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Deendayal Mittal Alias D D Mittal
--Petitioner

Versus
State Of Uttarakhand and Others
--Respondents

Hon’ble Pankaj Purohit. J.
Mr. Sandeep Kothari, learned counsel

for petitioner.

2. Mr. Devendra Singh Bora, learned
D.A.G. for the State of Uttarakhand/
respondent Nos.1 and 2.

3. Petitioner is the owner and editor of
daily newspaper ‘Shrimat Express’. The
grievance of petitioner as canvassed in the
present writ petition is that petitioner’s
newspaper was blacklisted vide order dated
30.05.2026 (Annexure No0.20) passed by
respondent No.2-Director General,
Information and Public Relation, State of
Uttarakhand, Dehradun, for issuance of any
government advertisement for a period of
three years.

4. Petitioner is further aggrieved by the
order dated 08.07.2026 (Annexure No0.21)
passed by respondent No.2-Director
General, Information and Public Relation,
State of Uttarakhand, Dehradun, whereby,
petitioner was removed from steering
committee constituted under Rule 5 of the
Uttarakhand Print Media Advertisement
Rules, 2015 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the
Rules 2015’) curtailing his actual term of
two years.




5. It is vehemently argued by learned
counsel for petitioner that order of
blacklisting has been passed by respondent
No.2 without providing any opportunity of
hearing to petitioner and without issuing
any show-cause notice so far as blacklisting
of newspaper is concerned. He further
elaborated his argument that blacklisting is
a very serious action which carries civil
consequences and that cannot be passed
without giving proper opportunity of
hearing to petitioner before passing
blacklisting order.

6. So far as order dated 08.07.2026 is
concerned, whereby, petitioner was ousted
from Steering Committee, it is contended
by learned counsel for petitioner that only
Hon’ble Information Minister or Hon’ble
Chief Minister is empowered to remove any
member from Steering Committee and that
too under given circumstances given under
Rule 5 of the Rules 2015. Rule 5 is quoted
as under:-

“w@Rfar A G wver) Wewdl (TABR GaeE @ ArgF @) @
Frf®Ie], THIHT V9 Y§ W ESIAT Ol 5(F) A H AV a@vard
Tew BT THIGT HINAT HE gRye H Argar gk i Hisar
IS P G T SANIGUS HH [FHT W A o HSTT FIeT
P & GG H F AT TG FR&E GISGT FIVT AT GABIN BT AT
HIEIT GABN GG & e Bl wvglad died gvgd [FIT GIv
foreg ov w=Ie [darvrT qaar 93, FREA G VF GIeT o
HTT TF GABIY FHT 1597 ST/
(@) @Hfa 4 gFew GiIsT & AT W A §F Wl & AN
Y TN GIBIY GV T T TS GIRT TAT 159 T
(1) @Rt 7 [T 5 () T [AFF () § Slecitera IV e wevl
T BrIFEIT JRFTT G TY ENIT GAT A, GEITA I FAH
FrfHTeT & TY W qd AT BT O wHar &/
() @Al 4 wawl @ THT [ ST 8 WET 37F THBIN GG
W STdeT STHAT [FY G dRIGNT qad qA TS #
@ 3TN UV IV BN T FAAT 159 T
(G) wfafa & Fifaa IV TRErd el & AT &, WaEd @i
o [TBINIT [0 S AT ATE WY Sdvel §I Tl e

W QI9g B9 UY wevdr wWd: & a9y g ]’




7. Thus, he submits that only Hon’ble
Information Minister or Hon’ble Chief
Minister can cancel the aforesaid
nomination. But, in the case in hand, the
same has been done by respondent No.2-
Director General, Information and Public
Relation, which cannot be sustained.

8. Per contra, learned State Counsel
submits that it is reflected from the order
that no opportunity was given to petitioner
before blacklisting and further he also
admitted the Rule position which has
pressed by the petitioner.

9. In such view of the matter, petitioner
deserves some protection from this Court.

10. Issue notice to respondent No.3
returnable within six weeks.

11. Steps to be taken within 03 days.

12. Respondents may file counter
affidavit(s) within six weeks.

13. Put up on 22.12.2026.

14. Till the next date of listing, effect and
operation of order dated 30.05.2026 and
order dated 08.07.2026 shall remain
stayed.

15. Stay application (1A/1/2026) stands
disposed of.

(Pankaj Purohit, J.)
27.10.2026
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