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g discarded facts including by virtue of film tit'ed “Nyay, the

presentin

‘stice” i anner.

justice” in any m @
9. In short, it is the case of the plaintiff that he is the

profession and also the social worker. The defendant NoS.

businessman by
s of film production. The plaintiff

1 and 2 are carrying on their busines

being social worker, he is very much concerned with the harmony within

large and he is also concerne:] with an
f the media. It is further case of the plaintiff

Society at y of the [nisrepresentation

made by any person of any 0
hidden fact that on 14/06/2020, one of the noted film
Rajput was found dead at his residence.

that, it is un
personality late Mr. Sushant Singh

The said issue is still being investigated by the CBI
ued, whether, it was death or murder.

Authority and tilldate,

no conciusive report has been iss

Ac-ording to the plaintiff, in view of the fact that t
itted to represent to the public at large,

he matter is still under

investigation, none can be perm

contrary to the facts which are yet to be released by the CBI Authority.

Despite the ‘acts, the defendants have produced the Hindi feature film

“Nyay, the justice” which is hased upon the incident of actor late Mr.

Sushant Singh Rajput. According to the plaintiff, as per the information

received by him, by virtue of th said film, the defendants are trying o

malign the reputation of the pre 2nt Government of Maharashura by way
of mentioning that the Gov-snment has failed to take any steps in vespect

of death of actor Jate Mr. Sushant Singh Rajput. According to the plaintiff,

since he is emotionally attached ;ith actor late Mr. Sushant Singh Rajput
) X AlJ

and as alsa to the present Government ; :
4 the present Government which is ruling Stite of"
e 0 ’.'. 7 a

paha ashien, hr s e i
} wen, B b aifeerad peraon. Azcording to the plaintilf, lie has ma
fhy dhAe el ”
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Y Gmpne, 3. Defendants have opposed the Notice of Motion
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out a pri i :
prima facie case, balance of convenience also lies in his favour and if
the flim i .
im is released, he would suffer irreparable loss. If injunction &8
prayed is granted, no loss would be caused to the defendants. Lastly,

plaintiff prayed to grant teinporary injunction, restraining the defendants

from releasing, exhibiting, displaying, broadcasting any such film and /or
programme iri respect of life of actor late Mr. Sushant Singh Rajput by

presenting discarded facts including by virtue of film titled “Nyay, the

Justice” in any manner.

3

by filing

BN . . . ..

& ly / Written Statement. It is submitted by the defendants that plaintiff

does not
14
e?t.j;re contentions r

It is further case of the defendants that the suit is premmatured. The

have locus-standy to file present suit. It is further submitted that

aised by the plaintiff are contrary to the Provision of

intiff has not made out a prima facie case, the balance of convenience

g o, also does not lie in his favour and no irreparable loss would be caused to
the plaintiff, if temporary injunction as prayed is refused. l
4. The points for determination along with my findings with i

reasons thereon are as follows:-

e | o
1) |Whether plaintiff has made outa : . ‘
! 0

‘prima facie case in his favour?

. . ,,. .o - - - .

2) \Whether the balance of convenience | N

’ i L i o
Hies in favour of plaintifl? :
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irreparable loss, if injunction as“i—_—- No _i

prayed is refused? | | G
ARt At —_———— =t ————— = —— —-—
4) {What order? | Notice ofe-¥otion is |

i ! dismissed. J

e —— e e e em e mm e
REASONS
Point Nos.1 to 3:- J

5. I have heard the Learned Advocate for the plaintiff and the
Learned Advocate for the defendants at length.
6. I have gone through the Notice of Motion, arnidavit filed in

support thereof, reply tendered by the defendants and drcuments placed

on record.

7. By way of present Notice of Motic , the plaintifl is secking

injunction restraining the defendar{t Nos. 1 and 2 f[rom releasing,
exhibiting, displaying, broadcasting ény such film and /or programme in
respect of life of actor late Mr. Sushant Singht Rajput by presenting
discarded facts including by virtue of film titled “Nyay, tae Justice” in any
manner. It is pertinent to point out that grant or refusal of injunction is a
discretion: -v relief. Grant or refusal of injunction is regulated by Section
38 041 . Specific Reliel Act,1963. Section 41 ol Specific Relief Act is
prescribed circumstances when injunction can be refused. Sub clause (i

of Section 41 of the &pecific Reliel Act, 1963 is relevant which reads as

follows:
D)
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(a) xxx
(b) xxx :
(c) xocx
(d) x0x
() xo0¢
() x0x
(g) xxx
(h) xac

(1) xxx

() when the plaintiff has no personal . interest in the
o matter.

7 8. From the plaint reading of the aforesaid Provision,
/#:r.', it is very clear that the plaintiff has no personal interest in the

75
-/:«f‘?/ matter, injunction cannot be granted. |

- |

9. In the present case, the plaintiff hés merely stated he is
immotionally attached with the late acstor Mr. Suhshant Singh Rajput .
However, he has failed to show his personal interest in the present L.atter.
Under these circumstances, injunction  as sought cannot be granted.
Moreover, plaimiff is + 2eking in_iﬁncdon on the ground that the contents of
the film malizn the - putation of late actor Mr. Sushant Singh Rajput of
the present Government. It is pertinent to point out here that as per the

case of the plaintiff that the said film is yet to be released. Unless, the

— 5

g /’ coméﬁts of the film are warched, it is difficult to hold that the contents of
ST
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the said fiim malign the reputation of actor late Mr. Sushant Singh Rajput
and the present State Government. The plaintiff has failed to make out a €
prima facie case and balance of convenience in his favour. [Further, the
plaintiff has failed to establish that he would suffer irreparable loss in case
of refusal of injunction as prayed. I, therefore, hold that plaintiff is not
entitled to seek injunction as prayed. Accordingly, I answer [JOil{[ Nos. 1 to

in the negative and in answer to peint No.4, | ploceed to pass following

order:
ORDER
Draft Notice of Motion i: dismissed. = |
Ad-hoc { knd ’e,)ky C1v1] Cbunl
Borivali Div. Dindoshi, Mumbai.
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