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Rajasthan High Court: Vehicle Ownership Alone
Cannot Make a Person an NDPS Act Accused
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The Rajasthan High Court, in a case under the Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances
(NDPS) Act, has given a significant verdict. The court-noted that just because someone is
registered as the owner of a vehicle does not necessarily make him/her an accused under
the NDPS Act. The prosecution will have to prove that the owner of the vehicle knew of the
illegal activity or that they personally authorized the use of the vehicle to transport, conceal,
or possess narcotic substances.

Rajasthan High Court’s Important Observation

A bench presided.over by Justice Anil Kumar Upman said the word ‘knowingly' in Section 25
of the NDPS Act is of great significance. The court said that simply because a person has
ownership of a vehicle does not make it a presumption that he or she knew someone was
using it for an illegal purpose.

The court stated that there needs to be proof of the vehicle owner's knowledge, intent, or
deliberate permission for the use of the vehicle for narcotics-related activities.

Key Highlights of the Judgment

Key Point Details

Court Rajasthan High Court

Judge Justice Anil Kumar Upman
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Related Law NDPS Act
Important Provision Section 25
Main Observation Vehicle ownership alone is not sufficient to make someone an
accused
Prosecution Must establish knowledge or intentional permission
Requirement
Important Word “‘Knowingly”

Why Is This Judgment Important?

The judgment is important as it underlines that the ownership of a vehicle used in an alleged
narcotics offence is not sufficient to make the owner liable for a criminal offence. The
prosecution must prove the necessary connection between the owner and the illegal use of
the vehicle.

The decision highlights the necessity of establishing the knowledge and intention in Section
25 of the NDPS Act cases. It also gives clarity in relation to when an offence may be
charged to a vehicle owner if committed with the use of the vehicle.

Conclusion

The ruling of the High Court of Rajasthan lays down an important principle in the law that
simply owning a vehicle does not make the owner liable under the NDPS Act. There must be
evidence of knowledge or.intentional permission for the use of the car in a drug-related
crime.

MCQs

Q1. Which court delivered this important judgment?
A) Rajasthan High Court

B) Delhi High Court

C) Bombay High Court

D) Guijarat High Court

Answer: A) Rajasthan High Court

Q2. Which Act was involved in the case?
A) IPC

B) NDPS Act

C) Companies Act

D) Motor Vehicles Act

Answer: B) NDPS Act
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Q3. Which section was specifically discussed?
A) Section 20

B) Section 25

C) Section 37

D) Section 50

Answer: B) Section 25

Q4. What is not sufficient by itself to make someone an NDPS accused?
A) Vehicle ownership

B) Criminal confession

C) Drug possession

D) Proven knowledge

Answer: A) Vehicle ownership
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Q1. I§ AgcaqU! Hdell [y grSahic o [Gaqre?
A) TSTEUT BIShic

B) fecell gI8ahic

C) 9IFS gISPIC

D) ISRl gI$ehlE

3R A) TSTEYTT gIShic

Q2. Ig ATHT T TeFe & Jafad AT1?
A) IPC

B) NDPS Tae
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D) HIeX arget AfAfaga

3%R: B) NDPS Tae

Q3. thaer 7 fohg 9RT IR A9 &7 & TaT T 75?2
A) 9T 20
B) &IRT 25
C) &rT 37
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D) &R 50
3aT; B) GRT 25

Q4. fFEY safFd = NDPS TFe T 3R §Ta & fIT 319 39 3 &1 aTed A1 §2
A) aTgeT T ATfeleh glel

B) 3TRIT% TAPRITed

C) HATee el T sheatt

D) Grfad SITARRT

3N A) dTgsT &1 ATfoleh glell

Supreme Court Upholds School Entry Restrictions
in U.P. & Rajasthan

Supreme COurt Upholds

School Entry Restrictions

in U.P. & Rajasthan

On September 3, 2026, the Supreme Court refused to address a petition against the Uttar
Pradesh and Rajasthan governments' ban on journalists, social media influencers, and civil
rights activists accessing government schools. The restrictions also cover photography,
videography, interviews, audio recording, and livestreaming.

Key Highlights

Point Details

Court Supreme Court of India

Date September 3, 2026

States Uttar Pradesh and Rajasthan
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Restrictions Entry, photography, videography, interviews, and livestreaming

Petitioner Priya Mishra

Constitutional Provision | Article 32

Why [s It Important?

The concern is significant as it could impact independent reporting and public exposure of
government schools. Documentation can help highlight the condition of classrooms, toilets,
drinking-water facilities, electricity, and other basic infrastructure.

‘School Thik Karo’ Campaign

The plea came soon after the ‘School Thik Karo’ campaign by CJP, which seeks to audit and
improve neglected infrastructure in government schools, especially in rural areas.

Conclusion

The Supreme Court's decision means that the challenged restrictions will continue for now.
The issue is significant as it brings to light the balance between security at school and public
accountability. Continuing to follow administrative rules with proper documentation can help
identify infrastructure gaps.

MCQs

1. Which court declined to entertain the plea?
A. High Court

B. Supreme Court

C. District Court

D. NGT

Answer: B. Supreme Court

2. Which states imposed the restrictions?
A. Rajasthan and Haryana

B. U.P. and Bihar

C. U.P. and Rajasthan

D. Rajasthan and Gujarat

Answer: C. U.P. and Rajasthan

3. Under which Article was the petition filed?
A. Article 14

B. Article 19

C. Article 21

D. Article 32

Answer: D. Article 32
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4. What is the aim of the ‘School Thik Karo’ campaign?
A. Teacher recruitment

B. School infrastructure improvement

C. Sports promotion

D. Digital examinations

Answer: B. School infrastructure improvement
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