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IN THE HON'BLE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA 
AT BENGALURU 

(Original Jurisdiction) 

Writ Petition No. ___ / 2025 (GM) 

BETWEEN: 

X Corp. PETITIONER 

AND: 

Union of India & Ors. RESPONDENTS 

LIST Of DATES & SYNOPSIS 

S.No. Date Events 

1. 09.06.2000 Parliament enacted the Information 

Technology Act, 2000 (IT Act). Section 79 

under Chapter XII - "Network Service 

Providers not to be liable in certain cases" 

was an exemption provision that provided a 

safe harbour from liability for third-party 

content to "network service providers." 

2. 05.02.2009 Parliament passed the Information 

Technology (Amendment) Act, 2008, which: 

(i) added Section 69A to the IT Act; and 

(ii) expanded Section 79's exemption 

provision. 
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The current heading of Chapter XII is -

"Intermediaries not to be liable in certain 

cases" and the marginal note to Section 79 

is - "Exemption from liability of intermediary 

in certain cases". 

3. 05.02.2009 The Information Technology (Procedure and 

Safeguards for Blocking for Access of 

Information by Public) Rules, 2009 

(Blocking Rules) were issued under 

Section 69A(2) of the IT Act. 

4. 24.03.2015 The Hon'ble Supreme Court in Shreya 

Singha! v. Union of India, (2015) 5 sec 1: 

a) upheld the constitutional validity of 

Section 69A because Section 69A and 

the Blocking Rules prescribe necessary 

safeguards for the exercise of the 

information blocking power (para 112, 

114, 115); and 

b) read down and held that Section 79 is 

an exemption provision (para 117, 121) 

(Annexure A). 

31.10.2023 Respondent No.2, Ministry of Electronics and 

Information Technology (MeitV) directed all 

central ministries, all State governments, all 

States' deputy generals of police, and 

countless local police officers, that they are 
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authorized to issue information blocking 

orders under Section 79(3)(b), outside the 

Section 69A process, and provided them 

with Template Blocking Orders to use 

(Annexure C). 

6. 13.03.2024 Respondent No. 3, Ministry of Home Affairs 

(MHA) authorized the Indian Cyber Crime 

Coordination Centre "to be the agency of the 

Ministry of Home Affairs to perform the 

functions under [Section 79(3)(b) of the IT 

Act]" and to issue information blocking 

orders, without following the Section 69A 

process (Annexure D). 

7. 09.10.2024 Acting on the instructions of MeitY, the MHA 

created a Censorship Portal to allow 

countless central and state agencies and 

local police officers to issue information 

blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b), in 

violation of Section 69A and the Hon'ble 

Supreme Court's holding in Shreya Singha/. 

The MHA also sent a letter to X Corp. 

demanding that it appoint a "Nodal Officer" 

to ensure compliance with the unlawful 

blocking orders that will be issued through 

the Censorship Portal (Annexure M). 
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8. 24.10.2024 Respondent No. 5, Ministry of Defence 

authorized the Additional Directorate 

General of Strategic Communication in the 

Indian army to issue information blocking 

orders under Section 79(3)(b), without 

following Section 69A (Annexure E). 

9. 24.10.2024 Respondent No. 6, Ministry of Railways 

issued a notification authorizing the 

Executive Director (Information and 

Publicity) to issue information blocking 

orders under Section 79, without following 

the Section 69A process (Annexure F). 

10. 28.10.2024 The Government of West Bengal 

authorized many local police officers to issue 

information blocking orders under Section 

79(3)(b ), without following the Section 69A 

process (Annexure H). 

11. 11.11.2024 X Corp. responded to the MHA's letter dated 

09.10.2024 and objected to the Censorship 

Portal (Annexure N). 

12. 19.11.2024 The Government of Goa authorized its 

local police personnel to issue information 

blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b ), 

without following the Section 69A process 

(Annexure J). 
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12. 26.12.2024 The NCT of Delhi authorized countless 

unnamed police officers to issue information 

blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b), 

without following the Section 69A process 

(Annexure K). 

13. 06.01.2025 Respondent No. 4, Ministry of Finance was 

authorized by the Central Government to 

issue information blocking orders under 

Section 79(3)(b), without following the 

Section 69A process (Annexure G). 

14. 29.01.2024 In an unrelated habeas corpus petition 

against the Government of NCT, Delhi to 

produce a petitioner's missing son (W.P. 

(CRL) 1563/2024), the Hon'ble Delhi High 

Court issued notice to other intermediaries 

who were not part of the case (including X) 

to consider their standard operating protocol 

to deal with requests for information from 

law enforcement. In this unrelated 

proceeding, MHA reiterated its assertion that 

the Censorship Portal is valid and that 

Section 79(3)(b) authorizes the government 

to issue information blocking orders. 

15. 31.01.2025 The Government of Punjab authorized 

countless unnamed police officers to issue 

information blocking orders under Section 
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79(3)(b), without following the Section 69A 

process (Annexure L). 

16. 12.02.2025 Respondent No. 6, Ministry of Railways 

issued information blocking orders to X and 

other intermediaries, including on 

12.02.2025 and 21.02.2025, pursuant to its 

impugned notification dated 24.10.2024, 

without following the Section 69A process, 

and in violation of the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court's decision in Shreya Singha/ 

(Annexures S, T, U). 

17. 14.02.2025 X Corp. notified the government that it will 

file the Writ Petition challenging its ultra 

vires actions (Annexure R). 

18. 05.03.2025 X Corp. filed this Writ Petition seeking inter 

alia a declaration that Section 79(3)(b) of 

the IT Act does not authorize the 

government to issue information blocking 

orders in violation of Section 69A, the 

Blocking Rules, and the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court's decision in Shreya Singha/. 
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SYNOPSIS 

1. Petitioner X Corp. (X) files this Writ Petition under Article 226 of 

the Constitution to challenge Respondents' circumvention of 

Section 69A of the Information Technology Act, 2000 (IT Act) 

and the protections recognized by the Hon'ble Supreme Court 

in Shreya Singha/ v. Union of India, (2015) 5 sec 1 (Shreya 

Singha/). 

2. X seeks a declaration that Section 79(3)(b) of the IT Act does 

not authorize the government to issue information blocking 

orders. That power is governed by Section 69A of the IT Act 

read with the Information Technology (Procedure and 

Safeguards for Blocking for Access of Information by Public) 

Rules, 2009 (Blocking Rules), the sole statutory provision for 

information blocking as held in Shreya Singha/. 

3. In Shreya Singha/, the Hon'ble Supreme Court upheld Section 

69A as an information blocking power only because it is "a 

narrowly drawn provision with several safeguards", the 

government must comply with the safeguards under the 

Blocking Rules, and blocking can be ordered only in limited 

circumstances and only under six of the narrow grounds 

specified in Article 19(2) of the Constitution (para 112, 

114-115, 121). The Hon'ble Supreme Court also held that 

Section 79 is an exemption provision (para 117, 121). 

4. Despite the Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision in Shreya 

Singha/, Respondents have impermissibly relied on Section 
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79(3)(b) to circumvent Section 69A, the Blocking Rules, and 

the law laid down by the Supreme Court in Shreya Singha/. 

5. Respondent No. 2 (MeitY) is the ministry that is most familiar 

with Section 69A and the Hon'ble Supreme Court's ruling in 

Shreya Singha/. Yet it has taken steps that will eviscerate 

Section 69A from the IT Act. 

6. MeitY has directed all central ministries (including Respondent 

Nos. 3 to 6), all State governments, all States' deputy generals 

of police, and effectively tens of thousands of local police 

officers, that they are authorized to issue information blocking 

orders under Section 79(3)(b), outside the Section 69A 

process. MeitY also provided all central and state government 

agencies a "Template Blocking Order" to use to issue these 

unlawful information blocking orders. These ultra vires actions 

circumvent Section 69A and violate the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court's decision in Shreya Singha/. 

7. As a result of MeitY's directive, the Ministry of Home Affairs 

(Respondent No. 3), the Ministry of Finance (Respondent No. 

4 ), the Ministry of Defence (Respondent No. 5), the Ministry of 

Railways (Respondent No. 6), and countless State government 

agencies have issued "notifications" purporting to empower 

their officers to issue information blocking orders under Section 

79(3)(b ), in circumvention of the Section 69A process 

(impugned notifications). 
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8. On MeitY's instructions, the Ministry of Home Affairs (MHA) has 

also created an online Censorship Portal where central and 

state agencies and local police officers can issue these unlawful 

Section 79(3)(b) information blocking orders, outside the 

Section 69A process. The Censorship Portal creates an 

impermissible parallel mechanism to Section 69A, but without 

the procedures or safeguards of Section 69A, in violation of the 

Constitution, IT Act, Blocking Rules, and the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court's ruling in Shreya Singha/. 

9. Section 79 merely exempts intermediaries from liability for 

third-party content; it does not empower the government to 

issue information blocking orders in violation of Section 69A. A 

full 23 years after Section 79 was enacted, and 14 years after 

the current version went into effect, Respondents are now 

attempting to misuse Section 79 to create an unlawful blocking 

regime without any of the protections that exist under Section 

69A, the Blocking Rules, and the law laid down by the Supreme 

Court in Shreya Singha/. Construing Section 79(3)(b) as 

empowering the government to issue information blocking 

orders in violation of Section 69A and the Blocking Rules would 

render Section 69A and the Supreme Court's decision in Shreya 

Singha/ otiose, ineffective and meaningless. 

10. X's main grounds are: 

a) The plain reading of Section 79(3)(b) does not confer power to 

issue information blocking orders under the IT Act. 

),~ 



10 

b) Reading Section 79(3)(b) as empowering the government to 

issue information blocking orders eviscerates Section 69A from 

the IT Act, and renders Section 69A and the Supreme Court's 

decision in Shreya Singha/ otiose, ineffective and meaningless. 

c) The Hon'ble Supreme Court in Shreya Singha/, at paragraph 

121, recognized that Section 79 is an exemption provision 

which exempts intermediaries from liability for third-party 

content. Section 79(3)(b) does not allow the government to 

circumvent Section 69A. 

d) Respondents' interpretation cannot withstand logic because it 

would mean that MeitY has the power to issue information 

blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b), and does not have to 

follow the Section 69A process. 

e) Respondents' interpretation of Section 79(3)(b) violates Article 

14 of the Constitution because the same information may be 

blocked under Section 69A and Section 79(3)(b), one with 

safeguards and the other without. 

f) Alternatively, Respondents' interpretation is illogical because it 

means the government must comply with the safeguards of 

Section 69A and Blocking Rules to block information affecting 

the "sovereignty and integrity of India, defence of India, 

security of the State" - but it can block any "unlawful" 

information under any law in force pursuant to Section 79(3)(b) 

without any safeguards whatsoever. 
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g) Respondents' incorrect interpretation would render Section 

79(3)(b) unconstitutional under the law laid down in Shreya 

Singha/. The Hon'ble Supreme Court upheld Section 69A as an 

information blocking power only because it is "a narrowly drawn 

provision with several safeguards", the government must 

comply with the requirements and safeguards of the Blocking 

Rules, and blocking can be ordered only in limited 

circumstances and only under six of the narrow grounds 

specified in Article 19(2) of the Constitution. Section 79(3)(b) 

does not contain any of those safeguards or requirements. 

h) The impugned notifications violate the law declared in Shreya 

Singha/ and therefore Article 141 of the Constitution. 

i) The Censorship Portal is in contravention of law because it 

creates an impermissible parallel mechanism to Section 69A, 

but without the procedures and safeguards of Section 69A, in 

violation of the Constitution, IT Act, and Blocking Rules. 

j) Respondents' actions are colourable because, through the 

impugned notifications and Censorship Portal, Respondents are 

attempting to bypass the multiple procedural safeguards in the 

Blocking Rules and the specified grounds of Section 69A. This 

violates the law laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in 

Shreya Singha/. 

k) MeitY seeks to do indirectly through other agencies what it 

cannot do directly under Section 69A, which is a colourable 

exercise of power. MeitY has ultimate authority and ability to 
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use other agencies as proxies to issue information blocking 

orders that MeitY itself cannot issue under Section 69A. 

I) MeitY's actions are also colourable exercises of power because 

MeitY has attempted to delegate power to central and state 

agencies, and countless local police officers, that MeitY itself 

does not have under the IT Act - i.e., the power to issue 

information blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b), in violation 

of Section 69A, the Blocking Rules, and the Supreme Court's 

decision in Shreya Singha/. 

m) Respondents already have lawful avenues to block 

information: All central ministries and state agencies, 

including local police officers, can seek information blocking 

under Section 69A and Blocking Rules, which allow for 

emergency blocking. Any government agency can use the 

Section 69A process by sending a request to the Designated 

Officer under Section 69A. Under Rules 4 to 6 of the Blocking 

Rules, central and state agencies have nodal officers who send 

blocking requests to the Designated Officer. Any person can 

approach a nodal officer, who forwards the request for blocking 

to the Designated Officer. MeitY even publishes on its website a 

full list of the nodal officers of central ministries and State 

governments under the Blocking Rules. 

n) Respondents' ultra vires actions and the impugned notifications 

aggrieve X because X's entire business model rests on people 

sharing lawful information with one another. The X platform 

derives value and revenue from its user base and the lawful 
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content they generate. Thus, unlawful or unjustified information 

blocking orders cause harm to X and its ability to operate. 

Respondents' ultra vires actions of issuing information blocking 

orders, without following due process of law, aggrieve X by 

violating X's Article 14 rights and detrimentally impacting its 

business. 

11. Pending final adjudication of this Writ Petition, X requests 

interim relief to restrain Respondents from taking any coercive 

or prejudicial action against X in relation to information 

blocking orders not issued in accordance with Section 69A and 

the Blocking Rules. X also requests interim relief to restrain 

Respondents from taking action against X for not joining the 

Censorship Portal, pending final adjudication of this Writ 

Petition. 

12. X has a prima facie case that Respondents' actions and the 

impugned notifications are unconstitutional and violate the IT 

Act, Blocking Rules, and the Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision 

in Shreya Singha/. Failure to grant the interim prayer will 

expose X to harsh, arbitrary, and excessive consequences 

because X would have to comply with illegal blocking orders. No 

prejudice will be caused to Respondents if the interim prayer is 

allowed because Respondents have an effective legal 

mechanism to issue information blocking orders, i.e. the 

Section 69A process. Grant of the interim order is also in the 

public interest because the public interest is best served by 

following the Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision in Shreya 

Singha/ and the mandatory safeguards of the Blocking Rules. 
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13. Hence this Writ Petition seeking: 

a) A declaration that Section 79(3)(b) does not authorize 

Respondents to issue information blocking orders, which 

are governed by Section 69A; 

b) Quashing of the impugned notifications and restraining 

Respondents from taking prejudicial action against X 

related to the illegal blocking orders and Censorship Portal. 

Place: Bengaluru 

Date: 05.03.2025 

/· 
Advocate for Petitioner 
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IN THE HON'BLE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA 
AT BENGALURU 

(Original Jurisdiction) 

Writ Petition No. ___ /2025 (GM) 

BETWEEN: 

X Corp. 

A company incorporated 
under the laws of the 
United States of America 

Having its headquarters at: 
865 FM 1209, Building 2, 
Bastrop, Texas - 78602, USA 

Having its physical contact address in India at: 
8th Floor, The Estate, 
121 Dickenson Road, 
Bengaluru - 560 042 

Represented by its 
Authorized Signatory, 
Mr. Zaur Gajiev, of legal age 

AND: 

1. Union of India 

... PETITIONER 

Represented by Secretary, Ministry of Law and Justice 
4th Floor, A-Wing, Shastri Bhawan 
New Delhi - 110001. 

2. Ministry of Electronics and Information Technology 
Represented by its Secretary 
Electronics Niketan, 
6, CGO Complex, Lodhi Road 
New Delhi - 110003. 
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3. Ministry of Home Affairs 
Represented by its Secretary, 
North Block, New Delhi - 110001. 

4. Ministry of Finance (Department of Revenue) 
Represented by its Secretary, 
North Block, New Delhi - 110001. 

5. Ministry of Defence 
Represented by its Secretary, 
Room No 305 - 'B' Wing, 
Sena Bhawan, New Delhi - 110011. 

6. Ministry of Railways 
Represented by its Secretary, 
256-A, Raisina Road, Rajpath Area, 
Central Secretariat, New Delhi - 110001. 

... RESPONDENTS 

MEMORANDUM OF WRIT PETITION UNDER ARTICLE 226 
OF THE CONSTITUTION OF INDIA, 1950 

Petitioner X Corp. (X) humbly submits as follows: 

1. X's address for service is that of its counsel M/s. Poovayya & 

Co., Advocates and Solicitors, Manu Kulkarni, Shloka 

Narayanan, Harleen Kaur Rait, Level Four, The Estate, 121, 

Dickenson Road, Bengaluru - 560042. Respondents' 

addresses for service are as stated in the cause title. 

2. X files this Writ Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution 

of India to challenge Respondents' circumvention of Section 

69A of the Information Technology Act, 2000 (IT Act) and 

the protections recognized by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in 

Shreya Singha/ v. Union of India, (2015) 5 sec 1 (Shreya 
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Singha/). A copy of the Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision in 

Shreya Singha/ is annexed as Annexure A. 

3. X seeks a declaration that Section 79(3)(b) of the IT Act 

does not authorize central and state government agencies to 

issue information blocking orders. That power is governed by 

Section 69A of the IT Act read with the Information 

Technology (Procedure and Safeguards for Blocking for 

Access of Information by Public) Rules, 2009 (Blocking 

Rules), as held in Shreya Singha/. 

4. Respondent No. 2, Ministry of Electronics and Information 

Technology (MeitY) is the Ministry that is most familiar with 

Section 69A and the Hon'ble Supreme Court's ruling in 

Shreya Singha/. Yet it has taken steps that will eviscerate 

Section 69A from the IT Act. 

5. MeitY has directed all central ministries (including 

Respondent Nos. 3 to 6), all State governments, all States' 

deputy generals of police, and effectively tens of thousands 

of local police officers, that they are authorized to issue 

information blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b ), outside 

the Section 69A process. MeitY has also provided all central 

and state government agencies a "Template Blocking Order" 

to use to issue these unlawful information blocking orders to 

intermediaries. These ultra vires actions circumvent Section 

69A and violate the Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision in 

Shreya Singha/. 

r 
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6. As a result of MeitY's directions, the Ministry of Home Affairs 

(Respondent No. 3), the Ministry of Finance (Respondent No. 

4), the Ministry of Defence (Respondent No. 5), the Ministry 

of Railways (Respondent No. 6), and countless State 

government agencies have issued "notifications" purporting 

to empower their officers to issue information blocking 

orders under Section 79(3)(b ), in circumvention of the 

Section 69A process (impugned notifications). 

7. Pursuant to the impugned notifications, Respondents and 

state government agencies have issued numerous 

information blocking orders to X in violation of Section 69A 

as interpreted by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Shreya 

Singha!, and the Blocking Rules. 

8. As the Hon'ble Supreme Court held in Shreya Singha/, 

Section 79 is merely an exemption provision. It provides a 

safe-harbour exemption to intermediaries from liability for 

third-party information. Section 79(3)(b) merely sets out an 

instance where an intermediary would not be entitled to the 

safe-harbour exemption. Section 79(3)(b) is not a source of 

power for the government to issue information blocking 

orders without any of the requirements and safeguards of 

Section 69A as interpreted in Shreya Singha/, and the 

Blocking Rules. Respondents' contrary reading would render 

Section 69A and the Supreme Court's decision in Shreya 

Singha/ meaningless and ineffective. 



19 

9. Respondents' interpretation also cannot withstand logic 

because it would mean that MeitY has the power to issue 

information blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b), and 

does not have to follow the Section 69A process. 

10. In Shreya Singha!, the Hon'ble Supreme Court upheld 

Section 69A as an information blocking power only because 

it is "a narrowly drawn provision with several safeguards", 

the government must comply with the requirements and 

safeguards of the Blocking Rules, and blocking can be 

ordered only in limited circumstances and under six of the 

narrow grounds specified in Article 19(2) of the Constitution 

(para 112, 114-115, 121). 

11. These safeguards and requirements do not exist in Section 

79(3)(b), unlike Section 69A. Instead, Section 79(3)(b) 

refers broadly to an "unlawful act" and contains no 

procedures for exercising the power to block information. 

Thus, Section 79(3)(b) cannot confer power to issue 

information blocking orders. If read as an empowering 

provision, Section 79(3)(b) would not survive the test of 

constitutionality and narrow tailoring set out in Shreya 

Singha/. 

12. On MeitY's instructions, Respondent No. 3 (MHA) has also 

created an online Censorship Portal where central and 

state agencies and local police officers can issue Section 

79(3)(b) information blocking orders to X, outside the 
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Section 69A process. The Censorship Portal creates an 

impermissible parallel mechanism to Section 69A, but 

without the procedures or safeguards of Section 69A, in 

violation of the Constitution, IT Act, Blocking Rules, and the 

Hon'ble Supreme Court's ruling in Shreya Singha/. 

13. The MHA also demands that X appoint a "nodal officer" to 

ensure compliance with the unlawful information blocking 

orders that will be issued through the Censorship Portal 

under Section 79(3)(b). This, too, is impermissible. X has 

already complied with the IT Act by appointing officers under 

Rule 4 of the Information Technology (Intermediary 

Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics Code) Rules, 2021 (IT 

Rules). There is no statutory backing to direct the 

appointment of another officer under the IT Act. 

14. Neither Section 79, nor any other law, authorizes the MHA to 

create the Censorship Portal, requires X to join it, or requires 

X to appoint another officer outside of the requirements of 

the IT Act. 

15. Respondents' unlawful actions and the Censorship Portal will 

result in significant and unrestrained censorship of 

information in India. Consequently, X files this Writ Petition 

under Article 226 of the Constitution. 

16. X's main grounds are summarized below: 
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a. The plain reading of Section 79(3)(b) does not confer 

power to issue information blocking orders under the 

IT Act. 

i. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in Shreya Singha/, at 

para 121, recognized that Section 79 is an 

exemption provision which exempts intermediaries 

from liability for third-party content. 

ii. Parliament enacted Section 79 in 2000 as an 

exemption provision. In 2009, Parliament added 

Section 69A and expanded Section 79's exemption 

provision. A full 23 years after Section 79 was 

enacted, and 14 years after the current version 

went into effect, Respondents are now attempting 

to misuse Section 79 to create an unlawful 

blocking mechanism without the safeguards of 

Section 69A as interpreted in Shreya Singha/. 

iii. Section 79 merely exempts intermediaries from 

liability for third-party content; it does not 

empower the government to issue information 

blocking orders in violation of Section 69A. 

b. Reading Section 79(3)(b) as empowering the 

government to issue information blocking orders in 

violation of Section 69A and the Blocking Rules would 

render Section 69A and the Supreme Court's decision 

in Shreya Singha/ otiose, ineffective and meaningless. 
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c. Respondents' interpretation eviscerates Section 69A 

from the IT Act. It would mean that MeitY has the 

power to issue information blocking orders under 

Section 79(3)(b), and does not have to follow the 

Section 69A process. 

d. Respondents' interpretation violates Article 14 of the 

Constitution and will be manifestly arbitrary because 

the same information may be blocked under Section 

69A and Section 79(3)(b), one with safeguards and 

the other without. While the requirements of Section 

69A and Blocking Rules must necessarily be met to 

order information blocking under Section 69A, 

Respondents can issue a blocking order for the same 

information under Section 79(3)(b), without complying 

with any of the safeguards that exist under Section 

69A and Blocking Rules. 

e. Alternatively, Respondents' interpretation is illogical 

because it means the government must comply with 

the safeguards of Section 69A and Blocking Rules to 

block information affecting the "sovereignty and 

integrity of India, defence of India, security of the 

State" - but it can block any "unlawful" information 

under any law in force pursuant to Section 79(3)(b) 

without any safeguards whatsoever. 
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f. Respondents' incorrect interpretation would render 

Section 79(3)(b) unconstitutional under the law laid 

down in Shreya Singha/. The Hon'ble Supreme Court 

upheld Section 69A as an information blocking power 

only because it is "a narrowly drawn provision with 

several safeguards", the government must comply with 

the requirements and safeguards of the Blocking 

Rules, and blocking can be ordered only in limited 

circumstances and under six of the narrow grounds 

specified in Article 19(2) of the Constitution. Section 

79(3)(b) does not contain any of those safeguards or 

requirements. 

g. The impugned notifications violate the law declared in 

Shreya Singha/ and therefore Article 141 of the 

Constitution. 

i. The impugned notifications violate Section 69A, 

the Blocking Rules, and Article 14 of the 

Constitution by attempting to create a blocking 

mechanism that circumvents Section 69A. 

ii. The impugned notifications are colourable 

exercises of power because they seek to empower 

the Respondents with the same power exercised 

by MeitY, except without any safeguards, and 

without the constitutional requirements set out in 

Shreya Singha/. 
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iii. The impugned notifications violate Separation of 

Powers because they encroach on a judicial 

function by allowing Respondents to arbitrarily 

decide what constitutes an "unlawful" act without 

due process of law. 

h. Similarly, the Censorship Portal is in contravention of 

law because it creates an impermissible parallel 

mechanism to Section 69A, but without the procedures 

and safeguards of Section 69A, in violation of the 

Constitution, IT Act, and Blocking Rules. 

i. Respondents' actions are colourable because through 

the impugned notifications and Censorship Portal, 

Respondents are attempting to bypass the multiple 

procedural safeguards in the Blocking Rules and the 

specified grounds of Section 69A, which are 

coextensive with six of the specified grounds in Article 

19(2) of the Constitution. This violates the law laid 

down by· the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Shreya 

Singha/. (K.C. Gajapati Narayan Deo v. State of 

Orissa, (1953) 2 sec 178, para 16 and 21) 

j. MeitY's actions are colourable exercises of power 

because MeitY has attempted to delegate power to 

central and state agencies and local police officers, 

that MeitY itself does not have under the IT Act - i.e., 

the power to issue information blocking orders under 
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Section 79(3)(b) in violation of Section 69A, the 

Blocking Rules, and the Supreme Court's decision in 

Shreya Singha/. 

k. MeitY seeks to do indirectly through other agencies, 

what it cannot do directly under Section 69A. In State 

of Punjab v. Gurdial Singh, (1980) 2 sec 471, para 9, 

the Hon'ble Supreme Court held that when power is 

exercised to attain ends beyond its sanctioned 

purposes by simulation or pretension of gaining a 

legitimate goal, it is a colourable exercise of power. 

One of the Ministry of Railways' unlawful blocking 

orders is copied to MeitY, which shows coordination 

among the two ministries and further demonstrates 

that MeitY is attempting to circumvent Section 69A 

through other agencies by using the impugned 

notifications. 

I. MeitY would have ultimate authority and ability to use 

other agencies as proxies to issue information blocking 

orders that MeitY itself cannot issue under Section 

69A, as illustrated below. A copy of the diagram is also 

annexed as Annexure B. 
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or state government agency can use the Section 69A 

process by sending a request to the Designated Officer 

under Section 69A. Under Rules 4 to 6 of the Blocking 

Rules, central ministries and state governments have nodal 

officers who send blocking requests to the Designated 

Officer. Any person can approach a nodal officer to forward 

the blocking request to the Designated Officer. For this 

purpose, MeitY already publishes on its website a list of the 

nodal officers of Central Ministries and State governments 

under the Blocking Rules. It is open to Respondents to use 

the existing and effective Section 69A process. 

18. Respondents' ultra vires actions and the impugned 

notifications aggrieve X because X's entire business model 

rests on people sharing lawful information with one 

another. The X platform derives value and revenue from its 

user base and the lawful content they generate. Unlawful 

or unjustified blocking orders cause harm to the X platform 

and its ability to operate. The issuance of information 

blocking orders without following due process of law, and 

in violation of the IT Act and the Constitution, aggrieves X, 

violates X's Article 14 rights, and detrimentally impacts its 

business. 

19. Respondents' actions also violate X's rights under Articles 

21 and 301 of the Constitution, including its right to 

conduct business and trade without unreasonable 

interference or arbitrary restriction (K.S. Puttaswamy 
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(Privacy-91.) v. Union of India, (2017) 10 sec 1, para 363: 

"As it is now clearly held by this Court that the rights 

guaranteed under Articles 14 and 21 are not confined only 

to citizens but available even to non-citizens, aliens or 

incorporated bodies even if they are [not] incorporated in 

India, etc."; State of Punjab v. Devans Modern Breweries 

Ltd., (2004) 11 sec 26, para 277: Article 301 applies to 

both citizens and non-citizens). 

20. Interim Relief: Pending final adjudication of this Writ 

Petition, X requests interim relief to restrain Respondents 

from taking any coercive or prejudicial action against X in 

relation to information blocking orders not issued in 

accordance with Section 69A and the Blocking Rules. X also 

requests interim relief to restrain Respondents from taking 

action against X for not joining the Censorship Portal, 

pending final adjudication of this Writ Petition. 

21. X has a prima facie case that Respondents' actions and the 

impugned notifications are unconstitutional and violate the 

IT Act, Blocking Rules, and the Hon'ble Supreme Court's 

decision in Shreya Singha/. Failure to grant the interim 

prayer will expose X to harsh, arbitrary, and excessive 

consequences because X would have to comply with illegal 

blocking orders. No prejudice will be caused to 

Respondents if the interim prayer is allowed because 

Respondents have an effective legal mechanism to issue 

information blocking orders, i.e. the Section 69A 
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process. Granting the interim orders is also in the public 

interest because the public interest is best served by 

following the Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision in Shreya 

Singha/ and the mandatory safeguards of the Blocking 

Rules. 

22. Petitioner is a company incorporated in the United States 

of America. It operates a platform called "X" for users in 

India and is an "intermediary" under Section 2(1)(w) of the 

IT Act. 

23. Respondents are the "State" within the meaning of Article 

12 of the Constitution, and are therefore amenable to the 

writ jurisdiction of this Hon'ble High Court. 

24. Respondent No. 1 is the Union of India through the Ministry 

of Law and Justice. 

25. Respondent No. 2 is the Ministry of Electronics and 

Information Technology (MeitV). 

26. Respondent No. 3 is the Ministry of Home Affairs (MHA). 

27. Respondent No. 4 is the Ministry of Finance. 

28. Respondent No. 5 is the Ministry of Defense. 

29. Respondent No. 6 is the Ministry of Railways. 
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FACTS 

A. The IT Act, Section 69A and Section 79 

30. In 2000, the Parliament enacted the IT Act, which included 

Section 79's exemption provision that provided a safe 

harbour from liability for third-party content to "network 

service providers." 

31. The prior version of Section 79 did not empower the 

government to issue information blocking orders, nor did 

the government interpret it as such. This is clear from the 

then heading of Chapter XII - "Network Service Providers 

not to be liable in certain cases", and the marginal note to 

Section 79 - "Network Service Providers not to be liable in 

certain cases". 

32. In 2009, the Parliament passed the Information Technology 

(Amendment) Act, 2008, which: (i) added Section 69A to 

the IT Act, and (ii) amended Section 79 to its current 

version to expand the safe-harbour exemption from 

liability. 

33. The current version of Section 79 also does not empower 

the government to issue information blocking orders. That 

power is vested in Section 69A. This is clear from the 

heading of Chapter XII - "Intermediaries not to be liable in 

certain cases", and the marginal note to Section 79 -

"Exemption from liability of intermediary in certain cases". 
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34. Section 69A is extracted below: 

"69A. Power to issue directions for blocking for 
public access of any information through any 
computer resource.-(1) Where the Central 
Government or any of its officers specially authorised 
by it in this behalf is satisfied that it is necessary or 
expedient so to do, in the interest of sovereignty and 
integrity of India, defence of India, security of the 
State, friendly relations with foreign States or public 
order or for preventing incitement to the commission 
of any cognizable offence relating to above, it may 
subject to the provisions of sub-section (2), for 
reasons to be recorded in writing, by order, direct 
any agency of the Government or intermediary to 
block for access by the public or cause to be blocked 
for access by the public any information generated, 
transmitted, received, stored or hosted in any 
computer resource. 

(2) The procedure and safeguards subject to which 
such blocking for access by the public may be carried 
out, shall be such as may be prescribed. 

(3) The intermediary who fails to comply with the 
direction issued under sub-section (1) shall be 
punished with an imprisonment for a term which may 
extend to seven years and also be liable to fine." 

35. In 2009, the Blocking Rules were issued pursuant to 

Section 69A(2). 

36. Section 69A is the sole mechanism for the government to 

issue information blocking orders. Under Section 69A, a 

"Designated Officer" of the Central Government can direct 
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an intermediary to block information under specified 

circumstances, after complying with the procedures and 

safeguards prescribed in the Blocking Rules. The 

Designated Officer must be a high-ranking official of the 

Central Government, i.e., not below the rank of Joint 

Secretary. 

37. In 2015, the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Shreya Singha/ 

upheld the constitutional validity of Section 69A because 

Section 69A and the Blocking Rules prescribe necessary 

safeguards for the exercise of the information blocking 

power. These safeguards include an obligation to record 

reasons in writing [per Section 69A(l)]; pre-decisional 

hearings wherein the intermediary and aggrieved user 

participate (Rule 8); and post-decisional reviews of 

information blocking directions (Rule 14). 

38. In addition, the Hon'ble Supreme Court upheld Section 69A 

because it related to six of the specified grounds in Article 

19(2) of the Constitution, and therefore did not 

unreasonably restrict the freedom of speech and 

expression guaranteed in Article 19(1)(a). The Hon'ble 

Supreme Court also held that Section 79 is only an 

exemption provision. 

39. The relevant paragraphs of Shreya Singha/ are: 

"112. Section 69-A of the Information Technology 
Act has already been set out in para 2 of the 
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judgment. Under sub-section (2) thereof, the 2009 
[Blocking] Rules have been framed. Under Rule 3, 
the Central Government shall designate by 
notification in the Official Gazette an officer of the 
Central Government not below the rank of a Joint 
Secretary as the Designated Officer for the purpose 
of issuing direction for blocking for access by the 
public any information referable to Section 69-A of 
the Act. Under Rule 4, every organisation as defined 
under Rule 2(g) (which refers to the Government of 
India, State Governments, Union Territories and 
agencies of the Central Government as may be 
notified in the Official Gazette by the Central 
Government)-is to designate one of its officers as 
the "Nodal Officer". Under Rule 6, any person may 
send their complaint to the "Nodal Officer" of the 
organisation concerned for blocking, which complaint 
will then have to be examined by the organisation 
concerned regard being had to the parameters laid 
down in Section 69-A(l) and after being so satisfied, 
shall transmit such complaint through its Nodal 
Officer to the Designated Officer in a format specified 
by the Rules. The Designated Officer is not to 
entertain any complaint or request for blocking 
directly from any person. Under Rule 5, the 
Designated Officer may on receiving any such 
request or complaint from the Nodal Officer of an 
organisation or from a competent court, by order 
direct any intermediary or agency of the Government 
to block any information or part thereof for the 
reasons specified in Section 69-A(l). Under Rule 7 
thereof, the request/complaint shall then be 
examined by a Committee of Government Personnel 
who under Rule 8 are first to make all reasonable 
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efforts to identify the originator or intermediary who 
has hosted the information. If so identified, a notice 
shall issue to appear and submit their reply at a 
specified date and time which shall not be less than 
48 hours from the date and time of receipt of notice 
by such person or intermediary. The Committee then 
examines the request and is to consider whether the 
request is covered by Section 69-A(l) and is then to 
give a specific recommendation in writing to the 
Nodal Officer of the organisation concerned. It is only 
thereafter that the Designated Officer is to submit 
the Committee's recommendation to the Secretary, 
Department of Information Technology who is to 
approve such requests or complaints. Upon such 
approval, the Designated Officer shall then direct any 
agency of Government or intermediary to block the 
offending information. Rule 9 provides for blocking of 
information in cases of emergency where delay 
caused would be fatal in which case the blocking may 
take place without any opportunity of hearing. The 
Designated Officer shall then, not later than 48 hours 
of the issue of the interim direction, bring the 
request before the Committee referred to earlier, and 
only on the recommendation of the Committee, is the 
Secretary Department of Information Technology to 
pass the final order. Under Rule 10, in the case of an 
order of a competent court in India, the Designated 
Officer shall, on receipt of a certified copy of a court 
order, submit it to the Secretary, Department of 
Information Technology and then initiate action as 
directed by the Court. In addition to the above 
safeguards, under Rule 14 a Review Committee shall 
meet at least once in two months and record its 
findings as to whether directions issued are in 
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accordance with Section 69-A(l) and if it is of the 
contrary opinion, the Review Committee may set 
aside such directions and issue orders to unblock the 
said information. Under Rule 16, strict confidentiality 
shall be maintained regarding all the requests and 
complaints received and actions taken thereof. 

114. It will be noticed that Section 69-A unlike 
Section 66-A is a narrowly drawn provision with 
several safeguards. First and foremost, blocking can 
only be resorted to where the Central Government is 
satisfied that it is necessary so to do. Secondly, such 
necessity is relatable only to some of the subjects set 
out in Article 19(2). Thirdly, reasons have to be 
recorded in writing in such blocking order so that 
they may be assailed in a writ petition under Article 
226 of the Constitution. 

115. The [Blocking] Rules further provide for a 
hearing before the Committee set up-which 
Committee then looks into whether or not it is 
necessary to block such information. It is only when 
the Committee finds that there is such a necessity 
that a blocking order is made. It is also clear from an 
examination of Rule 8 that it is not merely the 
intermediary who may be heard. If the "person" i.e. 
the originator is identified he is also to be heard 
before a blocking order is passed. Above all, it is only 
after these procedural safeguards are met that 
blocking orders are made and in case there is a 
certified copy of a court order, only then can such 
blocking order also be made. It is only an 
intermediary who finally fails to comply with the 
directions issued who is punishable under sub-section 
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(3) of Section 69-A. 

121. It must first be appreciated that Section 79 is 
an exemption provision. Being an exemption 
provision, it is closely related to provisions which 
provide for offences including Section 69-A. We have 
seen how under Section 69-A blocking can take place 
only by a reasoned order after complying with 
several procedural safeguards including a hearing to 
the originator and intermediary. We have also seen 
how there are only two ways in which a blocking 
order can be passed-one by the Designated Officer 
after complying with the 2009 Rules and the other by 
the Designated Officer when he has to follow an 
order passed by a competent court. The intermediary 
applying its own mind to whether information should 
or should not be blocked is noticeably absent in 
Section 69-A read with the 2009 Rules." 

[Emphasis supplied] 

40. For completeness, the Ministry of Information and 

Broadcasting may also issue information blocking orders 

only under Section 69A process, by following the 

safeguards and procedures in Rules 13 to 17 of the IT 

Rules, which are similar to the safeguards and procedures 

in the Blocking Rules. 

41. Thus, Section 69A comprises the sole statutory mechanism 

to issue information blocking orders under the IT Act. 

42. By contrast, Section 79 reads as follows: 
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"CHAPTER XII 

INTERMEDIARIES NOT TO BE LIABLE IN CERTAIN 
CASES 

79. Exemption from liability of intermediary in 
certain cases.-

(1) Notwithstanding anything contained in any law 
for the time being in force but subject to the 
prov1s1ons of sub-sections (2) and (3), an 
intermediary shall not be liable for any third party 
information, data, or communication link made 
available or hosted by him. 

(2) The provisions of sub-section (1) shall apply if­

(a) the function of the intermediary is limited 
to providing access to a communication system 
over which information made available by third 
parties is transmitted or temporarily stored or 
hosted; or 

(b) the intermediary does not-

(i) initiate the transmission, 

(ii) select the receiver of the 
transmission, and 

(iii) select or modify the information 
contained in the transmission; 

(c) the intermediary observes due diligence 
while discharging his duties under this Act and 
also observes such other guidelines as the 
Central Government may prescribe in this 
behalf. 

(3) The provisions of sub-section (1) shall not apply 
if-
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(a) the intermediary has conspired or abetted 
or aided or induced, whether by threats or 
promise or otherwise in the commission of the 
unlawful act; 

(b) upon receiving actual knowledge, or on 
being notified by the appropriate Government 
or its agency that any information, data or 
communication link residing in or connected to 
a computer resource controlled by the 
intermediary is being used to commit the 
unlawful act, the intermediary fails to 
expeditiously remove or disable access to that 
material on that resource without vitiating the 
evidence in any manner. 

Explanation.-For the purposes of this section, the 
expression "third party information" means any 
information dealt with by an intermediary in his 
capacity as an intermediary." 

43. The words "appropriate Government or its agency" refer to 

an information blocking order issued under the Section 69A 

process, because in Shreya Singha/ the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court held at para 121 that Section 79, as an exemption 

provision, "is closely related to provisions which provide for 

offences including Section 69-A." 

44. Thus, Section 79 exempts intermediaries from liability for 

third-party content if they satisfy the conditions therein. 

Section 79 does not confer any affirmative power to issue 

information blocking orders. That power is governed by 

Section 69A. 
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45. Even prior to the 2009 amendments, Section 79 was an 

exemption provision, which is clear from its language, 

which similarly stated: 

"Chapter XII 

Network service providers not to be liable in certain 
cases 

79. Network service providers not to be liable 
in certain cases.-For the removal of doubts, it is 
hereby declared that no person providing any service 
as a network service provider shall be liable under 
this Act, rules or regulations made thereunder for 
any third party information or data made available by 
him if he proves that the offence or contravention 
was committed without his knowledge or that he had 
exercised all due diligence to prevent the commission 
of such offence or contravention. 

Explanation.-For the purpose of this section, 

(a) "network service provider" means an 
intermediary; 

(b) "third party information" means any 
information dealt with by a network service 
provider in his capacity as an intermediary." 

46. Thus, Section 79 is an exemption provision. Section 79 

does not empower the government to issue information 

blocking orders in violation of Section 69A. 
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B. Respondents' interpretation of Section 79 in a 
manner contrary to Shreya Singha/ violates Article 
141 of the Constitution. 

47. In Shreya Singha/, the Hon'ble Supreme Court read down 

Section 79, and expressly held that it is an exemption 

provision: 

"117. Section 79 belongs to Chapter XII of the Act in 
which intermediaries are exempt from liability if 
they fulfil the conditions of the section. 

121. It must first be appreciated that Section 79 is 
an exemption provision. Being an exemption 
provision, it is closely related to provisions which 
provide for offences including Section 69-A. We have 
seen how under Section 69-A blocking can take place 
only by a reasoned order after complying with 
several procedural safeguards including a hearing to 
the originator and intermediary. We have also seen 
how there are only two ways in which a 
blocking order can be passed-one by the 
Designated Officer after complying with the 2009 
Rules and the other by the Designated Officer when 
he has to follow an order passed by a competent 
court. The intermediary applying its own mind to 
whether information should or should not be blocked 
is noticeably absent in Section 69-A read with the 
2009 Rules." 

[Emphasis supplied] 

48. The law laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court is the law 

of the land (Kalyani Packaging Industry v. Union of India, 
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(2004) 6 sec 719, para 6). Because the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court has interpreted Section 79 as an exemption 

provision, it is not open for the Respondents to assign a 

different meaning to Section 79. 

49. Respondents's attempt to do so violates Article 141 of the 

Constitution (CCE v. Ratan Melting & Wire Industries, 

(2008) 13 sec 1, paras 7-8). 

50. Tthe Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that even a 

legislature has no power "to ask the instrumentalities of 

the State to disobey or disregard the decisions given by 

courts." (Municipal Corpn. of City of Ahmedabad v. New 

Shrock Spg. and Wvg. Co., (1970) 2 sec 280, para 7). 

51. Thus, the impugned notifications should be quashed for 

violating Article 141 of the Constitution and the law 

declared in Shreya Singha/. 

C. Respondents impermissibly rely on Section 79{3)(b) 
as an information blocking power. 

52. Despite the Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision in Shreya 

Singha/, Respondents have impermissibly relied on Section 

79(3)(b) to circumvent Section 69A. 

53. MeitY is the Ministry that is most familiar with Section 69A 

and the Hon'ble Supreme Court's ruling in Shreya Singha/. 

Yet it has taken steps that will eviscerate Section 69A from 

the IT Act. 
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54. Recently, X was informed by the MHA that MeitY has 

actively directed all central and state government agencies 

to issue information blocking orders under Section 

79(3)(b ). 

55. MHA provided a copy of MeitY's Office Memorandum No. 

1(4)/2020-CLES-1, dated 31.10.2023, that MeitY sent to 

all Central Ministries and Departments, and all States and 

Union Territories. A copy of this document is annexed as 

Annexure C (MeitY Memorandum). 

56. The MeitY Memorandum incorrectly states that Section 

79(3)(b) empowers "all Central Ministries / Departments" 

and "all States / Union Territories" to issue information 

blocking orders. 

57. The MeitY Memorandum requests all Central Ministries and 

State governments to designate agencies to issue 

information blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b) and to 

"confirm the same to MeitY for overall co-ordination." 

58. The MeitY Memorandum attaches a Template Blocking 

Order titled "[MODEL FORMAT FOR TAKEDOWN NOTICE TO 

INTERMEDIARIES]." MeitY designed this template and 

instructed all Central and State agencies to use it to send 

information blocking orders for any "unlawful information." 
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D. Countless government agencies have designated 
their officials to issue information blocking orders 
under Section 79(3)(b). 

59. After MeitY's Memorandum, countless central and state 

agencies issued "notifications" designating entire 

departments and scores of officials to issue information 

blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b). 

a. On 13.03.2024, the MHA authorized the Indian 

Cyber Crime Coordination Centre "to be the agency 

of the Ministry of Home Affairs to perform the 

functions under [Section 79(3)(b) of the IT Act]" and 

to issue information blocking orders for any 

"unlawful" act, without following the Section 69A 

process. A copy of this notification is annexed as 

Annexure D. 

b. On 24.10.2024, the Ministry of Defence authorized 

the Additional Directorate General of Strategic 

Communication in the Indian army to issue 

information blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b ), 

without following the Section 69A process. A copy of 

that notification is annexed as Annexure E. 

c. On 24.10.2024, the Ministry of Railways issued a 

notification authorizing the Executive Director 

(Information and Publicity) to issue information 

blocking orders under Section 79, without following 
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the Section 69A process. A copy of that notification is 

annexed as Annexure F. 

d. On 06.01.2025, the Ministry of Finance was 

authorized by the Central Government to issue 

information blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b), 

without following the Section 69A process. A copy of 

the notification is annexed as Annexure G. 

e. On 28.10.2024, the Government of West Bengal 

sent a letter to MeitY, authorizing many of its local 

police officers to issue information blocking orders 

under Section 79(3)(b), without following the Section 

69A process. A copy of that letter is annexed as 

Annexure H. 

f. On 19.11.2024, the Government of Goa issued a 

notification authorizing its police personnel to issue 

information blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b), 

without following the Section 69A process. A copy of 

that notification is annexed as Annexure J. 

g. On 26.12.2024, the Government of NCT of Delhi 

issued a notification authorizing countless unnamed 

police officers to issue information blocking orders 

under Section 79(3)(b), without following the Section 

69A process. A copy of that notification is annexed as 

Annexure K. 
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h. On 31.01.2025, the Government of Punjab issued 

a notice authorizing countless unnamed police 

officers to issue information blocking orders under 

Section 79(3)(b), without following the Section 69A 

process. A copy of that notification is annexed as 

Annexure L. 

60. Central and state agencies are now issuing the impugned 

notifications and information blocking orders under Section 

79(3)(b) with increasing frequency. 

61. Respondents have thus created a parallel mechanism to 

Section 69A, but without the procedures and safeguards of 

Section 69A - in violation of the Constitution, IT Act, 

Blocking Rules and the Hon'ble Court's decision in Shreya 

Singha/. 

E. MeitY's and MHA's actions contravene the holdings of 
the Hon'ble High Courts recognizing that State 
governments cannot issue information blocking 
orders under the IT Act. 

62. The Hon'ble High Court of Bombay in Imran Khan v. State 

of Maharashtra & Ors., PIL-CJ-LD-VC-23 of 2020, in its 

judgment dated 21.08.2020, relied on Shreya Singha/ to 

affirm that State Governments cannot issue blocking 

orders: 

"16. ... Suffice it to note, the decision in Shreya 
Singha/ (supra) says that there are only two ways 
in which a blocking order can be passed - o7e 

/:,~ 
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Designated Officer after complying with the 2009 
[Blocking] Rules and the other by the Designated 
Officer when he has to follow an order passed by the 
competent Court. The position in law is, thus, 
unambiguous that neither the State nor its 
police force can issue a blocking order; it is left 
to the discretion of the Designated Officer under the 
2009 [Blocking] Rules to himself pass an order for 
blocking, if the circumstances call for such an order, 
or block in deference to an order of a competent 
court." 

[Emphasis supplied] 

63. Similarly, the Hon'ble High Court of Calcutta in Facebook. 

Inc v. State Of West Bengal & Anr., C.R.R. No. 2332 / 

2017, in its judgment dated 03.01.2018, held that even a 

magistrate court cannot be an "authorized officer" under 

Section 69A or pass an information blocking order under 

the IT Act (paras 9-11, 18): 

"18. ... An Executive Magistrate cannot pass any 
order beyond his territorial jurisdiction. Jurisdiction of 
cyber law is wide enough and for that reason Section 
69A of the Act is codified and our Hon'ble Apex 
Court clearly held that Information Technology 
Act is a complete code." 

[Emphasis supplied] 

64. Despite these holdings, MeitY and MHA have informed all 

State governments that they are authorized to issue 

information blocking orders under the IT Act. 
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65. This unlawful takedown regime is a colourable exercise of 

power because it impermissibly allows MeitY to use other 

central agencies, state governments, and local police 

officers to issue information blocking orders that MeitY 

cannot issue itself under Section 69A. 

F. The Censorship Portal violates the IT Act, Blocking 
Rules, and the Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision in 
Shreya Singha/. 

66. Acting on the instructions of MeitY, the MHA also created a 

Censorship Portal that it refers to as a "Sahyog portal" to 

make the concept easier to accept. The purpose of the 

Censorship Portal is to allow countless central and state 

agencies and local police officers to issue information 

blocking orders under Section 79(3)(b ), in violation of 

Section 69A and the Hon'ble Supreme Court's holding in 

Shreya Singha/. 

67. During a meeting with X on 17.12.2024, the MHA stated 

that it has only been acting on the instructions of MeitY to 

create the Censorship Portal. 

68. The MHA also demands that X appoint a "Nodal Officer" to 

ensure compliance with the unlawful blocking orders that 

will be issued through the Censorship Portal. A copy of 

MHA's letter dated 09.10.2024 is annexed as Annexure M. 

69. This, too, is impermissible. X has already complied with the 

IT Act by appointing the required officers under Rule 4 of 

~ } 
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the IT Ru les. A copy of

lL.tL.2024 objecting to the MHA's

annexed as Annexure N,

X's letter dated

Censorship Portal is

70.

7t.

Thus, the Censorship Portal is in contravention of law.

Neither Section 79 of the IT Act, nor any statute,

authorizes the creation of the Censorship Portal or requires

that X join it.

In a habeas corpus petition against the Government of

NCI Delhi to produce a petitioner's missing son (W.P.

(CRL) 1563/2024), MHA reiterated its assertion that the

Censorship Portal is valid and that Section 79(3)(b)

authorizes the government to issue information blocking

orders. That proceeding is different, but for the purpose of

full and complete disclosure, the gist of that proceeding is

set out:

a. The petitioner in that case sought a writ of habeas

corpus against the Government of NCI Delhi to
produce the petitioner's missing son. Delhi Police

filed a status report alleging that another
intermediary, Meta Platforms Inc., did not provide

information in a timely manner.

b. The Hon'ble Delhi High Court issued notice to other
intermediaries who were not part of the case

(including X) to consider their standard operating
protocols to deal with requests for information.

c. MeitY and MHA were also made a party to the habeas

corpus petition and they filed affidavits regarding the

,r/
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Censorship Portal. 

72. X submits that neither the interpretation of Section 

79(3)(b) nor the impugned notifications are challenged 

before the Hon'ble Delhi High Court. X has not filed any 

other similar Writ Petition relating to the subject matter of 

the present Writ Petition, either in this Hon'ble Court or 

before any other Court in India. 

73. Through the impugned notifications and the Censorship 

Portal, Respondents are attempting to bypass the 

safeguards in the Blocking Rules and the grounds of 

Section 69A, which are coextensive with six of the specified 

grounds in Article 19(2) of the Constitution. This is 

colourable because information that cannot be blocked 

under Section 69A is sought to be blocked without 

complying with the safeguards of the Blocking Rules and 

Section 69A as interpreted by the Hon'ble Supreme Court 

in Shreya Singha/ (K.C. Gajapati Narayan Deo v. State of 

Orissa, (1953) 2 sec 178, para 16 and 21). 

74. Respondents' unlawful actions and the Censorship Portal 

will result in significant and unrestrained censorship of 

information in India and will have a chilling effect on free 

speech. 
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G. The Central Government and the States already have 
a legal mechanism to issue information blocking 
orders under Section 69A and Blocking Rules. 

75. All government agencies, including any local police officers, 

can seek information blocking under Section 69A and the 

Blocking Rules, which provide emergency blocking 

procedures. Any government agency can use the Section 

69A process by sending a request to the Designated Officer 

under Section 69A. Under Rules 4 to 6 of the Blocking 

Rules, central ministries and state governments have nodal 

officers who send blocking requests to the Designated 

Officer. Any person, including local police officials, can 

approach a nodal officer to forward the request for blocking 

to the Designated Officer. 

76. MeitY already publishes on its website a list of the nodal 

officers of Central Ministries and State governments: 

https://www.meity.gov.in/document~act-and-policies/secti 

on-69a-of-it-act-2?pageTitle=Section-69A-of-IT-Act. 

Annexed as Annexure P is the List of Nodal Officers of 

Central Ministries/Departments under the Blocking Rules. 

Annexed as Annexure Q is the List of Nodal Officers of 

States under the Blocking Rules. 

77. It is open to Respondents to use the existing and effective 

Section 69A process, instead of circumventing Section 69A 

of the IT Act and the Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision in 

Shreya Singha/. 
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78. Respondents would suffer no prejudice by a declaration 

that Section 79(3)(b) does not confer authority to issue 

information blocking orders, because Respondents already 

have a lawful mechanism to issue information blocking 

orders under Section 69A. 

79. X having been left with no other alternative or efficacious 

remedy, notified the government on 14.02.2025 that it will 

file this Writ Petition. A copy of that letter is annexed as 

Annexure R. 

80. Each of the grounds in this Writ Petition is made in the 

alternative and without prejudice to the other grounds: 

GROUNDS 

A. The text of Section 79(3){b) establishes that it is an 
exemption provision and not a power to issue 
information blocking orders under the IT Act. 

81. As discussed above, Section 79 is an exemption provision. 

It provides a safe-harbour exemption from liability for 

third-party content. Section 79 does not empower the 

government to issue information blocking orders. That 

power is governed by Section 69A. 

82. The literal text of Section 79 makes this conclusion clear 

(UoI v. Exide Industries, (2020) 5 sec 274, para 33). 

83. Section 79(3) begins with the words: "(3) The provisions of 

sub-section (1) shall not apply if-". It is evident from these 
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words that the sole object of Section 79(3) is to stipulate 

circumstances when the safe harbour conferred under 

Section 79(1) ceases to be available. Section 79(3)(a) and 

(b) illustrate the circumstances when 79(3) comes into 

effect, i.e. the safe harbour is lost. Consequently, 79(3)(b) 

cannot be construed as an empowering provision. 

84. That Section 79(3)(b) does not confer power to issue 

information blocking orders is also clear from the heading 

of Chapter XII - "Intermediaries not to be liable in certain 

cases", and the marginal note to Section 79 - "Exemption 

from liability of intermediary in certain cases". As the 

Hon'ble Supreme Court held, these headings and marginal 

notes may be used to determine the sense of any doubtful 

expression in the statute. (Tata Power Co. v. Reliance 

Energy, (2009) 16 sec 659, paras 91-93, 95, 100). 

85. Even before the 2009 amendment, Section 79 was an 

exemption provision which is clear from the heading of 

Chapter XII - "Network Service Providers not to be liable in 

certain cases", and marginal note to Section 79 - "Network 

Service Providers not to be liable in certain cases". 

86. Thus, the plain language of Section 79, along with the 

chapter heading and the marginal note as well as the 

legislative history, lead to the inescapable conclusion that 

Section 79 is an exemption provision and not a provision 

empowering the government to circumvent Section 69A. 
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B. Section 69A is the sole mechanism for Respondents 
to issue information blocking orders under the IT 
Act. 

87. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in Shreya Singha/ held that 

Section 69A is the only power by the government to issue 

information blocking orders: 

"121. ... We have also seen how there are only two 
ways in which a blocking order can be passed - one 
by the Designated Officer after complying with the 
2009 [Blocking] Rules and the other by the 
Designated Officer when he has to follow an order 
passed by a competent court ... " 

[emphasis added] 

88. Therefore, Section 79(3)(b) cannot be a power to issue 

blocking orders. When the law explicitly states one thing, it 

implicitly excludes all others (expressio unius est exclusio 

alterius) (Lalita Kumari v. Govt. of U.P., (2014) 2 sec 1, 

para 85). 

89. Because the Parliament expressly provides a mechanism 

for information blocking in Section 69A, a parallel 

mechanism that does not contain the procedures and 

safeguards that are built in Section 69A is necessarily 

excluded. 

90. Section 69A was inserted in the IT Act by the same 

amendment which amended Section 79 to its current 

version, i.e., the Information Technology (Amendment) 

Act, 2008. Therefore, the Parliament deliberately enacted 
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Section 69A as the sole power to order information 

blocking, and the current version of Section 79 expanded 

the safe-harbour exemption from liability. This conscious 

segregation by the Parliament is further evidence that 

Section 79 was not enacted as the power to order 

information blocking. 

91. In R.S. Raghunath v. State of Karnataka, (1992) 1 sec 
335, para 12, the Hon'ble Supreme Court holds that, "The 

court must ascertain the intention of the legislature by 

directing its attention not merely to the clauses to be 

construed but to the entire statute; it must compare the 

clause with other parts of the law and the setting in 

which the clause to be interpreted occurs." 

92. Applying this rule, Section 79 cannot be read in isolation 

and must be read with Section 69A. This is what the 

Hon'ble Supreme Court did in Shreya Singal, para 121, 

where it held: "It must first be appreciated that Section 79 

is an exemption provision. Being an exemption provision, it 

is closely related to provisions which provide for offences 

including Section 69-A." 

93. Obviously, the two sections have not been enacted to serve 

the same purpose. The setting of Section 79 makes it 

apparent that Section 79 was enacted as an exemption 

provision and Section 69A was enacted as empowering the 

issuing of information blocking orders. 
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94. Moreover, in Rajnarain Singh v. Chairman, Patna 

Administration Committee, (1954) 2 sec 82, paras 30-31, 

the Hon'ble Supreme Court held that the Legislature 

cannot delegate legislative functions to the executive 

branch: "To alter the essential character of an Act or to 

change it in material particulars is to legislate, and that, 

namely, the power to legislate, all authorities are agreed 

cannot be delegated by a legislature ... " If the Legislature 

had wanted Section 79(3)(b) to establish a parallel 

information blocking regime outside of the Section 69A 

process, it could have done so expressly by legislative 

enactment in the IT Act. It did not do so. 

C. Respondents' interpretation of Section 79(3)(b) 
eviscerates Section 69A from the IT Act and renders 
it meaningless and ineffective. 

95. If Section 79(3)(b) authorized the government to issue 

information blocking orders, it would mean that MeitY has 

• the power to issue information blocking orders under 

Section 79(3)(b), and does not have to follow the Section 

69A process. 

96. It would mean that government agencies do not have to 

follow Section 69A at all, which would defeat the entire 

purpose of Section 69A and the Supreme Court's holding in 

Shreya Singha/. 
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97. Respondents' interpretation of Section 79(3Xb) eviscerates

Section 69A from the IT Act. It renders Section 59A and

the Supreme Court's holding in Shreya Singhal otiose,

meaningless and ineffective.

98 The Hon'ble Supreme Court holds in H.S. Vankani v. State

of Gujarat, (2010) 4 SCC 301, at para 43l- *It is a

well-settled principle of interpretation of statutes that a

construction should not be put on a statutory provision

which would lead to manifest absurdity, futility, palpable

injustice and absurd inconvenience or anomaly."

99. ln CIT v. Hindustan Bulk Carriers, (2003) 3 SCC 57 at para

18, the Hon'ble Supreme Court also holds that a "statute

must be read as a whole and one provision of the Act

should be construed with reference to other provisions

in the same Act so as to make a consistent enactment of

the whole statute."

100. Applying this rule, section 694 is the mechanism to issue

information blocking orders, and Section 79 is an

exemption provision, as the Hon'ble Supreme Court held in

shreya singhal (para L2L). Such a construction renders

the IT Act consistent and meaningful.

101. By contrast, construing both Section 69A and Section 79 as

conferring a power to issue information blocking orders,

one with safeguards and the other without safeguards,

would render section 69A meaningless and ineffective.

/ ,/
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It is a settled principle of interpretation that all the

provisions should be harmoniously interpreted to give

effect to all the provisions and no part thereof rendered

surplusage or otiose (Rajendra Prasad Yadav v. State of

M.P., (t997) 6 SCC 678, para 51). Interpreting Section 79

as a power to block would render Section 69A otiose

because government authorities can pass blocking orders

under Section 79 without any safeguards at all, instead of

following the Section 69A process.

Respondents' interpretation violates Article t4
because the same information may be blocked under
Section 69A and Section 79(3)(b), one with
safeguards and the other without.

Respondents' interpretation of Section 79(3)(b) also

violates Article t4 of the Constitution. If both Section 694

and Section 79(3)(b) empower blocking, then the same

information can be blocked by two separate mechanisms -
one mechanism with the safeguards of Section 694 and the

Blocking Rules, and another mechanism under Section

79(3)(b) without any protections whatsoever.

tO4. This interpretation violates Article 14 of the Constitution

because it violates the law laid down by the Hon'ble

Supreme Court in Rustom Cavasjee Cooper (Banks

Nationalisation) v. lJnion of India, (1970) 1 SCC 248, atp-

296:
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"69. Protection of Article 14.-By Article 14 of the
Constitution the State is enjoined not to deny to any
person equality before the law or the equal
protection of the laws within the territory of India.
The Article forbids class legislation, but not

reasonable classification in making laws. The test of
permissible classification under an Act lies in two

cumulative conditions: (i) classification under the Act

must be founded on an intelligible differentia
distinguishing persons, transactions or things
grouped together from others left out of the group;

and (ii) the differential has a rational relation to the

object sought to be achieved by the Act; there must

be a nexus between the basis of classification and

the object of the Act."

105. As the Hon'ble supreme court also explained in u.P. Power

Corpn. v. Ayodhya Prasad Mishra, (2008) 10 SCC 139, for

a governmental action to be constitutionally valid under

Article 14, it must meet the twin test below:

"37, Every classification, to be legal, valid and

permissible, must fulfil the twin test, namely:

(i) the classification must be founded on an

intelligible differentia which distinguishes
persons or things that are grouped together
from others left out of the group; and

(ii) such differentia must have a rational

relation to the object sought to be achieved by

the statute or legislation in question.

40. It is well settled that equals cannot be treated

unequally."

lfr
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Respondents' interpretation violates these tests because

the same information may be blocked under Section 59A or

Section 79(3)(b).

While the safeguards under Section 69A and Blocking Rules

must necessarily be met to order information blocking

under Section 69A, Respondents can issue a blocking order

for the same information under Section 79(3)(b), without

complying with anv of the safeguards that exist under

section 69A. There is no 'intelligible differentia' justifying

such a distinct blocking mechanism without any

safeguards.

108. Similar information is being treated dissimilarly and there

is neither intelligible differentia nor any basis for such

classification. As such, the impugned notifications are ex

facie violative of Article 14 and the standard laid down by

the Hon'ble SuPreme Court.

109. Alternatively, Respondents' interpretation of Section

79(3)(b) is also illogical. It means that the government

must follow the requirements and safeguards under

section 69A and the Blocking Rules, in order to block

information affecting inter alia the "sovereignty and

integrity of India, defence of India, security of the State" -
but it can block any "unlawful" information under any law

in force under Section 79(3)(b) without following any

safeg ua rds whatsoever.
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Construing Section 79(3Xb) as an information
blocking power would render it unconstitutional
under Shreya Singhal.

Without prejudice to the submission that Section 79(3Xb)

can only bear the meaning assigned to it in Shreya

Singhal, it is submitted that interpreting Section 79(3)(b)

to empower information blocking orders would render it

unconstitutional under the law laid down by the Hon'ble

Supreme Court in Shreya Singhal.

111. In Shreya Singhal, the Hon'ble Supreme Court upheld

Section 69A as an information blocking power only because

it is "a narrowly drawn provision with several safeguards",

and blocking can be ordered only in accordance with the

Blocking Rules, and only under six narrow grounds in

Article 19(2) of the Constitution (para ttz, tl4-tts, tZL):

*114. It will be noticed that Section 69-A unlike

Section 66-4 is a narrowly drawn provision with

several safeguards. First and foremost, blocking can

only be resorted to where the Central Government is

satisfied that it is necessary so to do. Secondly, such

necessity is relatable only to some of the subjects set

out in Article 19(2). Thirdly, reasons have to be

recorded in writing in such blocking order so that
they may be assailed in a writ petition under Article

226 of the Constitution."

t12. For example, the Hon'ble supreme court explained at para

t27:

t/
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*121. ... under Section 69-A blocking can take place

only by a reasoned order after complying with
several procedural safeguards including a hearing to
the originator and intermediarY."

113. Section 79(3)(b) does not contain any of the above

safeguards or requirements. Thus, construing Section

79(3)(b) as an information blocking power would render it

unconstitutional under Shreya Singhal.

It4. It is settled law that a statutory provision should be

interpreted to save it from unconstitutionality. (See

Tinsukhia Electric Supply v. State of Assam, (1989) 3 SCC

709, para 118 ("Ihe courts strongly lean against any

construction which tends to reduce a statute to futility. The

provision of a statute must be so construed as to make it

effective and operative..."); CIT v. S. Teia, 1958 SCC

OnLine SC 30, para 9).

115. In addition, construing Section 79(3)(b) as empowering

the issuance of blocking orders, without any procedure to

govern this power such as the constitutional safeguards of

Section 69A and the Blocking Rules, renders section

79(3)(b) unconstitutional under Article L4 of the

Constitution as manifestly arbitrary. (Shayara Bano v.

lJnion of India, AIR 2077 SC 4609, para 87: "What is

manifestly arbitrary is obviously unreasonable and being

contrary to the rule of law, would violate Article 14').
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116. Respondents' interpretation of Section 79(3)(b) also

violates Article 74 because information blocking can be

ordered without affording a hearing to the originator and

intermediary. This violates the principles of natural justice,

which is guaranteed under Article t4 (Union of India v.

Tulsiram Patel, (1985) 3 SCC 398, para 101).

Lt7. Respondents' ultra vires actions also violate X's rights

under Article L4, which include the right to fair and equal

treatment, and a fair and effective opportunity of hearing.

(Mithu v. Sfate of Punjab, (1983) 2 SCC 277, para 18,

holding the deprivation of rights and safeguards "bound to

result in injustice is harsh, arbitrary and uniust.').

Respondents' interpretation of Section 79(3Xb)
violates the Separation of Powers and encroaches on

a judicial function by allowing Respondents to
arbitrarily determine what constitutes an "unlawful
act" without due process of law'

118. Respondents' interpretation of Section 79(3)(b) encroaches

on a judicial function by allowing countless central and

state government officials, and local police officers, to

unilaterally and arbitrarily adjudicate what constitutes an

..unlawful act" and order blocking throughout all of India.

The impugned notifications purport to allow those officials

to issue information blocking orders for any allegedly

"unlawful" information or "ily information which is

prohibited under any law". The impugned notifications give

F

119.
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absolute discretion to countless government officials to

decide what is unlawful and block it from the Internet.

Thus, information that only a court must adjudicate to be

t'unlawful" after a full fledged trial can now be determined

by central ministries, stage government agencies, and local

police officers as unlawful under Section 79(3)(b) without

even hearing the originators or users - this is manifestly

arbitrary and strikes at the root of the Separation of

Powers.

It is settled law that discretion means sound discretion

guided by law. The Hon'ble Supreme Court held in

Naraindas Indurkhya v.Sfafe of M.P., (L974) 4 SCC 788,

para 21:

"If power conferred by statute on any authority of
the State is vagrant and unconfined and no

standards or principles are laid down by the statute
to guide and control the exercise of such power, the
statute would be violative of the equality clause,

because it would permit arbitrary and capricious
exercise of poweq which is the anti-thesis of equality
before law."

This is all the more relevant because the language of

Section 79(3)(b) applies to any "unlawful" act, unlike

Section 69A which applies to six of the narrow grounds in

Article 19(2) of the Constitution.
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L23. Respondents' incorrect interpretation bears a significant

similarity to the circumstances that the Hon'ble Supreme

Court struck down in Shreya Singhal. ln Shreya Singhal,

the Hon'ble Supreme Court struck down Section 66-A of

the IT Act and Section 118 of the Kerala Police Act for

creating an overbroad and vague offence similar to the

language in the impugned notifications.

L24. By contrast, Section 694 was upheld because it grants the

government power to block information only in specific and

limited scenarios prescribed under Section 69A(1), such as

in the interest of sovereignty and integrity of India,

defence of India, security of the State, friendly relations

with foreign States, and public order. Section 694 does not

involve a broad and sweeping determination of what is

"unlawful" across all statutes in force across the country.

The Hon'ble Supreme Court held that Section 69A is

constitutional because of its "narrowly tailored grounds."

By contrast, the impugned notifications give countless

officers the supposed power to determine what is

"unlawful" across all statutes in force across the country.

125. The impugned notifications also violate the Separation of

Powers because they encroach on a judicial function by

allowing countless officers to adjudicate what is "unlawful"

without due process of law,

/,/
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126. The Hon'ble Supreme Court defines a judicial function as

"the interpretation of the law and its application by rule or

discretion to the facts of particular cases" (Bank of New

York v. Zenith Infotech Ltd., (20L7) 5 SCC 1, para 23). It

is trite that the determination of Iawfulness is reserved for

the judiciary, not the executive branch. As the Hon'ble

Supreme Court held:

*23. ...The judicial function consists in the

interpretatlon of the law and its application by rule or

discretion to the facts of particular cases. This

involves the ascertainment of facts in dispute

according to the law of evidence. The organs which

the state sets up to exercise the judicial function are

called courts of law or courts of justice'

Administration consists of the operations, whatever

their intrinsic nature may be, which are performed by

administrators; and administrators are all state
officials who are neither legislators nor Judges.

Judicial function is exercised under legal authority to

decide on the disputes, after hearing the parties,

maybe after making an enquiry, and the decision

affects the rights and obligations of the parties.

There is a duty to act judicially. The Judge may

construe the law and apply it to a particular state of

facts presented for the determination of the

controversY."

727. ln Amish Devgan v. union of India, (2021) 1 SCC 1, the

Supreme Court outlines the difficulties and fact-specific

analysis that the judiciary must conduct to determine

whether speech and information can be t'unlawful"
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128. Thus, the interpretation of what constitutes an "unlawful act"

requires judicial scrutiny to ensure compliance with

constitutional principles and the protection of fundamental

rights, The judiciary, through due process, is equipped to

weigh evidence, hear arguments, and deliver reasoned

judgments that determine whether a specific act is unlawful.

In contrast, Respondents lack the authority and have no

defined procedural framework to perform this critical judicial

function.

L2g. Allowing central and state government officials to unilaterally

decide on the lawfulness of information would bypass the

checks and balances inherent in the judicial process and the

legislative power to pass laws. The section 79(3)(b) blocking

regime is an unconstitutional delegation of judicial and

legislative power to the executive, violating the principle of

separation of Powers and Article L4 of the constitution.

130. Reading Section 79(3)(b) as giving unbridled discretion to

Respondents to decide what constitutes an "unlawful act"

and to arbitrarily determine violations of any Iaw in force,

would be the exercise of a judicial function and violate the

doctrine of separation of powers. similarly, the impugned

notifications encroach on a judicial function by allowing

Respondents to unilaterally determine what is "unlawful"

under any law in force.

,{
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131, Therefore, reading Section 79(3)(b) as a power to order

information blocking would violate the doctrine of

separation of Powers.

t32. A violation of the doctrine of separation of powers is a

violation of Article t4 0f the constitution. As the Hon'ble

supreme court held in Madras Bar Assn. v. Union of India,

(2022) 12 SCC 455:

"26, The doctrine of separation of powers informs the

Indian constitutional structure and is an essential

constituent of rule of law. In other words, the

doctrine of separation of powers, though not

expressly engrafted in the Constitution, its sweep,

operation and visibility are apparent from the scheme

of the Indian Constitution. The Constitution has

made demarcation, without drawing formal lines

between the three organs-legislature, executive and

judiciary. Separation of powers between three

organs-the legislature, executive and judiciary-is
also nothing but a consequence of principles of

equality enshrined in Article L4 of the constitution of

India. Accordingly, breach of separation of judicial

power may amount to negation of equality under

Article t4. Stated thus, a legislation can be

invalidated on the basis of breach of the separation

of powers since such breach is negation of equality

under Article t4 of the Constitution."

133. Therefore, section 79(3)(b) should not be read as an

information blocking power as it would violate Article 14'
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G. Respondents' interpretation of Section 79(3)(b) and
the impugned notifications are void for vagueness
and for being manifestly arbitrary.

t34. Construing section 79(3Xb) as granting Respondents

broad and undefined power to decide what constitutes an

"unlawful" act renders their authority vague and

susceptible to arbitrary enforcement. This vagueness

undermines legal certainty and the rule of law, and carries

gross potential for misuse and overreach by the executive.

135. As the Hon'ble Supreme Court explained in Shreya Singhal,

when a law uses yague expressions capable of misuse or

abuse, it impermissibly confers unfettered powers on

authorities to arbitrarily curtail freedom of speech and

expression (paras 53-85). Thus, Section 79 can only be

interpreted as an exemption provision, not a power to

issue information blocking orders.

136. If Section 79(3Xb) is construed as a power to issue

information blocking orders, it would have to be struck

down for vagueness because it does not provide

manageable standards for issuing information blocking

orders - in fact, Section 79(3)(b) does not provide anv

standards at all. The only requirement is to "notify" an

intermediary.

737. Section 79(3)(b) neither elaborates any procedure for

issuing information blocking orders, nor does it provide any
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safeguards whatsoever against the arbitrary exercise of an

information blocking power. Respondents can simply send a

written demand to comply.

138. As the Hon'ble Supreme Court held in Shreya Singhal,

Courts must ensure that arbitrary and discriminatory

enforcement of the law does not take place. (Paras 55 to

68). The Supreme Court quoted with approval a decision in

lJnited Sfates v. Reese, 92 US 214, in which it was stated

that "the Constitution does not permit a legislature to sef a

net large enough to catch all possible offenders and leave

it to the Court to step in and decide who could be held

guilty."

139. Similarly, in Shreya Singhal, the Hon'ble Supreme Court

struck down Section 66-4 for vagueness and for not

providing manageable standards (paras 53-85).

t4O. The Hon'ble Supreme Court also held in Shreya Singhal,

that a provision cannot be saved on the basis of the

government's assurance that it would be administered in a

reasonable manner. A statutory provision must be judged

on its own merits without reference to lrow well it may be

administered or any assurance in that regard from the

government of the day. (Paras 95-96).

As the Hon'ble Supreme Court held in Shreya Singhal,

Section 79 is merely an exemption provision. (Paras 117,

72L). Section 79(3)(b) does not provide any of the

L4L,

,*1\w
p"
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safeguards that the Supreme Court explained are

necessary to make a statute like Section 69A valid as an

information blocking power. (Paras tlz, LL4-LL5,l-zL).

t42. ln Sharat Babu Digumarti v. Government of NCT, (2OL7) 2

SCC 18 at para 31, the Hon'ble Supreme Court again

reiterated that "section 79, as has been interpreted, is an

exemption provision...".

L43. The Hon'ble supreme court explained in shreya singhal

that Courts may not read into a provision something or add

something which is not there, Doing so would do violence

to the language of the provision and constitute a wholesale

substitution of the provision (paras 51-52). As the

Supreme Court held at Para 52:

t44.

"The State submitted that the statute should be

made workable by reading into Section 66-A several

matters suggested by it. But that is not possible

since what the State is asking the Court to do is not

to read down Section 66-A, instead, it is asking for a

wholesale substitution of the provision which is
obviously not Possible."

For these reasons, Section 79(3Xb) can only be

interpreted as an exemption provision, not a power to

issue information blocking orders, which is governed by

Section 69A.

745. Likewise, the imPugned

vagueness because theY

notifications are

grant Respondents

void for

unbridled

{
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discretion to determine what constitutes an "unlawful act"

and to arbitrarily determine violations of any law in force in

India. The term "unlawful" covers a broad, vague and

indeterminate legal area, and is not "narrowly tailored" in

contrast to Section 694. It is the basic principle of legal

jurisprudence that an enactment is void for vagueness if its

prohibitions are not clearly defined.

L46. Respondents cannot delegate basic policy matters to

policemen for resolution on an ad hoc and subjective basis,

because of the dangers of arbitrary and discriminatory

enforcement. (Kartar Singh v. State of Puniab, (1994) 3

SCC 569, para 130; Shreya Singhal, paras 55-60: "[I]f
arbitrary and discriminatory enforcement is to be

prevented, laws must provide explicit standards for those

who apply them.")

t47. Thus, the impugned notifications violate the doctrine of

Separation of Powers, Article 14 of the Constitution, and

are void for vagueness.

H. Respondents' interpretation of Section 79(3)(b)
violates the law laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme
Court in Shreya Singhal.

L48. Respondents assert that Section 79(3Xb) allows central

and state government agencies to issue information

blocking orders if they deem the information is "unlawful."

This violates every principle laid down in Shreya Singhal.
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L49. ln Shreya Singhal, the Supreme Court explained that:

a The Constitution protects liberty of thought,

expression, belief, faith and worship. Freedom of

speech and expression of opinion is of paramount

importance under a democratic constitution which

envisages changes in the composition of legislatures

and governments and must be preserved. It Iies at the

foundation of all democratic institutions. (Paras 8-10)

b. The discussion and advocacy of viewpoints, howsoever

unpopular, are the core of freedom of speech and

expression, and are at the heart of Article 19(1)(a).

Even if they cause annoyance, inconvenience or

grossly offend, they cannot be curbed by law. (Paras

t2-2t,87).

Only when discussion or advocacy reaches the level of

incitement which is proximately related to the

specified grounds in Article 19(2) that a law imposing

reasonable restrictions on freedom of speech and

expression can be validly enacted. (Paras L3,32-43)

A restriction in order to be reasonable must be

narrowly tailored so as to abridge or restrict only what

is absolutely necessary. (Paras t6'24). Any restriction

on freedom of speech and expression must be couched

in the narrowest possible terms. (Paras 87,90,94)

c

d
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A law restricting freedom of speech and expression

cannot pass muster if it is merely in the interest of the

general public. Such law has to be covered by one of

the eight subject-matters set out under Article 19(2).

If it is outside the pale of Article 79(2),Indian Courts

will strike down such law. (Paras 76-24,32-33, 100)

150. The Hon'ble Supreme Court also rejected the government's

argument that a relaxed standard of restriction should

apply to speech on the internet on the ground that it

differs from other mediums, The Hon'ble Supreme Court

held: "t4le do not find anything to relax the Court's

scrutiny of the curbing of the content of free speech over

the internet", and "the content of the right under Article

19(1)(a) remains the same whatever the means of

communication including internet communication". (Paras

30-31, 90)

151. The Hon'ble Supreme Court has re-emphasized the above

principles in later cases, such as Amish Devgan v. Union of

India, (2027) 1 SCC 1.

L52. Construing Section 79(3)(b) as authorizing the government

to issue information blocking orders, outside of the Section

69A process, would violate every one of the above

principles laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court.

153, ln Shreya Singhal, the Supreme Court struck down Section

66-A of the IT Act because it criminalized the dissemination

e

,'/
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of "information" through a computer resource or

communication device causing "annoyance or

inconvenience" to others. The Supreme Court held that

Section 66-A violated Article 19(1)(a) because of its
overbroad and over-inclusive scope, which could rope in

information that falls within the realm of permissible

discussion and advocacy.

754. The impugned notifications should be set aside for the

same reasons

155. As noted above, the Supreme court has already upheld

section 79 because it is an exemption provision. It is

settled law that a statutory provision should be interpreted

to save it from unconstitutionality (Tinsukhia Electric

Supply v. State of Assam, (1989) 3 SCC 7O9, para 118).

156. It is Respondents' reading of section 79(3Xb) that is

unconstitutional and therefore, the Respondents'

interpretation must be rejected.

I. Since Rule 3(1)(d) refers back to Section 79(3)(b), it
also does not empower the government to issue

information blocking orders to circumvent the
Section 69A Process.

757. Respondents rely on Rule 3(1)(d) of the IT Rules to argue

that they have power to issue information blocking orders,

outside the Section 69A process. That is also wrong'

158. Because Rule 3(1)(d) refers back to Section 79(3)(b), it
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also does not empower the government to circumvent

Section 694, Blocking Rules, and the safeguards laid down

in Shreya Singhal.

159. At most, Rule 3(1)(d) relates to the circumstances under

which an intermediary may lose the safe-harbour

exemption from liability for third-party information that it is

otherwise entitled to.

160. Therefore, Rule 3(1Xd) - like Section 79(3Xb) - does not

empower Respondents to issue information blocking orders

outside the mandatory process of Section 694 and the

guidelines laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in

Shreya Singhal.

J. The impugned notifications and the Censorship
Portal are unconstitutional and ultra vires the IT Act.

161. As explained above, Respondents' interpretation of Section

79(3)(b) is ultra vires the IT Act because it violates Section

69A as interpreted by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in

Shreya Singhal.

762. Consequently, the impugned notifications are ultra vires

because they rely on Section 79(3)(b) as a source of power

to issue information blocking orders, in violation of Section

694, the Blocking Rules, and Shreya Singhal.

163. The IT Act and Blocking Rules already provide a lawful

mechanism for information blocking. Respondents'
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interpretation of Section 79(3Xb) is done only with the

discernible purpose of bypassing the safeguards provided

under Section 694 and the Blocking Rules.

764. Respondents are fully aware of Section 69A and Shreya

Singhal, and are attempting to bypass them vide the

impugned notifications. In furtherance of this, Meity has

directed all central and state government agencies to issue

Template Blocking Orders to block information that MeitY

has no power to block itself.

165. MeitY also seeks to do indirectly through other agencies,

what it cannot do directly under Section 694, MeitY has

ultimate authority and ability to use other agencies as

proxies to issue information blocking orders that MeitY

itself cannot issue under Section 694.

166. Furthermore, on MeitY's instructions, the MHA created the

Censorship Portal for central and state agencies and local

police officers to issue Section 79(3)(b) information

blocking orders including MeitY's Template Blocking

Orders outside of the Section 69A process. The

Censorship Portal creates an impermissible paralle!

mechanism to Section 694, but without the procedures or

safeguards of Section 694, in violation of the Constitution,

IT Act, Blocking Rules, and the Hon'ble Supreme Court's

ruling in Shreya Singhal
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767. Thus, the impugned notices and the Censorship Portal are

unconstitutional and ultra vires the IT Act.

K. Respondents are engaged in a colourable exercise of
power by attempting to circumvent Section 69A,
Blocking Rules, and the Hon'ble Supreme Court's
decision in Shreya Singhal.

168. The Hon'ble Supreme Court held in State of Puniab v,

Gurdial 9ingh, (1980) 2 SCC 471, para 9, that when power

is exercised in bad faith to attain ends beyond the

sanctioned purposes of power by simulation or pretension

of gaining a legitimate goal, it is a colourable exercise of

power.

169. MeitY is the ministry that is most familiar with Section 69A

and the supreme court's decision in shreya singhal. Yet it

has taken steps that will eviscerate Section 69A from the

IT Act.

17O. The MeitY Memorandum (Annexure c) and the impugned

notifications (Annexures D-G) are colourable exercises of

power. They seek to circumvent Section 694 and Shreya

Singhat by empowering Respondents (and scores of

government agencies and local police officers) with the

same power exercised by MeitY, except without due

process of law or the safeguards laid down by the supreme

Court in Shreya Singhal.
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t7t. Specifically, the MeitY Memorandum seeks to authorize

other agencies and state governments to do something

that it cannot do itself. In fact, MeitY sent Template

Blocking Orders to all central and state government

agencies to enable them to issue blocking orders without

following the requirements of Section 694, the Blocking

Rules, and the Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision in Shreya

Singhal.

t72. While Section 694 permits information blocking orders only

on narrowly tailored grounds, the impugned notifications

sweep very broadly and cover any matter that is allegedly

"unlawful". While Section 69A and the Blocking Rules

prescribe an opportunity of hearing, the impugned

notifications contemplate no opportunity of hearing at all.

section 694 and the Blocking Rules contemplate multiple

levels of consideration i.e. by the Inter-ministerial

Committee under Rule 7; the Secretary MeitY under Rule

B, and a review by the Review Committee under Rule 14.

In contrast, the impugned notifications prescribe neither

consideration nor a mandatory review process, It is

therefore evident that, in order to sidestep the rigours of

the Section 694 mechanism, MeitY has advised the other

Respondents to issue the impugned notifications.

773. MeitY's actions are not only colourable but also violate the

settled principle that what cannot be done directly also

cannot be done indirectly. For example, one of the unlawful
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information blocking orders issued by the Ministry of

Railways under Section 79(3)(b) is copied to MeitY which

shows coordination among the two ministries and further

demonstrates that MeitY is attempting to circumvent

Section 694 through other agencies by using the impugned

notifications (Annexure T).

L74 The impugned notifications should be quashed as

colourable exercises of power because they are designed to

avoid and sidestep the mandatory requirements and

safeguards under Section 69A as interpreted by the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in Shreya Singhal.

L75. For the same reasons, the Censorship Portal is in

contravention of law because it is designed to allow central

and state government agencies to circumvent Section 694,

Blocking Rules, and the Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision

in Shreya Singhal.

L. MeitY's attempted delegation of power that it itself
does not have is colourable and should be struck
down.

t76. MeitY's actions are also colourable exercises of power

because MeitY has attempted to delegate power to central

and state agencies and local police officers that MeitY itself

does not have under the IT Act - i,e., the power to issue

information blocking orders under Section 79(3Xb) in

violation of Section 69A, the Blocking Rules, and the
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Supreme Court's decision in Shreya Singhal.

t77 The MeitY Memorandum is unlawful because MeitY has no

power to directly or indirectly instruct other centra!

ministries or any States or local police officers to issue

information blocking orders. Nor does MeitY have any

power of "overall co-ordination" of this impermissible

exercise.

L78. Under Section 69A and the Blocking Rules, only the Central

Government may issue information blocking orders after

complying with multiple procedural and legal safeguards,

as interpreted by Shreya Singhal. MeitY cannot create any

other mechanism to issue information blocking orders.

Also, the power under Section 694 cannot be delegated

because there is no power to delegate under the statute.

t79. MeitY has no power either under Section 69A or the

Blocking Rules to delegate its information blocking power

to state government agencies and local police officers

throughout all of India - or to provide them "Template

Blocking Orders" to use.

180. MeitY has also impermissibly directed Respondent Nos. 3 to

6 to pass information blocking orders under Section

79(3)(b), including the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of

Railways, State government agencies, and countless local

police officers.
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181. MeitY's actions and the impugned notifications are

therefore colourable exercises of power, and should be

struck down.

M. The impugned notifications violate Article 77(3) and
the Allocation of Business Rules because only MeitY
is allocated the "administration of the Information
Technology Act and other IT related laws",

LB2. Article 77(3) of the Constitution states that the President

shall make rules for allocating the business of the

Government among the various ministries.

183. Under Article 77(3), the President issued the Government

of India (Allocation of Business) Rules, 1961 (AOB Rules).

184. The AOB Rules state at page 6

"2. The business of the Government of India shall be

transacted in the Ministries, Depaftments,
Secretariats and Offices specified in the First

Schedule to these rules (all of which are hereinafter
referred to as'departrnents').

3. Distribution of Subjects - The distribution of
subjects among the departments shall be as

specified in the Second Schedule to these Rules..."

185. The word "shall" in Article 77(3) and the AOB Rules means

that the above requirements are mandatory (Delhi

International Airport v. International Lease Finance Corpn.,

(2015) 8 SCC 446, para 23).
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186. Under the Second Schedule of the AOB Rules, each

Respondent has certain business allocated to it.

L87. The Second Schedule at page 57 allocates only to MeitY:

"5. Matters relating to Cyber Laws, administration of
the Information Technology Act. 2000 (2L of 2000)
and other IT related laws."

188, Under the maxim expressio unius est exclusio alterius

which means the expression of one thing is the exclusion of

the other, the business of administration of the IT Act is

solely allocated to MeitY and to no other ministry.

Consequently, any "notification" under the IT Act can only

be issued by MeitY.

189. Because the impugned notifications are issued by

ministries other than MeitY all the impugned notifications

are ultra vires Article 77(3) of the Constitution and the

AOB Rules - Rules 2,3(7) and Second Schedule.

190. It is a settled principle that when a law prescribes a

particular body to exercise a power, it must be exercised

only by that body. It cannot be exercised by others unless

it is delegated, and the law must expressly provide for

such delegation (Marathwada University v. Seshrao

Balwant Rao Chavan, (1989) 3 SCC 132, para 20).

191. Thus, the impugned notifications are void ab initio because

they violate the AOB Rules and Article 77(3) of the

lv
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Constitution.

The Censorship Portal is a colourable exercise of
power and violates Articles 1,62 and 246 of the
Constitution.

L92. Without prejudice to any other arguments herein, by

creating the Censorship Portal, the MHA is attempting to

enforce State laws, in violation of Articles 162 and 246 of

the Constitution read with List II of the Seventh Schedule

of the Constitution, Entries 1, 2 and 64.

193. For example, State governments have exclusive executive

power over "police" and "public order" because they are

exclusive State subjects under List II of the Seventh

Schedule. Thus, the Central Government is encroaching on

the State Government's exclusive power.

794. For these reasons too, the Censorship Portal is a colourable

exercise of power, violates Articles 762 and 246 of the

Constitution and should be held unconstitutional.

o.

195.

Respondents' ultra vires actions aggrieve X.

Respondents' ultra vires actions harm X because X's entire

business model rests on people sharing lawful information

with one another. The X platform derives value and

revenue from its user base and the lawful content they

generate. Unlawful or unjustified blocking orders cause

harm to the X platform and its ability to operate. The

issuance of information blocking orders without following
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due process of law, and in violation of the IT Act and the

Constitution, aggrieves X, violates X's Article 14 rights, and

detrimentally impacts its business.

Respondents' ultra vires actions violate X's rights
under Article L4 oJ the Constitution.

Responde nts' ultra vires actions violate Article 14 of the

Constitution, which reads as under:

"The State shall not deny to any person equality

before the law or the equal protection of the laws

within the territorY of India."

Lg7. Section 2(42) of the General Clauses Act, 1897 defines a

"person" to"include anY companY or association"'"'

198. In State Trading Corporation of India Ltd. v. Commercial

Tax Officer & Ors., (L964) 4 SCR 99, the Hon'ble Supreme

Court held:

*5. ... Some fundamental rights are available to "any

person", whereas other fundamental rights can be

available only to "all citizens". "Equality before the

law" or "equal protection of the laws" within the

territory of India is available to any person (Article

14). The protection against the enforcement of

ex-post facto laws or against double-jeopardy or

against compulsion of self-incrimination is available

to all persons (Article 20), so is the protection of life

and personal liberty under Article 2t and protection

against arrest and detention in certain cases, under

Article 22. Similarly, freedom of conscience and free

profession, practice and propagation of religion is
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guaranteed to all persons. Under Article 27, no
person shall be compelled to pay any taxes for the
promotion and maintenance of any particular
religious denomination. All persons have been
guaranteed the freedom to attend or not to attend
religious instructions or religious worship in certain
educational institutions (Article 28). And, finally, no
person shall be deprived of his property save by
authority of law and no property shall be

compulsorily acquired or requisitioned except in
accordance with law, as contemplated by Article 31.
These in general terms, without going into the details
of the limitations and restrictions provided for by the
Constitution, are the fundamental rights which are

available to any person irrespective of whether
he is a citizen of India or an alien or whether a

natural or an artificial person. ...

...But irrespective of whether a person is a citizen or
a non-citizen or whether he is a natural person or a
juristic person, the right to move the Supreme Court

by appropriate proceedings for the enforcement of
their respective rights has been guaranteed by Article

32;',

IEmphasis supplied]

199. The 9-ludge bench of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in K.S.

Puttaswamy (Privacy-9J.) v. Union of India, (2017) 10 SCC

1, also held:

*363. ...As it is now clearly held by this Court that
the rights guaranteed under Articles 14 and 21 are

not confined only to citizens but available even to
non-citizens, aliens or incorporated bodies even if
they are Inot] incorporated in India, etc."

IEmPhasis suPPlied]
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200. Without prejudice, as the Hon'ble Supreme Court has held,

even obiter dicta of the Hon'ble Supreme Court is binding.

In Municipal Committee, Amritsar v. Hazara Singh, (1975)

1 SCC 794, para 4, it was held:

"Judicial propriety, dignity and decorum demand that
being the highest judicial tribunal in the country even

obiter dictum of the Supreme Court should be

accepted as binding. Declaration of law by that Court

even if it be only by the way has to be respected."

2OL. ln M/s Mohandas Issardas v. A.N. Sattanathan, (1955) ILR

BOM 318, the Hon'ble High Court of Bombay also held at

page 322, that:

"...The Supreme Court is the highest judicial tribunal
in India to-day and it is as much necessary in the

interests of judicial uniformity and judicial discipline

that all the High Courts must accept as binding the

obiter dicta of the Supreme Court in the same spirit
as the High Courts accepted the obiter dicta of the

Privy Council."

202. ln Erbis Engineering v. State of West Bengal, 2011 SCC

OnLine Cal 835, para B, the Hon'ble High Court of Calcutta

also held that a foreign corporation is entitled to protection

under Article 14. Further, the Hon'ble Calcutta High Coutt,

in Hongkong and Shanghai Banking Corporation v. Union of

India,2011 SCC Online Cal 5631, held that:
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"4. ...None of these authorities however support the
argument of the private respondent that a company
incorporated outside the country cannot invoke the
Constitutional Writ Jurisdiction of the High Court to
enforce their legal right. In the cases of State Trading
Corporation (supra) and British India Steam
Navigation Co. Ltd. (supra), it has been held that an
incorporated company cannot claim to be a citizen of
India, and hence cannot be entitled to rely upon the
rights guaranteed under Article 19(1) of the
Constitution of India. But in the event an
incorporated company, being a juridical person
suffers an adverse order emanating from a
public body having been passed without the
authority of law, then such a company would be
entitled to apply for relief under Article 226 ol
the Constitution of India. Their claim, however,
would not be based on any right preserved or
guaranteed for citizens only under the Constitution or
under any other law.

5. This position would not change in respect of a

company incorporated outside this country. A foreign
company in any event has a right to sue and there is
no bar under the Civil Procedure Code also in that
regard. In the Constitution of India, rights under
Article 19 can be enforced by a citizen alone. So far
as Articles L4 and 2L are concerned, the
expression 'citizen' has been omitted and the
fundamental right guaranteed under these
Articles protect the citizens and non citizens
alike."

IEmphasis supplied]
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203. Even Rule 8(3) of the Blocking Rules expressly takes into

consideration foreign intermediaries and stipulates that

notice is to be issued to such person or foreign

intermediaries:

"8. Examination of request -

(3) In case, such a person or intermediary, who has

been served with the notice under sub rule (1), is a
foreign entity or body corporate as identified by
the Designated Officer, notice shall be sent by way

of letters of fax or e-mail signed with electronic

signatures to such foreign entity or body corporate

and any such foreign entity or body corporate shall

respond to such a notice within the time specified

therein, failing which the committee shall give

specific recommendation in writing with respect to

the request received from the Nodal Officer, based on

the information available with the committee."

IEmphasis suPPlied]

204. As discussed above, Respondents' ultra vires actions

violate X's Article t4 rights because they are manifestly

arbitrary and deprive X of the equal protection of the laws

by circumventing Section 694, as interpreted by Shreya

singhal, and the Blocking Rules. Respondents have issued

the impugned notifications and unlawful information

blocking orders, and have established the censorship

Portal, to bypass the numerous procedural safeguards and

protections under the IT Act. Respondents' ultra vires

actions also deprive X of the protections that exist under
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Section 69A, including the right to a fair and effective

opportunity of hearing before a blocking order is issued.

Respondents' ultra vires actions violate X's rights
under Article 2l of the Constitution.

In addition, Respondents' actions violate Article 21 of the

Constitution, which provides that:

"No person shall be deprived of his life or personal

liberty except according to procedure established by

law."

206, The words "procedure established by law" have been

interpreted by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Maneka

Gandhi v. l,Jnion of India, (1978) 1 SCC 248 to mean a

procedure that is not arbitrary, fanciful or oppressive:

"7....Article 14 strikes at arbitrariness in State action

and ensures fairness and equality of treatment. The

principle of reasonableness, which legally as well as

philosophically, is an essential element of equality or

non-arbitrariness pervades Article 14 like a brooding

omnipresence and the procedure contemplated by

Article 21 must answer the test of reasonableness in

order to be in conformity with Article 14. It must be

"right and just and fair" and not arbitrary, fanciful or

oppressive; otherwise, it would be no procedure at

all and the requirement of Article 21 would not be

satisfied."

207. Respondents' ultra vires actions in issuing information

blocking orders outside the 694 procedure, establishing a

Censorship Portal and issuing the impugned notifications

/
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are arbitrary and therefore violate the requirements of

Article 21.

208. Furthermore, Respondents' arbitrary determinations that

information is "unlawful", without any of the safeguards or

protections that exist under Section 69A as interpreted by

the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Shreya Singhal, and the

Blocking Rules, results in the illegal and arbitrary blocking

of lawful content from the X platform, which detrimentally

affects X's ability to conduct business. Therefore, X's Article

21 rights are violated by Respondents'actions.

R. Respondents' ultra vires actions also violate Afticle
3O1 of the Constitution, which protects the right to
conduct business and trade without unreasonable
governmental interference or arbitrary restriction.

2O9. Respondents' ultra vires actions also violate Article 301,

which provides:

"Article 3O7. Freedom of trade, commerce and

intercourse: Subject to the other provisions of this
Part, trade, commerce and intercourse throughout
the territory of India shall be free."

210. Article 301 protects the right to conduct business and trade

without unreasonable governmental interference or

arbitrary restriction. The right under Article 301 is available

to X (Sfate of Puniab v. Devans Modern Breweries Ltd.,

(2004) 11 SCC 26, para 277: Article 301 applies to citizens

and non-citizens).
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ztt. Respondents' ultra vires actions and the impugned

notifications violate X's right to carry on business in India

under Article 301 because X's business model rests on

people sharing lawful information with one another.

Censoring lawful content and engagement on X's platform

unreasonably interferes with and arbitrarily restricts X's

constitutionally protected right to conduct business and

trade under Article 301.

2L2. Thus, Respondents' ultra vires actions unreasonably

interfere with and arbitrarily restrict X's constitutionally

protected right to conduct business and trade. (Reliance is

placed on Shri Sitaram Sugar Co. Ltd. v. Union of India,

(1990) 3 SCC 223, para 52, "The true position, therefore,

is that anY act of the repository of power, whether

tegislative or administrative or quasi-judicial, is open to

challenge if it is in conflict with the constitution or the

governing Act or the principles of the law of the land or it is

so arbitrary or unreasonable that no fair minded authority

could ever have made it.).

2t3. Accordingly, Respondents' ultra vires actions violate X's

rights under Article 301 of the Constitution.

*x*

2L4. For all the reasons stated above, Section 79 is an

exemption provision and Section 79(3)(b) is not a power to

order information blocking, and this Hon'ble court should

/

-t
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issue such a declaration.

2L5. X has no other alternate or equally efficacious remedy

except to approach this Hon'ble Court under its Writ

lurisdiction under Article 226 of the Constitution.

276. X has not filed any other similar Writ Petition relating to

the subject matter of the present Writ Petition either in this

Hon'ble Court or before any other Court in India.

217. This Writ Petition falls within this Hon'ble Court's territoria!

jurisdiction since X has its physical presence in India

through its physical contact address under Rule  (5) of the

IT Rules, in Bengaluru. Additionally, the impact of

information blocking orders issued under the impugned

notifications is felt within the territorial jurisdiction of this

Hon'ble Court. Therefore, the cause of action arises within

the territorial jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Court.

278. The cause of action for the instant petition arose on

t7.L2.2O24, when the MHA notified X that MeitY had

directed all central and state government agencies to issue

information blocking orders using a Template Blocking

Order that MeitY designed and provided. The cause of

action also independently arose on 09. LO.2024 when the

MHA demanded that X onboard onto the Censorship Portal,

and on 24.LO.2024, 24.12.2025 and 06.01.2025 when

Respondent Nos. 4 to 6 issued the impugned notifications.

The cause of action is continuing as on the date of filing
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this Writ Petition.

2t9. X craves liberty to raise additional and/or supplemental

grounds at the time of hearing.

22O. That the instant Writ Petition is being filed bona fide and

may be allowed in the interest of justice.

GROUNDS FOR INTERIM PRAYER

221, Pending final adjudication of this Writ Petition, X requests

interim relief to restrain Respondents from taking coercive

or prejudicial action against X or its employees in relation

to blocking orders not issued in accordance with Section

69A and the Blocking Rules. X also requests interim relief

to restrain Respondents from taking coercive or prejudicial

action against X for not joining the Censorship Portal,

pending the final adjudication of this Writ Petition.

222. Prima facie case: X has a prima facie case that Section

79(3)(b) does not empower the government to issue

information blocking orders because the Hon'ble Supreme

court's decision in shreya singhal is instructive on the

issue. Further, Respondents are attempting to bypass the

safeguards of Section 694, as interpreted by the Hon'ble

Supreme Court in Shreya Singhal, and the Blocking Rules,

Reliance on Section 79 is being misused to establish a

separate blocking mechanism in violation of Section 694

and the principles laid down in Shreya Singhal.
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223. Irreparable injury if interim prayer is not granted: If

the interim prayer is not granted, X will be put to great

hardship and prejudice because it will be forced to comply

with unlawful information blocking orders, even when X

has filed this Writ Petition challenging the authority to issue

such blocking orders, Respondents' impugned notifications

and unlawful information blocking orders detrimentally

affect X's business, which relies on users being able to

share ideas and lawful content with one another.

224. Thus, the failure to grant the interim prayer will expose X

to harsh, arbitrary, and excessive consequences because X

would have to comply with illegal blocking orders that

violate the IT Act, Blocking Rules, and the Hon'ble

Supreme Court's decision in Shreya Singhal.

225. Also, if X is coerced to join the Censorship Portal, it will be

required to receive unlawful information blocking orders

issued under Section 79(3Xb) from all central and state

government agencies pursuant to the MeitY Memorandum,

in violation of the Blocking Rules and the safeguards laid

down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Shreya Singhal.

Through the censorship Portal, X will be required to receive

unconstitutional blocking orders that violate the Hon'ble

Supreme Court's decision in Shreya Singhal. This will result

in significant censorship and unlawful blocking of lawful

information on the X platform, which will prejudice X and

detrimentally impact its business.
J/

t{
/D
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226. Furthermore, X is at imminent risk because the Ministry of

Railways recently issued information blocking orders under

Section 79(3)(b) for hundreds of posts on X, seeking to

censor inter alia commentary, videos, news articles, news

footage and press reports about matters of public interest.

The Ministry of Railways seeks to censor this noteworthy

information from the internet, Such information could not

have been the subject matter of Section 69A, and only to

circumvent that law, the Ministry of Railways has

impermissibly invoked Section 79(3Xb).

227. Copies of some of these information blocking orders are

annexed as Annexure S, T, U.These unlawful information

blocking orders were issued without following the Section

69A process, and in violation of the Hon'ble Supreme

Court's decision in Shreya Singhal. Further, none of the

Article L9(2) grounds are attracted to the information that

the blocking orders seek to censor. The blocking orders are

ultra vires the IT Act and violate the law laid down in

Shreya Singhal.

228. The Ministry of Railways issued those unlawful information

blocking orders pursuant to its impugned notification dated

24.10.2024 (Annexure F). One of the blocking orders is

copied to MeitY which shows coordination among the two

ministries and further demonstrates that MeitY is

attempting to circumvent Section 69A through other

agencies (Annexure S, T, U). If this Hon'ble Court does
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not grant interim relief, Respondents will continue to issue

such unlawful blocking orders to X in violation of the IT

Act, Blocking Rules, and Shreya Singhal. Thus, X will suffer

irreparable harm if the interim prayer is not granted.

229. The effect would be irreparable and irreversible to X's

business. For these reasons, grave prejudice and

irreparable injury will be caused to X, if this Hon'ble Court

does not grant the interim relief. Such injury and harm is

incapable of being compensated in any other form, much

less damages. (See American Cyanamid Co. v. Ethicon

Ltd,, (1975) 1 All ER 504, at pg 509).

23O. No prejudice to Respondents if interim order

atlowed: No prejudice will be caused to Respondents if the

interim prayer is granted because Respondents already

have an effective legal mechanism to issue information

blocking orders, i.e. the Section 69A process.

231. AII central ministries and state agencies, including local

police officers, can seek information blocking under Section

694 and the Blocking Rules, which allow for emergency

blocking. Any government agency can use the section 694

process by sending a request to the Designated officer

under section 69A. Under Rules 4 to 6 0f the Blocking

Rules, central and state agencies have nodal officers who

send blocking requests to the Designated officer. Any

person can approach a nodal officer, who forwards the
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request for blocking to the Designated Officer. MeitY

publishes on its website a full list of the nodal officers of

Central Ministries and State governments. See Annexure

P for the list of nodal officers of Central Ministries under

the Blocking Rules, and Annexure Q for the list of nodal

officers of States under the Blocking Rules.

232. Indeed, in Shreya Singhal, the Supreme Court at para 121,

affirmed that Section 69A is the sole IT Act provision to

issue information blocking orders: "We have also seen how

there are only two ways in which a blocking order

can be passed one by the Designated Officer after

complying with the 2009 [Blocking] Rules and the other by

the Designated Officer when he has to follow an order

passed by a competent court..." (emphasis added).

233. Thus, Respondents will have lawful methods to block

information under Section 69A. This ensures that

Respondents will not be prejudiced if the interim relief is

granted. Therefore, the balance of convenience is in favour

of X and against Respondents (See American Cyanamid Co.

v. Ethicon Ltd., (t975) 1 All ER 504, pg 509; Dalpat v.

Prahlad, (1992) 1 SCC 7L9, para 4).

234. Grant of the interim order is also in the public interest

because Respondents' actions are ultra vires the IT Act,

Blocking Rules, Constitution, and the law laid down by the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in Shreya Singhal, which are meant
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to protect the public. The public interest is best served by

following the Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision in Shreya

Singhal and the mandatory safeguards of the Blocking

Rules.

235. In view of the aforementioned facts and circumstances,

this Hon'ble High Court may be pleased to restrain

Respondents from taking coercive/prejudicial action against

X in relation to information blocking orders not issued in

accordance with Section 694 and the Blocking Rules, as

well as for not joining the Censorship Portal, pending final

adjudication of this Writ Petition.

***

236.

PRAYERS

Petitioner therefore humbly prays that this Hon'ble Court

be pleased to:

a) Issue a writ declaring that Section 79(3)(b) of the

Information Technology Act, 2000 (IT Act) does not

confer authority to issue information blocking orders

under the IT Act, and further declare that information

blocking orders can only be issued under Section 69A

of the IT Act read with the Information Technology

(Procedure and Safeguards for Blocking for Access of

Information by Public) Rules, 2009 (Blocking Rules);
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b) Issue a writ restraining Respondents from taking

coercive or prejudicial action against X Corp., its

representatives, employees or officers in relation to

any information blocking orders issued other than in

accordance with Section 694 of the IT Act read with

the Blocking Rules;

c) Issue a writ restraining Respondents from taking

coercive or prejudicial action against X Corp., its

representatives, employees or officers, for not joining

the Censorship ("Sahyog") Portal;

d) Consequently, issue an appropriate writ quashing:

i. Respondent No. 2 - Ministry of Electronics and

Information Technology's Office Memorandum
dated 3t.L0.2023 bearing No. !(4)|2O2O-CLES-1
(Annexure C)

ii. Respondent No, 3 - Ministry of Home Affairs'
notification dated L3.O3.2024 bearing F. No.

22003 I 2L I 20L9-I4C (An nexure D)

Respondent No. 5 - Ministry of Defence's

notification dated 24.L0.2024 bearing F" No.

Al345t4/MI-I0 (Annexure E)

Respondent No. 6 - Ministry of Railways'

notification dated 24.L2.2024 bearing F. No.

2O24/PR/ t3/ 63 (Annexure F)

Respondent No. 4 - Ministry of Finance's

notification dated 06.01.2025 bearing F. No.

N-240 tll3l2}24-Computer Cell (Annexure G),

iv.

V

/



{oo

and

vt. any actions taken pursuant thereto.

e) Pass such other further orders in the interest of justice

and as this Hon'ble Court may deem fit and proper.

INTERIM PRAYERS

237. It is most respectfully prayed that this Hon'ble Court may

be pleased to:

a) Restrain Respondents from taking coercive or

prejudicial action against X Corp., its representatives,

employees or officers in relation to any information

blocking orders issued other than in accordance with

Section 69A of the IT Act read with the Blocking Rules,

pending final adjudication of this Writ Petition;

b) Restrain Respondents from taking coercive or

prejudicial action against X Corp., its representatives,

employees or officers, for not joining the Censorship

("Sahyog") Portal, pending final adjudication of this

Writ Petition'

c) Pass such other further orders in the interest of justice

and as this Hon'ble Court may deem fit and proper.

Bengaluru
rt\r,

Advocate for the Petitionero5.o3.2025

-/
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IN THE HON'BLE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA, AT
BENGALURU

w.P. NO. l2o2s

BETWEEN:

X Corp. ...Petitioner

AN9,:

Union of India and Others ..Respondents

VERIFYING AFFIDAVIT

I, Zaur D. Gajiev, of legal age, authorized signatory of Petitioner,
having its headquarters at 855 FM L209, Building 2, Bastrop,
Texas - 78602, hereby swear and depose on oath as follows:

I state that I am the authorized signatory of Petitioner in the
writ petition and I am aware of the facts and circumstances
of this case. I am competent to depose to this affidavit.

I state that the averments contained in Paragraph Nos. 1 to
LZ1 in the accompanying writ petition are true and correct

to the best of my knowledge and information as available
with the Petitioner. I state that documents at Annexure

A to u produced along with the writ petition are

originals and/or true copies of their respective originals.

1

2

Place: Los Angeles

Date: 2l.oz.zozs

Identified by

te

Deponent
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A notary public or other officer completing this
certificate verifies only the identity of the individual
who signed the document to which this certificate
is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or
validity of that document.

State of California
County of Los Anqeles

Subscribed and sworn to (or affirmed) before me on this 24s
day of Febwa".A 2025,by Zaur Gaiiev

proved to me on the basis of satisfac'tory evidence to be the
person(s) who appeared before me.

(Seal) signature

ELE}.'A [ARll-'^ 8OI{EIT
Noury Pubtk .c.flfornh

Lor AnFlc. Cc,unty

Commirslon I 2188337

Comm. Epircs Apr 27, 202tt{y
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Constitutionat Safeguards
(Shreya Singhal),

Annexure B

.F +

Section 694 Process

New Regime under s79(3)

Authorises centraI ministries and state agencies to identify
attegedLy "untaMut" content so they can issue "Template
Btocking Orders" that MeitY designed and provided them

3. Reasoned order

M i nistry of Etectronics
and lnformation

Technotogy INFORMATION
BLOCKING

2. Onty 19(2) grounds.opportunity of Heari
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Government of hdia Annexure G

OfficeMcmorandum

suhjoct: De*igoate and notis nadal o,ficcr to hardle urlawful contcut / irformatisn /

ectivitiee in Clbcr Siae, e$ pcr thc prnvirions of tbt afi I l*w adptrir6 ty the

APPrcPriatc governuout

'fhc content which is considercd unlawful in thc physical wsld is alm mlawful in t}c snline

wodd. IIowevcr, rt" ouy ttt" lntcrnet tcchnologics wor&. disabliag/ Ofi$ 9y* of offitt cen

happcr.r only at tt 
" 
*"niryi*ell global lcvcl. 'l{c comcnts cannst bc blockdlhcrnovodaf rcgional

level. lt is, thcref.ore, ,;*ry ttr-a a suiuble and effcctivc meshagism is deve@od {or ttcalving

and I orco-ordinating ru"h-Gn** for taking down-in a way bared on the subiwt fi'1it d@ll by

each MiniSry/ Dcpartmerrt. Thc aim is to cll-sufc effoetivc and timcly remrorral of suoft. nnlall|ftI

conte$t over thc int".tntt tft ough appropria@ govemrngnt fumewsrlq as thcsearc prurently daliilg

*itf,itr"t dsnain anO iu retatcirni#fd activities in $e plrysicaU online*'urld'

2. .[he *intcrmodiary* hss besr delind undcr section 2(I) (w.) :f et [r Ad md dm ircludcs

Social mcdia ptatfrrm*, Wchiteq Mohih {fna e+ortnmrceJrGbilrte8' vctiolsonlinetsglEsltor$'

Internet Servicr p-"i*1q *Uf,istlug p6foi** etc. The InfOrur4ion lbchftology Act' n000 also

;;;;id; frr the definitisn ofAppropriate govemmcnt based on the VII schaduleof ficConstitution'

i. section 79(3Xb) of thc lnfonnation 'l'cchnologa Aeu 2000 ("1]: act') t4 1!:. Information

'l'cchnology (lntennediary guidelines and Digilat :fi"di' Ijthics code) Ruleq 2021" (hercinafler

rcfcrred to as the ..['r' rtules, 2021) cmpowers 
;Appropriate Governmcnt or its authorized agcncy" tr:

issus notice to an inturm;irry toOisa'Utr: acccssT'ukodown of any unlawful mtefisl residing in or

connectcd ,o , **pr*i*i**", contrcrllcd by that intormediary' The provisioru of Rule 3(lXd) of

rhc l.l' Ilulcs, 20? I is rcproduced bclow tbr your rcady refercncs:

"...an internwtiary, on wllost ettffiptrter fesource lhi infarmatte'? t:! slored' hasted ar

puhlishect, opoo-iulouiving acnal_ knawletlge in the Jbrm o{ an otder hy a anwt of .ompete4

juri,rdicti<tn o,, on bteing )iotified by t\ lliruprtixe Governmew or its ageacywtdcr elause ft)
of sab-sectio" ili-it"tniriiy tt'of !i'Ac[, shatt nat host, store nr wblish arry unl*rful'

in{omwtion, *aiin-i- fii*,iua oid*, noy law for the time baing inforce tn rel1,tion to tlw

intereit of the ;overeignty and integrity oi maioi secalt! af the Etate; fxendly relations wtth

foreign States; pubtic irier; clecency or morattty; in reluian ta contempt !f,court; delarwllon;

incitenrent ,, *Jrffiri rAiig 6 mu ahove, or any infotmation whteh is prokbilad urtder

any law fitr the ttme being inlbrce:

Ilrovided rhat any rutttJiuation made by the Apptopriate (iovernnruN or ix agncy in relation

to anlt inJbrmnri, *niri it prahibitei under irty ia,' f*r the time bemg iafurce slwll be is'sued

by anaittnrised apncy'',i 
"oy 

be natified by rhe Approprifre (]owrnment: 
contdi..........

qr{fr
NffiUatu-
Forttrt EmPot ETECTRONICS INDTA

forlh*r5oOir'

ffi*m*H*.
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I'tovtfudftrtler ha day sdr infrrnation is lwsud. sared or ptblished, tlu interwdity
tMl remow or disdk accass to lhot infitrmuion, tts early ar posstble, bw ta ru case lder
tfut ihily.rir tourt fra* tlrc rereig althe court arder or on being twtifud lry tk Approyiate
Government or its ag;ency, at llu c<t* may he:

Provifud aLso tlwt tfu refrold or tlis&lhg of auxss to ct ry inforndion, fua or
cormunicatian lfu* withia the caqories of inforuutian spe+ified undet this clattte, der
clawe (b) an a wlra*try brxis, ar on thc basis of griewrrces rcceiwd det .*fr-rruIe (2) by
sgr/t tt*Miary, slull rct anww{ to a violatian qf tfu catditions o{clouses (a) or (b) o{sub-
sdion {Z) ol'seetian 79 o{thre ,lct;"

4" 'llmfsre" it is impqative that the concspomdiag Nodal MinislrieJ Dryartnrents, s itr
ApBrpfi4e Goumnmcnt for rfre h* t *t dninistcr.d by ttrrrt, may addrffi the issue of oaline
unlarcful esrtailr in an cfrectiw Erflma.

5. In &isregilrd-"ct* amrppd*cgoil€fiurcatflry cmsido{rc fullowing:

i. Dedigrffic ard,coti& a Nodal O{Iiccr in thc,$odal Minidry/ I}epertnrent and s,lro ia each
stat* Gflbe elbisct Effsr is of the Starc Go*s.) aad sudr o&cr dccftrrad official(.e] for
issuirg tuldown notice to drc appropriate iutecraediary if any onlinc conlcnt violalcs
tte*r'sct / knfl &dmini$€{!d b$r th.

ii. Csnfrrn trp.sarac to l{eitY furqesll co.ordiffiioo.
The rxieting lwotd widt rcfurqrcc to the aborc. is attached hcrewith fu fudrer updmign,

ifany, fronryorrsi&.

6 Fbr isx.ring notices to the apprcpriatc Intcrmcdiary platform. hosing or controlling the mid
unlawful infsrmatio$ (brought to your knowlcdgc eittrer through grievances, complaiots or a{i suo-
moto), a eamplebrnplaes for contcnt rtmoval rcquesE / akedorrm notice is placcd in Atrnexure I.
Sinoc this kan wolving pnlcts. MeirY will facilitats resolving ary tochnological/ fssibilhy issue
or any dler tdrniaal urBport as may be.required to idcnti& the dght inter;udiary-

Fatgt: As-€&oye

(Dr Sandip
Group Coordinator (Cybcr l.aw & I)ata Governancc) & Scientisr G

'l el.: 01 I -94363094
Il mail : gsc.yt&dsttleugill"B-JLj!

1'o

L AII Cental Ministries / Departments
2. 'l'he Chicf Seorctarie$ and DGFs ofall Statcs / Union I'emitoriqs
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Ib.

ARnc.xurc I

tMoDEL FORMAT FOR TAKEDOTIUN NOTICE TO INTERflEDIARIE8I

iOn 1,7ru Letter Head of the Appropriate Government or its Agencyl

N o: Date: <htsE-It ElaE>

NOllCIi

<llre Nodal ContaCt Pcrson of SEMIV Other cortsct as aq4tlable in cafs of odrsr

Intermediaries
<Name of Internediary>
<aMra:sr>

Subjoct Norice issued uder the rule 3(l[d) of thc Infurmation Tschtrolory (Imannodiry

Guidelinesand Digiral Mdialithics Code) Ruhea 2O2l forRffito,rral ldio*lingof
prsbibited/untrawfu I onlinp information

Dcar Sir/,\4adam,

't'his noricc is being iszued as pcr tho provisions of clausc (d) of sub-nrle (1) o.f da 3

of tnfurmarion T chnolo-gr (lntermsdjarJ Guidalines and Dig,ital Madia li{hks CqdE} &nlas,

202 I ("IT Rules, 2021*).

Wc havc idenlifiod that ffi1ain inlbrm4tion available on your p!4forrr violeo ttr
provisions of

<Namc of l,cgislation I Provision and *pecific clausc inctuding its tcxt >.

'l"he unlawfuJ infirmatiuncan he found at:

<lnscrt URLd Corlte rtt ldcnt i iicrr I IA S tr"i;".

Irlcase rsfcr to ths enclosed documcnl for completc detall on t'hc unlawfirl maledal as

supporting evidencc.

I. being the Nodal Qffrccr rcprcsenting <thc narnc of the l,aw l)n{brcemcnt Aggncy>,

an authorized ugrrr"y of'thc <Appropriate Govt. nemP, issue this notice to disablcaccs$" An,d

or remove thc information itluntified in thc encloscd documcnt us soon as poarible End in rur

case later than 36 hourso without vitiating the evidencs in any mgnncr-

Fleasc notc tlrat lhiling to do $o may amount, to aidinglabctting thc trffNrIlission of such

unlawful information or conduct of suuh unlarvfiil scfivity. as the case may be, and yuu may

be pruseculed lbr hosting such in{bnnatiofl. data, or conrmunication links. Furthqr" fgilure to

takc necessary aefion may render your platlbrm to tosc imennediary axemptions ru pmv.ided

under thc I't' Act and attract lcgal proceedings undcr the IT Act and/or the <irugt narne'of

lqislatiou>.

ln case of any diryurdirxue you m4y contacf . .. at thc sadirst and In Es ofiEs l{&r
tlnn 36 hours.
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: EXTRAORDINARY [Panr II-Src. 3(i)]

MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS

NOTIFICATION

New Delhi, the 1 3th March, 2024

G.S.R. 193(E).-In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (b) of sub-section (3) of section 79 of the

Information Technology Act 2000, Central Govemment being the appropriate government hereby designate the Indian

Cyber Crime Coordination Centre (I4C), to be the agency of the Ministry of Home Affairs to perform the functions

under clause (b) of sub-section (3) of section 79 of Information Technology Act, 2000 and to notiff the instances of
information, data or communication link residing in or connected to a computer resource controlled by the

intermediary being used to commit the unla'ivful act.

[F. No. 22003 l2t 12019 -l4C]

ASHISH KUMAR, Jt. Secy.

Uploaded by Dte. of Printing at Govemment of India Press, Ring Road, Mayapuri, New Delhi-110064
and Published by the Controller ofPublications, Delhi-l 10054.
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Annexure E

Additiona I Directorate General
Strategic Cornmunication
Directorate Generalof
lnformation Warfare
lntegrated HQ of MoD (ArmY)

Room No: &30, South Block
New Delhi- 110011

0332004H/85ooSiADGSC &CI Nov 2024

NodalOfficer
X (Twitter)

Twitter-legal@twiter.com

OFFICE OF ADDITIONAL DIREGTORATE GENERAL OF STRATEGIC

COMrutUttrcartOt'l oESieNEren AS NOEAL OfHCeR fo lsSUE NOrlce rO
INTERMEDIARIES

1. Refer Ministry of Defence Notification lD CG-DL-E-24102024A58n2 Part ll- Section

4 published on 24 October 2Q24.

Z. Office of Additional Directorate General of Strategic Gommunication has been

designated as the nodal ofticer for the purpose of issuing notice to intermediaries in relation

to any information which is prohibited under any law for the time being in force, pertaining to

the lndian Army and its components.

3. The undermentioned officers of Additional Directorate General of Strategic

Communication are authorised to initiate correspondence on the subject:-

4. Officialemail lD (r;r*hrri?trlri'.:l*i..iir*rl::;,f rir': r11) as mentioned in para above may please

be noted for subsequent correspondence on the subject matter.

Colonel (SocialMedia)
Additional Directorate General of $trategic communicatton

ColonelAshish Upreti

Mobile No - 9971190718

Nic mail lD -
w*bnra$le-ri@

Lieutenanaeolonel Viral TYagi

Mobile No - 8670864333

Nic mail lD -
webmaeter. ind rane$ry@nic.je
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THE GAZET'IE OF INDIA Y Il--Sec.4t

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

NOTIFICATION

New Delhi, the 24th Odobel2024

s.RO. 136(E).-In purruance of clause ftj of sub-section (3) oj yction 79 of the Information Technology

Act, 2000 (21 of 2000) J;;,h cause (d) 
", 

*i1-i""irl""i,J" s'"f ,he Information Technorory (ntermidiarv

G.uiderines and Digital lur" rirri"r-cja"l n r*'ibii,'trr" c€ntral Govemment hereby designates Additional

Drectorate Genenal of Strategic communjcation 

"ei;T;@!-ti"^.** 
Governent not below the rank of

Dspu* S€cretary), io U" ilrliu?itw, * t " toal bmcL for the purpose of issuing notice to irtermidiaries in relation

to any information which is prohibited under any #?;il;;;'il"C in f;' dluining o the Indian Arrnv and its

componcnts.

[F. No. A/345144'II-10]

M,'TIORGENERAL G S CHOUDHRY' Jt S€try'

of Printing at Government oflndia Press, Ring Road, MaYaPuri,
Uploaded bY Dte

and Published bY the Confoller of Publications, Delhi-l l@54.

New Delhil10064
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Annexure F

Notification of Executive Director (lnformation and Publicity), Railway Board,
Ministry of Railways, For the purpose of issuing notice to the intermediaries-
reg.

From: Deputy Director <pr.rlybd@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Jan 8,2025 at 3:09 PM
Subject: Notification of Executive Director (lnformation and Publicity), Railway Board, Ministry of Railways, For the
purpose of issuing notice to the intermediaries-reg.
To: <fbncpindia@fb.com>, <wancpindia@meta.com>, <nodal.officer@kooapp.com>, <india-nodal-offlcer@google.com>,
<twitter-legal@twitter.com>, <lawenforcement@snapchat.com>, <lawenforcement@reddit.com>, <Twitter-
legal@twiter.com>, <nodalofficer@sharechat.co.in>, <tmampilly@linkedin.com>, <NCP@quora.com>,
<ncclimops@reliancejio.com>, <nodal.officer@myjosh.in>, <nodalofficer@mygov.in>, <abhimanyu@telegram.org>,
<indiaccl @microsoft.com>, <legal@wikimedia.orE>, <kchoudhary@wikimedia.org>, <lndiaLElnquiries@godaddy.com>,
<ler@quora.com>, <indiaccl@microsoft .com>

Ma'am/Siti
Please find attached herewith copy of The Gazette of lndia : Extraordinary (G.S.R. 781 (E) dated24.12.2024 through
which Centra[ Government of lndia being the appropriate Government hereby notifies ( ln pursuance of the retevant
clauses of the lnformation Technology Act detaited in the subjected Gazette Notification) Executive Director
(lnformation and Publicity), Raitway Board, Ministry of Railways, For the purpose of issuing notice to the intermediaries
in retation to any information which is prohibited under any law for the time being in force pertaining to the Ministry of
Railways and its attached offices.
The Contact details of present incumbent as Executive Director (lnformation and Publicity), Railway Board, Ministry of
Railways are as under :

Shri Ditip Kumar
Executive Director (lnformation and Pubticity),
Raitway Board, Ministry of Raitways
emai[ : edip.railway@rb.railnet.gov.in, pr.rlybd@gmail.com
Phone: 01147845487
Mobite No. :9717732788
It is requested that please arrange to update these detaits in your record for further communications and necessary
actions please.

Regards

Prashant Kumar Pattnaik
Dy. Director/ Pubtic Retations
Ministry of Railways, Railway Board
New Dethi

X
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xl
Notification of Executive Director (lnformation and Publicity), Railway Board,
Ministry of Railways, For the purpose of issuing notice to the intermediaries-reg.

From: Dilip Kumar <edip.railway@rb.railnet.gov.in>
Date: Wed, Jan 8,2025 al5:27 PM
Subject: Notification of Executive Director (lnformation and Publicity), Railway Board, Ministry of Railways, For the
purpose of issuing notice to the intermediaries-reg.
To. <fbncpindia@fb.com>, <wancpindia@meta.com>, <nodal.officer@kooapp.com>, <india-nodal-officer@google.com>,
<twitter-legal@twitter.com>, <lawenforcement@snapchat"com>, <lawenforcement@reddit.com>, <Twitter-
legal@twiter.com>, <nodalofficer@sharechat.co"in>, <tmampilly@linkedin.com>, <NCP@quora.com>,
<ncclimops@reliancejio.com>, <nodal.officer@myjosh.in>, Nodal Officer <nodalofficer@mygov.in>,
<abhimanyu@telegram.org>, <indiaccl @microsoft.com>, <legal@wikimedia.org>, <kchoudhary@wikimedia.org>,
<lndiaLElnquiries@godaddy.com>, <ler@quora.com>, <indiaccl@microsoft.com>

Ma'am/Sir,
Please find attached herewith copy of The Gazette of lndia : Extraordinary (G.S.R. 781 (E) dated 24.12.2024 through
which Centrat Government of lndia being the appropriate Government hereby notifies ( ln pursuance of the retevant
ctauses of the lnformation TechnotogyAct detailed in the subjected Gazette Notification) Executive Director
(lnformation and Pubticity), Railway Board, Ministry of Raitways, For the purpose of issuing notice to the intermediaries
in retation to any information which is prohibited under any law for the time being in force pertaining to the Ministry of
Raitways and its attached offices.
The Contact details of present incumbent as Executive Director (lnformation and Pubticity), Raitway Board, Ministry of
Raitways are as under :

Shri Ditip Kumar
Executive Director (lnformation and Publicity),
Raitway Board, Ministry of Raitways
emai[ : edip.railway@rb.railnet.gov.in, pr.rlybd@gmail.com
Phone: 01147845487
Mobite No. :9717732788
It is requested that please arrange to update these details in your record for further communications and necessary
actions please.

Regards

Prashant Kumar Pattnaik
Dy. Director/ Pubtic Retations
Ministry of Railways, Raitway Board
New Dethi

**ryJ*
.d/,-*"eu "^&,isb"..

{ T;'m}mr"
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: EXTRAORDINARY fPnnr II-Sec. 3(i)]

MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS

NOTIFICATION

New Delhi, the 24th December, 2024

G.S.R. 7g1(E).- ln pursuance of clause (b) of sub-section (3) of section 79 of the lnformation

Technology Act, 2ooo lZL of 2OOO), read with clause (d) of sub-rule (1) of rule 3 of the lnformation

Technology (lntermediary Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics code) Rules 2021, the central Government

being the appropriate Government hereby notifies Executive Director (lnformation and Publicity), Railway

Board, Ministry of Railways, for the purpose of issuing notice to the intermidiaries in relation to any

information which is prohibited under any law for the time being in force pertaining to the Ministry of

Railways and its attached offices.

[F. No. 2024lPUl3l63l

T. SRINIVAS, Jt. SecY.

Uploaded by Dte. of Printing at Goverment of India Press, fung Road, Mayapuri, New Delhi-I10064
and Published by the Controller of Publications, Delhi-1 I 0054.
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2 TT{E GAZETTE OF INDIA : EilRAORDINARY IPARr II-SEC. 3(iD]

MIMSTRY OF FINAI\CE

(Department of Revenue)

NOTIFICATION

New Dclhi, the 66 fuinr1, 2025

S.O. 95(E).-In punilarcc of clausc (b) of zub-'section (3) of section 79 of thc Information Tcchnologr Act,
2@0 (21 of 2000) rcad wift clausc (d) of suFrulc (l) of rulc 3 of thc Inforrution Tcchrology (Guidclincs for
Intcrmodiarics md Digital Mcdia Ethics Codc) Rulcs, 2021, hc Ccntral Govcrnmcot b6cby dcsipatcs the
AdditiooaU Joint Directu (ntclligc,ncc) of Directmale Gcncral of GST Intclligcocc Headaurtas (DCTGI-Hq), C€otral
Bmrd of hdirec-t Taxcs and C\utoms in Dcportnent of Rcrcnuc, Ministry of Financc, as the mdal officcr for the
purpos€s of tlrc said rulcs in rcspcct to section I 4A(3) of Intcgratcd Goods and Scrrries Tax Ad, 2Ol7 ( I 3 of 20 I 7)

2. This Notificaion shall remain in force from trc dat of its publicstion in the Official Gazetl .

[F. No. N-2401 5 R f2Q.aa-onWtsr Cclll

MUKESH SLJNDRryAL, Undcr Sccy. (Computcr Ccll)

Uploadcd by Dtc. of Printing at Goveroment of India Prcss, Ring Road, Mayapuri, New Dclhi-l 1(X)6rl
and Publishcd by the Controller of Pr.rblicationg, Delhi-l 10054. ffi *-
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Govt. of lyest Bengal

oflice of the Addr. Director Generar aiorp..to. Grnernr of porice
Wcst Bengol Cyber Crime Wing

Sm*rt Conneet BuildingrAaion Area II,I{ew Town
Kolksta-7fiIl6t

Emailglso@wb:ggl&j:e

Annexure H

^q

1) To
Shri Senket S Bhondve, IAS
Joiut Secretary & Designatd Offimr u/s 69A,
Miniilry of Electranics and lnformatiou Technulop,
Government of India, New Delhi.

2l To
The CEO
Indi*n Cyhercrimr Co-ordinatioo Certre (I4C)
Ministry of HomeAffrirs
Government of [ndir, New Delhi.

Ref: Memo No. 1060-JS(IT), Dared t6il0l}0}4

Memo No:1{B-CCWSMC-750024 Dalrc:W\\fiaz4

Suhjecfi Authorized Ollicers for Csntent Tekedown Orders in West Benga under section 7g(I){b) of the
Information Technolop Act,20fil, as well as the rule 3(1Xd) of Infornation tecftnolog;r (Iniermediary
Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics Code) Rules, Z0?1.

ln complianee with Memo No. I060-JS(l"l), dated 16il0n0?4, issued fo tfte Depertment of Information
Technology & Electrronics, Covemment of Woet Bengal, we are pleased o rubmit the attached list ofauthorizod
officers designated for issuing contrnt takedown sders under Sectior ?9{3Xb} of the Information Technology
Act, ?000 as well as the nrle 3{IXd) of Irrformation technology (Intermediary Guidelhes and Digital Media
Ethics Code) Rules, AWJ.

You are rrquested to infonn all social media intermediaries regarding the ordsr issued related to 79(3)b of
the Information Technology Act, 2000.

Enclosurs:

l. List ofAuthorised Offi0er6 for Content Takedown 0rders.

2, Oder copy of Departnent of Infunnation llbchnology,& Electronics, Governrnent ofWest Beugal

ffno'\o'''n
/ADG c+[GP (CyberCell)

West Bengal

Copy to: All social media intermediaries.

|\tr,U'
aan'T

ADG e Cell)
Bened

ffi Scanned with OKEN Scanner
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Govt. of West Bengal

Department of lnformation Technology & Electronics

Moni Bhandar (sth & 5th) Floor, Block - EP&GP

sector-v salt Lake, Kolkata - 700 091

Phone :2357'2545, Fax: 2357'2534'

Memo. No. 1060-JS(!T) Dated: tG lLol2o24

ORDER

Sub: Designation of Authorised officers to handle unlawful Content/lnformation under information

technology intermediary Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics Code) Rules, 2021 & 79(3Xb) of

lnformation TechnologY Act, 2000'

Rule3(1)(d)oflnformationTechnology(lntermediaryGuidelinesandDigitalMediaEthicsCode)
Rules, 2021 issued by Ministry of Electronics & lnformation Technology, Govt' of lndia under sub-section 3

Clause (b) of section 79 of lnformation Technology Act, 2000 empower the state Government to notify

Authorized officer, to issue content take down orders to lntermediaries in order to restrict any offence

relating to public orde; decency or morality, deformation or incitement'

ln exercise of the power under above mentioned Rule, following officers are notified as'Authorised

officers,, to issue content take down orders to intermediaries under clause (d) sub-section-(1) Rule 3 0f

tnformation Technology (tntermediary Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics code) Rules, 2021 under section

79 (3Xb) of lnformation Technology Act' 2000 -

This is issued with the approval of the competent authority'

Joint Secretary to the

Government of West Bengal

Memo. No. 1060/1(2)-Js(lT)

Copy forwarded for information and necessary action

i) All CsP/SsP under West Bengal Police

ii) DC, Cyber Cell & DC, STF, Kolkata Police

Dated: L6lLOl2O24

Joint Secretary to the
Government of West Bengal

tu

Ju risdictionDesignationSl No

Entire StateADG & lGP, CYber Crime Wing, West Bengal1.

Kolkata Police JurisdictionDC, Cyber Cell & DC, STF, Kolkata Police2

Respective Police District/Police

Commissionerate
SP/DCP of the Police District/Police

Commissionerate in charge of Cyber Crime
3.

tu
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Memo. No. 1050/1(6)-JS(IT) Dated: t6lLOl2O24

Copy forwarded for kind information:

i) DG & IGB West Bengal

ii) Commissioner of Police, Kolkata

iii) ADG & lGP, Cyber Cell, West Bengal

iv) Directo4 lndian Cybercrime Coordination Centre (l4C), MHA, New Delhi

v) Joint Secretary, Ministry of Home Affairs, Govt. of lndia

vi) Joint Secretary, Ministry of Electronics & lnformation Technology (MeitY), Govt. of lndia

tu
Joint Secretary to the

Government of West Bengal
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SL.No. State Name Rank of Officer Designated officer Name
Designated officer

mobile number
Designated NIC mail id to be authorized to submit

'l West Benqal ADG & IGP H.K.KUSUMAKAR 9147890406 smc-ccw(Ooolicewb.oov.in

SL.No. Kolkata Police Jurisdiction Rank of Officer Designated officer Name
Designated officer

mobile number
Designated NIC Mail lD to be authorized to submit

1 Kolkata Police DCP Bhola Nath Pandey, IPS 6290427732 dcsoutheast@kolkatapolice.gov.in

2 Kolkata Police DCP HARIKRISHNA PAI, IPS +9197483924/.4 cybercellpd@kolkatapolice.qov.in
3 Kolkata Police DCP BIDISHA KALITA DASGUPTA, IPS 9831 022658 ssdcybercell@kolkatapolice.qov.in

4 Kolkata Police DCP AMIT KUMAR SHAW, IPS 7003192529 dcstf@kolkatapolice.gov.in
cysurv.stf@kolkatapolice.qov.in

5 Kolkata Police DCP ABHISHEK MODI, IPS 9874902700 Qccyber@kol kata pol ice.gov.i n

SL.No. District Name Rank of Officer Designated officer name
Designated officer

mobile number
Designated NIC mail id to be authorized to submit

1 Siliguri Police Commissionerate DCP Shri Tanmoy Sarkar, IPS 9147889592 dc-dd-smp@policewb.gov.in

2
Chandannagar Police

Commissionerate
DCP Ms. Alaknanda Bhowal, IPS 9147889332 dcpchandannagar@wb.gov.in

3 Purba Bardhaman SP Sayak Das, IPS 91 47888570 sp-ebwn.wb@policewb.gov.in

4 Baruipur PD SP Shri Palash Chandra Dhali IPS 91 47888001 cyber-s24pgs@pol icewb. qov. in
5 lslampur SP Dr Joby Thomas 9147889132 cybercrimeps-isl@policewb.gov. i n

6 Kalimpong SP Shri Shrihari Pandey 9147889079 spkalimpong@policewb.gov.in

7 Jalpaiquri PD SP Sri Khandbahale Umesh Ganpat 91 478891 55 sp-jpg@policewb.gov. in
8 Jharqram SP Ariiit Sinha, lPS, Suoerintendent 9147888710 spiharqram@policewb.qov.in
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SL.No. District Name Rank of Officer Designated officer name
Designated officer

mobile number
Designated NIC mail id to be authorized to submit

9

10

B Police

Barasat PD

DCP

SP

Shri Ganesh Biswas, IPS

Ms. Pratiksha rkha IPS

91 4788951 8

91 47888i 37

dcddbkp@policewb.gov. in

.in

11 Purulia SP Aashish Maurya 9147888749 dysp-debtpla-wb@Policewb.

12 Alipurduar SP

SP

lPs
Shri

91 478891 88

8481

tna

13

14
Bidhannagar Police
Com ionerate

DCP Shri Aneesh Sarkar, IPS 9147889489 dcp-bdn@policewb.gov.i n

15 rPDJa I SP ANANDA ROY, IPS 9147888367 s

16 Diamond HarbourPD SP Shri Rahul Goswami, IPS 91 47888088 sp.diamondharbour@policewb.gov.in

17 Rural SP KAMANASISH SEN 9147888441 ntc.ln

.in
18 Kri ar PD SP Amarnath K IPS 91 47888283

19 Bongaon PD SP

DCP

IPSShri. Dinesh 9147888211
91

sp-bo ngaon-Pd@PolLct'iv!€gyin

20
21

Howrah
ar SP Dyuti ma q ffratteslarya,]E- 9147889251 n

b
SP Prakash, IPSShri Praween 91 47889045

22
23 Murs PD SP

-s:hri 

su'ya Pratap fqEeyJES- 91 47888400 n

24 Bankura SP

SP

Shri Vaibhav Tiwari, IPS

nSa tPS

9147888929
91 47888600

poli tn

in
25 Paschim M

SP SRP SealdahMs. J. 91 4788961 1 .in
26 GRP

aunPUr Y

Commissionerate
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SL.No. District Name Rank of Officer Designated officer name
Designated officer

mobile number
Designated NIC mail id to be authorized to submit

27 Siliquri GRP SP Dr. Kunwar Bhushan Singh 8376869847 srpslq@policewb.gov.in

28
Asansol-Durgapur Police

Commissionerate
DCP Dr. Arvind Kumar Anand, IPS 91 47889369 adpc.cybercop-wb@nic.in

29 Purba Medinipur SP Shri Soumyadip Bhattacharya 91 47888650 sp-purbamidnapur@policewb.gov.in

30 Sundarban PD SP IPS Dr Koteswara Rao 91 47888098 sp-spd@policewb.qov.in

31 Ranaghat PD SP Shri Kumar Sunny Raj, IPS 91 47888356 occcps-ra naqhatpd@policewb.gov. i n

32 Basirhat PD SP Dr. Hossain Mehedi Rehman 9147888210 cyberps-bhtpd@policewb.gov.in

33 Dakshin Dinajpur SP Shri Chinmay Mittal, IPS 91 47889031 ic-cvberpsblo@Dolicewb.qov. in

34 Raiganl SP Md. Sana Akhtar, IPS 9147889120 cybercrimeps-rni@policewb.gov. in

35 Howrah Rural PD SP Ms. Swati Bhanqalia 91 47888235 cybercri meps-hr@policewb.gov.in

36 Malda SP Sri Pradeep Kumar Yadav 7501307326 ccp-ic-malda@policewb.gov. in
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Annexure J

y*nrii. Gnrr * iln3 00'l

Nn.tSUfl IAHSR!-rlLLe&ubgrfu sw*yJllstdslrMnffi #fl2;*

N(TTtflCAIIO-N

ln pur,*uarrre erf suctiorr 79(3Xt{ of the lnfnn:rntinn Tcchnology (tT) Act,2ff}0 rearl t','ith

tlleltdnnnatiurrTeclrn*}ogy(Interm*tli*r}'Guit{elinc'snn{.lDigitaiMediaEthiesCrrdu)Rtlles,
?(El; C*rurnrneirt is pluaxrtt to dcsignatu thr Sup*rintcndent of Polirc (SP), Cybercrime Cell,

G** a$ the Ntrrl*l Oft"irsr t$ hnndl$ Urrlmvful contunt/infrrrmatiunlactit'ities in Cyber Spncu

ilrnrl f("rr issuiq; takr dorvn *otire to approprintu irttcmrer{iary, if any online content on soeial

nrcdiil platform violates lhc lnlr, $r ffnY act unrler srlrtion 79(3Xb) of the trnfomation

Teehnology Act. ?iffiCI read r,t'ith the Intorrurtion Technology (lntermediary Guideline* and

Digit*l il.tetli* Hthics Cttle) Rulcs, ?03I.

n-

Ey order & in the name of the

Gover:ror of Goa

L\3

{rj

1.. '

.:1

?:. l,,Y
$t

(Frasanna rAsl
Direttor (ITE&C)

Copy io:

1. The F.5. ta CS, Secretariat, Porvorinr'Grra

?. Tlre P.S. to Secretary (ITH&C), Secretnriat, Porvorim'Gon

$. The Director General of Police. Coa Folice Headquartcrs, Neat Atacl Nlaid*n, Panaji,

Gcn
,1. 05.D. to Hon',ble chi*f h{inicter, Ministerial Blork, secretariat, Forvorim"Goa

3. O.S.D. ro Hon',hle Minister (ITE&C), ?rn ficxr, tT HuB, Altinhr.r, Panaii, Goa

6. Cnllector (North). Nerth Goa Di$trict Colle€torate, CollectorstE lluilding, Pan*ii, Gn*

?. Collector {Southi, Office cf the Collector and District Magistrate, South Goa Ehtrict,

Mathanv $aldanha Administrative C*mplex, Margao' Goa

g, Superirrtenrlent of Police (North), eua Prrlice Headquarturs, [',[ear Azad hlaidan, Panaji"

Goa
g. Suprrintenrienr rrf Pdicr: (South), CIf(ice of Superintcnr.'lcnt of Polierr, Sotrth Gon Diskict.

h,'lar6an -Coa

lil.Thc Under $ecrctary ([lornc-I), Depnrtrnent of Humu {Gener*l}, Secretariat. Fnrvorim-

Goa

11". CunrJ File

rr&rU.{orr-.S&q!it!
0ept. olhforrnntion Tte&rrology, Eh'rtrorrirs {* Crrril rlfi uirtl tiisng

ffi Scanned with OKEN Seanner
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Annexure K
REIGD. NOD. LJ3OOJ!/99

&
O€Lht @ctx-€Lt,e,

{'. rssl
No.33sl

Qr*, gqerRrrc Rgrr< ze, v924fi1 5, 1916

DELET, TEURSDAY, DECEMBER 26 2024IPAUSEA \ 1916
Fs.u.*"ft.{, ms

[N.C.T.D.No.il05

qF[TV
PARTIV

trficrcrrft<rq*eRd(GFr<
covERNMExr orfm, xarroNAL cAPITAL rERRrrroRY oF DELEr

1r fmm
qfuqaqr

frd,26Rqq(,2024

qr. t. rr /21/N21/rEE 5frrfi- l1/12s6-.1241.-qs-{r ilgtFr+1 alfifrqq' zooo (zooo or dfiq

oTftfrqq zr) d em ,, 6 **m 0) d Ya(q) s qrq {aT wcl. ildtFr+1 (llqsfl ftcrFfrftr 3ik

ffi ffir 31*- {R*i fr"qn-6.'io, d ftii g 6 sc-ft{q (il 1 .u= 
-(q) 

+ .cqc. 
q{EF E11I rE\r

ffifr; 
"d" -*A g*, * {rqqrfl s*gtr *-ro'n ar+ + or;, Vaq Er*' ffifud arpsr tfr t :-

1. ftd gfus, {q-{r nl?jtffi sTeF{qq, zooo qi um zs(a)@) + ffE q'rd d ftqrq{ tg qrETq 1rq.srfi

t, ftd d irsd gSS Cr'ftl

z. riTr sTrgip gfrs. eTr$ S$' Cs 3I). ftts s-+is, qrq drcq olffi d sq d dftr(nr{ CF $s gh'

t|ftfr "{* d{ ff"il-+, sfict{ifl or dffw il{ t D

3. gfufl scrp, qr{ qq; W et qrq qtsa 3Tffil of ser+ar A fuq rra-rFD lTq dr€d

sTffidtcfrettt

8313 D6,12024
(t)
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4. fril-d + gfus tscr'5m1. snrg qE gs d, { eil vq, oru-ttu, frtq e-618, frtrs nrsl sG fr qrg q, tdt

oir f-d erci-+rct ffion t d crrd t €dtud ilBn qrfi o.-{t aeil fiE f{54 o.rd o.} o.{i A

fuq B-qdr.r fuq .iT € qq-et Em fuhd q;Wr *fsnn f, dtW qr ssfr g$ q*+. t-a qr €qnfr6

d qrrd} dr olmd 6-G d fuc qlfrd qffi d oq d ift t

{rdtq {rqqrfr qt, ftd d sq rr_qqra" d sTrtcl d aPrr vc-d qFI tr{,

qafr-rt mt sq-sFts ('IE)

HOMEDEPARTMENT

NOTIFICATION

Delhi, the 26th Decenbe\ 2024

F. No. lll24l2L24lw-ru4n64244.-In exercise of powers conferred by f[st proviso to clause

(d) of zub-rule (l) of nrle 3 of the tnformation Technology (Intermediary Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics

code) Rules, 2021 readwith clause (b) of sub-seotion (3) of section 79 of the Information Technology Act' 2000

(Central Act 2l of 2000), the Lieutenant Governor being the appropriate Govemmeflt' hereby' orders the

following:-

1. Delhi Police to be the nodal agency of the National capital Territory of Delhi, to perform the fuoctions under

Section 79(3) (b) ofThe Information Technology Act' 2000'

2. Joint commissioner of Police, IFSO, Special cell, as State Nodal officer (IFSO being an acronym for Intelligence

Fusion and Sfategic OPerations).

3. Deputy Commirrioo".'oipofi IFSO as the Assistant State Nodal Officgf to assist the State Nodal Officer'

4. Deputy Qsmmissisaers of Police of Districts, IFSO, EOW, crime, special cell, Special Brancb' IGId Railways

and Meho as oesignuted om.".. for issuing tate 
'aorrn 

notice pertaining to cases reported in their respective

jurisdiction una to ,.rotiry tn i*t ".* of inlormatioq data or communication link residing in or cornected to a

computer resourou .oot oUtA Uy the interrrediarybeing used to commit the unlawful act'

By the order and in the name of Lieutenant Governor ofNational Capital

Territory of Delhi

KLJLVINDER SINGH, Dy. Secv. (HONTE)

Uploaded by Dte. of Printing at Gov€rDm€nt oflndia Press, Ring Road Mayapuri, New Delhi-110064

aod Published by the Controllo of Publications, Delhi-l10054. ffi.fi* FJf
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Annexure L

l-';,----
' 
Hff.lt.{Mr0tttg(Irtrrot{,rr.

ul rt m{mrh}

t\\chstte Sencr erri

I

Dut*1, ChurJigulr:
16.ofl.!rE.r

/atTl.r6rror. h$ Or4-Pil
Clrrr srntosni oI Fonllh

lJr'pnnntrnt of Hoare ,,\llrlrt & Jutilrg
{llornl'.1 Erstch}

Ordcr

ln er"r'ncixl ol'thc prrtan conllrrcd under Scetton t9{}'(bl of tbu

tn6urnrtian'lcdrnrllr'$] *r,,,*"*'inttto' uf Punj$ ir pler*rl'ttt

dltignme C1'bcr Crinre ui,,g, f'rn1"n il$ thc l{odtrl tgcrty lu handfu

r.nrtR*{Ll umrcm 
"n 

l i,,n**,iio, *iiil.ri .p**tt un&r the pouision

n[ ths lnl'orrrerntrt tr,rlrnotug], (ll-) ;\d- The Nudrl h{crwl shull *end 
-t

nronthl) ruron hr rlu $riru (io.crnrnenr.-9o1t$iriru s tummT 
:t-*

r!:riritrnr ralerr in lhc prrurrling nrorrth in rhe following fonmt t+ tnc--r

numbar

.*sas lr,

(To,rl tru:lbcri

Curkinu Kirprl Singh. LA.S,

Srt'ruttrl 11r Cor l. rrt' f unprtr.
lkF.rlrflellr ol I lorrrc r\fihrff .rnrl Juxrcr.

TO

l. Titc nrldirionat Din*tor Cxnsrd of Policc. Cybur Crinr' Punitb

ir ce$$n.tEd ir{ rk \rxlal ot}ir:rr tirr rhc raid purporc- The dtuiB of thr

Surlirl uilircr arr. ur undcr-

l. ,\Jdiriutnl Diructor Grnslzl of Poliuc. Clb<rCnrtr

Lrnrrl : ndgpstrrterabeturimc(galtul|jab.gur.in

cPsG@ Puni8bPofice.gor. in

'lr
a
tJ tt-
d,F
nl+
@ lat l-t+lau]

.1 er4r1 ir lirnrmjrrl trr $r lbllurring tix intirrnurrou &
I r*f !r'!ilrl ll ul i I I I I ; -

t . Sh" DrtSxrl ('iltl. (iroup ( rrrrrdrrllttor. ('r'htr l.,ru [)rr rst.rn- Drlt.rrtrruu
of tluctn,lltrs lrrtl lnliutu;ll[ttl lrrlylr]ltr$\, \lrgrrrl ol
Cortlrntfiicitti(rn itlttl lttlirnlurr.rr I'cctn.loy1.. (i,rrr. ot' tmti:r. \*r

Order. elc)

of mruerial (
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{ []ir*rtru. (irrrerniur:c Reltrmri.

L
SpaidSdurr

QJ

Dclhi' t' C(i() (\,,rplcr. Lrrtllri Roag. l{r:rv lklhi'll000J ryith the

rEu{$ Lrt puhlirh rlic \uilrl olfircr of thc Sute uf Punjuh irt yrur

uutttq uchrirr in rrt'rrcnc,.. to rhr ntntercital ahrve'

t, ilint $rertun a &,ignurcJ Otii rr urr 79(3[bl. .f ry ]rfry]I'l'luhn*ttry.r in. :mtt . Minfurry of Elcctronics lttJ -t {9ry]:l
'ftrhmrkai', fitu't. ol'lndiir. fr"u mni.6 C00 Complcr Lodhi Roru'

Neu'Usthi-l 10003,

-J.'Dircrurr Gerumt uf lrrrtkc. pnrjab tScctct Scclioo.!1 ll$t5*1:.^v 
thsir otli$'. l€lrer Jto. ltOlo Crusn+l) &tud 29,05.2024' You 

',tc.(lr
atsu rtr;uc,trd t.' rl.Trlrc :r IBffoa O sorydimtt with Mini*ry ot

Conenrunkuirrn and hfomutim Tfchfiology. Sqvt. sf Indie fu mxl
firdh'r u*trxvte mion in rhis ngiarrd arut rflcr llr Pucedun is *lo*e,
tndorrr' thr' cr']Fic.' ol rhs order of Gorr of lnrJin rrad Oslt. af Puajtb ta
rll tlu' c*r,l*rnr*l uxl ro do rln rxcdful $ liour crxl to prbli*h ir pn ttrc
tlliciul ur$xite uf rhc Puqjab Gor.rmmcni nnd odpr ielarad rleb*itcs
uutler inrinurlirrn t,r thir oflir;*.

lg,rl

lhme.

q-
-l

I

.v
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"Typed CoPY of Annexutel?

HOME-HM-40MISC/93/2024-25 1/917e76/2024

Govetnment of Puniab

Department of Home Affairs &Justice

(t{ome - 4 Branch)

02-09-2024

Ordet

In exercise of the po\ilefs conferred under Section 79(3Xb) of the Information

Technology Acg 2000, the Govemot of Punfab is pleased to designate cybtt cdme wi"s

punjab as the Nodal 
^gtrLcJ 

to haodle unla'til/fuI content and infotrnation activities in

cyberspace under the provision of the Information Technology (IT) Act' The Nodal Ageocy

shall send a monthly report to the State Goverlrmeflg cofltaining a sunmary of the decisions

taken in the preceding month in the following format by the 7a day of wery rnonth:-

Sorrt.. of Material

(S7ebsite Servet etc-)

Ra"tot, for removal sowce

of material Paw & Otder,

etc.)

Total number of decisions

to move disable access to
material CIot l numbet
o"ly)

2. The Additional Director General of Police, Cyber Cdme, Punjab is designated

as the Nodal officer for the said puqpose. The details of the Nodal officer 
^te 

as under:-

Add.itional Directot General of Police, Cybet Crime

Email adgp-statecybetcdme(@puniab'gov'in

1
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sp. scc@punjabpolice.gov.in

Dated, Chandigarh

26.08.2024

Gurkitan Krpal Singh, IAS

Sectetary to Govt of Puniab,

Department of Home Affairs andJustice

A copy is forwarded to the following for infotrnation & flecessary action:

1. Sh. Deepak Goel, Gtoup Coordinator, Cybet Law Division, Depatrnent of

Electtonics and Infomration Technolog5r, Ministry of Communication and

Infotmatioo Technology, Govr of India, Nev Ddhi, 6 Cm Complex,I-odhi Road,

Neur Delhi-l1m03 with the request to publish the Nodal officet of the State of Punjab

in your gazette website in teference to the flratter cited above.

2. JontSectetary & Designated Officet u/s 79(3)(t) of the Information Technology Acg

2000. Ministry of Electtonics and Infotmation Technology, Gow. of India, Nerur Delhi,

6 CGO Complex,Irdhi Road, Neu, Delhi-110003.

3. Ditector Genetal of Police, Punjab (Secret Section-1) in reference to their office lettet

No. 11040 Con.SA-4(l) dated 29.05.2024. You are ( 27) also requested to depute a

person to coordinate with Ministry of Communication and Information Technology,

Govt. of India for next fi:rther necessary action in this regard and after the procedure

is done, endorse the copies of the otder of Govt of India and Govt. of Puniab to all

the concerned and to do the needfirl at your end to publish it on the officid website of

the Punjab Govetnment and other related websites under intimation to this office.

4. Director, Governance Reforms.

sd/_

Special Secretary Home.
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Government of lndia

314 Annexure M

Ministry of Home Affairs
lndian Gyber Cr,ime Coordination eentre (l4C)

(ClS*1)ivision)

$h Floor, NDCC-ll Euilding
Jai Singh Road Hew Delhi

Dated, gth october, 20?4

$ubject: Regarding on-hoarding of lT intermediaries on $ahyog Portal.

Kindly refer to Letter No. NGRP/$ahyog/DoT/OCBMSl2024/38 dated
19.08.20?4 (copy attached) on the cited subject matter.

The Sahyog Portal for takedown of unlawful content under Section
79(3Xb) of lT Act, 2000 is developed and ready for implementation. All the
agencies of States/UT's and Govemment of lndia authorised to issue notices
for removal of unlavdul content are being onboarded to the portal. Being an lT
intermediary, )fou are requested to get onboarded to the portal. For this email
giving out the following details may be sent to dqmi4e@mlla*sov,tn

i. Name of the Nodal officer
ii. Designation
iii. Ernail address for sending notices
iv. Mobile number

ln this regard, MeitY is requested to issue instructions to all the lT
lntennediaries to get on-boarded on Sahyog Portal at the earliest.

Di lrtc tq\.*
rector,

\"k4'

To,

Copy to

All lT intermediaries offering $ervices in lndia.

$hri Bhuvnesh Kumar
Additional SecretarY
Room No 4007, Electronics Niketan
6 CGO Gornplex Lodhi road Neur Delhi- 110003

Ph: +91-11-24363114
Email : bhuvneah.kr& melf.v,p*v' i n
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WITHOUT PREJUDICE

11.11" 2024

Mr. Rajesh Kumar
cEo (r4c)
5h Floor, NDCC -ll Building,

JaiSingh Road,

New Delhi-110001

Dear Sir,

Sub: Your tetter dated 19.O8.2021bearing NCRPtSahyog/DoT/OCBmSr2024ft8; and

your letter dated 05.11.2021bearing e.File. No. {a(6[2024'CL&DG

We write in response to your letters requesting X Corp. ("X") to nominate a "Nodal fficer'for a
"sahyog Portal' that wilt be used to issue information blocking orders to X outside of the

statutory scheme under Section 694.

1. Section 69A of the lnformation Technology Act, 2000 (lT Acf) is the on$ statutory

power for information blocking. Section 79(3)(b) of the lT Act does not provide authority

to order information blocking.

Z. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in Shreya Singhal v. Union of lndia, (2015) 5 SCC 1

("Shreya Singhal') has held that Section 79 is an exemption provision. Therefore,

Section 79 cannot be the source of power to block information. Since Rule 3(1Xd) of the

lT (lntermediary Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics Code) Rules, 2021 ("lT Rules")

merely refers back to Section 79, it also does not confer authority to order information

blocking.

3. Establishing the contemplated portal to order information blocking would also create an

impermissible parallel mechanism to the already existing Section 69A mechanism, but

without the procedures or safeguards of Section 69A. This would contravene the Hon'ble

Supreme Court's decision in Shreya Singhal'

4. X Corp. has already complied with the lT Act by appointing officers under Rule 4 of the

lT Rules. There is no statutory backing to direct the appointment of another ofiicer under

the lT Act.

5. Without prejudice, X has dedicated portals to process valid legal requests. More

information is available at:

t.co/lr or legalrequests.twitter.com

6. This letter is issued without prejudice to X's rights in law and should not be construed as

a waiver of any of those rights.
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Yours sincerelY,

X

CC: Deepak Goel

Scientist G and GrouP Coordinator,

Cyber Laws and Data Govemance Division,

MeitY
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Annexure R

POOVAVYA
ADVOCATES & soLlclroRS

BENGATURU ' NEWDETHI

14.022025

Ministry of Electronics and lnformation Technology

Electronics Niketan,

6, CGO ComPlex, LodhiRoad,

New Delhi- 110003

secretary@meitY. gw. in

bhuvnesh.k@meitY.gov. in

dpk3oel@nic.in

2. Ministry of Home Affairs

Sth Floor, NDCC-ll Building,

Jaisingh Road,

New Delhi

ceo'i4c@mha.gov.in
diri4c@mha.gov.in

Dear Sirs,

Suh: Letter on behatf of our client, X Gorp'

We write on behalf of and on instructions from our client, X Corp. We have been instruc{ed by

our client to deliver the enclosed letter to you'

Kindly acknowledge receiPt.

Yours sincerelY,

& Co.

Encl: X Corp.'s letter dated 14.02.2025

The Estqte I tevel Four I l2l Dickenson Rood I I ltldio' low@poovqYyo'net'+g:l 60 4656 3000
engoluru 560 042 i
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14.02.2025

Ministry of Electronics and lnformation Technology

Electronics Niketan, 6, CGO ComPlex,

LodhiRoad, New Delhi- 110003

secretary@meitY. gov. in

bhuvnesh.k@meitY.gov.in
dpkgoel@nic.in

Ministry of Home Affairs
56 Floor, NDCGII Building,

Jai Singh Road, New Delhi

ceo'i4c@mha.gov.in
diri4c@mha.gov.in

Dear Sirs,

Subiect Writ petition Challenging the Erecutive's Gircumvention of Section 69A of the

lnformation Technology Act, 2000 ("lT Acf)

X Corp. hereby notifies you of its intent to challenge the govemment's in@nect interpretation

of section 7g(3xb) of the tT Act as authorizing the issuance of information blocking orders.

section 6gA of the lT Act is the sote mecfranism to issue information blocking orders and is

subject to the protections and tegal safeguards that are recognized by the Honorable Supreme

Court in Shreya Singhal v. lJnion of lndia, (2015) 5 SCC 1'

Meity's directive to other centrat Ministries, s@res of state govemment agencies, and

thousands of local police officers that they are authorized to issue information blocking orders

under Section 7g(3xb), outside the Section 69A process, circumvents the requirements of the

tT Act and violates the Honorable Supreme court's decision in shreya singhal-

Neither Section 7g nor any law authorizes the executive to create an online portalfor central

and state govemment agencies and local police officers to issue blocking orders outside the

Section 6gA process. Nor does Section 79 mandate an intermediary to appoint a "nodal

officefl to ensure comptiance with the unlawful blocking orders that will be issued through the

impugned portal.

As the Supreme Court recognized in Shreya Singhat, Section 79 is only an exemption

provision. section 79(3Xb) merely sets out an instiance where an intermediary would not be

entifled to exemption from liability for third-pafi content that it is othenarise entitled to under

section 79(1). Thus, Section 7g(3)(b) is not a souroe of power to order information blocking,

and the impugned portat's stated purpose is in epntravention of law.

The executive,s u/tra yires actions will resutt in the significant and unrestrained censorship of

information in lndia. conseguently, X willfile a writ petition to address these issues.

This letter is issued without prejudice to X's rights in law and should not be construed as a

waiver of any of those rights.

Sincerely,

x

X
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Notice under rule 7 of the tT rules,2021lor restricting public access of
content on speciftc URLs/Links
'1 message

From : Deputy Director <pr.rlybd@gmail.com>

Date: Fri, Feb 21, 2O25 al 9:1 0 PM

SrUi"a' 
'triotice 

unaer ruG 7 of the lT ru!es,2021 for ressic{ing public access of content on specific URLs/Links

To: <fo ncpindia@fr .com>, <twifter-legal@twitter.com>

Cc: <ministerofriihrrraysoffi ce@gmail-com>, <ryberlaw@mei$'gov'in>

Dear Ma'am/Sir,
please iind attached herewith a notice issued fiom the noda! officer of Ministry of .Railways
(alongwith copy of Gazette noufication authorizing him as the nodal officer for the purpose) whe.rein

it i, i"qr"steci 6rat the sensitive and disturbing content shown in the Iinks/URLs provided as

ippenoi'x-r may pleaie be restricted from publiciccess immediately. An acknotvledgement in this

regard shall be highly appreciated

Regards

Dilip Kumar
Executive Director (l nformation and Publ icity)

Railway Board, New Delhi
ed i p. rai lway@rb. ra i I net. g ov. i n

2 attachments

a
E

Railway Notice 21Feb.Pdf
1242K

Gazetb Notifi cation. Pdf
2253K
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REGD. No. D. L-:Xlm#99

@he Gozette of SrLdto

tfrriflqc

qfrqq{T

T{ Rffi, z+ ftsq<, zoz+

qr.qiT.ft. 781(a).4aa1clEitftft (qEffiff frcn-frt$ *( Rtrrc-q fffur BnqR ffft tRml

Frq, 2021 * ft{q a 6 sq-ft{c (r) h tis (q t IrM vBc, qr-rr ffifoft qftftTq, 2O0O (2OOO Tr

zr; fi Br1q1 79 ft w-ur<r (3) + Gis g1 h u-grr<or it, srgm rrcrR * sq fr' *E sF6r(, +,rerrfr fttqr+

K{dr g{ srqrc), isA +9, tq tar"rq fr, tm {Trcr+ *< eH} {Ta {rqtild t {dft-fr Gtfr fr srt orFt

6-qr h Tq< frfra nm fi q++r t ttu t qEq-{ff dtqrcil fr frfe qrft +,'G * srfrwr{ ffi{d
+cfi tt

[qT . d'. zoz+rtfternrl 3/63]

&. fifr+rq, {X1ffiqFfi

Iffi?r:t-'

830s Gv2024 (l)

arflErcr
EXTRAORDINARY

qmIF{va3<q<E(D
PART ll-Scotion 3-Subrcciion (i)

rlfrrrttrtrfod
PTJBLISIMD BY AUTHORITY

d'. ztrl qtGffi,{lrdrrR,GKrr<zl,zoz,4rqtcs,rgff

No. 719f NEW DELHI, TUESDAY, DECEMBER U,20AIPAUSHA 3, 1945
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: EXTRAORDINARY IPARr II---SEC. 3(i)l

MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS

NOTIFICATION

New Delhi, the 24th December, 2024

G.S.R. 7g1(El.- tn pursuance of clause (b) of sub-section (3) of section 79 of the lnformation

Technology Act, 20oo (2L of 2@ol, read with clause (d) of sub-rule (1) of rule 3 of the lnformation

Technology (tntermediary Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics Code) Rules 2O2L,the CentralGovemment

being the appropriate Government hereby notifies Executive Director (lnformation and Publicity), Railway

Board, Ministry of Railways, for the purpose of issuing notice to the intermidiaries in relation to any

information which is prohibited under any law for the time being in force pertaining to the Ministry of

Railways and its attached offices.

[F. No. 2O24lPNl3l631

T. SRINfVAS, Jt SoqY.

Dte. of Printing at Government of India Press, Ring Road, MaYaPuri, New Delhi-l10064
Uploaded by

and Published by the Controller of Publications, Delhi-l I 0054.

r--*-Frl@I-*Y-
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$TcfffTfir{G OVI'RN M ENT OF IN DI A

riil{,Trdrq MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS

teffi€nAILwAY BoARD

No.2022/DDPR/I : Nerv Delhi' clated: 2l'02'2025

NONCE TO INTERMEDIARY FOR DISABIING ACCESS TO UNTAWFUT INFORMANON

whereas, section 79(3)(b) of the lnformation Technology Act, 2000 provides that the exemption

from liability of intermediaries for third party information, data' or communication link made

available or hosted by them shall not apply if upon receiving actual knowledge, or on being notified

by the appropriate Government or its agency that any information, data or communication link

residing in or connected to a computer resource controlled by the intermediary is being used to

commit the unlawful act, the intermediary fails to expeditiously remove or disable access to that

material on that resource without vitiating the evidence in any manner'

whereas, rule 3(1)(d) of the lnformation Technology (lntermediary Guidelines and Digital Media

Ethics code) Rules, 2021 (hereinafter referred to as "lT Rules, 2021") provides that an intermediary'

on whose computer resource the information is stored, hosted or published, upon receiving actual

knowledge in the form of an order by a court of competent jurisdiction or on being notified by the

Appropriate Government or its agency under clause (b) of sub-section (3) of section 79 of the Act'

shall not host, store or publish any unlawful information, which is prohibited under any law for the

time being in force in relation to the interest of the sovereignty and integrity of lndia; security of the

State; friendly relations with foreign states; public order; decency or morality, in relation to

contempt of court; defamation; incitement to an offence relating to the above, or any information

which is prohibited under any law for the time being in force'

And whereas, rule 7 of the lT Rules, 2021 provides that where an intermediary fails to observe these

rules, the provisions of sub-section (1) of section 79 of the Act shall not be applicable to such

intermediary and the intermediary shall be liable for punishment under any law for the time being in

force.

And whereas, the Ministry of Railways, being the appropriate Government in respect of all subject

matters of lndian Railways and its attached offices is empowered under section 79(3)(b) of the lT Act

to issue notifications to the intermediaries, including soclal medla platforms, to remove/disable

aCces5 tO URLs, aCcOUntS, etC, where Unlawful advertisementS, endorSements, promotiOnal COntent'

etc, are publisheil.And whereas, vide Ministry of Rallways Notiflcatlon vlde GSR no. 781(E) dated 2q

December, 2024, the undersigned has been deslgnated as a Nodal officer for the purpose of

notifyin' the intermediaries in respect to unlawfut lnformatlon as per section 79(3Xb) of the lT Act,

lW read with rule 3(1}(d) of the tT Rules,2021. (Copy of Notlfication in the Gazette of lndia is

enclosed!

It has come to the notiqe of this Ministrv that certain accounts (detalls in Aooendix-U on the

intermediarv ptatforms X.com. Facebook and lnstasram are sharinE false gnd misleadine content

related to Indian Bailwavs. lt has also been "observed 
that some.gf these videos are old footaPe fIoT

Bancladesh in Narsinsdi Station Area oI 7 Dec 2O24 whlch is being shared in.a deceotiYe manner.
provokine unlawful activities amone the oublic.
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Now therefore, in accordance with the above mentioned provisions of law, the intermediary x.com
or You Tube is hereby notified to remove and disable access to the all the above mentioned accounts
within thirty'six hours of the issue of this communication without vitiating the evidence in any
manner.

Encl: as above

e1\tq,l-S

(Dilip Kuma
Executive Director/I&P

Railway Board

To,

x.com (forme rly known as twitter), (Ema il: twitter-leea I @twitter.com )

Facebook, (Email: fbncoindia@fb.com)

Instagram. (Email : :fbncpind ia@fh,. gom)

Copy to :i) Secretary Ministry of Electronics and lnformation Technology, Electronics Niketan,
New Delhi for kind information and necessary action please.

. ii) OSD to Hon'ble Minister of Railways for kind information please.

n
r
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Appendix-1

x.com:-

Facebook:-
https://www.facebook.com/sha relr/toyJ Hzocru/?m ibextid=wwXlfr

Instaqrarn:-
httDs://www.instagram.gom/reel/DDQ-ecJTeZQ/?iesh=MXQwaTlwZHZuMHNmNw==

2rlrt *



332 Annexure T

Fwd: Notice under rule 7 of the IT rules,2u?ltor restricting public access of content

on specific URLs/Links

From: Dilip Kumar <edip-railway@rb'railnet' gov'in>

oae,wed, Feb12,zozba6:18PM --^ -r^--.^-.^^-^
Subject Fwd: Notice unJ"i *t" z of the lT rules,Z}21for restricting public access of content on specific URt-s/l-inks

To : <twitterJegal@twitter.com>

To: twitter-legal@ttvitter.com
Sent Wedn6sdiy, February 12,2025 3:22:05 PM

Subject Notice under rule'Z oi ttre lT ru1es,2021 for restricting public access of content on specific URLs/Links

Dear Ata'am/Si6
ptease find attactred herarr'th a notice from the nodat officer of Ministry of Raitways (atgnsytf-t copy of Gazette

notification authorizing hrm as the nodal officer iri-tri" prrp"se) wtrerein it is requested that the misteading and

orovokins content shorn in t5e links/URLs provlded is aipendix-t may.ptease be restricted from public access

ilffii;",U l" 
".-r**t"Jgement 

in this regard shatt be highty appreciated'

Regards

Prashant Kumar Pattnaik
Dv. Director/ Pubtic Retations

Ministry of RaitwaYs, RaitwaY Board

New Dethi

2 attachments

st 12.02.25.Pdt
Ef tozsK

E Gazelle N otifi catio n. Pdf
2253K

X
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arflErcf
EXTRAORDINARY
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REGD. No. D. L-3:!qNr99
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No.7l9l
6 Qffi, {rrffirt, frgq< 24, 2624,44!q 3, 1946
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tqfircq
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qr..ET.ft. zgl(q).-{il{r mdftft (qE{wtr Rqn-frter qt( Gfr.q ffB{r qr+r< ffi tQfrl
ftTq, 2021 h Aqq g * w-fr{c (1) + Eis 1u) * sm qBe, qs-{r qftfrsq, 2000 (2000 6r

Zr; ft qrcr 79 ft sc-ff<r (3) * ris 1q * wgu<or t', v.rgu scrr< t sc t *< sc+t<, +,rffi fttrr+'

((fir gd'r<rc), lst frS, \q {Trdq +, tq {Ttorq *< sq* €-{€ {rqftrdt t t-dftfr frrft fr rrlrq qr[
.nrtr h r6e ftR-a Gffi fr Wfir + €tiq t cEs-s-tr rt'€grrfr fr frEg qrft q,qt h rfrqrr{ qWfi
+rft tt

lsr. {'. zoztrfiilr(tl 3/63I

fi. ffft+m, {gmqfrd

E305 GW024 (t)
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY IPART II-SEC.3(i)l

MIMSTRY OF RAILWAYS

NOTIFICATION

New Delhi, the 24th December, 2024

G.S.R. 781(E).- ln pursuance of clause (b) of sub-section (3) of section 79 of the lnformation

Technology Act, 2(X)O (27 of 2000), read with clause (d) of sub-rule (1) of rule 3 of the lnformation

Technology (lntermediary Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics code) Rules 2027'lhe centralGovernrnent

beingtheappropriateGovernmentherebynotifiesExecutiveDirector(lnfonnationandPublicity},Railway
Board, Ministry of Railways, for the purpose of issuing notice to the intermidiaries in relation to any

information which is prohibited under any law for the time being in force pertaining to the Ministry of

Railways and its attached offices'

lF.No. 2O24lPRlt3l637

T. SRINMS,Jt S€cY-

by Dte. of Printing at Govemment oflndia Press, Ring Road, MaYaPuri'

by the Contloller ofPublications' Delhi-110054.

-, - -s.---a-tr€frrglsffirgr^'

Uploaded
and Published

New Delhi-I10064

'i:,1 -:;.5:la:rr
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qT{ il+F]S]-TGOV ERN M ENT OF I N D I A

tqriTm{ MINISTRV oF RAILwAYS
ffi€nnu,wAy BOARD

No.2022/DDPR/1 New Delhi, drted: 12.02.2025

NONct TO INITRMEDIARY FOR DISABTING ACCESSTO UiITAWFUT If{FORMAflOil

Whereas, section 79(3)(b) of the lnformatbn Technology Act, 20m provides that the exemption

from liability of intennediaries for thlrd party lnformatlon, data, or communication link made

available or hosted bry them shall not apply if upon receiving actual knowledge, or on being notified

b\,' the appropriate Govemment or its agency that any information, data or communication link

residing in or Connected to a computer resource controlled by the intermediary is being used to

c(1mmit the unlawful act, the intermediary fails to ex@itiously remove or disable access to that

rraterial on that nesource without vitiating the evidence in any manner'

\{,hereas, rule 3(lXdl of the Information Technology (lntermediary Guidelines and Digital Media

Ethics Code) Rules, 2021 (hereinafter referred to as "!T Rules,2021"! provides that an intermediary,

on whose computer resource the information is stored, hosted or publistred, upon receiving actual

knowledge in the form of an order by a court of competent jurisdiction or on beirg notffied by the

Appropriate Government or its agency under clause (bl of sub-section (3) of section 79 of the Act,

snall not host, store or publish any unlawfirl information, which 's prohibited under any law for the

trme being in force in relation to the interest of the sovereignty and integrity of lndia; security of the

Srate; friendly relations with foreign states; public order; decency or morality, in relation to

contempt of court; defamation; incitement to an offence relating to the above, or any infiormation

whichisprohibitedunderanylawforthetimebeinginforce.

And whereas , rule 7 of the lt Rules, 2021 provides that where an intermediary fails to observe these

rutes, the provisions of sub-section (1) of section 79 of the Act shall not be applicable to such

intermediary and the intermediary shall be liable for punishment under any law for the time being in

force.

And whereas, the Ministry of Railways, being the appropriate Government in respect of all subject

rnatrers of lndian Railways and its attached offices is empowered under section 79(3xb) of the lT Act

to issue notifications to the intermediaries, including social media platformg to remove/disable

aL:l.jssto URL5, accounts, etc, where unlawful advertisements, endorsements, promotional content,

etc, ate published.And whereas, vide Ministry of Rallways Notification vide GSR no. 781(E) dated 24

D..-mber, ZOZ4, the undersigned has been deslgnated as a Nodal Officer for the purpose of

notifying the int€rmedlaries in respect to unlawful lnformatlon as per section 79(3)(b) of the lT Act,

20OO read wirh rule 3(t11d) ol the lT Rules, 2021. (Copy of Notlflcatlon in the Gaeette of India is

enclosed)

And whereas. it ha-s clrme Jg tle 1'rtice-p1 lltlt-Mltttltty-ll!ilf thE.-fullawioB accounts (detai]s at

Aooendix-1l on the iglEI!0cglEry-!!4us{nl x,(grtl totreDogLcqu.0te-eege,unts which are shar

o td video/co nte nt heyln&rnlrlc a d hE lololul e !^!g!l !sI!a d)ered Is- llerL@
viotence and haoLle.-rIg"Nellgoal Brepe-Ilv el !9$.9 uluulyle
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lndian Railwavs too.

Now therefore, in accordance with the above mentioned provisions of law, the intermediary x'com

or You Tube is hereby notified to remove and disable access to the all the above mentioned accounts

within thirty-six hours of the issue of this communication without vitiating the evidence in any

manner.

Encl: as above

(Dilip Kumar)
Executive Directorfl&P

Railway Board

To,

x.com (formerly known as twitter),(Email: twitter-lesa l@twitte r.cpm )

Google lnc (YouTubeXEmail: lesal@suopqr[.youtube.com]

Instagram& Facebook (tmail:fbncpindia@fh,com )

Copy to :i) Secretary Ministry of Electronics and lnformation Technology, Electronics Niketan,
New Delhi for kind information and necessary action please.

ii) OSD to Hon'ble Minister of Railways for kind information please.

s

d

.

i
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Apoendix-1

httos ://x. com/Adv rj 24lstatus/1 889527 1 840 1 4057942

https://x.comiDSourcelnshhUstatus/ 1 87049E250962 1 94730

httos ://x com/C 90284 1Q6/E!a!qs4E?9_12qglOZ025Le28q

httos://x.com/TheFede!'al Newslstelusl 1 87 O024?652223ffi336

https. //x com/ltsKhan Saba/statu d 1 869959973 I 1 3082266

hnps.i/x con1ft tTweets/statu9 1 8699785370S4 1 97426

nitps /ix. com/thequotesnews/itatus/1 87000 1 442687463935

nnos. i/x. comfl atestlv/status/1 869980 1 66&142 1 6076

nttos: llx. com/lokmattimeseno/status/1 869g59934d923892 34

nttps:irx com/thefi rstindia/status/1 8698686361 7343498

https.l/x com/nevys 1 1 bharaUstatus/l 87036 1 94M2 775 1 747

rros.. rrvww.ooogle.com/imores?h=1280&w=720&tbnh=300&tbnur168&osm=1&hcF1&source=tens-
na',lve&usq=Al4 -kTlYffr.J uOxQPXIGOF-
lV9iwXQKGoQ&imourl=https://lookaside.instaoram.com/seo/oooole widoeUcrawler/?media id%3D3S
27951632639561746&imqrefurl=hftos:/ mi/rv.instaoram.com/pivushmanushlreel/DDlzVFoPZAg'&tbnt
ci=vqLbPwSKlZmBLM &docid=i5V2Yl U3Z28erM

r; -^;::::rtrE:.--*r' - - :.- .7a" ar::i=- -



338 Annexure U

Fwd: Notice under rute 7 of the lT rules,2il21for restricting Public access

of content on sPecific URLs/Links
1 message

From: Deptrty Direc'tor <pr.rlybd@gmail'com>

Date: Wed, Feb 12, 2025 al 5:45 PM

sublect Fwd: Ndice ,"0.i 'ii" 
7 Jthe lr ru1es,2021 for restriding public ac@ss of content on specific URLs'Links

To: <twitter-legal@twitter.com>

lnreferencetothetraitingmait,PleasefindmoreURts/Linksintheattachedexcetsheethavingthesamecontent
wtrictr neea to be restricted from pubtic access'

Regards

Prashant ltumar Pattnaik
Dv. Director/Pubtic Retations

Ministry of RaitwaYs, RaitwaY Board

New Dethi

Fonrvarded message
From: Deputy Director <pr.rlybd@gmail'com>

fff;Hfi"Lg Jl;;3fif,Jllrtf,:l+ rubs,2021 ror restrictins pubric access or content on specinc URLs/Links

To : <twitter-lega l@twift er.com>

N

B[Tr]?,fi[l?I;ched herew*h a norice from rhe nodal officer of Ministry of Ra*wavs (arongwith copv of Gazette

notification authorizing ;;;;ih;il"iorii.",. riffi"-prrii,r") ,rt'"t"in it is requested that the misteading and

orovoking content rno"rn'in'il" ii;k ]uRG p.ouiai ut-"'ppuna#1 may.ptease be restricted from pubtic access

immediatety. An acknowtJg;;;i'i; it it ,Egu.a shatt be hightv appreciated'

Regards

Prashant Kumar Pattnaik
Dv. Director/Pub(ic Retations

ttinistry of Raitwaya, Rail,way Board

New Dethi

3 attachments
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11.02.25 Take down Notice.Pdf
738K

Gazzette Notifi cation. Pdf
2253K

MAHA KUMBH list.xlsx
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PT,BLISIIED BY AUTEORITY

REGD. No. D. L-3:PO{ X)

@he Gozette of Swdio

d. ztsl

No.7l9l

aq Bd, {rre{r<, Risq( 24, zozlqtc s, tglo

NEW DELHI, TUESDAY' DECEMBER 24,2O24!PAVSHA 3' 1945

qr.6T.R. 781(O.{fir erEitftft 1wv-<,ff frpn-Fi?qr 3fl-( BR-ffi ftG.{r qrqr< ffi tiEcrl

ftTq, 2021 h ftg-q g h w-ftfi (1) h dg F) + q.rq cR6, {ffir ffiftff e[&nqq, 2000 (2000 5r

,;; ; ; zg ft sc_er* 1s1 t rie 1*1 * or{".'r it, vrgr rc+rc h sc fr *q .'cd*, *ffi ffeern

Kfir qd sq1), ls} +€, is {Tr-arq fr,}s {Tffiq .n< sq* frq-d 6rqif,-er t i-dft( ffi fr qrq cr[

*.to t tr6a ftft6 A* r!ft (fir h ftiu fi qsT{ff tunm fr frfcg qrfr 6G + rtrfirci ffd{

tc{Trcc

qfrqn{r

(l)

l$,r. d. 2024lft€{R/1 3/631

*. fift<re, {5suFfi

r<ft tt

8305 GW024
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY [Penr II-Sec. 3(i)]

MIMSTRY OF RAILWAYS

NOTTFICATION

New Delhi, the 24th December, 2024

G.S.R. 781(E).- tn pursuance of clause (b) of sub-section (3) of section 79 of the lnformation

Technology Act, 2000 (2L of 2O0O), read with clause (d) of sub-rule (1) of rule 3 of the lnformation

Technology (lntermediary Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics Code) Rules 2021, the Central Government

being the appropriate Government hereby notifies Executive Director (lnformation and Publicity), Railway

Board, Ministry of Railways, for the purpose of issuing notice to the intermidiaries in relation to any

information which is prohibited under any law for the time being in force pertaining to the Ministry of

Railways and its attached offices.

[F. No. 2024lPR/13/63]

T. SRINIVAS, Jt. Secy.

Uploaded by Dte. of Printing at Govemment of India Press, Ring Road, Mayapuri, New Delhi-l10064
and Published by the Conholler ofPublications, Delhi-l 10054.



342
1999 which savs'f anv passenqer or anv other oerson. after beine warned bv a raifuil seruant to

desist, persists in travelline on the roof, steo or footboard of anv carriase or on an en9ine. or in anv

ofa with

imorisonment for a term which mav extend to three months. or with fine which mav etrend to five

hundred ruoees. or with both and mav be removed from the raitwav bv anv railwav serv?nt' fu

sharine of such video mav also promote this unlawful activltv which mav create unwarEnted law

and order situation. lt is cateeoricallv mentioned that the content showed in shared links mav h
taken down immediatelv as in the wake of huee rush in trains now a davs it maY affect ooerations of

lndian Railwavs too.

Now therefore, in acmndance with the above mentioned provisions of law, the intermediary x'com

or You Tube is hercby notified to remove and disable access to the all th€ above mentioned accounts

within thirty-six hours of the issue of this cornmunication without vitiating the evidence in any

manner.

Encl: as abwe
ttl 021LD-

(Dilip Kumar)
Executive Dir€ctor/I&P

Railway Borrd

To,

x.com (formerly known as twitter),(Email: twitter-leeal@twitter'com )

Google lnc (YouTubeXEmail: lesal@suooort'voutube'com)

tnstagram& Facebook (Email:fbncoindia@fb'com )

copy to :i) secretary, Ministry of Electronics and lnformation Technology, Electronics Niketan'

NewDelhiforkindinformationandnecessaryactionplease.
ii)osDtoHon,bleMinisterofRallwaysforklndinformationplease.

r for

'----t..,'w_.-_
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Appendix-1

t httos//x.com/Avinash KS 1 4/status/1 8889 1 1 54 320481 5 1 gB

2h[p_ql8,c_o,m.lghprap-4_Liy/status/1_Qgqq_s_qs441446i?-7-!?

3h!!p!:/l{.c_oryr/vivekcool@7lstatush88885g72t43_92.1@9F

a https://x,com/Tumhotoh/status/1 8885S61961 37828638

s bltps_:rix.-com/hind ustanherel,ruEtatugl-9t9072Q404!0954112

6 lttps. |i.ulour4,ob mattimeseng/stausl.1gg9lgl233028493348

-!tt'fl 
i1/x,a9Ei_(!a_!s-aVrg1or1!s_tatus/18889779980

S litAsj,x-ASCI/CIA

n nrcs 1ix com/lndianBackchod/status/1 888914582067616139

1 C ittgs iix com/Avi nashKS 1 4/status/l 8889 1 1 658871 1 48881

: - -*ttss,x com/Bhaska6nqlish /status/1 8888659775273781 04

1 2 hftps : l/x com/M udassircoen ka7stahldl 88885 1 4 1 92 1 9849262

1 3 htos : i/x. com/Sam acfrar Mu mbai/statuVl 888846674 1 65952532

1 4 :.rres'/x comhomadmarkter/statusi/188884553&191b23548

' 3 r:;s. ;,'x cc,"n/F rontalForce/status/1 888843831 891 68 1 296

1 6 httos.//x ccm/H Y D Deccan N Ews/statudl 88882368097 1 446 1 29

r; tfgs iix ccmlSnuUnamZig

12 .lltl |t-/ rglllayp

n 9 ., :t.i t t r.Epy/D!!!_SfltSral XTsbtus/1 E8858

2e, h,.y,s./! L @rn[I y.mll-o-!stt/str!cd1899500]_9q1 3782I]039

2 1 bW*. !.!t sqltlcyy.5! Iryes!$ls.talsel1qgff q gql 4267 4.395-!!

22llBplUsmlvay-ql-bl]ara-u,qlaluq1100!0pgf i6Ugil30QQ0

2 3 hlp_s t t x agtt!! R qt.t 4ltr 1 5/s!g! uql 1 Qt t!b2Q Se.9?04 O l!4 / I J

24 httos: I t x.comttateslMElatu-s11Q{l![.Q 195W.9.1 121 I P t

25 httos://x.com/DarlyUttamHindu/statqs4 BECIl90Q3-1 €2711755{
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https://x.com/atheist vicky/status/1 888902 1 8205061 9809

https://x.comlFrontalForce/status/l 88884383 I 89 I 68 I 296

httos://x.com/mrjethwani-/status/ I 88861 429527 I 030839

https:i/x.com/vivekcool007/status/l 888E5072 I 4302 16895

https://x.comAvludassirCoenkaT/status'/l 88885 1 4 I 921 9849262

https://x.com/AvinashKs 14lstatuyl 8889 I I 5432048 I 5 198

https ://x.com/BhaskarEnglish-istatuVl 888865977527378 I 04

75 httcs://x.com/Prince 07860/status/18886431 741 7812791 9

76 https : //x.com4erini acob /status/1 8886056 1 1 673'1 90686

77 htbs://x.com/GulRose views/status/1 888562394894393448

78 https://x.com/NavbharatTimes/statuV't 888484443079454975

79 httos://x.com/PANCHAYATVstatus/1 8885726999220471 48

80 httos://x. com/auto kaka/status/1 888523679367 1 39434

81 https://x.com/deeoeshoande4/status/1 888536573668675852

82 https://x.com/priyaraiputlive/status/l 88848599 I 725638072

83 https://x.com/Sal aria Shikhal /status/ I 88854 I 069857448098

84 https://x.com/romita-tiwari/status/l 88851679961 3784 108

85 https://x.com/ePrayagraj/status/l 8885092469308 I 7306

86 https://x.com/TusharSrilive/status/l 8885284503043 19543

8Z https://x.com/UPPRD I 948/status/1 88883693604063685 I

88 hft;s://x'com/Bhadaini-Mirror/statuVl 8886264 l3 122855341

89 https://x.com/kanpurtaUstatus/1 88921 2268308820077

90 https://x.comNishantiournali/status/t 88854555605 1476495

91 https://x'com/AVINASHKHABAR/status/l 8892 12006580007348

92 https://x.com/lNC-Television/status/l 88878720666137'l4l I

93 httpsy'/x.com/suman rakad/status/1888625965367959823

94 httpsl I x.con/ teinew s24 I stalusl I 8885 446223 197 2261 I

95 https:i/x.com/Satwant-Rana /status/l 888563589994234299

96 httos://x.com/oaoou bhai oo/status/1 888857631 66799061 2

97 https://x.com/Amarbhartiyalko/status/l 888558743450755372

98 https://x.com/Daminihere/status/1 8888261 35284240496

99 https://x.com/Avinashtiw3223O/status/1 8887681 03879786661

1 00 trttps://x.coml/newslive24/status/l 88854 1496808214978
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1 0 t https :/ix.com/D u beyKedar/statusi I 8 tJ86 I 27 27 327 0l 9024

102 httpsJ I x.com IRAIKUM ARYaZ7 4361 stztus/ I 8E81 641 0047 97 9 547 5

'l 03 https://x.com/RajBali470836l 9/status/l 888616088583 524562

1 04 hthos ://x. com/rastogLme2g 1 95/status/1 E8881 02335077M 1 73

1 05 httos://x.com/DainikBhaskar/status/1 8887623091 04820682

1 06 htiPs ://x.com/kaoilJ:arod/statuV I 88 863 I 290502803 8 I 8

1 07 https://x.com/shivkrishana3/status/l 88875033953030969 I

1 08 httos://x.comalewsloo-Plus/statuvl 888532347970347463

1 09 https ://x.com/Rahulchaziabadd/status/ I 888799605388922906

1 1 0 https ://x.com/thevaranasinews/status/ 1 8883 33043 5 3 6 I I 3 704

1 1 t https://x.comiPeoplesUpdate'istatus/1 8884781 18060663267

1 1 2 htFs:/ix.com/ABPNews/status/ I 8E 85 522 1 4727 I I 0748

f f S https :lx.com/Khulasalndi/#l
ll  htPs//x.so-

1 1 5 httos://x.comlSkyRjd2l 8Atatudl E88

1 1 6 https ://x.comNEWJpluJstatuv I E88605023002923 305

1 1 7 https://x.com/BitterTruth 120/status/l 88859875983396957

1 1 I https ://x.comNewsFtr/status/ I 88 8 5 5 3245 I 5463920

1 1 t https://x.com/lalluram-news/statusi 188E4723 1455291 821 5

1 20 https://x.com/bk-kanaujiva/statuyl 8885 1 I 48545 1682022

121 httpst I x.comlvipinku868437 3 4 I statud I 88857 482669429 189 I

1 22 https://x.com/AsianetNewsSN/statuV18E92020720396208 
I 3

'123 https://x.com/ZeeBusinesVstatus/18885551 17403648M2

1 24 https://x.com/Bmj Jatav/status/ I 8 E85 I I 7755 E4497766

1 Z5 https://x.comMediaCellSP/status/l 88854589035008846 I

1 26 hups://x.com/ManoiSh28986262/statuvl E8E507 I 53490E459 l7

1 27 https://x.com/OstarMatter/status/l 888974588857762059

1 28 https://x.com/yatrisangh/status/1888965791418396904

1 29 https ://x-com/Aaj kikhabar I I I I /statuV t 88893 6969 5 786763 76

1 30 httos://x.com/BharatTakNews0/status/l 888920371 572678741

'l 31 https://x.com/ncrpatrika/status/188890003272984185 
I

1 32 https://x.com/chandresh I 9l 2/starus/t 888798038241563033

1 33 https://x.com/SkyRid2 I 8/status/l 888785484874502202

1 3a hftps:i/x.com/SkvRjd2 I 8istatus/l 888785440423252420

1 35 https://x.com/DigitalRaftaar/status/ I 888775092458406273

1 36 httos://x.com/Updatelndia-TV/status/l 8887649933922 I 4226

1 37 https://x.com/dwivediachyut4l /statuyl 888543383607738698

't 38 https://x.com/KarmakshetraW/status/18885351 
568663351 1 1
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INTHEHON'BLEHIGHCOURTOFKARNATAKAAT
BENGALURU

(oRrGrNAL J U RrsDrcrroN )

Writ Petition No.- I 2(J25

BETWEEN:

X Corp. PETITIONER

AND:

Union of Ihdia & Ors RESPONDENTS

VERIFYING AFFIDAVIT

I,ShlokaNarayan,Advocate,workingatPoovayya&Co'The
Estate, Level Four, 121 Dickenson Road, Bengaluru-560 043, do

hereby solemnly affirm and state on oath as under:

1. I am one of the advocates for Petitioner in the above writ

petition and I am aware of the facts and circumstances of

this case.

2. I have examined all relevant documents and records and can

dePose in relation thereto'

3. I state that paragraph numbers t to 237 are true' and

Annexures A to U annexed to this petition are true copies of

their resPective originals'

Bengaluru
Date: O5.O2.2O25 Deponent
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