NBLDS A

NEWS BROADCASTING & DIGITAL STANDARDS AUTHORITY

News Broadcasting & Digital Standards Authority

Order No. 201(2025)
Complainant: Mr. Utkarsh Mishra
Channel: Zee News
Programmes:
1. Ferfeat =t = @t 7@ evar? aired on 16.10.2024
2. Thook Jihad Law Update: oo e #= % @ga sar-31 grmaired on
16.10.2024
3. DNA: o= fefegt &1 sems farer man? aired on 15.10.2024
4. Thook Jihad Law: y& R w s & wes aired on 15.10.2024

Since the complainant did not receive a reply from the broadcaster within the time
period stipulated under the News Broadcasting & Digital Standards Regulations, the
complaint was escalated on 24.11.2024 to the second level of redressal, 1.e., NBDSA.

Complaint dated 21.10.2024
The complaint concerned news reports on videos of certain individuals spitting or

urinating in food, which had been dubbed by the broadcaster as ‘#hook’ and urine’
Jthad.

In the broadcasts, a UP law requiring CCTV cameras to be installed in eateries, given
the recent spate of spitting in food, was also promoted as an action against zhook
Jthad, despite the State not having made any such claim. This had legitimised not only
societal but also state-sponsored and legislative targeting based on one's religious

identity. The statements made by anchors emulate those being made by the fringe
clements.

The promotion of such conspiracy theories constitutes a violation of Guidelines b,
c,d, e f, g h and i of the Specific Guidelines for Anchors conducting Programmes,
including Debates.

The undue prominence given to the highly subjective and unverified opinions of
individuals making these claims violated the principles of neutrality and objectivity,
as well as Guidelines 1, 2, and 3 of the Guidelines to Prevent Communal Colour in
Reporting Crime, Riots, Rumors, and Related Incidents.

Further, the sensationalisation and communalization of this incident amounted to
targeted coverage, perpetuating harmful stercotypes historically used to attack,
intimidate, or dehumanise members of a particular community and thus effectively
violated the entirety of the guidelines on the prevention of hate speech.
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Broadcast No.1

0:03-0.28 Anchor: UBe F& Rl & ¥ @ do IRTT e & aofat
Wmmlwmﬂﬁaam@?waﬂémaﬂéw
ASAT Aot 3T 3R U F ARl WER F A et & o
WWWHW@'W‘WWW%EW%W'%
m%mﬁﬁﬁmmaﬁﬁﬁﬁlmﬁwmw%m
FE1 ¢ IO 50 W Fa 0 i F Fg F e

0:39 - 1:02 Voice Over: 19 f3¥gTe, ofs feTe, u& e, IR SEre 3k
I fSEe &7 %maé:tﬁ&fﬁa’mmmﬂ?ﬁm! arerer Mfear o3
IR & W 30 Afsat F ¥ g #F gsay A @

1:28-1:38 Voice Over: I8 T¥AN @R DA 3weN! HeT & Farer 3397 %
ﬂﬂmaﬁﬁﬁmwﬁaﬁ"%mwmaﬁ%aﬁaaﬁaﬁ
ST HA arell AT 2

3:18- 3:27 Voice Over: AT AT W 310 ey 07 Ry ity arawer
ﬁﬁ?mm%%gﬁmﬁw&mw%mwmﬁmsﬁm
fry va fSrerfeat = qfe & st =t =7 2

Broadcast No. 2

2:03- 2:12 Anchor3TR ¥ # IR FI§ Y& e T ot 3§ 3T g0
el ST faege Dl TWHR & FC Fofat 7 Sooiga g | e
8 ST 98 Tepam &

320334Anchoraa€%€ra£rsﬁsmﬁmmﬁa?dﬁwmﬁ3ﬂé%'
ﬁvaﬁ%ﬁmwmwﬁ%w%mﬁhﬁﬁﬁ%'
#Waﬁimmlﬂaﬁwmmmmmm
S dMT WY @Y SpE A O e # A@Eer awe 3 |

: £



NBLDS A

NEWS BROADCASTING & DIGITAL STANDARDS AUTHORITY

Broadcast No. 3 '
0:01-0:30 Anchor: HegT AT Y& fere! 38T fSregre W 3mer AVt ey
ﬁwaﬁra‘ﬁﬁ!maﬁﬁm%mwmimléﬁ
A HHe R & ol e STeg AT ST AIRT g B e &
IR @reraret $r Aot F 78 AN e veh 3w NG BT sroer
!ﬁé’ﬁéﬁ*lﬂﬁﬁdvdﬂdmgﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁmﬁﬂﬁﬁ
HT T Sqte AT St A A WER I gF owTE F qer
STl &Y dlell gl

1:01-1:07 Voice Over: 3T TG ¥ W 3TRIE@S o I Y forgrieat
TRl Sollol el T IR B

Broadcast No. 4 0:50-1:15 Voice Over:EI‘:H p= ?-'IF,W p=) Qﬁ,ﬂa’ Py 9‘}\?5,
I H YH, TN A ¥, N @ A IS aF e w9 aredr o
TERT & f3ws st 2@r 35 9 & @ § Sl 3¢ S

1:29-1:35 Voice Over : 38 &I Ias ITH & & ¥ 31 ST a<E &7 Ol
TEIR AHA HTE Y 22§ A 3mRrer Sher Il

3:48 - 4:02 Anchor: I& TEIN GO daT &Y arel & 3T 5 off 27 it
FI QWA § T A FE IqH AT F AQ AT 35T & T o9 9 a0
mﬁwwmaﬁﬁwmaﬁ%mmaﬁsﬁsﬁrmﬁ
3RIeEr fohar arar g

4:21-4:24 Anchor: & fIgle Al # Ao & T FeH T A awn
AT &7 7

6:12-6:26 Panelist: J8T UX FIT Fgd & IaT =8 Fal F TRIT aadr
msﬂﬁrwaﬁ%mwﬁﬁ%%ﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁrmﬁ?m
g!
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6:20-6:26 Anchor : HIFRTT HIES & foIT AT HaNE ST | FIeRT WES F
ﬁammmﬁmﬁwgaﬂtwmﬁrm
fe@reen feruer »

Decision of NBDSA at its Meeting held on 13.12.2024
NBDSA considered the complaint and after viewing the footage of the broadcast,
decided to call the patties for a hearing.

On being served with Notices, the following were present for a hearing on
24.05.2025:

Complainant
1. Mr. Utkarsh Mishra

Broadcaster
1. Ms. Ritwika Nanda, Advocate
2. Ms. Annie, Senior Manager — Legal

Submissions of the Complainant

The complainant submitted that the issue being reported in the impugned broadcasts
was the enactment of the two Ordinances by the UP government, which would
penalise contaminating food with human waste and force all cateries to put up
nameplates giving details of owners and staff along with CCTV cameras.

This issue, along with incidents of contamination of food, was reported in the
impugned broadcasts as a very dangerous conspiracy of “thook Jthad”. "T'his narrative
was not only evident from the tickers aired during the broadcasts but also from the
vocabulary of the anchors.

In the broadcasts, the Ordinances are promoted as an action against thook jihad even
though the word jihad has not been uttered by any agency or official authority while

promoting this Ordinance. Further, the law itself does not name any specific
community or their intent.

The complainant reiterated that its objection to the impugned broadcasts was the
manner in which a communal color was given to an issue concerning hygiene and
food safety. By promoting the conspiracy of éhad’in the broadcasts, the broadcaster
had violated the NBDSA Guidelines, under which religious  stereotyping s
prohibited and conspiracy theoties cannot be disseminated. Further, no holistc
investigation was conducted by either the broadcaster or by the State government
itself to ascertain who the accused were, whether they were Muslims. He submitted
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that even if all the accused were Muslims, it did not justify the broadcaster branding
the incidents as “thook jibad”.

NBDSA orders in the past have made it clear that the word jikad cannot be loosely
used and has to be objectively contextualized. While it is the duty of the broadcaster
to report on a law being enacted, in the instant case, there was clear sensationalisation
and communalisation of the matter as the incidents were branded as communal
jihadi conspiracy, which not only perpetuates harmful stereotypes but also targets
the minority community.

The coverage and framing of the word Jibad thus violate the Guidelines for
Preventon of Hate Speech, Specific Guidelines for Anchors conducting
Programmes including Debates and Guidelines to prevent communal colour in
reporting.

Submissions of the Broadcaster

At the outset, the broadcaster raised a preliminary submission that the impugned
broadcast was barred by limitation as there was a delay of four days in escalating the
complaint to the Authority at the second level of grievance redressal, which was not
satisfactorily explained by the complainant in the application filed for condonation

of delay in terms of Regulation 9.1 of the News Broadcasting & Digital Standards
Regulations.

The impugned broadcasts emanate from reports concerning incidents of spitting and
urinating in food by certain individuals. These incidents gained prominence when an
incident came to light wherein a house help who had been cooking food for a family
for neatly 8 years was caught urinating in the food before preparing it. In this case,
all family members had been diagnosed with liver discase. This incident escalated
the issue and garnered broader attention, showing that there have been instances of
food safety as well as instances of spitting in food. These instances were a serious
public concern, and its coverage was aimed at informing the public and bringing
attention to potential food safety and hygiene issues.

In the impugned broadcast, verified reports of food contamination incidents,
including formal complaints submitted by the public and responses from
government authorities, including the statements from Uttar Pradesh’s Chicf
Minister, Yogi Adityanath, who indicated that strict action would be taken against
those responsible for these acts was aired.

During the broadcast, interviews were conducted with various food establishments
to assess hygiene practices and the implementation of state guidelines. The reporter
had visited three places in Prayagraj, Saharanpur, and Lucknow to inspect public
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cateries, wherein it was seen that people were not wearing gloves or masks, despite
the specific directions of the government. These included eateties run by Hindus as
well. Therefore, in the broadcast, it was only attempting to gather information on
the larger public issue concerning the mandate of the government for the installation
of CCTV cameras, usage of masks, gloves, and headcaps in eateries and restaurants.

The purpose of the broadcast was to inform and raise awareness about these
incidents and the steps being taken to address them, in line with the public interest.
The impugned broadcasts did not, in any manner, promote or endorse any
conspiracy theories, nor did they sensationalize or communalize the issue at hand.
The subject matter of the report—namely, incidents of spitting and urinating in

food—pertains to legitimate and grave public health concerns relating to food safety
and hygicne.

There was no communal angle in the broadcasts. The term Jihad” has not been
referred to in a communal sense. The term “Yhook Jthad” was used solely in reference
to these incidents.

Further, an internal Advisory had been issued to the reporters not to use the term
Jthad” in their broadcasts. The broadcaster submitted that it was also undertaking
deliberate steps to ensure that there is no violation of the Code of Conduct in its
broadcasts.

As far as the delay at the second level of redressal was concerned, the complainant
submitted that the delay of four days was due to inadvertence and requested the
Authority to condone the same under the principles of natural justice and in the
interest of strengthening the self-regulatory structures.

Decision of NBDSA

Before considering the complaint, NBDSA decided to condone the delay of four
days at the second level of grievance redressal.

NBDSA  considered the complaint, response of the broadcaster, gave due

consideration to the arguments of the complainant and the broadcaster and reviewed
the footage of the broadcasts.

NBDSA observed that no objection could be raised with regard to the impugned
broadcasts, had the broadcasts confined themselves to the stated objective of

informing the public and bringing attention to issues concerning food safety and
hygiene.
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However, NBDSA found that while showing that certain persons were spitting or
urinating in food, the broadcaster did not attempt to verify the veracity of these
incidents and that they belonged to one particular community. Without undertaking
this verification, the broadcaster/anchors have termed these incidents as “#hook
Jthad” or “urine jihad”, insinuating these incidents as being part of a “nafrat; agenda” and
the individuals involved as “nafrats Jthadi” accusing them of being part of “ibadi gang’.
As it turned out, in one incident of urinating in the food by a woman, the said woman
did not belong to the community, which the anchor attributed.

In view of the above, NBDSA held that by using the term “f/had” in connection with

these isolated incidents, that too without verifying the background of such persons
allegedly doing so, was uncalled for.

NBDSA also noted that in the fourth impugned broadcast, the anchor statement
I WIS % fore = Hré S | FIRI el o forq = 5é < # Serdf eprr & 307 e wree
ot % fe@rdl! femme?”, was on the premise that spitting in the food/drinks was by a
particular community, without any verification about the veracity of such incidents
by that community. When viewed in this context, NBDSA held that the broadcaster
had not adhered to the Code of Conduct, in particular the Specific Guidelines
covering Reportage concerning Racial and Religious Harmony and the Specific
Guidelines for Anchors conducting Programmes including Debates.

In view of the above, NBDSA decided to issue a warning to the broadcaster not to
repeat such violations in future broadcasts.

NBDSA further also directed the broadcaster to remove the videos of the impugned
broadcasts, if still available from the website of the channel, or YouTube, and

remove all hyperlinks, including access, which should be confirmed to NBDSA in
writing within 7 days of the Otrder.

NBDSA decided to close the complaint with the above observations and inform the
complainant and the broadcaster accordingly.

NBDSA directs NBDA to send:

(a) A copy of this Order to the complainant and the broadcaster;
(b) Circulate this Order to all Members, Editors & Legal Heads of NBDA;

(c) Host this Order on its website and include it in its next Annual Report and
(d) Release the Order to media.

It is clarified that any statement made by the parties in the proceedings before
NBDSA while responding to the complaint and putting forth their view points, and
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any finding or observation by NBDSA in regard to the broadcasts, in its proceedings
or in this Order, ate only in the context of an examination as to whether there are
any violations of any broadcasting standards and guidelines. They are not intended

to be 'admissions' by the broadcaster, nor intended to be 'findings' by NBDSA in
regard to any civil/criminal liability.

g
Justice A.K Sikri (Retd.)

Chairperson
Place: New Delhi

Date ©6 062025



