # urgié gfaw gared afkar, ufaga Ruk.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

03

04

“If an undertaking is incomp applicant is found to have suppre cases against the applicant, a S issued to
the applicant and ac applicant as pe r provisions of Sec 1967. If information that an appli by making a
false submission or comes to light after the passport may be impounded or revoked as (b) of the
Passports Act, 196 procedure. (v) In case where the first police secondary police verification m secondary
PV is gener ated, it s detailed letter seeking clarifica criminal cases against the applic cases. Apart from
generating s officers may, if considered neces through the police authorities submitted by the applicant
or eve government agencies/departmen (vi) In case where the seconda 'Adverse’, it may be examined wh
in the police report match the u applicant. It may be noted that under investigation do not come u (2) (f)
and that criminal proceedin pending against an applicant if the court has taken cognizance of the same.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2024 Hta PHHC011243962024

Savitri Sharma v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2024-11-14 - CW/2602/2024

gTfAehTend! = 70 UIHUIE & Fdi-TeoT (renewal) & foig smde forar o, R areuie srafera A Ten ufdege gfor gaam= Ruié &
SR TR PR & e o7 RAYE & anfererdf &t TETaar 1R Tdg ST 13T o7 ok 3w AUTel! ST 17 o7 | I3 =IR-Terd A Uit
T aTfIehTendt o UTH ST UHTOT U, SR h1s 3R Aeifieh xardst S8 gaied 9ed & Sit a8 Rig hd & foh a8 wRd ol AR 81
=TT 3 TE fahar fa Citizenship Act, 1955 & dgd aTfieriend] o709 YRR AR & | =T = ag +ff sgr fh Article 21 &
ded faRer g a1 SifdeR Toh Hiferes SR § 3R 39 famT forelY 31T ey & graaie 7 e ufasfaa g1 foham ST GehaT | =ammerd
3 ufcrenfedt st uraUlE Tetiehd et et fder faam

Rrofa ST I=d AT A et AT foh areraie mifderRt haet ufdepel gfora I+ Rule @ a4 =t 1 e &t 39
R & fAfga qeat R o wd= At e =nfeu ofik ag 2xamm =nfeu ok oam aRT 6 & uraer=i & dgd his adfde
ST It § a1 gl

“Adverse Police Verification report per se does not dis -entitle a citizen from his legal right to have a
passport. It is for the Passport Authority to take into consideration the facts/antecedents of the person,
who has applied for issuance of a Passport, alleged in the verification report, for deciding whether
passport should be issued to him or refused. The passport authority is not bo und by the adverse police

verification report.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2024 Hid RJHC020132852024

Balwinder Singh v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2023-09-13 - CWP/19314/2020

g FTfIehT ITUIE ST et & Tty § 8, FOre gfer aaamu= Ruid § ufdger fewfort & s wr sreffenr e fem mar
gifdeTeRdt = deh AT foh STeh faeeg AT Passport Act, 1967 @1 9RT 6(2) 3 UTaerT=l & Sidid gl 31TdT & adifch gferd = araft
deh Section 173 of the Cr.P.C. & dgd sifas Rulé et 78t &l 81 =amarera 3 ufdenfedt & 59 aa &l &sf axd gy At &
fAuerT & fea o afe arfeenreral 7T sirdes a8, at 39 IR &I & AR B8 dwig o Wik oy forar srgm ) =marera 3 o
ot Fder fean o gfera aaamu= ufehar st geaafRd & & g gas AMes Performa a1 Iuai fohar ST anfgy difes araaie &
3fTae o TG wifard g hl TN oht e fopaT ST ek |
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IRd # urgié gfaw gared afkar, ufaga Ruk.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

05

06

frofa  ST&TeId =TT foh gford sraeR S1quf STt & ary 'ufdga Ruld! Asrdt 8§ S8 smmasae genenarst! gid 81 38
gURA & forg o, gharom $ik F€h1e gferd &t ges des Wemf (Performa) & ATerd & AR i # 319 TR U 8 a1
el ISR TR IR &, 39! fazga Ruté dem & fder St favg g

“The passport authorities are denying passport on account of adve rse police verification report. It has
been noticed that police officials are sending incomplete report which is root cause of denial of passport.
The police officials are casually disclosing that an FIR is pending against the applicant. They do not
disclose actual status of the FIR. After notice of motion to passport authority as well as State, it comes out
that polic e either has already filed cancellation report or police report under Section 173 of Cr.P.C. has

not been filed or applicant has already been convicted.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2023 Ha PHHC010882872020

Mohammad Akhtar v. Union of India
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023-02-21 - WRIC/32518/2022

gifehTend! A UTUIE STRT e o foig Fder 7 8q a8 Re arfent arr &t ot ufdard sifaerRat = gfes g Ruié & smar w
TTIehTehd! ahl ShIROT FaT3it Aifed STRT fohar T, fSid 39 WR Section 294 1.P.C. & d&d Ueh SITURTYh ATH T Ieoid AT| I
aTerd A ur ok arfehTendt ot A1 a9 gd dhaet 400 I o JAM Y T GATS 718 oft| =marerd A 7 R Passport Act, 1967 &
Section 6(2)(e) & d&d UTIUIE STRT et T SRR e oh [l TGk T Tg1 T 6! it 6, Fl(ch Toll &f gy 4 A ot ok a8
g Uid 9y & 3ifees QR 81 dagER, S =Ararerd 3 Ufdardl sl S & SIaR urHulé ded darfad e e fAdar fear ek
gTfehT ThR R |

frofa  SATETETE ST AT = AT foh €RT 6(2)(e) & dgd chadl & TSI UTHUIE aht Ak ohl SMTYR & Gehd! @ ST 3ded 4
et 5 auf # g3 &1 3R S &1 & oA 2 a9 &1 ST g3 811 AfS 3MTdaeh ot dhae 400 IUY T JATT AT 74T T, Y HRT
3T AT R 3R E et A gl

“Thus, in view of specific provisions of Clause (e) of sub Section 2 of Section 6 of the Passport Act, 1967
the show cause notice allegedly issued by the respondent no.2, is wholly illegal and totally unsustainable
in view o f the fact that the petitioner was convicted with fine of Rs.400/-, about 7 ye rs before the

submission of the application for passport on 31.08.2022.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023 Ha UPHC012074002022

SriKanth Goud v. Union of India
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2024-04-02 - WP/8492/2024

TfAhIehdl = 3T MR WR Re aiier grar &t ot s urauid srfdert g1 sifaa smorifdes @maet (Section 304(A) of the IPC) @t
BT & G UTHUNE 37TelE ehl &R AT 31 g | =A1aTerd A gd A {4y 71q 3o+ 3=y Fofa et deof oid gy g wue fomar fos
hael SR AT ol SAfad BT UTHUIE STRY @i ¥ SR he ohl SR gl g1 TehdT & | =TT = UIHUTE STRY v o fear
fear ofik arfRienT @1 fAuerT @A e
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frofa AT ST <ATATAT 3 hgl foh chael fohd ! AT &t wifaadT Traid & Tefi=ieheor et eht ot SMTYR T8l &1 =aTed
Menaka Gandhi 3R Vangala Kasturi Rangacharyulu @ T&¥ &3 gQ e fhar fah fader TR $iR aradie @ @1 sifder
Sfie 3R afenTd Tdrar & Hifeien i1fdenR o1 3w 81

“This court opines that pendency of criminal case against the petitioner cannot be a ground to deny
issuance of Passport to the petitioner and the right to personal liberty would include not only the right to
travel abroad but also the right to possess a Passport. ... Respondents cannot refuse the renewal of
passport of the petitioner on the ground of the pendency of the aforesaid criminal case against the
petitioner and the said action of the respondents is contrary to the procedure laid down under the

passports Act, 1967"

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2024 Hd HBHC010165002024

07 Khaleel Mohammed Ameen v. Regional Office, Passport Seva Kendra
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2025-04-09 - WP/478/2025
IIfARIhal = 31U UTAUIE & AT & foly 3mded fopar o, wifche Ich RaeTh Tek wfard SuRTides AMet (Sections 498A, 342,
506 IPC) & shrRoT Ufehar | arem 31 a1 off | =rarery = T o o dfard smaRifares ArTet ot Aders g T8l ¢ foh ureald Ot avg &
IR & faT S| =raTerd A Passports Act, 1967 & Araert 3R et fAdre e garen &d gy Fdser fear fas uraaté
UTTeIeRRUT ekt TTRIehTeRd! & 3TTde TR faaR &hAT anfgu| afe gt thaet SuRifAeh srdaret & wifed 819 ahT 8, df ITaaie UTfSensor et
notification dated 25.08.1993 & d&d Qe 'short validity passport’ SR &= @12 gl

frofa  Theiech Sod T = WE o foh dferd smuRifares AmTeit & dgd uraie Adi-ieheor st gt avg @ikt g forar s
ehdT | IR Y 25 TR 1993 i e SifAgE-T & dgd Sfeudhlferes UraUte (short validity passport) SR &=
gy, O srdees ot Fafdd e € SrgAfd U e ghft

“Whether pendency of a criminal case would bar issuance or renewal/re-issuance of a passport to a
citizen of this nation? ... merely because a criminal case is pending, the passport of the petitioner cannot

be denied to be re-issued.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2025 |id KAHC010005952025

ee  Susie Rehmer v. State
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2009-12-21 - W.P.(CRL)/1304/2009

g AT JTiAhIehd! gRT 31U UTUIE § TR TS g & hIRUT &of FIR ahl € @i bl T § Gafdd g1 aTfehrend! UR Section 12 of
the Passport Act, 1967 & dgd SIRIY &Y 7Y | ATfRichrehd! = d<h f&at foh o=t & e 819 # arls STiggteny fohar T agara
At gt o7 3R St | 2% Section 167(5) of the Code of Criminal Procedure & STae=il ol Seeie &1

frofa Tl I =maTerg 3 uradié srfefagm bt orT 12 o fafires aie ot Sgd fahar st uradié ure v & forg g1ét st
&3, fifaes qeat ot fum a1 famr st siffier & urauté ufafea & agara o ht S8 STuRTY §=7aT 81
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“As regards to section 12 of the Passport Act, it deals with offences and penalties. It would be pertinent to
reproduce the same as below: “Offences and penalties. 12. Offences and penalties. (1) Whoever— (a)
contravenes the provisions of section 3; or (b) knowingly furnishes any false information or suppresses

any material information with a view to obtaining a passport or travel document under this Act...”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2009 Fa DLHC011463502009

Vijay Kumar v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2024-08-05 - CW/7501/2024

gTfIeaTehd! 3 UTHUIE SR et B SATeRTRAT ZIRT el STT <8 &<t aht rTelT &F off | ifdremTia & ges grieit FIR (No. 386/2003) & wifea
B & SMTUR IR ufdgee gferd RUIE ol gaTell 4o §T UTHUIE STRY he & HAT & & 1| =amarerdy = O foh Ssifera SioRiferes At
gTfIeaTchdl ht Uget &1 o<t fohar ST gent T, gTetifch STaTerd ahl Repls € 8 ST & ShIRUT IT<hI Ufd IJueredl 181 off | =IraTerd 3 we
fomar fo6 Passports Act, 1967 &t &RT 6(2)(f) & d8d UTUE Shadl dd JehT SIT TehdT & ST ahig STURIIAH ATHAT aTead H wfad gl
Hfeh arfieprendl & g ahis sriard! wfara T8t oft, =amarera 3 & 7T ofk TfAens & Srgeas 14 3R 21 T Ieeied AMT 3R
SfAeRIRET ht ITIUE SR ehet et fger feam

Rrofa ST I AT A Thdfert AT foh g oh U AT f9= 31raaeh skt 81 gl 8, S8 'wifold STURIAeh HIHET AT
UTEIGYE AehdAT FAHMT, Y 3R 3 14 G 21 3T Ieeied &1 URT 6(2)(f) dhaet 37 AT R ARL gidt § ST a7 & Ficha
& Y 3rered § e il

“Therefore, in such peculiar facts and circumstances the adverse police verification report given against
petitioner for pendency of a criminal case, on the basis of registering FIR No0.386/2 003, is perverse,
rather nothing has come on record about pendency of any criminal case against the petitioner,
pertaining to offence of moral turpitude, therefore, the bar envisaged under Section 6 (2)(e) and (f) of The

Passports Act, 1967 does not apply against the petitioner.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2024 |d RJHC020390202024

Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1978-01-25 - 1978 INSC 16

Ig BfeTiRies ATHe 39 U WR Shfed o1 foh o fader ST a1 S1fehR G & Article 21 & dgd 'afeiTd w@ddr (personal
liberty) e fgar &1 =marera = Fofa fear fos Article 21, Article 19 3R Article 14 309 3 58 §Q & 3R s gRT Reffa ufdar
haeT HATT @l gi-t a1ey, dfeeh 39 '3, Aeer ok =amgul’ g anfgy | =marera 3 wE fhar foh Passport Act, 1967 & dgd
UTUTE STed et <hl Ufeha eht UTdhfcer =amar & Rigidt (Principles of Natural Justice) @t UTe e g 3R foreft aafery st
GAATS ohT STAER AT SHar &1 <RI = gl foh Wae=eh UTaeTi ol Yeh STTH= 37T S &Y H UGl ST 118y, 7 foh S1eiT-Sei T
el & =u H)

frofa 39 QfdETRish thaet B, Tra =rardier H Tfaem dis 3 A 5 fRer amn a1 sifer e 21 & dgd "aafdrd
War 7 A 81 TR il fomr fsqer gars ok du arfches wro o fohedt oft AmTRes r uraiE Sted et ot SifdeR 81

|
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“In Satwant Singh's case, this Court held by a majority that the expression 'personal liberty' in Article 21
takes in, the right of locomotion and travel abroad and under Art. 21 no person can be deprived of his
right to go abroad except according to the procedure established by law. ... obvious, procedure cannot be

arbitrary, unfair or unreasonable.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1978 Hid ESCRO10001201978

Katta Vishwanatham v. Union of India
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2023-08-03 - WP/20595/2023

gTfRepTeRdl = 3T SMYR TR UIAUIE SR} 7 & & RIATh I I ohT SRaToT WegerdT AT foh Iqch AT SmuRifeies ot difad
&1 anfireRTeral 3 ach fEa fh & Amret dhaet AR Ui & & ofR UTHTIE SiTde | STFeRRY T 7 3T STSTH | g8 e off | =marer
A gl foh et wfad SToRIfeeR AT & STUR R UTHUIE 37 T 3R ol [hdT ST Hehd | Taled =ATaTerd & gd fAufal oik fadsr
HATeTA & hIATd AU <l gaTell &d g, =ararerd = ufdardl at fAdsr fea fos ag arfeireral @ simasaes ge--us (undertaking)
T e o d1E Teh Y <hl dedT aTelT ITraulé STRY e |

frofa  delTHT I ATerd A ehe TR & 10.10.2019 o ehraferd A0 3R 25.08.1993 & SAferg=HT & gaTell &d §Y el
foh SITURTTeIeR AT hl AfeIddT o STaNIg, 3Teadh da-I-U STHT hich SR T&TH TETeld & HTEGLT UTW ehe STelehlierdh UTadie (1
Ty &Y 3rafd) o1 gepeRR B

“GSR 570(E) dated 25.08.1993 was introduced to give relief to such applicants against whom criminal
proceedings are pending before any Court of law in India but who may need to travel abroad for some
urgent business. With an undertaking under GSR 570(E) and an order from the Court, an applicant could
be issued a short validity passport of one year validity or for the period specified by the Court.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2023 Hia HBHC010366742023

Suresh Nanda v. C.B.1.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2008-01-24 - 2008 INSC 98

g HIHET UTHUIE & fARR 7R I8 STed e ol Ufehar @ eifdd 81 =amarera 3 afRa fovar o aarfd gferd & o Section 102 of
the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 & dgd UrEUic Sisd (seize) e @ UfAhR &, Sfche I7eh Ui 9 U= UTg Wa+
(impound) @1 31fYR A8l &1 UTAUIE ol STed et IT I Aeh &+ o AW SifIhR haret Passport Act, 1967 & dgd 'passport
authority' & 99 § | =T = e {3 afe gfor uraie siea et 8, o I8 areaié srutReT et st ghm, St 3 ufskan
3R GAaTE T SRR 34 & 916 &1 39 impound &< &1 0T o endt &1 31d:, CBI gRT UTHUIE ehl ST hiet deh kT ST
HIT T

frofa  GHIH RIE A ST ! TE Ed §Q hal foh 'STed A" (seizure) R "TrUIE Aha/Ak @' (impounding) # fafds
SR 81 gferd o ure TRyt i emRT 102 & J8d UTUIE Sied dhet ol SIfAhR gt TehdT &, Aifch Treaié A (impound)
T foRiw 21feRT haet Uraaié Stfafam &t a1 10(3)(e) < d8d UTHule UIfehrt o uTe Ried gl
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“Police may have power to seize a passport, it does not have power to retain or impound the same
because that can only be done by passport authority u/s 10(3) of the Passport Act - If police seizes a
passport u/s 102 of Code, it must send the same along with a letter to passport authority stating as to why

seized passport deserves to be impounded u/s 10 of Passport Act”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2008 Hid ESCRO10007662008

Arjuna Charan Das v. State of Orissa
ORISSA HIGH COURT - 2017-02-20 - CRLREV/23/2017

g ATHAT UTIUIE Fe-1eReoT & ol Srgafa 7 § deferd g1 arfientendl, STt en IT HIthed &, & et matrimonial dispute @
HefAd Geh SITURIferes ATHAT cifald ATl el srarerd 3 Ug Seien STdTd gU UrauTe Fefi-Tenvur sl SrgAfd &3 & SR o foar ot foh
gifehTehd TR & TehdT &1 8T8 ehie = ot f&am ok dfch arfeientenal uget &1 anticipatory bail TR €, 39fely Ieh! FRUART <l
37R7eRT FARTER &1 <ImaTer 3 T o foh Passport Act, 1967 SR SReRT STTEGEHTST & SIHR, cifod STURTE A arel SAfdT
ot fader am i srgufa Hefd srarerd & Ui &t IR UrUie SIRY foham ST Hehal 81 degdR, el srarerd et amfdien W srd &
IER SR faR &t fAdar far mam

frofa ST I YRITTT = 25.08.1993 chl HTAGEHT & TSl chl e ehd gQ T foman foh cifda smvifares dret aret
AATREAT T G&TH 3raTerd GRT fader ST &6t srgAfd ey SH W, I8 S1gEy siedehiferes Traule (1 ay AT siererd gr1 fAfde
3afd & forg) SRt fewar ST =nfey)

“exempted citizens of India against whom 5 proceedings in respect of an offence alleged to have been
committed by them are pending before a criminal Court in India, from the operation of the provisions of
Clause (f) of sub-section (2) of section 6 of the said Act, if they produce orders from concerned Court

permitting them to depart from India subject to certain conditions...”

ORISSA HIGH COURT - 2017 g 0DHC010446892017

Haji Menu v. Union of India

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2014-02-07 - CW/210/2012

TifehTehdf = UTIUIE ST et § Stfdeptiat i &t oiR Fifscharar & e =amarer o1 S fopam o sifdentiat ot adh o foh
TiferenTerdl ot fUBe SITRTIYeR Repls § 3R I8 Urauid SRt aheT TSN 3 | 181 &1 gTetifen, =amarera < ur fop Taferd simoRifdes
'History Sheet' @l ugdt & < forar ST gehr & SR areald sifafaas (Passports Act, 1967) &t 9RT 6 & dgd UIUIE SRATRR et
% I3 AY TR HISG el & | =ATaTerd 3 71 o sifdyemria 3 fom foreht 319 hruT & airae ot ofd THY ddh difed @M Jad9R,
IraTerg A HAfARIRAT et ureralé & forg arfeererdl & sded R GH: foaR e 3R sl o S1gaR IR Aok ot et fcar feam

frofa I A gl foh TrAUIE TIfAERRUT Geh Treisii-ies e & $iR IS ag o= denfies St ot g1 & | famT fonelt st
HTLAT TR S It Fear 8, at ITh faveg wRARST (Mandamus) &t Re SRt &t ST et & drfs =amT & Igeat Y gfd gl
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“Admittedly, passport authority is a public authority which has failed to perform its statutory duty in
dealing with the application of the petitioner for issuance of passport, the contention of the second

respondent, that mandamus cannot be issued in the instant case, falls flat and the same is hereby

overruled.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2014 Hd RJHC010118682012

Petitioner v. Regional Passport Officer
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2012-09-25 - WP/27866/2012

gifAehTenat A 39 Re arfent & Uradie SRt 7 fohy ST SR gferd aRkfthdhar & 9 wR Iafte & e wgd At off | =marera = aran

o difer anfRrenTerdt & Tt Tah STuRTfares ATTer wiferd 8, 3aferg Section 6(2)(f) of the Passport Act, 1920 & dgd UTede SR
A § TT 1T Wehel! & | AT = R TR &t 25 3T 1993 ¥ Sifdrgae iRk weifdra =nflies fofat o garerm 3a gy e fear
o arfichTeraf ot Tefda AfSRe & oy fader amn i srafa & g e sem a1fgy| AR &l #rH & SIaR &t 7gF & fiaR
29 3TTded R Ao o= ot fdsr Sar anfaient @ fderT ax fear mam

Frofa AT = TUE o foh 519 &RT 6(2)(f) AR BT &, af ITfArehRY Sl Ikt SHTaGeh ohi JiId et aTfey foh ag Jafad
AfSRgE & Aueh e 25.08.1993 &l HTAGEAT & 3Teiieh H fader T <l SIgAfT e SITaeT UTed el

“In all cases covered by Section 6(2)(f) of the Passport Act, the passport authority shall forthwith inform
the applicant about his right to apply to the concerned Criminal Court for permission to travel abroad in
terms of the notification dated 15 th August, 1993... If any such application is made before the concerned
Magistrate, the Magistrate may decide the same in accordance with law and expeditiously”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2012 Hid HBHC010427272012

Thanneru Uma Maheswari v. Union of India

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2024-07-26 - WP/12031/2024

g ATHET UTIUTE & A1eR0T (renewal) @t diaR o1, fS19 ufaardl 3 arferrenal & e dfsa smuRifdres @maet (Criminal Case)
& SMYR TR SfihR o fear 1| arfiehTeral ot ach AT foh Ik Raers Armer sreft dhaet F.ILR. TRoT H §, 39feiy Passports Act,
1967 & dgd UTHUIE ek <l hlg TYR Ta 6| =ATATerd = gg AT foh fadr ami &1 $ifdeR Article 21 & dgd Yah Heaqul A-d
SfYPR g1 <graTerd = gg off T foran o St da ois WA (conviction) 7 8, aTfiehTend! ot uTquld & dfRid w18 foham ST Tepar|
TR, T = Siferential st fAder fea i 3 @fed F.ILR. a1 garer ey fom arfienrend | & areaié AdiHienzor & simeed &R foar
FR

frofa  SATY TSI Iod AT A AT foh 519 SMTURIAek AR charel ThaMTESIR &R R 8, df A af Ufdegpet gferd Rate ok = 8t
HRUT Farstt Aife fafdies TU & URek ot UTUIE Tel=teheor T ek Tohd &, FiTeh GenarT reft =amarera & e siuanies &

? cifea 78l 81
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“But, neither the Police Verification Report nor the Show-cause Notice are reflecting the criminal cases
pending which resulted in the Adverse/Negative Police Verification Report... the said crime was still in
the FIR stage... As such. Section 6 or Section 10 of the Passports Act, 1967 will not apply to the petitioner
in the present case.”

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2024 |id APHC010218762024

Aiav Chowdary Nunna v. Union of India
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2024-01-30 - WP/2051/2024

ITfAIhTeRdl 3 39 TR TR U= UrAUTE & Tdi-Tenor &t 7 it off i uraul srafera 7 wifaa smowifdies mmret (C.C. No. 845 of
2019) <hT gaTelT ez 38 ek T AT | =umarera 3 RuiRa frar fh haet =i amTet & wfad 89 & snuR R foheht eafery &
gTaYE i Fffepd e @ TR &t fhar ST Gehar &, Fiifh ag AfderTa TddT & SR T Ieeied &1 =ararer 3 ufdarfeat st
fA&sr fea 1o 3 difera ATt 36 Tesf & fomT areale Feensor smded R faeR &a?| g fAdy go araf & srefi= fean man, e
ITfIehTehdl oY TRIGT ShIC B TU U3 STHT SeAT M & foh a8 =amarera i SrAfd & oM R 81 B3 ok Herch & TgaiT s

frofa T = gl foh It hIE H STTURTAG ATHET dieid i+ oh ShIRUT UTHUIE Jich- oh ToTd, TGk o ZRiel hic | I8
JI-U3 A1yt & foh g =amarera &Y srgafd & fomm e g s

“Respondents cannot refuse the renewal of passport of the petitioner on the ground of the pendency of
the aforesaid criminal case against the petitioner... Apex Court held that Passport Authority cannot

refuse renewal of the passport on the ground of pendency of the criminal appeal.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2024 Hd HBHC010039572024

A. Rajendran v. The State
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025-08-05 - CRL RC/1050/2025

g ATHAT Uoh Yferd SITIRRT GRT UTRIAIE TATd- UfchdT # eieiel Shich Ueh SiiciehTs AN ol S1de ®U & YR UIRIATE f[Seam™ &

IRIYT & T &1 arfichTend, STt 3T T o §8aReR &, 7 SIRIT T {3 371 UR YohaHT ot & forg Term mfdert § wopdt el
it 718 oft 3R I 37U STfdeRTRes hdiedl &l UTe 'good faith' & fhaT oT| <aRITer™ = aTfcientendl i Gefiell eht @IRST e AT, T8
ad gy o 18 FEaTth TuH gEaT A1ed ANl ¢ | <ITaTerd | TE 3T fh Passport Act 3 d8d SRR A fHdTe & forg A &
&Y Afert T TRAR SR ITh srefiey sifdemRat ot v dr off, safoy gfer smge grr § 7 w5 dw 21

frofa 39 ol & oraOie gfor o ufshar & i Agwayef wRoit &l faega ==t 6t 718 @ (S8 thics g, &1fder g
U gRT 88 fAfE usil & I iR Fied SR i #sit) | 38k SifaRed, STHggTen Ted Iamas Rl ST e aret
SfdeRTRET & SifeitST & forg e 15 6 qd wepdt ot sifeamt wm wa)

“In the second stage, the jurisdictional police station has to verify the details submitted by the field
verification officer and answer six questions... previous sanction is necessary to prosecute the accused
under passport act.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025 Hid HCMA011324312025
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19 Dhulipalla Rama Devi v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2024-07-01 - WP/9241/2024

Ig TRt UTUIE 3TdeT ohl TR et ¥ SIhR et o RIATh g ot 718 oft, fSrad sifdrenriat = ar<h & e wfaa smoxifas
HTA! <Al gaTer feam ot | =T 3 #1 oh1 FueRT avd gy I 3= =rarerd gRT W.P. No. 1392 of 2023 3R 3= A« # iy
TQ gaadt SRR T Ied foha | =T = T foRa foh dfera SmoRTfdes AT & SR WR UTHUTE ST e § had 9foly SR
e fohaT ST Fenar &1 Tt ol Heifera =amarera & srgAfa a1 'No Objection Certificate' UTe et & forg fcar fear wam| afe art
T =TT ¥ STageh ST Tt e oXdT &, af UIHuI WIfdenvol st Passport Act, 1967 &t Section 6(2)(f) 8k 1993 i
SHTEGET & STHR MTeeH UR feeR &1 g

frofa =TT = T fohar b &fad smu=ifdes A 6 A 8, oraaié wifderd smdeer ot gefda gem =mareg 9 sAmf
71T U (NOC) I fa&T I AT STIELT URdd eh o foIQ ohg Tehd 6, foIieh ai1g 1993 et SIfAg=T & dgd o feram s
il

“if any criminal case is pending for trial, the passport shall not be renewed unless the applicant produces
an order from the concerned court where the criminal case is pending, granting permission to depart, as
provided by the notification dated 25.08.1993.”

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2024 Hia APHC010181192024

20 Ameer Hamza v. Union of India

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2025-03-19 - WP/6444/2025

g et aTUTE STfARTRAT ZRT UTAUIE STRY et ¥ SR e oh (A8 aIaR i 8 oY, SRifch ATIehIehdT h favg STURTIe ATHe
ciferd &1 =araTerd A Passports Act, 1967 & Urael R faaR &xd gg wvel & gaft smurifaes Aret wfdd 14 o G dadr arer
UTUIE STRY a1 RIS 81 TehdT &, TiichT Ag ATTIeh hl UTAUIE UTW e & G dXg & dfdd -1g1 ehxdl g | <ITaTerd A Jg e fohar fh
08 A | TfdehreRal 'Short-Validity Passport’ (s 31afdf arel Ureuie) U &1 §ehaR | JegdR, =Terd = SifeentiRal e
s fear o 3 anfierTendt ot amT aA & folg Tep ae it Hifda srafer o1 urguié SRy &2

frofa  ShHiceh Iod ARITeTd 3 Qe foh wifdrd smaRifdres qered i fRafa 7 amr=g ®u & 10-avfg greaté e Aedi-enzor 78t
foran 1 deRar, afch AMRes Tt v @ UTUe & SifdeR & dfad 78T & ok a8 uak ad &t Hiffig eafd & 'Short-Validity
Passport' @ fafde gheR g1

“merely because a criminal case is pending, the passport of the petitioner cannot be denied to be re-
issued. ... Court has clarified that in such cases the petitioner is entitled to a Short-Validity Passport.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2025 |id KAHC010136182025

21 Mohammad Samiulla v. State

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2025-04-07 - WP/7538/2025

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 17 / 20



IRd # urgié gfaw gared afkar, ufaga Ruk.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

22

23

TE ATHAT IIUIE & 10T (renewal) @ G&fdd g1 a1fRieprendl 3 uraaié 3ifdepRt et stu=t arquié & Tei-ienor ot fAder ¢ &
fore =ararera & arfieT R &t oft, arfes ag faksr amn e Ok | ufaard) & ad far s arferedt & fovg Ten smorifdes amae (C.C.
No. 3952/2023) <ifard &, 3afeiy I& Tradie SR 161 fohal ST Hend | =ATATerd = gd & =amfdes fAufal ofk Passports Act, 1967 &
Ay R AR aRd gY I8 A1 foh haret SuRifdes A1 & cifad g1 & SR R &) Uriulé TR &t § 3R a1 fhdm ST Hend|
TSR, AT A SATYRTRAT i ATf<iehTendl o e UR e & 3R UrUiE STRT dhet o forg IfRa Hder el

frofa  SATITTT 3 A & 39 RAGId ot FoTgg foRa o dhaer darfees a1 foret sy smoRifdes fame (C.C. No. 3952/2023) &
AT §1F TR UTHUIE ST et ahl G aRE ekl ARTRERT o Hifcres amaT SifAeRRT ot aTfrd e & SR Uit et 8irde IR
YhRTcAT ST ITRA AT MRy |

“pendency of a criminal case cannot come in the way of re-issuance of passport to a citizen. ... merely

because a criminal case is pending, the passport of the petitioner cannot be denied to be re-issued.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2025 |id KAHC010159302025

Veeraiah Chowdary Nannapaneni v. Union of India

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2024-07-25 - WP/15849/2024

Ig TTfIeRT UTTUTE Fefi=ieheor & Heifdra &1 anfirenreratl 3 uraui Adi=eneor & forg smder famar o1, O urauid sifdremRat & ag wgd
U 3k e foh 37k Rtk Gk SIToRTfAIeh #ITe wiferd &1 anfaidhTendl 3 adh fa fh FIR dhaet URfes =or & § iR ureaté Skt aheet
Y SRR AT Ieh HauTeh SHfAHRT T JeeioH g | =R 3 AT foh shdel FIR & SR TR URIUIE Teli=ensol i k=TT Fal 781 8,
Hiifch I Geh STRIY et Gy AT & 37 fader am &1 SifdeR Uk Agayuf A-eta SfYeR &1 =rerd = sifaral et fadsr
f&an foh & 39 FIR 1 garer e fomT arferenrerdt & simde R fa=aR o 3R afe airaed =y <rdf ot Q1 &l 8, af 38 Ureule SRt
Exdl

Rrofa  Ie <IRATERd 3 AT foh SITORTI HehaHT chael UTATAT (FIR) & URfHe aR01 & 19 WR 41 6(2)(f) ot ufdee ARy 78t
BT 39 TR UR UTHUIE ahl AehT AfRT o AaTehR] 3R eferiiTd Td=IdT ol TE g &1

“It appears that the impugned notice was issued ... on the premise that the petitioner herein is involved
in a serious Criminal Case and he obtained a passport by suppressing the same. But, the fact remains that
the said crime was still in the FIR stage ... Section 6(2) of the Act, extracted above is relevant for this

purpose.”

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2024 |d APHC010314672024

Ram Babu v. Union Of India
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025-09-21 - WRIC/28504/2025

Ig TRiehT TGS 3TTaEH Bl SRAIhR e o Harer & SRt 11.06.2025 3 ST Y A 27 & forg R Y 1 oft 1 =amarer = arn

o 3T ammeeT aTEad | Yah show cause notice 2T, fSa# ufadger gfor geamas Ruté sk arfiereadf & faems dfea at smoxifdes

HIHE! UR TIETARUT {747 AT| ATfeIehTehd | <l deh AT foh HT Arel # final reports et &t ST gehl & | =IraTerd = ATfiehtend| et
fdar fea for afe final reports TR @ &t 78 €, af 98 &Y show cause notice @71 S/@d Passport Authority @t &, dTfds

uTfreReoT IR FAuTa o Tk | 39 FEeT o ATy <grTerd = arfeent T FueRT @6
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9Ra # grauié gfaw gamuT ufkar, gliga Roiz..

24

25

IV - fg&E# @1 gz

frofa I A &gl foh ST arEate famT dfdghe gferd Iamue & a1e TETeor Al §g RO adrsit iféd (Show Cause
Notice) STRI &=l &, dt 3fTaeeh ohi Wieh IRITer 31 & SoITd Ugel 39 Aifed ot 3RId fAfies STR epk 19T uet mifdepr<t &

grey RaT A1yl

“In fact, it is a show cause notice issued to the petitioner seeking his clarification in respect of adverse
police verification report ... In case, final reports have been submitted and the same have been accepted,
we leave it open to the petitioner to respond to the show cause notice so that appropriate decision is

taken by the Passport Authority.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha UPHC014060292025

Mandadi Ravi Kumar v. Union of India

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2024-09-24 - WP/19587/2024

g AT TfAehTehd! & UTEaIE Fefi-tenzur @ Feifdrd 8, fog ufdardt 3 3 R cifera smuRifares ATAe ol garer 3d §Q SR
R feam o1 =amarera A /11 6 Shaet FIR =R0T # ifdd SoRifes ArTet araaie Fefl-ten’ur eht Achat ol SR a1 81 Hehd, Sifch i
& dgd forddft aafa ot a9 dep Ry a1 STraT & 519 d gy R 7 8t S| 3= =umarera 3 urguid Sifdfaay, 1967 & uraamt ok
gifts e grT FRaffRa Rigial @ garer & g, fadsr am & ifeR at #iferen SifdhR J111 degaR, =marerd 3 SfeerRal @ wfed
ISR AT vt el oy AT arRiehrenal & UTraTié Tei-ienor see WR fomR ahed ot fReer e

frofa  ITITTT o UTAT foh UTEOIE Shaferd gRT ST hiR0T IaTaft AT & TR SURTIeh ATH! bl ohis (AfAE fJa=or &l giar
&1 maTerd A qA: 39 Rgia @t e foar foh mmufdeht (FIR) &St 817 713 vt YenadT cifard 8191 81 ahagl ST GehdT|

“But, neither the Police verification Report nor the Show-cause notice are reflecting the Criminal cases
pending against the petitioner. ... the said crimes were still in the FIR stage and the same were registered

under Sections 427, 379, 506..."

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2024 Hid APHC010384582024

Mariam Fasihuddin & Anr. v. State by Adugodi Police Station & Anr.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024-01-22 - 2024 INSC 49

g AT Geh ddTfgeh faare @ I g3 ¢ STal ufd (Respondent No. 2) 3 iRIY &7 fos ueit ik I9es firar (Appellants) 4
Ik ATSTTeNT Sd T UTAUIE I-aTH o fol ITch g<TeR thefl d<idh & fhU1 Supreme Court of India 3 ATl s A A T ot
fereit et k@t 37 (cheating) ot 3T o7 3R 7 81 fhell ot g anifefer JereT ugman mam| sererd = @ifeha faar fak Section 420
IPC & g "dishonest intention' 3R 'deceit’ 3ifAard 8, STt @@l srgufeAd &1 A1 &1, court = Section 173(8) Cr.P.C. & dgd
'further investigation' <t UfehaT & TeTd HTHT SRifch 3TH hlS 9T Ted ol SICraT 74T AT fsehya:, STaTerd = SRR shidfarg!
ol STL <l TfehaT a1 GOUANT AT gy & e feal

Frofa  FaTed ATATAd = TE AT foh UTAUTE UM e & ol STHegtent a2 U o SR (9T 12(b) arerdte sifafa) &
JEd RS o Ty STdedh & 7 H 'eRATYS T STHegTe s3aT’ (knowing intent) Tifard gHT simasash &1
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rRa # urauié gfaw gamud ufkarn, gliga Roiz.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

“Section 12(b) categorically states that, whoever knowingly furnishes any false information or
suppresses any material information, with a view to obtaining a passport or travel document... what
must be established is that the accused knowingly furnished false information or suppressed material

information with the intent of obtaining a passport...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024 Hid ESCRO10000482024

A EHIOT

g A Vitark Al gRT 9resi<eh 0 T IUared fAufal 3R Iuatimeral & U8t & SR R dOR fohar T §1 I8 dhaat RO Tgradr & forw € iR
FIE 9eTg (legal advice) =gl 81 fnedt off filing, opinion, AT correspondence # IualT & & ugat @+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @t g fAufa (source judgment) & g Wd= ¥4 T T fohar ST A1RRY |
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