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(Please note that the full text judgments are provided as soft copy) 

 

A. Right to Privacy v. Right to Information & Transparency in Judicial Records –  

Supreme Court: 

 Kaushal Kishore v. State of Uttar Pradesh, (2023) 4 SCC 1 

 XXXX v. YYYY, (2022) SCC OnLine SC 1123 

 Jigya Yadav v. CBSE, (2021) 7 SCC 535 

 

High Court(s): 

 Princess Anaryaa Milind Ramteke v. State of Maharashtra, (2021) SCC 

OnLine Bom 10861 

The Bombay High Court considering the precedential value settled by the 

apex court in Jigya Yadav Case, ruled on the same lines. 

 Vijay Kumar v. CBSE, (2023) SCC OnLine Del 703; and 

 Tanishka Maheshwari v. CBSE, (2023) SCC OnLine Del 711 

The Delhi High Court ruled on the same line as the law had been settled by 

the apex court in Jigya Yadav Case. 

 Regional Officer CBSE v. Sanifa Mustafa, (2021) SCC OnLine Ker 6756; and 

 CBSE v. Robin Moses, (2021) SCC OnLine Ker 2590; 

 CBSE v. Vineeth J, (2021) SCC OnLine Ker 2971; and such many others 

The Kerala High Court ruled citing Jigya Yadav Case as a precedent. 

 Sachin Yadav v. CBSE, (2021) SCC OnLine Raj 3291; and  

 Ojashvi v. CBSE (2021) SCC OnLine Raj 3331, 

The Rajasthan High Court ruled citing Jigya Yadav Case as a precedent. 

 Gunja Kumari v. CBSE, (2022) SCC OnLine 5368; and 

 Mahendra Kishore Singh v. CBSE, (2021) SCC OnLine Pat 1367 

The Patna High Court ruled citing Jigya Yadav Case as a precedent. 

 Varun Kaushal v. CBSE, (2022) SCC OnLine HP 931 

The Himachal Pradesh High Court ruled citing Jigya Yadav Case as a 

precedent. 

 Shweta Pathak v. UoI, (2022) SCC OnLine All 274 

The Allahabad High Court ruled citing Jigya Yadav Case as a precedent 

 X v. You Tube, (2021) SCC OnLine Del 4193 
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(Please note that the full text judgments are provided as soft copy) 
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 World Wrestling Entertainment Inc v. M/s. Reshma Collection, 

(2017) 237 DLT 197 

 Lalitha Lakshaman v. CBI, 2017 SCC OnLine Del 6435 
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 Indian Performing Rights Society Ltd. v. Sanjay Dalia, 2015 (63) 

PTC 1 

 Exxon Mobile Corp. v. Exoncorp Pvt. Ltd., (2019) 79 PTC 335 
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 HT Media v. Hindustantimes.tech, CS (COMM) No. 352/2022, Order 
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 Snapdeal Private Limited v. GoDaddy LLC, 2020 SCC OnLine Del 

2044 

 UTV Software Communications Ltd. v. 1337x.to, 2019 SCC OnLine 

Del 8002 

 Eros International Media Ltd. v. Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, 

2016 SCC OnLine Bom 10458 
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OnLine Del 1738, (2022) 91 PTC 518 
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c) The Information Technology (Intermediary Guidelines and Digital Media 

Ethics Code) Rules, 2021   
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Evidence, (2011) 5 SCC J-54………………………………………... 
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o Mandatory for digital evidence in secondary form. 

http://www.eurojust.europa.eu/
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o Not-mandatory when original device itself is produced. 

o Can be filed at any stage of the trial. 

o Court can direct MSP & ISP to retain info. 

o Court can direct concerned to produce 65B Cert. 

 P. Gopalkrishnan v. State of Kerala, (2020) 9 SCC 161 

 State by Karnataka Lokayukta v. M.R. Hiremath, (2019) 7 SCC 51 

 Madhukara v State of Karnataka, (2018) SCC OnLine Kar 3813 

 UoI v. Cdr. Ravindra V. Desai, (2018) 16 SCC 273 

 M/s Jaimin Jewelery Export Pvt. Ltd. v. State of Maharashtra, (2017) SCC 

OnLine Bom 1771 

 Sonu v. State of Haryana, (2017) 8 SCC 570 

 Shamsher Singh v. State of Haryana, (2016) 15 SCC 485 Tomaso Bruno v. 

State of UP, (2015) 7 SCC 178 

 Anvar P.V. v. Basheer P.K., (2014) 10 SCC 473 

 Gajraj v. State (NCT of Delhi), (2011) 10 SCC 675 

 K.K. Velusamy v. N Palaanisamy, (2011) 11 SCC 275 

 Tukaram S. Dighole v. Manikrao Shivaji Kokate, (2010) 4 SCC 329 

 Jagjit Singh v. State of Haryana, (2006) 11 SCC 1 

 State (NCT of Delhi) v. Navjot Sandhu, (2005) 11 SCC 600 

 State of Maharashtra v. Praful B. Desai (Dr), (2003) 4 SCC 601 

 Salem Advocate Bar Association v. UoI, (2003) 1 SCC 49 at 55 

 Ram Singh v. Col. Ram Singh, 1985 Supp SCC 611 

 Ziyauddin Burhanuddin Bukhari v.Brijmohan Ramdass Mehra, (1976) 2 SCC 

17 

 Nagabhushan Rao v. State of Karnataka, 1975 (2) Kar. L.J. 47 SN 

 R.M. Malkani v. State of Maharashtra, (1973) 1 SCC 471 

High Court(s): 

 Chirag Dipakbhai Sulekha v. State of Gujarat, (2021) SCC OnLine Guj 11 

 Virendra Khanna v. State of Karnataka, 2021 SCC OnLine Kar 5032 

 Rakesh Shetty v. State of Karnataka, 2020 SCC OnLine Kar 4638 

 Shafi Mohammad v. State of Himachal Pradesh, (2018) SCC OnLine HP 799 

 National Lawyers Campaign for Judicial Transparency and Reforms v. UoI, 

2017 SCC OnLine Del 8564 

 Kamal Patel v. Ramkishore Dogne, 2016 SCC OnLine MP 938  

 Kishan Tripathi v. The State, 2016 SCC OnLine Del 1136 

 Abdul Rahaman Kunji v. State of West Bengal, 2014 SCC OnLine Cal 18816 

 Dharambir v. CBI, (2008) 2008 SCC OnLine Del 336 

 Amitabh Bagchi v. Ena Bagchi, 2004 SCC OnLine Cal 93 

 Twentieth Century Fox Film Corporation v. NRI Film Production Associates 

(P) Ltd., 2003 SCC OnLine Kar 22 

  

Note: Please consider reading the complete judgment for a conclusive view. Jurisprudence 

developed by the High Courts on topical issues have been referred. The same may be 

considered contingent to the absence of law laid down by the apex court, or an early address 

to certain novel and contemporary legal issues arising out of jurisdiction etc.  


