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The Legal Question
4 N

Identify Supreme Court and High Court judgments after the 2017 privacy
judgment recognizing the right to privacy as a fundamental right, where
courts discussed the admissibility of electronic evidence under Section 65B
of the Indian Evidence Act in the context of WhatsApp chats, call detail
records, or digital surveillance, especially in criminal proceedings involving
proportionality, procedural safeguards, or unlawful state action. Also

compare how courts balanced privacy rights against investigative powers,
and identify any conflicting judicial trends.
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Traditional Legal Research Requires

Filtering

Boolean searches Scanning Judgments

What We Tried

We typed the full legal question into Manupatra Al Search -
Just the way we think. No framing query. No thinking of key words.

Al Search Bwe @ O > @

* Al Search understands natural language—you don't need to use exact keywords. Just write as you think: ask questions, explore ideas, and describe concepts freely.
* Use Al Search for meaning-based queries; searches with names, citations, or exact phrases will be routed to Manu Search.

Credits: 16/110

Identify Supreme Court and High Court judgments after the 2017 privacy judgment recognizing the right 1o privacy as a fundamemal right, where courts discuss
ed the admissibility of electronic evidence under Section 658 of the Indian Evidence Act in the context of WhatsApp chats, call detail records, or digital surveillan

ce, especially in criminal proceedings involving proportionality, procedural safeguards, or unlawful state action. Also compare how courts balanced privacy right
s against investigative powers, and identify any conflicting judicial trends.
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And this is the Result we got
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* Al Search understands natural language—you don't need to use exact keywords. Just write as you think: ask questions, explore ideas, and describe concepts freely.
* Use Al Search for meaning-based queries; searches with names, citations, or exact phrases will be routed to Manu Search.

Credits: 17/110

Identify Supreme Court and High Court judgments after the 2017 privacy judgment recognizing the right to privacy as a fundamental right, where
courts discussed the admissibility of electronic evidence under Section 658 of the Indian Evidence Act in the context of WhatsApp chats, call

detail records, or digital surveillance, especially in criminal proceedings involving proportionality, procedural safequards, or unlawful state action.
Also compare how courts balanced privacy rights against investigative powers, and identify any conflicting judicial trends.

Search Results e Al Analysis ( = v, B N \
1. Justice K.S. Puttaswamy and Ors. vs. Union of India (UOI) and Ors. v & 8 J, The core legal framework for the user's query revolves around the fundamental right to privacy,
(26.09.2018 - SC) primarily established by Justice K.5. Puttaswamy and Ors. vs. Union of India (UOI) and Ors. (
. ) MANU/SC/1054/2018 ) under Article 21 of the Constitution. This judgment mandates that any state
%, MANU/SC/1054/2018 i Supreme Court of India g ) . ; e ; :
action infringing on privacy must satisfy the tests of legality, legitimate aim, necessity, and

All Relevance Facts Issues Pefitioners Arguments Respondents Arguments Section Analysis proportionality. The admissibility of electronic evidence, such as WhatsApp chats and Call Detail
Records (CDRs), in criminal proceedings is governed by Sections 65A and 65B of the Indian
Evidence Act, 1872. The Supreme Court, in Arjun Panditrao Khotkar vs. Kailash Kushanrao
Page(s): Gorantyal and Ors. ( MANU/SC/0521/2020 ), d€fmitmelpsianiredsthatsthvemsentifontemdenbont

65B(4) is mandatory for secondary electronic evidence, overruling previous conflicting \

interpretations. This strict interpretation ensures authenticity and reliability, acting as a crucial
constitutional bedrock for all subsequent discussions on digital privacy and surveillance. It procedural safeguard.

Courts Reasoning Ratio Decidendi Summary

The judgment establishes privacy as a fundamental right under Article 21, providing the

directly addresses the proportionality of state action in data collection (Aadhaar) and the
I y Wap ki ( ) The most relevant cases directly apply the principles of Section 65B to criminal proceedings

necessity of procedural safeguards, which is crucial for evaluating digital surveillance and Involving digital evidence. Asjun Panditrao Khotkar va. Kailash Kushanrao Gorantyal and Ora. (

electronic evidence in criminal proceedings. While not directly on Section 65B, its principles of MANU/SC/0521/2020 ) and Mohd. Arif vs. State (NCT of Delhi) ( MANU/SC/1424/2022 ) are direct
proportionality and privacy are foundational to balancing privacy against investigative powers, precedents, emphasizing that electronic evidence like CDRs are inadmissible without the Section
especially in the context of WhatsApp chats, CDRs, or digital surveillance, as it sets the standard 65B certificate. This provides a strong argument strategy for the defense if the prosecution fails to
for legitimate state interference with privacy. produce the requisite certificate. Conversely, the prosecution must ensure strict compliance with

Section 658 to ensure admissibility. P. Gopalkrishnan vs. State of Kerala and Ors. (
MANU/SC/1652/2019 ) offers a legal remedy for the accused to obtain cloned copies of electronic

Manupatra Al Search analyzed the query, understood the legal issue,
and directly surfaced:

\—_+ Top 10 relevant judgments along with a structured snapshot of each
judgment including the issues, facts, arguments, findings and
more

e Al analysis of the query J

e Direct links to the judgment text within the Manupatra database —/
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Al Subject Coram Casenote CasesReferred Acts Citing Reference Status Counsel References Judgment
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MANU/SC/0521/20208E8

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA N O keyWO rd b re a kd OW n .

Civil Appeal Nos. 20825-20826 of 2017, 2407 and 3696 of 2018 +

P 070 No Boolean operators.

Arjun Panditrao Knotkar Vs. Kailash Kushanrao Gorantyal and Ors. _(+]

:ﬁ:\:mb S. Ravindra Bnai® and ¥ Ramasubramanian@®, 1J. \J u St t h e I.e g a l q U eSt i O n .

Counsels:

For Appearing Parties: M
Ajit B. Kale, Sagar N Pahi
Advs.

Neutral Citation; 2020 INSC 453

kghi Arpra, Pravin M. $hah, Sr. Advs., Ravindra Keshavrag Adsure, Haribhau Damodar Zol, Pratik Arving Bhogle, Prashant R, Katneshwa
atil, Shashibhushan P Adgaonkar, Aditya Sikchi, Jakalwar, Gagan Deep Sharma, Gautam Talukdar, Vikas Upadhyay and Ashwin Kumar

Subject: Law of Evidence

Subject: Election




In this query, Manupatra Al understood

e The constitutional law concept from Justice K. S. Puttaswamy (Retd.)
v. Union of India

e Electronic evidence jurisprudence under Section 65B
e Contextual meaning of:
o WhatsApp chats
o digital surveillance
o call records
o criminal investigations
e Cross-linking procedural law + constitutional law + evidence law
e Temporalfiltering (after 2017)
e Comparative reasoning (conflicting judicial trends)

e Conceptual balancing tests (privacy vs investigative powers)

Traditional Boolean search struggles because

e Relevant cases may never mention “privacy” explicitly

e Courts use varied language:
o electronic record
o digital material
o secondary evidence
o Interception
o data extraction

e The legalissue is distributed across multiple paragraphs and
doctrines



What makes Manupatra Al Search different

WM EILTEELe]aEF Every result is grounded in real judgments
from the Manupatra database.

NN ¥ ) eple R (o] &SN el-E0 Relevant cases appear on a click

W R CXS o T AT le R Every result links directly to the
original judgment.

N loideo ETa BTN CIaa LIWAN Analysis is based on curated legal
content.

ST T QU ENET EIR [T d[e 19 W NO keywords. No Boolean search.

Ask the legal question.
Manupatra Al Search finds the law.
To see itinactioncomment Manupatra Al

To view the complete Al analysis m

and relevant Judgment
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https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1xmhB8POhP9H8PTJGTHUqggaubDT599zb
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