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“ Ha ving regard to the facts and circumstances of the case and for the reasons
mentioned herein above as also considering the law laid down by this Court in the case of
Manish Kumar (Supra) and Deepak Kumar (Supra), apart from the fact that the Divisional
Commissioner. Saran Division, Saran at Chapra while passing the impugned order dated
06.08.2021, has not considered the law faid down in the case of Manish Kumar (Supra), |
deem it fit and Proper to quash the order dated 06.08 2021, passed by the Commfssfoner:
Saran Division, Chapra and remand the matter back to him to reconsider the aforesaid aspect of
the matter and after granting an opportunity of hearing to the petitioner, pass appropriate orders,
in accordance with law, within a period of 12 weeks of receipt/production of a copy of this
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manner to hold that lack of evidence regarding threat perception would make the
applicant unfit for grant of licence under section 14(1)(b)(i)(3) of the Act. The provision
has to be read necessarily as the same is there without substituting or taking away
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anything therefrom. It clearly lays down that the licence can be refused if the applicant is

found unfit for any reason under the Act *>* 2T The State of Bihar & ors. Vs Deepak
— ——————=11ar & ors. Vs Deepak
64 3 FeaiRyq

Kumar & wiftg ampder @ PLJR (2019) & 2 % our opinion, would

be contrary to the intent of grant of licence inasmuch as it is not necessary that a person
should have an actual threat or imminent threat perception, but it would suffice if the
applicant is aple to Persuade the authority to take jnto consideration the nature of his
frade profession and calling for the Purpose of grant of license which situation has now
been taken care of under Sub-Rule (3)(a) of Rule 12 of the 2016 Rules, " o Hacirer

ﬁmmﬁm%%mﬁumw,mmﬁaamﬁﬁmmaﬁ
BT B A g Arms Rules, 2016 & B 12 (3)a) # sifkg UTaEE “any

person who by the Very nature of his business, profession, job or otherwise has genuine
requirement to protect his it and/or property... " F oft fsht Ga)
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Kumar (Supra) and pee ak Kumar (Supra) 3% Rw ap observation & aaires 3 e
Ministry of Home Affairs |8-|| Division/Arms  Section New Delhi & qx Fo-
V-11016/2009-Arms, Dateqg 31.032010 & =R (k) # =g fRregait

(i) antecedents of the applicant, (i) assessment of the threat, (i) capability of the
applicant to handie arms, and (iv) any other information which the police authority might
consider relevant for the grant or refusal of licence wz i A
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