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HIAYTT uH

"R H ol T8 [AchdT AT IGHISC ohl T & o ST AfkT T BT haH IT Hohd &, fTH L Tae &
Jed TTgeR STURTY hl RUIE, AT ATZaR higH Ui 3R gedans— 1930, sSicp AToideh 3R IUNTHT HiRH & IUTT
LA gi?”

R | 318 fachdT a1 well daTrge darast &
&R S STAR: Ed sifafaam, dfdT arside ok
SUNHIHIT BIRHA o dgd U BRI heH

HI’ier

WRd H ol 3Terg daarse a1 fashar gRT giRarers! &1 AR g wR difsd eafert & urg sgamart st
SUAR IueTeY & | Gad Uget, difsa aafer ga=m dienfireht (IT) sifafazs, 2000 &t &1 66D 3R YR =
GfgdT (BNS) & dgd UL AISeR SURTY Ui AT gedetis— 1930 WR AR &t el ehdT g | fa<ita Jerd ot
& A & fory, difsa aafaq YR Rerd g (RBI) & 2017 & feenfader & aga a-ed & 3 A1 & offaR oroa
oer # ATSTeen’ AT 'Y UTgeh SAGRY' @l &1 &R GehdT &, ST fh Dadha Pharma LLP v. Reserve Bank of
India (2025) ¥ GASHTAd fohaT a7 81 39k SifaRed, 3-hrAd dRaTeg! $iR T SaTe a1 dar 7 e Fi fR&afa
& JusiterT TReroT ifafAes, 2019 & dgd SuiaaT BiRA & 'Tar & At & folg JeheHT SR fRaT ST ehdT 81

wwmfia gaed “Rfaat adiaan frofa
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R # SffAargd fashar ar wSff dadrge dr@gd & f@q.. I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01  hIR YHIYH! gRT T drargst (Cyber Cheating) Teh 7R e+l sy @

IS S ol JeTse aT fAchdT hegex a1 HiaTse & AT O diRaners) ot 8, dt smeér sifdfagw, 2000 &t emRT 66D
JUT YT STURTIYh A1l o dgd Yford dht TSR STURTeS MRAT H UTAfHhY ot i ST Tehelt 8, X v. State of
Telangana (2025) 3R Jackson Nesakumar v. The State (2025) |

02 IR YA & [&eATth SReTSMS o feanfAdart & dgd ' Urgeh Ser) & fAad

I SHfelTE a1 # eiRarergt ¥R uer & Iewied (third-party breach) & &RoT gidt & SR UTgeh ST AT dchred
(3 &R feat & +fiaR) eh @l &dT 8, dF UTgeh ohl S1GRT Gt X8 A &1 9Idl &, Rakesh Totuka v. The Department

of Financial Services (2025) |

03 IZER YT UG a1 3R dares! & Qe aRd e I5T1 Sl ot Afdes g ST el &

Sl T 37U UTEeh! o Ufd Teh wfdaraes ok Afdes (fiduciary) sded giar §; sk chaet ST THTUfRvoT T gaTer
R 3T FOERY @ 99 deh ] 991 Yohd STd dah foh 3 UTgeh hY 3R & IS ST AToRaTe! Iiferd 7 & &, Bhushan
Goyal v. Banking Ombudsman (2025) |

04  TTgeh chl Githd wTuRaTe! hi fRAT & Son it SR ifag a1 gama gt St &

Tfe UTgeh 3 Wt T T fohelt UiRaTST & (A3 TR S UU STS-eiis ohech a7 Haeefier a1 (S fum, oidid) Tmstm e
AT Y W Tra F7T 8, it Sk oht it e o forg SwieR 78l ag=rar St @endr, State Bank of India v.
Pallabh Bhowmick (2024) 1

05 -y URaTSt § Heawf (Intermediaries) i SmuRifde AR 81, afces ag dar F e
<RI ATAET &

3-pAY ek (S8 Amazon) dhad Teh e & 9 8 SRl &hid 6, dfe his [AehdT SRATeS! hedl § a7 ITE fSetiar
T8 hedT, At 39 Iuiaar Hal & gHeT ATaaTes fdarg a1 dar § st a1 ST anfgy, 7 b §-aprad wiewid & faems
e SroRifes eaTergt i ATHET, Amazon India v. State of Maharashtra (2021) |
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R # SffAargd fashar ar wSff dadrge dr@gd & f@q.. I - fawga RAsdwor

06 IUHIKIT ThiRH oh MM oh fATh 3R R &7 hl I Hich

AT Ui faare Faror st (NCDRC) & 3esnt & faveg =mfies gwitett dhaet I¢t I <IATerd H SRR aht ST
Hend! g ST8T faaa a1 Jel RUT (cause of action) 30 g1 o, General Manager Punjab National Bank v.
Rohit Malhotra (26024) |

=rgraal & 3@ &9 g fRar

gaf=r =maraa & Hated =T gRT T Rigidl & SgaR, dfch dare dfderara sk grfera g+t =nfgu) afe

gfewtr & TTeaH! &Y R TRl & RefSiet Attt oY i ahea & o IR TReT SuT et ST 2, At
gg 'gar § FHt' (deficiency of service) & aRR & 31T &, fSIHehT Iewiad g1 UR ek UTgeh ohl
H3TEST &7 o iy IcRar! 8, St foh Mere! I=a =grarerd A Pallabh Bhowmick v. The
Ombudsman, Reserve Bank of India (2022) % 9dt=a =ararerd & DAV Public School

AT ol Heof < gU e famam

I AT HY Tt S=a =Tt = ag e fhan § o afe de @t aiRarert S ga=m gid et g, ot s ar

Fisard T @it & o ag el & @ Gudh o "Iside’ (Chargeback) a1 SFRYS Y1 Tfe ek
A H fothet TgaT § T7 TTSsR T bl HTHAT T2 g} hedT, af Seh hl ATuRarg! T Sraeft
3R I8 UTgeh ohl G AFA a1ad et gt

gre &1 R giferaT A #, SETerdl & A18aR ATl gRT &of A J IR o e sl sifafaas &

YRT 66D R GG & UTay™i & dgd el Siid [F ol &, S it @rdi (mule
accounts) & YR bl Y A & IR | 1T ST 3T 8, ETediioh fafre uRfEfaat ofk fgeraa
Y 37afd & SMYUR W T & ATy AA ST a1 Hafia SHma J9R 6l St 8, Petitioner v.
State of Telangana (2025) |

sfaoffa &= ar aarafrat

dmaRaTet (Negligence) ol A0S

Tieh ATl | 39 91d ohl ik g&H faTer ¢ foh dhaet Uer wfery fofeh R foetar et am aidaTst & ahgst IR als QU
SISTAIE hAT "Tfeha ATIRATE!" AT SITQ a1 -Tgt | S8t e fofal & 38 gRem fatherar & man 8, 98i g & 5@ urgas Y
3R T the e <hl SFTGLTT HHT 7T &1
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aRa # sifaarsa fA%ar a1 woff daggrge aagdt & [@a.. II - wgifaf@s graaE

11. Gifafdes graym s

SECTION 66D, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY ACT, 2000 — PUNISHMENT FOR CHEATING BY PERSONATION BY
USING COMPUTER RESOURCE

g Uray fopdlt +ft TR IUAUT AT heR AT ST IUTNT ich UFIETUT (personation) ZRT URETHE! e dTet ohl i
T dh & HREY 3R Yeh ARG TUL deh h SPAT chl TSI AT UTGET T g

"Whoever, by means of any communication device or computer resource cheats by personation,
shall be punished with imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to three
years and shall also be liable to fine which may extend to one lakh rupees." 3gd: X v. State of

Telangana, Jackson Nesakumar v. The State

SECTION 318, BHARATIYA NYAYA SANHITA, 2023 — CHEATING

TETeEl & STURTY Tl TR T 8, [ fohelt e i hucyden a1 SsAF! & Ul Hiow a1 fhd 3 &Rl &t st a1 A
A o forg ORA &t AT ¢ Fored 3aeh eRR, 74, ufasT a1 duf &l e ugadi g1

"(1) Whoever, by deceiving any person, fraudulently or dishonestly induces the person so deceived
to deliver any property to any person, or to consent that any person shall retain any property, or
intentionally induces the person so deceived to do or omit to do anything which he would not do or
omit if he were not so deceived, and which act or omission causes or is likely to cause damage or
harm to that person in body, mind, reputation or property, is said to cheat." Sgd: fendt «ft == fohg g
w3 W g A

SECTION 420, INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — CHEATING AND DISHONESTLY INDUCING DELIVERY OF PROPERTY

RETYSl e SR SEAMT & Hul Hiow a1 Jegar ufasffd Sl saam a1 7€ A & ol IR UR A1d ITel deh hl ohg 3R
A T UG T Bl

"Whoever cheats and thereby dishonestly induces the person deceived to deliver any property to
any person, or to make, alter or destroy the whole or any part of a valuable security, or anything
which is signed or sealed, and which is capable of being converted into a valuable security, shall be
punished with imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to seven years, and

shall also be liable to fine." 3gd: Jackson Nesakumar v. The State
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aRa # sifaarsa fA%ar a1 woff daggrge aagdt & [@a.. II - wgifaf@s graaE

SECTION 173, BHARATIYA NAGARIK SURAKSHA SANHITA, 2023 — INFORMATION IN COGNIZABLE CASES

T =T Rt G (FIR) &St et i ufeha &t FefRa evxar 8, forad \ifee w0 8 a1 sedgife 99R & J1ead 4 gford
oY & ST arelt STHeRTRT A B

"(1) Every information relating to the commission of a cognizable offence, irrespective of the area
where the offence is committed, may be given orally or by electronic communication to an officer
in charge of a police station, and if given— (i) orally, it shall be reduced to writing by him or under
his direction, and be read over to the informant; and every such information, whether given in
writing or reduced to writing as aforesaid, shall be signed by the person giving it; (ii) by electronic
communication, it shall be taken on record by him on being signed within three days by the person

giving it, and the substance thereof shall be entered in a book to be kept by such officer" Sg: fereit
ot =t fahg g w3 e Iga ol
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aRa # sifaarsa fA%ar a1 woff daggrge aagdt & [@a..
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R # SffAargd fashar ar wSff dadrge dr@gd & f@q.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IV. WWWUT 10 & wgd

o1 Pallabh Bhowmick v. The Ombudsman, Reserve Bank of India
GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2022-09-30 - WP(C)/1900/2022
gifrenTehdl, ST Qe aehlel 6, 3 31U deh @i T g3 URaTust areft grotar & felg eraraedt &t AT i off | Yeh giRdemsT & @ ot Geh
TS T HHARI IdThR ATAhThd! & Teh HdTS QU SIS heardl, [ e arfierrend & @ @ fomr 3! Tgafa & 48 R
forg g1 Rsrel e sifts Sfean (RBI) & Siivrgdd 7 fRIehrad &l I8 shgd gu @RS & e foh ag Jerdr arfiehrend &l uzars! &
THRUT g3, Rl WA & forg waTofierzor (OTP/MPIN) T SudT fohaT T T MEIEt Iea =Arerd 3 el WR R avd gy urn
feh RBI & 2017 & HgpeRk & YR, Afe Jehd™ UTgeh hl dluRaTal (credentials ATST &A1) 3 ShRUT gIdT g, dl s fSFIGR 78 8|
TR, T 7 deq o Fofa t a8t sgm|

frofa =TT F AT 6 Fefd s <l arufies mieRT Rem ueH &< 8, At af s urges i afeha drazare! wifid &
H ghet 5T & (S Yaesfiet hafRrres arem &), at o sfdghd de & 81R aret TohaTe & forg Iaerft &t ghm

“However, there is nothing Page No.# 13/19 on record to substantiate the above stand of the Bank. It is
surprising that even after receipt of written complaint of fraudulent electronic transaction from the
account of the petitioner, not even an FIR was lodged by the Bank with the police. It is also the admitted
position of fact that the Bank did not make any ‘charge back’ request to the beneficiary bank soon after
receipt of the intimation about the fraud from the petitioner on 18/10/2021..."

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2022 Hd GAHC010051612022

02 General Manager Punjab National Bank v. Rohit Malhotra
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024-09-12 - CM(M)/2637/2024

g AT 39 T T8 WR hicd o7 & &1 NCDRC gRT utRd Srmen et dharet feeedt I =ararera # Tt & ST Hehd! § a1 39 I=T
AT # S8l He a1& ShRUT (cause of action) IU= g1l oT| =TT A Faied =aramerd & 'Siddhartha S. Mookerjee v.
Madhab Chand Mitter' fofa eT SrgeRoT e g7 T fora fos gaiftr Article 227 & @8 NCDRC & Seait & faweg anfaret
iehrd 8, «ifeh 1R & (jurisdiction) I8 = <ITITerd AT GITTT STa1 f@Te 3T el ShIRUT S g3l AT 3(d: =ATTerd &
gTfIeaTehdlail et 31U T SifdenR & aTet I=a =ararerdl | ST et fder &)

frofa ot So <OTATerd = WE foha {36 gerft wgia Susiiear smaT (NCDRC) Reeft & fRa 8, 39k omen & fawg Re
SfYRR &1 I I=a =TT & UTH 1T ST8T Jed a1G kYT (cause of action) T $& {NT I= gaT Tl

“Subject to the other provisions of this Act, the National Commission shall have jurisdiction— (a) to

entertain— (i) complaints where the value of the goods or services paid as consideration exceeds rupees

ten crore...”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024 Ha DLHC010308442024

03
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R # SffAargd fashar ar wSff dadrge dr@gd & f@q.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

04

05

Dadha Pharma LLP v. Reserve Bank of India
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025-06-12 - WP/413/2024

g ATHAT ATIIehTehd! GIRT 3T i SThRISE T 37ae T & fehTel MY 16,15,000 FUT Y A vt dah (3rd Respondent) gRT Ao
ST &R (recredit) & der <t 77 & aiferd 81 gfora Stia # g g8 off foh o9 sidy w9 § Meprar i o1, A SRt &1 gar 7
Tl o HRUT AT §iG S T 71T AT| ATfAhTend| = RBI & Hgherk ol gaTell &d gU deh O A aT0d & T SRty foham| =amarera
3 3= I ArATerd o (Aufa 3k RBI o feamfAdert et Iecie &hd gy AT {6 sfeh et 3t argenl & ufdl fasyrar ok gren & e
2, fasiwen e o-urdl sfta & amet & urgeh Y IS et 7 gty

frofa  AGTY Jed 1A = AT foh STRETSTE & 6 JeITs 2017 & AR & TS 6(ii) & a8, afe dTeR uet &t g & R
SR e g1 & 3R Ueeh 3 feAt & fiar Ruld azar 8, at wmges &t S7art 3 ghftl ek @t 10 foT 7 ifey o s
Croikenti

“In Clause 6(ii) of the RBI Circular, it is stated that in cases of third-party breaches, where the deficiency
lies neither with the bank nor with the customer but elsewhere in the system, if the customer notifies the
bank within three working days of receiving the communication from the bank regarding the
unauthorized transaction, the bank must act upon it and ensure that the customer has zero liability due

to such unauthorized transaction.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025 Fd HCMA012126512023

Rakesh Totuka v. The Department of Financial Services

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2025-05-08 - CW/14828/2023

g AT SIS sfcht diarys! § Haifdd g, fSas arfarend & S @d § $Hfded &9 & 58,93,000 393 fentet forg Qg 2
gifAehTendt = &raT foraT foh IT= TSt &t ga-m a5 w8 & off 3R Reserve Bank of India & 'zero liability' SdheRR & dgd a8
Gt A2 a0 UM & gehaR 51 Banking Ombudsman = ehee 3Hifes g &d §Q b aht 15,60,000 FU 10y &z el & fea

AT1 Y ST Y I &l g ATRAehTehd! A I 1A e 3@ AT | =raTerd 3 Aret & qeal R fa=R #vd gy ok fafaa =l
eIl el BTl & §Q ATfIchTehd &l 7T el TtehR fohdT 3R ek el A T a1 ST et et g feam

Rrofa ST Id AT A YfE i foh SRS Tpoik o dgd, 19 giRarera! gumelt | shal 37 (third-party breach) gidt
& 3R urgeh MuiRa T7g A RUIE &ear 8, af UTeeh i 3aa1 G =8 L it ¢ 3R Ted I digf deh R gidT 8|

“Both as per the said RBI Circular and the said Policy of Respondent No. 2, a customer has zero liability
when the unauthorized transactions occur due to a third party breach where the deficiency lies neither
with the bank nor with the customer but elsewhere in the system and the customer notifies the bank

regarding the unauthorized transactions within a certain time frame.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2025 |d RJHC020730552023

Petitioner v. State of Telangana

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2025-06-23 - CRLP/6784/2025
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R # SffAargd fashar ar wSff dadrge dr@gd & f@q.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

06

07

g ATHAT SR} gRT SRR Yeh ST 1T & Tefdd §, o W siferg i & am wR eiarers) &1 SRty g1 fRAhrrdehdi
IR & o oIt 3 e ot ArES srepride Fate I8 e & forg wrsht R ofik svdta 1.86 srdte U &t &t i SR = adh feam
o ag fgiy & ofik o T Amel § 38 ugat €t STHd fAidt geht 81 =maTerd 3 Renfs wR Iuetey ared, iRt & =nfies feeraa &
g A SafY SR 3= AT A I8 el STl ea # 3@d gY, $© 0l & T1Y I8 ST & o (0 foram) 371 <t 7 aafera
gig, Fafia U & STia ifaemRY & GHer g A1 3R Uraule STHT ST M gl

frofa NI 3o TATAT A TSR STURTY 3R SMEEY Yae Y 9RT 66D & dgd gof ATH | SR} ht STHM arfaest R faar
& gU 2l oh |1 g T hl, Hiifch AT o Repls Iueteds & 3R g Rt fgwrad # o

“This Criminal Petition is filed under Sections 480 and 483 of the Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita,
2023 (BNSS) by the petitioner/accused seeking bail in Crime N0.93 of 2025 of Cyber Crime Police Station,
Hyderabad, registered for the offences punishable under Sections 66-C and 66-D of the Information
Technology Act, 2000...”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2025 Hia HBHC010305182025

State Bank of India v. Pallabh Bhowmick
GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2024-09-13 - /364/2022

g ATHAT SHi-TeTe Sfcht eiaryet § dafdd & STgt anfredt (respondent No. 1) 3 T SiaTeg! dhie WR fITe Tech Tah Alage
qU SRS foha o, S uRumiaey 3% da @rd @ s T9  ¢==1fY epret off 781 o7 da sifw 3z (SBI) 7 a8 ah
f&a foh AT OTP 3R MPIN & ATead 9 sifdghd &, 3afaIq doh Sarece el 8| sfchtt dterurel A oft dar & uer & Shger gAmam
gIifh, Tener =amaneter A 59 fAofa ot uete fear ofik S oY Af aru e ot R R \n\nerdieita =amarera = ag =fia fhar f
R a1 QTR OTP eht YReM SR faarur den HifAd &1 afe TMgeh STu-t TuRaTg! a1 SIETaeT oh ThiR0T MU= STHehRT (S OTP ar
MPIN) 91T &1 §, ot &k bt 39 T TR 81 S8 ST YehdT| =ATITeTd = gl foh Al ek ol UTgehl i g TTeAdt o forg
ITREHT ST T4, aF Sifere Sfchi gomTelt STfed gt SITget | JEgdR, s i 3rdie TR &R ot TS

frofa TNGIET Iod AT hl WSS A Gehel TATHIRT & STELT el Ueied gU hal foh TeIfd AiaTgel QU SIS T &l
ATIRaTe! el &, wifch UTgeh gRT SN a1 fire Tret ez 7R aTwRare! §, S92 da @1 <1 TuTa gt ST 81

“On perusal of the provisions of the RBI circular, we find that Clause 8 deals with third party breaches
where the deficiency lies neither with the Bank nor with the customer but lies elsewhere in the system...
in case of un-authorized electronic banking transaction occurring due to third party breachesi.e., where
the deficiency neither lies with the customer or the bank, the customer liability will be "zero" if the

fraudulent transaction is reported within 3 (three) working days...”

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2024 |d GAHC010232752022

Bhushan Goyal v. Banking Ombudsman

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025-09-23 - WP/28100/2022

g HTHAT Yeh Sich WIATUR ht fRIhrad & Teifdd &, o @ra § Atarger Aead & aren & aRH sHTfdehd ®9 § g1y fepret ot 718
oY | gTfRIeTeRdal A ach far foh IaA @S oft e ddY (OTP) rem &) fovar ur, afes Trger eikaryd) & Areny @ ag AfA Rl 11 o
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R # SffAargd fashar ar wSff dadrge dr@gd & f@q.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

08

09

A ArfreTeharl &t ATIRATE! &1 SRIY TTd §Y Rt 33 @ gepR o foam o1 =ararerd 3 Rerd den 3ifer gfear (RBI) & fanfdar ok
3 I ArATeral o fAufat et garelr &d gy AT foh deh U UTgent et SiHers dfdhT diarst @ gRfaid w@ & fag f[Sser 81
Ty A de it e e o a8 arfRieRreRat ol g3 it g1 &t sRuTS R, it anfiemreral 3 FafRa a9 @ & fiar d At
T Y g & & ot

frofa AN 3od <ATITerd = AT o Sfch Ty dfdarate ok Afaa (fiduciary) @1 &1 S &l ehded ¢ foh ag dahriicht @
3R Bfh (S fRfRi, gio) & UTgent & @i hl gRe R

“Banking transaction is both contractual and fiduciary. The bank owes a duty to the customer. Both have
a mutual obligation to one and another. The bank, therefore, is bound to protect the interest of the
customer in all circumstances. The technology as adverted has its own defect. Online transactions are

vulnerable.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025 Fd HCMA011660212022

Amazon India v. State of Maharashtra

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2021-10-28 - WP/3047/2021

g AT Ueh e-commerce 89, Amazon India, & % gR 3muRifde fAhrad ol g e 9 et &1 fRepradendt 3 Ueh ST
TR foham o1 Sit feefter 78 gorm ok 7 81 I8 Rusg fA, fSgeh ameR wk I8 Section 420 of the Indian Penal Code & d&d
IRATEE T SR AT Amazon = I & foh a8 dhaet Uah 70 (intermediary) & SR IadTE o fasha a1 fora=oT a1 amt 8t
2, 3R g fdare 7%= &9 & Consumer Protection Act & 3idifd 31 aTeft a1 # et a1 Arer 8, 7 foh SoRifees diRamest
Sl gTéente A A1 o6 ek & gum quan s smuRifees He 61 fewars 718 3R 38 e earedies fare 71 =marerd 3 afsigde
& 'process issuing' 3TERT i T e |

Frofa SIS ST <ATATT = AT oh $-prae Teail & A1ew T 6 78 ifarsy @iie § 9w faaka 7 g+ a1 Rive 7 e
&I U T Yoh AT /IuiedT fdare g1 SmoRifdes 3R1E (cheating) & T 38 4RT 420 IPC & d8d STURTI eiRaers
TET /AT ST ehdT|

“According to the Complainant, he ordered the product on 6th December, 2019. It was dispatched on 7 th
December, 2019 through FedEx Courier from Ahmedabad an d was supposed to be delivered on 14 th
December, 2019, but having not 4/16 WP-3047-2021.doc been delivered, Complainant contacted customer

care service of the Petitioner...”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2021 Ha HCBM0 10286762021

X v. State of Telangana
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2025-04-16 - CRLP/4934/2025

g HTHAT Uch ohi A eNATEST TR TSaR TURTY T Taifdd §, S fRuepraaendl 3 SRt tr faer & 918 R 89 g8u+ &l SR T
7| 3TRIYT 3 Section 482 of BNSS & dgd 31| SHM4 (anticipatory bail) & forg amfier arrR & oft | =amarera = & foh SR
& IR T 7T IATAKIRT STURTY T TTeT & A hl Tl a1t & 37R SIRIYT AT his MRk sfagr &l §1 39 a2l &t e &
& Y, AT = ATfeiehlehd ehl G AT o AL AAH STHAG Ua 6, s I8 S iRt & 98t IufRd g ofik s d
TEaT o ot e R ma 81
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R # SffAargd fashar ar wSff dadrge dr@gd & f@q.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

frofa  ~ITITTT 3 €RT 66D IMEET A ok deifrd ara=rent & 1fim sa &, iifer <8 7 o @ & o7 a7 3R 3Rt &
AN e hl Tgafa ot

“This Criminal Petition is filed by the petitioner/accused under Section 482 of Bharatiya Nagrik Suraksha
Sanhita (BNSS) seeking anticipatory bail in Crime No.762 of 2025 on the file of Cyber Crimes Police
Station, Cyberabad, for the offences punishable under Sections 318(4), 319(2), 336(3), 338 and 340(2) of
Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita (BNS) and Section 66D of the Information Technology Act, 2000.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2025 |d HBHC010212732025

10 Jackson Nesakumar v. The State
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025-02-05 - CRL OP/1881/2025

g ATHT anticipatory bail T a1t & Hefdd g, [ SiRidT R Section 66D of the Information Technology Act, 2000
3R Section 420 of the Indian Penal Code & dgd ¢RaTelSl et STRIT AT T AT| AT uet = TR fohar fh oY dhaer
T RIT (A1) & &1 TR S 38T AT SfR ITaHT Sifers diRatas § ucaer i a1 oft | 98 $&d §g foh 77 smidt &t
Ugt gl ST A gel g 3R ATt o Repls Iueted 8, =amarerd 3 AT foh SR & custodial interrogation &Y Sasachdr A&l 81
TETR, I AT = S AT o T ARG Y anticipatory bail U&H @R &

fRrofa HETH Ied YR A AT foh fO e @rad 7 aikarerst ot dam RimiaRd forar mar o1, 39 aRes &6t i S deR
Y ST Hendl! ¢ AfE ITHT T giRaTers! # e = gt 3R T Shael &4 IR & shg WR i fhat gl

“The petitioner/accused, who apprehends arrest in the hands of the respondent police for the offence
punishable under Section 66D of the Information Technology Act, 2000, and Section 420 of the Indian
Penal Code, in Crime No0.38 of 2023, seeks anticipatory bail.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha HCMA010152132025

A TfmToT

g A Vitark Al gRT 9resi—eh 0 & IUare fAufal 3R Iuateral & st & STUR R daR fohar mam §1 I8 dhaat RO Tgradr & forw € ok
FIL 9eTg (legal advice) =gl 81 fanedt off filing, opinion, AT correspondence & IualT & & ugat @+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @t ga 0T (source judgment) & favg W &Y & FaUd fhar ST @18 Tl
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	भारत में ऑनलाइन विक्रेता या फर्जी वेबसाइट धोखाधड़ी के खिलाफ कानूनी उपचार: आईटी अधिनियम, बैंकिंग चार्जबैक और उपभोक्ता फोरम के तहत उपलब्ध कानूनी कदम
	कंप्यूटर संसाधनों द्वारा ऑनलाइन धोखाधड़ी (Cyber Cheating) एक गंभीर दंडनीय अपराध है
	अनधिकृत भुगतान के खिलाफ आरबीआई के दिशानिर्देशों के तहत 'शून्य ग्राहक देनदारी' का नियम
	साइबर सुरक्षा प्रदान करना और धोखाधड़ी के खिलाफ त्वरित कदम उठाना बैंकों का नैतिक व कानूनी दायित्व है
	ग्राहक की सक्रिय लापरवाही की स्थिति में बैंक की जिम्मेदारी सीमित या समाप्त हो जाती है
	ई-कॉमर्स धोखाधड़ी में मध्यस्थों (Intermediaries) की आपराधिक जिम्मेदारी नहीं, बल्कि यह सेवा में कमी का मामला है
	उपभोक्ता फोरम के आदेशों के खिलाफ अधिकार क्षेत्र का सीमांकन


