
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

December 30, 2025 

 

Ms. Julie Inman Grant 

Australian eSafety Commissioner 

 

via email 

 

Dear Ms. Inman Grant: 

 

The Committee on the Judiciary of the U.S. House of Representatives is conducting 

oversight of how and to what extent foreign laws, regulations, and judicial orders compel, 

coerce, or influence companies to censor speech in the United States.1 To develop effective 

legislation, such as new statutes to ensure that foreign laws cannot silence Americans in the 

United States or severely burden American companies, the Committee must first understand the 

nature of the harms imposed by these foreign laws. For this reason, on November 18, 2025, the 

Committee requested your testimony at a transcribed interview.2 On December 2, 2025, you 

declined to testify, stating that you were “not in a position to attend an interview.”3 We write to 

reiterate our request for your voluntary testimony. 

 

Your testimony remains vital to the Committee’s oversight. We are concerned about the 

extraterritorial content moderation requirements of Australia’s Online Safety Act, eSafety’s 

attempts to mandate global content takedowns, and your collaboration with a U.S. university and 

other foreign governments to design and implement a global censorship regime.4 Moreover, new 

documents indicate that eSafety harassed American companies ahead of the implementation of 

the Social Media Minimum Age (SMMA) law.5 Emails and correspondence produced to the 

Committee show that even before the law’s effective date, eSafety directed American platforms 

 
1 See, e.g., STAFF OF THE H. COMM. ON THE JUDICIARY, 119TH CONG., THE FOREIGN CENSORSHIP THREAT: HOW THE 

EUROPEAN UNION’S DIGITAL SERVICES ACT COMPELS GLOBAL CENSORSHIP AND INFRINGES ON AMERICAN FREE 

SPEECH (Comm. Print July 25, 2025); Press Release, H. Comm. on the Judiciary, Chairman Jordan Subpoenas Big 

Tech for Information on Foreign Censorship of American Speech (Feb. 26, 2025). 
2 Letter from Rep. Jim Jordan, Chairman, H. Comm. on the Judiciary, to Ms. Julie Inman Grant, Australian eSafety 

Commissioner (Nov. 18, 2025). 
3 Letter from Ms. Julie Inman Grant, Australian eSafety Commissioner, to Rep. Jim Jordan, Chairman, H. Comm. on 

the Judiciary (Dec. 2, 2025). 
4 See Letter from Rep. Jim Jordan, Chairman, H. Comm. on the Judiciary, to Ms. Julie Inman Grant, Australian 

eSafety Commissioner (Nov. 18, 2025). 
5 Online Safety Amendment (Social Media Minimum Age) Bill 2024 (Cth); see Enclosure. 
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to release “public-facing” compliance commitments based on an eSafety “template,”6 and 

demanded meetings with platforms that did not immediately comply.7 Similarly, the 

Communications Ministry, one of the Australian agencies responsible for the implementation of 

the SMMA, solicited SMMA “talking points” from each platform to demonstrate that they were 

“working collaboratively with the government.”8  

 

In addition, documents show that eSafety formally asked American companies how they 

planned to “mitigate potential circumvention” of the SMMA law “via VPNs.”9 In 2024, you used 

concerns about VPNs, which may conceal a user’s country of origin, as a pretext to demand 

global takedowns of social media content.10 The documents obtained by the Committee suggest 

that you may be using this playbook again.11 Testimony about each of these initiatives will 

inform the Committee’s legislative reforms aimed at ensuring that foreign censors cannot silence 

protected American speech.12 

 

We appreciate the limited information you provided in your response letter of 

December 2; however, that information is not sufficient to satisfy the Committee’s oversight. For 

example, your letter doesn’t address eSafety’s previous attempts to mandate global takedowns or 

your participation in a September 2025 roundtable event at Stanford University in which 

“misinformation” pseudoscientists and censorious foreign government officials discussed how to 

build and operationalize an effective global internet censorship regime.13 Your attendance at the 

Stanford event also undermines the argument that you are “not in a position to attend an 

interview” in the United States.14 Clearly, you are willing and able to return to the United States 

when it suits you.  

 

The Supreme Court has recognized that Congress has broad authority to gather 

information from U.S. persons and entities to inform legislative reforms.15 The Court has 

 
6 Letter from eSafety to Platform (Nov. 7, 2025) (enclosed); see Template Commitment to Compliance (enclosed). 
7 Email from eSafety to Platform (Nov. 16, 2025) (enclosed). 
8 Email from Communications Ministry to Platform (Nov. 16, 2025) (enclosed). 
9 Letter from eSafety to Platform (Nov. 7, 2025) (enclosed). 
10 See e.g., Letter from Australia’s eSafety Commission requiring X to take down content worldwide because it can 

be accessed via VPN (Apr. 18, 2024) (on file with Comm.); Tom Crowley, 'Silly' to demand global takedowns: 

Dutton weighs in on eSafety case, AUSTRALIAN BROADCASTING CORP. (Apr. 25, 2024). 
11 Cf. Letter from eSafety to Platform (Nov. 7, 2025) (enclosed); Tom Crowley, 'Silly' to demand global takedowns: 

Dutton weighs in on eSafety case, AUSTRALIAN BROADCASTING CORP. (Apr. 25, 2024). 
12 See H.R. 1071, No Censors on our Shores Act, 119th Cong. (2025). 
13 See Letter from Australia’s eSafety Commission requiring X to take down content worldwide because it can be 

accessed via VPN (Apr. 18, 2024) (on file with Comm.); Tom Crowley, 'Silly' to demand global takedowns: Dutton 

weighs in on eSafety case, AUSTRALIAN BROADCASTING CORP. (Apr. 25, 2024); Compliance and Enforcement in a 

Rapidly Evolving Landscape Agenda and Attendee List (Sep. 24, 2025) (on file with Comm.); see Michael 

Shellenberger, Obama-Linked Stanford Center Held Secret Meeting with Foreign Governments to Plot Global 

Internet Censorship, PUBLIC NEWS (Oct. 28, 2025); Teddy Ganea et al., Stanford’s Cyber Policy Center 

Coordinates International Internet Censorship, THE STANFORD REV. (Oct. 29, 2025). 
14 Letter from Ms. Julie Inman Grant, Australian eSafety Commissioner, to Rep. Jim Jordan, Chairman, H. Comm. 

on the Judiciary (Dec. 2, 2025). 
15 See Trump v. Mazars USA, LLP, 591 U.S. 848, 862 (2020) (Congress’s oversight power “encompasses inquiries 

into the administration of existing laws, studies of proposed laws, and surveys of defects in our social, economic, or 

political system for the purpose of enabling the Congress to remedy them.” (internal citation omitted)). 
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explained that compliance with a congressional inquiry is a “public duty, which every person 

within the jurisdiction of the [U.S.] Government is bound to perform when properly 

summoned.”16 U.S. citizenship carries with it both benefits and responsibilities, and those, such 

as yourself, who enjoy the advantages associated with such citizenship should be willing to 

shoulder the responsibilities as well, including cooperating with congressional investigations. In 

other contexts, courts have routinely found that U.S. citizens living abroad are within the 

jurisdiction of the U.S. government and can be compelled to provide testimony.17  

 

Accordingly, we reiterate our request for your cooperation and ask that you make 

yourself available for a transcribed interview with the Committee. Pursuant to the Rules of the 

House of Representatives, the Committee on the Judiciary has jurisdiction to conduct oversight 

of matters concerning “[c]ivil liberties” to inform potential legislative reforms.18 Please contact 

Committee staff to schedule your transcribed interview as soon as possible but no later than 

10:00 a.m. ET on January 13, 2026. The Committee may have to consider, if necessary, 

additional steps to obtain compliance with our request. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact Committee staff at +1 (202) 225-6906. Thank 

you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

  

Sincerely,  

 

      

 

     Jim Jordan 

Chairman 

 

 

cc: The Honorable Jamie Raskin, Ranking Member 

 

Enclosure 

 
16 United States v. Bryan, 339 U.S. 323, 331 (1950). 
17 See e.g., Blackmer v. United States, 284 U.S. 421, 439-440 (1932) (“As the Congress could define the obligation, 

it could prescribe a penalty to enforce it. And as the default lay in disobedience to an authorized direction of the 

court, it constituted a contempt of court, and the Congress could provide for procedure appropriate in contempt 

cases.”); see also id. at 436-37 (A U.S. citizen residing in a foreign country “continue[s] to owe allegiance to the 

United States.”  . . . “Nor can it be doubted that the United States possesses the power inherent in sovereignty to 

require the return to this country of a citizen, resident elsewhere, whenever the public interest requires it, and to 

penalize him in case of refusal.”). 
18 Rules of the House of Representatives, R. X, cl. 1(l)(5) (2025). 
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I pay my respects to Elders past and present and to all Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders
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